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Abstract:

Questar Pipeline Company has applied to the Forest Service for an amendment to a
special use permit to allow relocation of a 4.25-mile section of a buried, l8-inch,
natural-gas-transmission pipeline located on the Manti-La Sal National Forest. The
existing pipeline' Main Line No. 41, which has been operating since 1953, crosses coal
reserves that are proposed for mining beginning in the Fall of 1990 by Utah Fuel
Companyts Skyline Mine. Questar Pipeline, ,Company is pursuing the project at the
reguest of Utah Fuel Company to enable coal mining activities to proceed at the Skyline
Mine. Relocating the pipeline would avoid potential damage and costly repairs that could
be caused by the proposed coal-mining activities.

Alternatives include:

A. No Action ; leave pipeline in existing location, allow only limited mining, do not
allow subsidence

B. Leave pipeline in existing location, allow complete mining of reserves beneath,
restore or repair subsidence-induced damage, protect against interruption of
service

C. Relocate to Burnout Canyon Route

D. Relocate to Gooseberry Route

(Valley Camp Triangle Connectors common to existing, Burnout Canyon, and
Gooseberry routes)

E. Relocate to Winter Quarters Route

The Forest Service's preferred alternative is Burnout Canyon Route (3), which includes
Valley Camp Triangle Connector (1) and using modificationi to the route presented in the
draft environmental impact statement (DEIS), in the areas of the Cohnellville fault,
mouth of Burnout Canyon, and near The Kitchen.
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ETWIRONMENTAL IMP4!:T STATEMENT SUMMARY

PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

Questar Pipeline Company (Questar Pipeline) has applied to the Forest Service for an
amendment to a special use permit to allow relocation of a 4.25-mile section of a buried,
l8-inch, natural-gas-transmission pipeline, Main Line No.41, located on the Manti-La Sal
National Forest. The existing pipeline, which has been operating since 1953, crosses the
Skyline Mine permit area affecting 14.9 million tons of recoverable coal reserves. Utah
Fuel Company (Utah Fuel), owner of the Skyline Mine, proposes to begin mining these
reserves in the Fall of 1990. Questar Pipeline is pursuing an amendment at the request
of Utah Fuel to enable mining activities to proceed this Fall. Relocating the pipeline
would avoid potential damage and costly repairs that could be caused by the proposed
coal mining activities. The pipeline serves approximately 701000 residential and com-
mercial customers in the region consisting of Utah Valley south to St. George.

t The Forest Supervisor of the Manti-La Sal National Forest is the official responsible for
I deciding on Questar Pipeliners application to amend its present special use permit to

allow relocation of Main Line No. 41.

Forest Service personnel reviewed Questar Pipeline's application, initiated project
sqoping, and identified a number of potential issues that were included in the August
l9E9 scoping document. The Forest Service notified the pubtic of the proposed project
through a Federal Register notice, news articles, and letters in August 1989. The initial
opportunity for the public to comment on the project was at a public scoping meeting on
August 30, 1989, in Price, Utah.

Resulting comments further assisted to identify the scope of issues to be addressed
during the environmental analysis for this environmental impact statement (EIS). Issues
identified by the Forest Service and comments from the public are summarlzed below.

potential for degradation of watershed, floodplain conditions, water quality (caused
by sedimentation), streambank stability, vegetation (especially riparian vegetation
along Upper Huntington Creek), and visual quality

potential effects on grazing

potential for disruption of recreation during construction

potential damage to, safety conflicts with public uses on, and maintenance of State
Highways 264 and 96, and Skyline Drive during construction

o potential impacts to livestock, wildlife, and fish caused from construction

. potential for pipeline construction inducing land failures in unstable areas

I o the.inclusion of affected landowners and agencies atong alternative proposed routes
I in the evaluation process

. minimization of conflicts between pipeline protection and coal recovery to allow
maximum coal recovery from Federal landsI
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. Questar Pipeline is concerned about rerouting into an area where it cannot legally
preclude future mining-related subsidence

o the pipeline issue should be resolved in an economically viable way

o reroute should take place in an environmentally acceptable way and expeditiously
to avoid curtailment of coal production and the consequent effects to the local
economy

o if the pipeline is rerouted, preference was expressed to abandon the old line in
place to prevent additional environmental disturbance

o rehabilitation of the abandoned right-of-way if the pipeline is relocated

. the schedule for rehabilitation and the schedule for decision and construction

. emergency response plan should be required

o location of pipeline is of critical concern for uninterrupted service

This environmental document was prepared by Dames & Moore under the close direction
of the Forest Service, in cooperation with the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), to
satisfy the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). The
objectives of the environmental studies were to (l) comprehensively analyze the effects
on the natural, human, and cultural environments that could be caused by the project;
(2) explore the potential impacts of the alternatives; (3) select a preferred alternaiive;
and (4) develop ways to avoid, reduce, or mitigate any potentiai impacts to sensitive
features of the environment. A total of. 52 miles of alternative pipeline route locations
were studied.

PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

Several alternatives and variations of those alternatives were developed and studied" (tt
is important to note that each route is composed of a combination of segments of the
existing route, others are reroute segments in new locations.) The alternatives include:

Alternative A - No Action - leave and protect the pipeline in place, allow limited mining,
do not allow subsidence

Alternative B - Leave in Pliace, Full Extraction Mining - leave pipeline in place, allow
mining with provisions to assure restoration or repaii of subsidence-induied damage,
protect against interrupted gas service

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Routes - (4 variations)
(l) 14.9 miles entire route, 5.7 miles new pipeline
(A l5.l miles entire route, 5.2 miles new iiieline
0) l5.l miles entire route, 5.9 miles new iiieline
(4) 15,3 miles entire route, 5.4 miles new iiieline

Alternative D - Gooseberry Route - 16.7 miles entire route, 12,6 miles new pipeline
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Valley Camp Triangle Connectors - (common to Burnout Canyon and Gooseberry routes)
(l) 1.0 mile entire connector, 0.6 mile of new pipeline
Q) 0.9 mile entire connector, 0.5 mile of new pipeline
(3) 0.5 mile entire connector, 0.5 mile of new pipeline

Alternative E - Winter Qrarters Routes - (2 variations)
(l) L6.L (20.2x) miles entire route, 12.4 miles new pipeline
(2) 17 ,2 (20.2x) miles entire route, 12.2 miles new pipeline

(*lf either of the Alternative E routes are selected, sections of existing pipe-
line, not part of the routes, provide local service and could not be abandoned.
Affects to resources are addressed as appropriate.)

The Forest Service's preferred alternative is Burnout Canyon Route (3), which includes
Valley Camp Triangle Connector (l), using modifications to the route, presented in the
DEIS, in the areas of the Connellville fauit, mouth of Burnout Canyon, and near The
Kitchen.

AFFECTED ETWIRONMENT

The pro ject area is located north of Electric Lake in Sanpete, Carbon, and Emery
counties in the State of Utah. The area lies at the western edge of the Wasatch Plateau,
an area composed of coal-bearing strata of sandstone, siltstone, mudstone, and shale.
Water is present in small perennial streams, reservoirs, and numerous springs and seeps.
Soils are mostly clay loams, sandy loams, and loams located on steep hillslopes and
ridges. Wet soils are present along perennial streams, marshes, springs, and seeps.
Landslides and debris flows have occurred throughout the area and are primarily associ-
ated with weak clay layers, wet soil conditions, and local faults.

A number of different biological habitats are present, each with characteristic plant and
animal communities. The existing and proposed routes involve crossing or paralleling
riparian and associated wetland areas, important vegetation types, and habitat for big
gamg and fish (Yellowstone cutthroat trout in Upper Huntington Creek are of particulai
note).

The project area is primarily rural. Land uses include agriculture (grazing), recreation,
dispersed residential, and mining. There are private lands,
jurisdiction of the State of Utah and Forest Service (Manti-La

The overall setting of the area
appealing to recreation visitors.

as well as lands under the
Sal National Forest).

is pastoral and mountainous, features that are very
Highway 264 is proposed as a National Scenic Byway,

and Skyline Drive in the western
is a scenic backway.

portion of the project area (along the Gooseberry Route)

Important or potentially important cultural resources along the proposed routes include a
prehistoric camp site, an unused railroad track, three potentially sensitive historic locali-
tiesr and four areas where there is a possibility of encountering buried Pleistocene verte-
brate remains' which could be of both archaeological and paleohtological importance.
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ETWTRoNMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

Impacts associated with each alternative are generally summarized below.

Alternative A - No Action - Leave and protect the prpetine in pliace, limited mining. The
existing pipeline has been in place since 1953. Questar Pipeline anticipates the remain-
ing life of the pipeline to be 30 to 40 years. If the pipeline is left in place, there would
be no disturbance to surface environmental resources. It should be noted that as part of
the existing environmental condition, the northwestern portion of the existing route
crosses 2 areas of unstable soils, which are affected by and potentially could affEct the
existing pipeline. The length of pipeline under consideration in this document is 13.5
miles.

If the pipeline is left in place, a substantial amount of recoverable coal would be left
unmined. Beneath the entire existing route, there are an estimated 27.6 million tons
(mmt) of recoverable coal, which would generate approximately 555.2 mitlion in Federal
ro.yalties (8 percent) to Federal and State governrirents. Beheath the existing route
within the Skyline Mine permit area, there are an estimated 14.9 mmt of recoverable
coal worth approximately $29.8 million in Federal royalties. If the pipeline is left in
place, Utah Fuel could mine up to one-third of the recoverable coit, protecting the
pipeline against subsidence, and leaving approximately t0 mmt of recoverable- coal
unmined (S20 million in royalties). Also, revenue (salariesr goods, and services) to the
local communities generated during construction activities would not be realized.

Alternative B - !-eave pipeline in pl,ace, allow complete mining, protect against internrp-
tign o! Sas service, restore or repair srrbsiderrceindrrced damige. With tlis alternative,
all 14.9 mmt of recoverable coal beneath the existing pipeline within the Skyline Mine
permit area of the 27,5 mmt along the entire route could be mined and $29.& million in
Federal r_oyalties would be realized. The life of this mining operation within the permit
area is 15 to 20 years. However, subsidence of the ground-s iurface could cause severe
damage Ig th9 pipeline which could interrupt service to approximately TOTAOO
commercial and residential customers. As a measure to reduce the potentiai for such
interruption, the .most reliable option would be construction of 

-a 
4.25-mrle-longnredundantn surface pipeline. Strain gauges would be installed every 100 feet on the

existing pipeline and every 500 feet on the surface redundant pipeline. Construction of
the redundant P1n9tin9..would require about 40 days and cost (including the monitoring
system) about S?.3 million. Monitoring, maintainin[, and repairing the s/stem for the lifE
of .the pro ject ( t: to 20 years) would cost rougtiiy $ t +g,e :O a-nnually which does not
include costs that may be incurred for major pipeline replacement. These costs could
amount . to approximate ty $ZrA27 ,4A0 for replaiement foliowing cessation of subsidence
after mining.

This surface pipeline would_ be susceptible to vandalism and the reliability of the system
could not be gY-anLteed. Failure of the system resulting in interruption of service is not
an acceptable liability to Questar Pipeline or Utah Fuel.

Although th9 redundant pipeline would be placed unanchored on the surface, some
imPacts to the environment would occur. Excavation to install the strain gauges on the
existing pipeline and to replace damaged sections of the pipeline would 

-e*p'ose 
soils,

making them susceptible to some erosion, and would inteifere with other uses (".g.,
grazingr recreation) in the area. Also, the surface pipeline and monitoring instrumenta-
tion would visually affect the outdoor experience to recreational visitois. Beneficial
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impacts (services and goods) to the local economy could range from StZlrgO0 to $Zg+,gOO
from construction and about 52721250 from installation of strain gauges for a total of
5567,050.

Alternative C Burnout Canvon Routes. An estimated 14.7 mmt to 17.4 mmt of
recoverable coal ($29.4 million to $3+.8 million in Federal royalties) underlie the entire
alternative routes. The length of this route varies from 14.9 to 15.3 miles depending
upon the variation selected ; 5,2 to 5,9 miles of new pipeline would be constructed.
Construction would require approximately 40 days and probably could be completed this
year. This proposed route would have little effect on current coal-mining operations.
Approximately 2.6 mmt to 2.9 mmt of recoverable coal ($5.2 million to S5.8 million in
Federal royalties) underlie the segments proposed for the new pipeline. Mining beneath a
pipeline along Upper Huntington Creek and Burnout Creek, which the Burnout Canyon
routes would parallel, is restricted to protect the perennial streams. The cost of
construction and average reclamation is an estimated St18981000 to $310601200. Annual
maintenance costs for the entire route would Ue $261920 to SZ&.ZZO. There would be no
acquisition costs in regard to obtaining rights to the coal and surface area that would be
committed to operation of the pipeline.

If a route on the east side of Highway 264 is selected, there is a potential for l0 pipeline
stream crossings in Burnout and Upper Huntington Canyons, which could result in low-to-
moderate impacts to wet soils from construction equipment compaction; low-to-
moderater short-term impacts to water quality from sedimentation (disturbance of banks
and streambeds); and moderate-to-high impacts to the trout spawning areas. AIso,
adjacent riparian areas would be subject to short-term adverse impacts (until vegetation
has regenerated). Existing impacts caused by unstable slopes occur along the
northwestern portion of the route (existing pipeline). If a route on the west side of
Highway 264 is selected, there would be, according to the Forest Service, 3 pipeline
stream crossings.

Short-term moderate visual impacts would occur during construction along Highway 264,
a proposed National Scenic Byway. A long-term moderate visual impact would occur
where trees would be removed on the steep-sloped wall of Burnout Canyon, which is
somewhat visible to travelers heading south on Highway 264. Roads would not be closed,
but traffic flows would be reduced and delays would occur along Highway 264 during
construction. Benef its from construction to the local economy could range f rom
iszz,5go to $l,z3i,ooo.

Alternative D Gooseberry Route. The length of this route is about 16.7 miles,
12.6 miles of which would be new pipeline construction. Construction would require 80
to 90 days unless additional crews and equipment are used. The cost of construction and
average reclamation is estimated at $3,937 rA00 million. The route would not be entirely
on Federal land and would require additional time and costs for acquisition of land. Also,
there is a potential that Questar Pipeline would have to financially negotiate the rights
for privately owned coal where its recovery would be impacted by the plpeline. Acquisi-
tion costs for surface rights-of-way and coal would be approximately $416121800. Arinual
maintenance costs for the entire route would be approximately $301060.

An estimated I1.8 mmt of recoverable coal (approximately $tg million in Federal
royalties) underlie the entire route. Approximately 9.6 mmt of recoverable coal
(S14.6 million in Federal royalties) underlie the segments of proposed new pipeline.
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The pipeline would cross some areas of unstable soils, which could affect and be affected
by the pipeline. Six pipeline stream crossings would create low-to-moderate impacts on
wet soils through comPaction by construction equipment and cause low-to-moderate,
short-term impacts to water quality from sedimentation.

During construction, no roads would close but traf f ic would experience delays along
lkyline Drive ald Highway 264. Visual impacts would ociur from Gooseberr!
la.mP8,round 

(moderate-to-high impact), and along the proposed scenic backway, Skyline
Drive (moderate 

- impact). Short-term visual impacts 
-woutd 

occur during conitruition
al.ong HighwaY 21ar.a proposed National Scenic Byway, and a visual impadt would occur
where trees would be removed up the steep-sloped wall of Burnout ianyon. Benefits
from construction to the local economy could range from |tr13t1500 to StrgllrjOO.

Valley Camp Triangle Connectors. The segments in the area of the Valley Camp Triangle
would be common to the Burnout Canyon and Gooseberry routes, bul are 

'addresJed

separately to simplify review. The length of the entire connector would be 0.5 mile to
1.0 mile' depending on the variation selected, of which 0.5 mile to 0.6 mile would be new
pipe^l!1g. _ _Cost of construction and average reclamation would be an estimatea $Z+0,500
to 52531500. Annual maintenance costa for the entire connector could Ue SSOO to
$l,8oo. An estimated .06 mmt to 2.1 mmt of recoverable coal isr.i lTliilion t" s+.i
million in Federal royalties) underlie the connectors, of which 0.0 mmt to 1.8 mmt of
recoverable coal (S2.8 to $3.6 million in Federal royalties) underlies the segments of
proposed_new pipeline. Acquisition costs could range from $0.0 (Connector ( i-)) to $2.4
million (Connector (2)).

Within this small area'_ impacts are relatively minimal. Unstable slopes could result in
high imPacts along 2 of. the 3 connectors. Moderate visual impacts would result where
stands of trees would be removed.

Alternative E - Vinter Quarters Routes. The length of this entire route would be l5.l to
17.2 miles depending on the variation selected, of which 12.2 to 12.4 miles would be new
pipeline construction. If winter Quarters Routes (t) or (2) is selected, sections of the
existing pipeline that are not part of these routes, but provide local service, could not be
abandoned. Because these sectiond could not bd abandoned, resources such as
recoverable coal and associated royalties would be af fected. (These af fects are
addressed where appropriate.)

Construction would -require E0 to 90 days unless additional crews and equipment are
used. The cost of construction and average reclamation would be an 

'estimated

stlr t 4 t '500 to s4r20l '600. This route would not-be entirely on Federal land, and acquisi-
tion of land would require additional time and costs. Also, Questar Pipeline would have
to f inancially negotiate the rights for_ coal where its recovery would UL impacted where
the route crosses leases. Otheryjse, Questar Pipeline faces t-he potential oi relocating a
portion (or portions) of the pipeline when futuri mining of thesi leases is implement6d.
Acquisition costs could range from $6.3 million to St Li million. Construciion of this
proPosed route .probably could not be completed this year unless negotiations for land and
coal proceed without any delays. A construction del-ay until next iear would impact the
planned sequence of mining at the Skyline Mine. Annuit maintenance costs for the entire
route and associated existing pipeline sections would Ue $361000 to 536,360.
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An estimated 18.9 mmt to 24.7 mmt of recoverable coal (approximately $29.2 million to
$42.4 million in Federal royalties) underlie the entire route and associated existing
pipeline sections that could not be abandoned. Approximately ll.6 mmt to 17.4 mmt of
recoverable coal (514.6 million to $27.8 million 1n royatties) underlie the segments of
proposed new pipeline.

New pipeline would cross Winter Quarters Creek and Mud Creek. The route would cross
two riparian areas near Scof ield that are already disturbed by grazing. Along the
southern portion of the route, one variation (Segment 2l) would parallel Mud Creek
riparian areas that are in excellent condition (moderate-to-high impacts). During con-
structionr no roads would close but traffic flows along Highway 96 would be reduced and
delays of about l5 minutes could be anticipated. Construction disturbance would create
moderate-to-high, short-term visual impacts to views from residences and Highway 96.
High impacts would result from construction along Segment 2l where it descends the
steep-sloped north ridge of Broads Canyon, openly visible from Highway 96. Also,
existing impacts caused by unstable slopes occur along the northwestern portion of the
route .(existing pipeline). Benefits from construction to the local economy could range
from 5tro37 , ioo to $ t ,g L7 ,5a0.

PUBLIC REVIEW OF THE DEIS

Once the draft EIS (DEIS) was completed, a Notice of Availability of the DEIS was
published by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in the Federal Register on May
lE, 1994, which initiated the 45-day public review period.

During the review period, on June 13 and 14, the Forest Service hosted an open house to
discuss the DEIS, answer questions, and solicit comments on the DEIS. A news release
announcing the open house was submitted to local newspapers, the Sun Advocate and
Emery County Progress, and to the local radio station. Seventeen individuals attended
the open house. No substantive comments were received.

A total of 89 letters were received during the review period. Generally, the comments
supported the Burnout Canyon Route and emphasized the importance of the mining
industry to the region.I
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CHAPTER I - PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

INTRODUCTION

Questar Pipeline Company (Questar Pipeline)r a subsidiary of Questar Corporation,
proposes to relocate a 4.25-mile-long section of buried natural-gas-transmission pipeline
located on the Manti-La Sal National Forest to avoid potential subsidence-caused damage
by proposed underground coal-mining activities at the Skyline Mine. Questar Pipeline is
pursuing the proposal at the request of Utah Fuel Company (Utah Fuel) to enable the
company to proceed with mining activities that would result in surface subsidence along
the existing right-of-way. The existing pipeline lies on Federal lands administered by the
Manti-La Sal National Forest and is permitted under an existing Forest Service special
use permit.

The proposed project, known as the Main Line No. 4L Reroute, is located north of
Electric Lake in Sanpete, Carbon, and Emery counties, Utah (refer to Figure t-l and
Appendices B and C). If approved, relocation of the pipeline would begin in the summer
of 1990 and be completed in the Fall of 1990. The Forest Service is the lead Federal
agency and will assure that Federal regulations are satisf ied. The Bureau of Land
Management (BLM), the Federal agency responsible for administering Federal coal
leases, is designated as a cooperating agency.

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA), the Forest
Service is responsible for overseeing the completion of environmental studies for the
pipeline project and preparation of an environmental document. Through project scoping,
the Forest Service decided that an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was most
appropriate. The objective of this environmental analysis is to (t) comprehensively study
the effects on the natural, human, and cultural environments that would be caused by the
project; (2) explore the potential impacts of the alternatives; and (3) develop ways to
avoidr reduce, or mitigate potential impacts to sensitive features of the environment. A
total of. 52 miles of alternative route locations were studied.

The environmental studies were conducted in two phases. First, information about the
existingr oF af fected environment, was collected, compiled, and mapped. This is
documented in Chapter 3.

The information was then assessed to identify potential impacts caused by any pipeline
route alternative to area resources (Chapter 4). Once an alternative is approved,
Questar Pipeline, in coordination with the Forest Service, will develop any new
construction plans in the specificity needed (including site-specific mitigation measures)
to satisfy the permitting requirements of the Forest Service.

PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

Questar Pipeliners southern natural-gas-transmission system extends from northwestern
Colorado through northeastern Utah to an interconnection with Mountain Fuel Supply's
(also a Questar Corporation subsidiary) gas-distribution system at Payson, 

'Ut-ah

(Figure L-2). At the Indianola gate station, the system serves ai the sole sourie of supply
to Mountain Fuel Supply's Southern Utah Pipeline, serving communities from Fairview
south to St. George. The system consists of a single trunk line (ranging in diameter from
l0 to 20 inches)' a Z3}}-horsepower{ompressor station located near Ouray, Utah, and

l - t



several branch lateral pipelines providing gas, or nfeedr, from local gas producers. A
substantial portion of the natural-gas supply for the Wasatch Front is transported within
Questar Pipelinets southern gas-transmission system. Proper operation of the system is
crucial since no trredundantn supply system exists, and failure during periods of high
demand would result in the disruption of service to Mountain Fuel Supplyts approximately
701000 residential and commercial customers in the region consisting of Utah Valley
south to St. George. A failure of the system could jeopar dize public health and safety.
Substantial costs could be incurred to reestablish service (could exceed $l million), as
well as liability costs.

A portion of Questar Pipelinefs southern gas-transmission system currently traverses
directly above the Skyline Mine permit area, the surface of which is administered by the
Manti-La Sal National Forest. The 18-inch-diameter, buried pipeline, Main Line No.4l,
has been operated and maintained in that location since 1953.

The Skyline Mine is operated by Utah Fuel, a wholly owned subsidiary of Coastal States
Energy Company (Coastal States) that holds Federal coal leases (U-073120, U-0147570,
U-042235' and portions of U-044076 and U-02030, issued by the BLM in the area of the
pipeline. In accordance with tl'.te requirements of the Surface Mining Control and
Reclamation Act of 1977 (SMCRA), the mining operation is subject to repe-rmitting every
5 years. The most recent Mining and Reclamation Plan was approved by tha Utah
Division of Oil' Gas and Mining (DOGM) on December 21, 1989. Mining began in the Fall
of l98l on the east side of the mine permit area and has progressed generally toward the
west.

As a part of the plan, Utah Fuel identified the land uses and resources that could be
affected by underground mining activities. The Forest Service, BLM, and DOGM require
Utah Fuel to protect, restore, or replace existing permitted surface uses in the mine
permit area to provide for the continuance of current land uses, which may be lost or
damaged as a result of mining activities. The present, approved Mining and Reclamation
Plan provides for full-support mining only under the pipeline corridor in order to prevent
subsidence that could damage the pipeline.

Full support mining could allow the extraction of up to 5 million tons of the estimated
14.9 million tons (mmt) of recoverable coal below the pipeline in the Skyline Mine permit
area. Utah Fuel wishes to extract all of the recoverable coal; however, this could result
in subsidence of as much as 24 feet of the topographic surface damaging the pipeline.
Ten million tons or more of recoverable coal would be left unmined ana Utdh-Fuel's
mining operation would be impacted economically. The 8 percent royalty (529.8 million)
to Federal and State governments, 4 percent to previous leaseholder, and local revenue
from employment, goods, and services would not be realized.

For these reasons' Utah Fuel approached Questar Pipeline in 1983 to generally discuss
the issue and later, in 1987r to request an evaluation of a means to redule the impact of
subsidence on Main Line No.4l. Because the coal industry and the BLM are mandited to
maximize extraction of minable coal and Questar Pipeline cannot risk jeopardizing the
reliafility of its service, the alternative to protecting or maintainihg the exilting
pipeline would be to reloc"fe the pipeline to a compatible area not affedted by minin!
activities. Utah Fuel and Questar Pipeline agreed in the Spring of 1989 that ieroutin[
the affected section of Main Line No. 4l out bt tfre subsidehce zone in the mine permif
area would be their most viable alternative.
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Af ter considerable evaluation and planning, Questar Pipeline applied to the Forest
Service on August 2, 1989, to amend the present special use permit to allow relocation of
a 4.25-mile section of the pipeline. If permitted, relocation of the pipeline is proposed to
begin in the Summer of 1990 and be completed in the Fall of 1990. The af fected coal
reserves are proposed for mining beginning in the Fall of 1990.

DECISION T.IEEDED

The Forest Supervisor of the Manti-La Sal National Forest is the official responsible for
deciding on Questar Pipeliners application to amend the present special-use permit to
relocate Main Line No. 41. The Supervisor can decide (l) to deny the application for the
amendment, or (2) grant the amendment to relocate the pipeline to the proposed Burnout
Canyon Route, Gooseberry Route (including segments of the Valley Camp Triangle
Connectors), or Winter Quarters Route for those portions that lie on National Forest
System lands. The Forest Service decision will be based on the environmental analysis
presented in this EIS. The decision will be presented in a separate document (Record of
Decision) fo[owing completion of the final EIS.

The Project Scoping Document also identified the need to decide whether or not to revise
the location of the Utility Corridor management unit presented in the Manti-La Sal
National Forest Land and Resource Mana-gement Ptan' 1986, in the event that the
selected alternative involves rerouting the pipeline. Upon further evaluation, it has been
determined that revision of the existing Utility Corridor management unit would not be
necessary since any rerouted pipeline segment would involve only a single utility use
(Manti-La Sal National Forest Land and desource Management Plan, Appendix D). The
existing management emphasis (range, timber, riparian) would, therefore, remain
unchanged. The existing bypassed route would remain as a Utility Corridor management
unit for consideration of future utilities following mining.

IDENTIFYING THE ISSUES

Integral to the environmental process is project scoping, which involves the solicitation
of comments from various Federal, State, and local agencies and interested organizations
and individuals to assure that the most accurate and current environmental information
and public issues are incorporated into planning and decision-making.

After reviewing Questar Pipeliners application, the Forest Service identified a number of
potential issues and included these in the August 1989 scoping document. A Notice of
Inte.nt was published in the Federal Register on Friday, August ll, 1989, notifying the
public of the project and inviting comments. The scoping document and an invitation to
comment were_ sent to agencies, organizations, and individuals on a mailing list compiled
by tle Forest Service. Press releases were pubtished in local newspapers in August i989,
notifying the public of the project and the public meeting and inviting comment.

Six individuals commented on the project durint the public meeting held on August 30,
1989. Ten letters were received during the comment period. The-comments received,
both written and oral, further assisted the Forest Service in identifying the scope of
issues to be addressed during the environmental studies in preparation of the EIS.

;l L-3
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IIssues Identified

o

o

o

o

a

o

potential effects on grazing

potential for disruption of recreation during construction

potential damage to, safety conflicts with public uses on, and maintenance of State
Highways 264 and 96, and Skyline Drive during construction

potential impacts to livestock, wildlife, and fish caused from construction

potential for pipeline construction inducing land failures in unstable areas

the inclusion of affected landowners and agencies along alternative proposed routes
in the evaluation process

o potential for degradation of watershed, floodplain conditions, water quality (caused
by sedimentation), streambank stability, vegetation (especially riparian vigetation
along Upper Huntington Creek), visual quality I

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t

o minimization of conflicts between pipeline protection and coal recovery to allow
maximum coal recovery from Federal lands

the pipeline issue should be resolved in an economically viable way

reroute should take place in an environmentally acceptable way and expeditiously
to avoid curtailment of coal production and the consequent effects to the local
economy

. if the pipeline is rerouted, preference was expressed to abandon the old line in
place to prevent disturbance

. rehabilitation of the abandoned right-of-way if the pipeline is relocated

o the schedule for rehabilitation and the schedule for decision and construction

o emergency response plan should be required

o location of pipeline is critical concern for uninterrupted natural gas service

Further discussion of public involvement and the issues is provided in Chapter 6, and
AppendiT D contains copies of the scoping document, Federai Register Notice of Intent,
copies of news articles, and letters.

AUTHORIZING ACTIONS AND PERMITS

Iand Use Plans

o

o

The Forest Service has completed a management plan, the Ma4!i-La Sal National Forest
Land and Resource Management Plan and Final EIs. 1986.

t -4 I
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Permits and Other Rezulations

Questar Pipeline would be required to obtain a number of permits and approvals from
Federal, State, and local agencies for the project. Federal permits and approvals are
listed in Table l-1.

SCOPE OF THE EIWIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

I A systematic, interdisciplinary approach was used to analyze the affected environment,
I to estimate the environmental consequences, and to guide the preparation and

completion of this EIS.

Chapter 2 describes the development of the alternatives. The description includes the
alternatives that were considered and eliminated from further study and the alternatives
evaluated in detail. Provided in Chapter 3 is a description of the affected environment;
that is, the condition of the potentially af fected environment prior to the proposed
construction. Provided in Chapter 4 is a description of the potential consequences, or
impacts to the af fected environment of the no-action and proposed alternatives.
Chapters 5, 6, 7, 8, and 9, respectively, include a list of preparers, consultation with
others and public involvementr references consulted during the studies, a glossary, and an
index. Appendices include (a) a copy of Questar Pipelinets Preliminary Construction,
Operation, and Maintenance Plan, which contains an attachment describing construction
stipulations, (b) description of the locations of each proposed alternative route, (c)
project base mdp, and (d) public involvement information. In addition, a set of the
resource maps showing the affected environment and environmental consequences is
available for review at the office of the Manti-La Sal National Forest, 599 West Price
River Drive, Price, Utah.

I
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CHAPTER 2 - PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

This chapter is divided into liye primary sections: (t) a description of the process used to
formulate the alternatives; (2) a description of the alternatives that were tonsidered, but
that were not evaluated in detail; (3) a description of each alternative, including the
proPosed actiont (4) a comparison of the alternatives; and (5) tne identification of tne
Forest Service preferred alternative.

FORMULATION OF THE ALTERNATIVES

Generally' the alternatives were developed by considering the objectives of the proposed
project' .construction techniques (refer 

.to Appendix A), ind the issues identified cjuring
the scoping period in August and September 1989.

During the early discussions between Questar Pipeline and Utah Fuel, the focus was to
develop a feasible way to protect the pipeline in-place during full-extraction, under-
ground mining activities. Following detailed consideration of ihis atternative, Questar
Pipeline and Utah Fuel were not confident that, even with all possible protections, the
reliability of the pipeline would be adequate. [n addition, repiirs required because of
subsidence-caused damage would be very costly over the l, to 20 

- 
years of mining

activity. If the pipeline were to fail during a time of year when access is relatively easy]
the cost associated with the required repairs would be low, but reestablishing ierviie
after. interruption is estimated at Sl million. Should failure occur during th:e winter
monthsr it is questionable that service could be restored promptly. During a mita winter,
the large machine.ry required may be able to access much bt tne pipel-ine, but during
harsh winter conditions it is virtually impossible. Service to customeis could be interl
rupted for an extended periodr potentially causing injury or death during cold periods and
placing virtually unlimited liability on the companies involved. It becime clear that to
avoid jeopardizing the reliability of the southern gas-transmission system and avoid
costly repairs' the alternative to relocate the pipeline deserved serious consideration.
Relocation of the Pipeline would allow for full 

-extraction 
of recoverable coal reserves

within the Skyline Mine permit area and reduce concern for subsidence. Any of the
alternatives Presented here cross unmined coal and the concerns mentioned above could
again arise.

On August 2, 1989' Questar Pipeline submitted an application to the Forest Service for
an amendment to their present special use permit to relocate Main Line No. 41. In this
P^roposal Questar Pipeline presented its preferred alternative. The Forest Service and
Questar Pipeline developed.a wide range-of alternative route locations including the no-
action alternative and evaluated each to determine: ( l) feasibility of cons-truction;
(2) geotechnical hazards such as areas of unstable slope$ (3i gene5at location in regard to
recoverable coal reserves; (4) construction time required; (j) length; (5) coJts f or
c_qnstruction, typical reclamation, and acquisition of coal and surface iights-of-way; and
(7) environmental issues.

It should be noted that if the pipeline were rerouted entirely on National Forest System
land' Questar Pipeline would have to acquire a special use permit for the surface rigf,t-
of-way, but would not face costs of ac{uiring ihe right-oi-way. Also, if the pipeiine
were rerouted over Federal unleased coal or within the Skytine Mine permit area,
Questar PiPeline would not have to acquire the rights to the coal beneath'the pipeline.
Questar Pipeline would have to acquiie rights to- coal if the pipeline is reloiated to



Federal lands where coal is already under lease (except for the Skyline Mine permit
area). However, if the pipeline were rerouted across non-Federal land, Questar Pipeline
would have to purchase the surface right-of-way (except for a small portion of State land
along the Gooseberry Route. Also, Questar Pipeline would have to purchase the rights to
the underlying recoverable coal or face the costs of relocating the pipeline again in the
future so the underlying coal could be mined.

ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED BUT NOT FURTHER CONSIDERED

A number of alternatives were considered, but were eliminated from detailed study. A
brief description of these alternatives and the reason for eliminating them follows.
Refer to Figure 2-1.

James Canyon The route would follow the abandoned road down James Canyon to
Electric Lake, then follow the Huntington Creek drainage, State Route 264, and follow
the ridge as it leaves the Skyline Mine permit area to the juncture with Main Line No.
41. This route would have little effect on the Skyline Mine coal reserves. However,
problems wiltt constructing on steep side hills and unstable slopes, primarily along the
east side of Electric Lake, are considered critical and rendered this route unaccepta5le.

South Fork - This route extends along South Fork Canyon, across Eccles Canyon, and then
northwest in the vicinity of the Skyline Mine permit area boundary. The route is unsuit-
able for pipeline construction due to steep and rocky terrain, landslide zones, and
problems with crossing Eccles Canyon.

Box Canyon - A variation of the Winter Quarters Route (a route evaluated in detail)
extending down Box Canyon and Winter Quarters Canyon was considered. At the top of
Box Canyon' exposed rock and steep terrain made this route unsuitable for pipeiine
construction. Problems identified in Winter Quarters Canyon include: (l) the cinyon is
too narrow for pipeline construction, and (Z) an old mining camp of possible historical
importance would be disturbed.

Green C-anyon - A second variation of the Winter Quarters Route through Green Canyon
was considered. The terrain in this canyon was found to be steep, rocky, and unsuitable
for pipeline construction.

to follow an igneous dike zone which I
However, in developing Segment I I,
and geologic hazards) dictated the

location, and the resulting route exceeds the assumed boundariei of the igneous dike zone
into areas planned for longwall mining. Coal would be left between the dike zone and the
buffer zone under Segment I I in some areas where the two are not parallel. This
s.egment was eliminated from further study because it did not satisf y the intended
developmental criteria.

ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED IN DETAIL

The 5 alternative routes and their variations are described below. Detailed descriotions
of the route locations are coitained in Appendix B. Locations of the proposed routLs are Iillustrated on Figure 2-2. For ease of description and review, each pioposed route is t

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

Segment t l, - Segment I I was originally developed
cuts through the coal, making mining infeasible.
engineering constraints (e.9., topographic features

T
I
I

I
t
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I
I subdivided into segments (tne terminus points of each being intersections with other

segments) and labeled numerically. It is important to note that each route is composed
of a combination of some of the segments that are part of the existing pipeline route (an
asterisk following a segment number indicates that the segment is part of the existing
route). Others are reroute segments in new locations. Foi each aliernative route, the
eastern terminus is the point where Segments 22 and 23x intersect, and the western
terminus is the point where Segments I and Lzx intersect. A list of the alternative
routes and their segment combinations is provided on Table 2-1, The project base map
provided in Appendix C shows routes and segments. Mitigation measures are provided as
stipulations in Attachment A of Appendix A.

Altern'ative A - No Action - leave and protest pipeline in place, allow limited mining - If
the no action alternative is selected and the Forest Service denies the application to
amend the special-use permit, the pipeline would not be relocated and Utah Fuel would
be responsible for protecting the pipeline in-place.

The existing route consists of Segments L2*, L3*, L7*r l8*r 7*, l0*, 19* and 23x with
13.5 miles between the eastern and western terminus points. Of this 13.5 miles, only
about one third(4.25 miles) is located within the Skyline Mine permit area.

The existing pipeline has been in place since 1953. Questar Pipeline anticipates the
remaining life of the pipeline to be 30 to 40 years.

Under its current mine plan, Utah Fuel is authorized to and could mine some coal under
the pipeline using full-support, rfroom-and-pillarrt mining. The pillars left in full-support
mining are large enough to prevent subsidence; consequently preventing damage to the
pipeline. Up to 5 million tons of recoverable coal could be extracted, but 9.9 to 14.9
mmt could be left unmined in the Skyline Mine permit area, decreasing
production-related royalties and economic benef its to the local communities. Such
limited mining is not considered to be economical at the present time. Utah Fuel would
be responsible for the costs of protecting the pipeline to ensure no interruption of gas
service. There would be no new costs to Questar Pipeline with this alternative.

fo new mitigation measures are required as the existing terms of the special use permit,
Federal coal leases and the Skytine Mining and Reclamaiion Plan would suffice.

Alternative B - Leave pipeline in place, allow complete mining, repair or restore subsi-
denceinduced damager protect against interruption of gas service - Utah Fuel would
mine under the existing pipeline using longwall mining methods to maximize extraction
of the 14.9 mmt of recoverable coal. Revenue and royalties would be generated, but as
much as 24 feet of subsidence could occur. Consequent damages to the pipeline could
interrupt gas service to the approximately 701000 customers in the service aiea.

As a measure to reduce the potential for such interruption, a number of options to
modify the system are considered. One option considered is to expose the exisiing pipe-
!in9 to help relieve strain. Such action would allow the pipeline to move somewhat
independently of the surrounding soil thus reducing subsidenci-induced stresses. Strain
gauges would be installed on the pipeline to enable stresses to be monitored tele-
metrically. The pipeline must be taken out of service for a 2-week period in order to
install the strain -gauges and enable excavation. Soil conditions and topography may not
allow proper drainage of water from the trench so cutaway ditches wouta have io be
constructed, Any accumulated water in the trench could cause the pipeline to float,

I
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I
Ipotentially inducing additional stress. The pipeline would be vulnerable to intentional or

inadvertent damage from gunshots, vehicles, falling rocks, etc. Even with the pipeline
uncovered, there are unceriainties regarding stresses resulting from subsidence. Finally,
the remoteness of the area would delay repairs and increase maintenance costs in winter.

Another option considered was to construct within the existing right-of-way a new pipe-
line on above-ground adjustable supports. The new pipeline would be instrumented with
strain gauges to enable telemetric monitoring of pipeline stresses. Upon detection of
significant stresses, the supports would require adjustment to relieve the stresses.
Disadvantages of this option include vulnerability to damage, continual monitoring and
maintenance for support adiustment, access difficulties during winter, hazards to humans
and wildlife, and visual impacts (to maintain initial line elevaiion it could ultimately span
as high as 24 feet above the surface).

If the pipeline were left in place, the most reliable option appears to be construction of a
4,25-mile-long rrredundantrr pipeline. This would involve a 12.75-inch pipeline constructed
along the surface within the existing right-of-way. The tine would serve as a backup in
case of failure of Main Line No. 41. Strain gauges would be installed on the existing
pipeline at intervals of 100 feet (approximately 225 gauge locations) and every 500 feet
(approximately 45 strain gauge locations) along the suifaie redundant pipeline io monitor
stress caused by subsidence. Once the system is in place, the pipeline would be moni-
tored telemetrically and when the stress reached a certain level, gas transmission would
be switched to the redundant pipeline while the main pipeline is excavated and repaired.
Constructing the redundant-pipeline and installing monitoring devices and equipment
would cost about $3.3 million and require about 40 ?ays to complete. Monitoringr'main-
taining' and repairing the system for the life of the project (15 to 20 years) can-be only
roughly estimated (S 1461650 annually). The annual cost does not include any costs that
Tay be incurred for major pipeline replacement during the period of mining activity.
The northern 2.6 miles of the 4.25-mlle-long section of pipeline overlie I seam of
recoverable coal, would subside once following mining, and the section of pipeline would
have to be replaced. The southern 1.65 miles overlie 3 seams of recoverable coal, would
subside following mining in each of. 3 seams, and the section of pipeline would have to be
replaced following cessation of subsidence after mining in each of 3 seams. The
estimated cost to replace these sections of pipeline is $21627 ,400. No costs for coal and
surface acquisition would be incurred.

Implementation of this alternative may require an amendment to the present special use
permit . for the pipeline. A detailed Construction, Operation, and Maintenance Plan
(COMP) and application for a special-use permit amdndment would be submitted by
Questar Pipeline that would describe the specifics of its proposal. Mitigation measures
would be developed to use in the new COMP.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Routes closely follow the drainages of Burnout Canyon
a1d Upper Huntington Creek. The proposed routes were located by Questar Pipeline so
the maiority or all of the new pipeline would be on the Skyline Mine permit area in areas
where mining activities are restricted (e.t., beneath perennial streams and around
igneous dikes and fault zones). These routes are locatid entirely on National Forest
System lands to avoid the need to acquire non-Federal lands.
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TABLE 2-I
PROPOSED ROUTES

Total Milesl
Miles of ConstnrctionRoutes and Segments

Alternative A - No Action
23x,  l9* ,  lo*n  7x ,  L8* ,  l7* ,  L3x,  L2x

Alternative B - Leave in Place, Full
Extraction Mining

23*r  l9* ,  l0* ,  7x ,  L8* ,  17*r  I3x ,  Izx

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Routes
(t) 23*, l9*, (connector), 3a, 3b, 2,

16 ,14 .  L3x ,  Lzx
Q) 23*r I9*, (connector), 3ar 3b,

2 ,  L6,  15,  l7x ,  L3x,  Lzx
(3) 23*, l9*, (connector)r 3b, 24,

14 ,  l 3x r  l z x
(4) 23*, l9*, (connector), 3b, 24, 15,

17*, L3*r r2x

Alternative D - Gooseberry Route
23x, l9*, (connector)r 3a, 3br 2, I

Valley Camp Triangle Connectors (common to
Burnout Canyon and Gooseberry routes)

( l )  516 ,7x ,  t } x
Q) 4,  8,  lo*
(3) 4,  9

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Routes**
( l )  22 ,20 ,  I zx

(wittr associated Segments l9* and 23x)
Q> 23*, zL, zo, Lz*

(witn associated Segment l9*)

@of exist ingroute.
* * If either of the Alternative E routes are

part of the routes, provide local service
resources are addressed as appropriate.

13.5 10.0

13.514.25

14.915.7

L5.L 15.2

L5.L 15,9

15.315.4

16.7112.6

L.olo.6
o.g la.6
0.5 |  0.5

L6.L | 12.4
20.2112.4
17,2112.2
2A.0112.2

selected, sections of existing
and could not be abandoned.

pipeline, not
Affects to
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Construction of any of these proposed routes would require an estimated 40 days
(including the selected Valley Camp connector) and probably could be completed this
year. construction costs are estimated to be $t,8981000 to s2r953r20a. These costs
include consideration of typical reclamation. (Also, costs f or reclamation of the
abandoned right-of-way are excluded as those costs have not been determined at this
time.) There would be no costs for acquisition of coal or surface rights-of-way.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (l) includes Segments 23xr l9*, (connector), 3a,
3br 2, 16, 14, l3*, and Lzx. This proposed route was developed by Questar Pipeline to
take advantage of Utah Fuelfs mining plan and areas where mining is restricted.
Currently, room-and-pillar mining is planned for the eastern half of Segment 3 for a main
entry' a4d longwall mining is planned for the western half of Segment 3. However, Utah
Fuel has indicated that the current mine plan can be altered readily to extend the main
entry under the western portion of the segment, thereby substantially reducing the
potential for subsidence. Segments 2, 16, and Segment 3a follow Upper Huntington
Creek, a perennial stream that must be protected from subsidence. Segment 14 is out-
side of the Skyline Mine permit area and lies above unleased Federal coal reserves.

This proposed route is approximately 14.9 miles in length, approximately 5.7 miles of
which would be new pipeline. The cost of construction and typical reclamation would be
$211971000. The new pipeline along Burnout Canyon Route-(I) would cross about 3.3
miles of sensitive riparian areas and make l0 stream crossings (Segments 3ar 3br 2, L6).

Alterrntive C - Burnout Canyon Route (2) includes Segments 23xr l9*, (connector)r 3a,
3b, ?, 16, 15, L7x, L3*, and l2*. The variation from Burnout Canyon Route (l), Segment
l5r was suggested by the Forest Service to keep the proposed route within the boundaries
of the Skyline Mine property. Refer to paragraph on Burnout Canyon Route ( I ) f or
discussion of the other segments.

This proposed route is approximately l5.l miles in length, approximately 5.2 miles of
which would be new pipeline. The cost of construction and typical reclamation would be
$118981000. The new-pipeline along Burnout Canyon Routd'(2) would cross about 3.3
miles of sensitive riparian areas and make l0 stream crossings (Segments 3a 3br 2, L6).

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (3) includes Segments 23x, l9*, (connector), 3b,
24, 14, L3x, and l2*. This variation is parallel to and west of Highway 264 ln the Upper
Huntington Canyon area. Construction of the pipeline on the west side of the highway
was considered by Questar Pipeline during the preliminary planning stage but was not
considered further at that time because of construction probtems including slope
stabilityr blasting requirements, and more delays to area traffic. As a consequence of
these construction problems, the alternative would be considerably more costly than the
Burnout Canyon Routes (l) or (2). However, in March 1990, a decision wai made to
reevaluate the feasibility of construction in this location due to the environmental
concerns that had been identified during the course of the studies.

This proposed route is approximately l5.l miles in length, approximately 5.9 miles of
which would be new pipeline. The cost of construction and typical reclamation would be
S2r953r2OO, New pipeline along Burnout Canyon Route 6i would cross 0.5 mile of
sensitive riparian areas and, according to the Forest Service, make 3 perennial stream
crossings (Segments 3b and 24).
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Alternative
24,  15,  L7x

C - Burnout Canyon Route (a) includes Segments 23*, l9*, (connector)r 3br
, I3*, and LZx. This variation uses Segment 15, similar to Burnout Canyon
as suggested by the Forest Service to keep the proposed route within the
o.f .the Skyline Mine property. Refer to paragraphs on Burnout Canyon Routes
(3) for discussion of other segments.
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Route (2),
boundaries
(l),  (2), and

Thls proposed route is approximately 15.3 miles in length, approximately 5.4 miles of
which would be new pipeline. The cost of construction and typical reclamation would be
5216541200. New pipeline along Burnout Canyon Route (4) w;uld cross about 0.5 mile of
sensitive riparian areas and make 3 perennial stream crossings (Segments 3b and 24).

Alternative D - Gooseberry Route includes Segments 23*, l9*, (connector), 3ar 3br 2, and
I and would position the pipeline south and west of its present alignment. Within the
segments where construction would occur, the route would be engineered to follow
upland elevations where possible. Exceptions along the route include the descents into
Burnout Canyon and Upper Huntington Canyon along with the crossing of the Gooseberry
graben. This proposed route was developed by the Forest Serviie considering the
minimal potential for mining activities along the northern portion (about 75 percent) of
Segment I and the opportunity to bypass 2 areas where unstable slopes are ihreatening
the pipeline along the existing right-of-way in Segment lzx. Questar Pipeline formally
expressed the desire to bypass these areas in 19E4.

Construction of this proposed route would require 80 to 90 days (including the selected
legments of the Valley Camp Triangle) unless additional crews and equipment are used.
Some of this route is located on non-Federal lands. Therefore,' acquisition of
rights-of-way and private coal ownership would be required. These costs are estimated
at 54'5121800. Because of time constraints, construciion could be completed this year
o.nly with additional manpower and costs. Construction costs, including dypical reclama-
tion, would be 5319371000. (Costs for reclamation of the abandoned rigtrt-of-way are
excluded as those costs have not been determined at this time.)

This Proposed route is approximately 16.7 miles in length, approximately 12.6 miles of
which would be s.egments of the new proposed pipeline. New pipeline along the
Gooseberry Route (l) would cross 1.9 miles of sensitive riparian area ana make 5 stream
crossings.

Th9 V.altey C.amp^Triangle Connectors - include combinations of segments common to
both the Burnout Canyon and Gooseberry routes and are discussed separately to simplify
review. Questar Pipeline would have to negotiate rights for coal on Federai leases other
than those within the Skyline Mine permit area. Thtre would be no riparirparran or stream
crossings.

Valley C"Tp Triangle Connestor (l) includes Segments 5161 7x, and l0*. This proposed
connector is approximately 1.0 mile in length, approximately 0.6 mile of whicn woutA Ue
new construction. The cost of construction and typical reclamation would Ue $Z+O'5OO.
There would be no costs for acquisition of coal or suiface rights-of-way.

Valley C"Tp Triangle Connector (2) includes Segments 4, 8, and l0*. This proposed
connector is approximately 0.9 mile in length, approximately A.6 mile of which woulA be
new construction. The cost of construction and typical reclamation would Ue SZllr5O0.
|-cquisition costs for coal leased to Valley Camp of Utan are estimated at S2'40O,OOO.
There would be no cost for acquisition of a surface right-of-way.
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Valley Camp Triangle Connector (3) includes Segments 4 and 9. This proposed connector
is approximately 0.5 mile in length, all of which would be new construction. The cost of
construction and typical reclamation would be $2141500. Acquisition costs for coal
leased to Valley Camp of Utah are estimated at $116001000. There would be no cost for
acquisition of a surface right-of-way.

The [/inter Quarters Routes would be located east of the existing pipeline. Construction
of these proposed routes would require 80 to 90 days unless additional crews and
equipment are used. Pipeline construction would occur entirely outside the Skyline Mine
permit area, and the route would cross other Federal coal leases. Questar Pipeline would
have to financially negotiate the rights for recoverable coal that would have to be left
unmined to protect the pipeline from subsidence or they might face the potential of
relocating portions of the pipeline again.

The ma jority of this route is located on non-Federal lands; therefore acquisition of
surface rights-of-way and coal would be required. Acquisition costs for coal and surface
rights-of-way are estimated at between $512641000 and $t tr+g+ 1640. The cost of
construction and typical reclamation would be $+10921000 to s4,l4l,500. (costs f or
reclamation of the abandoned right-of-way are excluded as those costs have not been
determined at this time.) Because of time constraints, construction probably could not
be completed this year.

Alternative E - Winter Qrarters Route (l) inctudes Segments 22r 20, and LZx. If this
route is selected, the existing pipeline of Segments 23x and 19* could not be
abandoned. It would have to remain in service to backf low gas f rom compression
facilities located at Clear Creek (at western end of Segm ent Z3x)-along Segmen t 23x to
the intersection with Segment 22. The pipeline of Segment l9* would have to remain in
service to supply gas to a tap line that joins with Main Line No. 4l at the western
terminus of Segment l9*. (Because these segments of existing pipeline could not be
abandoned, the environmental resources along Segments 23x and 19* are addressed not
as part of Winter Quarters Route ( I ), but as segments associated with the route).
Segment 22 was developed by the Forest Service to avoid ef fects to Mud Creek.

This proposed route is approximately I6.l miles in length (20,2 miles including
Segments 23* and l9*)' approximately 12.4 miles of which would be new pipeline. ThE
cost of construction and typical reclamation would be $4r1411500. Acquisition costs for
coal and surface rights-of-way were estimated at $tt,+g+1640, The new pipeline along
this propgs.eq route would have 2 stream crossings ( I crossing would be undei an existing
culvert which would cross 0.4 mile of sensitive rilarian area).-

Alternative E - Vinter Quarters Route (2) inctudes Segments 23xr 2lr 20, and l2*. If this
route is selected, the existing pipeline of Segment l9* could not be abandoned. It would
have to remain in service to supply gas to a tap line that joins with Main Line No. 4l at
the western terminus of Segment l9*. (Because this segment of existing pipeline cannot
be abandoned, the environmental resources along Segment 19* are addressed not as part
of Winter Quarters Route (2), but as a segment aisociated with the route.)

This ProPgs_ed route is 17,2 miles in length (20,2 miles including Segment l9*), approxi-
mately 12.2 miles of which would be new construction. The Lost of construction and
typical reclamation would be St+r092rOOO. Acquisition costs for coal and surface rights-
of-way are estimated at $612641000. New pipeline along the Winter Quarters Rout-e (2)
would cross Winter Quarters Creek once and Mud Creek- 4 times (one crossing would be
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Iunder an existing culvert), and generally parallel Mud Creek in the southern portion of

the route. Segment 2l is below the coal horizon.

MITIGATION MEASURES

Forest Service mitigation measures developed for this project are listed as stipulations in
Attachment A of Appendix A.

SUMMARY COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

A detailed analysis of the environmental consequences or impacts, is provided in
Chapter 4 and summarized on Table 4-l by route. Table 2-2 \n the pocket that follows is
intended to be a summary to use in relatively comparing alternatives.

FOREST SERVICEIS PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The Forest Servicers preferred alternative is Burnout Canyon Route (3), which includes
Valley Camp Triangle Connector ( I ) and using modif ications to the route presented in the
draft environmental impact statement (DEIS), in the areas of the Connellville fault,
mouth of Burnout Canyonr and near The Kitchen. I
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CHAPTER 3 - AFFECTED EIWIRONMENT

This chapter provides a description of the potentially af fected natural, human, and
cultural environments that could affect or be affected by the alternatives if
implemented. Resources addressed include:

Natural Environment
Earth Resources (geology, coal, paleontology, soils, water)
Biological Resources (riparian, wetland, range, timber, aquatic resources,

terrestrial wildlife)

Human Environment
Recreation
Visual Characteristics
Socioeconomics

Cultural Environment
Prehistory
History
Native American Concerns

In late September of 1989, members of the consulting study team visited the pro ject area
and reviewed the existing and proposed routes to gain familiarity with the area, gather
initial information, and meet with the Forest Service Interdisciplinary Team to discuss
the issues identif ied. Other agencies and organizations having jurisdiction and/or
interest in the project area were contacted to inform them of the project, to collect
environmental resource data, and to solicit comments. Data were gathered primarily
from published and unpublished literature and maps. (References are provided in Chapter
7 ot this document.) The data gathered were then compiled and transferred to copies of
the project base map.

Where possibler information was mapped for the entire area. However, the inventory and
analysis were conducted primarily along and adjacent to the routes. A set of black-and-
white reproducible base maps illustrating the resource inventories and impact assessment
results are on file for review at the Manti-La Sal National Forest Supervisor's Office in
Pricer Utah. Please refer to Table 2-L and Appendix B for descriptions of routes by
seSments.

EARTH RESOURCES

This section addresses the earth resourc.es in the proiect area including ( 1) geotogy,
(2) coal' (3) paleontology, (4) soils, and (5) water. These studies were conducteU usilig
existing data to identify areas of particular concern to routing the pipeline and are not
intended to provide detailed geotechnical data.

The project area is located on the Wasatch Plateaur €ul area containing coal-bearing
strata of sandstone, siltstone, mudstone, and shale. Water is present in small perennial
streamsr reservoirs, and numerous springs and seeps. Generally, soils are mostly clay
loams, sandy loams, and loams. Wet soils are present along perennial streams, marshes,
springsr and seeps. Numerous landslide and debris flow deposits occur throughout the
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area and are primarily associated with weak clay layers, steep slopes, and wet soil
conditions.

Geolonr

Th". main Seologic. issues raised during the scoping process were slope stability and
faulting. The pipeline must be located in stable are-as to the extent poisible. Unitable
sloPg-s have the potential to move and damage a pipeline. Cuts and filli and trenching for
pipeline construction can disturb steep or wet slopes and old stabilized landslide dep6sits
causing an area to become unstable. Known faults were identified and their hazards
evaluated. Data pertaining to geologic formations, faults, and known areas of land
failure were gathsrgd from published and unpublished maps, reports, and on-the-ground
reconnaissance. Subsidence was also identified as an issue and-is discussed in thd Coal
Resources section of this document.

fh" proiect area is located on the Wasatch Plateau which represents the transition
between the Colorado Plateau physiographic province to the dast and the Basin and
Range physiographic province to the west (stot<ds 1986).

Strata exposed on the Plateau in the project area are late Cretaceous to early Tertiary in
age. The rocks are assigned to the following stratigraphic units (in ascending order):

o Mancos Shale
o Star Point Sandstone
o Blackhawk Formation
o Castlegate Sandstone
. Price River Formation
o North Horn Formation
o Flagstaff Limestone

The dip of the strata in this area is generally 6 degrees to the west.

Cretaceous - The Mancos Shale consists primarily of massive, blue-grily, slope-forming
fr[i6[6iFand shale containing several yellow-gray sandstone tongues. It i;
approximately 5'000 feet thick in this part of the Wasatch Plateau (Hintze lggg).

The Star Point Sandstone consists of several fine to medium-grained sandstone beds that
$e separated by 1 tongue of Mancos Shale. This formation-also intertongues with the
Blackhawk Formation in this area. Knowles (1985) divided the Star Point Sindstone into
three members: the uPPerr middle, and lower. The middle and lower members are
separated by the tongue of Mancos Shale.

The Blackhawk Formation consists of thick sandstones with intervening minor beds of
shale' siltstone, and limestone. The Blackhawk Formation is about 11300 ieet thick in the
scofield area and contains several thick coal seams.

The .Castlegate Sandstone tt generally a f ine-grained sandstone but is occasionally
conglomeratic. . Minor- partings of shale occur throughout the section. The Uppei
Cretaceous Castlegate Sandstone was originally consiAerla a member of the Price River
Formation by Spieker and Reeside (192il. Fisher and others ( 1960) later raised the
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Castlegate Sandstone to formation rank because of its lateral continuity and distinctive
cliff-forming habit (Knowles 1985).

The Price River Formation is composed of very fine to
brown sandstone with interbedded mudstone, shale,
conglomerates appear throughout the formation. The Price
feet thick in the type locality (Knowles 1985).

coarse-grained, light yellow-
and siltstone. Flat-pebble

River Formation is about 310

Cretaqqoq!:TsIggly - The North Horn Formation contains variegated mudstone, silty
s tone ,and l imes tone .Thesandy ,c layeys i l t s i onebedsares i i g l . ' t t y

calcareous and weather to a crumbly and splintery texture. Some sandstones are weakly
to moderately cemented with calcite and limonite, which makes them more resistant
than the others. The limestone beds are more numerous toward the top of the formation
near the gradational contact with the overlying Flagstaff Limestone. A few coal seams,
only a few inches thick, were encountered in exploratory borings in the North Horn
Formation, but they are not exposed.

Tertiarv - The Flagstaff Limestone contains thin beds of gray to light-yellowish-gray
micro-crystalline limestone with thinly-bedded gray shale and silty claystone. The

I 
limestone beds are commonly fossiliferous (Oberhansley 1980).

I Several igneous dikes cut the late Cretaceous rocks in the Scofield area. These dikes
have been dated as being approximately 25 million years old and generally trend east-
west (Tingey 1986). Ons to 5 feet of coal surrounding the dikes have been-coked where
the dike cut .through the seams making the .coal unusable (Coastal States Energy
Company 1986). The alignment of Segment I I (Burnout Canyon and Gooseberry routeC)
was designed to follow one of these igneous dike zones to minimize impacts to coal
recovery.

Quaternarv - Glacial deposits are restricted to the high valleys at the north end of the
Skyline Mine permit area and near Flat Canyon west of Electric Lake.

Alluvial fans occur along the east wall of the Gooseberry graben east of Lower
I Gooseberry Reservoir. TIey are composed dominantly of clly-and sand, but contain
I occasional small sandstone and limestone casts (Oberhansley 1980).

Alluvium is confined to most of the canyon floors and within the valley floors of the
Gooseberry and Pleasant Valley grabens. The alluvium consists of fine-grained sand and
clayr with pebbles and cobbles in the deeper canyons through which majoi streams flow.

I-andslides - Many of the steep or wet areas within the proiect area show evidence of
land instability. Landslides have originated from the Mancos Shale; the Blackhawk, Price
River and North Horn Formations; and alluvial deposits in this area. The North Horn
Formation is particularly susceptible to failure. This formation contains many clay beds
that form planes of weakness when wet. When the beds within a formation dip (slope) in
the same direction as the topography (adverse dip), the potential for land failure
increases. Information on the landslide potential of the area was from conversation with
specialists at the Forest Service (Price District) and with Questar Pipeline engineering
personnel.

t A landslide zone is p-resent along the east slope of Upper Huntington Canyon. The slopes
I repose at angles of over 40 percent to the west, are underlain by the Blackhawk
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Formation, and receive about 32 inches of precipitation annuallyr all adding to their
unstable character (Knowles 1985). These landslide deposits can be attributed to a high
proportion of clay layers within the Blackhawk Formation, a 6 percent dip of the strata
toward the west, and a fault zone that creates planes of weakness in the Blackhawk
Formation at the head of the landslide zone.

Debris flows and massive failures are present in the North Horn Formation along the
slopes of Gooseberry Creek north of Lower Gooseberry Reservoir at the present pipeline
location. A potentially unstable area exists along the relatively steep east-facing slopes
east of Skyline Drive where seeps and springs are present in the North Horn Formation.
An unstable slope is present east of Gooseberry Creek south of Gooseberry Camp-
ground.. Debris flows and landslides are present in the North Horn and Price River
Formations along the west-facing slopes east of the Gooseberry graben. Smaller areas of
land instability include the hillslopes in the Blackhawk Formation in Burnout Canyon,
Eccles Canyon, Mud Creek Canyon, and Winter Quarters Canyon.

Faults - Numerous faults are present in the project area. The major faults generally
trend north-south and include (from east to west): the pleasant Valley fault, the
O'Connor fault, the Connellville fault, the East Gooseberry fault, the Fairview fault, and
the West Gooseberry fault. The displacement on these faults generally ranges between
100 and I ,500 feet" Part of the Connellville fault zone (an area of faulting up to I,000
feet in width) is present at the eastern edge of the Skyline Mine permit area.-

Strata in the western part of the pro ject area were relatively displaced downward
between two faults, the East Gooseberry and West Gooseberry faults, creating an
elongated valley called the Gooseberry graben. Maximum displacement is 11200 leet
along the East Gooseberry fault. Bureau of Reclamation seismotectonic studies indicate
that fault movement has occurred in this area as recently as 10,000 to 201000 years ago
(utatr Division of water Rights , 1990, written communicaiion).

Specific Descriptions

Table 3-L summarizes information regarding slope, known land instability, and seep
areas.

Alternatives A and B The existing pipeline along Segments Lzx and L3x crosses
approximately 5 miles of North Horn Formation as it traverses to the northwest corner
of the Skyline Mine permit area. Approximately 0.5 mile of Price River Formation,
Castlegate S_andstone, and Blackhawk Formation are crossed along the slopes on the east
side of the Gooseberry graben. Within the Skyline Mine permit area, apploximately 0.2
mile of North Horn Formation, 2 miles of Price River Formation 

- 
lnd Castlegate

Sandstone, and 2,1 miles of Blackhawk Formation are crossed. The remainder of-the
existing pipeline along Segments 7*, l0*, 19* and 23x crosses approximately 2.5 miles of
Blackhawk Formation and 1.5 miles of the Star Point Sandstone. Approximately 0.7 mile
of identif ied unstable slopes occur along Segment 12* in the Nortfr Horn Formation on
the sl-opes adjacent to Gooseberry Creek and in the Price River Formation along the
we.st-facing _sl-opes east of the Gooseberry graben. Steep (greater than 30 percent) slopes
exist along 5.0 miles of pipeline primarily in Segment l2* near Gooseberry Creek and ihe
easJgll. edge of the Gooseberry graben and adjacent to Mud Creek along Segments l9x
and 23*.
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TABTE 3,-1
SUIIIARV OF GEOLOGICAL RESOURCES

(5er ol rntio rqrtdllc of ncr pirclinrf

Route
Iotal

l{i I es

Knorn Knorn
Land Seep
Instabi I ity Areas

Sl opes

Greater Slopes

Than 30 I to

601 60 z

Slopes Slopes
8 I  to less than

3 0  I  8 1
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Alternat ive A
l{o-Acti on

Alternat ive B
Leave in Place,
Ful l  Extract ion
l,li ni ng

Alternat ive C
Burnout Canyon (l)

Eurnout Canyon (2)

Burnout Canyon (3)

Burnout Canyon (4)

Al ternat ive D
Gooseberry Route

Val' ley Canp Tri angl e
Condectors
( 1 )
( 2 )
( 3 )

Al ternat ive E
l l inter Quarters ( l )
(wi th Segncnts 19* and 23*)

Uinter Quarters (2)
(with Segrent l9r)

13. s/i lA

1 3 . 5 / 4 . 2 5

14.915.7

1 s . l / 5 . 2

l s .  l / 5 . 9

1 5 . 3 / 5 . 4

16.71 t2 .6
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Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (l) - Refer to the discussion for the existing route
regarding Segments L2*, L3*r l9*, and 23*. From the northern end of Segment 14, new
pipeline would cross approximately 0.6 mile of North Horn Formation, 0.5- mile of Price
River Formation, 0.1 mile of Castlegate Sandstone, and A.2 mile of Blackhawk
Formation. The_pipeline would then cross approximately 3 miles of alluvium along Upper
Huntington and Burnout canyons. The remainder of the route would cross the Blackhawk
Formation. Approximately 0.2 mile of unstable land would be crossed on the slope north
of Burnout Creek. The entire route would cross 4,9 miles of steep (greater than 30
percent) slopes, 0.6 mile of which would be crossed by new pipeline northiof The Kitchen
and in Burnout Canyon. The entire route would cross about 0.9 mile of unstable slopes,
0.2 mile of which would be crossed by new pipeline.

Alternative C - Burnout C.anyon Route (2) - New pipeline construction would cross the
same formations as Burnout Canyon ( I ) except the North Horn Formation would not be
crossed and 0.7 mile of Price River Formation would be crossed. The entire route would
cross about 5.2 miles of steep (greater than 30 percent) slopes of which about 0.7 mile is
unstable. New pipeline would cross 0.2 mile of known instability in the Blackhawk
Formation on the slopes east of Upper Huntington Creek. Approximately 0.9 mile of
steep slopes greater than 30 percent would be crossed by new pipeline north of The
Kitchen and on the slopes in Burnout Canyon.

Alternative C - Burnout C.anyon Route (3) - This route would cross the same formations"
as Burnout Canyon Route (l) except along Upper Huntington Canyon where 2.3 miles of
Blackhawk Formation would be crossed along Segment 24. The entire route would cross
approximately 2.6 miles of potentially unstable land of which 1.9 miles would be crossed
by new pipeline. Approximately 1.7 miles of the 1.9 miles would cross the bottom of an
unstable area adjacent to Highway 264 west of Upper Huntington Creek where minor
slumping of soils occur on the upper slopes. Approximately 0,2 mile of unstable land
would be crossed on steep slopes north of Burnout Canyon. The entire route would cross
5.4 miles of steep slopes (greater than 30 percent) of which Ll miles would be crossed by
new pipeline north of The Kitchen, west of Upper Huntington Creek, and in Burnout
Canyon.

Alternative C - Burnout ihnyon Route (4) - This route would cross the same formations
as Burnout Canyon Route (2) except along Upper Huntington Canyon where 2.3 miles of
Blackhawk Formation would be crossed along Segment 24. The unstable areas crossed by
this route would be the same as Burnout Canyon Route (3). The entire route would crosi
5.7 miles of steep slopes (greater than 30 percent) of which 1.4 miles would be crossed by
new pipeline north of The Kitchen, west of Upper Huntington Creek, and in Burnout
Canyon.

Alternative D Gooseberry Route Refer to the discussion for the existing route
regarding Segments 19* and 23x , The proposed Gooseberry Route would cross
a_pproximately 5.8 miles of the Flagstaff Limestone and 1.5 miles of the North Horn
Formation in the Gooseberry graben. Between the Gooseberry graben and Upper
Huntington _Canyon, the route would cross 2.8 miles of the Biackhawk Formaiion,
Castlegate Sandstone, the Price River Formation, and the North Horn Formation. The
remainder of the proposed new pipeline would cross the Blackhawk Formation and
alluvium along. Upper Huntington and Burnout canyons. New pipeline would cross 0.5
mile of unstable land immediately west of Gooseberry Creek, on-the slopes east of the
Gooseberry graben, and on the slopes north of Burnoul Creek. Approximaiely 0.2 mile of
seep areas are Present on the slopes east of Skyline Drive. There are approximately 4.0
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miles of steep (greater than 30 percent) slopes.along the route, of which 2.6 miles
be crossed by new pipeline. 

r 30 percent) slopes along the route' ot which 2'6 miles would I

Valley Camp Triangle Corurectors (t ttrough 3) - The segments in this area would cross
the Blackhawk Formation. Unstable land has been identified in the area along Connector
(l) and (2). Seeps. and springs are present in the area. All of the segments-would cross
moderately steep (between 8 and 30 percent) and gentle slopes except3egment 516 which
crosses 0.3 mile of steep slopes.

Alternative E - Vinter Qrarters Route (t) - Refer to the discussion for the existing route
regarding Segment L2*, The route would cross 1.3 miles of North Horn Formation,
1.3 miles of the Price River Formation, I mile of the Castlegate Sandstone, and 2 miles
of Blackhawk Formation along the ridge noith of Winter Quarters Canyon. The
remainder of the route would be in the Blackhawk Formation, except in Pleasant Valley
where there is alluvium. No landslide deposits have been identified along the route. The
entire route not including Segments l9* and 23x would cross approximately 3.0 miles of
steep slopes (0.3 mile would be crossed by new pipeline). Segments 19* and 23* cross
approximately 0.6 mile of Star Point Sandstone and 3.5 miles of Blackhawk Formation.
Steep slopes are present along I mile on the slopes east and west of Mud Creek. No
unstable land areas or seeps were identified along these segments.

Alternative E - Winter Qrarters Route (2, - This route is similar to Winter Quarters
Route (l), except the entire route not including Segment l9* would cross about 3.8 miles
of steep slopes (greater than 30 percent) of which 0.7 mile is unstable (Segment l2*).
New pipeline would cross 0.7 mile of steep slopes, none of which have been identified as
unstable. Segment l9*, associated with this alternative, crosses approximately 0.5 mile
of Star Point Sandstone and 2.3 miles of Blackhawk Formation. Steep slopes (greater
than 30 percent) east of Mud Creek are present for 0.5 mile. No unstable land or seeps
were identified along this segment.

Coal

The project area is located in the Wasatch Plateau coal field. Four minable coal seams
are present in the Blackhawk Formation in the Skyline Mine permit area. They are, in
ascending order, the Lower OtConnor nAn (0 to 24 feet thick)r Lower O'Connor nBr (O to
17 feet thick), upper ofconnor (0 to 15 feet thick)r and McKinnon (9 to g feet thick)
(Coastal States Energy Company 1986). These coals are of high-volatile B rank and, in
general' contain few partings. The McKinnon seam appears to be of minable thickness
only in the southwest corner of the lease area. Other minor coal horizons exist in the
area but are localized and rarely reach thicknesses that are economically worth
extracting (Knowles 1985).

Little is known about the thickness or tonnages of coal west of Upper Huntington
Canyon. The coal between the Gooseberry glaben and Upper nundington Creel is
covered with lrl50 to 11625 feet of overburden as measured in the canyon bottom. The
East Gooseberry fault, the east boundary of the Gooseberry graben, displaces the strata
and effectively terminates the economiially recoverable coa-l-bearing units in the area.
West of the fault, the coal is too {eep (>31000 feet) to mine using current mining methods
and technology (Obernansley 1980). However, within the life eipectancy of thdpipeline,
future technology may allow mining.
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The 3 seams being mined by the Skyline Mine on Federal Coal Leases U-073120, U-
0147570' portions of U-044075, and U-A2$A5 include the Upper O'Connor (Mine No. t),
Lower O'Connor 'Bn (Mine No. 2) and the Lower O'Connor trAtr (f*ine No. 3). The extent
of these seams is variable within the bounds of the property, The recoverable coal in the
Upper O'Connor seam and the Lower O'Connor 'B* seam generally lies within the
southern three-quarters of the permit area. The Lower O'Connor 'rAn seam contains
recoverable coal in the northern half of the permit area.

Two geologic features affecting coal mining are present in the area. Numerous north-
trending faults displace strata disrupting the continuity of the coal seams and making
mining wlthin or across a fault zone difficult or impractical. This is evident along the
Connellville fault zone (up to 1000 feet wide) wheri mining is not feasible between the
Skyline Mine and Valley Camp permit areas because of vertical displacement of the
strata. Igneous dikes also cut across the coal seams in this area and prohibit coal mining
in the dike zone. A poorly defined dike zone is oriented in an east-west direction and
would be crossed by Segments 21 6, and l0*. Dike zones and fault zones are preferred
areas for the placement of the proposed pipeline since mining is not usually feasible
within these zones.

The project issues regarding coal include:

the effects that the sequence of mining would have on the operation of the Skyline
Mine

the effects of subsidence on the pipeline from underground coal mining activities
by full extraction methods

. the amount of potentially recoverable coal that would need to be left in place
along any of the alternative routes for the purpose of protectiing the pipeline and
the value of that recoverable coal

Sources of Information - In late September of 1989, the Forest Service requested that the
BLM' the Federal agency responsible for administering coal leases on Federal lands,
Prepare a report' which would provide estimdtes of recoverable coal and other coal-
related information for each of the alternative routes. The information provided by the
BLM was suPplemented with relevant coal information from other sources to prepare this
section of the EIS. With the exception of the Skyline Mine permit area, there is a lack of
sufficient data' which precluded detailed analysis. The confidential information used in
this analysis is not specifically displayed. Other information is based on limited testing
or is speculative.

Detailed information regarding recoverable-coal-seam thickness was provided by Utah
Fuel for the Skyline Mine permit area. The Kanawha and Hockin! Coal and Coke
Company provided 1982 information for the Valtey Camp Mine. The BLM provided
locations and lsnnag€s of recoverable coal in seams at least i feet thick aiong the
alternative proposed routes. The number and actual thicknesses of seams is considered
conf idential.

Coal Mi".-q.- There are two methods of underground mining typically used in the region:
room-and-pillar mining and longwall mining.

t
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Room-and-pillar mining, which uses continuous mining machines (continuous miners), has
been the standard method of underground mining in this country since the lgth century.
The nroomsn are empty areas from which coal has been removed; the npillarstr are blocks
of coal left in place to support the roof of the mine. This method can be used where the
minable coal is a minimum of 5 feet thick. Room-and-pillar mining involves two stages.
The fir.st stage is development mining or first mining. Development mining is the driving
or mining of mains and panels to access areas of coal in preparation for the second phase
of room-and-pillar mining, recovery or second mining. This involves mining coal-from
the pillars and reducing their size in order to maximize recovery during retieat from a
specific area or panel of coal, which will then be abandoned. Over a period of time, the
roof of the abandoned area will usually fail causing subsidence of the surface.

Full-support mining involves leaving sufficient pillars in place, as needed, to prevent roof
falls and subsidence. This type of mining is usually employed along mains and in areas
beneath surface structures that must be protected. If only first minihg is done, then only
a limited amount of the recoverable coal in a seam can be extracted. Second mining
allows more coal extraction.

Longwall mining is a more modern technology where continuous blocks of coal, usually
400 to 700 feet wide along the face and as much as I mile long, are mined. The minimum
mining height for this method is 7 feet. Room-and-pillar mining is used for development
of mains and entries and for blocking out longwall panels. The longwall machine is then
set in place. The longwall shear advances back and forth parallel to the coal face cutting
the coal and depositing it onto a chain conveyor. Movable hydraulic roof supporta
(shields) advance with ine shear and support the roof over the immediate work area
protecting the operators. This allows the roof behind the shields to immediately cave-in
or "gobr't which results in subsidence. The longwall method allows the most complete and
safest mining of the coal. This method is highly productive and is time and cost efficient
(approximately $8.00 per ton less than room-and-pillar method). Subsidence over areas
mined by the longwall method is usually more rapid and even than over areas mined by
room-and-pillar methods.

According to Utah Fuel's mine plan, longwall mining will be the primary recovery method
throughout the Skyline Mine and first mining will be used only in the areas of main
entries (which must remain open) and other restricted areas such as under perennial
streams and existing and operating surface uses (i.e., the pipeline). Segments under
which longwall mining is currently planned in the Skyline Mine include 15117*r 18*,3b,
and a portion of 14.

Room-and-pillar. mining is used in the Valley Camp Mine. No other leases are being
mined in the project area.

Mining Sequence - Utah Fuel's mine plan
coal reserves of the Skyline Mine will

describes the sequence
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sequentially across Mine No. I from east to
the same general sequence would occur in
sgquentially below Mine No. l. A longwall
18* for the Fall of 1990.

Subsidence In an engineering study
Associates (1989) state ifrat subsidence
area would be approximately 80 percent

be mined. Longwall
west. After Mine No. I
Mine No. 2 and then in
panel is planned under

in which recoverable
panels are planned
is completely mined,

Mine No. 3, which lie
a portion of Segment

conducted for Utah Fuel Company, Ko and
from longwall-mining in the Skyline Mine lease
of the height of coal extracted (e.g., removal of
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coal from a 5-foot seam could result in subsidence of the landfs surface of up to 4 feet).
Consequently' it has been estimated that subsidence in the area could range from 4 to
24 f.eet.

Ko and Associates (1989) used a computer-assisted model to predict timing, and Questar
Pipeline evaluated the resulting potential stress to the pipeline. The results, although
generalized for the entire length of the segment of pipeline, indicated that stress caused
by subsidence of l0 feet or more could damage the pipeline. However, subsidence-
induced stress would occur unevenly along the length because of geologic variations and
discontinuities along the pipeline route. Subsidence and consequent stress could be
greater in localized areas.

Subsidence cannot be quantified outside of the Skyline Mine lease area. Subsidence will
occur in these areas if and when the recoverable coal reserves are mined. [t can be
assumed for the purpose of this analysis that any area mined could result in subsidence
that could damage a pipeline.

A 1.65-mile section of the existing pipeline overlies the longwall panels in the south
portions of Mine Nos. l, 2 and 3 in the lease area. Due to the fact that there are 3
seams' the pipeline would be subsided 3 separate times requiring partial, if not complete
replacement of the pipeline each time. Coal under this portion is projected to be mined
during the periods 1990 to 1993, 1998 to 1999, and 2003 to 2004. The northern 2.6-mile
portion of the pipeline overlies the Mine No. 3 seam, which is projected to be mined from
about 1992 to 1996.

Reserve Estimates The occurrence of recoverable coal, an important economic
resource for the United States, Utah, and local communities, is widespread in this region.
As a part of the environmental analysis, f rom both natural and economic resource
perspectives, it is important to identify the amount of recoverable coal that would be
crossed by the pipeline along any of the routes. As previously stated in other parts of
this document, full extraction of recoverable coal resulting in subsidence would cause
stress to an overlying pipeline. Limited mining below a pipeline would minimize
subsidence. However, unmined coal represents a valuable resource lost. An alternative
would be to construct a bypass pipeline in an area that would not be affected by future
mining.

The BLM assessed the coal resources for each segment of the pipeline reroute project
and analyzed the existing and proposed routes. 

- 
The available coal information was

evaluated in the vicinity of all segments (including Segment I I which has since been
eliminated from further consideration). This included reviewing geophysical data from
lPProximately 75 drill holes and the mining and reclamation plans for the Skyline and
Belina Mines. Additional information was also obtained- f rom internal reporrs,
confidential submissions, and professional publications.

Tables 3-2 and 4-3 (in Chapter. 4) summarize this information regarding estimated coal
re.serves in place (minable coal) and estimated coal reserves that-are retoverable, along
with t.w9 glalifying factors; the conf idence level of the data and the development
potential. Recoverable reserves are generally calculated at 50 percent of the minable
reserves. Recoverable reserves are only provided where there is a medium-to-high
development potential. Coal reserve estimates are based on leaving a subsidence barriEr
zone in the coal under the pipeline to protect it. The thicknesi of this barrier was
derived from data on the overburden assuming a 22 degree angle of draw. This angle of
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draw has been observed to be accurate in subsidence studies in the Wasatch Plateau coal
f ield. On this basis' the BLM generated reserve polygons along the segments by
extrapolating the best available information on coal seam thicknesses.

Most segments within a coal lease or a producing mine have a high confidence level and a
high development potential. For other areas where there is less data available, the
confidence level is mentioned in association with the coal resource and the development
potential is explained where appropriate. Where they have similar coal resource factors,
the assessments of segments and portions of segments are combined for simplicity and
are then referred to as sections.

Specific Descriptions

The brief desiriptions below summarize available information about estimated coal
reserves. Figures reflecting estimated reserves, values, and royalties for each route
(entire route and new pipeline) are shown on Table a-3 (in Chapter 4).

Alternative A - No Action - The existing route crosses approximately 27,6 million tons of
recoverable coal and the area that would be affected within the Skyline Mine leasehold
crosses approximately 14.9 million tons of recoverable coal.

Along Segment l3* and the southeasternmost 0.5-mile of Segment l2*, there is evidence
of recoverable coal reserves. These unleased reserves are considered to have a medium-
to-high potential for development. The remaining portion of Segment l2* overlies 20.9
million tons of implied minable coal, which is too deep io mine using present
technology. Overburden in the Gboseberry graben approaches the upper limit of
minability (3,000 feet). The nature and extent of coal al6ng this portion oi Seement l2*minabil i ty feet). The nature and extent of coal along this portion of Segment l2*
is largely unknown because of the sparse data available. Segments l8*- and I7x
diagonally cross through the central portion of the Skyline Mine permit area (leases U-
473120' U-0147570, and U-044076 and U-020305 jointly held with Valley Camp). Most of
the coal beneath Segment 7x is within the Connellville fault zone; however, a small
amount of coal is recoverable from the Skyline Mine. An extensive igneous dike zone in
the Belina Mine is projected under much of Segment l0* and would preclude coal
developmentl however, there are some additional coal reserves recoverable from the
Belina Mine.

fh" -*q?tern portion of Segment 19* is within Federal Coal Lease U-020305 and is part of
the Valley Camp Belina Mine permit area, an area considered to have a high poteniial for
development. The eastern portion of Segment 19* is below the coal horizon and
therefore, not affected by coal mining. The majority of Segment 23* is adjacent to or
directly underlain by workings of the abandoned Clear Cree[ Mines. The only apparent
remainin€' recoverable reserves occur on the eastern portion of this segment where it
crosses Federal Coal Lease 5L-052605. Even though this lease has been extensively
minedr the BLM considers these reserves to have a medium potential for development.

Although it is estimated that up to 5 million tons of the 14.9 million tons of recoverable
reserves under the pipeline could be mined, the recoverable reserves that would be left in
place are shown as 14.9 million tons on Tables 2-2 and 4-3. This was done for the purpose
of assuring equitable comparison with the other routes where data are not sufficient to
calculate how much could be mined using full support methods.
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TABLE 3.2
COAL ESTIMATES BY SEGMENT

Estimated
In Pliace
Reserves

(mmt)

Estimated
Recoverable

Reserves
(mmt)

Confidence
Level

Development
PotentialSegment

I

2

3

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

l0

l t

L2

t3

t4

t5

r6
r7
l 8

t9

20

2L

22

23*

24

a

b

90.7

2.7

1 .5

6.0

1 .3

2.7

1 .4

l . l

3.2

1 .8

1 .7

8.7

3 l . l

9 .6

5.3
4.7

7.7

4.7

25.0

2.5

26.5

2 .1

13.5

2.2

10.4

9 .1

0.0

0.0

0.5

0.5

0.E

0.7

0.3

1 .3

0.9

0.3

3.5

5 .1

4.8

2 .1

2.4

0.0

2.4

12.5

r .3

10.6

1 .0

6.8

a.9

0.0

7.7

2.9

Med

Med

High

High

High

High

High

High

High

High

High

High

Med to High

Med

High

High

High

High

High

High

Med to High

Med to High

High

Med to High

High

High

Med

None

None

High

High

Low

High

High

High

High

High

High

Med to High

Med to High

Med to High

High

None

High

High

High

Med to High

Low to Med

Low to Med

Low to Med

Med

None

*

*

*

*

*

SOURCE: Bureau of Land Management, January 1990
*Segment part of existing route.
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Alternative B Leave in Place, Full Extraction Mining The description above for
Alternative A applies here. However, under this alternative, the 14.9 million tons of
recoverable coal would be mined.

Alternative C - Burnout C-anyon Route (l) - The entire route (excluding the Valley Camp
Triangle Connector) would cross approximately 14,7 million tons of recoverable coal, and
the area that would be af fected by construction of the pipeline would cross
approximately 2.5 million tons of recoverable coal.

Refer to the description of Alternative A regarding Segments 23*, l9*, l3*, and Lzx.
Segments 16, 2, 3a, and the southern portion of Segment 14 would fall within the Skyline
Mine permit area, but follow Huntington Creek. Although minable reserves are
identified in this area, Huntington Creek is a perennial stream under which mining is
severely restricted. The current Skyline Mine mine plan has been designed to
accommodate this restriction. The northern portion of Segment L2* overlies coal too
deep (>3'OOO feet) to mine. The northern portion of Segment l4 would lie outside of the
Skyline Mine property and would overlie unleased Federal coal that has a medium-to-high
potential for development.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (2) - The entire route excluding the Valley Camp
Triangle Connector would cross approximately 17.4 million tons of recoverable coal and
the area of the proposed pipeline would cross approximately 2.9 million tons of
recoverable coal. The difference between Burnout Canyon Routes (l) ana (2) is the use
of Segments L 5 and L7 x rather than Segment 14. Segments I 5 and L7 x would cross
through the northwesternmost corner of the Skyline Mine property. Currently, Utah Fuel
plans to longwall mine in that area.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (3) - The amount of recoverable coal crossed by
this route would be the same as Burnout Canyon Route ( I ).

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (4) - The amount of recoverable coal crossed by
this route would be the same as Burnout Canyon Route (2).

Alternative D Gooseberry Route There are an estimated I 1.8 million tons of
recoverable coal beneath this entire route (excluding the Valley Camp Triangle
Connector), 9.6 million tons of which underlie the area of ihe proposed new pipeline.

Segments 2 and 3a would lie within the Skyline Mine permit area and follow Huntington
Creek. According to the BLM, these segments would overlie limited minable coai.
However, Huntington Creek is a perennial stream and mining is severely restricted
beneath it (refer to Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (t)). Segments 3a and 3b
would be within the Skyline Mine lease area.

The first two miles of the eastern portion of Segment I are underlain by recoverable coal
reserves except for the portion on the Skyline Mine permit area where mining is
restricted beneath Upper Huntington Creek. The 9.1 mmt of coal reserves along
Segment I are not leased, but could be accessed from the existing Skyline Mine and are
considered to have a medium-to-high potential for development. Some privately owned
coal reserves (approximately 2.3 mmt) are located along inis segment. The naiure and
extent of the coal reserves under the remaining portions of Segment I are largely
unknown because of the sparse data available. Minimal coal data exist west of
Gooseberry Creek. This area is considered to have a low potential for development due
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to the distance from any active coal mine and lack of data. Furthermore, part of the
segment would be located in the Gooseberry graben where the thickness of overburden
above any coal seams is at the limit of minability (lrOOO feet). Coal under these
segments could not be mined using present technology. The BLM estimates that 72.j
million tons of implied minable coal exists under this portion of Segment l.

Valley C-amp Triangle Connectors All of these segments would be located at the
junction of ,3 Federal coal leases, U-020305, U-017354, and u-0q4}76, through which
trends the Connellville fault zone. ' Production from coal reserves west of the fiult zone
is from the Skyline Mine, and production from reserves east of the fault zone occurs
from Valley Camp's Belina Mine. Mining within the fault zone is not feasibte. The
western portion of Segment 4, Segment 7*, and the northern portion of Segment 8 would
be within the Connellville fault zone. An extensive igneous dike zone is pr-esent beneath
Segment l0*. The eastern portion of Segment 4 and the southern portion of Segment 8
and Segment 9 would overlie recoverable coal reserves of the Belina Mine. Segment 516
would overlie recoverable coal reserves of the Skyline Mine. Estimated recoverable coal
reserves that could be impacted by new pipeline for all connectors range from 1.4 mmt
to  1 .8  mmt.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (l) - There are an estimated 22.5 million tons of
coal beneath the entire route and L7 ,4 million tons beneath the area of proposed new
pipeline. Beneath the existing pipeline of associated Segments 19* and 23*, which
cannot be abandoned if this route is selected, there are an estimated 2.2 mmt of coal (a
total of. 24.7 mmt beneath the entire route and associated segments).

There are recoverable coal reserves beneath the westernmost 2.5 miles of Segment 20.
These reserves are not within a Federal coal lease but are considered to have J medium-
to-high potential f or development because they could be accessed from the Skyline
Mine. Limited data along the west-central part of this segment indicate the presence of
recoverable coal reserves, but there is a low potential for development because of the
remoteness of the area. Old abandoned mines characterize the central part of the
segment and some areas have been mined out. Segment 20 would cross the abandoned
Winter Quartersr Scofield, Pleasant Valley, and Utah No. 2 mines. These mines and the
immediate surrounding area, which is partially below the coal horizon, have little or no
potential for development. The remaining portion of Segment 2A would cross Federal
Coal Lease U-47974 with recoverable resefves. This lease-is not included in an operating
mine and is considered to have a medium potential for development.

The northern portion of Segment 22 would cross Federal Coal Lease U-4797 4 and the
99g1her1 portion would be in Federal Coal Lease SL-062605 (Kanawha and Hocking). In
1979, the central portion of this segment was delineated in the Gordon Creek coal-lease
tract. Two minable coal seams are expected to underlie the entire segment. The area on
the lease has a moderate potential for development, and off the lease it has a low-to-
medium potential. Segmeni tZ* is described under Aiternative A.

Alternative E - Winter Qrarters Route (Z) - There are an estimated 17.6 mmt of coal
beneath the entire route and L3 mmt
Segment l9*, which cannot be abandoned if
coal beneath the entire route and associated
the area of proposed new pipeline. Refer to
regarding Segment 20 and to Alternative A
Segment 2L would follow Mud Creek, which

of coal beneath the existing pipeline of
this route is selected (a total of 18.9 mmt of
Segment l9*). There are I1.6 mmt beneath
the discussion for Winter Quarters Route (1)
regarding Segments 12* and 23* , Most of

is below the coal horizon. The northernmost
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314 mrle of the Segment 2L would be adjacent to Federal Coal Lease lJ-47974, for which
there is data that establishes the presence of recoverable reserves. The area has a low-
to-medium potential for development.

PaleontoloRv

The main issue pertaining to paleontological resources is the general concern for the
Preservation of certain fossils. Within the general region, scientifically important fossils
such as dinosaur bones and mammoth and mastodon remains have been found. Trace,
plant' 1nd invertebrate fossils are the most numerous f ossils present in the geologic
formations in the study area. In the overview of paleontological resources that follows,
the potential for yielding fossil remains is discussed. The following inventory has been
compiled from literature and locality record searches.

Vertebrate fossils including dinosaurs, turtles, fish, birds, and crocodiles are found
occasionally in the Flagstaff Limestone, the North Horn Formation, and coal beds of the
Blackhawk Formation. Mammoth and mastodon remains have been found in sinkholes and
glacial till deposits in the Wasatch Plateau.

In the Star Point Sandstone, the plant fossils found mainly along the Mud Creek drainage
include numerous leaves and stems. Trace fossils include smooth tubes, large tubes, and
plug-shaped burrows, Ostracodes, pelycepods, and foraminifera are also found in this
f ormation.

The Blackhawk Formation contains numerous fossilized leaves, stems, and cones. A
I tooth from a small carnivorous dinosaur and dinosaur tracks have been found in the coal
I beds of the Blackhawk Formation near the Skyline Mine portals. The Castlegate

Sandstone and the Price River Formation contain carbonized leives.

The North Horn Formation contains fossils that include turtle-shell fragments, bone
fragmentsr and fish scales and bones. Mammal and dinosaur bones have been collected
from other North Horn localities, but none have been found in this area. lnvertebrate
fossils found include ostracodes, pelycepods, and gastropods. The Flagstaff Limestone
contains clam and snail fossils along with vertebrate fossils such as tuitles, crocodiles,
and f ish (Robison 1989).

A poorly preserved bone fragment of a large Pleistocene mammal was found in alluvial
gravels at the mouth of Swens Canyon above the present stream level (Knowles 1985). A
review of locality records housed at the Utah Division of State History reveals that three
localities along the proposed routes have known plant fossils. These localities occur in
the Price River Formation along Segment l7*, and in the Blackhawk Formation along
Segments 9 and l8*.

All of the routes would cross formations that have the potential to yield fossils. The most
sensitive fossils (mammoth and mastodon) would moit likely occur in alluvium in the
Gooseberry graben along Segment l, and in alluvium in Upper Huntington Canyon along
Segmentl 2' 3a and 15. These segments are part of the Gooseberiy Route and th;
Burnout Canyon Route.

Tft" Potential for finding the most sensitive fossils (mammoth and mastodon) along each
of the segments is presented in the cultural resources section.
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The issues pertaining to soils are soil erosion and compaction from pipeline construction
and maintenance. Erosion occurs from the bare soil surface after the soil has been
placed over the buried pipeline. Compaction occurs from movement of heavy eguipment
across the soil surface.

Background

The soils in the study area are on mountain ridges and steep sideslopes, and in valleys
with flat bottoms or rolling hills at an elevation range of 7,000 to 10,000 feet. On the
mountain ridges and side slopes, the soils are generally deep or moderately deep, well-
drained silt loams, clay loams, and loams. Rock fragments, gravel, stones, or boulders
occur on the surface of much of the mountain soils, while dense litter covers the soil in
forested areas. Rock outcrops occur occasionally on the sideslopes. The hazard of water
erosion is high on most of the steep side slopes if vegetation is removed, and is moderat€
to low on the mountain ridges and valley bottoms.

The soils on the rolling hills and flat valley bottoms are generally shallow to very deep
consistilg of clay loams, or loams with gravel and cobbly rock occurring near canyon side
slopes. The hazard of water erosion for these soils are generally moderate to low.

No prime farmland occurs in the study area.

The soils in the riparian areas are generally deep, fine loams overlying sands or sands
containing gravelsr cobbles, and some boulders. Wetland soils are present immediately
adiacent to the streams and in about half the area of the flat-bottomed valley at the
mouth of Winter Quarters Canyon and Mud Creek near Scofield, These wetland soils
hlve a hith potential for compaction and low soil stability during trenching activities.
Most of the corridor right-of-way along Mud Creek north of Clear Creek and along Upper
Huntington Creek is on the dry meadow areas outside the wet soil areas near the stream.

Th" inventory for the soils was obtained from soil descriptions prepared by the Forest
Service and from the Soil Survey of the Carbon Area prepared by the Soil Conservation
Service (SCS). The study area contains 36 soit map uniis of which I9 could be crossed by
the alternative routes. Table 3-3 summarizes stream crossings, riparian areas crossed,
erosion potential, and land instability by alternative.

Specific Descriptions

Alternatives A and B - The route crosses 4.4 miles of potential high erodible soils located
4ong S_egment lzx near Gooseberry Creek, along Segments l0* and l9* near the Valley
C1pp T_riangle, and along the eastern part of Segments l9* and 23x. The remaining 8.ii
miles of the route contain soils with a moderate potential for erosion, except along O.l
mile at the western end of Segment 12* which has a low soil erosion poteritial.
Approximately 0.7 mile of unstable land is located near Gooseberry Creek.

Alternative C - Burnout C-anyon Route (t) -
potentially high erodible soils, of which only
Approximately 9.2 miles (2.2 miles would be

The entire route would cross 5.4 miles of
3 miles would be crossed by new pipeline.
crossed by new construction) of moderate
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TABLE }3
SUMMARY OF SOIL AND WATER RESOURCES

(Miles of entlre route/Mlles of new pipeline)

Route
Total

t'ti l es

Number
o f
Perenni a'l
Stream
Crossi  ngs

l.ti I es

Ui  th i  n

500 feet

o f a

Perenni al

Stream

Known

Land

Po ten t i a l  Haza rd  o f  E ros ion  I ns tab i l i t v

Hi  gh l,loderate Low

and

Seep

Areas

t
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
t
I
l
I
I
I
I
t

0 / 0
0 / 0
0 / 0

3 / 2
4 / 2

6 /s
7 l s

A l te rna t i ve  A

No-Acti  on

Al  ternat ' ive  B

Leave  i n  P lace ,

Ful  I  Ext ract ' ion

M i  n i  ng

A l t e rna t i ve  C

Burnout  Canyon (1)

Burnout  Canyon (2)

Burnout  Canyon (3)

Burnout  Canyon (4)

A ' l ternat i  ve D

Gooseberry Route

Va1 1 ey Camp f r i  ang le

Connectors
( 1 )

( 2 )

( 3  )

A l t e rna t i ve  E

\ , / i  n ter  Quar ters  (1)

(wi th Segnents 19* and

\, l i  nter Quarters (2 )
(wi th  Segrment  19*)

13.  5 /NA

t 3  . 5 /  4 . 2 5

t 4  . 9 / 5 . 7

t s . L l s . ?

1 5 . 1 / 5 . 9

1 5 . 3 / 5 . 4

16.7 /12 .6

2 / N A

2 / 0

L ? / L O

L 2 / T O

5 / 3

5 / 3

7 / 6

0 .  4 /NA

0 .  4 / 0 .  0

3 . 7  / 3 . 3

3 . 7  / 3 . 3

3 . 9 / 3 .  s

3 . 9 / 3 . s

? . 0 /  I  . 8

0 . 3 / N A

0 . 3 / 0 .  0

0 . 7  / N A

0 .  7 / 0 .  0

0  . 9 / 0  . 2

0 . 9 / 0 . 2

2 . 6 / t . 9

? . 6 / r . 9

0 . 8 / 0 . 8

4 . 4 / N A  8 . 8 / N A

4  . 4 / 0  . 4 8 . 8 / 3 . 8 5

5 . 4 / 3 . 0

5 .  4 / 3 . 0

5 . 6 / 3 . 2

s . 6 / 3 . 2

4 . 9 / 1 . 4

9  . 2 / 2 . 7

9 . 4 / 2 . 2

e . ? / 2 . 7

9 . 4 / 2 . 2

7  . 3 / 6 . 7

0 . 3 / 0 .  0

0 . 3 / 0 .  0

0 .  3 / 0 .  0

0 . 3 / 0 .  0

4 . 5 / 4 . 5

I  .  0 / 0 . 6
0 . 9 / 0 .  6
0 .  5 / 0 . 5

16.L /12 .4
23*) 20 .2/  t2.4

L 7  . 2 / t ? . 2
20.0 / t2 .2

0 .  0 / 0 .  0
0 .  0 / 0 .  0
0 .  0 / 0 .  0

0 .  1 / 0 . 0
0 .  1 / 0 .  0
0 .  1 / 0 .  1

0 . 9 / 0 .  6
0 . 8 / 0 .  6
0 . 4 / a . 4

9 . 6 / 6 . 2
L ? . 5 / 6 . 2

r r .u6 .5
1 3  . 3 / 6 .  5

0 .  0 / 0 .  0
0 . 0 / 0 .  0
0 . 0 / 0 .  0

0 . 3 / 0 .  0
0 . 3 / 0 .  0

0 . 3 / 0 .  0
0 . 3 / 0 .  0

0 . 4 / 0 . 4
0 . 4 / 0 . 4
0 .  0 / 0 . 0

0 . 7  / 0 . 0
0 . 7  / 0 . 0

0 . 7  / 4 . 0
4 . 7  / 0 . 0

0 .  6 / 0 .  4  6 . 2 /  6  . 2
0 . 8 / 0 . 4  7 . 4 / 6 . 2

2 . 6 / 2 . 2  s . 7  / s . 7
2 . 8 / 2 . 2  6 . 4 / 5 . 7
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potential erodible soils occur along the entire route. Approximately 0.7 mile of unstable
land is located near Gooseberry Creek along the existing pipeline (Segment Lzx), and 0.2
mile of unstable land occurs along the slope north of Burnout Canyon (Segment 3b) that
would be crossed by new pipeline. This route would lie adjacent to approximately 2.7
miles of riparian area in Upper Huntington Canyon. Pipeline construction would occur
across wetland soils near l0 stream crossings in the riparian areas (9 stream crossings in
Upper Huntington Canyohr I across stream in Burnout Canyon). Approximately 100 feet
of wet soils would be crossed near a spring located on the hillslope south of the stream in
Burnout Canyon (Segment 3b).

Alternative C - Burnout C-anyon Route (2) - Pipetine construction would cross the same
amount of high potential erodible soils as Burnout Canyon Route (l). The entire route
would cross 9.4 miles of moderately erodible soils, but approximately 2.2 miles of
potentially moderate erodible soils would be crossed by new pipeline. The length of the
riparian area, unstable land, and streams that would be crossed by new pipeline would be
the same as in the Burnout Canyon Route ( I ).

Alternative C - Burnout C-anyon Route (3) - This route would cross the same amount of
potentially erodible soils as Burnout Canyon Route (l) with the addition of 0.2 mile of
potentially high erodible soils along Segment 24 in Upper Huntington Canyon. Pipeline
construction would occur across approximately 0.5 mile of riparian area. Wetland soils
occur near 3 stream crossings (2 stream crossings in Upper Huntington Canyon, I stream
crossing in Burnout Canyon). The entire route would cross approximately 2.6 miles of
unstable land of which 1.9 miles would be crossed by new pipeline construction.

Alternative C Burnout C,anyon Route (4) The entire route would cross the same
amount of potentially erodible soils as Burnout Canyon Route (2), with the addition of.0.2
mile of potentially high erodible soils along the bottom of Upper Huntington Canyon.
The amount of unstable land, riparian area, and wetland soils that would be crossed by
new pipeline construction would be the same as Burnout Canyon Route (3).

Alternative D - Gooseberry Route - This entire route contains 4.9 miles of potentially
high erodible soils of which 1.4 miles would be crossed by new pipeline construction.
Approximately 6.7 miles of potentially moderate erodible soils would be crossed during
pipeline construction. The pipeline would cross approximately 0.6 mile of unstable land
on the slope east of the Gooseberry graben along Segment l, and on the north slope of
Burnout Canyon along Segment 3. Approximately 0.2 mile of seep area with wet soils
would be crossed on a slope east of Skytine Drive along Segment I. This route would lie
ad jacent to approximately 0.9 mile of riparian area in Upper Huntington Canyon.
Pipeline would be constructed across wetland soils near 6 stream crossings in the riparian
areas (+ stream crossings in Upper Huntington Canyon, I across stieam in Burnout
Canyon and I at Gooseberry Creek). Approximately 100 feet of wet soils would be
crossed near a spring located on the hillslope south of the stream in Burnout Canyon
(Segment 3b).

Valley Camp Triangle Connectors (t through 3, Atl of the connectors would cross
apRrolimately 0.1 mile of potentially high erodible soils at the east end of Segments 9 or
l0*. The remainder of the area contains potentially moderate erodible soils. Springs and
seePs are present. No riparian area or stream crossings would occur,

Alternative E - Winter Q.nrters Route (l) - Approximately 6.2 miles of potentially high
erodible soils would be crossed during construction. There would be approximate Iy {,2
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miles. of potentially moderate erodible soils crossed by new pipeline. Approximately
0.7 mile of unstable land occurs along the existing pipetine neai Gooseberry Creek along
fg8ment LZx . No other unstable land areas or seeps would be crossed along this route.
Wetland soils would be crossed along approximately 0.3 mile on pasture tand south of
Scofield and at the mouth of Winter Quarters Canyon. There would-be 2 stream crossings
by nery pipeline. Associated Segments 19* and 23x cross approximately L,Z mites of
potentially high erodible soils and ?.9 miles of potentially moderate erodible soils.
Wetland soils are present in the riparian area adjacent to Mud Creek. No unstable areas
or seeps are present along these segments.

Alternative E - Ilinter Quarters Route Q, - This route would cross approximately 5.7
miles of potentially high erodible soils during construction. Approximately 6.5 miles of
Potentially moderate erodible soils would be crossed by new pipeline. No unstable land
areas or seeps would be crossed by new pipeline. The length of wetland soils that would
be crossed would be the same as Winter Quarters Route (l). There would be 5 stream
crossings by new pipeline. Segment L9x, associated with this alternative, crosses
approximately 0.7 mile of potentially high erodible soils and 2.1 miles of potentially
moderate erodible soils. Wetland soils are present in the riparian area adjacent to Mud
Creek. No unstable areas or seeps are present along this segment.

Vater Resources

The issues concerning water resources are sedimentation, changes in water quality of
streamsr and possihle changes in stream flow due to surface alteration resulting from
vegetation removal and soil compaction. Intermittent and perennial streams, reselvoirs,
springs' and riparian areas were delineated from topographic maps and field surveys.

Background

The study area lies within two major drainage basins on the western edge of the Upper
Colorado hydrologic region. Huntington Creek and its tributaries lre within' ine
Huntington Creek watershed. Mud Creek, Gooseberry Creek, and their tributaries are
within the Price River watershed and are tributary to Scofield Reservoir.

The area has wa-rmr dry summers and cold, relatively moist winters. Annual precipitation
ranges f rom 16 to 30 inches and occurs primarily as snow and occasional summer
thunderstorm events. The freeze-free period is between 20 and 100 days and snowfall
occurs approximately 8 months, of the year. Floods in the area are produced primarily by
snow melt in the spring. Occasional high-intensity, summer thunderstorms cause
localized flooding.

At the Straight Canyon Barometer Watershed, located approximately 30 miles south of
the study area near Joes Valley Reservoir, the monthly average precipitation depth in the
conifer-asPen areas from July to August ranges from about- 1,2 

-to 
1.3 inches, then

decreases in September to about 0.8 inch. The number of storms greater than 0.1 inch
and lasting longer than I hour follow the same trend. From July to August, the number of
storms increases from 5 to 8 and decrease to about 3 in September.
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The surface hydrology of the project area is characterized by numerous intermittent
channels draining into small perennial streams forming a dendritic pattern. Numerous
springs and seeps are present throughout the project area. The larger springs are located
on the hillslopes east of Huntington Creek and along the west edge of Pleasant Valley.
Wet areas are found along the east-facing slopes east of Skyline Drive. A large marsh is
present southeast of Lower Gooseberry Reservoir. Reservoirs within the study area
include Scofield Reservoir, Electric Lake, Beaver Dam Reservoir, Boulger Reservoir, and
Lower Gooseberry Reservoir.

Most of the stream crossings (riparian areas) have sections along the stream banks that
are slumPing into the stream to some degree and are partially vegetated. The stream
bottoms are generally composed of fine materials with gravels and cobbles. The stream
bottoms along Mud Creek near Scofield and Gooseberry Creek have large areas of silts
with no gravels or cobbles.

Studies in the Wasatch Plateau indicate that most recharge to the ground-water system
is due to infiltration of rainfall and snow melt at higher elevations. Much of the water is
discharged by springs that f low from the Flagstaf f Limestone and the North Horn
Formation only a short distance from recharge areas (Lines 1984). This also appears to
be the case in the Blackhawk Formation along the hillslopes east of Huntington Creek.
Many of these springs f low throughout the summer and fall months. In the eastern
highland area of the Gooseberry graben, a few summer home owners have piped spring ,
water into their homes. The water is used without treatment.

The dissolved solids in the ground water are estimated to be generally less than 250
milligrams per liter (mg/l). Chemical testing of the ground water shows small concentra-
tions of trace elements that do not exceed maximum mandatory limits for public supply
(Lines 1984).

Unpublished studies by the Manti-La Sal National Forest hydrologist indicate that
phosphate concentrations appear to be higher in streams located near the Blackhawk
Formation than in the North Horn and Flagstaf f Formations. This indicates that
eutrophication of Scofield Reservoir, attributed to increased phosphate concentrations,
occurs naturally from phosphate in the Blackhawk Formation. None of the phosphate
concentrations measured exceeded the State of Utah minimum water-quality standaids.

Specific Descriptions

Descriptions of the water resources along each of the segments were obtained using
topographlc mqps and limited field reconnaissance. Locatibns of the stream crossings
were obtained from a field survey of riparian areas and are presented in Table 3-3.

Alternative A and B The existing pipeline crosses beneath 2 perennial streams at
Gooseberry Creek and Mud Creek. Intermittent streams are crossed just east of
Gooseberry Creek and at the head of a drainage in Section 14 on the Skyline lease area.
Approximately 0.4 mile of the pipeline route is-within 500 feet of a perennial stream.

Alternative C - Burnout C-anyon Route (l) - Along the entire Burnout Canyon route there
would b9.12 perennial stream crossings, l0 of which would be located along segments
that could be af-fected by construction. Two perennial stream crossings occui along the
existing right-of-way on Gooseberry Creek and on Mud Creek. Thtperennial stream
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crossings that could be impacted by construction are located on Upper Huntington Creek
(9 crossings) and on Burnout Creek (t crossing). Three intermittent stream crossings
would occur along the entire route: one east of Gooseberry Creek on the existing
pipeline, one in the canyon north of The Kitchen, and one in the canyon northeast of The
Kitchen. A small seep area with standing water would be crossed in Segment 2 at the toe
of the road fill along the paved road just south of Swens Canyon. The pipeline route
would cross through a small area of springs located on the hillslope south of Burnout
Creek. No reservoirs or marshes would be crossed by any of the segments.
Approximately 3.3 miles of the route would lie within 500 feet of a perennial stream.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (2) - The inventory along this route is the same as
Burnout Canyon Route (l), except only 2 intermittent stream crossings would occur: I
along the existing route and I in the canyon northeast of The Kitchen.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (3) - Along the entire route there would be 5
perennial stream crossings, 3 of which would be affected by construction. The 2 existing
stream crossings would be the same as Burnout Canyon ( I ); the 3 perennial stream
crossings affected by construction would occur on Upper Huntington Creek (2 crossings),
and the stream in Burnout Canyon ( t crossing). This route would cross the same
intermittent streams as Burnout Canyon Route (l). Approximately 3.5 miles of the route
would lie within 500 feet of a perennial stream.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (4) - The inventory along this route would be the
same as Burnout Canyon Route (3), except only 2 intermittent stream crossings would
occur: I along existing Segment 12* and I along Segment 15 in the canyon northeast of
The Kitchen.

Alternative D - Gooseberry Route - The entire Gooseberry Route would cross perennial
streams at 7 locations, 6 of which are along the segments that would be crossed by new
p_ipeline. One perennial stream crossing occurs along the existing pipeline on Mud
Creek. Of the 6 new stream crossings, I would occur on Gooseberry Creek, I on Swens
Canyon Creek, 3 on Upper Huntington Creek, and I on the stream in Burnout Creek.
There were no intermittent streams identified that cross this route. A small area of
s_prings would be crossed on the hillslope south of the stream in Burnout Canyon.
Approximately 1.8 miles of the route would l ie within 500 feet of a perennial stream.

Valley Camp Triangte Connectors (l) through (3) - Segment 516 (Connector 2) would cross
I . small spring and Segment, E (Connector 2) would iross below a spring located on the
hillslope that flows along the inside ditch of the dirt road. The connectors would not be
within 500 feet of a perennial stream.

Alternative E - Winter Qrarters Route (l) - Along the entire Winter Quarters Route,
there would b9 3 perennial stream crossings, 2 of which would be located along segments
gf ney pipe_line. One perennial stream crossing occurs along the existing fne on
Gooseberry Creek, the 2 other perennial stream Crossings would be located on Winter
Quarters Creek and Mud Creek near Scofield. Approximaiely 0.4 mile of the route would
be within 500 feet of a perennial stream. Associated Segments 19* and 23x cross I
perennial stream (Mud Crdek along Segment l9*). No spring-s *er" identified along these
seSments.

Alternative E.- Winter Quarters Route Q, - There would be 6 perennial stream crossings
along the entire route, of which 5 would occur on segments of new pipeline. Thel
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stream crossing:. ryguld be located along Winter Quarters Creek (l stream crossing), Mud
Creek near Scofield between Broads Canyon and Magazine Canyon (3 stream croisings),
and on Broads Canyon Creek (l stream crossing). Approximately 2.2 mrles of the route
would be within 500 f eet of a perennial stream. Segment l9*, associated with this
alternative, crosses I perennial stream (Uua Creek). No springs were identified along
the segment.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

A number of dif f erent biological habitats, each with characteristic plant and animal
communitiesr are Present within the project area. There are 4 predominant vegetation
types: asPenr mountain shrub, spruce-fir, and riparian (including wet and dry meadows).
This section addresses the biological resources in the project arel that are most relevant
to this project including riparian vegetation, rangeland, timber, aquatic resources, and
terrestrial wildlife. No special status species of plants or animals are known to occur in
the area.

Biological resources data were obtained from reports, agency contacts, literature review
and limited field reconnaissance. Two reports were .used extensively. One was prepared
!y ttre Western Resource Development Corporation (WRDC) for UCO, Inc. as part 6t tne
Scofield Mine Project; the other was prepared by Coastal States Energy Compiny as part
of the Skyline Mine Project.

On October 24, 1989t Dames & Moore personnel visited the project area for the purpose
of characterizing the vegetation and estimating the influencb of pipeline construition on
vegetation and soils of. 2l riparian and wetland sites. Also reported were observations on
fish and wildlife resources. lnformation collected during this survey was reported in the
9psu*:nt, Bepgrt for Quqstar lipeline Com.qany's-Main Line No. 4l Rerouie at Skvline
Mine. Riparian Survev, and then ina

In add.ition, on November 7r 1989, biologists from the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources
(DWR) and Forest Service conducted ln aerial survey to identify locations of raptor
nests. The survey results indicated no raptor nesting sites within the proximity of any of
the alternative locations.

Riparian/Vetlands

All routes involve crossing or paralleling riparian and associated wetland areas. Riparian
and associated wetland areas have very sensitive vegetation and provide important
habitat for fish and wildlife.

The riparian meadow and shrubland vegetation type is dominated by perennial grasses, or
grass.-like plants. Common . species include Kentucky bluegiass (Pgg pfelsnrir),
needlegrass (Stipa sp.), sedges (Carex gIg),. and rush 

'(Juncui 
batticG)l SE?irEFIie

alsoquitecomT9t 'part icular lymIow@sp.).otherst i i tEf f i rwoo3vplantsinclude
silver sagebrush (Artemisiq ca,na)r big. sa$E-rush (A. tridentata), and tree'species more
commonlyfoundi@reasfwn]ocl9E2-anEri&iT6conniisi"nc"),-niparian
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meadow and sh.rubland vegetation is found in valley bottoms (WRDC l98l). The plant
species comPosition in riparian areas is quite variable and site specific.

The condition of riparian areas was described and rated during the October 24, 1989 site
v.isit. The qualitative ratings were based on several well defined criteria, including (l)
the amount of bare ground (percent of vegetative cover), (2) amount of vegetative lilter,
(3) p.resence. or absence of noxious weeds, (+) species composition of forb-s and grasses,
and (5) condition of stream bank.

Information regarding these riparian areas is documented in the Biological Resources
(pertaining to vegetafion, wildlife, and fisheries) and Earth Resources (peitaining to soils
and water) sections of this report.

Specific Descriptions

Alternatives A or B - The existing route crosses two riparian areas. Where Segment 19*
crosses Mud Creek the vegetation is a mixture of silver sage, grasses, willow, aspen, and
Engelmann spruce. The vegetation_ is in excellent condition, and the site showed no sign
of over browsing of woody plants. Segment lzx crosses Gooseberry Creek.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (l) - High-quality riparian areas exist along this
route on Segments 2, 3a, 3b, and 16. Where Segment 3b would cross Burnout Cinyon
there is a meanderilg stream. The vegetation here is 85 percent grasses and sedges, 6
percent shrubsr and 5 percent forbs. Some Engelmann spruce grows-along portions of tne
stream. flSaer mossr and liverworts are found on the stream bank. 

-Grasses, 
woody

plantsr and forbs are not heavily grazed. This area is in excellent condition.

Riparian areas in- Upper Huntington Canyon that parallel Segments 2, 3a, 3b, and L6
consist of about 93 Percent Srasses and mixed sedges, 5 perclnt shrubs, and 2 percent
forbs. Soils in this area are completely covered by vegeiation. Good litter is present
throughgut.- the ripari.an areas. Thick vegetation coveri overhanging stream banks and
further indicates a high-quality riparian system. The upper end of tnis reach has drier
soils on the western flank so that it supports a stand of big sage and phlox.

The rest of the Burnout Canyon Route segments where pipeline would be constructed are
outside of riparian areas.

Alternative C - Burnout C,anyon Route (2) - The description of this route is the same as
Burnout Canyon Route ( I ).

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (3) - 5om9 high quality riparian areas exist along
this route on Segments 3b (see above) and 24. Segmen t Z+ wodtA cross Swens Canyon]
Little Swens Canyon, Upper Huntington Creek, and several small tributaries. Less inan
0.4 mile of riparian area would be traversed by Segment 24.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (4) - The description of this route is the same as
Burnout Canyon Route (3).

Alternative D - Gooseberry Route - A high-quality riparian and associated wetland area
occurs where the proposed route would cross Gooseberry Creek. This area also contains
a pond habitat consisting of dense stands of willows (Salix planifolia) beneath which lies a
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carPet of dense grass. Ground litter is abundant and well dispersed. Soils in this area are
completely covered by vegetation. Fifty percent of the cover consists of willow, 40
Percent Srass' and 5 percent forbs. Refer to the discussion on the Burnout Canyon Route
for information on other segments that are also a part of the Gooseberry Route.

Valley Camp Triangle Connectors (l) through (3) - AU segmenrs comprising these

I ::ll$#:. 
would cross within spruce-fir foiest, no ripariai areas occur ali-ng the

Alternative E V/inter Quarters Route (l) - Where Segment 20 would cross Winter
Quarters Creek there is a heay.{y grazed meadow with no woody plants present. Only
two forbs, yarrow (Achitleg millifolium) and thistle (Cirsium spp.)r are present. Grassei
comprise.roughly 951ffi;i ofTFdcover. On the nort-FEii-IFinge of the riparian area is a
stand of beaked. sedg.e (ggleI rostrata) which makes up the other 5 percent of the plant
cover. Two to three inches of water Ilows through this stand.

Where Segment 20 would cross Pleasant Valley there is a heavily grazed stream-side
community. The stream is shallow and about 4 or 5 feet wide. Grasles comprise about
95 percent of the vegetative cover with a mixture of forbs. No woody plants are present
at the site.

Segment 2L would parallel Mud Creek north of the town of Clear Creek. Vegetation in
this area consists of mixtures of silver sage, willow, grass, aspen, and Engelmann
sPruce. The side of the stream adjacent to State Route 96ls predominantly a milture of
willowr grassesr and sage. The side of the stream across from the road is characterized
by steep' shaded slopes suPporting stands of spruce and aspen along some of the streamrs
length. and willow and sage along other portions. These riparian lreas are in excellent
condition.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route Q, - This alternative route would be similar to
Winter Quarters Route (l) except Segment 22 was developed to avoid the riparian areas
along Segment 21. Segment 22 would cross through mountain shrubland.

Mountain shrubland occurs . on all slope aspects. Vasey big sagebrush (Artemisia
tri4entala. ssp. vasevqna) is the most common shrub within fnis vlgetEtion typel-36pT!
replaced by mountain snowberry (Svmphoricarpos oreophilus) on some north-fa-cing
slopes.

RanReland

R3.ng.eJand .consists of areas with vegetation that are used for forage by livestock and
wildlife. Although all vegetation types of the project area provide iomi forage, types
containing 1 predominlnce of grasses and low-shrub siecies are most suitible.
Distinctions between different vegetation types were determined by using the dominant
overstory species.

The prevalent range condition on the Manti-La Sal National Forest is fair with no
lPParent up or downward trend according to the l9E6 Final EIS (Forest Service l9E6).
There are 651148l acres suitable for livestock grazing in the Manti-La Sal National
Forest.
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Rangelands of the project area have been inventoried by the Forest Service. They
include aspen forest, coniferous forest, mountain shrub, sagebrush types, and wet and dry
meadows.

Of the rangelands found in the project area, aspen forest occupies 43 percentr generally
on uPper elevations of south-facing slopes or recently disturbed sites. Conifer forest
generally occupies north-facing slopes and occurs on about l2 percent of the project area
(WRDC 1982). Forty-two percent is occupied by the mountain shrub type, which mostly
occurs on south-facing slopes. The sagebrush type occurs on about 3 percent of the area
in the drier portions of the project area and is generally in the mature stage providing
good big-game winter range (Forest Service 1984). Wet and dry meadows occupy a
relatively small proportion of the project area (less than one percent). Table 3-4 is a
summary of allotments, livestock, and period of use.
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Specific Descriptions

Alternatives A or B - The existing pipeline
redundant pipeline cross primarily forested
(spruce-fir) and aspen forest. The existing
smaller areas of grassland.

route and area proposed for the surface
rangeland that consists of conifer timber

route (Segments 7*, l0*, and l9*) crosses

Alternative C Burnout C-anyon Routes (l) through (4) - Rangeland on the Burnout
Canyon Routes is comprised primarily of sagebrush,- conifer, and aspen. Refer to the
riparian section above that describes the riparian habitat type which is used for grazing.

Alternative D - Gooseberry Route - Segment I of the proposed Gooseberry Route would
cross range types that include sagebrush, aspen, and coniferous forest.

Valley 91-p Triangle Connectors (t) ttrrough (3) - All segments would pass through aspen
and coniferous forest-dominated rangeland.

Alternative E Winter Quarters Route (l) - This route would cross rangelands that
include a mix of aspen and coniferous forest at the upper elevations (e.g.r Seg*ents 22
and 20), and sagebrush at the lower elevations. Arbis of wet and dt meJdows are
prominent in the area where Segment 20 would cross the Mud Creek Valley south of
Scof ield.

Alternative E - Winter Qtrarters Route Qt - This description of this alternative route is
the same as W inter Quarters Route ( I ) except areas of wet and dry meadows are
prominent in the area along Segment 2l that occurs in the Mud Creek Valiey.

Timber

Spruc_e-fir forest is dominated by subalpine fir (Abies- lasiocarpas). Other tree species
are lnggfma,ln spruce (Picea .enfiglmaqnli), asp6-(P6ElllETremuloides), and some
Douglas-fir (P.suqdotsuBa@mon shru6-?'iil-sriSsFiffiecies include
Saskatoon serviceberry (AmelanEh=ltr alnifolia), Oregon-grape (Mahonia reDens). boxwood
( P ac h i.ql i m a . m v r s i n i t e s ),G;Ti6T;i;e@ m a I vaZ e u il*GiF i o se ( R o sa
w oods i i), and m o un tain snowberry (S vm phor icErp6frEEhiJilS)f-
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TABLE 3JI
suMMARy OF ALLOTMENTS, LIVESTOCK, AND USE

LivestockRoute/Allotment

Existing Routes (A or B)
Burnout S&G ̂
Eccles S&G
North Winter Quarters S&G
East Gooseberry S&G
Mansion S&G
Cabin Hollow S&G
tCt Canyon S&G*

Burnout Canyon Routes
Burnout S&G
Eccles S&G
Swenrs Canyon S&G*
North Winter Quarters S&G*

East Gooseberry S&G
Mansion S&G
Cabin Hollow S&G
"Ct Canyon S&G*

Gooseberry Routes
Burnout S&G
Swenrs Canyon S&G
Beaver Dams S&G
Fairview C&H
Cabin Hallow S&G
South San Pitch S&G*
"C" Canyon S&G

Winter Quarters Routes
Granger Ridge S&G
North Winter Quarters S&G
East Gooseberry S&G
Mansion S&G
Cabin Hollow S&G
"C'Canyon S&G

Period of Use

942
800
459

I  ,014
999

I ,050
11250

6,514

942
800
959
459

I  ,014
999

I ,050
1,250
m

942
959

I , 100
500

r050
600

11250

ZFOI

L 156
459

I , 014
999

I ,050
11250

m,

7l t  -e125
7lL -  el30
7lt  -  el30
7 l t  -  l0 /10
7 lL  -  l0 /10
7lL - el3o
7lL -  el t0

7 lL  -e125
7lL  -e l to
7l t  -  el to
7 lL  -e l to

7 lL  -  r0 /10
7 l t  -  l0 /10
7 l r  -e l3o
7lt  -  el to

7l t  -  el25
7 lL  -e l to
7le -  10105
7lr - elto
7 l t  -e l3o
716 - el30
7lr  -  el3o

7lr - elto
7lL - el3o
7 l t  -  l 0 /10
7 lL  -  l 0 /10
7lt - elto
7lL -e130

(variable
season)

* *
* *

* *
* *

* *
* *

Lo f . 2



Table 3-4 (continued)
Summary of Allotments, Livestock, and Use

Route/Allotment

I
I
tLivestock Period of Use

Unknown private land use

^ S&G = sheep allotment
C&H = cattle allotment

* Adjacent allotments to the proposed Burnout Canyon Route (2) and (4)
** Includes private land permit
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lPruce-fir (Picea elgelmannii and Abies lasiocarpas) forest tends to occur on the north-
facing slopes ang in protected portions of amelT tributary drainages within the study
area. The aspen (Populus tremuloides) forest is a successional stage to spruce-fir fores{,
except for marginal stands on southifacing slopes. The north, east, and west slopes show
an understory of spruce-fir leading to eventual conifer dominance in these areas (WRDC
l gg2).

Spruce-fir and aspen sites occur predominantly along most of the proposed routes. Some
routes cross tlmb9r sites planned for future harvest of sawtimber (trees greater or equal
to 8 inches DBH (diameter at breast height)) and pole timber (trees 5 to 7.9 inches DBH)
product size classes.

Generally, mixed conifer forests are in age classes
diseases is high. The Engelmann spruce bark beetle
its potential to attack and kill Engelmann spruce.
endemic.

where susceptibility to insects and
is of particular concern because of

Beetle populations are currently

Timber occurs in varying amounts on all the routes under consideration. However, not all
of the area has been inventoried, and timber volumes are projected from data of 2
rePresentative spruce-f ir and I aspen site that were inventoried in 1982 and 1984
(Jackson 1990). The sites are located near Segments 3b and 14 of the Burnout Canyon
Route. The following data indicate the ranges of timber volume (gross board feet or'
cubic feet per acre) that could be anticipated in spruce-fir and aspen iimber sites:

Spruce-fir Sites

Sawtimber Gross Volume (board feet per acre)

Live mixed conifer
Engelmann spruce - subalpine fir
Dead mixed conifer
Live aspen
Dead aspen

Pole Timber

Live mixed conifer
Dead mixed conifer
Live aspen

Sawtimber

Aspen Sites

12,624 - l5,gg0
11650 - 21430

780 - 960
210

Gross Volume (culic feet per acre)

44 - 1559
56-57

22

Gross Volume board feet per acre)

l 0 , lg0
2t0
3,890
380

Live aspen
Dead aspen
Live mixed conifer
Dead mixed conifer
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Pole Timber Gross Volume (crrlic feet per acre)

Live aspen
Dead aspen

The timber volumes listed above for spruce-fir and aspen sites are shown by route on
Tables 3-5 and 3-6. Volumes of pole timber have been converted from cubic feet to
thousand board feet (MBF) in the tables for comparison.

Specif ic Elescriptions

Alternatives A or B - Although the existing route passes through stands of timber (both
aspen and spruce-fir forest sites) there are no trees on the existing right-of-way.

Alternative C - Burnout C-anyon Route (l) - This route would cross stands of aspen forest
sites (approximately 1.9 mile) and spruce-fir forest sites (1.5 miles), which rdpresent a
total of approximately 424 thousand board feet (mbf).

Alternative C - Burnout C,anyon Route Q, - This route would cross through aspen forest
sites ( 1.9 miles) and spruce-fir forest sites ( 1.5 miles), which represent a total of
approximately 410.6 mbf.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route 0) - This route would be the same as Burnout
Canyon Route (l).

Alternative C - Burnout C-anyon Route (4) - This route would be the same as Burnout
Canyon Route (2).

Alternative D - Gooseberry Route - the Cooseberry Route would cross through about 4.4
miles of spruce forest sites and 1.9 miles of aspen forest sites, which represent a total of
approximately E16.4 mbf.

Valley C--p Triangle Connectors (l) and Q, - These connectors would cross spruce-fir
forest sites (0.9 mile), which represent a total of approximately 127 mbf.

Valley Cg-p Triangle Connector (3) - This connector would cross spruce-fir forest sites
(0.5 mile), which represent a total of approximately 7L l mbf.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Rorrte (t) - This route would cross spruce-fir forest sites
(3.5 miles) and aspen forest sites (l.l miles), which represent a total of approximately
607 mbf. Associated Segments 19* and 23* have no trees in the right-of-way.

Alternative E - Vlinter Qrnrters Route Q, - This route would cross spruce-fir forest sites
(3.4 miles) and aspen foiest sites (3.2 miles), which represent a total of approximately
811.9 mbf. Associated Segments l9* and 23* have no trees in the right-of-*dy.

48
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Aguatic Resources

Early in the scoping process, the Forest Service and DWR expressed particular concern
for the Yellowstone cutthroat trout (Oncorhvnchus clarki lewisi) fisheries of Upper
Hun t i ng tonCreek .TheDwRp lans to@t . i i [ 6n6ekas theYe l l ows tone
cutthroat trout etg source for Utah. In addition to the Yellowstone cutthroat trout, the
Forest Service has identif ied species of benthic macroinvertebrates within Upper
Huntington Creek' which, by their habitat preference, indicate that this stream is
capable of supporting a self-sustaining resident f ishery. Issues identif ied at the
August 30, 1989 scoping meeting focused on the potential effects of pipeline construction
on riparian vegetation and water quality along Upper Huntington Creek, which, could in
turn, adversely affect fish and wildlife habitat.

Yellowstone cutthroat trout and mottled sculpins (Cuttos bairdi) are found in every
perennial drainage within the project area and are depEnGnt onFealthy riparian systems
f or their survival. In addition, rainbow trout, mountain sucker (Catostomus platv
$X!chys),andredsideshiners(Richardsoniusbalte4tus.)resideintheFif f ia i iEg!
Eff iwrowerGooseberryReserf f i f f i ;eberryCreek.Redsideshineraid
mountain sucker reside in the creeks in Winter Quarters and Broads Canyon.

Burnout Canyon Creek and Upper Huntington Creek are used exclusively as spawning andng
reariing streams by the Yellowstone cutthroat trout spawners coming out of Electric
Lake. This creek is closed to fishing during spawning season, and is prbbably not fished
significantly after it opens July I because most spawners have migrated back to Electric
Lake.

Gooseberry Reservoir is stocked annually with 121000 catchable rainbow trout. Creel
census data show that l0 percent of the fish caught are wild Yellowstone cutthroat
trout. The cutthroat trout run up Gooseberry Creek and spawn in the spring. It is
estimated that Lower Gooseberry Reservoir receives approximately 2r2AO Fiihermen
User Days (FUDs) per year (one FUD = 12 angling hours). ihe annual value of this fishery
is approximately 5l 02,652.

Scofield Reservoir is one of Utahts most heavily fished reservoirs. Spawnint trout from
Scofield Reservoir, including both rainbow trout and cutthroat trout, migiate up Mud
Creek to spawn. Scofietd Reservoir receives approximate|y 271000 FUDs and is siocked
with 6001000 3-inch rainbow trout annually.

The DWR initiated a study in 1987 to evaluate Upper Huntington Creek as a potential egg
source to replace Strawberry Reservoir which may be poisoned in the fatl of 1990 to
eliminate trash fish. The DWR is in the third year of a 3-year study to certify Electric
Lake cutthroat trout as disease free so they can begin taking eggs. The DWR conducted
1 f ishery survey in 1987 and determined that ?1529 spawners migrated up Upper
Huntington Creek carrying a total of. Lr629rA4j etgs.

As is typical with most cutthroat trout species, the Yellowstone cutthroat trout begins to
spawl during the spring, when water temperatures approach 50 degrees Fahrenheit, and
usually continu_es throu€h mid-June. The fertilized eggs incubate in the gravel through
July with the 'hatched" f_ry usually swimming up from-the gravel by late August but th-is
can occur as late as mid-September depending on water temperature.
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9pp". Huntington Creek is by far the most important spawning tributary to Electric
Lake. It is estimated that 66 percent of the spawners in Electrlc Lake spawn in Upper
Huntington Creek or its tributaries. Creel census data collected in 1985 (May- to
October) show that anglers spend a total of 241314 hours fishing Electric Lake Lach
year. These data were collected prior to the implementation to yeir-round fishing. tt is
estimated that this figure should be increased by 51000 hours to include early-spring
1iqhi1g1 l1t" fall fishing, and winter ice fishing. The total of these two figures equali
?1443 FUps per year. The annual value of the Electric Lake fishery is estimated to be
SL27 r23l (i.e., $52.08 per FUD - 1990 dollars).

The DWR plans to take I million eggs from Upper Huntington Creek to meet the annual
statewide demand of 500,000 fry. These eggs are worth approximately Stl,00O. FUDfs
occur mainl.y in Electric Lake, but they are the result of spawning that takes place in
Upper Huntington Creek. It is estimated that $1081147 in FUDrs Lan be attributed to
Upper Huntington Creek for a total fishery value of Sl19, 147. The value of the fishery
will increase dramatically when the DWR begins stocking other reservoirs and lakes with
fry hatched from eggs taken from Upper Huntington Creek.

Specific Descriptions

Alternatives A and B The existing route crosses Mud Creek (Segment l9*) and
Gooseberry Creek (Segment l2*), both important habitat for fish. The aieas of unstable
slopes along Segment L2* result in some sedimentation to Gooseberry Creek and
eventually to Lower Gooseberry Reservoir.

Alternative C - Burnout C,anyon Routes (l) and Qr - Either variation of this alternative
would generally parallel Upper Huntington Creek and would cross the creek at 9
locations. The stream is sensitive as it is considered the most important tributary to
Electric Lake for Yellowstone cutthroat trout spawning. The stream in Burnout Canyon
would be crossed at one location.

Alternative C - Burnout C.anyon Routes (3) and (a) - Either variation of this alternative
would cross the creek in Burnout Canyon (Segment 3b), cross Upper Huntington Creek
and Highway 264, parallel Highway 264 on the west side, cross Swens Canyon ereek, then
would cross Upper Huntington Creek at Little Swens Canyon south of The Kitchen
(Segment 24).

Alternative D Gooseberry Route This route would cross Gooseberry Creek at I
location downstream from Lower Gooseberry Reservoir, Swens Canyon Creek at I
location' Upper Huntington Creek at 3 locations, and the stream in Burnout Canyon at I
location.

Valley Camp Triangle Connectors (t) ttrough (3) - No streams would be crossed by any of
the connectors.

Alternative E - Vinter Quarters Route (l) - This route would cross the stream in Winter
Quarters Canyon east of Scofield and Mud Creek south of Scofield.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (2) - This route would cross the 2 streams near
Scofield as described above and would cross Mud Creek between Broads Canyon and
Magazine Canyon at 3 locations.
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Terrestrial Wildlife

Emphasis is placed on riparian areas likely to be affected by pipeline construction and
maintenance. Rioariiparian areas clearly provide the most important fish and wildlife habitat
in the project
important big

area. Riparian areas in the region are generally designated by the DWR as
game winter habitat.

Riparian areas provide habitat for several species of furbearers including beaver (Castor
ganaggnsls)' muskrat lglgeqa zibethicqg), and raccoon (Procvon lotorf(Coastal S,rates
mergrempany tggMMany species oGEiT ffifrmals, birds, and
amphibians are completely dependent on riparian areas for their existence.

Other habitat types are also important to wildlife. Upland-shrub and sage-brush habitat
types provide important summer forage f or mule deer and elk, while f orested areas
Provide important cover. Th9 study are?_ provides yearlong habitat for blue grouse
(Dendragapys obscurps) and ruffed grouse (Bonasus umbellus).- Blue grouse use co-nifer-
asPen-meadow mosaics on ridgetops and concentrate in spruce-fir forest in the winter.
Ruffed grouse use a wide range of habitat types with aspen forest providing critical
habitat during crucial mid-winter months (DWR l98l; WRDC l98l).

Specific Descriptions

Alternatives A and B - The existing route crosses 2 riparian areas. Where Segment 19*
crosses Mud Creek the vegetation is important habitat for big game. This 

-area 
is in

excellent condition; there is no sign of over browsing of woody-plants. Segment L2x
crosses Gooseberry Creek, which is also important wildlife habitat.- Most of these routes
pass through mountain shrubland habitat. The remainder of the routes lie in aspen forest
or spruce-fir forest habitats.

Alternative C - Burnout C-anyon Routes (l) and (2) - Tne high-quality riparian habitat
areas that exist along this route on Segments 2, 3a, 3b, ana L6 in conjunction with
adjacent aspen stands provide important big game habitat and cover. Segments 23* and
19* cross through aspen. Of the 2 routes, Burnout Canyon Route (l) would cross the
least riparian habitat.

Alternative C - Burnout C-anyon Route (3) and (a) - This route would lie mostly outside of
riparian areas. Segment 24, which replaces 3ar 2 and 16, would be situated in Mountain
Shrubland vegetation_. This vegetation provides important summer forage for elk and
mule deer; however, Segment 24 is adjacent to or near Highway 264,

Alternative P 
- G*seberry Route - See the preceding discussion on the Burnout Canyon

Route for information on Segments 2, 3, 19* and ztx, A high-quality riparian habitat
area occurs along- Segment I where the proposed route would cross Gooseberry Creek.
Moose m?y use this area on a year-round basis (Coastal States Energy Company i lAl). It
also provides an important component of mule deer and elk habitat. 

-

Valley C-amp fli*Sl. Connectors (l) through (3) - nU segments comprising these
connectors would be situated within spruce-fir and aspen foresti and open areas.

I AlterrEtive E - Winter euarters Route (l) - A large portion of Seqment 20 would lie on a
I ridge top above V/inter Quarters Canyon. The Vintbr Quarters ind Mud Creek riparian
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habitat areas that would be crossed by Segment 20 are of greatly diminished value to
wildlife due to overgrazing and proximity to residential areai. Associated Segments l9*
and 23x cross through aspen.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route Q, - The description of this route is the same as
Winter Quarters Route (l) except Segment 2t (instead of Segment 2D would parallel and
twice cross Mud Creek north of the town of Clear Creek. 

-These 
riparian areas are in

excellent condition for wildlife habitat. Associated Segment l9* crosies through aspen.

Special Status Soecies

No listed Threatened or Endangered plant species are known to occur within the project
area. This conclusion is bas_ed on past surveys, information provided by agency peisonnel
and literature reviews. Threatened or Endangered species are those lisied by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS). Sensitive species are those species that are
candidates for Federal listing or proposed for Federal listing by the USFWS.

One sensitive species, Hvmen.oxv.s tlele{'lioide,sr a Federal candidate plant for listing
(Category 2) is known toffili-TF'effiTaT;servoir region, and may occur within th6
proiect area (Thompson 1989). This species is described ai occurring in mountain brush,
sagebrush and aspen communities, often in meadows between 81000 feet and 91800 feet in
Emery, Garf ield, Sanpete and Sevier counties in Utah (Rutman 1989). prior to
constructionr the Forest Service botanist will field-check any areas along the selected
route where the plant could possibly occur.

No Threatened, Endangered or Sensitive faunal species or their habitats are known to
reside within lhe study area. Threatened or Endangered species that may occur
seasonally within the study a.rea are. the American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus
Pnatum)r. arctic - peregrine falcon (Falco peregrin,us), 

-and 
bald eap(Ftliffitus

@) . . .Ba ld .eag lesa reknown tooc f f i s t udya reaasv i i n t e r@n ts .
Two mature bald 9?,gles were seen near the Gooseberry Route during the raptor survey
conducted by the DWR during November 1989. Sightings of bald eagles are typical in the
project area from November through March (Dalfon l9E9). peregiine falcons are most
fikely to occur in.the study area as rare spring and/or fall transientl. Black-footed ferret
(tvtustet+ nigripgs), an endangered species', mrtht be found in the Wasatch Plateau east of
the study area (Dalton et al. 1978r. The possiUitity of this species occurring on the study
area is remote (Coastal States Energy Company lggt).
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AIR QUALITY

Air quality in the region is generally good due to the
There are no class I airsheds-in the vicinity. Although
for the project area, there is no reason to expect that
are being violated for any monitored pollutant.

lack of major pollution sources"
monitored data are not available
air quality attainment standards

Tf9 T"jor local nonpoint sources of air emissions are vehicles on the highways and roads,
which emit carbon monoxide and create fugitive dust (on dirt roads).
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RECREATION

Developed recreation sites and dispersed recreation areas on the Manti-La Sal National
Forest draw visitors from around the state. The Forest Service provides numerous
opportunities to experience a nsemi-primitiverr recreation setting, in addition to providing
developed recreation facilities. Further, the Scof ield Lake State Recreation Arei
provides other water-based recreation opportunities. Though dispersed recreation occurs
throughout the project area, the majority of use occurs in Forest management units that
may provide semi-primitive recreation and emphasize undeveloped motorized recreation
sites. In addition to these manaBement units, semi-primitive recreation occurs in
management units that emphasize other uses. Many of these units contain areas
classified by the Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) as semi-primitive motorized
(SPM) and semi-primitive non-motorized (SPNM). ROS is a system developed by the
Forest Service to integrate recreation values into National Forest Plans, project designs,
and management decisions.

The ROS class of SPNM recreation occurs in the study area within the SPR management
unit that emphasizes semi-primitive recreation. However, this management unit is not
crossed by any of the proposed pipeline routing alternatives. The utility corridor
management unit, the existing route, bounds this semi-primitive recreation management
unit.

Two management units that emphasize undeveloped motorized recreation sites are
located within the pro ject area--one in the vicinity of Gooseberry Creek, the other
around Lower Gooseberry Reservoir. Gooseberry Campground has a capacity of 100
PAOT (persons at one time) with a usage of about 31000 RVOs (recreation visitor days).
Undeveloped recreation usage around Lower Gooseberry Reservoir is about 61250 RVDs.
Activities include watersports, f ishing, of f -road vehicle use, and primitive camping.
Developed recreation sites are largely centered around the reservoirs and creeki.
Generally, recreation activities include f ishing, hunting, hiking, biking, camping,
picnicking, crosstountry skiing, boating, snowmobiling, and off-road vehicle use.

The Fish Creek National Recreation Trail would not be crossed directly by any of the
proposed routes segments; however, two connecting access trails would be crossed by
Segment l2*. State Highway 264 is a proposed National Scenic Byway. Skyline Drive is
part of the basic planning corridor for the future development of the Great Western
Trail. Usage along Skyline Drive is about 7,000 RVDs. Skyline Drive passes near
dispersed rural residences on private lands and is also a proposed scenic backway, a
designation for unpaved roads on public lands (Federal) designed to encourage
recreational uses. Additionally, Skyline Drive is part of the Utah Adventure Highway
Systemr a series of interpretive scenic routes that wind through Utah's National Forests
past points of scenic geologic interest, cultural features, and recreation areas.

Specific Descriptions

Alternatives A and B Segments 7*, 10*, L7x, and l8* parallel a recreation access
road. Segment 13* passes adjacent to the site of a proposed campground (Crooked) and
Parallels a recreation access road. A connecting trail that provides access to the Fish
Creek National Recreation Trail is crossed by Segment l2*.- This segment also crosses
an area with a ROS class of SPM recreation. Segments 19* and 23* are not adjacent to
or do not cross any recreation uses.
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IAlternative C - Burnout C,anyon Route (l) - Segments l2*, ll*, 19* and 23* are part of

the existing route (see description for Alternaiives A and B). Segments 3ar 3b, and 14
would cross areas with a ROS class of SPM recreation. Segment 14 also would pass
adjacent to a proposed campground (Crooked). Segments 2 and l6 and a small portion of
Segment 3 would parallel Upper Huntington Creeli. Also, Segments 2, 3b, and l6 would
parallel State Highway _?6+, which is used by recreationists. A connecting trail that
provides access to the Fish Creek National Recreation Trail is crossed by Selment L2*.
This segment also crosses an area with a ROS class of SPM recreation.

Alternative C Burnout C-anyon Route Q, This route uses the same segments as
described in the preceding route description, except Segment l4 is replaced by
Segments 15 and L7*. Segment !7* is part of the existingloute. Segment 15 would
cross an area with a ROS class of SPM recreation.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route 0) - Refer to description for Burnout Canyon
Route (l) above. Segment 24 would parallel State Highway 264',

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (4) - Refer to description for Burnout Canyon
Route (2) above. Segment 24 would parallel State Highway 26q:

Alternative D - Gooseberry Route - Segments 19* and 23* are not adiacent to or do not
cross any recreation uses. Approximately I mile of Utah Highway 264 would be
paralleled by portions of Segments 2 and 3 in Upper Huntington Canyon. Segment 3
would cross an area with a ROS class of SPM recreation. Segment 2 and a smalfportion
of Segment 3b would parallel Upper Huntington Creek. Segmbnt I would parallet Skytine
Drive, a gravel road moderately travelled by recreationists 

-and 
residents.

Two areas with a ROS class of SPM recreation would be crossed by Segment l. Segment
I would also pass near Gooseberry Campground in a Forest management unii that
gmphasizes undeveloped motorized recreation sites in the vicinity of Gooseberry Creek.
This segment also would pass near a private church camp located in Little Swens Canyon.

vafley Camp Triangle Connectors (1) ttrough (3) - Segments 7* and l0*, part of the
existing route' parallel a recreation access road. Segment 516 also would parallel a
recreation access road and would Pass adjacent to arr. area with a ROS clais of SPM
recreation. Segment 8 would not be adjacent to or would not cross any recreation uses.
Both Segments 4 and 9 would parallel a recreation access road.

Alternative E - Urinter Quarters Route (t) - A connecting trail that provides access to
the Fish Creek National Recreation Trail is crossed by Segment LZx,-This segment also
crosses an area with a ROS class of SPM recreation. Segments 20 and 22 would cross
private lands that are not available for public recreation. A portion of this route would
parallel State.Highway 96, used to reach recreation areas. Associated Segments 19* and
23* are not adjacent to or do not cross any recreation uses.

Alternative E - Vinter Quarters Route Q, - Segment 23x is part of the existing route and
is not adjacent to or does not cross 1n_y recre-ation uses. Refer to the precJding route
description for Segment l2*. Most of Segment 20 would cross private tahds that are not
available for public recreation. The portlon of this segment on National Forest System
lands would cross through the edge of an area with a ROS class of SPM recreation and
would pass adjacent to a proposed campground (Dry creek). A portion of this route

I
I
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would parallel Utah Highway 96, used to reach recreation areas. Associated Segment
I9* is not adiacent to or does not cross any recreation uses.

VISUAL CHARACTERISTICS

The visual resources analysis is based on detailed data inventories collected for the
Manti-La Sal National Forest Plan (1986). These inventories include sensitive viewers,
variety class, distance zones, visibility, vegetation cover, and topography (slope). The
Forest Service's resource-management-planning process uses these data to establish
Visual Quality Objectives (VQO) to manage the natural appearing landscapes on National
Forest System lands.

Visual management classes from the Price River Resource Area of the Moab District of
the BLM were used to inventory the existing visual landscape for private lands in
Pleasant Valley. This analysis addresses the potential impacts of this project on visual
landscapes in this valley using the same assessment criteria used for National Forest
System lands.

High sensitivity viewpoints including highways, scenic roads, recreation trails,
campgroundsr picnic areas, and residences are all considered for this assessment and are
discussed in the following route descriptions.

Refer to Table 3-7, for mileages of segments that detail the following discussions.

Specific Descriptions

Alternatives A and B - Segments 19* and 23x of. the existing pipeline right-of-way pass
through areas managed with BLM visual resource management Class III. On National
Forest System lands, Segments l}xr 7*, l8*, 17* and 13* are managed with a VQO of
Partial Retention. A portion of Segment L2* passes through an area managed with a
VQO of Modification, the remainder is Partial Retention.

The scenic quality for all of the segments of this route on National Forest System lands
are rated at Variety Class A, except a small portion of Segment l2* rated Variety Class
B. The distance zone for the segments of this route on the National Forest are
foreground, except on portions of Segments 12* and l9*, which are middle ground.

Utah Highway 96 has open visibility of Segments 19* and 23x at their junction at the
highway. The existing route is openly visible from Utah Highway 254 where Segment l8x
crosses this proposed scenic byway. Two proposed campgrounds may view a portion of
Segment l3* in the foreground.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (l) - Segments 19* and 23* (existing route) cross
through an area of private lands into the edge of the National Forest, managed with BLM
visual resource management Class III. The remainder of the segments in ihis route are
managed with a V@ of Partial Retention.
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Segments 2, 3a, and l6 would parallel Utah Highway 264 \n the foreground distance zone
through Upper Huntington Canyon. This canyon has a scenic quality classification of
Variety Class A. Portions of Segments 3b and l4 would be openly visible in the
foreground for short distances where they would approach the junciions of Segments 3a
and l6r respectively. The remainder of these segments and Segments l2* and l3* would
be in the middleground distance zone.

State Highway ?64, a scenic byway nominated for national designation, has open views of
legments 2f 3a, and 16 where they would parallel the creek through Uppei Huntington
Canyon. Views from Utah Highway 264 are mostly screened where Segment 3b would
climb a tree-covered_ridge in Burnout Canyon. Segment l4 would traveise a ridge east
of Upper Huntington Creek partially screened from Utah Highway 254 views.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (2) - This alternative route uses segments common
to the preceding route description, except Segments L5 and L7x are used instead of
Segment 14. The VQO for these 2 segments is Partial Retention.

I
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The first portion of Segment L5 would
openly visible to foreground views from
this segment would remain unseen from

climb a ridge east of Upper Huntington Creek
Utah Highway 264, Once on top of the ridge,

existing route, is in the foreground of a
way.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (3) - The visual conditions
14, 13* , L2* , and 3b are described in the preceding route
Segments 2, 3a, and 16 are replaced by Segment 24, Segment
managed with a VQO of Partial Retention.

sensitive viewpoints. Segment L7x, part of the
primitive road (two-track) along the right-of-

for Segments 23*, l9*,
alternative (t), except
24 would cross an area

Views from Utah Highway 264 are open where Segment 24 would parallel the west side of
the highway through Upper Huntington Canyon. Visibility could be somewhat more
evident for this segment where it traverses along the west side of Highw ay 264,

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (a) - The visual conditions for Segments 23*, l9*,
17*, 15, L3*, L2*, and 3b are described in the preceding route 

-alternative 
(2).

!98.mgntt ?r 3a, and 16 are_replaced by Seg.ment 24 for this route alternative. Segment
24 is described for Burnout Canyon Route (3) above.

Alternative D.- Gooseberry Route - Segments 19* and 23* (existing route) cross through
an area of private lands into the edge of the National Forest, managed as BLM visull
resource manatement Class III. Segments l, 2 and 3 are managed with VQO of Partial
Retention. All of Segment 2 and portions of Segments I and 3 would parallei roads in the
foregroung distance zone. Other portions of these segments would be in the middle-
ground. All of the segments of this route would pass through areas with scenic quality
classified as Variety Class A.

Segment 2 would parallel Utah Highway 264, used largely by local residents and for
recreation access. Utah Highway 264 has open views of Segment 2 where it would
parallel the creek throu_gh Upper Huntington Canyon. Views from Utah Highway 264 are
mostly screened where Segment 3b would climb a tree{overed ridge in Burnout Canyon.
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Segment I would parallel Skyline Drive for about 4 miles along a ridge that overlooks
Cabin Hollow and the Lower Gooseberry Reservoir. Most views from Gooseberry
Campground, Mammoth Guard Station, and rural residences in the area will be partially-
screened-to-fully-screened by vegetation and terrain. This segment would cross
dissected mountain ridge slopes south into the upland basin of Gooseberry Creek.

Valley CamP Triangle Connectors - The segments described below are unseen from any
sensitive viewpoints.

I Valley Camp Triangle Connector (l) - This route includes Segment
I segments in route (l) described above. Segment 516 would extend

with a VQO of Partial Retention in the middleground. The scenic
rated as Variety Class A. Segment 516 would parallel a primitive
slope.

Valley C-amp Triangle Connector (2) - Segments 4 and
with a VQO of Partial Retention in the middleground.
rated as Variety Class A. Segment l0* is described in

516 in addition to the
into an area managed

quality for this area is
road along the up-hill

8 would traverse an area managed
The scenic quality for this area is

route description (l).
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Valley Camp Triangle Connector (3) - Similarly, Segments 4 and 9 would traverse an area
Retention in the middleground, except Segment 9 wouldmanaged with a VQO of Partial

extend into the foreground of a
as Variety Class A.

primitive road. The scenic quality for this area is rated

Alternative E - Winter Qrarters Route (l) - The area traversed by Segment LZx, part of
the existing route, is managed with VQO of Partial Retention and Modification. Portions
of this segment are in both foreground and middleground. Scenic quality is both
Class A and B for this segment. Segment L2* is openly visible to views where it
a side trail that provides access to the Fish Creek National Recreation Trail.

Variety
crosses

Valley,
of this

Segment 22 and a portion of Segment 20 would traverse
managed with BLM visual resource management Class
valley is approximately equivalent to Variety Class
Segment 22 and a portion of Segment 20 is middleground.

private lands in Pleasant
III. The scenic quality
B. The distance zone along

Most.of Segment 20 would be unseen from sensitive viewpoints. Where this segment
would ascend the east end of Winter Quarters Ridge, Scofield residences have open
views. Views remain open as this segment would cross Pleasant Valley and descend the
western ridge of U P Canyon. At the intersection of Segments 2Ar 2l and 22, Segment 22
would continue south on the ridge top, unseen by Utah Highway 96, along a frimitive
road, to terminate at the existing pipeline (route Segment 23x). Aisociated
l9g.enlt_t 9* and 23* cross through an area of private linds into the edge of the
National Forestr managed as BLM visual resource management Class [ll.

Alternative E Winter Qrarters Route Q, The visual conditions described in the
preceding description also apply to this route. Segment 22 could be unseen by sensitive
viewpoints. The end of existing route Segment 23x is openly visible from Utah
Highway 26.-.Just south of the junction of Utah Highways 96 ana Ze+ and an existing coal
load-out facilityr route Segment 2L would traverse a ridge from the narrow bottom of
Mud Creek. This segment would then parallel Mud Creekldjacent to Utah Highway 96.
Associated Segment 19* crosses through an area of private lands into the edge oi the
National Forestr managed as BLM visual resource management Class III.
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NOISE

There are no established Federal, State, or local noise
Ambient noise consists of typical forest sounds and
roads. Ambient noise levels are estimated to be about
of such settings.

standards that apply to this area.
distant traffic on highways and

45 decibeb (aBA), which is typical
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socroEcoNoMrcs

The area of influence for the proposed project includes Carbon, Emery, and Sanpete
counties. The closest city of any size in this area is Price with a 1980 population of
slightly more than 9,000.

Total baseline population is projected to be 627 1869 for the three-county
influence by the year 2000. There has been a net decline in population for both
and Emery counties and an increase in population for Sanpete County from
1988. All 3 counties have seen a rise and fall in their population base since 1960.

area of
Carbon
1980 to

Demographics reveal a predominatety white and native-born (to the region) population in I
the area, evenly split between male and female and somewhat younger, on average, than I
the State at large.

Carbon County has, by far, the strongest economy representing more than 50 percent of
the total personal income in the three counties. Mining is the dominant earning factor in
Carbon and Emery counties. Mining and transportation/utilities are the two dominant
components of the economies in Carbon and Emery counties. Only in Sanpete County is
there a significant farm component to the county economy.

Generally' the three{ounty area is experiencing an overall decline in its economic health I
according to the Utah Division of Business and Economic Development. Most I
employment activity is taking place in Carbon County.

Carbon Countyrs nonfarm jobs in the second quarter of l9E9 totaled 45 fewer than the
previous .year. The loss of jobs in coal mining (270 positions) was not offset by gains in
services (l l0 positions), manufacturing (50 posilions)r-and government (40 positionil.

F-*"ty -Countyfs nonfarm jobs increased by 50 positions over the same period in 1988.
Most of these jobs_ _were in heavy construction. Mining reported the ohty significant
sector drop, losing 20 positions.

Sanpete County reported an increase of 260 positions in nonfarm jobs from the second
quarter o! 1982 to the second quarter of 1989. These jobs primarily were created by the
construction of the new regional prison (which employs Zl5 workers). Manufacturing
created 100 new jobs in food-products manufacturing.

From 1979 to 1985 average real output per Utah coal miner increased at an average rate
o.f 7.6.percent per year because of increased use of longwall mining. This was higher
than the natiopf average of. 6.97 percent and consideraUty higher tnan the period of
1969 to 1979 (0.96 percent per year for Utah and 0.49 percent per year for the United
States).

I
I
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Table 3-8 summarizes employment data in the area of inf luence f or 1988 and 1989 during
the period April through June. Government, especially local government, dominates in
both Sanpete County and Carbon County. However, in Emery County mining is the
largest employer. Mining provided l3 percent of the jobs in the three counties in 1989,
which ranked it third ahead of services and behind government (first) and trades (second).

Nonagricultural jobs constitute over 88 percent of the total civilian labor force in Carbon
and Emery counties for both 1988 and 1989. In Sanpete County the figure drops to 60
percent, reflecting a more significant agricultural sector than either Carbon or Emery
counties. Unemployment in all three counties is high, but it is highest in Sanpete County,

Table 3-9 reveals that Carbon and Sanpete counties are only in fair fiscal condition and
that Emery County is in poor fiscal condition. Net business creations in Emery County in
1986 was a loss of two. Carbon County lost six businesses in the same year and Sanpete
County gained seven.

Mine Emplovment and Production

In 1988 the Skyline Mine operated by Utah Fuel expended $tl9,+ggr000 on mining
operations. Tabulation of the distribution of these expenditures is presented in
Table 3-10.

As of November 15, 1989 there were 25I people employed at the Skyline Mine. This is
expected to increase to 300 by 1991, with continued planned expansion. The distribution
of the work force is presented in Table 3-l l.

The impact of Skyliners mining operations upon the tocal labor force is large.
Maintaining this contribution to the local economy and developing a modest expansion-of
mine operations in l99l are, according to the operator of the mine, closely tied to
relocating Main Line No. 41.

Pipeline Constnrction

A description of methods that would be used to construct the pipeline is provided in
4ppenaix A' Questar Pipelinets Preliminary Construction, Operaiion, and Maintenance
Plan. Table 3-12 provides a list of pipeline acquisition, conitruction, reclamation, and
annual maintenance cost estimates for each route.

Coal

Value - To determine the value of the coal beneath each of the proposed routes, the
tonnages of recoverable coal estimated by the BLM were multiplied by SZ5.O0 per ton,
the average for State spot and long-term sales (refer to Table-4-3 in Chapter 4). The
resulting figures are base values of the recoverable coal and do not reflect consideration
of operating costs.

Royalties amounting t_o 8 percent of the value of Federal, mined coal are paid to the
Federal-Sovernment. Fifty percent of the 8 percent (which is 4 percent) is then disbursed
to the State of Utah and local communities. All figures, both royalties and values, in

I
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I
Table 4-3 are approximate. Royalties are paid exclusively to the owner when the mined t
coal is privately owned. Table 4-3 does not include royalties for private coal.

Prior Rights - The existing pipeline has been_in place since 1953- whereas, the Skyline
Mine. Permit has more recently been issued. The existing pipeline, a legitimate suiface
ule' is protected from harm_by Federal and State regulati,ons and lease slipulations. It is
the responsibility of Utah Fuel, the company whose mining activities would affect the
existing pipeline, to ensure that it is not damaged by mlning activities. Under the
current situationr Utah Fuel is financially responsible for protection of the existing
pipeline against damage caused by subsidence.

If a bypass Pipeline is constructed on public land where no leases currently exist, but a
lease is issued in the future, Questar Pipeline woufd have prior rights. it tne mining
comPany chooses to extract coal beneath the pipeline, the mining company would b6
responslhle .for ensuring the continued use and operation of the pipefne (ad in ihe case of
this project).

However, if .a bypass pipeline is constructed on land where leaseholds or private
ownerships exist coal owners or lessees would have prior rights. [n such a case, Questar
Pipeline would have to financially negotiate with the leaseholder or owner for the rights
to the coal beneath the proposed pipeline. Otherwise, Questar Pipeline would facelhe
potential of relocating 1gain. Acquisition costs for both surface rights-of-way and coal
have been estimated in Table_3-12. Segments 5161 8, and 9 in the Villey Camf Triangle;
and 20' 2l' and 22 along.the Winter Quarters Route, and Segment I along the Goosebe-rry
Route would cross leased or private coal.

The pr.eterence would be to select an unencumbered permanent location for the pipeline
to avoid purchasing coal rights, future relocation, or conflict with mining activities.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Important or potentially important cultural resources along the proposed routes include a
prehistoric clTp site, an abandoned railroad, three potentiaily sensitive historic
localities, and four areas where there is a possibility of encountering buried Pleistocene
vertebrate remains' which could be of both archaeological ind paleontotogical
importance. Predictive cultural resource sensitivity assessments categoi ized the areas
within each route as having high, moderate, low, or no sensitivity.

Directr adverse - physical impacts can occur to cultural resources during construction,
while indirect impacts may result from increased traffic, which can- increase site
vandalism. Mitigation measures include avoidance or data recovery. Application of
these measures should reduce impacts to an acceptable level.

BackRround

Federal regulators charged with implementing
have broadly def ined cultural resources as
objects having historical, architectural,
importance. In implementing this definition it

the Nationts historic preservation program
buildings, sites, districts, structures, or
archaeological, cultural or scientif ic
has become common practice to delineate
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TABLE 3-IO
SKYLINE MINE EXPENDITURES, I98E

Wages & Benefits

Federal, State & Local Taxes

Royalties

Additions Property, Plant & Equipment
(excluding sales taxes listed above)

Operating Expenditures
(including other assessments, operating suppties,
fees and services not included in the above)

TOTAL

10,271 ,000

9 1444 1000

7,291,000

5,054,000

16,428,000

48r4E8r0O0l

f f io f romJohnM.Gar r ,Coasta lS ta tesEnergyCompany |UI6 l89
Î  Excluding interest payments or non{ash expenses such as depreciation.

l o f l
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TABLE 3-I I
DISTRIBUTION OF SKYLINE MINE WORKFORCE

County

County

Carbon

Emery

Salt Lake

Sanpete

Sevier

Utah

Number of
Employees

36

3
4

135

7

66

25r

Percent
of Total

Total
Vorkforce Employed

8028

3443

351,073

6032

6216

1091202

Percent

92.7

94,0

96.6

91,4

94.9

96.4

Un-
employed

632

217

12,357

568

234

4078

Percent

7.3

7 .0

3.4

8.6

, .1

3.5

14,3

1 .2

L .6

53.8

2.9

26.3

8560

3620

363,430

6600

6550

L t3,290

TOTAL

SOURCE: Memo f rom John Garr, Coastal States Energy Company, I I lL6l89

lo f l
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TABLE 3-12
ESTIMATED ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION, RECLAfrIATION, AND

ITiAINTENANCE COSTS BY ROUTE

Route Acquisition
Constnrction Annual Maintenarrce
and Recliamation (entire route)

Alternative A - No Action
A l te rna t i veB-Leave in

Place, Full Extraction Mining

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route( l )  s
Q)S
(3) S(4) s

Alternative D -
Gooseberry Route $

0
3,3341000 * *

2rlg7 1000
I,E9E,000
2rg53r0oo
216541000

31937 1000

240,500
253,500
214,500

S 4rL4l  '600 r  **  S

S 4rogzrooo S

Ss
os
o$

ssss

os
os
os
0s

24J04 *
146,650

(15-20 years)

26,82A
27,18A
281062
28,220

30,060

I ,800
11620

900

36,630

36,0A0

416L2rg00

Valley Camp Triangle Connectors

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Routes

( l )
(with Segments l9* and 23*)

Q)
(witn Segment l9*)

Sss
$ss

sss
( t )
Q')
(3)

0
21400r0a0
I,500,000

5 11,464164A

$ 612641000

* Does not include costs for repairs if subsidence should result from partial mining.** Does not include cost to repliace major sections of pipeline foilowing comp-lete subsidence,
which could be as much as 51,479,000 following cessat'ioh of subsidencdfrom each of 3 seams.
Also does not include costs to remove redundant pipeline and rectaim disturbed areas at the
conclusion of mining (S22E,000).

*r* Includes 560,000 for ^valve_ assemblies and piping to modify system to backflow gas to
compressor station at Clear Creek.

Note: as Cost estimates tor recLamation are based on an average and do not reflect costs of
any special mitigation measures or reclarnation of abandoned right-of-way if pipeline is
relocated.

b! Acquisition costs include acquisition of private and leased coal and surface right-of-way.

l o f l
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three basic categories of resources: (l) prehistoric resources, (2) historic era sites, and
(3) ethnographic sites.

Prehistoric resources are defined as sites and associated artifacts that date from before
the time of written records, which do not appear bef ore the arrival of Spanish
explorers. These resources represent Native American cultures and societies. The
importance of these resources generally stems f rom their potential to yield valuable
information about prehistory and the development of human cultures. Prehistoric sites
with important information potential are afforded special status under Federal and State
historic preservation guidelines (e.g., the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as
amended in 1976 et seq. (Public Law 94-422); NEPA (puUtic Law 9t-190); and Protection
and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment (Executive Order 1159, and the Utah
Antiquities Act of 1969 (Utatr Code Ann., Section 63-lL-Z),

Historic resources are defined as those sites or properties that were occupied or used
after the time when written records became available; for much of Utah, this did not
occur until the early l800rs. Ordinarily, properties must be at least 50 years old in order
to be deemed historic. The importance of such resources, as viewed from the
Perspective of Federal and State preservation guidelines, lies in their potential to yield
important historic information, or from their association with historically important
persons or with events that have made a meaningful contribution to the broad patterns of
historyr or because they represent characteristic styles or the work of a master.

Ethnographic resources are locations of contemporary or heritage importance to Native
Americans. Major Federal legislation that requires the consid-eration of ethnographic
considerations in environmental documents includes the same laws that [rotect
glefigtoric and historic resources as well as the American Indian Religious Freedom Act
(Public Law 95-431).

In 1989' archaeologists from Dames & Moore completed several tasks to determine the
effects of each alternative on cultural resources. These included:

r Review of Manti-La Sal National Forest and the Utah State Historic Preservation
I office cultural resource records for information on previous cultural resource
I proiects within the project area.

o Review of General Land Office records for information on potential historic
I localities.
r

. Consultation with Dr. David Madsen, Utah State Archaeolosist for information to
I identify areas with the potential for containing buried- Pleistocene mammal
I rematns.

o An intensive, 100 percent pedestrian survey of all segments on National Forest
System lands with the exception of the existing route ind portions of Segm ent 24
that had been assessed previously for potential cultural resources in conjunction
with the construction of Utah Highway 264 (Bruder, Bassett and Rogge 1990).

ln additionr a contact program has been initiated by the Forest Service among local
Native American communities soliciting information about any cultural resources-having
special importance for them.

I
I
I
t
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Existing data indicate that cultural resources in the general study area consist largely of
historic properties associated with coal mining activities and related occupation of the
region. Prehistoric sites are rare; however, there is reason to believe that evidence of
very early human activities associated with the remains of extinct Pleistocene fauna
such as mammoths and mastodons may be present.

Known Cultural History

Prehistorlc Pgg1qd Very little archaeological evidence is available regarding the
@t iono f . t ha tpo r t i ono f t neWasa tchP la teauwhe re the "p ro1 j c t i s
located. However, excavations in the adjacent eastern Great Basin indicate that earliest
hymlns may have arrived in the general region approximately 15,000 years ago (Gruhn
l96l). Artifacts typical of the eJrliest several thousand yeais of occupationlre often
associated with remains of now extinct elephants, camels and bison indicating that they
were hunted by the earliest, Paleo-indian inhabitants. Moister and cooler 

-conditions

characterized the climate at that time.

Evidence concerning Paleo-indian occupation in Utah is exceedingly sparse (as
summarized by Black and Metcalf 1986). However, remains of a Columbian mammoth
(Mammuthus columbi) were recovered from the Huntington Reservoir area near the
project 'area Eiffio mastodons (Mammut americanurn') have been recovered from.
s i nkho lesnea rSky l i neDr i vew i t h i n tT f f i | y " l 989 ;M i l l e r
l 987 ) .Rad ioca rbonda t i ngsugges t s tha t t hemamate l y t l , 000
before present (Madsen 1990).

The subsequent era of occupation is known as the Archaic and dates from approximately
8300 to 1500. BP in many parts of the region (Schroedl 1976; Jennings L9T8; Black and
Metcalf 1986). The nomadic hunting and gathering Archaic cultures lpparently ref lect
an adaptation to a climate much drier and warmer than the previous era.

Sites of the horticulturally based Fremont culture appear throughout much of Utah
around AD 500. A three phase sequence, beginning possibly as early as AD 150 and
ending at about AD 1200, has been postulated for the San Rafael Fremont variant whose
occupation zone is located immediately east of the study area (Blact< and Metcalf 1986).
Early Fremont sites suggest a trend toward seasonal sedentism. Later sites typically are
small villages situated along streams and on small knolls above water sources. There is
some evidence to indicate that near the end of the sequence, San Rafael Fremont groups
agtregated into fewer but larger sites situated adjacent to arable land.

The appearance of distinctive side-notched points and ceramics around AD I 250 retlects
the eastward e_xpansion of presumed Shoshone-speaking hunters and gatherers out of the
southwestern Great Basin (Holmer and Weder t 980). 

- 
The Fremoni sites disappear at

about this time although the reason for this coincidence has not been resolveit'(Hauck
1979; Nickens 1982).

Ethnohistorv Period - The Utes, a Shoshonean population, were the sole inhabitants of
east-central Utah at the time of Euro-American contact (Steward 1938). They subsisted
by hunting and gathering wild foods in a manner very similar to the Aichaic era
occuPants (Euler 1966; Wh-eat 1967i Smith 1974; Jennings 

-1978). 
The introduction of the

horse around AD L7A0 profoundly changed their way of tite (Stewart 1966), As traffic
along the emmigrant trails increased and Mormons began to settle Utah in the I850's and
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l860rs' the Native Americans came into more and more conflict with the Americans.
The Utes were confined to the Uintah Reservations north and east of the study area
during the 1870s.

Historic Period With the exception of the brief Dominguez-Escalante expedition of
W in i t i a l i n t r us i on .uvEu ro -Amer i cans in to i r esen t -dayU tah*asby fu r
trapperl in the early 1800's. While never great in number, these traders and explorers
were effective in causing the Indians to become dependent on manufactured goods, in
contributing to the extinction of the bison west of the Continental Divide, and in
publicizing the region to eastern interests.

Following an ill-fated attempt on the part of the Mormons to settle the Wasatch Plateau
and surrounding areas in 1855, the region was abandoned until 1877, In that year,
members of the Sanpete Stake founded agricultural settlements in Castle Valley. Later,
cattle and then sheep were grazed within the general region.

Coal was discovered at Connellsville in Huntington Canyon in 187 5, and there was an
unsuccessf ul attempt to produce coke there. In 187 6, the Pleasant Valley Road was
constructed, and the following year high-quality coal was being mined at the Number t
Mine in Winter Quarters Canyon. This was the first successful commercial coal mine in
Utah (Watts 1948). Mining continued there until 1928 despite abortive attempts to
organize labor and resulting unrest, an attempt by the railroads to monopolize.
production' and a tragic mine explosion in 1900, which claimed 199 lives.

Several communities were established in or near the study area to service the mining
industry. The company town at Winter Quarters grew to a population of around 800 and
had at various times, segregated communities of Welsh or British, Finnish, Greek, and
Slavic miners and their families. Many miners opted to settle in the independent town of
Scofield' near the railroad, or at Clear Creek, a mill town that later developed its own
mines. The aforementioned mines, along with the UP Mine and Mud Creek Mine
constituted the Pleasant Valley Coal District for many years.

Although mining continues to be the dominant commercial venture in the region, the
ranchin_gr and more recently the recreational industries, have also made use of ihe study
area. The region shows evidence both of summer sheep herding and use by hunting and
fishing enthusiasts as well as containing scattered summer homes on private inholdings
within the Forest.

Specific Descriptioru - Cultural Resources in the Project Area

Within the general study area (which includes all of the US Geological Survey (USGS)
Scofield Reservoir and Fairview Lakes quadrangles, and small portions of the C Canyon
and Jump Creek quadrangles), l9 pievious 

-cuitural 
resource surveys have been

undertaken. About 1.5 miles of previous surveys are along the existing pipeline
corridor. These studies located 3 arihaeological siies on or very near (within- tig mite)
the proposed routes or the existing pipeline.

In additionr the locations of various historic manifestations (primarily roads) were
obtained from Government Land Office (GLO) township maps daiing between 1876 and
1931. Table 3-13 lists both the previously recorded archaeological sitEs and the potential
historic site locations from the GLO maps. It should be noted that except where these
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historic locations have been field checkedr w€ cannot be certain they still exist. Thus, as
noted on Table 3-13, the integrity and potential eligibility for lisling on the National
Register of Historic Places (National Register) for many of these resoJrces has not been
determ ined.

T.he 3 previously recorded sites include I prehistoric lithic scatter, t prehistoric camp
site' and I historic limited activity site containing a corral, inscribed ispens and trash.
Previous recorders have recommended that 2 of. the archaeological sites are not eligible
for listing on the National Register, but that the prehistori- camp site (42CB334) is
eligible.

The 25 potential historic locations include I railroad, I sawmill, t coal prospect, and 22
roads or trails. The presently unused Denver and Rio Grande Western Railroad is extant
but its historical integrity and National Register eligibility have not been determined.
No trace of the sawmill was found during our field inspections and we assume that either
it is no longer extant or it was misplotted on the GLO maps. The condition and National
Register eligibility of the coal prospect is unknown.

Most of the roads apparently are narrow bladed tracks that may have been associated
with loggingr or other temporary access needs, but 5 were more substantial
transportation corridors. These are the Skyline Road (now Skyline Drive), noted as early
as 1892; the Pleasant Valley Road, which headed northwest from Winter Quarters Camp.
(1891); the Winter Quarters Camp Road, which connected the company town with
Scofield to the east and also apparently was paralleled by a spur railroad track at one
time (1876); the Scofield Road, which today is Utah Highway'96 (t87O; and the Price
Roadr which headed towards Price from its intersection with the Scofield Road about
2.75 miles north of Clear Creek (I9ti).

We.suggest that the 5 main transportation corridors might qualify for National Register
listing under criterion rfat? because of their association with the development of early
mining in Utah. However, as noted, at least within the project area or at least wherl
crossed by the alternative routes, 4 have lost their integrity due to grading, widening,
and in I case pavjng. There ffiay, however, be well-preserved, National Register eligible
segments located outside of the proiect area. Therefore, if these linear- features are
eventually considered for National Register listing, those stretches which might be
affected by this proiegt would be considered non-contributing elements. The integiity of
the fifth major route (tne Price Road) is unknown.

We note' however, that the 5 main routes could predict the presence of nearby,
unrecorded historic sites. The National Register eligibility of the smaller roads has not
been determined, but some have lost theii integrity where they are crossed by the
alternative routes.

Five. Sroups and l0 isolated occurrences of carved aspen trees were located by the survey
as shown on Table 3-13. We recommend that they are not eligible for liiting on rh;)
National Register and that our recording has essentially exhaulted their inf ormation
potential.

The contacts initiated with local Native American communities have, to date, nor
resulted in the identification of any traditional use areas or sites having special
importance or sacred values.
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Potentially Sensitive Areas

In sumr important or potentially important cultural resources of which we are aware
along the proposed routes include a single recommended National Register eligible site
(42C8334r the prehistoric campsite)r the unused Denver and Rio Grande Railroad, and 3
potentially sensitive historic localities on the Winter Quarters Route: Scofield Road,
Winter Quarters Camp Road, and the old road leading toward Price, which is part of
Segment 22. (No historic remains were located where the alternate routes would cross or
parallel the Skyline and Pleasant Valley roads.) tn addition, we have identified 4 areas
where there is a possibility of there being buried Pleistocene vertebrate remains. These
are low, boggy areas (physiographically similar to the sediment trap in which the
Huntington Reservoir mammoth was encountered) along Gooseberry, Upper Huntington,
and Mud Creeks.

Using data from the field inventory and records review, we have assigned sensitivity
rankings along each of the proposed routes. For those stretches where we or others have
undertaken intensive pedestrian surveys and found no eligible sites or where the Forest
Service has consulted previously with the State Historic Preservation Of f icer and
determined the potential for cultural resources is too low to warrant survey, we have
assigned a sensitivity ranking of ftnone". Also included here is the existing pipeline
corridor that has already been disturbed and therefore would not be expected to contain
intact deposits even if any cultural resources had been there originally. Stretches of low"
sensitivity are those areas on non-National Forest lands that have not been surveyed, but
where the potential for encountering cultural resources is considered to be minimal based
on the results of intensive survey on National Forest land with similar topography, slope,
and other environmental conditions. Areas of moderate sensitivity are those where
Pleistocene vertebrates, or historic resources could potentially be encountered, but
where their presence has not been verified. A single stretch along Mud Creek is ranked
as highly sensitive. This is an area where Pleistocene deposits could be present, and
whichr in addition, contains the historic Denver and Rio Grande Western Railroad, which
may be eligible f or listing on the National Register. The sensitivity of each of the
proposed routes is summarized below.

Alternatives A and B - Because the existing pipeline route is already disturbed, we judge
it to be of no sensitivity from a cultural resources perspective.

Alternative C - Burnout C^anyon Routes (l) and (2) - The Burnout Canyon route would
contain a 2.1-mile stretch of moderate sensitivity because of the possibility that Upper
Huntington Canyon may contain buried, undetected Pleistocene faunal remains.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Routes (3) and (A) - Both of these routes would contain
0.3 mile assigned a moderate sensitivity because of potential, undetected Pleistocene
remains along Upper Huntington Canyon. Each route would also contain 0.4 mile of low
sensitivity where Segment 24 would deviate from the Utah Highway 254 right-of-way,
and therefore has not been assessed for potential cultural resources (the Utah Highway
?64 right-of-way h"s.. been assessed and determined not to require cultural resources
inventory (Wikle 1982)).
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Alternative D - Gooseberry Route - Two stretches along the Gooseberry Route (totaling
0.7 mile) are assigned moderate sensitivity because of ineir potential to contain buried,
undetected Pleistocene vertebrate remains. These involve the area where Segment I
would cross Gooseberry _Creek, and the stretch along Upper Huntington Cariyon (on
Segments ? and 3). The Gooseberry Route also would contain 2.2 mlles 5f low sensitivity
on private land, which has not been surveyed. Based on previous findings, we predict thal
fewr if anyr important cultural resources would be found in this area.

lalley 9ffp Triangle Connectors (t) ttrough (3) - All limits of segments of the Valley
Camp Triangle have been intensively surveyed and no cultural resources were
encountered. Therefore, we judge it to be of no sensitivity from a cultural resource
perspective.

Alternative E - Winter Qrarters Routes (l) and Q, - The Winter Quarters route would
contain areas of high, moderate, and low sensitivity. If Winter Quarters Route (2) is
usedr 5.1 miles of unsurveyed, low sensitivity area, 1.3 miles of moderate sensitivity
possibly containing historic resources as well as possible buried, undetected Pleistocene
fauna, and 1.8 miles of high sensitivity would be crossed. The high sensitivity is the
result of potential Pleistocene fauna as well as the confirmed presence of a historic
railroad north of Clear Creek. The moderate sensitivity areas are just south of Scofield
and near the intersection of the old Price Road with the Scofield Road.

If Winter Quarters Route (l) is used instead, all high sensitivity areas will be avoided, and
6.5 miles of unsurveyed low sensitivity would be involved along with 0.9 mile of moderate
sensitivity--south of Scof ield where both buried, undetected Pleistocene remains and
historic resources could be present, and along the historic Price Road.
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CHAPTER 4 - ENVTRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

This chapter provides a description of the consequences, or potential impacts, to the
natural, human, and cultural environments of implementing each alternative. It is the
scientific and analytic basis for the comparison of the alternatives (Table 2-2 in
Chapter 2). It also describes the consequences of implementing each alternative in terms
of the issues.

lmpacts are defined as modifications to the environment, as it presently exists, that are
brought aboyt by an outside action. Impacts can be beneficial or adverse, short or long
term, and either direct or indirect. Short-term impacts are defined as those changes to
the environment during construction that would generally revert to preconstruction
conditions at or within a few years of the end of construction. Long-term impacts are
defined as those that would substantially remain for the life of the project or beyond.
Direct impacts are those that are immediate results of construction activities and in-
direct impacts are those associated with the project as a result of construction
activities. An irreversible or irretrievable commitment of resources would occur when
the current or potential productivity of those resources are consumed, committed, or lost
and can never be regained. Cumulative impacts are those that increase in effects by
successive additions.

Generallyt the potential impacts were assessed considering the natural, human, and
cultural environmental resources present, the duration of the impact, the construction
methods that would be used along the alternative proposed routes and appropriate
mitigation measures. A summary of the construction techniques is provided in
Appendix A - Preliminary Construction, Operation, and Maintenance Plan.

I Using the environmental resource data gathered and descriptions of the alternatives, the
types of impacts to each resource were identified based on the following crlteria:

I o Resource Sensirivity, or the probable response of a particular resource to project-' related activities

o Resource Qualityr ot the pre-project condition of the resource potentially affected

? Resource quantity, or the amount of the resource potentially affected

o Duration of the Impact, or the period of time over which the resource would be
affected, measured as short (up to a few years) or long term (life of the project and
beyond)

Although these criteria were conceptually the same for each resource study, characteris-
tics of the criteria varied according to the characteristics of each resource. The results
yielded qualitative levels of high, moderate, low, or no identifiable impacts as defined
below.

High Impact - A high level of impact would result if the construction,
operation, maintenance, or abandonment of the proposed
project potentially would cause a significant or substantial
adverse change or stress to an environmental resource(s).
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Moderate Impact A moderate impact would result i f the construction,
operation, maintenance, or abandonment of the proposed
project potentially would cause some adverse change or
stress to an environmental resource(s).

A low impact would result if the construction, operation,
maintenance, or abandonment of the proposed pro ject
Potentially would cause a small or insignificant adverse
change or stress to an environmental resource(s).

Low Impact -

No Identif iahle Impact No identif iable impact would be indicated where no
measurable change or stress would occur to the specific
resource(s) under investigation.

In some cases where impacts were identified as low or unidentifiable, no measures for
mitigation were recommended. Where mitigation was warranted and would be effective,
recommendations f or mitigation were made by the resource specialists to reduce or
eliminate specif.ic impac!.s. The impacts in this document are presented after mitigation
measures have been applied; that is, the potential level of impact has been reduced by
assuming that apProPriate measures (such as the stipulations in Attachment A oi
AnpgnAix f) would be i-nplemented. A summary of impaits by alternative is provided in
Table 4-l (at the end of Chapter 4) and in Table 2-zln Chapter2.

EARTH RESOURCES

GeoloHv

Geological features identified during the resource inventory were analyzed to determine
the impacts that would occur. Measures to decrease, or mitigate, the impacts (refer to
Attachment A of Appendix A) were applied where appropriate.

The primary concern in the project area is unstable land. Alternative route locations
that would af f ect or be af fected by land instability problems, which would preclude
construction of .the -pipeline' were eliminated from further consideration early in the
project. Faults in this area are not considered to pose a threat to the pipeline as no post-
Quaternary.or active faults have been identified. Impacts could octu. to the pipetine
through fault rupture or ground motion if movement occurs within any of the fauit zones
in- the project area. All of the existing and relocated routes would cross many faults.
Placement of .the pipeline above fault- zones is preferred where coal recouery is of
concern. Subsidence-related impacts resulting froh the proposed project are adiressed
in the coal resources section. The following dEscriptions summarize the criteria used to
assess impacts according to the categories hlgh, moderate, low, and no identif iable.

High Impacts

. areas of known land- instability potentially creating a hazard to the pipeline or
where construction of the pipeline could induce land instability

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
t

4-2



I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
t
I
I
t
I
I
I
I

areas of very steep slopes (greater than 6A percent) and areas of known
potential land instabil i ty that could impact the pipeline or where construction
the pipeline could potentially cause instabil i ty

seep areas on the slopes described in the previous 2 criteria

Moderate Impacts

. areas of steep slopes (30 to G0 percent) and areas of potential land instability

. seep areas on the slopes described in the previous criterion

Low Impacts

o areas of moderate slopes (8 to 30 percent) and potential land instability

o seeP areas on the slopes described in the previous criterion

No ldentifiable Impacts

o areas of low slopes, no indication of land instability. Seeps may or may not be
present.

Most of the existing route and the alternative routes are located in areas of low-to-no-
identifiable impacts 9l Sentle slopes an{ along ridgecrests. Areas of moderate and high
impacts are discussed in the paragraphs below. n irmmary of potential impacts by route
is provided in Table 4-?.

Specific Descriptions

Alternative A - No Action - No construction would occur along the existing route under
the no-action alternative. Therefore, there would be no effect to surface resources.
However' areas of unstable land were mapped along the existing route and interpreted
into areas of potential impac15. The onV areas oI lign long-ilrm impacts along the
existing route occur along 0.7 mile of Segment l2*. ThEse arE areas of known unstable
fl^opes ad jacent to Gooseberry Creek and on the east side of the Gooseberry graben.
These areas are particularly unstable during unusually wet years. There are 4.3 miles of
moderate impact crossed by the existing route. these areas occur on slopes along
Segmen t Lzx near Gooseberry_ Creek, SEgment I 3* west of Winter Quarters Ridge]
Segment L7x near the heaa gl Bo.x Canyon,-segment 18* on slopes west of tne ridge line
on the east side of 9pP9. Huntington Canyoi, Segment 19* west of Mud Creel, and
Segment 23_x east of Mud Creek-. Low 

-impacti 
(1.8 miles) were identified along

Seqmgnts 17* and l8* along the-ridge west of Upper Huntington Canyon, Segments ZI
and l0* on slopes near the head of Buinout Canyonr'and Segme"nt 23x east of M-ud Creek.

Alternative B - Leave in Place, Full Extraction Mining - If complete mining is allowed
and a redundant pipeline is constructed above ground, c-onstruction activities could cause
some impacts to unstable areas. Construction- of the redundant pipeline would result in

or
o f
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no h.igh impacts, but could result in 0.5 mile moderate irnpact along Segment l7* at the
head of Box lanyon a.nd Segment 18* on the ridge east of Uppei Huntington Canyon.
Low Impacts (0., mile) could result along Segmenis l7* and l8* along theliUge easl of
Upper Huntington Canyon.

Alternative C Burnout Canyon Route (l) There are no high impacts along the
segments -that would be affected. In response to recommended mitigation, a porti,on of
Segment 3b would be realigned to generally parallel the stream in Burnout Canyon to
avoid the unstable areas to the extent possible. Moderate long-term impacts could result
from construction for about 0.6 mile on steep slopes along Segment 14 north of The
Kitchen and Segment 3b on slopes adjacent to the stream in Burnout Canyon. Low
l_mPacts could result along Segment l4 north of The Kitchen. Refer to the description of
Alternative A regarding 12*, l3*, l9*, and 23x,

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (2) - Construction of new pipeline would result in
no high impacts, but if mitigated could result in 0.9 mile of moderate impact along
Segment 15 north of The Kitchen and Segment 3b on slopes adjacent to the stream ii
Burnout Canyon

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (3) - This route, as proposed, would cross 1.7 miles
of unstable slopes along the west side of Highway 264. However, Forest Service
mitigations stipulate that the pipeline be placed under the cut ditch or the west lane of
th9 highway wherever the slopes are unstable. Through the application of this
mitigation' the pgtential impact for this segment would bq lessened irom high to low.
Approximately 0.7 mile of additional low impact could occur from construction along
other portions of Sggmen t 24 and along Segment I 4. New construction along thii
proposed route could also result in 0.6 mile of moderate impact on steep slopes along
Segment l4_north of The Kitchen and along Segment 3b on slopes adjacent to the stream
in Burnout Canyon.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (4) - The route, as proposed, would cross 1.7 miles
of unstable slopes along the west side of Highway 264, However, Forest Service
mitigations stipulate that the pipeline be placed-under the cut ditch or the west lane of
th.". highway wherever the slopes are unstable. Through the application of this
mitigation' the potential impact f or this segment would be 

-lessened 
to low.

Approximately 0.5 mile of additional low impact could occur from construction along
other portions of Segment 24. New construction along this proposed route could also
result in 0.9 mile of moderate impact along Segment l5 north of The Kitchen and along
Segment 3b on slopes adjacent to the stream in Burnout Canyon.

Alternative D - Gooseberry Route - New pipeline would cross about 0.6 mile of areas of
unstable land and seeps' which could result in high long-term impacts. These areas are
along Segment I as it descends into and asCends but of the Gooseberry graben.
Approximately 2.A miles of moderate impacts could occur along Segment I. 

-Mdderate

impacts could also result along Segment 3b as described for Buinoul Canyon Route (l).
!o* impacts (1.3 miles) could result at the head of Cabin Hollow, on slopLs east of the
Gooseberry. Sraben, and on the ridge north of Swens Canyon. The Gooseberry Route
would prov_ide an opPortunity to avoid and reclaim the two areas of unstable land along
Segmen t Lzx .

!a-lley. C"Tp Triangle Connector (l) Construction of new pipeline could result in
0.6 mile of low impact along Segment 516. The Forest Service'believes the segment
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TABLE 4.2
SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS: GEOLOGICAL HAZARDS

(Miles of entire route/Miles ol new pipeline)

Route

Tota l

M' i ' les Hi sh Moderate

No

Identi  f i  abl e Corments
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Al  ternat i  ve A

No-Act i  on

A l t e rna t i ve  B

Leave  i n  P lace ,

Fu l l  Ex t rac t i on

M ' i n i  ng

A l t e r n a t i v e  C
Burnout  Canyon (1)

Eurnout  Canyon (2)

Burnout  Canyon (3)

Burnout  Canyon (4)

A l t e r n a t i v e  D

Gooseberry Route

Va1 1 ey Camp Tr i  ang l  e

Connectors
/ l  \
\ ^ , f

( 2 )
( 3 )

Al  ternat  i  ve E
' rJ ' in ter  Quar ters  (1)

(wi  th  Segments  19*

LJ i  n ter  Quar ters  (2)

(w i t h  Segmen t  19 * )

1 3 . 5 / N A  0 . 7 / N A

1 3 . s / 4 . ? 5  0 " 7 / 0 . 0

1 4 . 9 / 5 . 7  0 . 7  / 0 . 0

1 5  . L / 5 . 2  0 . 7  l 0  . o

1 s . 1 / 5 . 9  0 . 7 / 0 . 0

' 1 5 . 3 / 5 . 4  0  . 7  / 0 . 0

1 6 . 7  / 1 2 . 6  0 .  6 / 0 .  6

1 . 0  / 0 . 6  0 . 0 / 0 . 0
0 . 9  / 0 . 5  0 . 4 / 0 . 4
0 . s  / 0 . 5  0 . 0 / 0 . 0

L 6 . I / 1 2 . 4  0 . 7 / 0 . 0
a n d  2 3 * )  2 0 . ? / L ? . 4  0 . 7 / 0 . 0

L 7  . ? /  t 2  . 2  0  . 7  / 0  . o
2 0  . 0 /  1 2 . 2  0  . 7  /  0  . 0

4 . 3 / N A  1 . 8 / N A  6 . 7  / N A

4 . 3 / 0 . 6  1 . 8 / 0 . 5  6 . 7  / 3 . 1 5

I  and i  nstabi 
' l  

i  ty a1 ong Segment 12*

I  and i  ns tab i  1  i  ty  a ' long Segment  12*

4 . ? 1 0 . 6  1 . 2 / 0 . 3  8 . 8  / 4 . 8

4 .  s / 0 . 9  r  . r / 0 . 2  8 . 8  / 4 .  I

4 . 0 / 0  . 4  3  . 7  / ? . 8  6 . 7  / 2 . 7

4 . 5 / 0 . 9  3 . 2 / 2 . 3  6 . 9  / 2 . 2

3  . 4 1 ?  . 0  2  . 2 /  I  . 3  r 0  . 5 /  8  . 7

0 . 1 / 0 . 0  0 . 9 / 0 . 6  0 . 0 / 0 . 0
0 . 0 / 0 . 0  0 . 4 / 0 . r  0 . 1  / 0 . r
0 . 0 / 0 . 0  0 . s / 0 . 5  0 . 0  / 0 . 0

l a n d  i n s t a b i l i t y  a l o n g  S e g m e n t s  1 2 *

and  3b .

l a n d  i n s t a b i l i t y  a l o n g  S e g m e n t s  1 2 *

a n d  3 b .

I  and i  ns tab i  1  i  ty  a i  ong Segments  i2*

2 4 ,  a n d  3 b .

I  and i  ns tab i  1  i  ty  a1 ong Segments  12*

2 4 ,  a n d  3 b .

I  and i  ns tab i  1  i  ty  and seep areas

along Segment  i  and 3b.

n o  l a n d  i n s t a b i l  i t y  i d e n t i f i e d

seeps,  spr ings a long Segment  8

n o  l a n d  i n s t a b i l i t y  i d e n t ' i f i e d

l a n d  i n s t a b i l i t y

l a n d  i n s t a b i l i t y

l a n d  i n s t a b i l i t y

l a n d  i n s t a b i l i t y

a long Segment  12"

a long Segment  l2*

a iong Segment  12*

a long Segment  12*

2 . 3 / 0 . 3  2 . 4 / 2 . 4
3  . 3 / 0 . 3  3  . 3 / ? . 4

3 . r / 0 . 7  ? . 8 / ? . 4
3 . 7 / 0 . 7  3 . 3 / 2 . 4

1 0 . 7  / 9 . 7

1 2 . 9 / 9 . 7

1 0 . 6 / 9 .  1

r 2 . 3 / 9 . 1

Note :  Tab le  re f l ec t s  l ong - te rm  impac ts  on1y .
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(modified through mitigation) would avoid all unstable areas, seeps, springs. Segments 7x
and l0* are part of the existing route.

Valley Camp Triangle Connector (2) - Construction of new pipeline could result in 0.4
mile of high impact due to seeps and springs on steep slopes along Segment 8. No
moderate impacts would result. Only low impacts (0.1 mile) would result along
Segment 4, and Segment l0* is part of the existing route.

Valley Camp Triangle Connector (3) - Construction of new pipeline would result in no
I high or moderate impacts. Low impacts (0.5 mile) could result along Segments 4 and 9 at
I the head of Boardinghouse Canyon.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (l) - Construction of new pipeline would result in
no high impacts, but could result in 0.3 mile of moderate impacts along Segment 20 on
the slope east of Mud Creek near Scofield and north of The Elbow. Low impacts
(2.4 miles) could result along Segment 20 at the east end of Winter Quarters Ridge and on
the ridge east of Mud Creek near Scofield. Refer to the description of Alternative A
regarding Segment l2r. No new impacts would occur along associated Segments l9* and
23x ,

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route Qt - Construction of new pipeline would result in
no high impacts, but could result in 0.7 mile of moderate impacts along Segment 20 as
described under the Winter Quarters Route (l) ana Segment 2L north of Broads Canyon.
Low impacts (2.4 miles) could result along Segment 20 as described under the Winter
Quarters Route (l). No new impacts would occur along associated Segment l9*.

Coal

The issues associated with coal include: reserves affected by the pipeline, value, and
royalties; mining methods; scenarios and timing; subsidence; and prior rights. Potential
impacts include the effects of the location of the pipeline on the extractabil i ty of the
recoverable coal reserves and consequent effects related to value and royalties lost or
gained, and the effects of mining activit ies on the pipeline (e.g,, subsidence and prior
rights).

As discussed in Chapter 3, subsidence cannot be predicted exactly and, in some cases,
even nominal amounts could result in stress and damage to the pipeline. Therefore, it is
assumed that extraction of the recoverable reserves under the various alternative routes
would result in subsidence and cause damage to the pipeline. Even though some of the
recoverable reserves could be mined using full-support room-and-pillar methods, it is not
possible to calculate the amount due to varying geologic conditions. For the purpose of a
fair comparison of alternatives, it is assumed that none of the recoverable reserves can
be mined without causing subsidence.

Estimates of the recoverable coal reserves that are beneath each proposed alternative
route are discussed in Chapter 3. The reserves were estimated based on the area that
must be left unmined or partially mined in order to protect the pipeline from subsidence
and damage. These estimates are consistent with the amount of recoverable coal that
would need to be left in place and, therefore, impacted by the pipeline (Table 4-3).
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It is important to note that the estimates of recoverable coal which would need to
protect each pipeline route includes private coal. The associated coal royalties that
could be lost to the Federal, State and local governments consider only Federal coal.

If construction of any of the proposed routes is not completed by the Fall of 1990,
additional coal would be lost. Delays due to unanticipated construction problems,
strikesr unseasonable weather, coal and surface right-of-way acquisition, and litigation
are possible. Two longwall panels planned under the existing pipeline would be passed
over at the Skyline Mine. This would result in the loss of at least 3 mmt of recoverable
coal because future recovery would require barrier pillars and extra gateroads in the 3
minable seams. tf the bypassed block of coal is left for any length of time, additional
recoverable coal could be jeopardized and potentially lost (up to 9 mmt). This coal and
the associated coal royalties are not ref lected on Tables 2-2 or 4-3 due to the
uncertainties involved regarding recoverability, but will be considered in the decision
Process.

Specific Descriptions

Alternative A No Action - The existing route impacts approximately 27,6 mmt of
recoverable coal and the area impacted within the Skyline Mine permit area contains
approximately 14.9 mmt of recoverable coal. The coal af f ected by the entire existing
pipeline route has a value of sggo million (isl.z million in Federal royalties) and the coal
beneath the existing pipeline within the Skyline Mine permit area has a value of. 5322,5
mill ion ($29.8 mil l ion in Federal royalt ies).
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Segment 23x impacts recoverable
Segment 19* and part of Segment
Camp Belina Mine permit area. An
Segment l0*. Segment 7 x crosses
mined from the Skyline Mine.

coal reserves within Federal Coal Lease SL-062605.
l0* impact recoverable coal reserves in the Valley
igneous dike zone precludes some development under
a small amount of recoverable coal that could be

Segments l8* and L7x l imit planned mining activity at the Skyline Mine. The BLM has
determined that the feasible development of l0 longwall panels in 3 minable seams is
prohibited by the existing pipeline along Segment l8*. Segment L7x precludes the
development of 3 longwall panels in one minable seam. There is some possibility for the
partial extraction of coal under the pipeline with full-support mining. However, with 3
minable seamsr the potential for pipeline subsidence is enhanced and liability could be a
problem.

Segment l3* and the southernmost * mile of Segment l2* impact unleased, recoverable
coal with a medium to high potential for development and pose the potential for future
pipeline relocation or lost coal. The remaining portion of Segment 12* would not impact
recoverable coal reserves. The BLM has estimated that 20.9 mmt of implied minable
coal underlies this portion of Segment LZx, which is too deep to mine using present
technology.

Alternative B - Leave in Place, Full Extraction Mining - If the pipeline is left in place
and a redundant pipeline is constructed on the surface to substantially reduce the
potential for damage to the pipeline from subsidence, Utah Fuel would completely mine
the estimated 14,9 million tons of recoverable coal, with a value of 5312.5 million and
royalties of 529.8 million. The mining of adjacent panels sequentially would be much
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TABLE tl-3
ESTIMATES OF RECOVERABLE COAL AND VALUE LOST BY ROUTE

ENTIRE ROUTE AFFECTED PORTION OF ROUTE

Route

COAL VALUE
( n m t )  ( m i l l i o n  $ )

8% FEDERAL
ROYALTY

( m i l l i o n  $ )
COAL VALUE
( n m t )  ( m i l l i o n  $ )

8% FEDERAL
ROYALTY

( m i l l i o n  $ )

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

? 7  . 6

1 2 . 7

6 9 0 . 0

3 1 7 . 5

3 6 7 . 5

4 3 5 . 0

3 6 7  . 5

4 3 5 . 0

2 9 5 .  0

1 5 . 0
5 2 .  5
3 5 .  0

5 6 2 . 5
6 1 7 . 5

440.  0
472.5

5 5 . 2

25.4

A l te rna t i ve  A

No-Acti  on

Al  ternat i  ve B

Leave  i n  P lace ,

Ful  I  Ext ract ion

M i  n i  n g

Burnout  Canyon (1)

Burnout  Canyon (2)

Burnout  Canyon (3)

Burnout  Canyon (4)

A l t e rna t i ve  D

Gooseberry Route

Va11ey  Camp T r i ang le

Connectors
( 1 )

( 2 )

( 3 )

Al  ternat i  ve E

| ' / i n t e r  Qua r te r s  (1 )

(wi th  Segments  19*  and

l . l i  n ter  Quar ters  (2)

(w i t h  Segmen t  19 * )

1 4 . 9

0 . 0

3 7 2 . 5

0 . 0

2 9  . 8

0 . 0

0 . 6
2 . r
1 . 4

? 2 . 5
23*) 24.7

1 7  . 6
1 8 . 9

1 4 . 7

1 7  . 4

1 4 . 7

1 7  . 4

1 1 . 8

29 .4

3 4 . 8

? 9 . 4

3 4 . 8

1 9 .  0

1 . 2
4 . 2
2 . 8

3 8 .  0
42.4

2 6 . 6
29.2

2 . 6

2 . 9

2 . 6

? . 9

9 . 6

0 . 0
1 . 8
1 . 4

1 7 . 4
1 7 . 4

l r . o

1 1 . 6

6 5 .  0

7 2 . 5

6 s .  0

7 2 . 5

? 4 0 . 0

5 . 2

5 . 8

5 . 2

5 . 8

1 4 .  6

n n

3 . 6
2 . 8

? 7  . 8
2 7  . 8

1 4 .  6
1 4 .  6

0 . 0
4 5 . 0
3 5 .  0

4 3 5 .  0
4 3 5 .  0

2 9 0 .  0
2 9 0 .  0

l o f l
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safer than having to skip panels, as well as, more efficient than room-and-pillar mining.
Since the extent of subsidence cannot be predicted exactly, the reliability of the
redundant pipeline system is questionable. Rerouting would allow for a more efficient
mine plan that would maximize the amount of coal recovered at the Skvline Mine. An
estimated 12.7 mmt of recoverable coal with an estimated value of Sl i7.5 million and
Federal royalt ies of 525.4 mil l ion would sti l l  be impacted by Segments 23*r l9*, IOxr T*,
L3x, and L2* of the existing route and may pose the potential for future pipeline
relocation or lost coal.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (l) - This proposed route was developed to locate
the- pipeline in areas that would have littte effect on present mining operations. The
entire route would impact approximately 14,7 mmt of recoverable coafwith an estimated
value of SZiZ.5 million and Federal royalties of 529.t+ million. The area which would be
impacted by construction contains approximately 2.6 mmt with an estimated value of 56:
million and Federal royalties of $r.2 million. Refer to the description of the Alternative
A regarding Segments 23*, l9*, l0*, 7x, 13* and I2*, which pose the potential for
future lost coal or pipeline relocation. Segments L6 and 2, the southern portion of
Segment L4, and Segment 3a would not impact recoverable reserves because the
segments parallel Huntington Creek under which mining is severely restricted. That
portion of Segment 14 of f the Skyline Mine permit area could cause future pipeline
relocation. Under Skyline Minets current mine plan, the western part of Segment 3b
would adversely affect 3 longwall panels in one minable seam. It is feasible, however, to
redesign mains under this part of the segment to provide for a longwall panel layout that
would maximize coal recovery, Mains are already designed in both seams under the
eastern part of Segment 3b and no reduction in coal recovery is expected. The northern
portion of Segment l4 would affect future recovery in the area with a medium-to-high
potential for development.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route Q, - The entire route would impact approximately
17.4 mmt of recoverable coal with an estimated value of $+f : million and Federal
royalties of 534,8 million. The area that would be impacted by construction contains
approximately 2.9 mmt of recoverable coal with an estimated value of. 572.5 million and
Federal.royalties of S5.8 million. The only difference between Burnout Canyon Routes
(l) and (2) is the use of Segments 15 and 17* rather than Segment 14. Segment 15 would
impact longwall development planned for the near future in the Skyline No. 3 Mine. A
subsidence buffer zone along this segment would directly impact the design of 6 longwall
panels. Because it is impossible to develop mains beneath this segment and maintEin a
ggod f.ing detiqL' l lubstantial reduction in coal recovery would be expected. Segments
7*, L0*, l2*, L3*, L7x, L9*, and 23x are discussed under Alternative A.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (3) - The impacts to the recoverable coal would be
the same as Burnout Canyon Route ( I ).

Alternative C - Burnout C-anyon Route (4) - The impacts to the recoverable coal would be
the same as Burnout Canyon Route (2),

Alternative D Gooseberry Route The entire route would impact approximately
I 1.8 mmt of recoverable coal with an estimated value of SZgl mittion 

'ind 
Federal

royalties of 519.0 million. The area that would be impacted by construction contains
approximately 9.6 mmt with an estimated value of $Z4O-million ind Federal royalties of
514.6 million. The coal under the majority of Segment I that would be located in the
Gooseberry graben cannot be mined using currently available technology because it is too
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deep. There would be little if any impacts to recoverable coal reserves. The eastern 2
miles of Segment I overlie recoverable coal and would affect future recovery of coal in
an area with medium-to-high potential for development. Recoverable coal reserves are
privately owned beneath a .7 5-mile portion of this segment near Swensr Canyon. Questar
Pipeline would have to financially negotiate the rights for the coal or face the potential
of relocating the portion of pipeline affected by mining in the future. Segments 2 and 3
are discussed under Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (t) and Segments 7*, l0*,
l9*, and 23* are discussed under Alternative A"

Valley Camp Triangle Connector (l) - The entire connector would impact approximately
0.6 mmt of recoverable coal with an estimated value of S t 5.0 million and Federal
royalties of Sl.2 mil l ion. To avoid impacting recoverable coal, the original alignment
was realigned along the Connellville fault zone where no mining would occur. As a
result, no identif iable impacts to the coal resources would occur along Segment 516,
Segments 7* and l0* are discussed under Alternative A.

Valley C,amp Triangle Connector (2) - The entire connector would impact approximately
2.1 mmt with an estimated value of 552.5 million and Federal royalties of 5+.2 million.
New pipeline would impact approximately 1.8 mmt with an estimated value of S 45
million and Federal royalties of S3.5 million. Portions of Segments 4 and 8 overlie
recoverable coal reserves in the Belina Mine permit area. The eastern end of Segment 4
would affect recoverable coal, but the western portion is within the Connellville fault
zone. The northern portion of Segment 8 would cross the Connellville fault zone, but the
southern portion of the segment would impact some recoverable coal. Segment l0* is
discussed under Alternative A.

Valley Camp Triangle Connector (3) - New pipeline along Segments 4 and 9 would impact
approximately 1.4 mmt with an estimated value of S35 mil l ion and Federal royalt ies of
52.8 mil l ion. Beneath Segment 9, coal has been mined from the Belina Mine No. l.
Additional mining is anticipated from the underlying Belina No. 2 Mine; therefore, some
coal would be impacted. Segment 4 is discussed under Valley Camp Triangle
Connector (3).

Alternative E Winter Quarters Route (t) The entire route and associated
Segments l9* and 23x would impact approximately 24.7 mmt of recoverable coal with an
estimated value or 56 17,5 and Federal royalties of S+2.4 million. The area that would be
impacted by new pipeline contains approximately 17.4 mmt with an estimated value of
5435 million and Federal royalties of S27.E million. The southeasternmost 0.5 mile of
Segment L2x and the westernmost 2.5 miles of Segment 20 overlie recoverable coal
reserves and would impact future recovery. This area is not within a Federal coal lease,
but is considered to have a medium-to-high potential f or development because it is
accessible from the existing Skyline Mine. The west central portion of Segmentz}
impacts recoverable coal reserves, but these reserves have a low potential for
development because of the remoteness of the area. Some areas have been mined out
along the central part of this segment so there would be no impacts to recoverable coal
reserves. The southern portion of Segment 20 would impact Federal Coal Lease U-
47947. The remainder of Segment 12* is discussed under Alternative A. Segment22
crosses Federal Coal Lease SL-062605 and would affect recovery of two minable coal
seams beneath the entire segment. Where the proposed route would impact leases,
Questar Pipeline would have to negotiate the rights for the coal beneath the proposed
pipeline or face the potential of relocating the portion of the pipeline affectdd by
possible future mining.
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Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route Q) - The entire route and associated Segment l9*
would impact approximately 18.9 mmt of recoverable coal with an estimated value of
5472.5 million and Federal royalties of $29.2 million. The area that would be impacted
by new pipeline contains approximately I 1.6 mmt with a value of $ZgO mill ion and
Federal royalt ies of 5l+.6 mil l ion. Refer to Winter Quarters Route (l) for a description
of Segment 20 and to Alternative A for a description of Segments 23* and Lzx. The
northernmost .75 mile of Segment 2l would impact recoverable reserves with a low-to-
medium potential for development. The remainder of Segment 2l is below the coal
horizon and would not impact any recoverable coal.

Paleontology

The Utah Division of State History provided descriptions of sensitivity levels by which to
assess the potential impacts to potentially undetected paleontological resources in the
study area. The sensitivity levels provided include critical and significant (hign impact),
important (moderate impact), and insignificant and unimportant (low impact). 

-Within 
the

study area' most fossils are plentiful, relatively common, and considered insignificant to
important. However, significant finds of dinosaur bones and mammoth and mastodon
remains have been found in valley-bottom areas and sinkholes on the Wasatch Plateau.

The probability of finding important or significant fossil remains is considered low.
However' the construction crew would be made aware of the possibility of finding fossils
in the geologic formations and prehistoric mammal remains in the low valley bottoms
along Gooseberry Creek and Upper Huntington Creek and sinkholes in the North Horn
Formation and the Flagstaff Limestone.

Specific Descriptions - Alternatives where there is a potential for moderate impacts
associated with possible locations of buried Pleistocene fauna (potentially indicative of
human habitation prehistorically) are described under Cultural Resources and in
Table 4-7 . AII other areas are considered to have low potential impacts.

Soils

The sensitivity of the soils to erosion by water was assessed. Generally, soil erosion
hazard was determined by slope steepness, soil types, cover, precipitation, and snow-melt
patterns. Proposed construction methods were considered in the assessment of impacts
to soils.

Considering the mitigation measures that would be used to control erosion and the ability
of the soils to revegetate the surface, the long-term impacts to the soils are considered
to be low, except in areas of unstable slopes or seeps. There would be a greater potential
for long-term soil erosion on unstable slopes and seep areas.

The majority of impacts resulting from construction activities would be short term and
low. Caution _during construction and effective reclamation techniques would diminish
the impacts. Generally, very little increase in soil erosion would be anticipated to occur
as a result of pipeline construction. Much of the existing and proposed routes would be
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located along relatively flat valley bottoms and ridgetops. However, some specific areas
along the proposed routes are sensitive to erosion and are discussed below.

Short-term moderate impacts could occur along the slopes adjacent to Gooseberry Creek
along Segment L2*, on the valley bottoms of Upper Huntington and Burnout Canyons
along Segments 16, 2, 3a, and 3b, on the ridge east of Upper Huntington Canyon along
lggtnent l8*, and on the ridge east of Buinout Canyon along Segments 9 and l0*:
Moderate, short-term impacts also could occur on the ridge east of tvtud Creek along
Segmenls 20_ and 22, along the ridge north of Broads Canyon and along the valley bottom
along Mud. Creek on Segment 21, and on the slopes east and west of Mud Creek along
Segments 19* and 23x, Potentially low, short-term impacts could occur in the remaindel
of the area impacted by pipeline construction.

Impacts to soils in riparian areas could occur in dry meadow areas (meadow soils that are
wet gnly_ part of the year) and wet meadow areas (meadow soils that are wet year
round). Dry meadow areas typically exhibit flat land surface and soils of low susceptiUit-
ity to compaction. Potential impacts in these areas would be low. Wet meadow areas
typically have soils susceptible to compaction and with potential for erosion hazard.
Potential impacts in these areas would be moderate. Impacts to soils at stream crossings
would be moderate because of the potential for erosion of the stream banks and compac-
tion of the soils. With implementation of mitigation measures, these areas would recover
successfully. Therefore, impacts to these areas resulting from construction activities
would be short term.

The following descriptions summarize the criteria used to determine levels of impacts.

High Impacts

o a substantial adverse change or stress to the soil

o loss of soil productivity to the extent that vegetation would be difficult to
reestablish and grow

Moderate Impacts

o a potential small change or stress to the soil

o loss of soil.p.roductivity to the extent that vegetation is able to grow, but not to
previous ability

Low Impacts

. soils in areas of low erosional potential

o loss of small amount of soil productivity
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No Identifiable lmpacts

soils with slight erosional hazard

no measurable loss of soil productivity

Specific Descriptions

Table 4-4 summarizes the potential long-term impacts to soils along each alternative.
Both long-term and short-term (where applicable) impacts to soils are described below.

Alternative A NeAction Approximately 4.7 mile of moderate long-term impact
currently exists along Segmenl L2* on unstable slopes adjacent to Gooseberry Creek and
east of the Gooseberry graben. The remainder of the route has 12.8 miles of low long-
term impact. No impact to soils from construction disturbance would occur.

Alternative B Leave in Place, Full Extraction Mining Along the entire route,
approximately 0.7 mile of moderate long-term impact currently exists along
Segment Lzx as described above. A low level of short-term impact would occur from
construction of the 4.25-mile-long redundant pipeline. Installation of strain gauges on
the existing pipeline would require excavation about every 100 feet along the pipeline.
Later, excavation would be required to repair the existing buried pipeline. With proper
revegetation to reduce the potential of erosion resulting from the excavations, impacts
would be low.

Alternative C Burnout Canyon Route (l) Along the entire route, approximately
0.7 mile of moderate long-term impacts currently exist along Segment LZx as described
in Alternative A. Originally, Segment 3b crossed approximately 0.2 mile of unstable land
conditions along the lower part of the north slope of Burnout Canyon. To reduce the
potential f or slope failure, the alignment of Segment 3b would be moved downslope.
Although the alignment is moved, low long-term impacts could stitl occur along the
0.2 mile of this area from construction within the toe of the slope. Low long-term
impacts would occur to all 5.7 miles impacted by construction activities. Approximately
3.3 miles of moderate short-term impacts could occur from construction resulting in
erosion and compaction of the soils along the riparian areas of Upper Huntington Canyon
and Burnout Canyon. tf this route is selected, the abandoned portion of the existing
right-of-way would be reclaimed and improved.

Alternative C - Burnout C-anyon Route (2) - The impacts would be the same as Burnout
Canyon Route (l) except 5.2 miles of low long-term impact could occur from pipeline
construction. If this route is selected, the abandoned portion of the existing right-of-way
would be reclaimed and improved.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (3) - Segment 24 would cross the bottom of an
unstable slope that could result in moderate long-term impacts to soils. However,
through stipulations by the Forest Service, the long-term impacts would be reduced to
low. Impacts would be the same as Burnout Canyon Route (l), except 5.9 miles of low
long-term impact could occur from pipeline construction.

I Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (4) - Mitigation measures would be employed to
r reduce impacts from unstable slopes along Segments )b and 24. The impacts along this
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route would be the same as Burnout Canyon Route (2), except 5.4 miles of low long-term
impact could occur from pipeline construction.

Alternative D Gooseberry Route Moderate, potentially long-term impacts f rom
q.ipeline construction activities could occur along 0.5 mile of unitable slopes east of
Gooseber-? graben and along seep areas east of Skytine Drive. The remainin! Lz.O miles
of the affected portion of the route would receive low long-term impacts. Short-term
moderate impacts would occur along 1.4 miles of riparian area in Upper Huntington
Canyon and Burnout Canyon. If this route is selected, the unstable areai (0.7 mile) al,ong
Segment l2* would be reclaimed providing an opportunity to improve the areas and lowei
the moderate. level _of impact. Also, if this route is selected, the abandoned portion of
the existing right-of-way would be reclaimed and improved.

Valley C,amp Connector (l) - Atong the entire connector, approximately I mile of low
long-term impacts could occur, of which 0.6 mile would be from construction of pipeline.

Valley C-amp Corurector (2) - Approximately 0.4 mile of moderate long-term impact could
occur !r_om pipeline construction in areas of seeps and springs along Segment 8 at the
head of Burnout Canyon. The remainder of the connector would have low impacts.

Va_lley Camp Connector (3) Low, long-term impacts could occur along the entire
0.5 mile of the connector. Approximately 0.1 mile of moderate short-term impacts could
occur to soils with a high hazard of erosion along the east end of Segment 9 at the head
of Boardinghouse Canyon.

Alternative E [tinter Quarters Route (l) Along the entire route, approximately
0.7 mile of moderate long-term impact currently exists along Segment LZx as described
in Alternative A. Low long-term impacts would occur along the entire LZ,4 miles
proposed for pipeline construction. Approximately 5.9 miles of short-term moderate
impacts would occur from highly erodible soils on steep slopes and along 0.3 mile of
wetland soils near Scofield. The remaining area would have low short-term impacts. [f
this route is selected, the abandoned portion of the existing alignment would be
reclaimed and improved. No new impacts would occur along associaied Segments l9*
and 23x.

Alternative E - Winter Qrnrters Route (2\ - Same as Winter Quarters Route (l), except
5.7 miles of moderate short-term impacts would occur to highly erodible soils on steep
slopes.

Water Resources

The primary issues associated with this project are the effects to floodplains and wetland
riparian areas caused by increased flow, effects to the quality of stream and reservoir
water caused by sedimentation and phosphate increases, and consequences of slope
failure on water quality. .Eutrophication of Scofield Reservoir is an issue since phos-
phates are carried with sediments.

lncreases in runof f were estimated using a computer program provided by the Forest
Service that calculates the total volume of runoff and the fleak fiow rate. A storm of 6
hours and a recurrence interval of l0 years (1.5 inches) was used as a basis for the
analysis. The Japanese Creek subwatershed was chosen as the worst case situation
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TABLE 4-4
SUMMARY OF POTENflAL IMPACTS: SOTLS
(Miles of entire route/Miles ol new pipeline)

Route
Total

l ' , | i les Hi  gh Moderate Low

No

Ident i f iab ' le  Corments

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

A l te rna t i ve  A

No-Act i  on

Al  ternat ' ive  B

Leave  i n  P lace ,

Ful  I  Ext ract i  on

M i  n i  ng

A l t e r n a t i v e  C

Eurnout  Canyon (1)

Burnout  Canyon (2)

Burnout  Canyon (3)

Burnout  Canyon (4)

Al  ternat  i  ve D

Gooseberry Route

Va1 1 ey Camp Tr i  ang l  e

Connectors
( 1 )

( 2 )

( 3 )

Al  ternat  i  ve E

\. l i  nter Quarters ( I  )
(w i th  Segments  19*  and

l / j  n te r  Qua r te r s  (? )

(w i t h  Segmen t  19 * )

13 .s /NA 0.o/NA

1 3  . s /  4  . 2 5  0 . 0 / 0 .  0

1 4 . 9 / 5 . 7  0 . 0 / 0 . 0

r s . L / s . 2  0 . 0 / 0 . 0

1 5 . 1 / 5 . 9  0 . 0 / 0 . 0

1 5 . s / 5 . 4  0 . 0 / 0 . 0

16.7  /  12 .6  0 .  0 /0 .  0

1 . 0  / 0 . 6  0 . 0 / 0 . 0
0 . 9  / 0 . 6  0 . 0 / 0 . 0
0 . 5  / 0 . s  0 . 0 / 0 . 0

0 .  7 /NA 12 .8 /NA

0  . 7  / 0 . 0  1 2 . 8 /  4  . 2 5

I  and i  ns tab i  1  i  ty  a1 ong Segment  12*

I a n d  i n s t a b i 1 i t y  a l o n g  S e g m e n t  1 2 *

I  and j  ns tab ' i1  i  ty  a l  ong Segments  12*

and  3b .

I  and j  ns tab i  1  i  ty  a1 ong Segments  12*

and  3b .

I  and i  ns tab i  1  i  ty  a l  ong Segments  12*

2 4 ,  a n d  3 b .

I a n d  i n s t a b i 1 i t y  a l o n g  S e g m e n t s  1 2 *

? 4 ,  a n d  3 b .

I  and i  ns tab i  1  i  ty  and seep areas

a1 ong Segment 1

n o  l a n d  i n s t a b i l i t y  i d e n t ' i f i e d

seeps,  spr i  ngs a1 ong Segment  8

n o  I a n d  i n s t a b i ' l i t y  i d e n t i f i e d

I and i  nstabi 1 i  ty ai ong Segment 12*

I  and i  ns tab i  1  i  ty  a l  ong Segment  12*

I  and i  ns tab i  1  i  ty  a1 ong Segment  12*

l a n d  i n s t a b i l i t y  a l o n g  S e g m e n t  1 2 *

0 . 0 / N A

0 .  0 / 0 .  0

1 6 . r / 1 2 . 4  0 . 0 / 0 . 0  0 . 7 / 0 . 0
2 3 * )  ? 0 . 2 / 1 2 . 4  0 . 0 / 0 . 0  0 . 7 / 0 . 0

L 7 . 2 / L ? . 2  0 . 0 / 0 . 0  a . 7 / 0 . 0
2 0 . 0 / 1 2 . 2  0 . 0 / 0 . 0  0 . 7 / 0 . 0

0 . 7  / 0 . 0  1 4 . 2 / 5 . 7

0 . 7  / 0  . 0  L 4 . 4 / 5 . 2

0 . 7 / 0 . a  1 4 . 4 / 5 . 9

a  . 7  / 0 . 0  1 4 . 6 / 5 . 4

0 . 6 / 0 . 6  L 6 . L / t ? . 0

0 . 0 / 0 . 0  1 . 0  / 0 . 6
0 . 4 / 0 . 4  0 . 5  / 0 . ?
0 . 0 / 0 . 0  0 . 5  / 0 . 5

15.4 /12 .4
1 9 . 5 / L ? . 4

L 6  . s /  1 2 . ?
t9 .3 /12 .?

0 .  0 / 0 .  0

0 . 0 / 0 . 0

0 . 0 / 0 . 0

0 .  0 / 0 .  0

0 . 0 / 0 . 0

0 .  0 / 0 .  0
0 . 0 / 0 . 0
0 .  0 / 0 .  0

0 . 0 / 0 .  0
0 . 0 / 0 . 0

0 .  0 / 0 .  0
0 .  0 / 0 .  0

Note :  Tab le  re f l ec t s  l ong - te rm ' impac ts  on1y .
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because this subwatershed had the largest ratio of impacted area to subwatershed area.
For this analysis' a corridor width of 50 feet was used (early in the project) and assumed
as a worst case to expose bare soil for the entire width. Actually, vegetation would be
completely removed only where necessary (i.e., area of the trench). Given a runoff curve
number of. 95, the results showed that runoff would increase by less than 4 percent over
existing conditions. Since this is the worst case situation, then increases-from runof f
from the project would be considered insignificant.

The soil erosion and the annual sediment yield to streams were estimated using proce-
dures developed by the Forest Service (Kelly 1976; Tew 1973). Two subwaterstredi were
used in this analysis. The first estimated sediment yield for the worst case situation on
the Japanese Creek subwatershed (along Segment l). The second estimated sediment
yield in the Electric Lake subwatershed for the proposed Burnout Canyon Route (includes
Segments 2, 3a, 3b, 4r 9, and most of l5). Both watersheds used a 5O-foot corridor width
and an impact area of bare soil mulched to 50 percent ground cover. The results showed
that the estimated increases in sediment yield to the Japanese Creek and the Electric
Lake subwatersheds were about 0.4 percent and 0.1 percent, respectively. In reality, the
sedimentation along Upper Huntington Creek would be much less considering that the
model uses the land surface condition of the impacted area as the condition of the land
surface between the impacted area and the stream. In these canyons, the land surface
between the impacted area and the stream has very dense vegetation that would prevent
most sediment from entering the stream. Almost all sedimentation of the stream from
t!" proposed pro ject would probably occur near stream crossings f rom water f lowing
along the proposed corridor to the stream.

With these values representing the worst case situation and the most sensitive area, the
increases in sediment yield to streams and reservoirs near the proposed routes would be
low. However, these estimates are for the watersheds as a whole and do not indicate
site-specific increases such as at stream crossings.

The sedimentation at each of the stream crossings was estimated using the same model
that was used for the watersheds as a whole. The area that would contribute sediment
directly to the stream was considered to be from 150 to 300 feet from the stream cross-
ing: The estimates assume a 5O-foot corridor width and an impact area of bare soil
mulched to 50. percent cover. The annual sediment yield for all of the stream crossings
in Upper Huntington Canyon for the Burnout Canyon Routes and the Gooseberry Rout6s
is estimated to be approximately 0.27 ton and 0.12 ton, respectively. These values are
]PProx.imately A.AZ percent and 0.0 I percent of the annual sediment yield f or the
Electric Lake watershed, f or which Upper Huntington Canyon is a part. The results
indicate that short-term impacts from sedimentation at stream crossings would be very
small comPared to the watershed as a whole. However, since the sediment source would
be from a very localized area, and Upper Huntington and Burnout Creeks are high-value
spawning a-reas. and important to statewide f ishbry restocking programs, even a small
increase of sediment could have the potential to cause a substantial impact on the
f isheries.

The amount of sedimentation at stream crossings would be substantially reduced by the
use of effective sediment control devices other than mulching.

No impacts to water quality in Electric Lake and Scofield Reservoir are expected. The
increased sediment yield from this project is small when compared to natural sediment
yields. The sediment deposition in Scofield Reservoir was approximately 3000 acre-feet
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from 1943 to 1979, which is about 83 acre-feet per year (waaoeil et al, 1985). Extending
the worst case situation on the Japanese Creek subwatershed to the longest p.oposed
route, the increase in the amount of sedimentation is about 0.04 acre-feet. This amounts
to about a 0.05 percent increase in the sediment deposition to Scofield Reservoir.

The amount of phosphate loading f rom this pro ject would be directly related to the
amount of sedimentation of the streams. The estimated increase in the amount of phos-
phorus loading in _Scofield Reservoir would be about the same as the sediment yield,
approximately 0.05 percent.

Downstream impacts to the water and fisheries would be low during construction since it
would occur during nonsPawning periods and during periods of low itream flow. Impacts
to fisheries in future years would be moderate due to silting in of the spawning graveis.

Areas along Upper Huntington Creek within the 500-year floodplain were identified so
that no petroleum products, chemicals, or hazardous materials would be stored there
d.urin_g construction in accordance with Executive Order I1988. Discharge volumes for
the 500-year f lood event, obtained from the Forest Service, are I59 iubic feet per
second (cfs) at The Kitchen , 233 cfs at the mouth of Swens Clnyon, and 283 cfs at the
mouth of Burnout Canyon. The flow velocity along Upper Huntington Canyon is esti-
mated at 5 feet per second using Manning's equation. By dividing ihe discharge by the
flow velocity, the cross-sectional area that would be inundated bylne water is J: s(uare
feet at The Kitchen, about 50 square feet at the mouth of Swens Canyon, and about 60
square teet at the mouth of Burnout Canyon. Considering the valley bottom geometry of
Upper Huntington Canyonr the 500-year floodplain lies ln the low areas about jO ieet
from the stream channel.

The proposed Gooseberry Narrows Project is located just south of the Gooseberry Creek
crossing on Segment l. No conflicts between the proposed Main Line No. 4l ileroute
Project and the proposed Gooseberry Narrows Projeci hjve been identified.

lf appropriate mitigation is not implemented, the consequences of slope failure on the
water resources -would be great and may include the damming of existing streams, high
sedimentation of streams and reservoirs, erosion from the aiea of land 

-failure, 
loss 6f

critical fish habitat, and a decrease in water quality affecting municipal drinking water.
The likelihood. of :lop9 failure occurrence is low for niost of the projecl area.
Appropriate mitigation (Appendix A) and caution during construction is eisential along
the slope west of Gooseberry Creek on Segment I and atong the north slope of Burnoui
Canyon on Segment 3b, if the toe of the slope is excavat;d. Criteria used to assess
potential impacts are summarized below.

High Impacts

o high increases in the amounts of sedimentation (approximately greater than j
percent over existing conditions)
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Moderate Impacts

o nonvegetated construction areas occurring within 500 feet of a perennial stream

. sedimentation increases between I and 5 percent

Low Impacts

o small increase of sediment (up to I percent)

No ldentifiable Impact

. nonvegetated construction areas with no perennial stream within 500 feet of the
proposed route

. no sedimentation or water quality changes

Specific Descriptions

Table 4-5 shows the number of perennial stream crossings, tons of annual erosion, and
tons of annual sediment yield.. It is important to note that the descriptions below
describe the worst-case results (before mitigation) generated from the model described
above.

Alternative A - No-Action - No short-term or long-term impacts from this project were
identif ied.

Alternative B Leave in Place, Full Extraction Mining - No short-term or long-term
impacts from this project were identif ied.

Alternative C Burnout C-anyon Route (l) - The long-term impacts along the entire
route would be low because with proper mitigation thelmpacted-soils would- revegetate
and sedimentation of the stream would be reduced to exisiing conditions. Moderate-to-
high shor.t-term impacts (2.7 miles within 500 feet of tne stream) from pipeline
construction would occur from Jhe uppermost creek crossing to Electric Lake 

'along

UpPef Huntington Creek and moderate short-term impacts (O.g mite) between the stream
crossing o_n Burnout Creek and Electric Lake. The siring area on the slope south of the
creek in Burnout Canyon would be avoided. From cons-truction, the worst-case annual
sediment yield is estimated to be 0.27 tons for each of the 9 perennial stream crossings
tI Upper Huntingtgn Canyon and 0.19 tons for the I perennial itream crossing in Burnoft
Canyont until the impacted area is revegetated. Low short-term impacts coild occur at
2 intermittent stream crossings north and east of The Kitchen (Se{ments 14 and 16) if
water is present or in the event of a rainstorm. The sediment from-the stream crossings
would eventually be deposited in Electric Lake.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route Q) - The impacts would be the same as Burnout
Canyon Route ( I ) except low short-term impacts could occur at one intermittent stream
crossing east of The Kitchen (Segments l j and l G) if water is present or in the event of a
rainstorm.
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Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (3) - The long-term impacts would be the same as
Burnout Canyon Route (l). Moderate-to-high short-term imiacts (l.l miles within 500
feet of the stream) could occur in Upper Huntington Canyon between The Kitchen and
Little Swens Canyon and near the south stream crossing on Upper Huntington Creek. The
highway would be between the pipeline and Upper Huntington Creek for approximately
2.1 miles along Segment 24 with no impacts occurring along this area. The spring on the
slope south of the creek in Burnout Canyon would be avoided. The worst-case annual
sediment yield is estimated to be 0.06 ton for the 2 perennial stream crossings in Upper
Huntington Canyon and 0.19 ton for the I perennial stream crossing in Burnout Canyon.
Low short-term impacts at intermittent stream crossings at Little Swens Canyon and
Swens Canyon along Segment24 would be the same as Burnout Canyon Route (l).

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (a) - The impacts would be the same as Burnout
Canyon Route (3) except low short-term impacts could occur at I intermittent stream
crossing east of The Kitchen (Segment l5) if water is present or in the event of a
rainstorm.

Alternative D - Gooseberry Route - Along the entire route the long-term impacts would
be no identifiable to low. Moderate short-term impacts would occur at one perennial
stream crossing on Gooseberry Creek, one perennial stream crossings on Swens Canyon
Creek, 3 perennial stream crossings on Upper Huntington Creekr- and one perennial
stream crossing on Burnout Creek. The spring area on the slope south of Burnout Creek
would be avoided. Moderate-to-high short-term impacts from pipeline construction could
occur along I mile of Upper Huntington Canyon. Moderate short-term impacts could
occur along 0.6 mile within Burnout Canyon and 0.2 miles at the Gooseberry Creek
stream crossing. From construction, the worst-case annual sediment yield is estimated
to be l. l5 tons for the one perennial stream crossing on Gooseberry Creek, O.L2 tons for
the 4 p_erennial stream crossings in Upper Huntington Canyon (includes the crossing at
Swens Canyon), and 0.19 tons for the perennial stieam crossing in Burnout Canyon until
revegetation occurs. The sediment from the stream crossing at Gooseberry Creek would
eventually be deposited in the Lower Gooseberry Reservoir, and the sediment from Upper
Huntington Canyon and Burnout Canyon would eventually be deposited in Electric Lake.

Valley C"1rp Triangle Connectors (l) through (3) The springs that exist along
Segments 516 and 8 would be avoided during construction. Impacts itong all segments oT
new pipeline would be low.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (l) Along the entire route, the long-term
impacts would be no identifiable to low. Approximately 0.4 mile of moderate short-term
impacts could occur near the 2 stream crossings on the creek in Winter Quarters Canyon
and Mud Creek. From construction, the worst-case annual sediment yield is estimated to
be 0.03 ton at the perennial stream crossing on the creek in Winter Quarters Canyon and
0.03 ton at the perennial stream crossing on Mud Creek. The sediment from these
crossings would eventually be deposited in Scofield Reservoir. No new impacts would
occur along associated Segments l9* and 23x.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (2) - The long-term impacts would be the same as
Winle^r Quarters Route l. Moderate short-term impatts could occur along 1.8 miles near
Mud Creek between Broads Canyon and Magazine Canyon along Segmen{Zt and 0.4 mile
at the stream crossings on Mud Creek near Scofield and on the creEk in Winter Quarters
Canyon along Segment 20. There could be moderate short-term impacts at I pirennial
stream crossing on the creek in Winter Quarters Canyonr at 3 stream crossingi on Mud
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TABLE 4.5
SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS: WATER

Route
Ri  par i  an

Area

Number of
Perenni  a l
C r o s s i n g s  ( 1 )

Total Annual Total Annual

E ros ion  Sed imen t  Y ie l d
( t o n s )  ( t o n s )

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
t

0 . 2 7
0 .  1 9

0 . ? 7
0 .  1 9

0 . 0 6
u .  t 5

0 .  0 6
0 .  1 9

0 . 1 2
0 .  1 9
1 . 1 5

A l te rna t i ve  A

No-Act ' i  on

A l t e rna t i ve  B

L e a v e  j n  P l a c e ,  F u l l

E x t r a c t j o n  M i n i n g

A l t e r n a t i v e  C

Eurnou t  Canyon  (1 )

Burnout  Canyon (2)

Burnout  Canyon (3)

Burnout  Canyon (4)

A l t e r n a t i v e  D

Gooseberry Route

Va1 1 ey Camp fr i  angl e Connectors
/ r  \
\ r /

( 2 )

( 3 )

A l t e rna t i ve  E

tJi nter Quarters ( 1 )

l ' / in ter  Quar ters  (2)

No r ipar ian area impacted

No r ipar ian area impacted

Upper  Hunt ington Canyon

Burnout Canyon

Upper Hunti  ngton Canyon

Burnout Canyon

Upper  Hunt ington Canyon

Burnout Canyon

Upper Hunti  ngton Canyon

Burnout Canyon

Upper  Hunt ington Canyon

Burnout Canyon

Gooseberry Creek

9
I
I

I
t

2
I

?
1
r

A

I

I

No r ipar ian area impacted 0
No r ipar ian area impacted 0

No  r i pa r i an  a rea  jmpac ted  0

l/ i  nter Quarters Canyon I
Mud Creek near  Scof ie ld  I

Wi nter Quarters Canyon 1
Mud Creek near Scofi  el d I
Mud Creek between Broads 3

Canyon and Magazine Canyon

0 . 0 0

0 .  0 0

0 .  6 3
0 .  1 8

0 .  6 3
0 .  1 8

0 .  1 4
0 .  1 8

0 .  1 4
0 .  1 8

0 .  2 8
0 .  1 8
I  . 3 8

0 .  0 0

0 .  0 0

0 .  0 7
0 .  0 7

0 .  0 7
0 . 0 7
a . 2 L

0 .  0 3
0 . 0 3

0 . 0 3
0 .  0 3
0 .  0 9

(1) - only perennial stream crossings inpacted by pipeline constructjon are presented.

t{ote: Upper Huntington Canyon includes the strean crossing on the creek at the mouth of Swens Canyon. For stream
crossings in l lpper Huntington Canyon, at the mouth of l l inter Quarters Canyon, l,4ud Creek near Scofield, and
l.|ud Creek between Eroads Canyon and Magazine Canyon the tength of the area affected on each side of the strean
channel was estinated to be approximateiy 150 feet. For the stream crossing in Burnout Canyon the length of
the affected area was estimated to be 150 feet on the north side (gentle slopes) and 300 feet on the south side
(steep slopes), The length of the affected area on each side of the stream crossing at cooseberfy Creek was
estinated to be approximately 300 feet (steep slopes).
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Creek, and I stream crossing on the creek in Broads Canyon. From construction, the
worst-case annual sediment yield is estimated to be 0.03 ton at the perennial stream
crossing on the creek in Winter Quarters Canyon, 0.09 ton at the 3 perennial stream
crossings on Mud Creek, and 0.03 ton at the stream crossing on the creek in Broads
Canyon. The sediment from these stream crossings would eventually be deposited in
Scofield Reservoir. No new impacts would occur along associated Segment l9*.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Rioarian/Vetlands

There is a potential for adverse impacts where proposed routes cross or parallel sensitive
riparian and associated wetland areas. The most likely locations for long-term adverse
impacts are where Segment I would cross Gooseberry Creek and Segments 2 and L6
would parallel or cross Upper Huntington Creek. In general, long-term adverse impacts
are avoidable and no net loss of wetlands would occur if appropriate mitigation measures
are applied.

Specific Descriptions

Alternative A - No-Action - This alternative would create no effect on vegetation in the
project area as no surface resources would be disturbed.

Alternative B - Leave in Place, Full Extraction Mining - If complete coal extraction is
allowed and a redundant pipeline is constructed on the surface, some minimal disturbance
to vegetation (and habitat) would be anticipated.

I
I
t
I
I
I
I
I
t

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Routes
potential for direct effects on riparian
Canyon stream channel at I location.
impact.

(l) and Q, - Segments 2, 3a, 3b, and L6 have
areas. Segment 3b would cross the Burnout

The pipeline could be installed with minimum

Segments 2 and l6 would parallel Upper Huntington Creek. Riparian vegetation would be
impacted nearly the entire length of Upper Huntington Canyon. At 9 locations the
pipeline would cross the stream channel or come into direct contact with it. The pipeline
would be buried at, or near, ground water level, and if piping occurs, the ground water
level could be chanBed, thereby changing the riparian habitat. Extreme caution during
construction would be required to protect this highly sensitive area. No new impacts to
riparian vegetation would occur along Segments l9* and 23x.

Alternative C Burnout Canyon Route (l) ana (4) - This route differs from Burnout
Canyon Routes (l) ana (2) in that Segment 24 replaces Segments 3a, 2, and 16, thereby
avoiding most of the potential impacts to riparian areas described for these routes.
Segment 24 would cross Upper Huntington Creek northwest of the confluence with Little
Swens Canyon and several small tributaries. At these locations, extreme caution during
construction would be required as described above.

Alternative D Gooseberry Route Segment I would cross Gooseberry Creek at a
particularly sensitive area with regard to riparian habitats. The alignment as originally
identified would cross the stream channel and potentially impact a pond. However, it nal
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been recommended that the alignment of the route be modified upstream or downstream
to avoid this area.

See the preceding discussion on the Burnout Canyon Route regarding Segments 2, 3a, 3b,
l9*, and 23*, which are also part of the Gooseberry Route.

Valley Camp Triangle Connectors (t) tnrough (3) - The majority of these routes would be
located in dense coniferous forest. There are no riparian habitats.

I
I
I

Alternative E Vinter
Creek and Mud Creek in
additional disturbance is

Quarters Route (t) - Segment 20 would cross winter Quarters
Pleasant Valley. The area has been heavily disturbed and, thus,
considered to be a minor impact. Segment 22 would avoid the

Mud creek riparian area, therefore rffinter Quarters Route (l) would have less potential I
impact to riparian habitat than lVinter Quarters Route (2). t

Alternative E - Ytinter Qnrters Route (2) - Refer to description of segment 20 above. r
Segment 2l would parallel Mud Creek north of the town of Clear Cree[. These riparian I
areas are in excellent condition. vith proper revegetation, long-term adverse eff&ts on r
the riparian area could be avoided.

Rangeland

Grazing _use would be impacted from several pro ject-related activities. Clearing of the
rights-of-way would reduce the amount of f orage available until the area G again
revegetated. Construction activity would disrupt normal use patterns in some areas,
thereby reducing grazing- use on a short-term basis. The magnitude of such impacts
would depend on time of construction and the specif ic right-of-way alignment fi the
various allotments.

Impacts would also occur by grazing-revegetation interactions, whereby successful I
levegetation may take a. longer period and require reseeding if heavily grazed.
conversely, grazing use reduction could occur if redtrictions (e.g.ifencing) ar! rEquired rto reduce livestock pressure on revegetated areas. I
The use of livestock restriction measures should be done on a cooperative basis between
the proiect proponent and the Forest Service livestock operator'for each allotment to I
help reduce these impacts. I

Alternative A - NeAction - Alternative A would have little impact on existing rangeland I
resources that occur on the right-of-way, except for the opporiunity to improie raige on Isome areas of the right-of-way through revegetation.

Alternative B - Leave in Place, Full Extraction Mining - Construction of a redundant
surface pipeline could interrupt livestock use of some areas during construction
operations. Construction could affect ll.E animal unit months (AUMs).- Construction
during the July I to-september 30 use period could affect normal use patterns. Minor
impacts to existing..forage would occur during construction and operatirons of the pipe-
line' but only a small area in the existing right-of-way would be affected.

Alternative c - Burnout canyon Routes - construction could affect approximately 13.0 IAUMs along Burnout canyon Routes (l) and 6) and 13.2 AUMs alon!'Burnout cinyon 
r
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Routes Q) and (+). Sheep grazing could be affected by construction activit ies if this
occurs during the July I to September 30 use period. Rangeland use would also be
affected if barriers are needed to keep sheep from revegetated right-of-way until plants
are well established.

Alternative D - Gooseberry Route - The Cooseberry Route would cross a relatively large
amount of range. Construction could affect 14,6 AUMs. Numerous grazing permittees
could be affected by the project during construction and the establishmeni period of
revegetated species. Impacts from construction activities, in addition to direct loss of
forage by right-of-way clearance, could change historic use patterns if they occur during
the use period. As discussed previously, protection of the revegetated right-of-way from
grazing would reduce the amount of grazing acreage available and could ieduce livestock
access.

Valley C-amp Triangle Connectors (l) througtr (3) - Most of the area of these routes
consists of dense coniferous forest and aspen-rangeland, and grazing resources are
minimal. The exception occurs in Valley Camp Triangle Connector (l), which contains
sagebrush rangeland. Thus, impacts from right-of-way clearing and pipeline construction
are considered to be low. Construction could affect 0.9 AUMs along Connector (l)r 0.8
AUMs along Connector (2), and 0.4 AUMs along connector (3).

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Routes - Impacts to grazing would include loss of forage
from right-of-way clearance, change in use patterns during construction, and reduction ln
usable acreage and access by potential restriction of livestock from reclaimed areas.
Impacts were rated as low, however, due to short duration and the opportunity to
improve the grazing resource through reclamation. Construction could affect l4.l AUMs
along Winter Quarters Route (l) and l j  AUMs along Winter euarters Route (Z). No
additional AUMs would be affected along associated Segments l9* or 23x.

Timber

Potential timber. volume (gross) losses are summarized in Tables 3-5 and 3-6 using a 60-
I foot piPeline right-of-way width, the timber volumes for typical spruce-fir and- aspen
I forest sites, and the distance that spruce-fir and aspen foresi would be crossed by eich

alternative of the various routes.

For Ty reroute' reestablishing existing timber volumes would be long term (over l0O
years). With successful reforestation, retstablishment of wood-fiber priOuction would be
short term (5 to l0 years). Some of the impacts would be of fset by selling merchantable
timber and fuelwood. The Federal government would receive the revenue from selling
the timber and fuelwood that would be used for various products and, as an economil
benefit' 25 percent of all timber receipts would go to the rdspective counties.

Alternative A No-Action No impacts to timber resources are anticipated if the
existing route is retained.

Alternative B - Leave in Placer Full Extraction Mining - The construction of a surface
redundant pipeline could cause minor impacts in some ireas only if timber is cleared for
construction access. Such impacts are considered to be minor, but long-term.
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Alternative C Burnout C-anyon Routes Right-of-way clearance would af fect
approximately 424 thousand board feet (mbf) of timber resources along Burnout Canyon
Routes (l) anO (3) anO 410.6 mbf along Burnout Canyon Routes (2) and (+).

Alternative D - Gooseberry Route - Right-of-way clearance would affect approximately
E 16.4 mbf of live timber resources.

Valley Camp Triangle Connectors (l) through (3) - Spruce-fir forests occur on almost the
entire length. of 9?Ih segment. Right-o!-*"y clearance could af fect 127 mbf. along
Connectors (l) and (2), and 7L.L mbf along Connector (3).

Alternative E [/inter Quarters Routes (t) and Q, - Spruce-fir and aspen timber is
especially prominent at the higher elevations of these routes. Riespecially prominent at the higher elevations of these routes. Right-of-way clearance
could affect approximately 607 mbf along Winter Quarters Route (l) anO 811,9 mbf alongg
Winter Quarters Route (2). There is no timber within the existing right-of-way oI
associated Segments l9* and 23x .

Aqrntic Resources

Fo1 any of the alternative reroutes, minimal impacts to spawning habitat would occur in
1990 as construction would be allowed only after fry have leff the gravel. However,
future-year classes would be adversely affected since some sediment w:ould be generated
that would not wash into the reservoirs for years to come. Artificial flushing flows can
be accomplished to remove sediment below reservoirs, but not above reservoiis as is the
case with this project. (Estimated frworst{ase[ sediment yield is summar ized on
Table 4-5 in the Water Resources section above.)

During the years the pipeline would be in use, operation and maintenance of the pipeline
would not be expected to affect aquatic ecosystems except in the unlikely event of a
pipeline rupture. Should a pipeline rupture occur beneath or immediately adjacent to a
stream' impacts to aquatic organics related to this disturbance would be confined to the
area immediately surrounding the rupture. Natural gas is highly insoluble in water and
would vent to the atmosphere.

The criteria for determining impacts for this analysis are listed below. It was assumed
that all unsta.hle areas proximal to streams would be avoided; all streams potentially
af fected in the pro ject area have on-site f isheries or are immediately upstream oi
fisheries; the stream below each stream crossing would be impacted for ibout 0.5 mile;
and cumulative impacts from 2 stream crossings, but on different streams (i.e., Winter
Quarters Creek and Mud Creek near the Town of Scofield), raises the impact to the next
higher level.

High impact -. if the pipetine alignment is within 50 feet of a perennial stream at I
numerous locations and crosses the stream at more than 4 locations per stream mile. I

ModeratFtehigh impact - if the pipeline alitnment is within i0 feet of a perennial I
stream at numerous locations and crosses the stream between 2 and 4locaiions per f
stream mile.

Moderate .t-paFt 
- if the pipeline alignment is within i0 feet of a perennial stream at Inumerous locations and crosses the stream only at one location.
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Low-to-moderate impact - if the pipeline alignment occasionally is within 50 feet of a
perennial stream, but does not cross the stream or the pipeline alignment crosses the
stream perpendicularly at one location.

Low impact - if the pipeline alignment occasionally is within an area 50 to 150 feet of a
perennial stream, but does not cross the stream.

No identifiable impact if the pipeline alignment is farther than 150 f eet f rom a
perennial stream.

Spcific Descriotions

Alternative A - No-Action - Existing impacts occur in the areas of unstable land along
Segment L2*. However, there would be no effect on fish from this project as no surface
resources would be disturbed. Low to moderate impacts over 0.5 mile are presently
occurring at the existing Gooseberry Creek crossing.

Alternative B - Leave in Place, Full Extraction Mining - There would be no effect on fish
in the pro ject area as the redundant pipeline would not cross any streams. Low to
moderate impacts over 0.5 mile are presently occurring at the existing Gooseberry Creek
crossing.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Routes (t) and Qt - These routes would cross the stream
channel in Burnout Canyon at I location. Along the 0.4 mile of stream between this
crossing and Electric Lake, moderate impacts could occur to fisheries due to increased
sediment. The route also would parallel Upper Huntington Creek and cross the stream at
9 locations. Potential sedimentation along the 2.2 miles of the route (or 3.0 stream
miles) between the uppermost stream crossing and Electric Lake could resuit in
moderate-to-high impact to f isheries. Extreme caution during construction would be
required to minimize impacts to Yellowstone cutthroat trout and mottled sculpin habitat,
and of sedimentation to spawning gravels.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (3) and (a) - These routes would cross the stream
channel in Burnout Canyon in I location. Along the 0.4 mile of stream between this
crossing and Electric Lake, moderate impacts could occur to fisheries due to increased
sediment. These routes would cross Upper Huntington Creek in 2 locations and could
result in moderate to high impacts ( 1.0 mile total). Extreme caution during construction
would be required to minimize impacts to Yellowstone cutthroat trout and mottled
sculpin habitat, and of sedimentation to spawning gravels.

Alternative D - Gooseberry Route - Originally, the alignment of Segment I crossed a
sensitive pond area on Gooseberry Creek that could have been destroyed or damaged by
construction. However, to mitigate the potential impacts, the alignment would be moved
to avoid the ponds. The crossing of Gooseberry Creek would result in low-to-moderate
i_mpacts to fisheries for approximately 0.5 mile downstream from the crossing.
Segment 2 and part of Segment 3 would parallel and cross Upper Huntington Creek
northwest of the confluence with Little Swens Canyon where resulting impacts would be
moderate-to-high between the uppermost crossing and Electric Lake ( 1.4 miles).
Segment 3 also would cross the stream channel in Buinout Canyon at one location where
resulting impacts between the crossing and Electric Lake would be moderate (0.4 mile).

I
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Valley Camp Triangle Connectors (t) ttrough (3) - There would be no effects to fisheries
along any of the Connectors.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (l) and Q) - Yellowstone cutthroat trout, rainbow
trout' and mottled sculpin inhabit Mud Creek and Winter Quarters Creek and spawning
habitat would be impacted at and below the stream crossing south of Scofield (Segment
2Ar. The Winter Quarters Creek crossing would result in low--to-moderate impacts to the
fisheries in the lower 0.4 mile of the creek. The Mud Creek crossing near the town of
Scof ield would result in low-to-moderate impacts to the f isheries in the 0.1 mile between
the creek crossing and the confluence of Winter Quarters Creek. Cumulative, moderate
impacts would result in 0.4 mile of Mud Creek below the confluence with Winter
Quarters Creek. There is presently 0., mile of low-to-moderate impacts from the
existing crossing at Gooseberry Creek. Along Segment 21, the new pipeline would cross
Broads Canyon Creek. The crossing would result in low-to-moderate impacts for the 0.2
mile between the crossing and Mud Creek. Also, Segment 2l would parallel and cross
Mud Creek at 2 locations north of the town of Clear Creek. Construction activities
along and crossings of Mud Creek would result in low-to-moderate impacts to fisheries.
No impacts would occur along associated Segments l9* or 23x.

There would be no moderate to high impacts along either route. Winter Quarters Route
(l) could result in 0.5 mile of moderate impacts and 1.0 mile of low impacts. Winter
Quarters Route (2) coutd result in 2.8 miles of moderate impacts and 2.1 miles of low to
moderate impacts.

Terrestrial Resources

There is a high potential for adverse impacts where the pipeline routes would cross or
parallel sensitive riparian areas and streams. Short-term loss of plant productivity could
adversely effect important big game winter habitat. Long-term adverse impacti could
be avoidable along other portions of the route if appropriate mitigation measures are
taken. The most likely areas of adverse impact would be where Segment I would cross
Gooseberry Creek and Segments 2 and L6 would parallel Upper- Huntington Creek,
Segment 20 would cross Mud Creek, Segment 2L would parallel Mud Creek, and
Segment 3a would cross Upper Huntington Creek.

Specific Descriptions

Alternative A - NeAction - This alternative would create no effect on wildlife in the I
project area as no surface resources would be disturbed. t

Alternative B - Leave in Place, Full Extractim Mining - some disturbance to wildlife -
habitat would be anticipated, if the redundant pipeline is-constructed. 

I
Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (t) - Segments 2, 3ar 3b, and t6 have potential for
direct adverse effects on riparian areas, important wildlife habitat. Moderate-to-high
short-term impacts to a total of approximately 3.3 miles of riparian habitat could result
f rom construction. Segments 2 and 16 parallel Upper Huntington Creek. Careful
construction practices would be employed to minimize degradation of big game winter
habitat.
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Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (2) - Impacts are the same as Burnout Canyon
Route ( I ).

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (3) - This route would have less impact on riparian
habitat than Burnout Canyon Routes (l) and (2). Some summer forage for elk and mule
deer would be temporarily lost.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (4) - Impacts are the same as Burnout Canyon
Route (3).

Alternative D Gooseberry Route Segment I crosses Gooseberry Creek at a
particularly sensitive area (moderate-to-high impacts) wittr regard to wildlife habitat.
The short-term loss of willow production could adversely impact big game winter range
habitat.

Valley Camp Triangle Route Connectors (l) through (3) - There would be no identifiabte
effect to wildlife resources along the Connectors.

Alternative E - Vinter Quarters Route (l) - Winter Quarters and Mud Creek riparian
habitat crossed by Segment 20 are of greatly diminished value to wildlife due to
overgrazing and their proximity to residential areas. Low-to-moderate impacts could
result. Segment 22 would avoid the Mud Creek riparian area. During a recent survey for
raptors conducted by the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources three nests were located
along this route. The closest nest to the proposed alignment is about 0.8 mile. The
terrain and .forest vegetation should protect the inhabitants of this nest during
construction (Dalton 1989).

Alternative E llinter Qrarters Route Q, - Impacts along Segment 20 are discussed
under Winter Quarters Route (l). Segment 2l parallels Mud Creek north of the town of
Clear Creek. These riparian areas are in excellent condition. Impacts could be moderate
to high.

Special Status Species

No special status species of plants or animals, known to occur in the project area, would
be affected. One sensitive species (Hvmenoxvs helenioides), a Federal candidate plant
for listing, may occur in the project area. Prior to conitruction, the Forest Service
botanist will f ield-check any areas along the selected route where the plant could
possibly occur.

AIR QUALITY

Short-term low impacts to air quality are anticipated. During construction, the
Processes of clearing land and excavating the trench and the movement of equipment
haye the potential for generating fugitive dust. Emissions of carbon monoxide, nitrogen
oxides, and hydrocarbons would be emitted by equipment fueled with gasoline, diesel oil,
or other fossil fuel. Fugitive dust generated during construction would be controlled by
applications of water on cleared land.

I
I

I

I
I
I
I
I

4-?3



After construction, fugitive dust potentially could be generated by wind on exposed soil
of cleared land if the appropriate mitigation measures are not implemented.

RECREATION

The experience of solitude and freedom sought by many recreation users of the National
Forest would be disturbed during the constiuction of the pipeline in any new right-of-
way. These disturbances are expected to be short-term, during and immediately
following construction. Careful construction followed by aggreisive rehabilitation
measures are expected to minimize the remaining evidence of construction disturbance.
Temporary delays to area traffic would occur, but roads would not close. The following
are descriptions of the potential impacts to recreation by each alternative route. Refei
to Table 4-6 for specific mileages.

Alternative A - No-Action - Recreation uses would not be affected further.

Alternative B - Leave in Place, Full Extraction Mining - Construction of a section of
surface pipeline along Segments 7*r l0*, 17* and 18* in areas with ROS class of SPM
recreation would diminish considerably the quality of the outdoor experience expected by
visitors. Other segments of this route would not affect recreation.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (l) - Segments l2*, L3*r 19* and 23x are part of
the existing route and would have no further impact on recreation. Segments 3a, 3b, and
l4 would reduce the recreation experience for users that encounter disturbance along
these segments in remote areas. Segment l4 may become an undesirable intrusion t6
future recreation users of the proposed campground (Crooked). However, construction of
the campground is not anticipated until after the year 2030, Segmen,ts 2, 16, 3a and a
small portion of Segment 3b would have moderate impacts to the experience sought by
recreation users fishing along Upper Huntington Creek.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (2') - Potential impacts for this route are the same
f or those common segments described in the preceding route description. The only
difference is Segment 14 is replaced by Segments t5 and 17*. Segment L7x is part of thl
existing route and would have no further- impact on recreation.- However, Segment l j
crosses an area with a ROS class of SPM recreation and would somewhat diminish the
recreation experience of dispersed users encountering the right-of-way.

Alternative C Burnout Canyon Routes (f) ana (4) - The impacts along these routes
would be the same as Burnout Canyon Routes (t) and (2) respectively.

Alternative D - Gooseberry Route - Segments 19* and 23x are part of the existing route
and would have no further impact to recreation. Segments 3a and 3b would redute the
recreation experience for users that encounter this segment in remote areas. Segment 2,
3a' and a small portion of Segment 3b would have moderate impacts to the exlerience
sought by recreation users fishing along Upper Huntington Creek.

Seg.ment t would adversely af fect the undeveloped motorized recreation sites in the
vicinity of Gooseberry Campground. Segment I would have some effects that could
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diminish the experience of dispersed recreation users around a private church camp in
Little Swens Canyon.

Valley Camp Triangle Connector (l) - Segments 7* and l0* are part of the existing route
and would have no impact on recreation. Segment 5 would have minor effects to users of
the recreation access road paralleled by this segment. Segment 5 would affect the
experience of dispersed recreation users in an area with a ROS class of SPM recreation.

Valley Camp Triangle Connector (2) - Segment l0*, part of the existing route, parallels a
recreation access road. Segment 4 would have minor effects to userst experience on a
recreation access road paralleled by this segment.

Valley Camp Triangle Connector (3) - Both segments 4 and 9 would have minor effects to
usersr experience on a recreation access road paralleled by this segment.

Alternative E - Vinter Quarters Route (l) - Segment 12* is part of the existing route and
would have no further impact on recreation. Segments 22 and most of. 20 cross private
lands that are not available for public recreation. The western 2.5 miles of Segment 2A
crosses National Forest System lands and would cause minor impacts to recreational
use. No new impacts would occur along associated Segments 19* and 23x.

Alternative E Vinter Quarters Route Q) Segments lzx and 23x are part of the
existing route and would have no impact on recreation. All of Segment 2L and most of
Segment 20 cross private lands that are not available for public recreation. The portion
of Segment 20 on National Forest System lands would have minor recreation impacts to
an area with a ROS class of SPM recreation. No new impacts would occur along
associated Segment l9*.

VISUAL CHARACTERISTICS

The visual resources analysis assessed potential visual impacts of pipeline construction to
viewers. Potential impacts to the visual resources management objectives of the Manti-
La Sal National Forest Plan are also addressed.

Impacts to sensitive viewers are determined by combining the degree of visual contrast
(degree of change) with the visibility and viewing tistance f rom the sensitive
viewpoints. Combining these visual elements characterize the visual impacts, or how the
contrast of the change is seen from sensitive viewpoints.

A strong contrast in a sensitive foreground view is usually a high impact. Contrasts from
middleground and background views are usually less obvious unless the change is to a
focal point or local landmark. Impact levels of high, moderate, or low were assigned:

Hieh - Visual impacts are easily noticed by the average Forest user. Modifications to
the visual setting dominate the natural appearing view.

Moderate Visual impacts are not readily noticed (visually co-dominant) in the
iandsc-ape setting. Altnougn noticeable by the average Forest user, project
modifications are subordinate to the natural appearing view.
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Low Visual impacts may be easily overlooked by the average Forest user.
ill6ditications are subordinate in the visual setting, or *ay not be noticlable.

Potential visual impacts to viewers were assessed based on the Visual Quality Objectives
(VQOs) reflected in the National Forest and BLM resource managemeni plani. fhe area
has a VQO of Partial Retention.

Partial Retention allows changes in the landscape that may be evident to the casual
observer, but must remain visually subordinate in the natural appearing landscape.
Changes should borrow form, line, color, and texture from the surrounding landscape.

New pipeline construction that requires the clearing of trees along proposed route seg-
ments would create moderate to strong visual contrasts. These contrasts would result in
largely .ryqderate impacts to the VQO of Partial Retention, and low or negligible impacts
to the VQO of Modification.

Moderate impacts to Partial Retention are expected to be short-term af ter applying
appropr-iate m.itigation measures and revegetation, Selective thinning of trees along th-
edge. of the right-of-way would create trsoftn right-of-way edges and natural appeiring
openings similar to the existing pattern of the vegetation cover. This could minimize
visual impacts to the VQO of Partial Retention.

Specific Descriptions

Table 4-6 summarizes the miles crossed of potential impacts to visual characteristics.

Alternative A - NeAction - This alternative would not further affect visual resources.

Alternative B - Leave in Place, Full Extraction Mining - The construction of a redundant
ahove-Eround pipeline f.or 4.25 miles would cause strong visual contrast (high impact) in
the existing p.ipeline right-of-way on Segments l7x and l8*. Construction along these
segments would cause long-term visual impacts.

Alternative C Burnout Canyon Route (1) - On Segments 2 and L6 and a portion of
Segment 3ar,moderate visual contrasts (moderate impact) visible from Utah Highway 264
(a proposed.National Scenic Byway) would result in minor short-term impacts-caused by
the removal or disturbance of grassy areas in the bottom of Upper Huntington Creek.
Further moderate contrasts would result from clearing stands of ispen and mixed conifer
along Segment 3b on the south slope in Burnout Canyon.

Moderate to strong. visual contrasts caused by tree removal along most of Segment L4
would result in moderate short-term impacts. A small portion of tnis segment 

-would 
be

visible from Utah Highway 264; however, views from the highway woiltO be of short
duration. The portion of Segment 14 on the ridgeline would 5e unieen from any other
sensitive viewpoints.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (2) - The visual impacts described in the preceding
rou.t9_description apply to this route, except that Segment 14 is replaced by Se[ments l5
and 17.*.. Segment l7*.is part of the existing route.-Moderate to itrong uisuaicontrasts
caused by tree removal along a portion of Segment l5 would result in-moderate short-
term visual impacts visible to views from utah Highway 264.
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TABLE 'I-6
I SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS: VISUAL

(Mlles)

TOTAL NO- 
RourE MrLEs HrcH moDERATE Low TDENTTFTABLE coMMENTs

I Albmatirre A 13.5 - 13.5

I NoAqlion

Albmatiw B
I Lravo in pboo, 1 3.5 4.25 9-25 long-bm imp4t on VOO of Padial

I Full ortaction mining Ftet8ntion ard b U-254 views

Albmative C
I Bumout Canym (1) 14.6 - Zg 2.9 9.2 sho.t-bm impacB b brcglound

I 
views of U-2e4

Bumout Canyofl (2) 15.1 - l.g 3.4 9.9 shon-brm impacts b bregrcund
vbYvs ot U-26,1

r Bumout Canyon (3) 15.1 - 3.0 2.A 9.2 mitigation ard slops staulizaton woub r€6ult
in shon-bm moderab im@a b U-264

and lho no.lh €nd ot S€gm€nt 24
I
I Bumout Caryo.r (4) 15.3 - 21 g.2 9.9 short-brm mod€rab impacts to recreatim vislv€rs

on Segm€nt 1 4 (abo ss€ comment abore)

I Albmative D
I Gooseb€rry Canyon 16.7 O./t 4.O 6.5 5.8 shon-brm imp&{8 ar|d pcsible

. long-term impaqls to U-29

I 
and C{cebsny Campground

I Vatby camp Triangto
ConneclotB

I (1) r.0 0.5 0.4
I el 0.9 - 0.r 0.4 0.4
- (3) 0.5 - 0.4 0.1

r Albmaliw E
I Winbr Ouarb|€ (1) 15.1 0.5 O.7 2-7 12-2 possible long-brm imp&ts b vi€ws ,rom
! (wirh segmenrB l9'& 23') m.2 0.5 o.7 2.7 16.3 U-96 and rssitencss in Scofistd

I Winbr Ouansrs (2) 17 .2 0.5 1 .7 4-4 t 0.6 possible lorE-bm imp4b b yisvs trom

I 
(with S€gment 19') 20.0 0.5 1.7 1-1 l3-,t u-96 and r€6i.terEas in scofieb

I
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Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (3) - Visual impacts for this route are described in
route (l) for common segments. Segment 24 replaces Segments 21 3a, and 15 for this
route. Moderate visual contrasts from construction and slope stabilization activities
along the west side of Utah Highway 264 would be expected to result in short-term
moderate impacts, where installing the pipeline would require cutting the slope.

Little Swens Canyon, near its confluence, and Upper Huntington Creek will be crossed by
Segment 24. Revegetation efforts are expected to be successful, and visual impacts are
expected to be short-term and in the range of low to moderate. Low impacts are
expected along the remainder of this segment.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (a) -
route (2) for common segments. Also refer
for the visual impacts for Segment 24.

Visual impacts for this route are described in
to the preceding paragraph for a description

Alternative D - Gooseberry Route - Construction along a portion of route Segment I
would be expected to have moderate to strong visual contrasts caused by tree removal in
an area managed with an emphasis on undeveloped motorized recreation sites. The result
would be moderate, short-term impacts to southeast views from Gooseberry
Campground, where the segment descends a steep slope adjacent to Gooseberry Creek.

In addition, moderate visual contrasts caused by the temporary exposure of light-colored
rock would be expected along Skyline Drive, a scenic backway. These contiasts would
result in low impacts for the short-term.

On Segment 2 and a portion of Segment 3, moderate visual contrasts visible from Utah
Highway 26a (a proposed National 

-scenic 
Byway) would be expected to result from the

removal or disturbance of grassy areas in the bottom of Upper Huntington Creek. The
nesulting low visual impacts would be short-term.

I Further moderate contrasts from clearing stands of aspen and mixed conifer along Seg-- ment 3b in Burnout Canyon would result ii moderate visual impacts.

I Valley Carnp Triangle Connector (l) - Moderate visual contrasts would result from the
I removal of a few trees in a small area along Segment 5/6. These contrasts resulting in

low visual impacts would only be viewed by the occasional recreation users.

Valley Camp Triangle Connector (2) - Adjacent to a maintained, native-surface forest
road, Segment 8 would result in low visual contrasts (low impacts) along the edge of the
road where trees would be cleared. Only users of this road would- be af fected by
construction along this segment. Similar contrasts would result where Segment 4 crosses
this road.

Valley C.amp Triangle Connector (3) - Construction along Segment g would result in
moderate visual contrasts caused by clearing trees in stands of dense mixed conifers.
Moderate visual contrasts would also result where Segment 4 crosses a maintained,
native-surface road. These moderate visual contrasts *ould be expected to be short-
term.

Alternative E - u/inter ennrters Route (t) - Construction disturbance along a portion of
Segment 20, where it would cross south of Scofield would cause moderate to strong visual
contrasts visible from residences and Utah Highway 96 resulting in moderate io high
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impacts to v_iews. Th9 portion of this segment that would cut through trees along the top
of Winter Quarters Ridge would result in moderate visual conlrasts; howe-ver, the
resulting impacts would be low because the area is not visible from sensitive
view.points. Segment 22 would parallel a primitive two-track road on a ridge unseen by
sensitive viewers. No new impacts would occur along associated Segments 19* and 23x.

Alternative E - tVinter Quarters Route (2) - Visual impacts for Segment 20 for this route
are described. in the preceding description. Strong visual contrasti would be expected to
result from pipeline construction on a portion of Segment 2l where it would descend the
1t9ep;_9lop9d. north ridge of Broads Canyon, openly visible to views from Utah Highway
96. Visual impacts could be long-term if revegetation of the slope is hindered Uy soit
instability and slumping. No new impacts would occur along associated Segment l9*.

NOISE

Short-term impacts associated with the noise from construction activities would be
anticipatgd. However' mitigation measules would require that construction occur during
periods of least disturbance to wildlife. The level and intensity of noise would be only ai
annoyance in the natural rural setting.

SOCIOECONOMICS

If construction of the selected proposed route (if any) is not completed by the Fall of
1990r an additional 3 to 9 mmt of recoverable coal could be iost. Ljnanticipated
construction problemsr strikes, adverse weather conditions, litigation, and surface iignt-
of-way and coal acquisition could cause delays unless mitiglted by using additional
personnel and equipment.

Specific Descriptions

Alternative A No Action - There would be no costs associated with construction or
acquisition. Costs for annual maintenance of the existing pipeline is about $241300.

As discussed previously, if the pipeline is lef t in place and fully protected from
subsidence, Utah Fuel would be able to mine only up to one-third of the recoverable coal
resources by full support mining leaving most of the recoverable coal unmined. There is
an estimated 27,6 mmt of recoverable coal beneath this entire route with an estimated
value of $690 million. Up to approximately 529.8 million in royalties to the Federal and
State g-overnments would not be realized it tne pipeline is fuliy protected and the 14.9
mmt of coal under it are not mined. The loss of revenue generat-ed by mining activities
f:9..' .waq9l' benefits, supplies, taxes, equipment) excludiig royalties would-amount to
5291.4 million (based on extrapolated lgEg expenditures).

Altemative B - Leave in PLacer Full Extraction Mining - Protecting the pipeline in place
over the Skyline Mine permit area involves some element of risk sucn as ini possibility of
r{,amage to the pipeline resulting in a stoppage of the natural gas flow ani tiaUility to
those end users whose gas .supPlt would be curlailed. If the pipel-ine were to fail during a
time of year when access is relatively easy, the cost associaled with the required repa'irs
would be low but reestablishing service after interruption is estimated ai St miilion.
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Should a pipeline failure occur during the winter months it becomes questionable that
service could be restored promptly. During a mild winter the large machinery required
may be able to access much of the pipeline, but during harsh winter conditions it is
virtually impossible. Service to customers could be interrupted for an extended period,
potentially causing in jury or death and placing virtually unlimited liability on the
companies involved.

The costs below reflect the most likely case for protecting the pipeline in place on the
Skyline Mine permit area. Costs for pipeline protection off the Skyline Mine permit area
have not been estimated but could be of equal magnitude. There would be an up front
cost for engineering, legal, FERC application and permits of $a1,300.

Southern 1.65-mile Portion (overlying 3 minable coal seams) Installation of the
redundant'line is projected to cost Sl.3 million. The southern ends of the pipeline most
likely would have to be replaced after each seam is mined. Questar Pipeline believes
that the entire line would have to be replaced after all of the seams have been mined
because the gas transmitting capacity of the pipeline would be decreased by stress. It
would cost about 590,000 to remove the redundant line and reclaim the disturbed area.
The total construction cost of a redundant pipeline for the southern portion would be
$2.I  I  mi l l ion.

Northern Portion - The northern portion within Skyline Minets permit area ts 2.6 miles-
long and wo.uld be undermined only once. Installation of the surface line and monitoring
would cost 51.993 million. Replacement of the line at the end of the project is estimated
at $7591000. Removal of the surface line and reclamation wouid 6e an additional
$1381000. The total construction costs for the northern portion would be 52.89 mil l ion.

The total projected costs for the southern and northern sections (including engineering,
legal permits, and FERC application) would be S: million. Annual mbintenance is
projected at $ 1461650 for 15 to 20 years. There would be no costs f or coal or surface
r ight-of-way acquisition.

There are an estimated 27.6 mmt of recoverable coal beneath the entire route with an
estimated value of $ggO mill ion and Federal royalt ies of 555,2 mil l ion. Approximately
12.7 mmt of recoverable coal worth 53t7.5 million and Federal royalties of $2:.4 million
would be impacted off the Skyline Mine permit area. Beneath the pipeline within the
Skyline Mine permit area, there are an estimated 14.9 mmt of recoverable coal with a
value of approximately 5312.5 million and Federal royalties of 529.8 million.

An estimated 40 contract personnel and l0 company personnel would be required to
complete the construction of the redundant pipeline. Actual construction would be let on
a bid basis. Assuming that the successful bid is made by a union contractor, in which
case 55 percent of the employees are estimated as local hires, the beneficial impacts
upon the local labor force could be approximately S83r200. A nonunion contractor would
most likely bring his own employees, but could hire locally. Assuming that the nonunion
contractor hires L5 percent of his employees locally, the beneficial impact upon local
wages could be approximately 5191200 for a 20-day contract period.

Those pipeline workers not living in the area would purchase f ood, other goods, and
lodging locally. Estimated expenditures could range from 5Z6,+OO to $gEr+00 over the
40-day period.
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Finally' during construction of the redundant pipeline, the contractor would be
purchasing. equipment usage locally. This includes rentals and fuel for heavy equipment.
This is projected to range from $t,lZO to Sgr320.

Assuming a multiplier of 2.5, beneficial impact from construction of the redundant
pipeline upon the local economies could range irom $tzl,go0 to $294,000.

Installation of the strain gauges would require 22 company personnel 90 days to
Ignple^t!. No contract employees would be needed. Wales would be approximately
5l0E'900 and the beneficial impact upon local economies is eitimated at 5272]2jl0.

Some additional coal could be lost or temporarily bypassed under Segment l8* to protect
the pipeline if the redundant pipeline were not completed in 1990.

Alternative C Burnout Canyon Routes - Relocation of Main Line No. 4l to Burnout
Canyon Routes (t) or (2) would cost an estimated Sz.Z million, S2.9 million for Burnout
Canyon Route (3)' and $2.6 million for Burnout Canyon Route (4). Any of the routes
would require 40 to 60 days to complete. Most of the construction aciiuity would be
scheduled during the. third quarter of the year so as to minimize impaci upon the
environment. An estimated 50 to 60 construction personnel and 12 tb 15 company
Personnel would be required to complete the work. Actual construction would be let'on i
bid basis to a private contractor.

Tola_l_logly w.ages to be spglt_ during construction are estimated to range from SIZO,OOO
to 5576'000 using a .rate_ of $20.00 ge? hour for 50 employees working ad days *itn up to
60 employees wo.rking 60 days. Assuming that the successful bid 

-is 
madb by a union

contractor, in which case as estimated 65 percent of the employees would be local hires,
the beneficial impacts upon the local labor force could range fiom SZOSTOO0 to a high oi
53741000. A nonunion contractor would probably bring his 6wn employees, but couldhire
locally' though probably considerably fewer than a union contractor. 

- 
Assuming that the

nonunion contractor hires l5 percent oj lis employees locally, the benef icial im-pact upon
local wages would range from almost $:O,OOO for a 40-day contract period to $dg,000'for
a 50-day contract period.

Questar Pipeline estimates that t2 to 15 company employees would temporarily relocate
to the job site during construction. Those pipeline workers not living il the irea, both
hourly and comPany employees, would purchase food, other goods, aid lodging locally.
For the union contractor (hireA locally) the estimated rangd of expendituies-is about
$:O'OOO to almost 580'000 over the 40 io 50 day life of the piolect. inis also assumes t5
company personnel living in the area during construction. The impact is more
considerable for the nonunion contractor who is bringing in most of his labor. The range
is S127 1000 up to $ZtarOO0, including company personnelf

Finally' during tle construction of the pipeline, the contractor would be purchasing
equipment usage locally. This includes rentals and fuel for heavy equipmeni. This G
proiected to range from a low of $3ZrO00 to a high of almost $67,00b over the duration of
the construction.

L9S3t. exp31d_ilyr-et bI the construction contractor could range from a low ot $2g0,000 to
1^!i8l^9t 5:,t 41000 for a union contractor. For a nonuni-on contractor the range is
5209'000 to 5364'000. Assuming a multiptier of 2.5, this indicates rhat the beneficial
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impact upon the local economies could range from SSZZTSO0 to 51.235 million over the
life of the project.

Annual maintenance costs would be approximately $261820. Construction, reclamation,
and maintenance costs and other impacts for future pipeline relocation over unleased or
unmined coal lands have not been estimated, but could be of similar magnitude. There
would be no coal or surface right-of-way acquisition costs.

There are an estimated 14.7 mmt of recoverable coal beneath Burnout Canyon Routes (l)
and (3) with an estimated value of. 5367.5 million and Federal royalties of $29.+ million.
New pipeline would affect an estimated 2.6 mmt of recoverable coal with a value of Sg:
million and Federal royalties of S5.2 million.

Beneath the entire Burnout Canyon Routes (2) and (4), there are an estimated 17.4 mmt
of recoverable coal with an estimated value of $+f: million and Federal royalties of
$3+.8 million. New pipeline would affect an estimated 2.9 mmt of recoverable coal with
an estimated value of. 572.5 million and Federal royalties of S5.8 million.

Some additional coal could be lost or temporarily bypassed under Segment 18* if the
pipeline is not relocated in 1990.

Valley Camp Triangle Connectors (l) ttrough (3) - The estimated 2.1 mmt of recoverable'
coal beneath the entire Connector (t) nas a value of 552.5 million and Federal royalties
of S4.2 million. New pipeline would affect 1.5 mmt of recoverable coal with a value of
531.5 million and Federal royalties of $3 million. There would be no costs for acquisition
of coal or surface rights-of-way.

The estimated 2.1 mmt of recoverable coal beneath entire Connector (2) has a value of
552.5 million and Federal royalties of S4.2 million. New pipeline would af fect 1.8 mmt
of recoverable coal with a value of $+5 million and Federal royalties of $3.5 million.
Coal acquisition costs are estimated at $2.4 million.

The estimated I.4 mmt of recoverable coal beneath entire Connector (3) has a value of
5l: mitl ion and Federal royalt ies of $2.8 mil l ion. New pipeline would af fect 1.4 mmt of
recoverable coal with a value of Sll million and Federal royalties of $2.8 million. Coal
acquisition costs are estimated at $1.6 million.

Gooseberry and Winter Quarters Routes Both routes would have larger benef icial
economic impacts due to construction upon the local economy. Capital expenditures
would range from $3.9 million to $4.14 miilion for construction. 

-Duration 
of construction

for both alternatives would extend beyond the 40 to 60 days for the other alternatives
unless additional crews and equipment are used. In addition, both of the longer
alternatives would cross private lands requiring negotiation or condemnation proceedings,
factors that would potentially create large time delays.

Employment of lrl new individuals as planned by Skyline Mine to increase production
from 3.5 million to 5 million tons per year could be delayed for a minimum of I year
(1e92-r9e3r.

During construction of either of the two alternatives, an estimated 5640,000 to 586+,000
I in total hourly wages could be expended. This assumes an 80- to 90-day construction
I period using one crew as described under Alternative C. A union contractor could

I
I
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generate betweel Sat6r000 to as high as $5621000 in wages. A nonunion contractor could
expend between $ggrOOO and 51301000 in local wages.

Purchase of food, other goods, and lodging locally could range from StOt,000 to $l10,000
for a union contracting company. These expenditures would-increase considerably should
the bid for pipeline construction be awarded to a nonunion contractor. A low of 5Z::'OOO
to^ a high of 5327 '000 could be expended if a very high percentage of pipeline personnel
relocated to the area during construction.

Local exP_enditures on equipment usage would also increase for these longer route alter-
natives. The range of expenditures is estimated to be $641000 to 5861000. 

-

It is estimated that a union contractor would contribute between S.:9t,000 anO $7671000
to the local economy. A nonunion contractor would expend between S+ t:rOOO and
$:+I'OOO locally. Asiuming a multiplier. of 2.5, these data'suggest a beneiicial impact
uPon the local economy ranging from S t ,037,500 to S t ,9 L7 ,5dO over the lif e of 

' 
the

construction project.

Annual maintenance costs would Ue $3OrO60 for the entire Gooseberry Route, $361360 for
the entire Winter Quarters Route (l) inctuding Segments 19* and 23* that could not be
abandoned, and 536'000 for the entire Winter Quarters Route (2) inctuding Segment l9*
that could not be abandoned.

The costs for construction, reclamation, and maintenance, and other impacts f or any
future pipeline relocation over unleased or unmined coal lands have not been estimated,
but could be similar in magnitude.

Acquisition costs, including costs to acquire rights to private and leased coal and surface
rights-of-way, are estimated at. 5416121800 for the Gooseberry Route, $t tr+g+ 1640 for
Winter Quarters Route (l), and 56r26t+r000 for Winter Quarteri Route (2). Beneath the
entire Gooseberry Route there are an estimated I 1.8 mmt of recoverable coal with an
estimated value of $295 million and Federal royalties of $t9.0 million. Beneath the area
of proposed new pipeline there are an. estimated 9.6 mmt of recoverable coal with a
value of 5240 million and Federal royalties of $14.6 million.

Beneath the entire Winter Quarters Route (l) including Segments 19* and 23x there are
an estimated 24.7 mmt of recoverable coal with an estimated value of 56 17.5 million and
Federal royalties of $42.4 million. Beneath the area of proposed new pipeline there are
an estimated 17.4 mmt of recoverable coal with a value of Sa35 mittion and Federal
royalties of $27.8 million.

Beneath the entire Winter Quarters Route (2) including associated Segment l9* there are
an estimated 18.9 mmt of recoverable coal with a vElue ot 5472.5Jnillion and Federal
royalties of 529.2 million. Beneath the area of proposed new pipeline there are an
estimated I 1.6 mmt of recoverable coal with a 

'value 
of SZSO million and Federal

royalties of S 14.6 million.

Some additional coal could be lost or temporarily bypassed under Segment 18* if
relocation of the pipeline is not completed in 1990.
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Mine Emplovment and Production

Utah Fuel mined 2.263 million tons of coal in 1988 and 2.969 million tons in 1989. Its
plans call for increasing this to 3.48 million tons in 1990. The mine is designed to produce
at a rate of 5 million tons per year, a goal Utah Fuel plans to reach in the near future.
Holding rates of expenditures constant to output, the Skyline Mine, at 5 million tons of
production per year, could generate almost S90 million in expenditures per year in
constant dollars. As 70 percent of the mine employees reside in Sanpete, Carbon and
Emery counties, the impact of mine operations upon the local economy is important.
Roughly $7 .miltion in wages and benefits now stay in the 3-county areai this could
increase to Sl3 million in constant dollars with full production. Assuming a multiplier of
2.5, the annual impact upon the local economies of wages only could amount to $32.5
million once planned levels of mining are attained.

The loss of revenue resulting from a reduction or discontinuation of mining activities (i.e.
wagesr benefits, supplies, equipment, taxes) with royalties excluded would amount to
52.914 million based on extrapolating 1988 expenditures (see Table 3-10).

CULTURAL RESOURCES

Direct adverse physical impacts to cultural resources could occur during ground disturb-'
ing activities associated with construction, such as vegetation removal, ex-avation of the
pipeline trench, and preparation and use of temporary yards for equipment and materials
storage. Indirect adverse impacts could result after construction due to improved access
which makes archaeological sites more vulnerable to accidental or deliberate
disturbance. Physical disturbance of a site, whether it is direct or indirect, causes a
permanent loss of information. Archaeologists study the spatial patterning of artifacts
and features within sites; once this pattern has been disrupted, it can never be recon-
structed.

Specific Descriptions

The Purpose of the impact assessment is to predict relative impacts of the proposed
routes. Physical. ground disturbance along any given stretch will be very simiiar given
the nature of the project. Theref ore, predicted impact levels mirror sensiiivity
rankings. In rating the severity of impacts, the relative probability of high, moderate
and low impacts is assessed.

The results of the impact assessment are tabulated on a segment-by-segment basis in
Table 4-7 . Because all proposed routes pass through areas of at least moderate
sensitivity' it is possible that impacts to cultural resources will not be able to be avoided
entirely irrespective of the final route selection. However, the project will be done in
compliance with regulations for nProtection of Historic Propertiesn (36 CFR 800) issued
by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation to implement Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act. This will ensure that prudent and feasible measures
to avoid or reduce any identified adverse impacts are designed and carried out. The
Forest has initiated consultation with the Utah State Historic Preservation Officer for
this purpose.
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Alternatives A and B - No impacts to important cultural resources are predicted along
the existing route. [f a redundant pipeline is constructed it is assumed that the effecti
from construction of the redundant line would be confined to the existing pipeline right-
of-way. Although this alignment has not been entirely inventoried, we assume that 

"nycultural resources that might originally have been present along it would have lost their
integrity as the result of disturbance caused by initial pipeline installation. It is, of
course' possible that subsidence associated with the partial mining option could effect
resources beyond the existing right-of-wEy, but these would be ths result of a dif ferent
action. If temporary storage yards beyond the right-of-way were required as part of this
optionr they would need to be surveyed to ensure that important culiural resources were
identified, evaluated, and properly treated.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Routes - Burnout Canyon Routes (l) or (2) could result in
2.1 miles of moderate potential impact related to. the, possibility of encountering
Pleistocene faunal remains. Burnout Canyon Routes (l) or (4) could result in 0.3 mile of
moderate potential impact also related to the possibility of encountering Pleistocene
faunal remains, as well as 0.4 mile of potential low impact along unsurveyed stretches of
Segmen-t 24 where the proposed construction right-of-way deviat-es from the Highway 264
right-of-way.

Alternative D - Gooseberry Route - This route contains 2.2 miles evaluated as being
subje-c1 to low potential impact along an unsurveyed stretch of private land on Segment I
and 0.7 mile of moderate potential impacts because of the possible, undetected; buried
Pleistocene faunal remains. No high impacts are anticipated.

Valley Camp Triangle Connectors (l) through (3) - No impacts to cultural resources are
predicted along the segments within the Valley Camp Triangle because each has been
intensively surveyed and no cultural resources were found.

Alternative E - [rinter Quarters Routes - Winter Quarters Route (l) would have 6.5 miles
of unsurveyed loy.potential impact, and 0.9 mile of moderate potential impact. Winter
Quarters Route (2) contains j.l miles of unsurveyed low potential impact, 1.3 miles of
moderate potential impact related both to possible historic resources and Pleistocene
fauna, and 1.8 miles of high potential impact posed by the presence of an extant historic
railroad in combination with possible Pleistocene faunal presence. Unsurveyed areas
located on- private lands will need to be surveyed if this route is selected. Appropriate
measures for evaluating and treating important cultural resources would then need to be
implemented.

COMBINED RESOURCE EFFECTS

Short-Term Uses Versus Long-Term Productiviw

Alternative A - No Action - The pipeline has been in place since 1953 and the disturbed
corridor was revegetated with understory species of vegetation to decrease the potential
for erosion. Trees (deep-rooted overstory) were not rEplanted in the corridor to avoid
conflicts with maintenance of the pipeline. Productivitli of the corridor with regard to
timber production and habitat and cover for wildlife will not be restored un-tit the
existing. pipeline .is no .longer needed and is abandoned. Until the overstory vegetation is
restored to blend in with the surrounding vegetation, the corridor will remain i contrast
to the visual characteristics of the surroundihg views of Forest visitors. The recoverable
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I TABLE 4.7

SUlrllARY OF POTENIAL IMPACTS: CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
(Mlles Crossed)

TOTAL
IIILES HIGI{ IIODERATE

NO
LOW IDENTIFIAELE COIIIIENTSI

I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

Altemative A
ttb-Action

Altematiw B
Lsave in place,
Fullerraction mining

Altemative C
&rmout Canyon (1)

&rmout Canyon (2)

Eumotrt Canyon (3)

Bumout Canyon (4)

Winter Ararbrs (2)
(with Segment 19')

2 . 1

2 .11 5 . 1

13.5

13.5

14.9

15.3

17.2
20.0

13.5

13.5

12.8

13.0

14.4

14.5

2.2 r3.8

9.0
1  1 . 8

no disturbanca, unzunoyed

no disturbance, unutrreyed

segments slrueyed, no cultural resourcos
tocated; moderar potenial for buried
Pleistocene vertebraE remains

segm€nts errveyed. no ctrltural rgsourees
locat€d; moderao pot€ntial for h.lried
Heigocene vsrtebrab remains

possible buried Pleisbcone wrtobrate
remains; unsurveyed

possible buried Pleistocene verbbrate
remains: unsurveyed

possible buded Pleisocene vertebrate remains

$rv€y cornplete: no cullrrd r€sour@s
survey cornplete; no culUral resources
suney complete; no culUral resourc€s

possible buded Pleisocene vertsbrate remains ;
siFs associaH wifi railroad sysbm; other
possible hisoric sitss; ungrrveyed

possible buded Pfeisbcene verbbrate remains;
sibc as€ociabd with railrcd sysbm: other
possible hisoric sitEs; unsurveyed

0.40.31 5 . 1

0.40.3

Altemative D
Goosebeny Canyon 16.7

Valley Camp Triangle
Connectore

( 1 )  1 . 0
(2) o.e
(3) 0.s

Altemative E
Winorouarbrs (l) 16.1
(wih Segments 19'& 23') 20.2

o.7

1 . 3
r . 3

1 . 0
0.9
0.5

8.7
12.8

6.5
5.5

0.9
0.9

1 . 8
t . 8

5 .1
5 .1
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coal beneath the existing pipeline can be mined to only a limited extent in order to
protect the pipeline from the effects of subsidence.

Alternative B Leave in Place, Full Extraction Mining - Construction of a redundant
pipeline on the surface within the existing right-of -way would allow for both the
operation of the existing pipeline and complete mining of the recoverable coal reserves
beneath the pipeline. The loss of productivity of the area due to lack of overstory
vegetation would be the same as discussed above under Alternative A. Surface
disturbance from pipeline construction and repairs would remove some of the understory
vegetation already established within the corridor. This would result in a long-term loss
of rangeland and to additional short-term impacts as previously discussbd in this
document.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Routes (t) ttrough (4) - The effects would be similar or
the same for either of the two variations of this alternative route. Uses of the
environment would involve rerouting the pipeline and fully mining the recoverable coal
reserves beneath the existing corridor across the Skyline Mine permit area. In areas of
unstable slopes the disruption of the surface could accelerate erosion and land
movement' especially during abnormally wet years, potentially affecting vegetation. The
existing pipeline would be abandoned and the corridor would be reclaimed (i.e., overstory
vegetation would be replanted). Both understory and overstory vegetation would be
removed from the new corridor for the construction of the new pipeline. The corridor'
would be revegetated with understory vegetation; however, trees could not be replanted
where they would interfere with operation and maintenance of the pipeline. This would
result in loss of wildlife habitat and cover and would create a contrast to the visual
characteristics of the surrounding areas. Productivity of the abandoned corridor would
be replaced by reestablishment of the overstory vegetation along the abandoned
right-of-way and the productivity of the new right-of -way would 6e af fected until
reclamation is complete. Loss of overstory vegetation would continue until the corridor
is abandoned and reclaimed (for the life of the pipeline). Sedimentation from the stream
crossing in Upper Huntington Creek and the stream crossing in Burnout Canyon is
unavoidable and could result in a temporary loss of productivity of the riparian
vegetation and the spawning habitat in both creeks, which flow into Electric Lake.

Alternative D - Gooseberry Route - The effects associated with the construction of the
pipeline would be similar to, or the same as, Alternative C with the exception that less
riparian area and a smaller portion of the Upper Huntington Creek spawning habitat
would be affected.

Valley Camp Triangle Connectors (l) through (3) The ef fects associated with
construction of the pipeline would be similar or the same for each of the four Connectors
and as the alternatives described above with the exception that there are no riparian
areas or streams crossed that would result in effects to the fisheries.

Alternative E vtinter euarters Routes (t) and e, The ef fects associated with
construction of the pipeline would be similar to the alternatives described above. Mud
Creek is spayning tributary for Scofield Reservoir, which is one of Utah's top fishery
reservoirs. The effects on the two variations of this alternative are similar with the
excePtion that Winter Quarters Route (1) woutd affect less riparian vegetation and make
fewer stream crossings consequently affecting fisheries less than Winter Quarters Route(z).
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Irreversible and lrretrievable Commitment of Resources

Alternative A - No Action - Since no construction would take place, no surface resources
would be affected or irreversibly and irretrievably committed. However, the recoverable
coal lef t unmined .to protect the pipeline against subsidence would be irretrievably
committed considering current mining technology. Consequently, royalties from the coal
would not be realized.

Alternative B - Leave in Pliacer Full Extraction Mining - The redundant pipeline would be
constructed within the existing right-of-way unanchored to the surface and strain gauges
for monitoring stress would be installed along the existing pipeline every 100 feet, wnicn
would require excavation. The presence of the surface pipeline would affect rangeland
until such time that the pipeline is removed. Also the view of the pipeline would be a
contrast to the visual characteristics of the surrounding views of Forest visitors. Other
disturbance to the surface is expected to be minimal.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Routes (l) through (a) - The effects would be the same if
not similar for each of the 4 variations of this alternative route. Recoverable coal left
unmined to protect the pipeline from subsidence would be irreversibly committed
considering current mining technology. Disturbance of unstable slopes could result in
erosion and/or mass land movement consequently affecting vegetation. Stands of trees
and other vegetation would be cleared from the right-of-way in some areas. Atthough
the right-of-way would be revegetated with understory species, trees could not be
planted for the life of the project in areas that would interfere with maintenance of the
pipeline. Consequently, wildlife and fish habitat and cover would be affected. Also,
contrast with the visual characteristics of the surrounding area would be long-term.
Cultural and paleontological resources are nonrenewable resources and if unidentified
cultural or paleontological resources are damaged or destroyed as a result of
constructionr these resources cannot be recovered. However, cultural resources
stipulations attached to the COMP (Appendix A) would be appropriate measures to
mitigate potential adverse impacts to cultural and paleontological resources.

Alternative D - Gooseberry Route - The irreversible and irretrievable commitment of

;:fiif"?::iffiated 
with the construction of the pipetine would be the same as described 

I

Valley Ca-p Triangle Connectors (l) through (3) - The irreversible and irretrievable
commitment of resources associated with construction of the pipeline along each of the 3
Connectors would be the same as described for Alternatives C and D above. It should be
noted that no cultural resources were identif ied during the intensive survey of the
Connectors; however, cultural resources may be discoveied during construction and if
da-maged or - destroyed these resources cannot be recovered. Appropriate steps to
mitiga-te. -unforeseen adverse effects to cultural and paleontological resources are
specified in Attachment A of Appendix A.

AlterrEtive E - Vinter Qrnrters Routes (l) and (2) - The irreversible and irretrievable
commitment of resources associated with the construction of the pipeline would be the I
same ali described for Alternatives C and D above. I
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Cumulative Effects

It is important to note that no matter which alternative is selected, the pipeline would
probably impact or be impacted by recoverable coal reserves in the future.

Alternative A - No Action - Since no construction would take place, there would be no
effects to surface resources. However, if no action is taken, then the estimated 14.9
mmt of recoverable coal worth approximately 5312.5 million would not be mined and the
8 percent royalties of 529.8 million to the Federal and State governments would not be
realized.

Alternative B - Leave in Pliace, Full Extraction Mining - The installation of a redundant
pipeline on the surface would allow mining of the 14.9 mmt of recoverable coal and the
529.8 million of royalties would be realized. Construction of the redundant pipeline on
the surface would result in comparatively few effects to the environment; short-term
loss of vegetation, long-term loss of rangeland, long-term visual impacts, and potential
conflicts with public uses on the Forest. However, the cost for construction of the
specialized redundant pipeline, annual maintenance costs combined with the potentially
extensive repairs would be very costly and the integrity and reliability of the system
could not be guaranteed. In addition, the exposed line would be sub ject to natural
accidents and intentional and unintentional vandalism. These repairs would result in
potentially numerous short-term impacts to the environment (e.g., vegetation clearing,
erosion potential conflicts with public uses of the Forest).

Alternative C - Br.rnout Canyon Routes (l) through (A) - The majority of the effects that
could result from the construction of the pipeline along any variation of this alternative
route would be short term. Overall cumulative effects to vegetation should be minimal
and are strongly related to plant community recovery capabilities. There would be a
period f ollowing construction of increased cumulative impact that is heightened by
ongoing regional impacts related to grazing, timber harvest and other land uses. These
effects eventually would be reversed through natural processes. Long-term effects would
include removal of overstory (wildlife habitat and cover, and vlsual contrasts) and
potential landslidingr both of which could add to the effects of previous impacts in the
area (e.8., the existing corridor, Highway 264), Most notably, construction activities
along the streams in Upper. Huntington Canyon (an important spawning habitat of the
Yellowstone cutthroat trout) and Burnout Canyon could cause long-term impacts with
cumulative ef fects. Removal of vegetation proximal to a stream, disturbance to
unstable slopes and stream banks ad jacent to the streams, and trenching of the
streambed (even using a culvert for diverting the water as a mitigation measure) could
cause sedimentation that would af fect the aquatic ecology of the streams. Spawning
would not be affected in 1990 as construction would be allowed only after fry have left
the stream. However, spawning habitat could be adversely affected for years into the
future since some sediment would be generated that would not wash into Electric Lake
for years to come. These impacts would add to the effects of previous impacts in the
area (e.g., Highway 264). Impacts along Burnout Canyon Routes i3) ana (a) would be less
since there would be only a few crossings of Upper Huntington Creek, and the routes
would be located on the west side of State Highway 264 not in the riparian area along
Upper Huntington Creek.

Alternative D - Gooseberry Route - Cumulative effects along the Gooseberry Route are
nearly the same as those along Alternative C except that less riparian vegetation and a
smaller portion of the Upper Huntington Creek fishery would be affected.
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I
latley Camp Triangle goql*tors (l) through (3) - Cumulative effecrs along each of the 3
Connectors would be similar to those described for Alternatives C and D] However, no
streams or riparian vegetation would be crossed; therefore, there would be no effects to
fisheries.

Alternative E - Vinter Quarters Routes (l) and (2) - Cumulative effects along each of the
two variations of this alternative route would be similar to those described for
Alternative C above with the exception that the Winter Quarters Routes would not
af fect high-quality f isheries to the extent of Alternatives C ( t ) and (2) and D. It is
anticipated that the potential effects to fisheries from sedimentation of the streams and
Scofield Reservoir would be low to moderate.
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CHAPTER ' - LIST OF PREPARERS

EIS PREPARATION

Dames & Moore Studv Team

The following individuals participated in the formulation and analysis of the alternatives
and the subsequent preparation of the EIS under the direction of the Forest Service.

I Cindy L. Smith-Proiect Manager, Director of Environmental Services and Public In-
I volvement Soecialist

BS degree in Liberal Arts and Sciences
Completed graduate studies in anthropology and environmental planning
Thirteen years of interdiciplinary experience in environmental projects manage-
ment, environmental resources inventory and impact assessment, agency coordi-
nation, public involvement, and cultural resources management.
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Steve Meyer-Project Coordinator, Geographer/Planner and
cialist

o BS and MA in Geography
o 1978 to present with Dames & Moore, participated

Census Bureau, formerly senior cartographer for St.
Commission, New York.

Technical Illustration Spe-

in land use studies for U.S.
Lawrence-Eastern Ontario

E. Linwood Smith-Senior Investigator/Biological Resource Studies, Director of Biologi-
cal Studies

. PhD in Zoology
o Eighteen years of experience as a professional biotogical consultant, served on the

faculties of University of Arizona and Arizona State University, owned and
operated biological consulting firm.

R. Hettinger-Reclamation Planning/Soils Analysis, Senior Biologist
MS in Biology from New Mexico State University
PhD in Botany from University of Alberta (Canada)
Wide range of reclamation planning experience related to oil and gas pipelines;
coal, precious metal, and uranium surface mining; transportation; and hazardous
waste clean-up projects.

Stephen L. Clark-Vegetation/Threatened and Endangered, and Sensitive Plants
. BS from Weber State College
. MS from Utah State University
o PhD from Brigham Young University
o Professor of Botany, Director of Herbarium, Director of the Institute of American

Indian Botany at Weber State College, since 1965 conducted numerous range and
watershed management studies, and studies of rare and endangered plants in the
Intermountain Region.

Robert Quinlan-Fisheries Biology, Aquatic Biologist
o BS in Biology from University of Wyoming
o MS in Zoology and Physiology Water from University of Wyoming
o Past Assistant Fisheries Biologist for Wyoming Fish and Game Department, and

Assistant Program Manager/Chevron USA and Amoco.



Charles Condrat-Earth Resources, Earth Resources Specialist
o BS in Forestry from Utah State University
. MS in Water Science Utah State Univesity
o Experienced in geological, soils, water resources and paleontological investiga-

tions in Utah, Idaho, Colorado, and Arizona involving transmission lines, pipelines
and timber sales.

John E. Vallace-Geotechnical Engineer, Associate and Senior Project Engineer
. BS in Civil Engineering
o MS in Civil Engineering
o Registered professional engineer in nine states
. Over L5 years of experience in geotechnical consultingl design and project man-

agement for industrial and commercial development projects, facility siting, and
waste management facility design.

Doug Lootens-Geotechnical Engineer, Partner and Senior Geologist
o BS in Geology
. MS in Geology
o Twenty years of experience in environmental planning and resources development
o 1973 to present, managed resource development mining pro jects world wide,

designed and managed mineral resource evaluation pro jects, providing pro ject
management for large, interdisciplinary projects.

Clayton Spear-Soil Scientist, Subconsultant to Dames & Moore
o BS in Soil Science
o Soil scientist for Soil Conservation Service for 3l years
o Familiar with soil series in project area and will coordinate the field investiga-

tions required to obtain Order 2 inventories.

Greg Gault-Land Use and Visual Aesthetics, Landscape Architect
o BS in Landscape Architecture
o Skills include NEPA compliance, visual resource assessments, recreation planning,

research/analysis of land use, resource mapping, presentation and report prepara-
tion, graphics, and aerial imagery interpretation.
Completed land use and visual studies for Caribou National Forest Timber Envi-
ronmental Assessment, and Conda-Pocatello Pipeline Pro ject in southeastern
Idaho.

Barbara Lewis-Socioeconomics, Soc ioeconom ic Spec ia I ist
o MS in Water Resources Management with concentration in Resource Economics
o Principal investigator for socioeconomic inventories and impact assessment for

several federal projects requiring compliance with NEPA.

Budd Hebert-socioeconomics, socioeconomic specialist
o BS in Geography
o MS in Geography Planning
. PhD in Economic Geography
o Provide numerous economic analyses on several marketing projects, identifying

the major sectors of the economy and the location of produclibn and consumptionl
o Project economist for Corp for Engineers.
o Assistant and Associate Professor in Urban Studies and Geography for eight years.
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J" Simon Bruder-Cultural Resources, Principal Investigator in cultural resources
. PhD from Arizona State University
o Eighteen years of experience in graduate study, teaching, and archeological

research in the American Southwest and Mesoamerica.
o Principal investigator or project director for l2 archeological projects for Dames

& Moore.

Everett Bassett-Cultural Resources, Archaeologist for Dames & Moore
o Undergraduate degrees in Biology and History
o Twelve years of archaeological research experience in Egypt, the Sudan, and both

the east coast and southwestern regions of the United States.
o Extensive research and publishing in biological anthropology, worked as historical

and prehistorical archaeologist.

CONTRIBUTORS AND DOCUMENT REVIEWERS

Forest Service

Specialist Specialty Project Role

Walt Nowak

Carter Reed

Brent Barney

Becky Hammond

Dennis Kel ly

Rod Player

Bruce Roberts

Robert Thompson

Dan Larsen

James Jensen

Glen Jackson

Leland Matheson

Stan McDonald

Geology/Geotechnical

Geology/Geotechnical

Engineering

Geology/Geotechnical

Watershed/Hydrology

Wildlife (terrestrial)

Wildlife (aquatic)

Vegetation, special-
status plants,
reclamation

Soils/Reclamation

Visual Quality

Recreation/Timber

Range

Cultural Resources

Interdisciplinary (lD) Team Leader

Supervisor's Office
C oordinator /Consultant

ID Team Member

ID Team Member

ID Team Member

ID Team Member

ID Team Member

ID Team Member

ID Team Member

ID Team Member

ID Team Member

ID Team Member

ID Team Member
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Specialist

Bureau of l-and Management

Brent Northrup
Terry McParland
Jeff Cundick

Utah Division of Wildlife Resources

Larry Dalton

Specialty Project Role

I
I
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Coal estimation
Coal estimation
Coal estimation

Raptor survey

I
I
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CHAPTER 6 - CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS - PUBLIC NWOLVEMENT PROCESS

PROJECT SCOPING AND UPDATES

Integral to the environmental process is the solicitation of comments from various
Federal, State and local agencies, and interested organizations and individuals to assure
that the most accurate and current environmental information and public issues are
incorporated into planning and decision-making.

After reviewing Questar Pipeliners application, the Forest Service identified a number of
potential issues, and included these in the August, 1989 scoping document. The Forest
Service distributed an information letter dated August 10, 1989 to agencies and
organizations on the project mailing list developed by the Forest Service. A Notice of
Intent was published in the Federal Register on Friday, August I I, 1989, which solicited
comments nationwide during public scoping. Also, articles were published in the Price,
Utah, Sun Advocate newspaper. The Forest Service conducted a public meeting on
August 30, 1989, in Price, Utah, to describe the project and invite comments. Parties
attending the public scoping meeting are listed on Table 6-1.

The comments received during project scoping further assisted to identify the scope of
issues to be addressed during the environmental studies in preparation of the EIS. Six
people provided oral comments at the scoping meeting, and 9 letters were received
during the scoping period. The issues identif ied through public involvement and
comments received during the scoping period are summarized in Table 6-2. A copy of
the scoping materials and copies of letters are provided in Appendix D.

In November 1989, a newsletter was distributed to agencies, organizations, and
landowners to provide updated information on the status of the project. In January 1990,
a second newsletter was distributed to announce the status of the environmental analysis
and the availability of the draft EIS. A list of agencies, organizations, and persons to
whom copies of the DEIS were sent is provided on Table 6-3.

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND AGENCY RESPONSES

Once the draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) was completed, copies of the
DEIS were distributed to relevant Federal, State, county, and local agencies; and to
interested organizations and individuals for review and comment (refer to Table 6-3).
This section describes the process followed for the public review of the DEIS, the
comments on the DEIS provided by the public, and responses to those comments.

Public comments on the adequacy of the document were solicited from agencies,
organizations, and individuals and were received in the form of letters. Eighty-nine
letters were received. Every effort was made to organize the comments and responses in
such a way that reviewers can readily identify the principal issues of public concern.

Public Review Process and Procedures

The DEIS was filed with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and released to the
pubtic on May 10, 1990. The EPA published a notice of the filing in the Federal Register
on May 18, 1990, which initiated the 45-day public review period. Approximately 170

6-l



copies of the DEIS were sent to Federal, State, and local government agencies,
organizations, and individuals for review and comment.

During the public review period, an open house to display project information, solicit
comments, and answer questions was hosted by the Forest Service in Price, Utah, on
June 13 and 14. An announcement of the dates and location of the public open house was
submitted to local newspapers, the Sun Advocate and Emery County Progress, and to the
local radio, KOAL, station. Seventeen individuals attended the open house. Table 6-4
lists the attendees. No substantive comments were received.

In respons€r d total of 89 letters were received by the Manti-La Sal National Forest
during the review period. With prior arrangements, all written comments may be
inspected at the following location:

Office of the Supervisor
Manti-La Sal National Forest
599 West Price River Drive
Price, Utah 84501
(gor) 637-28t7

The Forest Service reviewed and carefully considered all comments and responded to
those substantive comments that questioned findings of anplyses, presented new data, or
raised questions or issues relevant to the potential environmental impacts of the
ProPosed project and alternatives, as required by NEPA and implementing regulations.

All 89 of the letters received are listed in Table 6-5 in the following order: Federal,
State, county, and local agencies; organizations; businesses; and Individuals. The
ma jority of the letters received expressed similar comments that do not require
r_esponses. The comments are summarized below (refer to "Summary of public
Comments't). Letters that cannot be easily summarized or vary from the majority of
letters are reproduced with responses in Table 6-6. Also, in accordance with Forest
Service regulations, letters from agencies and elected officials are reproduced and
attached to this document in Appendix A,

I
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Summarv of Public Comments

The majority of the letters expressed 3 predominate comments,
below and require no response.

o support Burnout Canyon Route
. concern about the socioeconomic impacts to the region if

planned is not allowed to proceed
o environmental analysis is adequate

which are summarized

the mining operation as

The majority of commentors support the use of the Burnout Canyon Route. Some of the
commentors specified Burnout Canyon Route (3), the preferred alternative of the Forest
Service. Other commentors did not specify a preference for any particular I of the 4
Burnout Canyon Route alternatives. A few individuals indicated 

- 
that althoueh there

would be some inconvenience during construction (e.g., traffic delays), the te-mporary
inconvenience would be justif ied by the long-term advantages of uiing the preferred
route.

6-2
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The main reason for the support of the Burnout Canyon Route is based on socioeconomics
within the region. The commentors emphasized the importance of mining to the region.
Comments indicated that by relocating the pipeline and allowing recovery of the coal
reserves below the existing. pipeline, the region (Carbon, Emery, and Sanpete counties as
well as the State of Utah) would benef it from the mined resource thiough royalties,
taxes, and jobs. If the l5 million tons of coal is not recovered, the associated royalties,
taxes, and income would not be realized and would result in a negative impact to the
region. Some commentors also stated that the Burnout Canyon Rouie is the shortest and
would be less costly to build than the Winter Quarters or Gooseberry routes and could be
constructed this year.

One individual favored either of the 2 Winter Quarters Route alternatives as these would
avoid his property. Federal grazing permit along the Burnout Canyon Route (3) would
result in removing vegetation that would require approximately 2 to 3 years to
revegetate.

The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (DWR) stated a preference for leaving the
pipeline in place and protecting it from subsidence. However, DWR indicated that the
use of Burnout Canyon Route (3) would be acceptable with the implementation of
appropriate mitigation measures (refer to Table 6-6, Letter 9).

Numerous commentors stated that the environmental analysis is adequately addressed in
the DEIS. (Howeverr some commentors noted the severity of some mitigation measures.)

In addition' there were a few miscellaneous comments. A few individuals stated their
appreciation for leaving the existing pipeline in place to avoid additional disturbance to
the environment. One commentor asked whether or not big game habitat migrations or
winter _range would be af fected. The answer to this question is provided on DEIS page
4-2, "Some summer forage for elk and mule deer would be temporarily lost.'r No other
impacts to big game are anticipated.
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TABLE 6-I
PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING ATTENDEES

Representing

I

Judy Zumwalt
Representative Ray Nielsen
John M. Garr
L. Craig Hilton
Cindy L. Smith
Dave Flaim
Glen Zumwalt
Carter Reed
Randy Heuscher
Rex Headd
Tim Blackham
Dale Stapley
Mike Legerski
Gordon Smith
Mark Bailey
Susan Linner
Kim Blair
Emma Kuykendall
Russ Madsen
Georgene Reed
Becky Hammond
Sharon Metzler
Walter E. Nowak
Bruce Roberts
Aaron Howe
Ira Hatch
Charlene McDougald
Gordon Reid
Leland Matheson

Self
Legislature
Coastal States Energy Company
Utah Fuel Company
Dames & Moore
Questar Pipeline Company
Coastal States Energy Company
Forest Service
Bureau of Land Management
Questar Pipeline Company
Questar Pipeline Company
Utah Department of Transportation
Questar Pipeline Company
Questar Pipeline Company
Self
Utah Division of Oil, Gas and Mining
Questar Pipeline Company
Carbon County Commissioner
Utah Fuel Company
Self
Forest Service
Forest Service
Forest Service
Forest Service
Forest Service
Forest Service
Forest Service
Forest Service
Forest Service

l o f l
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TABLE 6-2
SUMMARY OF SCOPING COMMENTS

Commentor Comments Response

Oral Comments Received at Public Meeting

Mark Bailey
Interested Public

Dale Stapley, Utah
Department of
Transportation

Emma Kuykendall
Carbon County
Comm issioner

Glen Zumwalt
Utah Fuel Company

Concern about road
closure along Burnout
Canyon Proposed Route.

Would the abandoned ROW
be revegetated (including
trees?)

When would rehabilitation
take place?

What would be impacts
along Highway 96 (Winter
Quarters Proposed Route)

Would old pipeline be
abandoned or moved?

Concerned about local
economy - pipeline should
be moved as soon as
possible so coal produc-
tion is not slowed.
Concerned about leaving
[old] pipeline in place
to prevent disturbance.

What is schedule for
proiect decision and
construction?

May be delay of 15 to 30
minutes. No closure is
anticipated. Refer to
Appendix A.

The Forest Service
responded yes.

Rehabilitation is an ongoing
process, should be rehabili-
tated [following construction]
that fall. Refer to Appendix A.

May be minor delays during
boring operation. No
closure anticipated. Refer to
Appendix A.

Forest Service preference
would be to retire it in place.

Comments have been noted.
Refer to Chapters 3 and 4,
sections on Coal and Socio-
economics.

Environmental process should
be completed by May or June.
Construction [completion]
targeted for October 1990
with 40-day construction period
required for Burnout Canyon
Route, others require longer
period (80 to 90 days). Refer
to Chapter 2.

l o f 6



Table 6-2 (continued)
Summary of Scoping Comments

Commentor Comments Response

Ray Nielson
Utah State
Representative

John Garr
Formerly with
Coastal States Energy

Written Comments

Don Ostler,
P.E., Director
Bureau of Water
Pollution Control,
Utah Department of
Health

Jody L. Williams
Utah Power & Light

Concerned about local
economy and National
Energy Policy. Mineral
lease money contributes
to State and local
economy. Irresponsible
to leave 15 mil l ion tons
of low-sulfur, high-
energy coal unmined.
Can't afford to curtail
production. Decision
should be made to move
the pipeline-in an
environmentally acceptab le
way.

The issue of the pipeline
should move ahead
expeditiously in reason-
ably economically viable
direction. Coastal
States needs to meet
schedule as economically
as possible.

Concerned about deterio-
ration of water quality
of Scofield Reservoir
caused primarily by
nutrient enrichment from
agricultural practices
and consequent excessive
biological productivity.
Concerned about stream-
bank stabilization.

Appears from map that
preferred pipeline route
would cross near upper
reaches of Electric Lake:
( I ) pipeline should not
be placed below high

Comments have been noted.
Refer to Chapters 3 and 4,
sections on Coal and Socio-
economics.

Comments have been noted.

Comments have been considered
and appropriate measures will
be implemented to minimize
adverse impacts to water quality
and streambanks. Refer to
Chap te rs3and4under
rfwatertr and nBiological
Resources.tl

Comments have been noted and
addressed in this document.
Refer to map in Appendix C
for locations of proposed
routes. Refer to Chapters 3
and 4.

I
I
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Table 5-2 (continued)
Summary of Scoping Comments

Commentor Comments Response

I
I
I
I
I
t
I

Jody L. Will l iams
(continued)

Larry B. Dalton, Utah
Divis ion of  Wi ldl i fe
Resources (DWR)

water line; (2) permittee
should practice good
sediment controt during
construction to avoid
sedimentation to
Huntington Creek or
Electric Lake; (3)
permittee should be pro-
hibited from allowing
leaks or discharges from
pipeline into Huntington
Creek or Electric Lake;
(4) emergency response
plan should be required
in event of rupture; and
(.:) impacts to recreation
should be minimized
during construction and
revegetation activities.

Concerned about adverse
impacts to nesting
raptors, big game
summer range, and water-
ways that support self-
sustaining populations
of yellowstone cut-
throat trout. [Without
question, rehabilitation
of all disturbed areas is
anticipated.tr

lnventory of raptor nest
sites needed.

No disturbance to big
game parturition activi-
ties between May l5 and
July 15.

Sediment pollution must
be minimized to protect
fisheries. Suggests
mitigation measures.

regarding sedimentation.
Regarding gas leaks or
discharges, natural gas is
highly insoluble in water.
Assuming methane character-
istics at 59oF, the solubil-
ity in wat4lr is approximately
3.0 X l0-1 mole fraction or
2.6 X l0-' Ib. gas per lb.
water. Refer to Appendix A
regarding emergency response
plan. Refer to Chapter 4,
rfLand User'r regarding impacts
to recreation.

Comments have been addressed
in this document, Refer to
Chapters 3 and 4 Biological
Resources regarding wildlife.
Refer to Appendix A, Attach-
ment A, regarding mitigation
measures and stipulations
for rehabil i tation.

Survey completed by DWR
November 7, 1989.

Construction is scheduled for
Fall 1990,

Mitigation suggestions incorpo-
rated into environmental
analysis.

3o f . 6



Table 6-2 (continued)
Summary of Scoping Comments

Commentor Comments Response
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Larry B. Dalton
(continued)

Vernal J. Mortensen
Coastal States Energy
Company

Lauren OtDonnell,
Federal Energy
Regulatory Commission

Also suggests several
off-site mitigation
measures.

Order of preference for
alternative: (t) use
existing alignment to
ensure delivery of gas,
(2) Burnout Canyon
Route (using Segment I I ),
(3) Winter Quarters
Route, (4) Gooseberry
Route.

Either the Burnout Canyon
or Winter Quarters Routes
present likelihood for
substantial negative
impacts to terrestrial
and aquatic wildlife
resources. Both routes
traverse high-priority
valued summer range for
big game and parallel
valuable sport fishery
resources.

Provides descriptions and
comments on the alter-
natives including pro-
posed reroute locations.
Supports use of the
Burnout Canyon proposed
routg.

Stated FERC would not
have input to EIS under
current regulations.
Will act on Questar's
year-end filing.

Suggestions have been noted.

Comments have been noted.

Comments have been noted and
incorporated into the text of
this document. Refer to
Chapter 2.

Comments have been noted.
Refer to Table l -1.
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Table 5-2 (continued)
Summary of Scoping Comments

Commentor Comments Response

Skyline Property
Owners Association

C.K. Blair
Questar Pipeline
Company

Represents about 200
proPerty owners in
Gooseberry Canyon sub-
division. Object to
proposal [Burnout
Canyon Routel:
(l) residents must have
access to property and
(2) disruption of the
environment and tribu-
taries to Electric Lake
where fish spawn. Urge
consideration of another
proposal.

Emphasizes that location
of pipeline is a critical
concern because system
failure causing service
interruptions could
jeopardize public health
and safety and costs to
reestablish service are
substantial. Should be
located to avoid geologic
hazards and areas subject
to future mining-related
subsidence. Prefers
Burnout Canyon Route -
Gooseberry and Winter
Quarters Routes present
economic and schedule
constraints. Describes
other location alter-
natives that were con-
sidered but eliminated
from further study.

Questar Pipeline is not
willing to reroute into an
area it cannot legally
preclude future mining-
related subsidence.

Comments have been considered
and addressed in this document.
Although there could be delays
of l5 to 30 minutes, no closure
of roads to traffic is anticipated.
Refer to Chapters 3 and 4,
Biological Resources, regarding
fish. Refer to Chapter 2 for
discussion of alternative
proposed routes considered.

Comments have been noted and
addressed in this document.
Refer to Chapter 2 regarding
alternative proposed routes
and alternative routes
considered but eliminated from
further evaluation.
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Table 6-2 (continued)
Summary of Scoping Comments

Commentor Comments Response
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Alan Bailey,
Warren Bailey
Perry Christensen

George Nickas
Utah Wilderness
Association

Concerned about effect of
reroute on grazing:
(l) vegetation removal;
(2) disturbance from
construction activities,
(3) restrictions during
revegetation, (+) stop-
page of traffic. Burnout
Canyon is best part of
[grazing] permit area.

Comments have been noted and
addressed in this docurnent.
Refer to Chapters 3 and 4,
Range; Appendix A regarding
construction activities;
AppendiX A, Attachment A,
regarding mitigation and
construction stipulations,
Although there could be
traffic delays of l5 to
30 minutes, no closure of
roads to traffic is
anticipated.

Comments have been noted and
addressed in this document.
Refer to Chapters 3 and 4,
Coal Mining, regarding
subsidence. Refer to Chapter 2
regarding alternative proposed
routes considered; Appendix A,
Attachment A, regarding
mitigation and construction
stipulations; Chapters 3 and 4,
Coal Mining, regarding future
mining; and Chapter 4, Land Use,
regarding impacts to recreation.

Supports decision to
prepare EIS. Locations
for reroute do seem
limited without knowledge
of extent of subsidence.
Consider route parallel
to Highway 96 and road
through Eccles Canyon,
and feasibil i ty of
stabil izing pipeline in
place. Concerned about
Questar's preferred
Burnout Canyon Route:
( I) "promises unmitiga-
table damage to Upper
Huntington Creek, an
important trout spawning
streamn and (2) may be
only short-term solution
considering future mining
activities. Impact to
recreation in SPR unit
along Winter Quarters
Route should be addressed.
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TABLE 6-3
PROJECT MAILING LIST AND

LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND PERSONS TO WHOM EIS WAS SENT

Federal

Department of Agriculture
Forest Service

Director of Environmental Coordination
Regional Environmental Coordinator

Soil Conservation Service
Jan Anderson, District Conservationist

Department of Interior
Office of the Secretary

Office of Environmental Project Review
Bureau of Land Management

State Office
Randy Heuscher

Moab District
Gene Nodine, District Manager

Price River Resource Area
Mark Bailey

Fish and Wildlife Service
Robert Ruesink, State Supervisor
Clark Johnson

Office of Surface Mining, Reclamation, and Enforcement
Floyd McMullen

Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Federal Activit ies
Region VIII Office

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
Office of Pipeline and Producer Regulation

Robert Arvedlund
U.S. Army Corp of Engineers

Salt Lake City Regulatory Office
Steve Peacock

State

Utah Department of Community and Economic Development
Division of State History

Max J. Evans, Director
Utah Department of Health

David R. Ariotti, District Engineer
Utah Department of Natural Resources

Division of Oil, Gas and Mining
Dianne R. Nielson, Director

Division of State Lands and Forestry
Karl Kappe

t
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Table 6-3 (continued)
Project Mailing List and List of Agencies,
Organizations, and Persons to Whom EIS was Sent

State (continued)

Division of Water Rights
Chad Gourley
Mark Page

Division of Wildlife Resources
Larry Dalton
Miles Moretti

Utah Department of Transportation
Dyke LeFevre, District Four Director

Utah House of Representatives
Representative Ray Nielsen

Utah Office of Planning and Budget
Resource Development Coordinating Committee

Local

Carbon County Commissioners
Emery County Commissioners
Sanpete County Commissioners
Town of Clear Creek
Town of Scofield
Southeastern Utah Association of Local Governments

Bil l  Howell
Mayor of Moroni

Larry Freeman
City of Mt. Pleasant

Vern Fisher

Onganizations

Utah Wilderness Association
Dick Carter

Slickrock County Council
Brent Griggs

Huntington Cleveland Irrigation
Varden Willson

Price River Water lmprovement District
Phil Palmer

East Carbon Wildlife Federation
Kent Hintze

Skyline Property Owners Association
Diane Butler

I
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Table 5-3 (continued)
Project Mail ing List and List of Agencies,
Organizations, and Persons to Whom EIS was Sent

Organizations (cont inued)

L.D.S. Church
Office of the Presiding Bishopric
David N. Peterson

Fairview Cattlements Association
Phi l l ip E. Al l red

Fairview Land and Livestock
Jack McCallister

Utah Riparian Coalition
Tom Bingham

American Fisheries Society, Bonneville Chapter
Environmental Concerns Committee

Robert Spateholts
Skyline Property Owners Association

Diane Butler
Colorado State University

The Libraries - Document Department
Wilderness Society

Jane Leeson
Board of Oil, Gas, and Mining

John Garr

Companies

Coastal States Energy Company
Vernal Mortensen

Consolidated Coal Company
Walt Eastwood

Questar Pipeline
Kim Blair
David C. Flaim
Tim Blackham

Mineral & Energy Resources, [nc.
Andrew King

Utah Fuel Company
Glen Zumwalt
Craig Hilton

Utah Power & Light
Legal Department

Jody Will iams
Valley Camp of Utah

Walt Wright
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Table 6-3 (continued)
Project Mailing List and List of Agencies,
Organizations, and Persons to Whom EIS was Sent

Native Americans

Ute Indian Tribal Museum
Clifford Duncan

Paiute Indian Tribe of Utah
Geneal Anderson

Individuals

James Allred
Warren Bailey
D. Euray Allred
William A. and Mattie B. Cornaby
Fred and Sheila Jensen
Angelo Georgedes
Robert and Ellen R. Radakovich
Gust G. Kalatzes
Anthony J. Theis
E. George Telonis
J. Mark and James C. Jacob
Milton A. Oman
Carol C. Dixon, Trustee
Bryan Allred
Alan Bailey
Perry Christensen
Henry Wheeler
Kristine J. Lee
John Mikkelsen
Paul Jacob
Que Jensen
Hal P. Schulthies
Dale Allred
Karen Taylor
Dick Potochnick
Brad Farrer
Tate Tatton
Ray B. Christensen
Doug E. Johnson
Ben Bringhurst
Harvey Wilson
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TABLE 6JI
QUESTAR MAIN LINE NO. ITT REROUTE AT SKYLINE MINE

ATTENDEES AT OPEN HOUSE
June 13 and 14, 1990

RepresentingName

June 13, 1990

Louis J. Mele
Ken May
David Woodbury
John M. Garr
Hal E. Carter

June 14, 1990

Ray Nielsen
Kathy Axelgard
Bil l  Krompel
Daron Haddock
Kenneth E. May
Glen Zumwalt
Craig Hilton
Kim Blair
Dave Flaim
Tim Blackham
Louis J. Mele
David Woodbury
Emma R. Kuykendall
Russell Madsen
Andrew King

Self
Coastal States Energy
Questar Pipeline Company
Utah Board of Oil, Gas and Mining
Self

Utah Legislature
Carbon County Chamber of Commerce
Carbon County Commissioner
Utah Division of Oil, Gas and Mining
Coastal States Energy
Utah Fuel Company
Utah Fuel Company
Questar Pipeline Company
Questar Pipeline Company
Questar Pipeline Company
Self
Questar Pipeline Company
Carbon County Commissioner
Carbon County Democratic Party
Mineral & Energy Resources, Inc.

l o f l
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TABLE 6-5
QUESTAR &IAIN LINE NO. 4l REROUTE AT SKYLINE MITIE

LIST OF COMMENTORS

All 89 of the letters received are listed on this table in the following order: Federal,
Stater county, and local agencies; organizations; companies; and individuals. The majority
of the letters received expressed similar issues. These issues are summarized in the text
on page l-2 of this document. Letters that cannot be easily summarized are reproduced
with responses on Table l-3 (indicated by the asterisk (*) in the list below). Also, letters
from all agencies and elected officials are reproduced in Appendix A.

Number Commentor

Federal
I

2 *

3 *

4 *

State
5

Congress of the United States
House of Representatives
Honorable Howard C. Nielson

Department of the Army
Sacramento District Corps of Engineers

Department of the lnterior
Bureau of Land Management
Moab District

Environmental Protection Agency
Region VIII

Utah Department of Community and Economic Development
Division of State History

Utah Department of Natural Resources
Division of Oil, Gas and Mining
Division of Wildlife Resources

Utah Department of Transportation
Utah Office of Planning and Budget

Utah Geological and Mineral Survey
Division of Water Rights
Division of Wildlife Resources
Division of State History
Division of Oil, Gas and Mining

Utah House of Representatives
Honorable Mike Dmitrich, Representative

Utah House of Representatives
Honorable Ray Nielsen, Representative

Utah State Senate
Honorable Cary G. Peterson
State Majority Leader

6
7
8*
9 *

l 0

1 l

I2
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Table 6-5 (continued)
Questar Main Line No. 4l Reroute at Skyline Mine
List of Commentors

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I

County

t3

l 4

t5

l 6

Local
t7

t8

l 9

20

2 l

22

Carbon County
Chamber of Commerce

Kathy Axelgard
Executive Director

County Commissioner
Emma Kuykendall

County Planner
Harold R. Marston

Sanpete County
J. Keller Christenson
County Commissioner

City of Aurora
Mayor Larry P. Cosby

Fountain Green City
Mayor Dean F. Hansen

Moroni City Corporation
Mayor Larry Freeman

Spanish Fork City
Mayor Marie W. Huff

Spring City Corporation
Mayor Ron Christensen

Southeastern Utah Association of Local Governments
Will iam D. Howell
Executive Director

Organizations

23

24

25

Companies
26

27

28

Colorado State University
The Libraries
Documents Department

The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints
Mia Shalom Executive Committee
President David N. Peterson

The Meridian School
Head of School
Lee Allen

Air-Lock Log Company, Inc.
Carl L. t'Curlyn Swensen

Barney Trucking
Brad Barney

Beckfs Appliance
Mark Allan Beck

2o f . 4
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40
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Table 6-5 (continued)

Questar Main Line No. 4l Reroute at Skyline Mine
List of Commentors

35

36*

37

38

4 l

42

43

44*

Individuals
45
46
47
48
49
50

29

30

3 l

32

33

34

Big Pine Sports
John and Sandra Bigler

Book Cliff Sales
Michael D. McDougald

Consolidation Coal Company
Walt Eastwood

Industrial Electric Motor Service
David Hinkins
President

Macrs Mining Repair Service
Mac, Lynn, and Jeff Sitterud

NELCO Contractors, Inc.
Neil Frandsen
President

Pierce Oil Company, Inc.
Ell is L. Pierce
President

Questar Pipeline Company
Project Manager
C. K. Blair

Robinson Transport Inc.
Kim Robinson
Vice President

Rubber & Safety Supply Company, [nc.
John W. Morgan, President
Sam C. Stith, Vice President, Sales
J. Douglas Morgan, Vice President, Operations

Southeast Utah Computers
Robert L. Finney

Tram Electric Inc.
David Zaccaria
President

Unitee Real Estate
Ralph E. Pitts

Utah Fuel Company
Jeff Carver, Production Foreman

Utah Fuel Company
Robert W. Hanford, Senior Mining Engineer

Utah Fuel Company
Glen Zumwalt, Vice President/General Manager

Lloyd J. Allen, Larry Parker, W. Reid Hansen, Darrell Knight
Jimmy L. Allred
Alan L. Bailey, Warren Bailey, Perry Christensen
Don Baker
Mr. and Mrs. Daryl Bagley and Family
Shanna P. Blood

3o f . 4



Table 6-5 (continued)
Questar Main Line No. 4l Reroute at Skyline Mine
List of Commentors

5L
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
6 l
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
7 l
72
73
74
75
76
77
78
79
80
8 l
82
83
84
85
86
87
88
89

Ben Bringhurst
Karen S. Carter
Hal E. Carter
Ray Christensen
Dan M. Corcoran
Robert L. Dalton
Brad M. Farrer
Danny R. Henrie
Charles and La Ree Higginson
Dick James
Doug Johnson
Ross D. Johnson
Karl Kelley
George W. and Lois M. Kenzy
David Erck Larsen
Lorraine Larson
Verlen K. Love
Russell G. Madsen
Chad W. Meeks
Louis J. Mele
Linda D. Mortensen
John A. Newman
Larry Olsen
Steven Pierro
Brad Pitts
Dick Potochnik
Art G. Richardson
Mr. and Mrs. DeWayne Schmutz
Will iam W. Shriver, P.E.
Joseph W. Sims
Dale C. Sorensen
Daniel C. and Jill Stevenson
Brent D. Taylor
Gary E. Taylor
Karen Taylor
William R. Whitehead
Hal Williams
Harry E. Wilson
Keith W. Zobell, Environmental Engineer

4o f4
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CFI.APTER t - GLOSSARY

Access (road)

Alignment

Alluvium

Alternative (action)

Alternative (corridor)

Ambient

Annual (ecology)

Aquif er

Archaeology

Archival

Argillaceous

Artifact

Aspect (soils and
vegetation)

Assessment (environment)

Authorized Of f icer

Backf ill

Road used for passage to and along pipeline for purposes
of construction.

The specific, surveyed route of a pipeline.

A general term for all detrital deposits resulting from
the operations of modern rivers, including the sediments
laid down in riverbeds, floodplains, lakes and fans at the
foot of mountain slopes and estauries.

An option for meeting the stated need.

An optional path or direction for a pipeline.

Characteristic of the atmosphere.

A plant that completes its development in one year or
one season and then dies.

A stratum of permeable rock, sand, etc., which contains
water. Water source for a well.

The science that investigates the history of peoples by
the remains belonging to the earlier periods of their
existence.

Pertaining to or contained in documents or records
preserved in evidence of something.

Containing clay-size material.

Any object showing human workmanship or modifica-
tion, especially from a prehistoric or historic culture.

The direction that a slope faces.

An evaluation of existing resources and potential
impacts to them from a proposed act or change to the
environment.

Manti-La Sal Forest Supervisor or Price District
Ranger.

Dirt replaced after being excavated during con-
struction.
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Background

Bedding Material

BLM

cFs

Centerline

Committed Mitigation

Community (biological)

Contrast

Contrast Rating

Corridor

Cultural Resources

Dike

Distance Zone

DWR

EI5

Emergent (vegetation)

That portion of the visual landscape lying between the
middleground l imits to infinity. Color and texture are
subdued in these areas; primarily concerned with the
two-dimensional shape of landforms against the sky.

Materials, most often sand, that are used to protect a
pipe from rock irregularities in a trench.

Bureau of Land Management.

Cubic feet per second, a unit of stream discharge.

A line identif ied within each broad corridor repre-
senting the preferred location for the pipeline.

Obligation to a measure that would diminish the
severity of an impact.

A group of one or more populations of organisms that
form a distinct ecological unit. Such a unit may be
defined in terms of plants, animals or both.

The effect of a striking difference in the form, line,
color, or texture of an area being viewed.

A method of determining the extent of visual impact
for an existing or proposed activity that will modify any
landscape.feature (land and water form, vegetation and
structures).

A continuous track of land of defined width.

Any site or artifact associated with cultural activities.

A tabular-shaped intrusive igneous feature formed by
molten rock flowing through factures that cut across
rock layers.

A visibility threshold distance where visual perception
changes. It is expressed as foreground, middleground,
and background.

Utah Division of Wildlife Resources.

Environmental Impact Statement"

Vegetation coming into existence.

I
t
T
I
t
t
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

8-2



I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

Endangered Species

Environment

Ephemeral

Erosion

Ethnography

Eutrophication

Fault

Floodplain

Foreground

Foreground/ m iddleground

Fugitive Dust

Generic Mitigation

Geology

Any species in danger of extinction throughout all or a
significant portion of its range. This definition excludes
species of insects that the Secretary of lnterior deter-
mines to be pests and whose protection under the
Endangered Species Act of 1973 would present an
overwhelming and overriding risk to man.

The surrounding conditions, influences, or forces that
af fect or modify an organism or an ecological com-
munity and ultimately determine its form and survival.

Lasting for a brief time.

The group of processes whereby earth or rock material
is loosened or dissolved and removed from any part of
the earthts surface.

That aspect of cultural and social anthropology devoted
to the first-hand description of particular cultures.

Process of increasing dissolved nutrients (as phosphates)
but often shallow and seasonally dificient in oxygen.

A fracture or fracture zone along which there has been
displacement of the sides relative to one another
parallel to the fracture.

That portion of a river valley, adjacent to the river
channel, which is built of sediments and is inundated
with water at least once very 100 years.

The visible area from a viewpoint or use area out to a
distance of one-half mile. The ability to perceive detail
in the landscape is greatest in this zone.

The area visible from a travel route, residence or other
use area to a distance of. 3-5 miles. The outer boundary
of this zone is defined as the point where texture and
form of individual plants are no longer apparent in the
landscape. Vegetation is apparent only in patterns or
outline.

Airborne particulate matter emitted from any source
other than through a stack.

Mitigation measures or techniques to which the
applicants made commitment on a non-specific basis.

The science that relates to the earth, the rocks of
which it is composed, and the changes that the earth
has undergone or is undergoing.
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Graben

Habitat

Hydrology

Impact

Infrastructure

Interdisciplinary Team

Jurisdictions

Landform

Landscape Character Type

Lithic Scatters

Mineable Reserves

Mitigation

NEPA

NFS

A valley formed by the downward displacement of a
fault-bounded block of the Earthrs crust.

A specific set of physical conditions that surround a
single species, a group of species, or a large
community. In wildlife management, the major com-
ponents of habitat are considered to be food, water,
cover, and living space.

The science that relates to the water of the earth.

A modification in the status of the environment brought
about by the proposed action.

Facilities owned by a county, community, or school
district that provide services to the people and busi-
nesses within that jurisdiction.

A group of people with different training representing
the physical sciences, social sciences, and environ-
mental design arts assembled to solve a problem or
perform a task. The members of the team proceed to
solution with frequent interaction so that each
discipline may provide insights to any stage of the
problem and disciplines may combine to provide new
solutions.

The l imits or territory within which authority may be
exercised.

A term used to describe the many types of land surfaces
that exist as the result of geologic activity and
weathering, e.9., plateaus, mountains, plains, and
valley.

The arrangement of a particular landscape as formed by
the variety and intensity of the landscape features and
the four basic elements of form, line, color, and tex-
ture. These factors give the area a distinct quality
which distinguishes it from immediate surroundings.

Evidence of human activity from cultures that used
implements of stone.

Coal present in seams greater than five feet thick with
less than 31000 feet of overlying rock.

To alleviate or render less intense or severe.

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969.

National Forest System.
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Noxious Plants

Of f-highway Vehicle (OHV)

One-hundred-year Flood

Overstory

Paleontology

Particulates

Perennial

PLS

Raptor

Rare

Reconnaissance

Recoverable Reserves

Recreation Visitor Day (RVD)

Redundant

Invading plant species with no economic value, often a
harmful species.

A vehicle (including f our-wheel drive vehicles, trail
bikes, snowmobilesn etc., but excluding helicopters,
fixed-wing aircraft, and boats) capable of-traveling off-
road over land, water, ice, snow, sand, marshes, etc.

A flood with a magnitude which may occur once very
one hundred years; a l-in-100 chance of a certain area
being inundated during any year.

The upper canopy or canopies of plants. Usually refers
to trees, tall shrubs, and vines.

The science that deals with the life of past geological
ages through the study of the fossil remains of
organisms.

Minute, separate particles, such as dust or other air
pollutants.

Lasting through a year or many years.

Pure line seed.

A bird of prey.

A plant or animal restricted in distribution. May be
locally abundant in a limited area or few in number over
a wide area.

Preliminary examination or survey of a territory.

coal that can be removed from the mineable reserves
using current mining methods and standards. Is derived
by applying a recovery factor to the mineable reserve
volumes.

Recreational use of National Forest sites, or areas of
land or water, which aggregates l2 visitor hours. May
consist of I person for 12 hours, LZ persons for I hour,
or any equivalent combination of continuous or
intermittent recreation use by individuals or groups.

In the case of this project, duplication or repetition of a
pipeline to provide an alternative functional channel in
case of failure.

4 large tract of land generally recognized as having
similar character types and physiographlc types.
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Scenic-quality Rating Unit
(sQRu)

Residual Impact

Right-of -way

Riparian

RO5

Route

Scenic-quality Class

Seen Area

Segment

Seismicity

Seldom-seen Area

Selective Mitigation

The adverse impact of an action occurring after appli-
cation of all mitigating measures.

Strip of land over which the power line, access road,
and maintenance road will pass.

Situated on or pertaining to the bank of a river, stream,
or other body of water. Riparian is normally used to
refer to the plants of all types that grow along streams
or around springs.

Recreation Opportunity Spectrurn.

A general path of a pipeline. In this environmental
document, a route is comprised of contiguous segments.

The designation (A, B, or C) assigned a scenic quality
rating unit to indicate the visual importance or quality
of a unit relative to other units within the same physio-
graphic province (BLM designation).

A portion of the landscape that displays primarily
homogeneous visual characteristics of the basic land-
scape f eatures (landf orm, water, vegetation, and
structures and modif ications) which separate it f rom
the surrounding landscape.

That portion of the landscape which can be viewed from
one or more observer positions. The extent or area that
can be viewed is normally limited by landform, vegeta-
tion, structures, or distance.

A section of a route alternative sharing common end-
points with ad jacent links. Endpoints of a link are
determined by the location of intersection with other
sections of other routes.

The likelihood of an area being subject to earthquakes.
The phenomenon of earth movements.

Areas that are either beyond the furthest extent of the
background zone (of the area or travel routes) or that
are seen from areas or travel routes of low use volume.

Mitigation measures or techniques to which the project
sponsors made commitment on a case-by-case basis
after impacts were identified and assessed.

The state of being readily affected by the actions of
external influence.
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Significant (impact)

Site

SMCRA

Spawning Gravels

Species

SPM

SPNM

Study Area

Threatened Species

Understory

Use Volume

Utility Corridor Management
Uni t

Variety Class

A subdivision of the overall routing network repre-
senting localized routing options. Each set is comprised
of two or more routes sharing common endpoints.

"Significantrr describes any impact that could cause a
substantial adverse change or stress to one or more
environmental resources.

Any locale showing evidence of human activity (from a
cultural resource standpoint).

Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act.

Stoney or gravel stream substrate suitable for the
development of a redd (nest) and deposition and
development of fertilized fish eggs.

A group of individuals of common ancestry that closely
resemble each other structurally and physiologically and
in nature interbreed producing fertile offspring.

Semi-prim it ive motorized.

Sem i-prim itive nonmotor tzed.

A given geographical area delineated f or specif ic re-
search.

Any species likely to become endangered within the
foreseeable future throughout all or a significant part
of its range.

Plants growing beneath the canopy of other plants.
Usually refers to grasses, forbs, and low shrubs and
small trees (regeneration).

The total volume of visitor use each segment of a travel
route or use area receives.

A common route potentially used by more than one
utility for transportation.

A designation (A, B, or C) assigned to a homogeneous
area of the landscape to indicate the visual importance
or quality relative to other landscape areas within the
same physiographic province (USFS designation).

System of land management based on meeting visual
resource goals (USFS).

Visual Management System
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Visual Management Objectives

Visual Resource Management
Classes (VRM)

Visual Sensitivity Levels

Visual Quality Objectives

Wetlands

The term used in this study to generally def ine VRM
(BLM) or VQO classes (USFS).

Classification of landscapes according to the kinds of
structures and changes that are acceptable to meet
established visual goals (Bl-tvt designation).

The index of the relative degree of user interest in
scenic quality and concern f or existing or proposed
changes in the landscape features of that area in rela-
tion to other areas in the study area.

Classification of landscape areas according to the types
of structures and changes that are acceptable to meet
established visual goals (USFS designation).

Those areas that are inundated by surface or ground
water with a frequency sufficient to support vegetative
or aquatic life that requires saturated or seasonally
saturated soil conditions for growth and reproduction.
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CONSTRUCTION. OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE PLAN

CONSTRUCTION

Construction would commence after the Forest Service right-of-way grant and
easements have been acquired. Figure A-l generally illustrates the pipeline construction
sequence. The right-of-way would be 50 feet wide during construction and operation.
Areas requiring additional construction corridor width would be covered under a
temporary use permit. Access to the right-of-way would be from existing private and
public roads. In addition, the right-of-way itself would be used for access during
construction.

In areas where the pipeline crosses or parallels roads or highways, warning signs,
barricades' flashers, flares and/or flagmen would be provided to warn the public for the
construction hazard.

I A contractor would be selected to supply the construction work force, anticipated to
I peak at 50 workers. Construction crews would be bused to the job site from Price,

Utah. Construction camDs would not be used.
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Construction equipment

I Motor Grader
3 Cat Tractors
5 Welding Trucks
4 Tractor Trailers
3 Two-Ton Trucks
l0 Pickup Trucks

is expected to consist of:

2 Trackhoes
4 Side Boom Caterpillars

Ditching Machine
Employee Bus
Hydrostatic Test Pump
Radiographic lnspection Units

I Seed Driller/Tractor Trucks
2 Backhoes

R ightof-Wav Acqrrisition

Right-of-way would be obtained by Questar Pipeline to permit uninterrupted construction
along the entire pipeline, including grants from private landowners, crossing permits for
federal' state or county roads and from government agencies having jurisdiction over
roadways, waterways and public lands.

TemPorarrr Use Permits

4 60-foot right-of-way would be used during construction of the pipeline. The Forest
Service will site-specifically approve those areas requiring additional width for pipeline
construction, incluling burn pits, log decks, staging areas, etc. Archaeologicat and
Threatened and Endangered species clearances- wbuld be required where surface
disturbance will occur outside the previously cleared areas.

A- l



Survev

During lhe final survey of the pipeline route, the centerline and outside right-of-way
boundaries would be staked and flagged. Stakes will be spaced no more than 200 feet
aPart. The contractor would offset, and Questar Pipeline would verify, the centerline
stakes as required for clearing and grading. After clearing and grading, the stakes would
be returned to the centerline of the pipeline.

Access

The pipe would be hauled over existing highways and roads from the storage yard to the
right-of-yay. All construction and vehicular traffic would be confined to the right-of-
waYr designated highways, or country roads unless otherwise authorized. The necessary
access permits would be obtained from the county and highway department of
encroachment on county roads, State, or Federal highways prior to construction.
Authorized roads used during construction would be restored to pre-construction
conditions.

Q-uestar Pipeline woufd provide for the safety of the public entering or crossing the right-
of-way. This would include barricades for the open ditch, flagmeh with communication
systems for single-lane roads without intervisible turnouts. Cattle crossing would be
maintained during construction, unless otherwise directed by the authorizea otticer, to
facilitate livestock and wildlife movement in the area.

Clearing and Grading

Vegetation would be cleared and the right-of-way graded to provide for saf e and
efficient operation of construction equipment. Howevei, brush clearing would be limited
to trimming and/or crushing in specific areas designated by the Authorized Officer to
avoid disturbing root systems. The brush would be windrowed and disposed of as
specified by the Authorized Officer or landowner. On flat terrain, the workiad would be
leveled across the entire right-of-way. However, a bi-level workpad may be-necessary in
sloped areas. Sidehill cuts would be kept to a minimum to ensure resource protection and
a safe stable surface for heavy equipment use. Topsoil removed during the clearing and
grading operations would be segregated from subsoils. At a minimum, the top horizon (of
topsoil) will be separated. Fences crossing the right-of-way would be braced, cut and
temporarily f itted with gates to permit passage. Existing fences would be replaced
subsequent to construction.

No construction or routine maintenance activities would be conducted during conditions
when the soil is too wet to adequately support construction equipment. If Construction
equipment creates ruts in excess of 2 inches deep, support would be deemed inadequate
and construction activities would not be allowed until soil conditions improve.

Where timbered areas are encountered, the edges of the right-of-way would be cleared in
a manner to eliminate the straight line effect and to soiten the visual impact. Trees
would be cut and stacked in areas designated by the authorized officer. Stump profiles
will be kept as low as possible (one foot on the uphill side). Questar Pipeline wbuta work
with the Forest Service to define the location and extent of areas requiring edge-effect
feathering during right-of-way clearance.
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Excavation

The process of excavating a ditch varies depending on soils and terrain. Where possible,
a self-propelled trenching machine would be used for excavation. In some situations such
as the presence of steep slopes, unstable soil or high water table, a backhoe may be used
to excavate the ditch. A general illustration of machine alignment on varied terrain is
provided on Figure A-2.

When rock or rocky formations are encountered, tractor-mounted mechanical rippers or
rock trenching equipment would be used to aid excavation. In areas where rippers or
trenchers are not practical or suf f icient, blasting may be employed. Strict safety
precautions would be taken when blasting. Backhoes would be used to clear the ditch
after ripping or blasting.

To prevent damage to adjacent property, blasting mats would be used. Extreme care
would be taken during blasting to avoid damage to underground structures, cables,
pipelines and underground springs. Adjacent landowners or tenants would be notified in
advance of blasting to protect property or livestock. All work would be conducted in
compliance with Federalr State, and local codes and ordinances. Appropriate permits
would be secured by contractor prior to blasting. Blasting would conform to all
manufacturersr safety procedures and industry practices. Flagmen would be stationed at
safe distances to protect the public and to control traffic when blasting adjacent to
public or private roads.

Adequate precautions would be taken to ensure that livestock and wildlife will not be
prevented frgm reaching water sources because of the open ditch or pipe strung along the
ditch. Such precaution would include contacting livestock operators, providing adequate
crossing facilities, or other measures deemed necessary by the Authorized Officer or
landowner.

In areas where the to_psoil is to be separated from the subsoils, a two-pass ditching
process will be used. The first pass removes topsoil and the second pass removes subsoil.
Soils from each pass will be placed in separate spoil banks. This technique allows for
proPer soil restoration after backfilling. Spoil banks would contain gaps at appropriate
location to prevent storm runoff water from backing up or flooding.

The minimum ditch width for the l8-inch pipeline would be 32 inches at the bottom of
the ditch. The ditch would be of sufficient depth to permit a minimum pipe cover of 30
inches and 54 inches under roads. The coverage across dry washes and steams would be a
minimum of 60 inches and 18 inches in bedrock. The ditch across canals or irrigation
ditches would be at a sufficient depth to allow 35 inches of coverage. The ditch would be
prePared to allow a minimum clearance of. 24 inches between tne pipe installed and other
underground facilities.

In cases where shrubbery or trees are encountered in the right-of-way and in any location
where the use 9f ditching equipment may result in unnecessary damage or injury to
proPerty crossed by the right-of-wayr Questar Pipeline would use backhoes to excavate
the ditch.
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Stream Crossings

The ditch would be excavated with a backhoe working from one side of the stream. The
ditch would be 30 to 48 inches wide and 80 inches deep to allow for a minimum of 60
inches of cover below the stream bed. Construction of the crossing(s) would be scheduled
to minimize the time the ditch would be open, minimize concurrence with high flows and
minimize ef fects on aquatic species. In addition, a number of general erosion and
sediment control measures would be employed at the crossing. These include:
construction of the crossing(s) as perpendicular as possible to the channel, minimizing the
cutting of banks and slope approaches, placing spoil material away from the middle of
the steam' plugging pipe trench excavations at each bank, backfilling immediately after
placing pipe in the ditch and restoring the banks to original contours.

At sensitive stream crossings (Upper Huntington Creek), a pipe or culvert would be
placed in the stream along its flow (refer to example provided in Figure A-3). Use of a
pliable plastic pipe would allow for bend to conform to the stream to the extent
possible. The water-diversion culvert would be sized according to the width and depth of
the stream to carry stream flow and storm runoff. If needed, the stream first could be
lined with a suitable geotextile to maintain the structural integrity of the streambed and
banks. The culvert would then be placed in the stream. The stream would be diverted
through the culvert with the use of sandbags and hay bales. The space on either side of
the culvert, between the culvert and geotextile, could be filled with gravels for support
of the stream banks. The construction trench is then excavated perpendicular to and
under the culvert. Equipment could cross over the culvert in the supported areas or
heavy metal plates could be used to span the crossings and serve as a crossing f or
equipment.

After the trench has been excavated and checked for proper depth, the pipe would be
carried and placed in the ditch with side boom tractors. The pipe would be weighted with
concrete to ensure negative buoyancy.

During the construction of the stream crossing(s), the drainage or storm runoff from the
stream staging areas would be controlled via detention basins or straw bale filters to
prevent sediment contaminating of the stream.

Backfilling would be performed in a manner to minimize siltation. To reduce erosion of
fine materials from the ditch immediately adjacent to any live water, the ditch on each
bank would be backfilled as soon as the pipe is laid. Sand-filled sacks would be placed in
the ditch over the pipe to provide protection where erosion may occur.

Upon completion of construction, the gradient of the stream bed would be restored to
resemble original grade and riprap would be placed along the banks where necessary to
control erosion.

Road and Railroad Crossings

When crossing unsurfaced, lightly traveled or rural roads and where permitted by local
authority or owners of private roads, the open{ut method would be used. Installation,
including cleanup and restoration of the surface at these crossings, would usually be
completed within one day. In such cases, provisions would be made-to detour or control
vehicular traffic while construction is underway.
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The open-cut method would also be used at more heavily traveled surface roads, if
permitted by local authorities. The boring method would be used to cross major highways
and railroads, where open cuts are prohibited. This method would be employed td allow
continuation of traffic. To protect the pipe from damage due to external 

-loading, 
the

PlPe would be either cased or heavy-wall pipe would be Installed at these crossingl. nt
all cased crossilg:' the .carrier pipe would be insulated from the casing pipe, thetasing
ends sealed' and the casing vented to the atmosphere. Figure A-4 illustiales typical road
and highway crossings.

StrinFine and Bending

Itp" would be shipped directly from the manufacturer by rail to storage sites in Utah.
Pipe would then be hauled to the right-of-way on trucks. The pipe would be unloaded by
cranes or tractors equiPped with side booms and slings, and strung along the ditch.

After the join!! of pipe are strung along the ditch, but before welding, individual joints of
the pipe would be bent to allow for horizontal or vertical change in dlrection. Suin bends
would be made by . using an approved, cold, smooth bending machine having a
hydraulically-operated shoe to make the bend. Where the deflectiron of a bend excdeds
the allowable design limits for field-bent pipe, fabricated bends would be installed.

Veldins

After the pipe joints are bent, the pipe is lined up end-to-end and clamped into position
for welding. The welding process is one of the most crucial phises of pipeline
construction. Qualified and experienced welders, highly proficient in pipeline welding,
would be engaged to perform this work. Welds would be inspected by quality contr6l
Pe.rsonnel to determine the quality of each weld, in accordanie with 49 CFR irart L9Z,
Minimum Federal Safety Standards for the Transportation of Natural and Other Cas by
Pipeline. Each weld would be sub ject to nondestructive inspections, a method oi
inspection the internal structure of welds to determined the presence of defeats. A
contractor specialized and certif ied in nondestructive inspection would be used to
perform this work. Defects would be repaired or removed as required by 49 CFR
Part 192,

Pipe Coating

An external coating would be applied to the pipe to prevent corrosion. The external
coating wgufd be either a thin epoxy resin coating apitieA by the manufacturer of the
pipe or a field applied tape wrap.

Lowering and Backfiiling

Once wrapping is .completed and inspected for defects, the pipeline is ready to be
lowered in the ditch. Side-boom tractors positioned along the pipeline would
simultaneously lift the pipe and move it over the ditch. The pipe-would fnin be lowered
into the ditch. Care would be taken to prevent any damage t6 the pipe coating during
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this phase of construction. In rocky areas, padding material or a rockshield would be used
to protect the pipe and its coating from damage.

Backfilling would begin after the pipeline is placed in the ditch and the final inspection
completed. Backfilling would be conducted in a manner that would minimize further
disturbance of vegetation. The soils would be replaced in a sequence and density similar
to preconstruction conditions. Subsoils would be backf illed f irst with topsoil being
returned last. Once the ditch is f illed and compacted, the surplus topsoil would be
crowned over the ditch in a berm and tapered outward from the center and/or spread
uniformly over the distribute right-of-way. Spreading would not be done when the ground
or topsoil is wet or frozen. Material in the berm would compensate for the normal
settling of the backfilled soil.

CLEANUP, RESTORATION AND REVEGETATTON

Cleanup

The final phase of pipeline construction involves cleanup and restoration of the right-of-
way. The clearing and ditching operations of pipeline construction would cause
overburden materials to be stockpiled on the side of the ditch or edge of the right-of-way
during construction. However, during cleanup operations, this material would be
returned to the ditch. The excess material created by the displacement of the pipe in
the ditch would be used for:

o leaving a l0-12 inch berm over the ditch to allow for settling

o water bar construction

. recontouring disturbed areas to restore the site to approximately the original
contour as determined by the Price District Ranger

Some off-right-of-way disposal of rock or excess subsoil could be necessary. Any excess
materials would be moved either to a site approved by the Forest Service or to an
authorized private disposal site.

Any brush slash, etc. would be spread along the right-of -wdy, placed in drainages to
control erosion, or hauled to a prearranged disposal site. All garbage would be collected
and disposed at an approved landfill. Rock and excess subsoil will be buried.

Restoration

Right-of-Vfay

In areas where construction requires the removal of fences and installation of temporary
structures' the temPorary fences and/or gates would be removed and the property would
be restored to . its original conditional. Also, temporary ditch crossingi and other
structures would be removed.

The right-of-way would be restored to a condition acceptable to the authorized officer or I
landowner. Vaterbars would be constructed to: (l) ehsure that unconsolidated soils do -
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not erode from the disturbed right-of-wayi (2) simulate the imaginary contour line of the
glgpe (ideally with a grade of I or 2 percent); (3) drain away from thd disturbed area; and
(4) begin and end in vegetation or rock where possible. A closer spacing of waterbars
would be required on steep slopes to reduce channelization. Waterbars would be installed
according to the following table or as determined based on potential runoff.

SpacinR (feet)

100
75
50

Grade
@
2%-5%

6% - l0%
> l0%
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Where deemed appropriate, slash would be used to control erosion.

Temporary Use Areas

Areas used for staging would be scarified and reseeded if required by the Authorized
Officer of landowner. After all the padding material has been obtained from the borrow
area(s). the site would be restored to blend *itfr the adjacent area.

Revegetation

All areas disturbedr either indirectly by passage of construction equipment or directly by
ditching and backfilling, would be seeded with a mixture specified by the authorized
of f icer or landowner. Seeding will be done, where Possiblel during the months of
September through November. The seed mixture(s) will be planted- in the amounts
specified as pounds of Pure live seed (Lbs. PLS)/acre. Ninety percent PLS will be used,
and there would be no primary or secondary noxious seeds in the seed mixtures. Seed
would be tested, and the viability testing of seed would be done in accordance with State
law(s) and within 9 months prior to purchase. Commercial seed would be either certified
or registered seed. The seed mixture container would be tagged in accordance with State
law(s) and available for inspection by the Authorized Officer. Seed would be planted
uslng a drill equipped with a depth regulator to ensure proper depth of planting where
drilling is possible. The seed mixture would be evenly and uniformly planted over the
disturbed area. Smaller/heavier seeds have a tendency to drop to the bottom of the drill
and are planted first, and appropriate measures would be taken to ensure this does not
occur. Where drilling is not possible, seed would be broadcast and the area would be
raked or chained to cover the seed. When broadcasting the seed, the lbs. PLS/acre are
to be doubled. The seeding would be repeated until a satisfactory stand is established as
determined by the Authorized Officer. Evaluation of growth would not be made before
completion of the first growing season after seeding. The authorized officer is to be
notified a minimum of five days prior to seeding of the project. Seed beds would be
scarif ied to reduce compaction caused by construction activities and improve soil
permeability. Browse tubing transplants may be required to reestablish browse on critical
big game range.
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PRESSURE TESTING

After backfilling has been completed, the pipeline would be pressure tested with air to
ensure its integrity. Prior to pressurization, each section of the pipeline would be
cleaned by running a train of two reinforced poly pigs. Incremental segments of the
pipeline would then be pressurized with air utilizing portable compression to a minimum
of ll0 percent of maximum operating pressure for a minimum of 8 hours in accordance
with 49 CFR Part 192.

The pipeline would be divided into test sections that are dependent on elevation
differentials. The maximum test pressure would be held on each section and monitored
for a 24-hour period.

HEALTH AND SAFETY

Vaste Disposal

Trash and other refuse would be stored in containers at all times and disposed of at least
once a week in a county approved landfill. Used engine oil that is changed on the job site
would be stored in suitable containers and the contractor would be responsible for
disposal. No open burning of waste materials would be allowed.

Air Qntitv

Construction of the pipeline and related facilities would cause a temporary increase in
fugitive dust. The amount of dust cased by construction would vary according to
climatic conditions. To minimize fugitive dust emissions, water would be applied to the
right-of-way and access roads to prevent severe wind erosion and loss of soil material
during construction.

Ambient levels of nitrogen oxides, hydrocarbons and carbon monoxide near the
construction zone would be increased due to the operations of heavy construction
equipment. Proper vehicle and heavy equipment maintenance prevents excessive exhaust
emissions.

Chemicals

Questar Pipeline would comply wi.th applicable Federal and State laws and regulations
concerning the use of pesticides (i.e., insecticides, herbicides, fungicides, rodenticides
and other similar substances) in all activities associated with piplline rights-of -way.
Emergency use of pesticides may occur with written approval from the authorized
officer. A pesticide would not be used if the Secretary of Agriculture has prohibited its
use. A pesticide would be used only in accordance with its registered uses and within
other limitations imposed by the Secretary of Agriculture. Pesticides would not be
permanently stored on public lands.
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Emergencv Response

In the event of an emergency, it is the responsibility of the foreman, or other nearby
worker if the foreman is not immediately present, to assist an injured employee. If the
in jury is severe or of such nature that the person should not be moved, the Questar
Pipeline pro ject coordinator, or designated representative, would radio a request to
dispatch an ambulance, air evacuation flight and/or professional assistance.

Fire Control Plan

The purpose of the Fire Control Plan (Fire Plan) is to aid in the prevention and
suPPression activities of any f ire that may be caused by pipeline construction. All
personnel affiliated with the project should be familiar with the Fire Plan.

Questar Pipeline would notify the Authorized Officer of any fires during construction of
the pipeline. Questar Pipeline would comply with all rules and regulations administered
by the Authorized Officer concerning the use, prevention, and suppression of fires on
Federal lands.

The contractor would take the initial f ire suppression action in the work area until
Personnel from the controlling agency arrive. During construction activities, contractor
would have a designated representative in charge of fire control on the job at all times.
At the discretion of the Authorized Officer, an inspection of the project area on Federal
lands may be initiated at any time to check for compliance with the Fire Plan
requirements.

Eqrripment

Each construction crew would have fire tools available in the event a fire occurs. Fire
fighting equipment would include extinguishers, shovels and axes. The number of tools
needed would depend on the number of men working in the area.

Fire Prevention

All welding or use of acetylene torches would be completed in an area that has been
cleared of flammable material. Each welder would be provided with a helper to overlook
the work and extinguish any flame started by a hot welding spark. Each helper would be
equipped with a fire extinguisher and a shovel.

Blasting fay be required along the pipeline route. All blasting would be done by using an
electrical detonator system. State, county, and Federal laws regulating the use and
storage of explosives would be complied with.

Gasoline, oil and lubricants would be transported in approved containers in accordance
with the National Fire Protection Association Code.

Internal combustion engines would be equipped with a spark arrestor unless it isl
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o equipped with a turbine-driven exhaust supercharger

o multi-position engine, such as on chainsaws, which must operate in accordance
with applicable code

o Passenger vehicle or light truck equipped with a factory designed muffler and
exhaust system in good working condition

o heavy truck or other vehicle used for heavy hauling, equipped with a factory-
designed muffler and with a vertical stack exhaust system extending above the
cab

Response to Fires

Questar Pipeline and contractor would practice fire-prevention techniques at all times
during construction of the pipeline. If a f ire is caused by the contractor or Questar
Pipeline, it would be immediately reported to the Forest Service.

OPERATIONS AND I,IAINTENANCE

Questar Pipeline has operating, inspection, and maintenance plans that comply with the
Minimum Federal Safety Standards for Transportation of Natural and Other Gas by
Pipeline (49 CFR Part 192). These plans would be revised, to the extent necessary, to
incorporate new pipelines and appurtenant facilities.

The pipelines would be designed so that they can be monitored, controlled, and operated
in a safe and reliable manner through an existing telemetering system linked to the Salt
Lake gas-control center. Operation of the pipelines does not require 24-hour
maintenance/operation personnel.

Operating personnel live in communities or established field camps along the pipelines so
that they can reach any area within a short period of time in case of an emergency or
malfunction. The pipeline rights-of-way would be surveyed on a set schedule for
evidence of leaks, erosion damage, and right-of-way encroachment. The pipeline should
be routinely monitored for corrosion control.

The natural gas pipelines would be built to current standards, nonetheless, plans and
procedures have been developed in the event minor or major repairs are requiied. Such
maintenance Programs are in use for existing pipelines throughout Questar Pipelinets
system.

Repairs required because of minor corrosion and stight external damage to the pipe and
coating can often be made without interruption or with minimum interiuption of service.
Repairs are usually made under a reduced pipeline pressure and requires a minimal
amount of excavation.

Pipeline failures or eternal mechanical damage needed ma jor repairs may require
shutdown of the piPeline. In these situations, the pipeline segment is isolated between
block valves and the natural gas is vented to the atmosphere. To facilitate these repairs,

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
I
I

A-10



I
I
I

I
I

equipment, tools, pretested pipe, and other materials for emergency use are stored at
existing operations facilities.

ABANDONMENT

Should a pipeline be abandoned, the pipe would be abandoned in place or removed and
salvaged. Pipe abandoned in place would be purged with an inert medium to displace any
residual natural gas and capped in accordance with regulatory requirements.

If the pipe is removed and salvaged, the right-of-way would be rehabilitated using
procedures similar to those used during construction of the pipeline. Abandonment plans
would be submitted to the appropriate regulatory agency for approval at least I year
prior to termination of operations and abandonment.
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ATTACHMENT A
TO

CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION AND II{AINTENANCE PLAN

QUESTAR PIPELINE COMPANY
IUAIN LIT.IE NO. 4I REROUTE PROJECT

STIPULATIONS

The following special stipulations for this project will replace or be added to the condi-
tions contained in this Construction, Operation and Maintenance Plan:

l. A pre-construction meeting including the responsible companyr Questar Pipeline,
representative(s), contractors, and the Forest Service must Ue conaucted prior to
commencement of operations. Site-specific Forest Service requirements will be
discussed at this time.

2. All State and local permits must be obtained by the permittee, Questar Pipeline,
before implementing the project.

3, Stipulation f or Lands of the National Forest System Under Jurisdiction of the
Department of Agriculture.

The licensee/permittee/lessee must comply with all the rules and regulations of
the secretary of Agriculture set forth at Title 36, chapter II, of the code of
Federal .Regulations governing the use and management of the National Forest
System (NFS) when not inconsistent with the rights granted by the Secretary of
the Interior in the license/prospecting permit/lease. The Secretary of
Agriculturers rules and regulations must be complied with f or ( I ) all use and
occuPancy of the NFS priof to approval of a permit/operation plan by the
Secretary of the lnterior, (D uses of all existing improvements, suih as Forest
deve_lopment roads, within and outside the area licensed, permitted or leased by
the Secretary of the Interior, and (3) use and occupancy of the NFS not authorized
by a permit/operating plan approved by the Secretary of the Interior.

All matters related to this stipulation are to be addressed to:

Forest Supervisor
Manti-La Sal National Forest
599 West Price River Drive
Price, Utah E450|'
Telephone No.: (801) 637-2817

who is the authorized representative of the Secretary of Agriculture.

Operations will be terminated and all construction personnel will be reguired to
leave National Forest System lands in the case of any major conflict with these
ltipulations. Operations will not recommence until the permittee, Questar
Pipeline, resolves or corrects the conflict or problem.

Section corners or other survey markers, including claim corners, in the project
area must be located and flagged for preservation prior to commencement of
surface-disturbing activities. The removal, displacement, or disturbance of
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markers must be approved by the proper authority. Replacement wil l  be comple- t
ted by the proper authority at the expense of the permittee.

6. All surface-disturbing activities including reclamation must be supervised by a
resPonsible representative of the permittee who is aware of the terms and condi-
tions of the project permits. A copy of the appropriate permits and the Construc-
tion, Operation, and Maintenance Plan (COMP) must be available for review at the
project site and presented to any Forest Service official on request.

7, The Forest Service must be notified of any alterations to the COMp. Any changes I
to the existing plan are subject to Forest Service review and approval. I

8. A Road-Use Permit must be obtained from the Forest Service before equipment or
materials are transported onto National Forest System lands. The location of any
new access roads is subject to Forest Service review and approval. No construc-
tion may begin prior to approval. Any modifications or changes to approved
locations are also subject to review and approval.

9. Unauthorized of f-road vehicle travel is prohibited.

10. The Forest Service must be notified 4E hours in advance that heavy equipment will
be moved onto National Forest System lands and that surface-disturbing activities
will commence.

I l. Operations must be coordinated with grazing permittees to prevent conf licts.

12. The Permittee, Questar Pipeline, will be held responsible for all damage to fences,
cattleguardsr resource improvements, roads, and other structures bn National
Fg.test System landsr which result from the permittees operations. The permittee
will repair or reconstruct any damage to such facilities. 

- 
The Forest Service must

be notified of damages as soon as possible and repair must meet Forest Service
specif ications.

13. Establishment of campsites in conjunction with the project on National Forest I
System lands will not be allowed unless approved by the Forest Service. t

14. All gasoline' diesel, and steam-powered equipment must be equipped with effec-
tive spark arresters and mufflers. Spark arresters must meei 

- 
Forest Service

specif ications discussed in the General and Locomotive (GP/L)
Arrester Guide, Volume l. Aori-l.l and Mult

er buroe, Yolume 988. In addition, equlpment
must be properly insulated to prevent

Fire suppression equipment must be available to all personnel working at the
project site and be used only for fire suppression. Equipment must includdat least
one hand tool per crew member consiiiing of shoveli, McClouds, chain saws, or
pulaskis and one property rated f ire extinguisher per vehicle and/or internal
combustion engine.

Smoking ang warming fires will be prohibited except at designated places that
have been cleared of flammable material down to mineral soil. 

-
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17. Explosives must be stored and handled in compliance with Federal, State, and
local rules and regulations governing the use of such items.

18. The permittee, Questar Pipeline, will be held responsible for damage and suppres-
sion cost of fires started as a result of operations. Fires must be ieported tb the
Forest Service as soon as possible.

19 , The Forest Service reserves the right to suspend operations during periods of high
fire potential.

All accidents or mishaps resulting in significant resource damage and/or serious
personal injury must be reported to the Forest Service.

Questar Pipeline personnel and its contractors will work closely with Forest
Service officials during construction and reclamation activities on a site-by-site
basis along the length of the selected route to minimize impacts to the highest
degree possible. Questar will place the pipeline in the cutditch or under the west
lane of Highway 264 wherever the cut slopes are unstable. Location of the
pipeline will be staked prior to construction. Any deviation will be approved by
the Forest Service on a site-by-site basis.

Any clearing limits will be staked prior to construction and will be approved by
the Forest Service. Questar will purchase all merchantable timber after the
Forest Service has determined the volume.

21.

20.

22.
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23. A survey for sensitive plants will be conducted along the selected route during
July.

24. All trees and brush must be cleared as the first step for new access and site
construction.

25. Protection of existing vegetation The contractor will preserve and protect all
vegetation (such as trees, shrubs, and grass) on or adjacent to the work site, which
are not to be removed and which do not reasonably interf ere with the work
required. The contractor will only remove trees when specifically authorized to
do so, and will avoid damaging to the extent possible vegetation that will remain
in place. [f any limbs or branches of trees are broken during the contract perfor-
mance' or by the careless operation of equipment, or by workers, the contractor
will trim those limbs or branches flush with the main stem with a clean cut.
Replacement of vegetation or removed trees will be completed as required after
construction with Forest Service approval. Woody vegetation will be protected
unless it directly interferes with the trench.

26. Topsoil must be stripped and stockpiled for use during reclamation. All topsoil
stockpiles will be located to minimize contamination or loss. Rock material and
subsoil will be stockpiled separately.

27. Excess rock and earth created from construction operations will be deposited in
predetermined upland disposal sites (burial pits will be arranged) approved by the
Forest Service.



2E. A burning permit must be obtained from the Forest Service to dispose of all
conifer slash over 4 inches in diameter and all stumps that are to be disilosed of by
burning. Aspen and conifer slash under 4 inches will be saved to strew over areas
to be reclaimed. Fuelwood (4 to 7,9 inches diameter) will be bucked, butted in
maximum 8-foot lengths, and decked in accessible locations as approved by the
Forest Service. Dead conifer and aspen will be saved to strew over reclaimed
construction areas.

29. Disturbed areas in the construction corridor will have contours restored to pre-
construction conditions as near as technically possible.

30. The Forest Service in coordination with the permittee, Questar Pipeline, will
identify where special surface reclamation and erosion-control structures will be
needed. Revegetation will be implemented and control structures placed during
and immediately following project completion. Riparian areas will require prompt
reclamation efforts.
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3L. Soils with a rocky surface will have the surface returned to as near natural (pre-
construction) conditions as possible so as to minimize erosion and to blend in with
the surrounding features. Excavated rock will not be windrowed along the con-
struction corridor, but will be disposed of directed by the Forest Service.

Backfill will be compacted appropriately.

All construction work will be conducted in such a manner to minimize increases in
turbidity and suspended solids, and to prevent foreign substances from entering
into streams, ponds, ephemeral and intermittent drainages, etc. (berms, watei
bars' silt f ences, and other erosion-control methods will be used). Turbidity,
measured as nephelometric turbidity units (NTU) will not exceed acceptable
levels. Questar will monitor at multiple and random times daily and maintain a
log of results.

All construction work will be restricted to the construction corridor to limit the
amount of disturbed area. Width of the construction corridor will be reduced to a
minimum. Any staging areas used during construction will require prior Forest
Service approval. In riparian areas, heavy equipment will be placed on mats or
pads to prevent compaction of soils and damage to vegetation.

will be diverted through a temporary culvert with
to minimize turbidity. Crossings of minor tributaries
fences, straw bales, etc. Reclamation of all crossings

32.

33.

34.

35. In areas of riparian vegetation and soils, the sod of native vegetation will be
removed, stockpiledr kept damp, and replaced immediately after-construction to
be coordinated with the Forest Service on a case-by{ase basis.

36. All major water crossings
trenching under the culvert
will be controlled using silt
will be c.ompleted promptly. The springs proposed to be crossed in Segments iU
and 6 will be avoided and not be disturbed, which may require shifting the
alignment.

37. Sediment traps will be installed below the three stream crossings.



I
I

39.

40.

38.

42.

43.

46.

47,

48.

Silt fencing wil l  be installed parallel to Burnout Creek immediately adjacent to
the north side of the creek and below culverts on Segment 24.

Ptace riprap in rundown structures draining brow ditches along Segment 24.

Certain unvegetated areas of the cutditch will be lined with concrete as
determined on a case-by-case basis.

If drainage crossings are trenched, natural slopes will be restored to bottom and
sides so as to not significantly affect aggregation or degradation. Where neces-
sary, riprap or geotextiles will be placed on side slopes. Trench width will be as
narrow as possible to minimize scouring of stream bottoms. In areas of relatively
dry soils, trench materials will be returned to the trench and compacted to its
original density.

Removed, accumulated sediment will be disposed of in specified disposal sites. A
stream-crossing permit to comply with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act will be
obtained from the State of Utah.

Oily or treasy substances and any other contaminants from the the contractorrs
operations will not be placed where they will later enter a live stream or pond.

Discharge of any polluting substances will not be allowed.

Should spills from equipment occur, the contaminants and affected soil will be
cleaned up, removed from the pro ject area, and properly disposed of in an
approved dump location.

To accommodate any scheduling delays, Questar Pipeline, in conjunction with
Skyline Mine, will develop a contintency plan addressing a 'rquick-fix't mitigation
(construct a redundant pipeline, install strain gauges and/or expansion foints,
expose pipeliner oF construct pipeline on surface using shock-absorbing pylons,
etc.) for the small area that could be impacted by Skyline Mine's first and second
conf licting panel or read just Skyline's mining scenario by mining the Lower
OtConner nBr seam, or speed up construction time by adding crews and equipment.

The construction corridor will be seeded as soon as construction is completed and
otherwise reclaimed as soon as practicable during and following construction and
revegetated as nearly as possible to preconstruction condition.

Revegetation and soil-protection efforts will be inspected by the Forest Service
during and after construction. [f needed, revegetation efforts will be repeated
annually until such areas are revegetated to at least 75 percent of comparable
undisturbed adjacent vegetation and stabilized. Seed and/or plant material will
consist of species common to the immediate vicinity of the revegetation area
and/or species approved by the Forest Service (see list below).

41 .
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49. The seed mix used for revegetation must be certified to have a minimum of 90
percent Pure live seed (PLS) and a maximum of I percent weeds, none of which
are noxious.



Seed mix specif ications!

Common Name

Seed mix for dry mountain sagebrush and timber sites:

Agropyron trachyculum Slender wheatgrass
Agropyron spicatum Blue bunch wheatgrass
Agropyron smithii Blue stem wheatgrass
Dactylis glomerata Orchard grass
Bromus inermis Smooth bromo grass
Alopecurus pratensis Meadow foxtail
Lolium perenne Perennial ryegrass
Aster adscendens Pacific aster
Medicago sativa ladak Ladak alfalfa
Astragalus cicer Milkvetch

Pounds/Acre
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Seed mix for riparian or wet sites:

Agropyron trachyculum
Agropyron riparium
Dactylis glomerata
Phleum pratensis
Festuca elatior
Trifoll ium sp.
Aster adscendens

Slender wheatgrass
Stream bank wheatgrass
Orchard grass
Timothy
Meadow fescue
Alsik or white clover
Pacific aster

2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
2.0
1 .0
2.0
0.5
0.5
0.5

T[5--

2.0
2.0
2,0
2,4
?.0
1 .0
0.,

lT5

50. Tackif y, place geotextile, mulch, and add fertilizer as appropriate. Questar
Pipeline will coordinate with the Forest Service on a case-by-case basis.

5 l. Tree-planting stock to use in conifer stands will be Englemann spruce. Use tub-
lings rather than bare-root planting stock. Do not use off-site tree seed sources.
Tree seedling spacing will be 9 feet by 9 feet, which equates to 538 seedlings per
acre. Use 3-year-old planting stock. Before planting a seedlint, each planting
spot will have an area, 24 inches by 24 inches, cleared of all vegetative materials
and debris down to mineral soil.

52. Retain scattered rocks, hummocks, and slash for tree seedling shading. Monitor
rodent (pocket gopher) activity. [f rodent populations become excess-ive, rodent
control may become necessary.

53. Areas to be seeded will be cleared of
(shrub species resprouting will be left)r
will be repaired. Areas that have been
be cultivated to a depth satisfactory to
applying seed, fertilizer, or mulch.

debris and slash to the extent practical
and all eroded surfaces and irregularities
compacted beyond acceptable limits will

the Forest Service and left rough, prior to
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54. The existing pipeline segment to be abandoned will be purged, capped at both
ends, signs removed, the corridor will be recontoured as directed by the Forest
Service, and seeded and planted with a Forest Service approved mix.

Noxious-weed control will be required tor 3 years after revegetation is considered
satisfactory by the Forest Service. Weedy species th.at currently occur commonly
in th_e project area are musk thistle (Carduuq natans)r white top (cardaria draba),
and Canada thistle (Cirsium arvens). OtFffieffiquiring contr6[GmaJE'yer;
wood, toadflox tt,i""@'tg"E;end Russian knapweda (Cdntaurea repens). i"."
will be required to curtElEestablishment of these spffiTil-ii3iili6Eo areas
associated with the project.

56. Protection fences will be needed at designated sites for vegetation to become
established and for excluding certain areas from grazing and off-road traffic.
Questar Pipeline will construct, maintain, and remove the fencing.

57, Except where the route has to cross stream channels, no construction activity will
be within 50 feet of a stream channel, except as approved by the Forest Service.

58. Where Segment 3b emertes from Burnout Canyon and crosses the slope on the
north side of the canyon, the alignment wil-l be moved south to the existing dirt
road. Segment ,16 will be modified to protect coal resources and avoid w€tr
unstable slopes by following the Connellville fault as closely as possible. To
minimize visual and riparian impacts and avoid 2 intermittent stream crossings,
the northern end of Segment 24 and the southern end of Segment l4 will be
modified to follow the west side of the highway and road in Upper Huntington
Canyon before crossing Upper Huntington Creek for approximately .45 mile from
Little Swens Canyon in a northerty direction to tie back into Segment 14.

If the existing pipeline is abandoned and lef t in place, the permittee, Questar
Pipeline' will be responsible during the entire period of subsidence in the Skyline
Mine permit area to remove any portions of the pipeline that may become exposed
and revegetate any soils that are disrupted by removal or pipeline movement.

50. Unpaved access roads and all construction areas where the movement and opera-
tion of construction equipment produces airborne dust will be watered as needed
to minimize dust.

51, No surface-disturbing activities will be allowed within 100 feet of spawning areas
until mid-September. Clearance to construct earlier will be granted by the Forest
Service when it is determined that all Yellowstone cutthroat trout fry are out of
sffeam substrates. This determination will be accomplished by a Forest Service
acceptable fisheries specialist hired by Questar Pipeline. The determination will
be conducted according to Forest Service direction.

62, No harassment of wildlife and livestock will be allowed. Dogs or other pets will
be kept leashed at all times.

63, Construction, maintenance, and reclamation activities will be restricted during
the following periods unless otherwise allowed by the Forest Service as
determined on a case-byrase basis:

59.



Holiday weekends
winter range for big game
Big game parturition
Big game hunts

Until Yellowstone cutthroat
trout fry leave spawning
gravels (see item 59 above)

December I to April l5
May 15 to July 5
October 4 to October 2l

(opening weekends)

September l5 (could be as late as this)

Rehabilitate up to 6 sloughing areas (sediment sources) along Upper Huntington
Creek and Burnout Creek. Sites will be determined by the Forest Service. Until
stabilized, areas will be temporarily fenced (l mile at S2r500 per mile) with sheep-
tight fencing material, stabilized with staked-in pinyon-juniper posts, and planted
with riparian plantings (either sedges or willows). A stream alteration permit
must first be obtained before implementation. Questar Pipeline Company will be
responsible for all construction, reclamation, and maintenance for the life of the
restoration proiect.

Obtain and place 50 cubic yards of spawning substrate (L 12" to I ") in Upper
Huntington and Burnout Creek over the next 5 years at the Forest Service's
discretion. Construct 5 log structures where needed in each creek to hold
substrate in place (SZ:O/structure) if deemed necessry. Substrate will have to be
stockpiled along Burnout this year before the road is closed and reseeded. After
spawning season each year, a portion of the substrate will be placed in the stream
until the supply is depleted. A stream alteration permit must first be obtained
before implementation.

Ref lective materials or obtrusive colors will be avoided where possible (e.g.,
galvanized chain-link fence). All signage will be consistent with Forest Service
and U.S. Department of Transportation standards as appropriate.

Edge thinning and feathering Tree lines along the right-of-way will be selec-
tively thinned and/or planted with seedlings as directed by Forest Service per-
sonnel.

All unsurveyed areas to be disturbed will be surveyed for cultural resources. All
sites located will be documented and evaluated. The potential effects to signifi-
cant sites will be determined prior to the commencement of construction
activities in consultation with the Forest Service and the Utah State Historic
Preservation Officer.

The permittee, Questar Pipeline, will be responsible for implementing prudent and
f easible measures to avoid or reduce adverse impacts to cultural resources
determined to be eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places
through data recovery and archival research.

Construction monitors, crews, and authorized of f icers will be provided with
instructional materials regarding the identification, value, legal protection, and
treatment of cultural and paleontological resources.
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Construction crews .and e-gyipment operators will immediately bring to the atten-
tion of the authorizing officer. any cultural or paleontologicai reso[rces that may
be altered or destroy,ed by his/her operations, and will leJve such discovery intaci
unti l  told to proceed by the Price District Ranger. The Authorized Offi ier wil l
evaluate the discoveries brought to his/her attenlion and take action to protect or
remove the resource.

I eualitied palegnJglogist will be present during construction at segments identi-
f ied as having high or moderate potential fbr containing Pleisiocene faunal
remains to ensure that such resources are not adversely affeited. If such remains
are encountered, work will stop and the Forest Service will be notif ied
immediately.
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I DEscRrFrroNs or*FffiR*rE LocArroNs

I The proposed rou lude the existing
r route, Burnout Canyon Route, Gooseberry Route, and Vinter Quarters Route. Detailed

descriptions of the locations of these general routes are provided by segment below.

I
(NOTE: Asterisks following a segment number indicate that the setment is part of the

I existing route.)
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FIGURE B-1. THE EXISTING ROUTE

Segments l2*, L3x, L7*, lt*, 7*, L0*, L9*r 23*
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Segment Lzx (3.7 miles in length) is part of the existing pipeline and for the purpose of
this study begins in the northwest quarter of Section 25, T.l2 S., R.5 E. (SLM) at the
headward side of the Cabin Hollow Creek Drainage. The pipeline trends southeasterly
from near the junction of Skyline Drive and an unimproved two-track road, the latter of
which runs adjacent to the pipeline for one-half mile before turning south. One-third mile
thereafter, the pipeline begins descending some I,000 feet in elevation over the next
mile to the crossing at Gooseberry Creek, then ascends nearly I,400 f eet over the
remaining 2.2 miles.

An unimproved two-track road roughly parallels the pipeline f or some 2.6 miles
beginning about 0.4 mile west of the Gooseberry Creek crossing to the eastern end of
Segment L2* . The roadway crosses the pipeline at numerous locations along the
segment.

Segment l3* ( 1.4 miles in length) is part of the existing pipeline which tracks
southeasterly along the upper reaches of the ridge separating the Winter Quarters and
Upper Huntington Creek drainages. The pipeline is flanked by a road to the north until
within 0.15 mile of the segmentts southeast corner where it is crossed.

Segment 17* (0.7 mile in length) begins about 0.15 mile northwest of the point common
to Sanpete County on the west, Carbon County to the northeast, and Emery County to
the southeast. The existing pipeline trends northwest/southeast following the upper
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limits of an unnamed tributary of Upper Huntington Creek with little elevational
change. A gravelled road flanks the pipeline which is crossed on one occasion.

Segment 18* (3.2 miles in length), along with nearly all of Segment L7x, constitute those
segments of the existing pipeline which are located within the Skyline Mine coal Iease
areas boundary. The pipeline trends northwest/southeast and crosses along the upper
eastern flank of the Upper Huntington Creek watershed for all but one-quarter mile. The
pipeline crosses a gravelled roadway three times over the northern portion of the
segment while running alongside a graded, native surface road over the southern half of
the segment.

Segment 7x and l0* (0.1 and 0.3 mile respectively) are part of the existing pipeline.
Segment 7x crosses and parallels an unimproved two-track road along its western half.
Both segments are in close proximately to the Emery County/Carbon County boundary.

Segments 19* (2.8 miles in length) is part of the existing pipeline route. The first one-
half mile on the western end of the segment trends northeasterly before turning in a
southeasterly direction. The southeastern component follows the ridgeline between
Slaughter House Canyon on the north and Boardinghouse Canyon to the south and crosses
and runs parallel to an unimproved road for nearly I mile in the western end of the
comPonent. At the eastern end of the segment, the topography descends nearly I,100
feet over the last one-half mile, crossing State Highway 96 and Mud Creek near the
junction with Segment 23x,

Segment 23x (1.3 miles in length), part of the existing pipeline, differs in elevation by
over 11200 feet between the western end (lowest) and eastern end (highest) of the
segment. The pipeline follows the ridgeline between Boneyard Canyon on the north and
Magazine Canyon to the south and continues eastward to a topographic feature referred
to as I'The Elbowff. This location marks the eastern extent of the proposed pipeline
reroute project and is situated in the southwestern quarter of Section 27rT.l3 S, R.7 E.
(SLM).
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FIGURE 8.2. THE BURNOUT CANYON ROUTE

Segments l2*, 13*r 14, l7x, L6r 21 3ar 3b, 4r 9, Lgxr 23x; variation Segments 15, 51 61 7x)
8, l0*,  24

Segment Lzx (3.7 miles in length) is part of the existing pipeline and for purpose of this
study begins in the northwest quarter of Section 25, T .LZ S., R.5 E. (SLM) at the
headward side of the Cabin Hollow Creek Drainage. The pipeline trends southeasterly
from near the junction of Skyline Drive and an unimproved two-track road, the latter of
which runs adjacent to the pipeline for one-half mile before turning south. One-third
mile thereaf ter, the pipeline begins descending some 1,000 feet in elevation over the
next mile to the crossing at Gooseberry Creek then ascends nearly I,400 feet over the
remaining 2.2 miles.

An unimproved two-track road roughly parallels the pipeline for some 2.6 miles beginning
about 0.4 mile west of the Gooseberry Creek crossing to the eastern end of
Segment LZx. The roadway crosses the pipeline at numerous locations along the
seSment.

Segment I 3 * ( I .4 miles in length) is part of the existing pipeline which tracks
southeasterly along the upper reaches of the ridge separating the Winter Quarter and
Upper Huntington Creek drainages. The pipeline-is flanked by a gravelled road to the
north until within 0.15 mile of the segmentrs southeast corner where it is crossed.

! Segment l4 (1.6- miles in length) trends southward from the existing pipeline into the

I 
upper reaches of Upper Huntington Canyon above an area referred to-ds 'fne Kitchenn.
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I
Over the southernmost half mile of the segment, the proposed route descends over 500 t
feet and crosses two intermittent side tributaries of Upper Huntington Creek.

Segment I7x (0.7 mile in length) begins about 0.15 mile northwest of the point common
to Sanpete County on the west, Carbon County to the northeast, and Emery County to
the southeast. The existing pipeline trends northwest/southeast following the upper
limits of an unnamed tributary of Upper Huntington Creek with little elevational
change. A gravelled road flanks the pipeline which is crossed at I point.

Segment 15 ( I . l  miles in length) is an eastern alternative to Segment 14 and trends
southward from the existing pipeline along a ridgeline between two intermittent side
tributaries of Upper Huntington Creek. The segment descends over 700 feet overall from
the pipeline junction to above an area in Upper Huntington Creek known as 'tThe
Kitchen'r. An intermittent tributary is crossed in the lower reaches of the segment.

Segment l6 (1.5 miles in length) descends along Upper Huntington Creek from the area
referred to as 'rThe Kitchentt to just north of a perennial tributary entering from Swents
Canyon. The proposed pipeline would either be positioned between Utah Highway 264
and Upper Huntington Creek or to the east of the creek. Five stream crossings are
anticipated.

Segment 2 (0.6 mile in length) begins just north of the confluence of Swens Canyon Creek
and Upper Huntington Creek and proceeds south between or ad jacent to Utah State
Highway 264 and Upper Huntington Creek. Three stream crossings are anticipated over
the length of this segment.

Segments 3a (0.2 mile) and 3b (1.7 miles) continue southward for another one-quarter
mile and then turns eastward crossing Upper Huntington Creek near to the ouilet at
Electric Lake. The proposed route continues up along the north side of Burnout Canyon
.42 mile then crosses the stream in Burnout Canyon before angling up the south canyon
wall to the ridgeline separating Burnout Canyon and James Canyon. The proposed route
follows this ridgeline eastward for the remainder of the segment.

Segments 4 and 9 (0.2 mile and 0.3 mile in length respectively) continue in an easterly
direction to rejoin the existing pipeline on Trough Springs Ridge. An unimproved two-
track road is crossed in Segment 4. The Emery County-Carbon County boundary lies at or
near the proposed junction of Segments 9 and l9*.

Segments 19* (2.8 miles in length) is part of the existing pipeline route. The first one-
half mile on the western end of the segment trends northeasterly before turning in a
southeasterly direction. The southeastern component follows the ridgeline between
Slaughter House Canyon on the north and Boardinghouse Canyon to the south and crosses
and runs parallel to an unimproved road for nearly I mile at the western end of the
component. At the eastern end of the segment, the topography descends nearly lrl00
feet over the last one-half mile, crossing State Highway 

-96 
and Mud Creek near the

junction with Segmenl ?3x ,

Segment _23x (1.3 miles in length), part of the existing pipeline, differs in elevation by
over 11200 feet between the western end (lowest) and eastern end (frignest) of the
segment. The pipeline follows the ridgeline between Boneyard Canyon on ihe north and
Magazine Canyon =to the south and continues eastward to a topographic feature referred
to as 'tThe Elbow". This location marks the eastern exteni of the proposed pipeline
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I
II reroute proiect and is situated in the southwestern quarter of Section 27 , T.!3 S., R.7 E.

(sLM).

Segmenr 516 (0.4 and 0.2 mile in length respectively) trend in a north/south direction. To
the south Segment 516 connects with Segment 4 to the south at approximately equal
elevation at either end but dips into the upper reaches of Burnout Canyon midway along
the segment. To the north Segment 516 connects with Segment 7x and appears to be
relatively level.

Segment 8 (0.4 mile in length) would connect proposed Segment 4 with existing Segment
l0* and would provide an alternative to proposed Segment 9. Unlike the latter, which
varies in elevation by so.me 300 feet over a distance of 0.3 mile, Segment 8 would allow
for a near horizontal sit ing closely following the 9,600-foot contour. Segment 8, which
trends north/south, would run alongside an existing graded, native surface road to the
west over its entire length.

Segments 7* and l0* (0.1 and 0.3 mile respectively) are part of the existing pipeline.
Segment 7x crosses and parallels an unimproved two-track road along its western half.
Both segments are in close proximately to the Emery County/Carbon County boundary.

Segment 24 (2.6 miles in length) descends Upper Huntington Canyon southward from the
area referred to as "The Kitchen" to near the head of Electric Lake. The northern
portion of Segment 24 begins at the intersection of Segments 14, 15 and 15 on the east
side of Upper Huntington Creek and parallels the old Eccles Road, a partially reclaimed
dirt road. Segment 24 crosses Upper Huntington Creek and Utah Highway 264 in the
vicinity of Little Swens 'Canyon and parallels the highway on its western side to a point
just northwest of the northern high-water mark of Electric Lake. There, Segment 24
crosses Highway 264 and Upper Huntington Creek, and then joins the western terminus of
Segment 3b.
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FIGURE 8.3. THE GOOSEBERRY ROUTE

Segments I, 2, 3a, 3b, 4, 9, L9* , 23*i variation Segments 5, 6, 7* , t, l0*

Segment I (10.1 miles in length) intercepts the existing pipeline near the headwaters of
the Cabin Hollow Drainage in the northwest quarter of Section 25, T.I2 S., R.5 E.
(SLM). From the point of interception, this proposed reroute segment extends southward
approximately 4.4 miles, east of and adjacent to Skyline Drive after which the route
turns southeasterly for approximately 3 miles. Immediately after turning southeasterly,
the proposed pipeline alignment crosses the West Gooseberry Fault descending into an
area referred to geologically as the Gooseberry graben. The proposed pipeline would run
adjacent to Skyline Drive for nearly another I mile after the turn and would cross 2
unimproved side roads joining Skyline Drive from the north and an improved graveled
road which provides access to Lower Gooseberry Reservoir. Approximately I mile east,
Gooseberry Creek is crossed.

East of the stream crossing, the topography rises gradually for one-half mile before
encountering the East Gooseberry Fault and a 600-foot vertical rise over the next one-
half mile. At this point, the route turns northeasterly for one-quarter mile gaining
another 200 feet in elevation straddling the divide between the Gooseberry Creek and
Swens Canyon Watershed trending easterly for approximately 1.9 miles at or near the
ridgeline separating Swens Canyon on the south and Little Swens Canyon to the north
before descending into Upper Huntington Creek.I
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Segment 2 (0.6 mile in length) begins just north of the confluence of Swens Canyon Creek
and Upper Huntington Creek and proceeds south between or ad jacent to Utah State
Highway 264 and Upper Huntington Creek. Three stream crossings are anticipated over
the length of this segment.

Segments 3a (0.2 mile) and 3b (1.7 miles) continues southward for another one-quarter
mile and then turns eastward crossing Upper Huntington Creek near its outlet to Electric
Lake. The proposed route continues along the north side of Burnout Canyon for .42 mile
then crosses the stream in Burnout Canyon before angling up the south canyon wall to the
ridgeline separating Burnout Canyon and James Canyon. The proposed route follows this
ridgeline eastward for the remainder of the segment.

Segments 4 and 9 (O.2 mile and 0.3 mile in length respectively) continue in an easterly
direction to rejoin the existing pipeline near the divide separating the Electric Lake and
Mud Creek Drainages. An unimproved two-track road is crossed in Segment 4. The
Emery County-Carbon County boundary lies at or near the proposed junction of Segments
9 and l9*.

Segments 19* (2.8 miles in length) is part of the existing pipeline route. The first one-
half mile on the western end of the segment trends northeasterly before turning in a
southeasterly direction. The southeastern component follows the ridgeline between
Slaughter House Canyon on the north and Boardinghouse Canyon to the south and crosses
and runs parallel to a unimproved road for nearly 0.5 mile at the western end of the
component. At the eastern end of the segment, the topography descends nearly lrl00
feet over the last 0.5 mile, crossing State Highway 96 and Mud Creek near the junction
with Segment 23*.

Segment 23* (1.3 miles in length), part of the existing pipeline, differs in elevation by
over 11200 f eet between the western end (lowest) and eastern end (nignest) of the
segment. The pipeline follows the ridgeline between Boneyard Canyon on the north and
Magazine Canyon to the south and continues eastward to a topographic feature referred
to as sThe Elbow'. This location marks the eastern extent of the proposed pipeline
rerou.te project and is situated in the southwestern quarter of Section 27, T.13 S, R.7 E.
(SLM).

Segment 516 (0.5 mile in length) trend in a north/south direction. To the south
Segment 516 connects with Segment 4 to the south at approximately equal elevation at
either end but dips into the upper reaches of Burnout Canyon midway along the
segment. To the north Segment 516 connects with Segment 7x, appears to be relaiively
level.

Segment .8 (0.4 mile in length) would connect proposed Segment 4 with existing
Segment l0* and would provide an alternative to proposed Segment 9. Unlike the latter;
which varies in elevation by some 300 feet over a distance of-0.3 mile, Segment 8 would
allow for a near horizontai siting closely following the 9r600-foot contour". Segment 8,
which trends north/south, would run alongside an existing graded, native surface road to
the west over its entire length.

Segments_7_* and l0* (0.1 and 0.3 mile respectively) are part of the existing pipeline.
Segment 7x crosses and parallels an unimproved two-track road along its weJtirn half.
Both segments are in close proximately to the Emery County/Carbon County boundary.
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Segments l2*' z0t 21r 23*; variation Segment 22; associated Segment 19*

Segment l2* (3.7 miles in length) is part of the existing pipeline and for purpose of this
study begins in the northwest quarter of Section 25'r'T'.12 S., R.5 E.' (SLM) at the
headward side of the Cabin Hollow Creek . Drainage. The pipeline trends southeasterly
from near the junction of Skyline Drive and an uniirproved iwo-track road, the latter of
which runs adiacent to the pipeline for one-half mite before turning souih. One-third
mile thereaf ter, the pipeline begins descending some I,000 feet in elevation over the
next mile to the.crossing at Gooieberry Creekr-then ascends nearly lr490 feet over the
remaining 2.2 miles.

An unimproved two-track road roughly parallell the. pipeline for som e 2.6 miles beginning
about 0.4 mile west of the Gboseberry Creek crossing to the eastern end of
Segment lzt. The roadway crosses the pipeline at numerous locations along the
segment.

Segment 20 (9.1 miles in length) trends east/west for approximately two-thirds of its
proposed lenglh {ol$ the upland reaches of Vinter Quaiiers Ridge before descending
lust west of Scofield to crossings situated at an unimproved tfi-track road, Winter
Quarters Creek and Mud Creek. After skirting the southdrn corporate limits of Scofield,
the segm_gn!. turns southward just east of Mud Creek atop ine- ridgeline separating
Pleasant Valley on the west and UP Canyon to the east for the distance of l.l miles. At

FIGURE 8.4. THE WINTER OUARTERS ROUTE
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t
Ithat point' the proposed segment turns east for .7 5 mile and then south for the remaining

distance.

An unimproved two-track road would run adiacent to the proposed pipeline segment from I
the vicinity of Scofield to the junction with either Segment 2L or 22.

Segment 2l (3.1 miles in length) descends the ridgeline north of Broads Canyon crossing
3lo-n$ its cou.rse 2 unimproved roads and the stieam at the mouth of Broads Canyoi
before reaching and crossing Mud Creek. The proposed pipeline segment then runs
upstream adjacent to and west of Mud Creek until the mouth of Slaughtir House Canyon
wh.ere th9 pipeline crosses to the east side of the creek near an existing highway
culvert. The segment then continues upstream.to connect with the existing pipelini jusl
east of Utah State Highway 96.

Segment 23x (1,3 miles in length), part of the existing pipeline, differs in elevation by
over 11200 feet between the western end (lowest) and eastern end (highest) of the
segment. The pipeline follows the ridgeline between Boneyard Canyon on the north and
Magazine Canyon to the south and continues eastward to a topographic feature referred
to as nThe Elbown. This location marks the eastern extent of the proposed pipeline
reroute project and is situated in the southwestern quarter of Section 27, T.l3 S., R.7 E.
(sLM).

Segment 22 (3.3 miles in length) is an eastern alternative for the Winter Quarters
R9ut9. The proposed segment instead of descending along the ridgeline of Broads Canyon
llku Segment 21, sidles eastward and southward along the upper reaches of Broads
Canyon before rejoining the existing pipeline ht nThe Elbowtt. Unimproved two-track
roads exist adiacent to the proposed pipeline alignment.

Segmenl .l 9* (2.8 miles of existing pipeline) is not a part of either W inter Quarters
Routes (l) or (z). However, if eithei of-these routes is selected, the existing piplline of
!98.m91t 19* cannot be abandoned as it is needed to supply gas to a tap lirie' that joins
Main Line No.4l at the western terminus of Segment l9*. Because this-setment cannot
be abandoned, the environmental resources are addressed along Segment 19* not as part
of the routes, but as a segment associated with the route.

The first one-half mile on the western end of Segment 19* trends northeasterly before
turning 4." southeasterly direction. The southeastern component f ollows tne iiCgeline
between Slaughter House Canyon on the north and Boardinghouse Canyon to the south
and crosses and runs parallel to a unimproved road for nearlt0.5 mile at the western end
9f . !!" -comPonent. At the eastern end of the segment, the topography descends nearly
I ' 100 feet over the last 0,5 mile, crossing State Highway 96 and Mud Creek near thil
junction with Segment 23x.
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Federal Register Notice
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DATE: 08/O7 /89

1. PRA'ECT }IAHE:
l la in l lne ;41

IIANTI -IASAL ITATIOTTAL FEREST
PROTECT SCOPTNC DOCutEltr / Elrunom{EEAL AssEsstfENT

DISTRIGI IIAHE: prlcc Ranger Dlsr.

Quescar  Plpel lne Co.  proposed Rerouce of
Gas Transolsslon ptpcltne

EI,IJ CODE : 27 20

a Segnenc of

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

2. RESFONSIBLE OEEICIAL: George A. Horrls, Forestr Supenrtsor

3. PROPOSAL (gHO, IJHAT, IiHlf , EHERE, HOg): Qucscar plpellne Coopany has
proposed co rerouEe a 4.25 al lc srgDGnB of Ehc cxisclng l lainl ine r4l Gas
Transnisslon Plpcllnc around che Slq7l1na GoeI t{lne per:lt.c Arca tro avoid
Pocencial daoages froo nlnlng lnduced subsidcnce. 11re BLlt and Coascal
Scates Enerry coupany (t{lnc Omcr) GscltrrEc ehac approxinacely 15 nill ion
tons of recoverable coal could be trrcverstbly and lrreerl"rr"Lly losc in
order to Procecc che cxlstlng plpcltnc fron substdencr. euescar ptpeline
Conpany and Coascal Scaccs Encrg;y Coopany are coopcracLng ln regard tro Ehis
proposal - Attachnenc I ls a tr8p rhich shors tlre proposed rerouce and Ehe
exi.sclng locaclon of rhe plpellne.

Quescar Plpellna Coryany and Coastal Staccs Encrgy Coapaay have proposed
chac a t'hlrd Party cnvlronoencal consulcan! prcpirc Bhe NEPA docuoentr. The
Forest has detcrolncd chre an EIS ntl l  bc necdcd to adeguacely address che
proposal and elt,ernaElvcs. An tnltlal rcvtcrr of Ehc proposal has shorm
chac lc could bc conslscenc utth thc Foresc Plen, houcver, r Foresc plan
anen'l-enc rrould be nccdcd tf Bhc sclccted altarnattvc lnvolves oodificac,ion
of che UC (Uctl lcy Corrldor) l lanegeoenc Unit.  Thc Forcsc Serrrtce ID ceam
uil l  be rcsPonslble for dccetnlnlng Foresc Serrr icc Eanagetrenc concerns,
evaluacing orher altcrnaglves, evaluaclng proposcd cnvlronroencal
consul tantrs  and specia l lscs for  approval ,  and u111 rev ierr  specia l isE,s
rePorcs for cechnicaL adequacy. Ttrc ID Eea.u and staff ni}l also revi ep che
drafc and fLnal EIS prior Eo rcleasc to che publtc and help respond co
public coaoencs.

4. TIE'ING OPPORflDITIES: The EIS utll bc'clercd Eo the Forcsr Plan and Final
E I S .

OTHER' AGENCTES OR PIIBIJCS IN\IOLVED: Ttrc coryrny's proposed locacion for
rerouctng che ptpcllne trwolvcs only Neclonal Foresr Syscau lands.
Evaluacton of ochcr elgcrneclvcs rhlch lncludc ochcr lends uould require
lnvolvcDanc fron thc tpproprlaca land ouncrs or land BanaBetreng agencies.
I?re ucah Dlvtslon of lJlldllfc Resourcas and chc Ucah Dcparrucnc oi Healch
uould bc Lrnrolvcd ln ragard co plpelinc constructl.on edj acenr Eo and in
Upper Huntlngton Creck. BLl l  rr i l l  bc consultcd regardlng coal reserrres.

EHFEGIS ON THg EMIIRONI{ENT: Tlre proposed rcroucc lnvolvcs lnsrallacion of
an l8 inch ptpel lne sdJaccnc co Upper Huncingcon Crcck and Scase Highuay
264. The coBpany anclcipaEes crossing the creek and htghuay several
c tnes.  The s idEh of  d i .scurbance for  p ipc l lne conscrucc lon 1s anEic ipaced
Eo be 50 fcec in  f lac areas r r i th  sone addlc lonal  u idth ne:ded a long sEeep
s lopes .  l t t e re  cou ld  be  e f feccs  to  ve teEaE lon  ( lnc lud tng  r lpa r ian ) ,
rec reac ion ,  v i sua l  qua l l cy ,  uaEer  qua l i cy ,  uacershed ,  u i l d l t fe  and  che
f lshery.  I? t reacened,  endangered and scnsic ive p lanc and aninal  species and
culcura l  resource sul f , reys s i l l  be needed to deceru ine rhc ef feccs co chese
r e s o u r c e s .

5 .

6 .



7 . ISST'ES ^IfD OONGERNS

Poccntlal for dcgredatlon
of urtarshed end f loodplaln
condtttons end uacer qual lcy
duc Eo plpcl lne conscrrrcclon.

Pocanrlal for degredaclon
of vcgececlon elong Ehe
plpel lne;  cspccla l ly
rl,perten vcgecsclon along
Upper llunclng,con Grcck.

Irpeccs co vlldllfc
rnd flsh due Eo chc
ecttvltry end pocanEtal
dcgrr&Eton of vecar
qurllEy fror plpcllnc
conrEn;rcEl.on.

Dcgrrdatton of tJre vtsual
qrrrllry rnd dtrnrpclon of
recr3sgton duc to thc
rcttvtg:f rnd dlscrrrbrnct
of plpallna conscltlcclon.

hblle Sefccy - Constrruccton
.cttvlEy could c:use
pocenGtrl  for confl lccs
vlclr publlc uscs on Ehe
Forerc end Sc:re F-4f 261..

Ir$d SErbtllsy - Tlrc ptprllna
rnrsB bc locrccd ro chec, tr, ts
lr in rceblc rrcu end vlll
DoE lnduco lend fetlura:.

@ Ibr plpcllnc
rhould br locegcd Bo llnLutzc
confllcts bonccn plpallnc
proEcctlon end coel rccovcty.4_

Delege to Stece lltlf . 261. due
co plpcllnc consErucE,lon,
end opcrrclons.

HENTOru(s

l leC,er Uscrs

Ucah Dlv ls ton of
9t ld l l fe  Resources

trt ldl t fc Groups,
HunEerr,
Flshcroen,
Ucetr Dlvlclon of
gt ldlt fa ResoutccE.

Recrcrclon Groups
end lndlvtdurlt.

Gcncrrl hrbllc

Qucster
Coupany

PlpcI tnc

REACTION TO PRA'ECT

Unknorrn pendlng
cooglecton of
p roJccc  scop in ts .

Concern for
p rocec t lon  o f
Ehe f isheqy

Concern for

Procccclon of
n l ld l l fe  and
habt cas

Concern for
qurl lcy of
rec3erE,l0n
opportrunicles

Concern for safety

lJanc Eo decrease
rtsk and nalntanance

, , +

9rng Eo nari.slze
coal recovsrJr fron
{:a':1}-1"19:--

Hant to prcvenc
conf l lc ts  u lch Hqy.
.g5;:_1!d _ salncenance .

Concern chac process
si l l  be s lon due co
eddtclonal involved

troups and approvals
nccdcd

I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
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BLI{,
Coestrl Scrtcg
Ener6r Corp:l;l-=

- - - - - ' - ' - t ' - -

Ucelr Dcpc. of
TransporEaElon

Ochcr r lcerneclvc rouccs Eusc
evalueced co lssurc chac chc
trosc rdvencatcous roucc or
a lcc rnac , lve  ls  sc lec ted .
Ochcr alEernaclves nlghc
lnvo lve  ochcr  lands ,  and
a g e n c l e s .  A l l  e f f e c c e d  I a n d
ouncrs end agencles EusE be
lnvo lvcd  tn  che cva lusc lon

P r o c e s s .

CoasEaI  Scaces
Encrgy Coopany,
Quescar  Plpel lne
Coopany
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8- SUGGESTED ALTERNATI\IES: Ocher rltctnrctvcg nccd to bc ldenrlflcd such chae
ln edaqurca rrrey of rlt:rneglvss ls consldcrtd end rlrat che Eosc
bencflclal alEernatlve ls selecBed. Thc Erp (Atcechnent f) shous soEe
pocanclel elterneElvc plpcl lne routcs. Tlrc 'No Actlon' eltarrreclvc snsc be
cveluaced- Thts sltarneclve vould lrnrolve protacclon of che plpcl lne by
Doc el loutn6 olnlng uhlch vould causc subsldcncc ln chc eorrldor.

I f  the selected alcerrtestve el loss for rcrouclng of clre plpeltne, Ehe' Foresc Supcrrrlsor Eu3c rlso decl,de uhecher or noc Eo rrt"lt che bypassed
plpel lne corr ldor as I UC (Uclt l try Corrldor) l{anegeuenc Untc. In addlcion,
he trtrsE dactda rrhcchcr or noc Eo add ctrc ncv plp.Un" corrldor as a uc
l{anagencnE UntE. Ebntneclon or rddlg,ton of e ilg X.tt.geEenc Untc sould
raqutrc I Foregc Plan &endncnt. Crlccrle uscd co dctantne deslgnacton of
UC l{anegeEencs tncluder tha poccncial for nora r}ren onc llneer .o.tgy
transPortecton faclllfy to be loceted utctrtn rlrc gnlt.

9 - AI{ALTSIS AltD DggISIO}f CRIfEBIA: All vleblc eltcrneslves ntrsc be evaluaced
tn tlrc gIS. Vtablltry u111 bc dcGcrutncd consldarlng Forasc plan
dlreetlon, lend rcabllley rnd ltultaclont regrrdlnt cosc and plpelLne
conrtruetlon ccchnolo6/.

AlBcrnatlves uust bc conrtstenc vtttr dtrcccton ldenclfled 1n che Foresc
Plen. Tho Forcrc Plrn (Appendlr D) ldcnrlflcr Ercluslon end Avoidanca
rrcrt rnd crltarh for conllderetlon of llnatr cncrEf cransporgacton
f:clltclcr rnd dcslgnecton of uc l{enegancnc un1ss.

10. AITALYSIS SETIJ.S:
sPEgr.,f,Lnr SPECI'\IJST BOIJ (ceeo leader, Eearr ue,ober

ID
so
ID

I
I
I
I

GeoLogr/Gcotechnlcal
Gcolory /Gcoceehnlcrl
Englnccrtng
9atersh cd/llydrologT
9t1d11fc (Tcrrcscrlr l)
Ulldltfe (Aqurclc)
Vcgetecton
T,E end S Plenc.r
BcclelrcloB
SolkTRacleneclon
Vtsuel Quellcy
RaerarElon
Range
Culcural Rcsourccs

9alc Novak
Gertar Recd
Brenc Berncy
Denntr Kelly
Rod Pleycr
Dnrcc Robcrtr
Robert.Thoupson

a

Den Irrsen
Jencs Jcnscn
Glen Jeckson
Lc land l{atheson
Sran HcDonald

coo.sultanc

Tcan Lcader
Coordlnacor/Consul EanE,
Teen l{csber

I

a

a

a

I

a

I

,
I

a

tI
I
I
I
t
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11. SGHEDIIIJ: FS ID Tcan Flcld
ProJecr  Scoptng
Hecc lng :

Revtey Consul: lng
Spcel r l lscs
Quel l f lceEtons:

ID Tcen l{eeGtng
utch Consulcrnr:

Revlev Draft
E I S :

Rcrpond to
Drrft EIS
Coococ::

l .

b .

d .

c .

c .

08/2L/8e

Bcfore
08/2L/8e

ae /27 /8e

LO/26/8e

a3 /29 leo
co

o4/L9 /9O

Revlev Ftnal
E I S :  :

Sc lccs
Alterneclvc rnd
Preparc ROD:

ProJ ccc
IurpIcoenErElon

05  /03  /9O

t "

h .

a5 /24 /9O

07 /r3 /eo

I
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UI. DISBICI IAI|GET, DEGTSIOH:
bqrrlrcr fircber utGr8rrcnE:
Iegrrlrcr m firnbcr rsrcrsDcuc:
Grtagortcrl ErclusLoa:

Dtrcrlcc Brnger

10-19O0-2 (Bcv. 3/8t )
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FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICE
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Unl ted SEaEes
Deparcuenc of
Agriculcure

Fores t
Senrtce

Hanci -LaSa
Nacional F

ce  R ive r  Dr .
84501

F r i d a T ,

Fores c
che

0f f ice of  Ehe Federal  Reglscer
Nacional Archives and Records Senrice
General Serrrices AdoinisEracion
Hashingcon,  DC 20408

GentLeroen:

Please publ ish che
A u g u s c  1 1 ,  1 9 8 9 .

enclosed Noclce of  Incenc in  Ehe Federal  Regiscer  on
t
I
I
I
I
I

Concacc Aaron t i '>se,  Engineer ingr /Minera ls  Scaf f  Of f icer ,  oE Carter  Reed,
Geologisc, ac calephone nr"nber ( 801) 637 -28L7 regarding conf irrnacion of
publ icac ion dace or  for  any in fornacion on the Nocice of  Incenc.

S incere ly  ,

/s /  George A.  ! {or r is

GEORGE A. MORRIS
Foresc  Supen iso r

Enc losures

cc:  Dave Hoefer  (RO)
D - 3
C .  R e e d

I
I
I

;*rtl[,irifP$:Sleot Pf
t"=tAuG J5=Fgtucah
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D TARilEIIT OF ACEICULT'RS

Forcrt Scnlcc

REITCATIOII OF A SEGI{EIIT oF QpEstAB PIPEIJXg c4{pAtt:r. s }{AINLITTE ,41

GAS IEATSI{ISSIOI| PIPETJ$E;

t{5 -cl-Ir srl E rlonrl Forclt, Gragoo, ?nt7 rad Srupcta C.rrrnclcs, uEsh

AGE[Clt: ForcrE Scnrlca, USDA.

ACftOll: Nottca of, lnccnt to prGprar crnrtronncncrl lrpact ac8cctrcnc,

(Ers) .

S:glOff.Y: Itrc Forcsc Scnrlca stll prcparc ln cnvl,ronncnc.el lupacc

staceoenc for I  proposel to relocate |  4.25 si lc scgnent of Hainl ine

#41. Ttrc PurPosG 1s to blpass aD arer rhcrc coal ninlng has been

proposed end evold potcntlel dacrgc fron ulnlng lnduced substdcnca. fbe

seEnenc of ttrc ptpcllne proposcd for rclocatlon ls auehorlzed under a

Forcst Scnrlcc Sgcclel-Usc Pernlt.

DATE: Con'cntt concaraing cha scopc of tlrc enelyils should bc reeeived

ln srlclng by Scptcobcr 14, 1989.

ADDRESSES: Scnd urlctan cotraencs co George llorrls , ForesG Supenrisor ,

Hancl'I-a Sal Haclonal Fores c, 599 lJcsc Prlce River Drive , Prl.cc , Ucah

84501 .
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FOR' FITRrI{E' DfmUfAtIOn COttlACl: Aeron Hosa, Engtnacrlng4{tncrals Sgrff

off lccr, (801) 637- 28L1 .

STIPPIJI{EITTARY INFOiltAflOT:

Itrc Forcrt Supcnrlror ntrst cvrlurca Ehc proposel end rny vlablc

alEcrutlves ( lncludtng thc'no rcttonr r lcarnrt lvc) co dcctdc vhcchcr

or nos to rllov thc ptpcllnc Eo bc lovcd end to nodtfy rhc cxlsrtng

Spcctal-Usc Petllt. thc proposel. dcpcndf.ng on trhich elsarnaclve ls

approved, could raqul,rc sl rncndncng Go tbc lbncl-La Sal Netlonel Foresc

Irnd end Resourco t{enrgclcnc Plen. Issucs end concerns Eo bc eddrassed

ln tlre EIS s111 bc dctetllncd through proJ ccc scoping, For chis

PurPos€, thc Forcsc 1r requcsttng rrrlEtan coucncs as dlscussed above

and utl l  hold r publ lc lccclng ln Prlca, Ucah on Augusc a0, 1989. T?re

proposcd actton lrwolvcs oaly Nactonel Forasc Systea lands adslniscered

by che Hantl-h Se1 Noclonal Foresc. ochcr elcctnactves could lnvolve

edJaccnt lends end ocbcr land osnars or agcncl,es. George l{orrls, foresc

Supenrlsor, v111 bc tha rcsponstblc offlcial in rcgard ro Naclonel

Forasc Sysccu lends. Iba Foresc enclelpaEGr rclcesc of trhc Drafr EIS

for publtc rcvicr on Januery 29, 1990.

Ttrc co@enc pcrlod oa ctrc draft cnvlronoencal lrapacc stacetrenc r.rill

bc 45 days fron che data the noclce of aval.labiffey appears ln che

Federal Reglscer. Ic ls vcry loporcanc chac those lnceresced in che

proposed acclon ptrt tctpace ac chac t loe. To be che trosc helpful,



\
I

cotrDcnts on thc dreft cnvtronncntel lrpect scaceocnc should bc as

spcclfle tt posstblc urd lay eddress chc adcquacy of chc scaBeuenc or

che ncrtcs of clrc elcarnecl,vcs dlscusscd (scc The Councll on

Envlronoentrl Quallcy Regulatlons for bpleocntlng chc procadural

provtrtons of chc Hrclonel Envtronacncal Pollcy Acc rc 40 Ct? 1503.3).

In addltlon, Fcdcrel courc dcclslons .;avc cstabllshcd chec rcvlesers

of drafc cnvlronacncrl tcpacc atrcaacncs Eust scructurc thcir .

PrrEtclp.clon ln ttrc envtronacncal rcvles of chc proposal so chac lc ls

ncenlngful rad elerts rn lgency Eo ctre revtescrs' poslclon and

cotlcGntlons. Vanont Yenkec Nuclcer Poser Corp. v. I IRDC, 435 U.S. 519,

553 (1978). Emrtronncncrl obJccEtons chac could havc bcen ralsed ac rhe

drefc strge t a:f be salvcd Lf noc ralscd unc1l afccr coupleclon of the

flnel ernrtronnenErl lnpacc scateocnc. Clw of Ansoon v. Hodel, (9ch

Ctrcul t ,  1986)  rnd 9 lsconsln Her lEages.  Inc.  v .  l lar r is ,  /+90 F.  S.pp.

1334, 1338 (8.D. 91,s. 1980). I l tc rclson for clr ls ls co ensurr chac

subscrnclvc cotrocacs eud obJcectons arc. nade evailable to che Foresc

Scnrtcc et I tLnc shcn lt can neanlngfully consl.der cbeu and respond co

clrcu tn thc flnal.
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fi^.r,e Yn ̂ r\^4
( l  ( r

GEORGE A. !{ORRIS

,$-z-8?
DATE
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Fores c Supenrtsor
Hanct-La Sal Naclonal Foresc
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15A Sun Advocate, Price, Utaifr-Tuesdav, August 15, 19.99

Foresi Service considers
gqs line rnove request

1l'he l\tanti-Lasal National
Forest is arrre-ntly evaluatirg
an applicatioa fiIed by Qrres'
tar Pipeline Company to
reroute the'irrreinline *11 gaS
transnissioa pipeline rrithin
th. forest.

.=bout 4.23 mileg of the
l&inch line tJrat E€rves t'be
ProvelSdt Lalca area is prop-
osed to be rerouted to avoid
potenud C^-^B€ that cotrld
be caused by mining'ilduced
subsideuce over the Skyline
Coal lvline Perait are&

Utah Fuel Company, a
wholly orrrred subsidiarT of
Coastd States Energy Com-
pany, plans to longwall mine
up to three searDs of coal, tak'
bg up to 13.5 feet of cod Per
sertn. Appro-i"'ately 30 feCt
of eubsidence is erpected and
the gasline sinply cannottalce
the strain. The Bureau of
Lartd Management and Utah

Fbd ectiloats that ePProri-
-.t ty 15 r'ilion tonr of
rec$tsrable cod cnrld'be iltet-
rievably lost in order to Prg-
t""t thl piPeline from aubsi'
a.t o w'itbort tbe ProPorcd'
rerurrte.

lte proPosal woul<- involve
only Nationd Forest sYstcm
t 

"bt 
and would be installed

in Burnout CaaYon neat
Electric Lake and in UPPet
Huntington CanYon adi-acent
to Staie HighwaY 2Sl:

Fbrlher information on the
oroiect can be obtrit'ed at the
itaitil,a.Sal National Forest
Supcrvisot'g Office, 599 F.tt
Price River Dri're, kice, Utah
84501 or bY caUing Carter
Reed or Walt Nowak, at
(801)637'2817. Rrblic corn-
ments on the ProPosd will be
accepted until SePtrmber 14,
1989.
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F-.rQs: $rr! !at3l7

531 r\:ct Pner l lvcr Onvr
Pr ,G! .  UT 3Jgf f
:3J : )  i3 i - i5 :7

Srrg*cc Cistnc: Fang*
:30 Scutn Man Stncl
i :rn:ra. UT 6r€:7
f  a0 : l  : 93J t5 l

F:rrcn Crstnst Flangcr
:-3 Scutn Surc S!..rrt
F:rrcn. JT lJ5:3
,?.)t ;  l3r. i3?

: 'rc: l .stnc: Qengcr
!i9 flcsr lnca Rrvcr Onvc
Pncr .  UT ?J50f
(e0: i  637-2317

Mca: Jirtnc: iangcr
t:5 ^/Gsr i00 Soutn Struet
V?al. UT 8r:32
r60:) 253.7155

Montrclr lo gistnct Rengcr
J96 3asr Cenrr:l Slrrrt
Monrrccl lo. UT 345fs
r80l i  Si l l -?Olr

Y

NEWS
RETEASE
MANTI.LASAL NATIONAL FOREST

FCR EljRTlrtrl' INFOR{AIIOII CONTACT }r-ALfER NOBAK
NA:IOIIAL FOR.EST. 599 ITEST PR,ICE R:Vg?. DRIVE,
( 8 0 1 )  5 3 7 - 2 8 1 7

oR CARTER REED, !!At{rI-lA SAL
PRICE, In{it 84501 .

August 22, 1989

FOR DEISIJTE RELEASE

The !{aqcl-La Sal llacionaL Foresc lri1f hos c a pubLic EeeE,ing Eo ciscuss iie

rerouti .ng of t{at: l lne #41 prcposed by Quescar Pipel ine Cccpaa;r of Salc Lal

Ci ry ,  ( fonrer lT ! {ouucai : r  Fuel ) .  Quescar  ls  progosing Eo Bove Ehe p ipel t :e

froo che Skyl ine I ine coal propertry Eo avoid pocani:.a1 grobleas caused bi '

ni.ning- induceC s'ubsidence .

Pur?ose o f  Che t ree t ing  is  to  educaca the  pub l ic  on  che pro-ccsa i  anc i

Process ing  as  1 ; le l l  as  Eo so i i c ic  c3Fencs .

The Eeec, ing wl l l  be held on l iednesday,  August  30,  1939,  rE 7:00 p.3.  in

che Aluani Roou located in Ehe S cudens Cencer Builci:,ag on che College o f

Eascern Ucah Caopus,  Pr ice,  Ucah.

For  publ lcat ion in :

S u n  A d , v o c a c e  8 / 2 t l 8 9  a n d  S u n  A d v o c a c e ,  . F . Y . I . ,  ] t e e c i n g  N o c e s  8 / 2 9 1 8 9

Enery  Councy  Progress  8 /24 /39

r n e

. I . L J



DJT PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING - AUGUST 30, I9t9
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In:=oductlon (15 aLn. )
Fores: Scwtca penitt lng and
liactonal Envi.ronnencrl pollcy
Acg P=ocedu=es

Dcscrtpclon of Proposal (1S atn. )
and A1!cFra,31ves

Descrlpclon of Foresr Scnrlce (15 oln. )
l{anagenenC Concerns

-) Vc - t  ' l  e/ei

Ire lk :ch,
Dlsclcc Ranger
Price Ramgcr Dis=icc
t{:ncl- [a Sal l{ . F.

KLa Blair
Q3resc:r Pi.pcltne C;r.

=

llalc f,ouak,
t{ancl- La Sal N . S.
Prlca 8:ngcr Discrlcc

Gordon Reid,
Foresc Serlr ice, Ucetr
Energr Ccordinacor
(Faci l lsacor)

- )
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l{o s: :

D a : a :

Tl,re:

Loca t ' - cn :

?

IV.

AGEITDA
FUILIC TEETINC . AUGT'ST 30, 1989

QU:STA.R' PIPELI]IE @. PROPOSAL TO RERiUTE A SEG!{E}TT OF T{AIHLIHE ,I.L

USDA F:resE S:rrrtca, l{anrEl-h Srl Nal lonel Foresc

-r-cdncs&y - August 30, 19E9

7 :00 Plt

Fr1cc,  Ute l r
Collage :i- Eestern Ucalr C:rryus
Sc.rdcnc Ccngcr Bldg.
Alurrl Roor

II. F:t?osc enC Nee1 for Crc Proposal (1S nLn. ) Clcn Zr:utralc,
Coasul SEaccs Enerry Co.
3kylina Coal- !{ine

T Y T

V. Publlc Cor-encs end Qbcstlons (As Need:d)

C lose l {eeEing
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SIGI.IN STTEEI
PUBLIC UEET:NG . AUGT'ST 30,

QUESTAR PIPSLINE COIrP$nr PROPOSAL TO REROUTE A
1989
SEC}IE}TT OF HAINLINE *4L

REPRESENTING ADDRESS /PHONE NU},IBER I
,.,- I

&h H+r'a 0f.-9"^ hrtztt4-)0-Lt

A\\r^ i
4Z

y/t).4',- *t% /'"724%*'l
'l tt //'/t* L/v/ Fur/t" /.//oroni r,tf"./ ll/fA,uor rJtnrry ieneg I aoes z3o E.,.r6orr4v,,4 szr-+zss I

/)av. F/a;.n Qr.:/a, f ,pe/,;c C-- 2l turt\ r/rt , ,1c4t7y/Zinrei)

C/t* Z"nu,.r Co*sr*. S.,tretc--2J4.i/lro Fr.t{2.-n, 47. I

[rr+-" Q".J Fovtst s{^uict e.r..,1ii,-ff7 '

E"/U krto/"" Fz 4 '.C* d /o4" 4/e, '/l
L /  r I

K lk*o' 
Qv€-txz ?'e€ttie Qo'z 5ee'tiL> t'rt"' 

I
- / rr ,  

E/z- ' , /n,--  ea<s/<r Pip/rn.a. 
Po'44 /ryt> 

: : t
-DJ- 54hf u-Do 7- P-,2-- ,zt<-/at>_rrr

\-r.Jera \,:e.,=r,*a,$ \.rra.*.1 \Lo -\t_ S1,., _ q 1 t

lord.-, S-,,1* QvetAt

/v/^^/< 6 4 
-t*4 '?:/"y"'"',- 

I' '*o^^ 
a'ln* uf{ o'u' 0"1'&t+'Lw'"'n{ &t4 z^lt' a1'*

. ./. -t .^ r o. -t.'. .-.,1- ,.r. n', I
/,; fu,. , 1vte.L'P'r;l '^'. !{ (at' ( 'J-, 

^ :

A)*Q*u' t*.1'*, 4', :\:,/ .' eo E- ful
Q;, ,%*J(.^ ,1{^1, E,/ e' ,,! fuz'u' s^;Xt^ p"'"- 

|

NAI{E

\ ;, :aJ a b1y a/..r /,; - !:,("#*,
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QUESTIoNS

Yark Bai lev -  BLH
Al iernacive? (There
15 o inuces Eo a hal f

D:la Staolev - TJDOT - On Ehe
cn Highway 95 ocher rhan che
che bore ing operat ion.  One
t c cal l;r f rozen. There tray
r i .ghc  -o f  -way .  )

lJlnter Quarcers rouce , whaE inpac c
erossing? (Ttrere Bay be sooe ninor
lane a8y be closed buc che highway

be a possibt l lcy  Eo uc i l t l ize r ,he

'How long  sourd  che  road  be  c losed  under  Ehe  Burnouc
rrouldn ' c be a cocal closure . r rhere Bay be some de lay for
hour durlng Ehe d"y. )

would chere be
delays during
uould notr be

scace highway

or  prck ic  up and t rove ic? (Our preference would be
::ra: aI: , ' rnative lras chosen, chey rrould probably go
o f  n :n ing  on  che  gas  l i ne . )

E.rna Ku'rkendal l - carbon countrv cooruiss ioner - lJould you abandon Ehe old l ine
c o  r e c i r e  i c  i n  p l a c e ,  I f

ahead and scudy che ef feccs

Iir:.: Sailey - 8i.!l - Would Jrou reveg.raEa includlng plancing crees on she old
pipe: ine.  (Yes )

Clen Zun--ai. E - IJCah Fuel - llhat ts the liEe cable you have invisioned for che
prorecc f:r. bo:'r che decisions and shen che consaruccl,on should cake place?
(T':ere are se'reral scages in the EnvironEencal Analysls process. IJe chink !.'e
c3n {e!  i t  precty  wel l  coupleced by I ' lay I  to  June.  The eonsc:ucc ion rs
:ar3eced fcr  October  1990.  there n i l I  be a a0 day consi rucc lon pe: iod af :er
:he decis:on is oade for the BurnouE routa. Sone of che Longer rou:es ',rou:d
c:ke icnge r . )

)lark 3allev - tsIl{ - When soul,d the rehabilicatioa Bake place afcer che
cons::uccion? (This ls an ongolng process - Hopefully rhe uhole ching should
be rehabi l icared by rhac fa1I) .

ISSUES AIID CONCERIIS

Reoresentative Rav NleLson - Durlng ry tine in ttre legislacure, I have becone
concerned abouc EUo chlngs. Firsc che local eeonooy and second che llacional
gnergy Poiicy. Tbts tie3 lnto boch. CoaI should be che cornersEon€ of our
energy policy. The coal thac rc burn froo the Skyllne l{ine is clean coal. IE
doesr'c have 5l sulfur like Eastcrn coal. The Skyline ltinr is in Ey Discrj.cE -
in  f :cc a loc of  the coal  produced in  Utah are in  Ey Dlst r icc.  tJe shouldn 'c  do
anyching to curtall productl,on. Sanpete Councy as rell as Carbon Councy depend
on jobs in  che coal  E ines.  That  is  shere ou!  h igh payin5 Jobs are.  L 'E JUST
CAll'T AFFORD TO DO A$rIHINC TO CI'RTAIL PRODUCTION. I rhink lr is irresponsj.ble
co leave 15 EE cons of hlgh energy coal in she ground chac rril l never be oined.



I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

2

l ' ly suggescion 13 thls - Lrt.r oak! a dcclsl,oa Eb.t sc n111 love che pi.pellne - I
don'c sea any ochcr eltrrnatlvc. llc nord to n:kt surs ic Ls donc !n an
envlronoencally accrPtable uay. Our Blnclsl Lcase noney. plays a btg part ln
the econoEy of Utah. Carbon Couary has raceivcd .loE of thac Eineral lease
nonaT .

Conrnissioner Enna Kuykendall - I'o really lncercst.d in chis because I rorked
on Highvay 254 rhen lhac road rras puc ug Ecclis Canyoa. Concerned abouc
lea'ring pipeline in placc to prevcnE distuEbence. As coEnissioner I ara
concerned about the local econooy, This plpcline should be Eoved as soon as
possible so thac our coal production ls noc slorr€d dogn. The coEEl.ssloners
uill respond co the Foresc Sanrl.ce rtEh a letter

John Garr - For-rar leglslacor - I gould llkr to .xcus. Represencaci.ve Mlke
oiEiirich froE thls publlc oeeting. He had prlor co@ibents buc rrtll send a
Iester ulrh his concerns and issues. I uould like to scress f,roo Coasral
Srates standpolnc that the lssuc of che pipclin. Eoves ahead expediously in a
reasonably econooically viable dlrection. I;le need !o oeeE the EiEe frarae as
econonical ly as posslble.
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Dear lrah Ann:

Tlrc prporc of fris lctter ir to solicit atry srppon rveilab,l+. h pcrsurding of locel lprcpcrty
owrEnl to coopcrae mder c*,irtbg progran! to implcurcmfg iream ftEing proffi. Tlrcse
proi:as will enlrasrce thc devctoprrm of rivcrirrc rigarim EbilaF?ffi-oorol rh -:iriorlrure
source of pollution to th rriburics of Scofrld Rcscrvoir.

Ar you lnw, mrrrkot cnridtrat of Scofrctd n *."oi, b r critical problcrn effcoing
bcncficial uscr of tb rescwoir. Exccss pbosphorus rrd nftrogcn loeding to tbc rcscrvoir h".
rcpcatetiiy ixcn docrlsrtcd h sttdica by a variay of grwemmcnral a-scncbs,

In rcccnt years considcrablc rcsonrccl hase bccn cxpcndcd in sr clfon to identi$ rnd control
nutrbm pollution wfuhin th wacrrH of Scofield Reservoir- Perbdicelly, cunplaints arc
cx1'esscd cgarding thc dcrcriorarion of watcr quality at Scoficld Rcscrvoir. Annually, thc
focus is on ice fishing as thc only lource accountablc for pollution to trc rpscrvoir. It is a
well cstablishcd fact that nuubnt cnrichmcnt of Scolicld Rcscrvoir is e problcur and thcrc
crists rcvcral sourccs of thcsc nutricns. Howcvcr. g idcntilhl in tlr Phalc I Clcan Lakc
Study zrd ohcr invcsrigationr, it is cvidcut thar crnphasis rtrould bc dirctcd toward thc
control of thcsc rutricnrs sirhin thc warcrshcd to elinrinatc thcir moveocnt to thc rescrvoir.
Nutrieos unchecked in thc wetcnhcd enrich thc rcscrvoir ard causc crccssivc biological
pro<lueivity, including cxrensivc blue-green dgac bloomr which threatcn thc fishcry and lcad
to pcriodic fish kills as rcFrtcd by thc Utah Division of Wildlift Rcsourccs (UDWR). Thcy
lrave vcrified fi3ft kilk in 196f, ln7, t9El, 1987 and l9EE.

Control of nutricnts frorn thc waerslrcd is rlrc focrts of a Clean Lalc Phase II grant rcceived
August E, l9E4 wfth suppleurntal grans in succecding ycars to cornplctc thc ncedcd projects.
Approximacly 3l pcrcent of thc phosphorur (limiting nutrient) load comcs from the Mu<l
Creek drainagc. Thc Phasc II streanrbank srabilization prosrarn wrs dcsigncd to rcduce
scdinrcnt urd nutrient loading by thc rccsnblishing and proteoing thc riparian vegctarivc
community. Thc work plan has firuscd on placernent of stream riprap, rweorrnts. and
chcc&dasns, planting grass urd willows, and raising thc warcr ablc of pasturcland near the
strezn by rcstoring irrigation to thc area
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Dcsphe conuovcrsy with sornc propcrty owncrs in ilr projcc rrea, nnrc-h har bccn
f,T4trl{ rowerrls.impmving !E iucgriry of.thc crleani.ri.l rtr warcr r1rrelity in rhisdr.hagc. Cqrsidcrablc e.ffon -end suppon has bccn errcrrJ,ed by indivftlueli urd pri"uc
co-r1policr- who have e dcsire to imprcvc thc warcr guality rnc rcqcariooal rcriviricr essociarcdwith Sctrficld Rescrvoii. Horvcvir, stlitimal wirrt butrt bc accornplishcd provi<tcd rlrc
privatc land owncrs woul<t allow thsc prnjact to movc fonrard- Ttt# b ; f",i; arnounr ofmoney srill available in tlrc gnm rc 

- 
brplerncnr fsrcing Ptoircis rG .ouil rssurc rhc

pnrrcqion of, suEarnbard( stahiliztion a&cady eccomptis*,f 
'ania 

provi& pro1goion ageirrst
nurricnt enrid[rrcnt associared.with ttf orrrem agriodrural pracrices. tf *c iarurrr- accompl ish
thls work this year' thcsc monics will heve to bc-cturncd ti rhc fethral go""-ii . Bccurse
of thc &teriorarion of warcr qualiry in Scofrcld Rcscrvoir oruplett *iri rf,c i-rroig &sire of
lrsa(hnt! in thc arla to tcrlo'G llc'tcatioo rxcs h thc rancrvoir arxl arsure e Ngh qrrajiry
drinl'ing wrtcr sonroEr it b txrt only umhrly but unfornm.lc thal th6c aveilablc fcrnraf'ruxfi
cannrx be urilizcd to inrplcarcnt projcctl rtridr addrers tbcre co!1c.,r..

Again thc FrPo$ of thir bncr ir not only o pohr olt rbic ctitical riuation bur ro solicit
fqp"n 1rl cooFr.rioo &orn tc i&rE in rtr .rer ro continuc worl rhir fall on rhc poter.
It ir unfornnac thet cooperative cfiortl fundert throngh grail monfot rnd local .mach
contributirrns are failing to accanplishcd nccdcd resrorarion tiuray be Dccqrsary to inrplanart
grdimng if cooperaiv= cfioru fail ro conrrol nonpoint sourcc poltutioo oolring Sbo6cld
Rcscrvoir.

lrt us reaffrm our dcrirc g liod erF io lrilizc cxisting filr& to imFovc rp.rcr qu.lity
within Scolicld Rcservoir. lf wc can lp of frrrhcr .rirt"i". lo Oi" pG"-pL* **
our oflicc. Wc dso cxtcnd our epgecidon !o you ad to all agcrrcies rn6 inlividuals who
havc- contributcd positively to thc cordcrion of ali pcotca roi th. inry-"cnlcIrr or- warcr
quality for rhir crirical watcr rc3qtrcc_

Sincerely,

Don A. Ostler, P.8., Director
Bureau of Water Pollution Conuol

HLI:pb

cc: Menrbers, Pteasant Valley Committce
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September

!{lr. George A. tllorris
Forest Supenrisor
I'lanti-LaSalle National Forest
599 tlest Price River Drive
Price, Utab 84501

Re: 2724

Dear !llr. l{lorrls:

Ihank you for the opportrrnity to eoment oD .tl application
filed by grrestar Pipeline to reroute thei.r nainline Bumber 41 gas
transmission pipell,ne within the l*tanti-LaSalle Natioual Forest.
I am sorry that I was unable to attend the public neeting held,
but Utah Power & Light Comparry does wish to file lts written
corunents to tlre proposal with you. It apltears f ron you:r Bap that
the proposed pipeline path will cross verY near to the upper
reaches of Electric Lake in Euntington Carryon. FroE the Bip,
however, it, appears tirat tbe pipeline will not be buied within
the reservoir. lfP&L has the f ollowing corunents to nalce to tbe
proposal:

( 1) The pipeline sbould not be lald belqr tbe bigh nater
line, and surcharge area at Electric Lake. Ihe elevation of
Electric Lake Is 8575 msl and, with approxirnately ttro feet
of surcharge, UP&l would request that the pipellne stay
above 8577 feet msl. Laying the pipeline above tb,is
elevation would. also help the permittee to anoid, erosion
problems which could ef f ect the stability of its pipelille.

l2l The permittee should praetice good sedirnent control
practices durl,ng construction to avoid allowing sedirnent to
enter lluntington Creek or Electric Lake. lhe Forest Senrice
should require an executed sedirnent control Plan as Part of
its special use authorization.

( 3 ) The permittee must be prohibited f rom all*rlng leaks or
discharges from its pipeline into Huntington Creek or

' Electric Lake.

s, ffdbz 5 1N3 |
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( 4) The permittee should be required to prepare a plan to
deal with hazards caused by rupture of its pipeline.

( 5 ) Impacts E,o recreation must be minimized dur5,ng
' construction and the revegetation process.

Utah Power & Light Company would like to be placed on the
mailing list 'to receive the EIS and any further public documents
relating to this proposal.

Very truly yoursr - 
'n

a444 /
t,xr{ t. #ttrt**

Jl.lts Jr
npgnrS5

ce: Vaugh Judi - Iluntington
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September 13, 1989

l' lr. George A. lt lorris, Supervisor
l,fanti -LaSal National Forest
599 tlest Pri ce Ri ver Dri ve
Price, UT 84501

Attn: Carter Reed

Dear George:

In regard-to the Public scoping i leeting concerning application by QuestarPipeline company for a reroute-of theii r iain Line-#4i'gas transmisiion
pipeline, the 0ivision has several concerns. As you kiow, ttre iA init
diameter.pipe is to be buried. All of the alternit ive routes have pot,ential
to negatively impact nest i ng- raptors, big gane sumaer range and watLrways that
suppor t  se l f -susta in ing populat ions of  y- l lowstone cut thr6at  t rout .  t , i ihout
quest ion,  rehabi  l i ta t ion of  a l l  d is turbed areas is  ant ic ipated.

The Division does not have an adequate inventory of raptor nest sites proximal - -
to  the var ious a l ternat ive p ipe l ine corr idors .  

-Thus,  
the company wi l l 'need to

?Ig:ide such inventory.infonnation for the Environmental Impatt 
-Statement

(EIs) process. The Federal l l igratory Bird rreaty Act and tire utah trl i ldl i fe
code.protect raptor nests from-being- taken, Ide;tif ication of nest locations
would fac i . l i ta tep]ann ingbythecompanytoavo idphys ica ldest ruc t ionof
nests or disturbance during the period when they couid be active.

Parturit ion activit ies of big game need to be protected from hunan disturbance: '  ,e.
beticeen l4ay 15 and July 5. Ali of the aspen airci conifer areas to be traversed .r
by the p ipe l ine a l ternat ives represent  such a use area.  i ; - . t : : . : .

The perenn ia l  s t reams to  be  c rossed or ,para l le led  by  a l te rna t ive  p ipe l ine
cor r idors  suppor t  se l f -sus ta in ing  popu la t ions  o f  ye i lowstone cu t th rba t  t rou t .  ,
Cons t ruc t ion  ac t iv i t ies  need to  be  dbs igned so  t t r i t  sed iment  po l lu t ion . i  s
min imized.  Tqrb id i ty ,  measured as  nephe lomet r ic  tu rb id i ty  un i ts  (NTU)  shou ld
not be al I  owed to i  ncreasg_ leyond l0% of background condii i  ons. l . loni tori  ng of
NTU must  be  thg . respons ib i l i t y  o f  the  company and a  log  o f  mon i to r ing  resuTts
main ta ined on  the  pro iec t .  I ' l on i to r ing  shbu l i  occur  a t  mu l t ip le  and iandom
times each day.

MANTI.LASAL N.F.

sEP 14 1989

an couat ooorctur'i'tv cm9|oYct



George Horri s
Page 2
September 13, 1989

0ther best  management pract ices that  wi l l
pol  I  u t i  on are as fo l  I  ows:

assist  in  contro l  of  sediment

l .  Raw so i l  excavated  f rom the  p ipe l ine  t rench shou ld  be  cas t  uph i l l
s ide" Sediment movement dur ing inc lement weather would then be
trapped in the trench.

2.  A sediment f i ' l ter  fence constructed of  f i l ter  fabr ic  or  s t raw bales
needs to be i  nstal 

' l  
ed ful I  I  ength al ong the d i  sturbance zone prox i  mal

to the f l  ood pl ai n and/or wetl  and areas. Thi s wi I  I  reduce sed' iment
movement out of the r ight-of-way construction area into adjacent
watervays.

3.  Stream crossings by the p ipel ine must  incorporate use of  a f lume to
protect stream f l  ows and bank stabi I  i  ty duri  ng construct i  on .
Temporary sediment traps must be insta' l l  ed in the stream inrmedi ately
downstream from crossing points.  Such t raps should resemble a
suf f ic ient  ser ies of  s t raw and/or  f i l ter  fabr ic  dams to the extent
that previously recommended NTU parameters are achieved.

a.  Once construct ion is  complete,  the sediment t raps must  be c leaned
and sediments bur ied in the bot tom of  the p ipel ine t rench or
d i  sposed and stabi I  i  zed outs i  de of a f ' l  ood p1 ai n .

4.  Low-head ( less than 12 inches) st reambed contro l  s t ructures should be
i nstal I  ed inrnedi ately downstream from stream/pi pef i  ne cross i  ng
points.  Such st ructures should be of  nat ive rock and keyed into the
stream bank and bottom. Thi s wi I  I  ensure 1 ong-term stabi 1 i  zat i  on of
the st ream substrate by reducing head cut t ing,  thus preserv ing the
integr i ty  of  the p ipel  ine.  (Note:  Sediment contro l  for  th i  s  task
r i l l  a l ready  be  in  p lace  when the  s t ream/p ipe l ine  c ross ing  is  made.  )

5.  The revegatat ion prescr ipt ion in areas proximal  to,  or  wi th in f lood
pla ins and ret lands should incorporate a soi l  tacki fy ing agent  and
appropri ate mulch. Thi s act ion wi I  I  l  essen sediment movement duri  ng
the peri od of vegetati on reestabl i shment.

Al though best  management pract ices wi l l  lessen sediment pol lut jon,  some
impacts  r i l l  be  exper ienced.  A  pr io r i t i zed  I  i s t  o f  m i t iga t ion  fo r  each
al ternati  ve al ignment i  s as fol I  ows:

Ex i st i nq Pi oe] i ne Al I qnment

l .  l fo  mi t igat ion beyond previously ident i f ied impact  avc idance technigues.
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George Horri s
Page 3
September 13,  1989

Burnout  Canvon/Dike Al  iqnments

l .  Ins ta l l  ups t ream migra t ion  bar r ie rs  on  Lake Fork  Creek  (be low the
conf luence of  Rol fson Creek) and Scad Val ley Creek (at  the conf luence'  w i th  Le f t  Fork  o f  Hunt ing ton  Creek) .  The func t ion  o f  these bar r ie rs
would be twofold:  a)  Prohib i t  the future upstream expansion of  brown
trout into the cutthroat headwater streams of the Left Fork of
Hunt ing ton  Creek ;  lnd  b)  Proh ib i t  re in fes ta t ion  o f  the  mounta in
sucker into C' leveland Reservoir  and Lake Fork Creek af ter  complet ion
of a potentia' l  chemical treatment project for these waters. The cost
of  chemicals (200 gal lons of  rotenone) for  th is  t reatment should be
borne by the appl i  cant (Questar/Skyl i  ne l l i  ne) .

?.  Insta lJ  a permanent  fence upstream from Electr ic  Lake on approximately
two mi les  o f  Upper  Hunt ing ton  Creek  and one mi le  o f  Bou lger  Creek .
Th is  fence wou ld  exc lude fa l l ' l i ves tock  use  (sheep)  and ORV use in  the
r ipar ian zone.  The fence should encompass both s ides of  the st reams
to protect the r i  pari  an zone.

3 . Acqui re publ i  c access, Bi ther through easenent or I  and purchase, a' l  ong
pr ivate lands in Upper Hunt ington Creek upstream from highway U-96.
A lso ,  acgu i re  pub l i c  access  a long Bear  Creek ,  a  t r ibu tary  to  E lec t r i c
Lake .

4.  Purchase and ret i re the sheep grazing a l lo tments in the Bou' lger  Creek
dra inage above Bou lger  Reservo i r  and in  the  Spr ing  Creek  dra inage
above the recent ' ly  reconstructed Hunt ington Reservoir .  Both of  these
streams have potent ia l  for  reestabl ishment of  the indigenous Colorado
cut throat .

I ' l i nter 0uarters Al i onment

l .  Acquire for  Dl , tR ownership water  r ights in Scof ie ld Reservoir
suf f ic ient  for  5 cfs instream f ' low re lease into Lower Fish Creek f rom
0ctober through Apri 1 .

2.  Acquire for  DblR ownership and management a l l  wet lands that  l ie  between
the  ra i l road and the  south  shore  o f  Scof ie ld  Reservo i r .

3 .  Acqu i re  pub l i c  f i sh ing  access  th rough pr iva te  lands  on  Upper  F ish
Creek, Hud Creek and Pontown Creek.

Gooseberrv Al i  qnment

.  l .  Ident ical  mi t igat ion as recomnended for  Burnout  Canyon/Di  ke a l  ignments.



George l{orri s
Page 4
September 13, 1989

George,  the  D iv is ion 's  p re fe r red  a l te rna t ive  wou ld  be  fo r  the  app l  i can t  to
take  necessary -ac t ions  w i th in  the  ex is t ing  a l ignment  to  en iu re  de l i very  o f
natural  gas.  As yo!  know, a l l  o f  the other  a ' l ternat ive routes,  except  the
Burnout  Canyon and Dike a]  ignments,  have potent ia l  to be undermined for  coal
and u l t imate ly  subs ided.  Thus ,  these two a l ignments  a re  our  nex t  o rder  o f
preference.  The Dike a l ignment is  bet ter  than the port ion of  the Burnout
Canyon a1 ignment that passes through Burnout Canyon and the James/Burnout
Canyon ri dge area . The bli nter _Quarters a'l i gnment, fol 

' l 
owed by the Gooseberry

al ignment are our last order of preference.

Thank you for an opportunity to revier and provide corment.

S incere ly ,

4- afu
/7 g"Vt
Lar'ry B. Dal ton
tli I dl i fe Program l' lanager
Resource Analysi s/Habi tat Protecti  on

cc: Ra'l ph il i I es, DhlR
Leah Ann Lamb, SEUAOLG
Glen Zumwalt ,  Skyl  ine Mine
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George l t lorr  ie  .  Foreat  Superv ieor
U . S . Depar t,aent of Agr i cu I tur e
U.  S .  Fores t  Serv ice
l i lan t i -LaSaI  Nat iona l  Foregt
599 t fest  Pr lce Biver  Dr ive
Pr ice ,  U tah  S{5Ol

Be:  Ques ta r ' g  P ropoeed  Berou te  o f  l l a i n l i ne  P ipe l i ne  t ) { I

Coagtal Statcs Enerry Company

Deat  l , l r .  l t lo r r is :

Coagta l  Sta tee Energy Coopany
Coae ta l  Co rpoEa t ion ,  osns  and
i tg  rhol ly  orned gubgid iary,  Utah FueI  Congany.  t fe appreciate
the  oPPor tun i ty  to  respond to  the  propoaed re rou te  o f  Quegtar ,B
p ipe l lne  41 .

Ae  you  a re  auare ,  guea ta r 'g  p ipe l ine  {1  e roares  fou r  o f  ou r
Federa  I  coa  I  leaseg :  U-O73 12O,  U-O L l757O.  U-O{{  07  6 ,  and
u-ozo3o5 ;  a f fee t ing  approx ina te ly  15  n i l l i on  tong  o f  Eecoverab le
longnra l l  eoa l .  The f  ac t  thac  the  l ine  over laya  ouE coa l  reserveg
PreSen tS  eeve ra l  coneeEnS . The p ipe l  ine repEegen ts  aD
un in te r rup tab le  gas  gupp ly  to  ove r  70 ,  OOO Utah  cus to t re rs ,  yh ieh
neceEs i t a tes  t o ta l  pEo tec t i on  o f  t he  l i ne .  r n  an  c f f oE t  t o
Pro tec t  t be  l i ne ,  Coae ta l  .  hae  cona ide red  the  fo l l ou ing
a l t e rna t i ve  op t i ona :

Leave the eoa l  ln  p lace and n iae around thc  inpact  area.
F i rg t  n ing  on ry ,  l eav ing  a  fu l l  suppor t  syg tem in  p lace .
P ro tec t  t be  p ipe l  i ne  i n -p lace  by  l ng ta l l i ng  a  redundanr
I  lne .  non i tos  ing and rcpa i r  ing  the underground I  ine  .

{ .  Be loca te  t he  l i ne .

t f e  gubu i t  t be  fo l l ou tng  conmen tE  y i t h  reapec t  t o  t be  p ipe l i ne
p ro tec t i on  a I t sEDa t i vga .

OPTION I :

Leave  Coa I  f n  P laee  -  no  No t  F inc  Th i r  op t i on  hag  a  na jo r
nega t i ve  c f fec t  oo  the  S lsy l i nc  n in ing  opaEa t lon  s ince
aPProx iua ta Iy  15  n i l l i on  tong  r cpEesen t ing  18  paEecn t  (  18 t  )  o f
rena in ing teaerveE rou ld  be forever  rsndcred unn ineablc .  Loss o f
t h i s  coa l  t d  t he  re re r ve  bage  you ld  c f f ec t  t hc  n i ns ' e  l i f e  aod
i t g  ab i l i t y  t o  e rpand  t o  l t g  pocen t l a l  capac l t y  and  a l t e r
g i gn i f i can t l y  ou r  p r cEen t  u i n i ng  p l ane .

(Coaa ta l ) ,  a  gubg id i a r y  o f  Tbe
opeEates the Sky l  ine  l t t ineg througb

1.
2 .
3 .



Quel tarr8 Propoaed Beroute of  t ' ta in l lnc t ) {1
PaEc tso
Scptcnbcr  13 .  1989

OPTION 2:

L ln i  t  lng  n ln ing  to
f l rs t  n in ing teehniques underneath--Ee t tpel ine a l i l l  regul i  lu
f u l l  suPPo t t  ( v i t h  add i t i ona l  auppor t  aE  neceasaEy)  be ing  l e f r  t c
en8u le  l ong - te rn  g tab i l i t y  o f  t he  suE faee .  Th ia  a l t e rna te  o i n i og
nethod you ld  be eubgt i tu ted for  longnra l l  u in ing tbar  ie  cut rent l t
t a l c i ng  p laec  and  p resen t l y  gueh  l i n i t ed  f i r g t  n in ing  canno t  be
done  eeonoB iea l l y .  Thug ,  f i r g t  n ln iag  sou ld  be  conB iae red  l a te r
i n  t he  l i f e  o f  t he  P ro jec t .  I t  r ou ld  have  a  g i n i l a r  e f f ec t  f o r
tbe  fo reseeab le  fu tu re  on  the  oPera t i on  as  l eav ing  the  eoa l  i n
g lace  under  oP t ion  1 .  F i rg t  n in ing  sou ld  a fgo  i n t roduce
add i t i ona l  ga f  e t y  haza rde  to  the  underg round  uo r l se r ,  f u r the r
cong t ra in ing  po ten t i a l  ex tEac t i on  sh i ch  i e  oE t ina ted  to  be  l eas
than  5  n i l l i on  t on8 .

OPTION 3:

Th ie  op t ion
eourd  requ l te  a  su r face  I i ne  to  be  i ne ta l l ed  to  t raneu i t  gag
ghou ld  the  underg round  p ipe l i ne  e rpe r ienee  b igh  g t r . egs .
l la in tenance o f  the non i tor lng Eystem aad tbe above l round l ine
wou ld  c rea te  eon t i nua l  au r face  i upac ts  ove r  t he  f i t e  o f  t he
Pro jee t ,  esaenB ia l l y  f o r  t he  nex t  15  t o  20  yea rB .  Add i t i ona l l y
t he  bu r i ed  l i ne  rou ld  r equ i re  r epa i r  o r  r ep laeeuen t  as  B t , r eBseg
exeeeded  a l l owab Ie  l im i t e . Th ia  op t i on  doee  no t  eonp le te l y
e l i n ina te  the  r  i g l s  o f  rup tuEe  and  d ig rup ted  ee rv i ce  to  the
eus toDerB  ge rved  by  the  I  i ne .  Su r face  p ipe l  i nee  a re  n r l ne rab le
to  damage f rom natu ta l  and man-cauged events .

OPTION I I :

Be loeate  The t ine A l= lowiFq FuI1  Ext rac t ion Under  the p ipe l  ine
I  t  aPpearg  tba t  t h ie  i e  t be  uos t  l og i ca l  a l t e iaa t  i ve  to
ga t i e fae to r i l y  add ress  t he  eoncc rna  o f  t he  i n te raE tod  pa r t i ee .
Be locat ing tbe l ine  prov ides for  uovenent  o f  the l lae  out i iae  the
ua  j o r  aEeag  a f fec ted  by  the  Sky l i ne  n in ing  ope ra t i on .  A  number
o f  r c loca t i on  op t i ong  bave  been  cona ide red .  and  Beve ra l  a re
inc luded  i n  the  guee ta r  p roposa l .  op t tone  cons ide red ,  i nc lud ing
thoee  Do t  i n  t he  fo rna l  p ropoea l  bccauee  o f  eoua t rue t i on  and
o t ,he r  eoneerDE,  l r e  ag  fo l l owg :

A)  James Canvon -  I lun t ins ton Creek opt ion Fron ouE rcv ic r .  th iE
oPt ion  hag  ve ry  l l t t l e  e f fee t  oD  the  Sky l l ne  coa l  Eeaerves .
The route sould fol los tbe abandoncd road dosn Jancg Canyon
to  E lec t r  ic  Lafce.  then f  o  l los  tbe HuDt  lngton Crec lc  dra  inage.
Sta te  Boute  264,  and fo l los  tbG r idgc ar  i t  leavcr  tbc  Sky l ine
l cage  a tea  to  the  Junc tu te  v l t b  p lpe l i ne  { I .  f Je  aEG aav iged
tha t  cons t ruc t i on  p rob l cng  p r l ua r l l y  a long  E lee t r i c  La l se  oB
a teep  a i de  h i l I g  and  s l oge  6 tab l I l t y  r r e  dcsncd  g l gn i f i can r
enough by QueetaE tbat  th ig  opt lon ghould  oot  be pur6ued.
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gucgtar r r  Propoged BcroutG of  Ha ln l lnc  l ) {1
Pags threc
Scp tcnbs r  13 .  1989

Eou th  Pork  -  Eee l l  es  R idse  Oo t ion  -  Th ig  op t toa  sou ld  f  o l l ou
tbe Soutb  Fork  dra inage to  the nor tb ,  eross Sta tc  H ighuay 264
to  tbe toP of ,  the r idge.  oye!  the o ld  Hln ter  guar tars  uorkE.
aad bac ls  to  tbe se8t ,  and connect  tn to  na in l lne { I  vhers  tbe
l i ne  e r i t g  t he  l eaee  r rea  on  the  no r the ra  end .  Th ig  I l ne
sou lc l  c rosg unstab le  ground,  be p laced ln  a  DarEou canyon,
and  be  rou ted  uD a  veEy  a teep  r i dge .  cone t ruc t i on  and
na in tenance  o f  t be  p ipe l i ne  on  th lg  Eou te  i g  a lao  deened  no t
p rac t i ca l  by  Ques ta t .  Th ig  rou te  gbou ld  oo t  be  pu rsued .

Burnout  Canvon -  Hunt inqton Creek Route Th ig  route  ie
g in i  lar  to the Jaueg Caoyon Eoute !  however ,  l t  fo l losg the
r idge l ine south  o f  Burnout  Canyon uester ly  to  a  po in t  shere
the l ine  c tn  be dropped o f f  the r idge in to  Burnout  Canyon,
then bae ls  to  the Hunt ington Craek.  tbug avo id lng the a teep
g lopeg  by  E lec t r i c  Lake .  Th ig  rou tc  a f fec tg  veEy  I l t t l e
n ineab le  coa l ,  po ten t i a l l y  600 ,  OOO tons  i n  t he  S tcy l i ne  l eaee
area ,  and  i g  to ta l l y  v i t h in  Fo rea t  Se rv lee  l ande .  Su ! face
inpacts  aud cnv iEonneataI  eoneerns ex ig t  a long th ie  route ,
sh i ch  Coaa ta l  be l l evee  ean  be  n i t l ga ted  v i t b  p rope r  p lann iog
and  sons tEuc t l on  techn igues .  Tb ig  rou te  ghou ld  be  cons ide red
a  v i ab le  a l ce rna t i ve .

Dike Route The d i lse  route  ig  a  yaE ia t ion o f  the Burnout
Canyon t tunt  ington Creek route .  The p ipe l  ine  uou ld  Eove f  rom
the  r  i dge  top ,  ae roaE  a  knosn  d i ke  zone  to  the  Hun t ing ton
Cree lc  d ra inage ,  and  no r the r l y  up  Hun t ing ton  Cree ls  d ra inage  ag
the  p rev ioua  rou te .  Th i s  r ou te  e I  l u i na teg  a lmoe t  a  n i l e  o f
p ipe l i ne  i n  t he  Hun t tng ton  Cree lc  d ra inage  and  eoneE f ron  the
r idge to  the dra inage over  an area uhere the coa l  ray  not  be
n ineab le .  Th lg  rou tc  i npac tg  a  g iu i l a r  aDoun t  o f  coa l  i n  t he
reger t re  to  the Burnout  route .  Th ig  Eoutc  gbould  bc  cona idered
a  v iab le  a l t e rna t i , ve .

E )  Gooeeberrv  Route  The GoogcbeEry  routa  fo l losg the Burnout
or  D ike Eoute  to  l tunt ingtoa Crec ls .  then crosses Eunt isg ton
Creek ,  p roceedg  uas te r l y  up  Ssenrs  Canyon  to  tbe  Gooeebe t ry
a rea ,  uheEc  i t  t u rng  no r the r l y  un t , i l  i t  i n te rsec ts  na in l i ne
t l l  i n  t he  Cab in  Cree ls  a rea .  Tb ig  rou te  bas  g iu l l a r  Eu r f  ace
and env l ronnenta l  inpaeta  over  a  Ionger  d ia tance tban the
Hunt lngton Crcck route ,  and ls  tbc  longegt  o f  tbe a l tc rnat iveg
under  con r ldc ra t l on .  I t  aga in  t r rn8vc rscs  ove r  unn ined  coa l ,
ac roa r  p r l va te  DropGr ty ,  and  sou ld  a lgo  eos t  i n  cxeaas  o f  oue
n i l l i on  do l l a rg  add i t i ona l l y  t , o  cona t t uc t .

A var la t lon on the Janeg Canyon,  Burnout ,  and Dlkc  Eouta t  oD the
northern cnd has bcen revicsed .  The l  ine uould conncct bacls to
p ipe l lnc  { I  by  go ing up shat  Qucstar  tc rns  the Bor  Canyon route .
Th lg  rou te  1g  s t cep .  r i t b  r x tens i vc  rock  ou tc ropp lng t ,  t nd  1g
deened  no t  pEac t l ca l  f o r  cons t ruc t l on  by  Qucg ta r  and  ahou ld  no t
be  pu rgued  aE  a  v lab le  a l t c rna t i ve .



guegtar I  I  Propoeed Beroutc of  l la lnl lac l l l l
Pagc four
Sep tcnbc r  13 ,  1989

hro add l t iona l  Eoutes bave bccn propoeed by Quegtar  a f ts r  tbe
ln i t l a l  Eou tes  ue re  l ooked  a t .  ?hc  f i r a t  a l t c rna t i vc  p ropoacd  1g
the  C lea r  C reek  l ou te .  Th ig  Eou te  rou ld  re loca te  tbe  l l nc  f ron
C lea r  C reck  to  Sco f i e ld ,  t nd  f ron  Sco f i e ld  ueE te r l y  up  tbe  t f i n te r
gua r te rs  r i dge ,  bac l s  t o  and  l n te race t  y i t h  na in l i ne  { I .  Th iE
l i ne  i e  esgen t ia l l y  t s i ee  as  l ong  as  the  op t l ons  eong lde red  ue iag
the Hr in t ington Cree ls  dra inage.  S ln i la r  suEf  ace and cnv i ronnenta l
i npae tg  ex i s t  on  th ig  Eou tc  as  cx i s t  on  Eun t lng ton  Cree ls .
Hosever ,  th ig  toutc  ovet l iee  unn ined eoa l  reserveg r i th in  the
Na t iona l  Fo res t  l ande ,  t bug  o f fgc t t i ng  tbe  pu rpose  fo r
cons ide r ing  a  EsEou te .  Tbe  l eng th  o f  t h ig  rou te  a lao  sou ld
er tend the eonst ruet lon season veI l  beyond tbe {O-day s indos
being cons idered in  the Hunt ington Cree ls  dra lnage.  A longer
cons t ruc t i on  t i ne  t cqu l remen t  Eay  nake  tbe  p ro jec t  l n feas ib le  fo r
i ne ta l l a t i on  du r i ng  t he  1990  cong tEuc t l on  reaaon .  Tb ig  i e
unaeceptab le  to  Coagta l  becauge o f  tbe aecese i ty  to  nake
e ign i f i can t  n ine  p lan  ehanges  sh l cb  sou ld  a f fec t  recove rab le  eoa l
Eese rvea  .  .Th ig  rou te  t ransce tg  p r  i va te  g round ,  and  separaBe
nego t ia t i ong  o r  condeunaB ion  sou ld  be  requ i red  fo r  aeeesa ,  vh i ch
uou ld  f u r t he r  de lay  t he  p roJee t .  Th ig  a l t e rna t i ve  a l go  u i l l  eoa t
i o  excesa  o f  onc  n i l l i oo  add i t l ona l  do l l a re  to  cons t ruc t  t han  t t re
p rev ious  a l t c rna t i veg  cons ide red .  Tbe  add i t i ona l  f und ing ,  ! 8
ue l l  aa  t be  t i ne  de1ay ,  i a  p roh ib i t i ve  t o  Coae ta l ' s  pa r t i c i pa t i on
in  t h i g  op t i oo .

Coae ta l  f ee le  theoe  Eeaaons  a re  g t rong  enough  to  ques t i on  the
eona ide ra t i on  o f  e i t he r  t he  Gooeebe r r y  o r  C l . ea r  C reek  op t i ons .
Coas ta l  rou ld  be  g lad  to  aupp ly  fu r the r  i n fo rna t i on  tha t  uou ld
re in fo rce  thege  eonmen tg  du r ing  the  i n i t l a l  cona ide ra t i on  o f  t be
op t i ons  tha t  r i I I  be  pu rgued  v igo rous l y  l n  t he  E IS .

Tbanl r  you f  or  l rour  cona idera t ion.

S  i nce r  e  l y ,

VJ}'f,/ alr/ 167
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sEP 14 1989

I :
E;of  Agr ieu l ture

A t t en t i on :

Gen t l emen :

George A:  Horr is
Forest Superrr isor

I9gITtlqrqifd6$$'ts o Solt toge Oty, ttroh 841 | 7 o
1175  De l  R io

lYlANi I-IASAL N.F.
Skyllne ftoryrty Oulners Hssociotio

Sep tember  11 ,  1989

Uni ted Sta tes  Depar tment
599  Wes t  P r i ce  R i ve r  D r .
P r i ce ,  UT  84501

\3_:

We regret  that  your  le t ter  addressed to  Sky l ine ProperEy Ovners
Assoc ia t i on  r  a t ten t i on  J .  Lu  Bu l te r ,  t r as  no t  rece i ved  i n  t ime  f  o r
someone  to  a t tend  the  nee t i ng .  The  l e t te r  vas  read  and  d i scussad
at  the meet ing o f  the Board o f  Trustees o f  Sky l ine Proper ty  Ovners
As ;oc ia t i on  on  Sep tember  g th .

Skyline Property Ovners Associat ion represents approximately tso
hundred (200) property otrners in the Gooseberry Canyon subdivision.
These owners together vith nany fani ly nenbers and fr iends use the
property during the sumer. I t  Eas the unani.Eous decision of the
Board that we register our objection to ghe gas pipe l ine being
constructed as outl ined in your let ler for the fol lo$ing reasons:

1.. The property in the subdivision is assessable for only
three to four Dontbs during the suEner due to the snot' gack.
Many of the property ovners travel long distances to t ,he area
and they need to be assured that they vi l l  be able to get to
lhe area. Being denied accesE for approrcinately one nonth
nould not be acceptable to t tre meDbership. We also have
peop le  l i v ing  in  the  subd iv is ion  as  the i r  p lace  o f  res iCence
during the sunmer anC t:rey must have access !o the outside
at al l  t iEes for safety reasons.

2. We object to the disruption of, the environnent and tr ibu-
taries to Electr ic Lake shere f isb sparrn in the spring. The
area is Just recovering fron the devastat ion that lras caused
for the conpl.et ion of Slate Highray 264 vhich kept peop:.e
anay fron their cabins and property for a tvo year period.

we strongly urge that Questar seriously conslder fol loning their
second proposa l .

SKYLTNE PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION

Secre  ta ry  /T reasu re r
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QUESTAR PTPELTNE COMPAhI-Y
79 SOUTH STATE STREET r P O. 8OX 11450 o SALT LAKE CITY. UTAH 841.7 O PHONE (801) 53A-24OO

, l - I

Septernber 9, 1989

l.lr. George A llorri s
Forest Supervi sor
Hant i  -LaSal Nat ional Forest
599 l{est Pri ce Ri ver Dri ve
Price, Utah 84501

Subiect :  Comments to  Scoping Document  -  Hain L ine No.41 Reroute at  Sky l ine
Hi ne

Dear Hr.  Horr is:

Ouring th9 publ ic meet ing held in Pr ice, Utah on August 30, 1989, and during
several  previous meet ings with the Forest Service, Questar Pipe' f  ine has stated
i t t  pos i t ion and out l in id  i ts  cr i t ica l  concerns reg i rd ing the subject  prg ject .
Questa i 'P ipe l ine  would  l i ke  to  take th is  oppor tun i ty  w i th in  the scop ing process
to formal ly submi t corments regardi ng 

- 
the project and al so 

' 
t0- prov i de

documentat i on that al ternati ves beyond thbse currentl y formal ' ly presented to the
Forest Service have been considered. FoJlowing are Qiestar Pi iei  ine's comments.

Questar Pipel ine acknowledges that valuable coal reserves exist  beneath
l l .L.  41._ Questar Pipel  ine r i l l  work with Utah Fuel/Coastal  States Energy
to enabl e extracti on of the reserves as I ong as the cri ti cal servi i!
provide{ by }1.L. 4l  is not jeopardized and ful l reimbursement of  expenses
incurred by Questar Pipel  ine in such act iv i ty is provided bi  Utah
Fuelr/Coastal States Energy.

I . .consequences of fai lure 0f l { .1.  { l  rould be extreme. Fai lure dur ing
high load _ condlt lons could resul t  in service interrupt ions t ;
aoproxinately 70r000 customers in Utah County and southward. Besides
p' laclng pub-l  ic health ang s.afety ln jeopardy, s igni f icant costs (  in
excess of 5l  ni l l ton) rould be incurred to reestabt istr  service.

Because of the cr i t ical  funct ion afforded by l l .L.  41, the al ternat ive
selected for I  ine reroute must have no signi f icant ldent i f iable geol ogic
hazi lds ( tncluding previous nining act iv i ty)  or s lope stabt l  i ty c6nceris.

Questar Pipel ine is not r i l l ing to reroute l { .L.  { l  into an area where
tt cannot I egal ly precl ude future . nlning rel ated subsidence ( i  . e. ,
rout ing lnto an area in which Questar Pipel- ine's r ights are infer ior to
exi sti ng mi ni ng rights i s not acceptabl d) .

r)

?)

3)

4 )

I
I



5) Economic and scheduJe constraints nust be considered in evaluating the
reroute alternatives. The Gooseberry and l{inter Quarters al ignmentl are
considerably longer than other al ignments under consideration. The
corresponding capital costs to construct pipel lnes along these al ignments
are  es t imated  to  be  51 .06  mi l l  ion  and t I .33  mi l l  ion  h igher  fo r  the
Gooseberry and tt inter Quarters al ignments, respectively, than for the
proposed Burnout Canyon al ignnrent. The t ime reguired to construct either
the Gooseberry al ignment or the tl inter Quarters al ignment would be
approximately 80 days,  which is  {0 days longer than the per iod required
for the Burnout Canyon al ignment. Thus, i f  one of the longer routes is
selected for  construct ion,  pro ject  author izat ion would be required in
ear ly  Hay of  1990 to enable Utah Fuel 's /Coastal  States Energy 's schedule
requi rements to be met.

Questar  Pipel  ine would a lso I  ike to out l  ine at  th is  t ime reroute a l ternat ' ives
which were evaluated but were not proposed to the Forest Service in the special
use permit amendment appl icat ion. After evaluation of these alternatives vi a
f ie ld survei l lance,  Questar  Pipel ine 's  opin ion uas that  the routes d id not  af ford
tera in sui tabJ e for  p ipel  ine construct ion and maintenance" Thus,  the routes
hrere not  g iven fur ther  considerat ion in the select ion process.  Fol lowing is  a
discussion of each of the routes considered.

JAI'IES CANYON

From the southern tie- i n I ocation outl ined for the Burnout Canyon
alignment, this route proceeds doun Janes Canyon along an exist ing recJaimed
roadway. At the botton of the canyon, the route traverses to the north a'long
a steep sidehi I  I  si  tuated to the east of El ectr ic Lake. North of E' l  ectr i  c
Lake, the James Canyon al ignment would join the route outl ined for the Burnout
Canyon al ignment along upper Huntington Creek. The concerns with this route
inc luded unstabJe land areas r i th in James Canyon as wel l  as the need to make
extensive s idehi l l  cuts to the east  of  Electr ic  Lake.

SOUTH FORK

A route s i tuated to the east  of  the exist ing p ipel ine r ight-of-way hras
evaluated. The route extends along South Fork Canyon, across Eccles Canyon,
and then heads northwest ln the vicinity of the Skyl ine l{ ine boundary. In
general,  this route ls unsuitable for pipel ine construction due to steep and
rocky terrain, landsltde zones, and problens r l th crossing Eccles Canyon.

BOX CANYON/I{IilTER OUARTERS CANYON

A variat ion of the outl fned ldinter Quarters al lgnment extending down Box
Canyon and tlinter Quarters Canyon ras considered. At the top of Box Canyon,
rock outcroppings and steep terrain unsuitable for pipel ine construction were
encountered. Problens ldenti f ied ln t | inter Quarters Canyon include: l)  the
canyon is  general ly  too narrou for  p ipel ine construct ion,  and 2)  an o ld mining
camp of  posstb le h is tor ical  s igni f icance rould be d isturbed.

. GREEN CANYOII

A second varlat ion of the outl lned l inter Quarters r l ignnent extending
through Green Canyon ras considered. In general,  the terrain in this canyon
was found to be steep and rocky, thus unsultable for plpel ine construction.
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Thank you for the Forest
contact me at 801-530-2517
comments.

Service's cont inued efforts on the proiect.  Please
if  you have any quest ions regarding the preceding

Yours
. -

(-

trul y ,Yery

(. 'w
C.  ,K .  B l  a i  r
Project Hanager

bb

cc: tlal t l{owak
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UtahWilderness
Associalion
{55 East 400 Soqth f306/Salt l l t / (801)3sF1337

f1r. Gorqi morrts, $rpervisor I AUG 2 5 ;g8g
flanti - LaSal National Forest
599 w. Price River Drive 1 

'::-j 'r- j
Price, Utah 8r{501

I

- j -  .__
- 

,t- - 
\--l

Dear0eorp F' --- _:/J1t
;_._l &,f---'l---We ore tn raeipt of the scoplr4 rbument fr the propoof to rerqrte q$Gthiffine-4 | pipelrrn

on the Frest We're plcd to sa a &cisim to prepre m EIS h6 b33n .md, ard tfiat rnony of qJr :
concertIt haw been i&ltified in tfp scopirq letter. lYe 6 wart to mcke \h" *arr of a carple of thirqs

Tte Qrestar propostd alternative creotcs real srern Thc rqJte rrr,*,ililIiiiril;
darn+ to Upper Huntingtm Cr€ek, an imprtmt trqJt sgswnr4 str€nn. Ever splng tne smem ls
9!0ued to flshing beotse of its fmprtarrce for spunlng fhere r€ so fav hign qualitystream
fisheries left that lt's imperative less damqirq clternatirns be purg.€d.

It seeas the proposed route mof b€ onV a *rrt term solution. lt is still futed within the Skytine
f'line Permit Area 8oundary. lf this route is selected, whlt is tfre likeliffi of e similar conflict in the
not-to-distant future? lt lsn't cleor in tln sopirq tbument whot sectlon of pipellne is threatened
from subsi€nce.

The Wlnter Quarters Rld$ alternative lles very close to ttre Upper Fl$t Creek SPR area From the
mop provi6 with'the scopirq hrment this olternativr rqrte &sl't apgear to enter the unit
Nwertheless, the UtiliU bmi6r flanrynent unit, lf me is created l#e, $toJld not infring on the
SPRuniLTheimpc1onFecrEotimopportunites|nttpSPRunitstpldbeffiifthis
alternotive is caried forth into the ElS.

Lmtims for other olternotivt routa 6 secnr limited. WiUdJt krnwirq where the s.rbsi&rrce is
expect€d it is tliffiqJlt h propqse otfEr rout6 A rqrte that prallels Higrw6'/ 96 a4d the 166 throqh
Eccles Cat'r}on slrqrld be onsi&red, 6 should the fecibilty of stobilizfng tne pipelire In plm.

' : r : - . J  
,



Unlced Scaces
beparcnenc of
Agri.eulture

)
Fores c
Senrlce

l{anct. LaSaI
Nactonal Forest

'\
.t

599 lJest Prlce Rlver Dr.
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R e p l y  E o :  '  
2 7 2 O . ' . i

Dace :  Augusc  I0 ,  1989

y.u1r iple Addressees per at tached l isc

The !{anEl-La sal National Forcsr is currcntly evsruatlng an apprlcarlon filed by
Questar Pipeline coapany co rerouce thctr !{alalinc *41 gas cransoission pipelinl
f i rh in the Forest.  Aboqt 4.25 ni les of  the 18 inch l tne char serres che
Provo/south salc Lakc area is ploposed to bc reroucad co avoid pocencial damage
:h:.c c:':ld be caused by lining induced subsldence o.,.er rhe Skyline Coal t{l.ne
?ernic area.

Utah FueI Con?any, a rholly otrned subsl,di.3ry of Coascal Scaces Encrgr Coopany,
plans co !.ongwall oine up !o chrae seass of coal caking up co 13.5 feec of coal
per sean. ApproxiEacaly 30 feet of subsidence is e:rpected and the gasline slopry
cannoc take che scr..ln. the Bureau of Land l{anageoenc and utah Fuel esrisace
chac approxioately li oilrion Eons of recoverable coal could be irrecrievably
losc ln order co procect che pipcline froo subsldence uirhouc che proposed
reroute.

The proposal could involvc only Nacionar FoaesE sysieo rands and r.-ould be
i.nscalled in Eurnout canyon near Electric Lakc and in upper Huncington canyon
adj acent to SEaEa Highuay 264. lf approved, conseluction would conuence nex:
suuaer and craffic on scatc Hlghray 264 rould bc interrupced for about a Eonth.

r_ a.a attachint a copy of our scopi,ng Docunant wlth a uap thaE uill herp expLain
the project further. Pleas€ send any rrritEen co@encs on the proposal co George
A. l,lorlis by Sepcenber 14ch, or Lf you have any questl.ons, please don,E hesitace
co contacc carter Reed or gart Norak at the abovc address or by calring (go1)
617 -28L7 .

Sincerely,

George A.  Morr ls
ForesE Superrr isor

I
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Unlced SEates
Deparcoenc of
Agricul Eure

Forcst
Scnrtce

llancl - LaSal
Nacional Foresc

599 l lesc Pr ice Rlver  Dr .
Pr i ce ,  U iah  84501

Reply to: 2720 l'

Dace: .{ugusc 22, L989
YITTIPLE ADDRISSEES AS PER ATTACHED LIST
Fcderal Energy Regr:larory Co@tssion
Office of Plpeline and Produccr Regulacion
AEin: Rob.lt Arrelund
Roou 7312, 825 l r-orth Caplcol  Sr.
tJashingeon D. C. 20425

Dear l{r, Arrr€l,und:

Please rcfer€ncc our lettlr daced Augr.rst 10, 1989 inforuing you rhat che
llanri-La sar liarlonal Foresr 1s processing an appltcatlon fron euescar plpeline
ccupany to reroute z 4.25 olle segpent of Ehelr existlng l{ainllne *41 Gas
Transnission Pipeline.

llc regrec:bly negrected to Lnfon you in the referenced leErer cha! 'oe nill be
holding a publ:: occclng ln Pricc, Ucah, on August 30, 1989 ro discuss chis
proposal and reeal,vc publlc coruencs. The Eoeting nill be held at 7:00 p.o. ar
thc College of Eastet'n Ucah Calpus, AluEnl RooE, locaced in che Srud€nc Cencer
Bui.lding.

E?en though a public Eecting vill be hel,d, wc w111 still conslder ?ri;Een
co@ents senc Eo che addless spGcified in our August 10, 1939, letEer. Even if
you uak.: verbal coooenEs ac the public oeccing, we nould like go receive chese
coailenrs in Briring by Sepceober 14, 1989.

Sinceraly,

/s/ Aaron Eowe

for
GEORCE A. }IORRIS
Foresc Sup€lvisor
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DrC. llrrr
frf-Drrtr

ltau'iy H. hlrra
ore Der

&r"r.
Resource

State bf Utah
DEPAKTMENT OF NATI'RAL RESOI'RCES
DTVISION OF WILDUFE RESOI,'RCESi

Soarcttrn gst

a55h froreerr

Fcr. tJrrtt lDl-2Elll

t I{ l t .3t0

August  l8 ,  1989

l'lr . George A. l'lorri s , Supervi sor
Hanti  LaSal l{at i  onal Forest
599 lJest Pri  ce Ri ver Dr.
Pr ice,  UT 84501

Oear George:

In regard to the appl. icat ion by Questar Pipel ine Company for a reroute
the i r  ma in l ine  #41 gas  t ransmiss ion  p ipe l ine ,  the  fo l low ing  is  o f fe red
your  cons idera t ion .

Ei ther of the tuo al ternati ves ( Burnout/Upper Hunti ngton, oF l' lud Creek/ll i nter
Quarters)  present  a s igni f icant  I  ike l  ihood for  substant ia l  negat ive impacts to
terrestr i  al  and aquati  c wi ldl  i  fe resources. Both al ternati  ve routes traverse
high-priori ty val ued surTuner range for big game (mul e deer, Rocky Hountai n el k
and moose).  Both routes paral le l  valuable sport  f ishery ( t rout)  resources,
al so. Thus, the Di vi  s i  on of l t i  I  dl  i  fe Resources wou1 d appreci ate bei ng
int imately appraised of  th is  pro iect .

George,  i t  would be of  value to the EIS process i f  I  par t ic ipated !n lhe
project scopi ng meeti ng on August ?l ,  1989. At that t ime, Ol, lR coul d become '
fami l  iar  wi th the project  and phi ' losophies re lat ive to impacts and ni t igat ion
could be exchanged.

Pl ease advi se rel ati ve to the scopi ng neetl ng.

S incere ly ,

Dal ton
Anal yst

cc:  Ral  ph Hi  I  es

La*1 p,.^I;.tp.^*(c1.,l-ot"\ par.-rcrpcr

; iL st\leq

t iANIi.tAs,lL fJ.F.

Jr C(!a. OocEtnt{v Grn9otat
ry\
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larry Dalton
R.toial Urli.|r. PrC|n f!rs,

n'rrerret Aarlvrrr Hr,r|i.a pwrarruD.r

Larry Daltan, PIS a\
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lH-t zflF;g#3l,il',i[ffi.11ffi,T.*
SardrrLranaglct

a55 W|'r n.roaoA€rr/.

Pftc.. UrJr t iot.?Elg

tor-637.att0

TA:

FROII:

SUBJECT: Aguatic llitigation lptfons - ttpper Huntington Creek, fftah ,hp4o.

Per ny understandi nE dur! ng a _recent sER staff ngeti ng, the skyl i ne ll.i ne I sp.roposing to run a natural g.qt lf ne over tie scofieli-Huiiington diviai and hookinto an existing systen-f n-Huntiryto1 lanyoi. Construtctioii ciula'iiiact upperHuntington Creek (Sec. 6) above Eiectrf c take, lJtah. Uiit-ington Creek (Sec . 6)contat'ns a \!!d, self-sustarn ing popul ati on 
'of 

cutthroat tiout, aii i s rankedas a Class I I I  B- l ln ique f isheryl  
'

l lature cutthroat trout fron Electric Lake annually utilize tirs strean du.ingllav L- - --.June J5 .for spanning purposes. Janssei (igag- priirit;-h;; ort/utahDivis ion of t t i ld l  r fe f le iourcei , 'sFl l  insta t tee' ; - i l :n ; ; ;p ' f  n inrs str{an dur ins
ll" 1987 sla.Yni ng-.period, and'col t 6ctea 2,52t adul t cutihroats enigrati ng f ronthe reservoi r - 7ie cutt'hroat trout iirii i i iy' potenti ai f or tit 's strean al onevas estfnat4 -r t  1,629,9,00 t . l l / .eggs. The'Df 'v is ion intends to- rr i i t r l ize onthi s potenti al as a f iture-brood 

- -iurce 
of cutthroat trotut f or ils hatcherysysterz each year, if the Stranberry Rerserioi r treainint proieii r s everi npl enented.

Strfngent sedinent control oeasures oust .b. .inplenented during constntction toprotect th1 regro^ductiue, nursery, and i niluoati rg- rraoitats f or trout i nHuntington Creek (Sec- 6) -- Iiel-c iane control ueasures rust De inglenented forother spanning tributarfcs to Electric Lake, iuch is--aiiiout canyon and JanesC.anyon ' . A.eelopri ate rcstora ti on Deasures are a lso 
-lsiunea 

on di sturbed s I t esi ncurred duri ng consttzcti on.

The f al I ovi ng ai tlgati on opti ons regarli ng t/n s project are off ered f or yourcansiderati on.
- Install e Pernanent fencg on.approxinately 2.0 niles of Huntington Creek (Sec.5) and 1-0 niles Boulger creek-?-Ser._.!) \t i ihua" fal l  f ivesiock use (sheep)and ORV use i n^ th.e .r.iparian zoie. 

- 
Tha f enie- should cover both sfdes of thestreams to protect t/re ri p.ari an zone . rir;i 

- 
jrop,oiaf iiui occur an us ForestSerryrce I ands,, 5o skytine'lline nuit el icit inr{-c-aoperation of the f eaeiit agencypr io r  to  inp lenenta t fon .  " -7 - '  - ' ' v "  v '

El fni nate spawni ng barri ers on severa I tri butary streans to El ectri c Lake:Janes canyon, Eurnoui Canyon, Cox irnyor, and Littie aeii canyon. The use of

417-ti

morondu
June 16, 1989

Italt  Donaldson, RFll  1, |  1--- '/UU0t'-t

o

on equcl Jcccrtunrtr 9f l . . !crC.,.?r
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i! rf {:HURCI-{cr
jE5U5 CHRIST

CILATTER-DAY
5AINIS

OREMUTAHCHERRYHILLSTAKE 
A/q 6" . f  /? /O S,J

February 4, L990 
Cz>z-r^., U-f f,fO S-t

f ra W. Hatch
District Ranger
Price Ranger District
599 W.  Pr ice  River  Dr .
Pr ice ,  Utah 84501

Dear lllr. Hatch,

Recently f stas given a copy of a letter (with attachments)
written by you on January L7, 1990 to J. Lu. Butler regarding a
projegt under consideration by Questar Pipeline company. Upon
studying these d,ocuments I becane very concerned.. I need, to
assure myself and the stake presidents I represent that access
to ?nd operation of Canp Shalom will not be disrupted. by this
proj ect. wourd you be kind enough to suppry me witrr
infomation on these issues?

We have contractual cornmitments this Summer f or salari€s,
supplies, and services for the operation of the camp. rn
additioD, the - 32 participating stakes are counting on the camp
to supply their young women with camp e>qleriences this sunmer.

If there appears to be any possibil i ty that this project wilL
disrupt our plans for camp, I would also appreciate the address
of the Questar Pipeline Company and their lega1 council.

Thank you so much for your cooperation and your willingness to
work with us in operating this camp.

Sincerely,
. T- ---)

President
Chai:ru?D,

David N. Peterson (225-5725)
Mia Shalom Executive Conmittee

FOREST SERVTCE
iHNTJ.IASA L NAT IONAI FORESI

PSICE RANG€R DISTRICI

FEB - B 19gO

PRol,iilS: CAft) FCt
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Departrnent of
Agr icu l  ture

Forest
Serrrice

MantL - LaSal
Natlonal Forest

- .
Prlc . langer Disrr ict
599 West  Pr lce River  Dr .
Pr ice,  Utah 84501
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Reply I

March  26 ,  1990

President  David N.  peterson
"Oreu Urah Cherry Hill Srake
2L9 East 1910 SouEh
Orem, Urah 94088

Dear President peterson:

As you are aware, euestar
pipeline reallgrnoenc ln the

Plpellne Corrpany has
upper Huntl.ngton Creek

proposed a gas transmission
area.

frnpact StatemenE to evaluate the
environ:ment. As a part of this

to the proposed act ion.  Of those
that any of thern would appreciably

I'Ie are currently wriuing an Environrnentar
impacts thts proj ect ,fght have upon the
process, w€ explore various alternatLves
considered to this point, I  don, C forsee
affect trhe operation of Canp Shalon.

Depending upon which alternative ls selected,
operati.ons wourd be minor traffic delays and/or
the extreme south end of your propertlr.

Wichin the near
concerning chis
would appreciate
be evaluated in

the only irnpac t upon your
possibly sone construction on

future , w€ will circulate a draft Environroental rropacc s Eacemengproposed project. you wil l  receive a copy of the report- IJeany comments you night have concerning crre- proj ectr. Tlr.". willour decennination of a final decision.I
t

I
I

I
I
I
t
I

:::,::::-"t,.1:'!-:ri-t? 
of our previousry scheduled rerease dare of rh€ drafr

*::ff1:;^,t g:lg:u Segrying.co yo",- r.ti'".- oi;;il;;:=r;;: ;J";":fi:
::i::".":t:,:..j"_*I:-:--.1_h:t. tr,r" i*pl-.''".i.i ,h:.-l"ip '"ri!..,i"il' 

".;; "'.:.:H:prior to your receiving the comprete doc'ment.

I f  you have questions, conuact me.

S incere ly ,

/  s /  I ra  W.  Harch

IRA W. HATCH
Distr ic Ranger

IHarch: kh
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#OWARD C. NIELSON
THTRO OrSTRrCt. UTAIr

COMMITTEE ON EN€RGY AND COMMERCE
3UaCOlmtrtttt:

H€ALTH AI{O €NVIRONM€iIT
EiIERGY A'{O POWER

COMM€8C8. CONSUM€R PROTECTION.
ANO COMPETITIY€N€SS

COMMIITE€ ON GOVEFNM€NT OPERATIONS

tuacosrll?tf:

GOVERNMEITT ACTIVITISS AT{O TRAT{SPORTATIO'I

VICE CXAIRMA'{

COPPER CAUCUS

coAL cAUcUS

RURAL CAUCUS

STEEL CAUCUS

MIL]TARY REFORM CAUCUS

TRAVEL & TOUR]SM CAUCUS

June  27 ,  l - 99O

R T P T Y  I O

D  W A S H I N G T o N

Eongrsss of thg Hnitgd Ftsteg
Hougs of Rqrsssntsdbsg
tlDsghington, ID€ 2olt

waSFnGtOr. ortrct:

t T22 LONGWORTH XOUSE OFFICE EUILDIilG
wAsxlNGTOr{, OC 205 l5

l202l 225-775r. -
orttlrct ottrctS:

# t05 FEO€RAL SUILDITG
88 w€ST IOO NORTH

PROVO. UT 84801
( 8 O  l l  3 7 7 - l  t 7 0

IT22O' FED€RAL SUILOING
I25 SOUTH STATE STRE€T
SALT IJTC CITY. UT E'I38

(8Ol l  52. -5301

y'*$1;=l* o-'
f ,T,n srD3;
l/U/ r- 

- 
I

i- -:lGeorge Morrrs
Forest Supenrisor
l,Ianti-Lasal National
Pr ice Distr ict
599 West Price River
Pr i ce ,  U tah  8450L

Dear  Mr .  Morr is :

i ----- I|  _  _ - _ _ ,
i > - - .  i
Ua,zr*rt 

":t.;----_--'-J- t./-

Forest

Drive

It has come to ny attention that the Questar lipeline comPany llas
applied to the unitea states Forest service (usFs) - for.pernission to
rliocate 4.25 nile section of buried natural gas pipeline that
crosses the slq/Iine lline permit area- As cu*ently routed-, the
pipeline affects approximltely 15 nillion tons of recoverable coal
ie-serves. nelocating ttre pip-line would a1low niningT to proceed
uninterrupted and av6ia polentj.al darnage and possible loss of service
to Utah consr.lmers.

The Draft Environnental Impact statement (EIs) identifj.es Burnout
canyon as an effective alternative that will per:oanently protect the
pipltine fron subsidence. This route is the shortest to construct
inb will affect the least amount of coal- reserves in the future '
construction along this route will have little environmental inpact
and will be easily nitigated. The other possible routes are longer
$rhich would raise the construction costs. These routes sould cross
nillions of tons of coal that nay be nined in the future and they
vrould have the potentj.al for causing larger environmental danage.

I support the conclusions of the EIs and the decision of the usFs for
recoinrnending the Burnout canyon route and hope that the.coal
resources a€ Sfytine can be lnined as conpletely and efficiently as-

lossible withoul disruption. Coal nining in genera.l .he1ps to provide'i 
sound economy in the- state of Utah and more specifically Skyline

provides a strong economic foundation for carbon, Emery, Sanpete and
Utah counties.

D PRovO tr SALT LA(E ctry
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
SACRAMENTO OISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS

650 CAPITOL MALL

SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA 958I4-4794

June 15 '  1990REPLYTO
ATTENTIONOF

Utah Regulatory Office

Mr. George A. Morr is
Forest Supervisor
Manti-La SaI National Forest
599 t{est  Pr ice River Drive
Pr ice '  Utah 84501

Dear lrlr. Itlorris:

The
response
for the
National

atG4

follow ing connents represent the U . S . Arroy Corps of Engineers

to the Draft Environnental Inpact Statenent (dated l lay' 1990)

Main Line No. 41 Reroute at Skyl ine Mine in the } lanti-La SaI

Forest, Enery and Sanpete Counties, Utah.

Your project has been reviewed in accordance with Section 404 of

the Clean t{ i . ter Act under which the U.S. Arny Corps of Engineers

regulates the discharge of dredged and fil l naterial into waters of

th; United States including wetlands. Based on your project plans and

descriptionr w€ have deternined that the proposed work would involve

such discharges.

It  appears that Alternative C-Burnout Canyon Route (3) is the

least danaging alternative for this proiect. Therefore, provided this

is the chosen aligpnent for the relocation of the natural gas

pipel ine, this project Bay be authorized by General Pernit  No. 40.

tni" peruit  authorizes the d. ischarge of dredged or f i l l  naterial into

waters of tbe United Statesr provided a Strean Channel Alterat ion
pernit has been issued by the state and the work is perforned in

accordance with al l  terns and condit ions of that State peruit .

If you have any questions, or if there are any changes or

nodif icat ions regarding the al ignnent of the pipel ine, please contact

I{s. Katherine Trott of our Utah Regulatory Of f  ice , 1403 South '  t i00

West ,  Sui te  A,  Bount i fu l  Utah,  te lephone (  801 )  295-8380'

4 //'
/J ('O'-

/ Brook$4arter

Copy furnished:

Utah  D iv i s ion  o f  Wate r  R igh ts

JUN 1 g lgg0

fu1a^t
D-J

Chie f ,  U tah  Regu la to ry  Of f i ce



united states Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF I -AND MANAGEMENT

Moab D{ strict
P.  0 .  Box 970

hloab , Utah 8453 2

Mr. George Morr{s,  Fgrest Supervlsor
U . 

'  
S. 

- 
Oeiartment of Agrl cul ture

U. S .  Foiest Servl  ce
Mantl -LaSal Nati onal Forest
Sgb 

-l'lest 
Pri ce Rl ver Drl ve

Pr lce,  Utah 84501

RelQuestarP lpe l lneCompanyMain l . lneNo,4. l

Dear Mr. Morr i  s:

I
I
I
I
I
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R t l , t \  R l  l f l a  t l ,

3480
( u-065 )

that we make cormtents 0n

that the Bureau of Land

.JIJL - ? 1990

Reroute at SkVl i ne Mi ne EIS

As a cooperatl ng agency, the gEQ regul atl ons requl re

the subJect EIS. Thls let ter is merely to {nfonn you

Management has n0 further corments wrth respect to the proposed pipeline

reroute and the EIS.

Sl ncerelY Yours '

lil^lt; c- fu,
Assl stant Dl str lct  Manager
Ml neral Resources

FOREST SERVICE
MANTI.IJSAL NATIONAL FOREST

PRICERANGER OISTRICI

JUL 0 2 1990
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IIANTI.IASAL N.F,

.I

\7
Ref  :

JUL 0 2'1990

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECT1ON AGENCY
REGION V||I

999 18th STREET - SUTTE 5OO

DENVER, COLORADO 802 O2-24O5

8WM-EA JUN i 6 1es0

George A.  Morr is ,  Forest  Superv isor
Mant i -LaSal  Nat iona l  Forest
599 West  Pr ice  River  Dr ive
P r i ce ,  U tah  8450  1

RE:  Draf  d . -EIS f  or Quest
Pipe l ine Qompany 's Main -I*

Skyf ineNo. 41 Rerirrute at
Mine Ra{fng LO

Dear  S i r :

In  accordance wi th  our  respons ib i l i t ies  under  the Nat iona l
Env i ronmenta l  Po1 icy  Act  (Ngpa)  and Sect ion 309 o f  the Clean A i r
Act  (  Caa )  ,  the Region VI I I  Of f ice  o f  the Env i ronmenta l  Pro tec t ion
Agency has reviewed the Draft  Environmental  Impact Statement
(  n f  S )  f  o r  the Questar  P ipe l ine Company 's  Main  L j .ne No.  41 Reroute
at Skyl ine M j-ne .  EPA of f  ers the f  o l  lowing comments f  or your
cons ide ra t i on .

EPA be l ieves that  the se lec t ion o f  ALternat ive  C us ing
Burnout Canyon Route (  3 )  along with ei ther of  the Val ley Camp
Tr iang le  Connectors  is  env i ronmenta l ly  pre ferab le  to  o ther  routes
slnce the al ignment is greneral ly along the highway r ight-of  -way

and not along the val ley bottom. Simi. lar ly,  e i ther of  the Wi-nter
Quarters routes provide the advantage of avoidance of r ipar ian
impact but at  substant i .a l ly higher cost.  Burnout Canyon (  3 )
would minimize the potent ial  i -mpacts to the r ipar ian ecosystem
since th is  route  would  invo lve one-ha l f  mj - le  o f  r ipar ian impact
compared to  3 .3  mi les  a long e i ther  Burnout  Canyon (  t  )  o r  Burnout
Canyon  (2 ) .

EPA supports the Forest Service ef  forts to assure mj.nimal
i -mpact to the r ipar ian ecosystem with the use of best management
pract ices (  gl ' , tp )  dur ing construct ion. We recommend that the
speci f  ic best management pract ices out l ined by the Utah Divi-s ion
of  Wi ld l i fe  Resources for  sed iment  cont ro l  and f ish  bar r ie rs  be
adopted as r ight -o f -way regu i rements  by  the Forest  Serv ice.
(  See le t ter  f  rom Larry  Da1ton,  Utah Div is ion o f  v i l i ld l  j - f  e
Resources ,  t o  George  Mor r i . s ,  Man t i -LaSaL  Na t iona l  Fo res t ,
Sep tember  13 ,  1989 ,  pages  2  and  3 .  )
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fr t  rD-. i l  t- l
1 6 l  t f , E r E t  t - l

\-a\- ,trt

-
Norman H. Bangertr

Govcrnor

Mar J. Evant
Dirrcfor

State of Utah
Division bf State History
(Ut8h Stat€ Higtorical Society)

Department of Community and Economic Development

300 R'ro Crtando

Sar Lah" Ctfy. tlah 0atot-l t82

80t-5335755

June 8, 1990

George A. Morris
Forest Supervi sor
599 West  Pr ice River  Dr ive
Price, UT 84501

RE: Questar  Pipel ine Company's l ' fa in l ine No.  41
Moore's Cultural Resource Inventory Report,

In Reply Please Refer  to Case No.90-0393

Dear Mr. Morris:

The Utah State Historic Preservation 0ffice has received the above referenced
project. Our off ice has no addit ional comments on this project.

The above is provided on request as outl ined by 36 CFR 800 or Utah Code, Tit le
63-18-37. Thb Utah SHP0 malies no regulatory requ irement in thi s matter. If
you have questions or need addit ionai assisiancd, please contact me at (801)
533-7039.

Regulat ion Assistance Coordinator

JLD:90-0393 FS

F;iAl,lT i' LASiiL i{'F.

Reroute Project, Dames and
Your Reference #?36A/2820

Jr-rll I 4 1990

ot R:3c">aL

Bocrd of Sfrtt Hittory: Thorno G. A|cr.ander . Dcen L Mey . Douglu D. Aldcr . Lrorrrrd J. f"it S,."--r,
Merilyn Brrker . Boyd A. Bleckncr . J. Etdon Donnen . Hugh C. Garncr . Arny Allcn kicc . Sunny Rzdd (J7Wfr/

t.. \1

MANT.I.TASAI NATIONAL FOREST
PRTCE RANGER DISTRTCT

JUN1 I 1990

Stlant -
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Govcrnor

Max J. Evans
[hrrror

State of Utah
Divigion of State History
(Utah Statc Hiatorical SocietY)

Department of C,ommunity and Economic Development

300 Fo Grancte

San tarc Cny. Uu$ E l0l-l182

80t-535755

May 21, 1990

George A. Morris
Forest Supervisor
Mant i -LaSal  Nat ional  Forest
599 West  Pr ice River  Dr ive
Pr i  ce,  UT 84501

RE: DEIS for  Questar  Pipel ine Conpany's Main L ine No.  4L Reroute at  Skyl ine
Mi ne

In Reply Please Refer to Case No. 90-0044

Dear Mr.  Morr is :

The Utah State Historic Preservation Office received the above referenced
Draft EIS on May 14, 1990. After review of the draft EIS, our off ice has no
technical comments for consideration by the U.S. Forest Service.

This information is provided on request to assist the Forest Service with i ts
Section 106 responsibi I  i t ies as spdcif ied in 36 CFR 800. I f  ygl^l t?ug_
questions or nebd addit ional assi i tance, please contact me at (801) 533-7039.

Coord i nator

JLD:90-0044 FS/EIS

c: Ms . Caro lyn l'lright
Resource Development Coordinating Comnittee
Siate Planning 0ff ice
116 State Capi to l
Sal t  Lake Ci ty ,  UT 84114 IJIANTI.IJSAL iI.F.

iltAY 2 I 1330

ioFesr sElivrc:

"^11,!t'1il3'J;'JL', .,'

JUN - 5 1990

Sincerely,

I
.____l d.lHnD

t
Jam{s L. D
Reg{l at i on

kk
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Normrn lL Bengertcr

Gorcrnor

Dee C. Hans€n
Erecutlr Dirccror

Dianne R Nielson. Ph.D.
Divicion Dirccror

c1
cc  :  L .  Brax ton

D.  I laddock
BT46/34

State of l.ltah
DE PARTME}.IT OF NATURAL RESOI.JRCES
DMSION OF OII. GAS AND MINING

355 Wesl Norlh Temple
3 Tdacl Canler. Suita 350
Sarl Lake City, Urah 84180.1203
80r -538-5340

June  22 ,  1990

Mr .  George  A .  I ' l o r r i s ,  fo res t  Superv iso r
Manti-LaSal National Forest
599 tdest Pr i  ce River Dr ive
Pr ice ,  U tah  84501

/  
' \  

- . , 2

oeai lkguorr'iTs:
\-./ 

\j

Re : Revi ew of Draf t Enyf.-r
Questar Pioel ine Comgany's Main Line #41 Reroute at Sk:r1ine
Mine .

The Utah D iv is ion  o f  0 i1 ,  Gas & Min ing  rece ived fo r
consideration the above mentioned docunent. After a review of the
mater ia l  ,  we fee l  the  fo res t  Serv ice  has  done a  good job  in
address ing  the  env i  ronmenta l  concerns  o f  th is  p ro jec t .  There fore ,
rre concur with the l .olest Service's choice of the Burnout Canyon
Route (3). We have no other substantive comments at this t ine,

Thank you for the opportunity of reviewing this document.
P lease cont inue to  keep us  in fo rned.

S incere ly ,
- - \ .

t \
, . |-Ti  ̂( / tal. i l I  /
'd iannb 'R.\ i  

elson
Di  r  ec to r

-t
I

t.-l
t-{
I
I. ._  |
I
a
I

I
Itl

an equal opporlunrly employer
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DEPARTMENT OF NATLSAL RESO{,JRCES
DTYISION OF WILDLIFE

Sc-:-rrt:o'- .:jz-

.:2 :.+r;. Fl ': i: 3.1-.e

P a. -ir. ata.'-'.zaz?

s'rj-.I l i:

IJIANTI.USAL I,I.F.
Norrnrn H. Bu3n*

C,ottt*

Dcc C. Hrarco
trlngro Drr-.t

Timothy H hoo'rn
Ilrrr: Dt-rr

I

2'r9s0

May 18,  1990 -,it,

George A. Horr is,  Forest Supervisor
Hant i  -La Sal Nat i  onal Forest
599 hl .  Pr i  ce Ri  ver  Dr i  ve
Pr ice ,  Utah  84501

Dear Hr. Morri  s :

e €

Pi0...iJ: v""' 'J rviI

In regards to the proposid reroute of Questar Pipeline Company,s
Main L ine No.  4 l  a t  Sky l  ine Hine,  the Div is ion 's  preference would be to  leave
the pipeline in place and protect i t from mining induced subsidence.
No aquatic mitigation would be expected with this proposal . However, the
Burnout Canyon Route (3) a' long with appropriate mitigation is an acceptable
al ternati ve.

This alignment wil l  be west of Highway 264 and make 4 stream
crossings. Consideration should be given at the stream crossings towards
encasing the p ipe l ine in  a  concrete s leeve.  Th is  wi l l  a l low for  fu ture
repairs or repl acement of the pipeline without the need to redisturb the
;tream channel . Such a casing wil l  a' l  so serve to protect the l ine from
rusting. Figure A-3 diagrams the proposed method of stream crossings,
however, i t  is not c' lear if such a casing is planned.

l le have sorne concerns with the seed mix specif ications on page 6 of
Appendix A. There have not been any forb or shrub species included in the
mix.  Bes ides prov id ing for  so i l  s tab i l izat ion ,  such spec ies prov ide habi ta t
for wi' ldl i fe. The area provides important deer and elk sumner range.
Enclosed is our recommended revegetation prescription.

Damage to riparian areas and loss of spawning habitat from the Burnout
Canyon Route (3) are inevitable consequences of this project. Page 9 of
Appendix A Iists nit igation recomnendat i ons. l le expect that al ' l  of the
recommendations (71-i5) wil1 be implemented. It should be noted that cost
f igures for each mitigation are only estimated costs that may be subject to
variation. Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide conment.

S incere ly .
'; 

- 
'''z'tc -":'2','t'26. z//h.fr,/

l l i les  Moret t i
Suoerv i sor

cc .  Ra l  ph  M i  I  es
Ke i  th  Zobe l  I  ,  Sky l  i  ne  M i  ne

an cqs. l  OO3; ' : - -  1 ,  Q-= ' - ret
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Tab le  l .  Revege ta t ion
P ipe l ine  re loca t ion  a t

p rescr ip t ion  fo r  d is tu rbed areas  caused by  the  Questar
Sky l  i ne  M ine .  .

I
I
I
I
I

( l )  D is turbed.  areas should be doubled r ipped.  (2)  Fer t i l i zer  (0-16-8)  a t  a
fltg o! 100 lblacre should be disked into the tdpioi ' l  mass pridr to sieding.
(3a) The seed mix shou1d be dri l led, fol lowed by an identical application-
hydros^prayed as. a slurry_to incorporate more seed mix, tacif ier (60 lb/acre),
wood fiber mulch (2,000 ' lblacre), 

and nitrogen ferti ' l izer (33-0-0 distributid
at a rate of 100 lb,/acre). ( lb) If a dri l l /hydrospray teahnigue is not
uti l ized, the pounds of pure l ive seed/acre in the seed nix should be doubled
and then broadcast. After seed application, nitrogen ferti l izer (33-0-0
distributed at a rate of 100 lb,/acre) should be broadcast. An acceptab'le
mulch should be applied to protect the raw soil frorn erosion and conserve
moisture- (t) Seeding should occur fol ' lowing a pennanent ki l l ing frost which
is usually after 0ctober !5.

I
I
I
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Reed canarygrass

Meadow foxtai l

Redtop

Smooth brome

Ti mothy

Beaked sedge

' AJ si ke cl over

Strawberry cJ over

Bl  ack medic

0regon checkerma'l J ow

Paci  f i  c  aster

St i  cky gerani  um

Red el derberry

Woois rose

Shrubby c i  nquefoi  I

S i l ve r  sagebrush

(Pha l  a r i s  a rund inacea)

(A iooecurus  onatens i  s )

(Aorost i  s  a l  ba)

(Bromus inermus)

( Phl eurn pratense)

(Carex rostrata)

(Tri  fol  i  um hvbridum)

(Tri fol i um fraqi ferum)

(Med icaoo I  uou l  ina)

(S ida lcea  o regana)

(As te r  ch i lens is )

(Geran i  um v i  scos i  ss imum)

( Sambucus racernosa)

( , losa woodsi  i  )

(Po ten t i  I  l a  f ru t i cosa)

(Ar tenr i s ia  cana  v isc idu l  a )

0.5

1.0

0.5
l r
: a

2.0

0.5

1.0

1.0

1.0

0.5

0.5

0.5

1.0

3.0  unc l  eaned

?.0

I .0

0.5

Total 16.5
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DEPARTMENT OF NATTTRAL RESOIJRCES
DTYISION OF WILDLIFE RESOURCES

&/a4 M
frZ

lfrANTl'USAL I'l.F.

2'1990
lforrnrn H. 8rr4sn*

Crqlttlt

DrcC. Hurrr
Er*naro Dllr-'r
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May 18,  1990

George A. I lorr i  s ,  Forest Superv i  sor
Hant i  -La Sal  Nat i  onal  Forest
599 1i l .  Pri  ce Ri ver Dri ve
Pr ice ,  Utah  8450I

Dear Hr.  Morr is :

In regards to the proposed reroute of Questar Pipeline Company's
Main L ine No.  4 l  a t  Sky l ine Mine,  the Oiv is ion 's  preference would be to  leave
the pipel ine in place and protect i t from mining induced subsidence.'
No aquatic mitigation would be expected with this proposal . However, the
Eurnout Canyon Route (3) along with appropriate rnit igation is an acceptable
al ternati ve .

This alignment wi' l l  be west of Highway 264 and make 4 stream
crossings. Consider"ation should be given at the stream crossings towards
encasing the p ipe l ine in  a  concrete s ' leeve.  Th is  wi l l  a l low for  fu ture
repairs or replacement of the pipel ine without the need to redisturb the
.stream channel. Such a casing wil l  also serve to protect the l ine from'rusting. 

Figure A-3 diagrams the proposed method of stream crossings'
however ,  i t  is  not  c lear  i f  such a cas ing is  p lanned.

l le have sone concerns with the seed mix specif ications on page 6 of
Appendix A. There have not been any forb or shrub species included in the
mix.  Bes ides prov id ing for  so i l  s tab i  l izat ion ,  such spec ies prov ide habi ta t
for wi' ld' l i fe. The area provides important deer and elk summer range.
Enclosed is our recormended revegetation prescription.

Danage to riparian areas and loss of spawning habitat from the Burnout
Canyon Rout i  (3)  are inev i tab le  consequences of  th is  pro ject .  -Page 9 of
Applnd ix  A I i i t i  mi t igat ion recommendat ions.  l le  expect  that  a l l .  o f  the
rlcomrnendat i on s (71-75) wilI be implemented. It should be noted that cost
f igures for  each 'mi t igat ion are on iy  est imated costs  that  may.be subject  to
vaiiation. Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide comment-

Superv i  so r

cc .  Ra l  ph  l ' l i  I  es
Ke i  th  Zobe l  I  ,  SkY l  i  ne  M ' i  ne

i t t f  €Oui. O33i '  
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, a Tab le  t .  Revege ta t ion

Pi  pel  i  ne reJ ocat  i  on at
p rescr ip t ion  fo r  d is tu rbed

Sky l  i ne  M ine .
areas caused by the Questar
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( l )  D is turbed_ areas shou ' ld  be doubled r ipped.  (2)  Fer t i l i zer  (0-16-8)  a t  a
rate of  100 lb lacre should be d isked in t ; ' the tdp3ot l  mass pr idr  to  s ied ins.
.( iq) The seed mix shou'ld be dri l led, fol lowed by an identital application'
hydrosprayed as- a_slurry_to incorporate more seel mix, tacif ier ibo tuTacrey,
wood fiber mlch (2,000 lblacre), and nitrogen ferti ' l izer (SS-O-d distitbuti i
at a rate of 100 lblacre). (3b) lf a dri ' l lrrhydrospray teihnique is not
ut i . l ized, . the.pounds of  pure l ive seed/acre in- the ieed mix  shduld be doubled
and then broadcast. After seed application, nitrogen ferti l izer (33-o-o
distributed at a rate of 100 lblacre) should be bioadcast. An aiceptable
mulch should !e applied to protect t ire raw soil from erosion and conserve
moisture- (q) seeding should occur fol lowing a pennanent ki l l ing frost-which
is usually after October !.5-

Reed canarygrass

Meadow foxtai l

Redtop

Smooth brome

Ti mothy

Beaked sedge

'Al s i  ke cJ over

Strawberry cl over

Bl  ack medic

0regon checkermal I ow

Paci  f i  c  aster

St i  cky gerani  um

Red el derberry

Woods rose

Shrubby c i  nquefoi  I

S i l ve r  sagebrush

(Pha l  a r i s  a rund inacea)

(Al  ooecurus onatensi  s)

(Aoros t i s  i l ba )

(Bromus inermus)

( Phl eurn pratense)

(Carex rostrata)

(Tri fol i um hvbri dum)

(Tri fo1 i um fraqi ferum)

(Medi  caoo I  uoul  ina)

(S i  da l  cea  oreoana)

(As ter  ch i l  ens i  s )

(Geran i  um v i  scos i  ss imum)

(Sambucus racemosa)

( ,Rosa  woods i i )

(Po ten t i l l a  f ru t i cosa)

(Ar ten is ia  cana  v isc idu l  a )

0.5

1.0

0.5
! i

?.0

0.5

1.0

1.0

1.0

0.5

0.5

0.5

1.0

3.0  unc leaned

?.a

1.0

0.5

I
I

Total 16.5
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May 18 ,1990

George A. l" lorr i  s ,  Forest Superv i  sor
l ' fant i  -La Sal  Nat i  onal  Forest
599 Irt .  Pri  ce Ri ver Dri ve
Pr i  ce ,  Utah  8450 1

Dear Mr.  Morr i  s  :

In regards to the proposed reroute of Questar-Pipeline Company's -
Main L ine Xo]  Ol  a t  Sky l i ie  i , t ine,  the Div is ion 's  preference.  would be to  leave
the p ipe l ine in  p lace ind protect  i t  f rom min ing induced subs i .dence '
Ho abuit ic mitiq'ation woulb be expected with this proposa'l . However, the
AurrJu i -Cin ion f ,oute (3)  a long wi th  appropr ia te  mi t igat ion is  an acceptable
a'l ternat i ve .

This alignment wil ' l  be west of Highway 264 and rnake 4 stream
crossingi. Coniideration should be given at the stream crossings _to$ards
encis ln6 the p ipe l  ine in  a  concrete s leeve.  Th is  wi ' l l  a l low for  fu ture
i.pi i" i-o" reil icement of the pipeline without the need to redisturb the
,ti i .rr channei. Such a casing wil l  also serve to plotect the l ine from
rust ing.  F igure A-3 d iagrams- the proposed-method of  s t ream cross ings '
howevei ,  i t  is  not  c lear  i f  such a cas ing is  p lanned.

l le have some concerns with the seed mix specif ications on page 6 of
Aopendix A. There have not been any forb or shrirb speci es . i  ncl uded in the
r i i . - ' - i l t i ies  prov id ing for  so i l  s t ;b i l izat ion ,  such_species prov ide habi ta t
for  wi ld l i fe .  

'The 
are i  prov ides impor tant  deer  and e lk  sumner  range.

Enclosed is our recommended revegetation prescription.

Damage to riparian areas and loss of spa^wni1s habitat from the Burnout
Can,on nouid- ( f )  ar l  inev i tab le  consequences of  th is  pro ject .  -Page 9 of
npptr i i i  A l i ; t i  mi t igat ion recommendi t ions.  1n1e expect  that  a l l  o f  the
i6 ior r "na. t tons (71-75)  wi l l  be implemented.  I t  should be noted that  cost
i ig ; ;aa ior  each 'mi t ig i t ion are on iy  est imated costs  that  may.be subject  to
uai ia t ion.  Thank you- for  the oppor tun i ty  to  rev iew and prov ide conment .

S i  ncere l  y ,  __. .7

.7'22-{%"Vz
M'i  I  es Moret t  i
Superv  i  so r

cc .  Ra1  ph  Mi  I  es
Ke i  th  Zobe l  I  ,  SkY l  i  ne  M i  ne

_L--1,-:lt,



1..
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I

Table l. Revegetation prescription for disturbed areas caused by the Questar
Pipe l ine re locat ion at  Sky l ine Mine.

(1)  Dis turbed areas should be doubled r ipped.  (2)  Fer t i l i zer  (0-16-8)  a t  a
rate of 100 lb,/acre should be disked into the topsoil rnass prior to seeding.
(3a) The seed mix shou'ld be dri l ]ed, fol lowed by an identical application
hydrosprayed as a slurry to incorporate more seed rnix, tacif ier (60 lb,/acre),
wood fiber mulch (2,000 lblacre), and nitrogen ferti l izer (33-0-0 distributed
at a rate of 100 lblacre). (3b) If a dri ' l ' l /hydrospray technique is not
uti l ized, the pounds of pure l ive seed/acre in the seed nix should be doubled
and then broadcast. After seed application, nitrogen ferti l izer (33-0-0
distributed at a rate of 100 lb,/acre) should be broadcast. An acceptable
mu1ch should be app'l ied to protect the raw soil from erosion and conserve
moisture. (4) Seeding should occur fol lowing a pennanent ki l l ing frost which
is  usual ly  a f ter  0ctober  !5 .

Plant  Mater ia l  Pound of  Pure L ive Seed/Acre

I
t
t
I
I
I
I

Reed canarygrass

Meadow foxtai I

Redtop

Smooth brome

Ti mothy

Beaked sedge

Al si ke cl over

Strawbery cJ over

Bl ack medi c

Oregon checkermal I  ow

Paci  i i  c  aster

St i  cky geran i  um

Red e' lderberry

Woois rose

Shrubby c ' inquefoi  I

S i  I  ver  sagebrus h

(Pha l  a r i  s  a rund inacea)

(A looecurus  ona tens is )

(Aoros t i s  a lba)

(Bromus inermus)

(  Phl  eum pratense)

(Carex rostrata)

(Tri  fol  i  um hvbridum)

(Tri fol i um fraqi ferum)

(Med icaoo  lupu l  i na )

(S ida lcea  o reqana)

(As te r  ch i lens is )

(Geran i  um v i  scos i  ss imum)

(Sambucus racemosa)

(Rosa  woods i  i  )

(Po ten t i  I  I  a  f ru t i cosa)

(Ar tenr i s ia  cana  v isc idu l  a )

0 ,5

I .0

0 .5

2 .0

0 .5

1 .0

1 .0

l -0

0 .5

0 .5

0 .5

1 .0

3 .0  unc l  eaned

? .0

1 .0

0 .5

Tota l 16 .5
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Mr .  Ha l t  Nowak
Manti LaSal Nati onai Forest
599  Wes t  P r i ce  R ive r  D r t ve
Pr ice,  Utah 84501

Re: Hi Ehway SR-264
Ques ta r  P ipe l  i ne  M .  L .  41

Dear l,lr. Nowak :

In  ' la te  Apr i  1  ,  199O,  f  met  w i th  representa t ives o f  Queetar  P i  pe1 i  ne
Cornpany and Coaeta I Stateg Ene rgy to d i scuss the 1 ocat i on of
Questar  p ipe l ine M,L.  41 r i th in  the roadway pr iem of  SR-264 in  the
uppcr Hunt ington Ganyon area.

Af ter  cons iderab le  d tscuss ion per ta in ing ts  sonst ruc t ion featurcs
and poss ib le  impacts  to  the ex ' is t ing cut  s lopes and f i l l  s ' lopes,
I  agreed to al low Questar to 

' locate 
their  p- ipe within the roadway

prlsm so as to preclude the back slopes of their  neh, t rench from
going outs ' ide  o f  the ex is t ing roadway s lopes-  Th ' ls  w l l l  requ l re
Questar to provide very str ingent t raf f ic control  dur i  ng the
ini t ' ia l  construct ion temporary repa' i  r  to the exist ing pavernent upon
complet ion of  the pfpe instal lat ion and total  roconetruct ion of  thc
exi sti ng pavernent by the end of the 1 991 constructi on seagon . The
ternporary pavement repaf r wi 1 1 al low us to provi de 'adeguate snow
removal and/or winter maintenance unt i l  the permanent repair  wi l l
be ttrade.

As soon as approya1 is reoeived from the Foreet Service, Questar
wi  I  I  p rov ide UDOT f  ina l  p ' lans and spec i f  i ca t ions for  our  approva l  ,
We wi I I revi ew the pl ans and speci f i  cati ons and al I ow a uti I i  ty
encroachment permit  that wi l l  be subject for your approval  s ince
UDOT does not own the ri ght-of-b{d}.

;.:IT $4t!gg
- , .a,s;L iiATtOilAL FOnESl

Pru$&NNGERDFrRICT

JUL L Z 1gg0
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cc: St,eve lJob] e ,
C , K .  B l a i r ,
Aaron How 1 e,

D'l str I ct Di rector
Questar Pl pel lne Company

Nationa' l  Forest Servlce

i l an t l - LaSa l  N ,F .  -++  D  &  i l  SLC

Lctter Forest gervi ce,/Hami I ton
Ju l y  10 ,  1990
Page ?,

I  am enc los ing  a  copy  o f  a  l e t t e r  f rom Mr .  C -K .  B la i r ,  Ques ta r
P ipe ' l  ine ,  out l in ing the pre ' l  i rn inary  agreement  concern lng th ls
re locat ' ion .  f f  you have any quest ions regard ing UDOT's  ro lo  ln
thie matter,  p leasc fcel  f ree to contact me-
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fu ' l l ! ,

Hami 1 ton
PrelConstructi on Eng i neer
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Governor

Dale C Hatch. C.P.A.J.D.
Director

Michael E. Chnsrensen. Ph.D.
Depuw Direr:tor
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June 29, 1990

George A Morris
Forest Supenrisor
Manti-LaSal National Forest
599 West Price River Drive
Price, Utah 84501

SUB.IECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Main Line No. 4L
Reroute at Skyline Mine
State Identifier No. 111890821-040

Dear Mr. Morris:

The Resouree Development Coclrdinating Cornrniftee, representing the State
of Utah, has revievred the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
proposed relocation of Questar Pipeline Company's Main Line No. 41 around the
Skyline Coal Mine. State agencies cornment as follows:

' I Utah Cteolosical and Mineral Suryey

The Surrrey believes that a couple of points in the DEIS need clarification,
and suggests the folloviing:

1. The oversize (fold out) map shows routing alternatives and the
position of the existing pipeline. However, little other inforneation is
presented, making it diffrcrrlt to follow the disc'rlssiotrs in the text
concerning land status, landslides, mines, coal resources, and so
forth. The Surrrey recornrnends the following information be added to
the map:

a) patterns of existing -ine workings (Skyline, Belina, O'Connor,
Winter Quarters, Utah and Columbine);

b) the outline of landslides and debris flows, particularly in the
Winter Quarters Canyon area (Brabb and others, 1989, USGS MF-
2085), and in the Huntington Canyon area (Knowles, 1985, B\r[.t
Geol. Studies, v. 32, pt. 1);

FOi.tST S-tRVlCt-

V:ANT t. LASAL I.|AT IONAL TORESI

JUL 0 2 1990

c) land status boundaries for private, federal, and state lands; and



Mr. George A Morris
June 29, 1990
Page 2

d) a table showing a surrrmary of the routes, similar to Table 2-L.

2. The landslide hazard discussion under the preferred alternative is
unclear (Burnout Canyon Route 3, page 44). Accorlit g to the above
mentioned studies, landslides appear along virtually the entire
drainage of Upper Hr-rntington Creek. Also, in the discrrssion of the
Winter Quarters route (Page 4-5), it should be noted that six recent
debris flows have been mapped downslope of the pipeline route
through 

'Winter 
Quarters Canyon (sections 1 and 2 of segment 20).

Ttre Sunrey recornrnends rewriting these sections to expand
d,iscrrssiorur of landslide hazards, referencing the revised oversized
plate desoibed above.

Divisioq of Water Rishts

The Division believes Burnout Canyon Routes 1 and 2 impose excessive
impacts to sensitive riparian and strearn environrnents. Bumout Canyon Routes 3
and 4 signfficantly reduce these impacts. The Division concurs with the route
submitted with the Strearn Channel Alteration Permit, although we believe
detrimental effects can be further reduced by

1. a more direct route across wetland and riparian areas at the point
the pipeline crosses Huutington Creek, near Little Swens Crossing;

2. using the existing culvert at Little Swens Crossing;

3. routing the pipeline directty into upland areas aft,er the stream
crrossing, and remaining in upland. areas northward from Little Swens
Crossing to the Kitchen.

The determination that the area is seismically quiescent is invalid. Bureau
of Reclarnation seismotectonic studies of the Joes Valley and Pleasant Valley fault
zones conclude that these zones have been active ih the Quaternary Period. The
seismic threat includes possible datr age from fault rupture and/or strong ground
motion.
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Mr. George A. Morris
June 29, 1990
Page 3

The Bureau based its Pleasant Valley determ:ination on a comparison of
topographic expressions of related stmchrres in both Pleasant and Joes Valleys.
The conclpsion was that Quaternary displacement, possibly as recent as L0-20 ka,
cannot be precluded.

The greatest ground motion threat could come from movement of the Joes
Valley fault zo\e. In the northern Joes Valley graben, strrface faulting has
ruptured upper Quaternary deposits. Average recurrence intervals, &g€ of faulting
and displacement, as determined by trenching studies, is reported on tJ'e attached
table.

Destnrctive strong ground motion could be generated by moderate
magaihrde (Ir4 6.5) random earthquakes. Because such quakes do not rupture the
surface, fault location is impossible to predict. Ma'cimum ctedible earthquakes
predicted for the Pleasant Valley and Joes Valley fault zones are 7.0 (M") and 7.5
(M") respectively (see attached table). If the determination of seismic inactivity
has prevented defensive measures from being considered, this issue should be re-

gxamined.

Division of \Mildlife Resources

The Division prefers that the pipeline be left in place, and protected from
rniniag induced subsidence damage, because no aquatic mitigation would be
expected. However, Burnout Canyon Rout€ 3, along with apProPriate tttitigation,

is an acceptable alternative.

Ttris alignment would be west of l{ighw ay 264, and make four stream
crossings. Consideration should be given at the strearn crossings to encasing the
pipeline in a concrete sleeve. This would allow for future work on the pipeline
without the need to disturb the stream channel. Casing will also protect the pipe
from nrst. Figure A-3 diagrattt* the proposed stream crossing method, however, it
is not clear if casing is planned.

The Division has concerns about the seed mix specifications on Page 6 of
Appendix A. No forb or strmb species have been included in the mix. Besides
providing for soil stabilization, such species provide habitat for wildlife. The area



Mr. George A Morris
June 29, 1990
Page 4

provides important deer and elk summer range. The Division's reco-tttended
revegetation prescription is attached.

Darnage to riparian areas and loss of spawoing habitat from the Burnout
Canyon Route 3 are inevitable consequences of this project. Page 9 of Appendix A
lists mitigation recornrnendations. The Division e:ryects that all the
recornrnendations (71-75) v,.ill be implemented. 

'We 
note that the cost figrrres for

each mitigation are only estimated costs, subject to variation.

Division of State History

The Division has no technical courments for consideration by the U.S.
Forest Senrice. This information is provided on request to assist the Forest
Senrice vrith its Section 106 responsibilities as specified in 36 CFR 800. If you
have questions or need additional [historicj assistance, please contact Uim
Dykmanl at (801) 533-7039. (Reference Case No. 90-0044.)

Division of Oil. Gas and Minine
t

After a through review of the DEIS, the Division believes the Forest Service
has done a good job of addressing the environmental concerns of this project.
Therefore, we conflrr with the choice of Bur:nout Canyon Route 3.

Ttre Cornrnittee appreciates the opportunity to review the DEIS. Please feel free
to call me with any questions or concems.

Sincerely,

ftb4el/€ &afu-
Michael E. Christensen
State Planning Coordinator

Enclosures
MEC/jh
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Revegeta t i on
re loca t i on  a t

prescr i  pt  i  on
Sky l  i ne  M ine .

for  d is turbed areas caused by the Questar

I
I

( I )  0 is turbed areas shou ld  be doub lqd- r ipped.  . (2)  fg r t i l i zer  (0-15-g)  a t  arate of  100 lb lacre should be d isked in tb- the tdp io i l  mass pr idr  to  ieeoing.(3a)  The seed rn ix  should be dr i l led,  io i towea uv an la ; ; i ica l  appl  icat ionhydrosprayed as a slurry-to incorporate more seei mi1, i i i i f t . f  (cq lb/acre),wood f iber  mulch (2 ,000- lb /ac ie i , - i ld ; ia ig i .n ' f . r t i t i z . " - (33-0-0  
d is t r ibu tedat a rate of 100 I b/acre) - '  (39i 

'  
i i-q .#i i i i i ;ydrospray rechnique is notut i l ized,  the pounds of  iure ' l ive iged/acr .  in ' the iee i  mix  should be doubledand then broadcast-  Aft l r  i .Sg ;p; i i ; ' . t ; ; ; , 'n i t"ogen fert i t  izer (33-0-0distr ibuted at a rate of- loo- iuzi l ie1 

- ; i i l ia l 'be 
bioadcasi.  An acceptablemulch should be appl ied to ptoi i i i  the ran sJi i  f "or eroi ion and conservemois ture '  (4)  seedinq shouto J i iu t  ro i iowing ' .  permanent  k i l ' l  ing f rost  whichis  usual ly  a f ter  0ctobEr 15.
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Reed canarygrass
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George A. Morris, Forest Supervisor
Manti-LaSai Natronai Forest
Price District
599 West Price River Drive
Price, UT 8450I

u7F ro

""/*/ntl"+

Dear Supervisor Morris:

It has come to my altenlion tnat the Questar Plpeline Company has applied to rne
United States Forest Service (USFS) for permission to reLocate a 4.25 mife section
of buried naturaf gas pipetine that crosses the Skyline Mine pelmit area. As
cugentLy routed, the pipeline affects approximately 15 milLion tons of tecoverabLe
coal reserves. Relocating the pipeline would al.low mining to proceed uninterrupteo
and avoid potential damage and posslble Loss of service to Utan consumers.

The Draft Environmentai Impact Statement (EIS) identifies Burnout Canyon as an
effective alternative that will pemanently plolect the pipeline from subsidence.
This route is the shortest to construct anci will affect the least amount of coaL
leserves in the future. Construction along this route will have little environment
impact ano wiLL be easily mitigated. The other possiole Ioutes are Longer whicn
will raise the construction costs. These routes woulci cross mlLLions of tons of
coaL that may be mined in the futule anq they would have the potential for causing
larger environmental damage.

I suppolt the conclusions of the EIS and the decision of the USFS for tecommending
the Burnout Canyon route and hope that the coal resources at Skyline can be mined
as eompiecely and efficiently as possibie wiihout disruption. Coal minrng in
generai helps to provide a sound economy in the state of Utah and more specifically
Styline provicies a strong economic founoation fot Carbon, Emely, Sanpete ano Utah
counties .

I am pleaseo to have the opportuni.ly to commenE on the Draft Environmental
Stateinent and commend the Manti LaSa.I Forest Setvice, Questa! Piepline Company and
Utah Fuel Company for Eheir efforts. It is no''. oflen tnaC I have an opporlunlty to
provide commehts on an issue for which there j.s no disagreement between federal
agency ano private industry. Tne USFS tecommenoation is oest sulteO to meet tne
demancjs of the mining operato! whil.e minimizing environmental impacts.

I will be pleased if the final approval to move the pipe:Line can oe grantecl
expeditiously and construction along the Burnout Canyon route can commence this

flespect(t]Ily,{) w\,
t\1" lV
RAY ['{FLSEN

l \
utry

I
1

I

t

RN:  syg
Representative
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HoU SE Ot r  RNPRESENTATIVES
STATE OF  UTAH

REP. MTTTN DMITRICE
TOrx DISTRICT

MINORITY LEADER
lcr xoRTH oovER ctRctJ. PRICq Aatot

Rtt. a9?-oa2'. / ;us. ct7-297',

COHfl lTTgEt: APPROPRIATIONa (TRANIPOiTATION Al{O

PUALIC 8A7ETY);  REVENUE AXO TAXATIOT{I  ENCRGY

AHO NATUiAL REIOURCST AHO ACRICULTURT

June 22,  1990

Forest Supetrrisor
Manti-LaSal National
Price District
599 West Price River
Pr ice ,  UT 845OL

Forest

Drive

Dear  S i r :

It has come to ny attention that the Questar Pipeline Company has
applied to the United States Forest Senrice (USFS) for permission
to relocate a 4.25 ni le sect ion of  bur ied natural  gas pipel ine that
crosses the Skyl j-ne Mine permit area. As currently routed, the
pipeline affects approxinately 15 nil l ion tons of recoverable coal
resen/es. Relocating the pipeline would allow mining to proceed
uninternrpted and avoid potential damage and possible loss of
senrice to Utah consumers.

The Draft Environmental frnpact Statement (EIS) identifies Burnout
Canyon as an effective alternative that will permanently protect
the pipeline from subsidence. This route is the shortest to
construct and wil l  affect the least amount of coal reserves in the
future. Construction along this route wil l  have l i tt1e
environmental impact and wil l  be easily urit igated. The other
possible routes are longer which would raise the construction
costs,  cross rni l l ions of  tons of  coal  that may be mined in the
future, and have the potential for causing greater environmental
damagle.

I support the conclusions of the EIS and the decision of the USFS
for reconrmending the Burnout Canyon route, and hope that the coal
resources at Skyline can be mined as completely and efficiently as
possible without dismption. CoaI roining in general  helps to
provide a sound economy in the state of  Utah and more speci f ical ly,
Skyline provides a strong economic foundation for Carbon, Emery,
Sanpete and Utah count ies.

"^s,f$iilliSrfil;PRfcE RANGEn ciliinrir

JUN2 5 1990



June  22 ,  L990
Forest Supe::"r,risor
Manti-LaSa1 National Forest
Page Two

I am pleased to have the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS
and comrnend the Manti-LaSal Forest Senrice, Questar Pipeline

I
I
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I
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I
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I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

v .  J .
K .  E .
J .  M .

Company and
that I have
which there
industqf .
demands of
impacts.

cc :

SincereLy f,.&ru
Mike Dnitrich
State Representative

Utah Fuel Company for their efforts. It is not often
an opportunity to provide comments on an issue for

is no disagreement between federal agencies and private
The USFS recommendati.on is best suited to meet the
the mining operator while mininizing environnental

f will be pleased if the final approval to move the pipeline can
be granted oryeditiously and constrrrction along the Burnout Canyon
route can cornrnence this year. Thank you for your consideration in
this matter. '

Mortensen
May
Garr
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CARY G. PETERSON
t MAtoRtrY LEADER

t TwENTY-ErcHTH DrsrRrcr
JTJAB, SANPETE, SE\/TER'

^ MILI-ARD, PIUTE. \ilAYNE'-
I BEAVER COUNTIES

I 406 EAST 5oo NORf,H
NEPHT. UTAH 84648

.i  HOME:623-1816

I

I Forest Supervisor
I Manti-LaSa1 National Forest

Pr ice Dlst r ic t
d 599 West Prlce River DrLvef
I Price, UT 84501

I
t
I
T
I

UTAI{ STATE StrI\4ff

June 2O, 1990

I
t

Dear Forest Supervlsor:

I srn aware the Questar Plpellne ComBany has applied to the
Mantl-taSal Natlonal Forest Servlce for permisslon to move a buried
pipellne that currently passes over a substantial tonnage of coal
reserves at the Slqfltne Mine. Questar is pursulng the pro j ect at
the request of Utah FueI Comparry to enable coal mining activities to
proceed at the Skyllne Mine.

Coal nining in general, and specifically from Skyline, ls an

, important lndustry to Carbon, Enery, Sanpete and Utah counties and
of particular lnterest to me because not only do I live ln this
region but I have been elected by and represent the people who live
ln this area. I'b.e Mant,i-LaSal Forest also has mzrrly recreatlonal
areas and activlties whlch I enjoy.

Ttre Draft EIS ldentl f ies the effect of the alternatives on
coal reserves and on the environment. I agree that the coal
resource should be nlned as conpletely and efficlently as possible
and the ninlng actlvitles at the Slcyline mine should not be
disupted. Ttrerefore , I support the decision o f the USFS ln
selecting the Bur:rout Canyon route and f eel that the other
alternatlves do not ef f ectlvely meet the needs of the Slcyline Mlne.

I I also belleve the environmental impacts have
I adequately addressed and constmctlon should be

quickly as possible.

been more than
authorized as

t
I
I
I

6,,ffiN

MANTI.I.ASAL NATIONAT FOREST
PRICEMI{GER OISIRICT

JUNZ2 896

Ken E. May

S lncerely,
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6 -15 -90

Fo res t  Supe rv i so r
Hant , i  -LaSal  Nat iona l
P r i ce  D i s t r i c t
599  l { es t  P r t ce  R i ve r
P r i ce ,  U tah  84501

Fo res t

D r l ve

Dea r  Eo res t  Supe rv i soEr

I t  has  come to '  
' t yo .d t " -n t i on  - . t i t oog t  

ou r  P lann lng  &  Zon ing
tha t  t he  Ques ta r  P ipe l i ne  Conpany  has  app l i ed  to  the  Un i ted
S ta tes  Fo res t  Se rv l ce  f o r  pe rm lss i on  t o  r e l oca te  4 .25  m11e
sec t i on  o f  bu r i ed  na tu ra l  gas  p i pe l l ne  t ha t  e rosses  t he  Sky l j . ne
M ine  pe rn i t  a rea .  : ' - '  As  cu r ren t l y  r ou ted ,  t he  p i pe l l ne  a f f ec t s
app rox ima te l y  15  n i l l i on  ' t ons  

o f  r ecove rab le  coa l  r ese rves .
R e l o c a t i n g  t h e  . . ^ p i p e l i n e wou ld  a l l ow  n j . n i ng  t o  p roceed
un j .n te r rup ted  and  avo id  po ten t i a l  damage
se rv l ce  t o  U t , ah  consune rs .  . . .  e  . ,

and  poss ib l e  l oss  o f

I  suppo r t  t he  conc lus l ons  o f  t he  E IS  and  t he  dec i s i on  o f  t he
USFS and  Carbon  Coun ty  P lann ing  &  Zon ing  s ta f f  f o r  reconmend tng
the  Burnou t  Canyon  rou te  and  hope  tha t  t he  coa l  resou rces  a t
Sky l i ne  can  be  m ined  as  comp le te l y  and  e f f i c i en t l y  as  poss ib l e
w i t hou t  d i s rup t i on .  Coa l  m in i ng  i n  gene ra l  he lps  t o  p rov ide  a
sound  economy  i n  t he  S ta te  o f  U tah  and  more  spec i f i ca l l y  Sky l i ne
Prov ides  a  s t , r ong  economic  f  ounda t l on  f  o r  Ca rbo r l  r  Emery ,  Sanpe te
and  U tah  coun t i . es .

I  w i l l  be  p l eased  i f  t he  f i na l  app rova l  t o  move  t he  p i pe l i ne
can  be  g ran ted  exped i t i ous l y  and  cons t , r uc t i on  a l ong  t he  Bu rnou t ,
Canyon  rou te  can  commence  t h i s  yea r .

FOREST SERVICE
MAN TI. I-ASAL N ATIONAT FOR€57

PRICE RANGER OISTRICT

JUN Z 0 1990
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I n  a  p rev lous  pub l l c  hea r l ng  I  exp reased  ny  deep  conce rn
tha t  t he  ex i s t t ng  p lpe l l ne  nus t  be  l e f t  Ln  p lace  to  p reven t  any
unnecessa ry  sca r l ng  o f  t h l s  beau t l f u l  env l r onmen ta l  r eg lon .  I t
l s  w l th  g rea t  p leasu re  tha t ,  I  see  the  cu r ren t  p lans  do  no t
l nc l ude  any  renova l  o f  t he  ex l s t l ng  p i pe l l ne .

I  have  l nc luded  a  l e t t e r  f rom Carbon  Coun t , y  P lanner  to
Ques ta r .  I f  I  nay  be  o f  ass i s t ance  p l ease  con tac t ,  ne  a t  637 -
4700 .

S  l nce re  l y ,

t
I
I
I
I
I
I
t
I
I
I
I
I
I
I

,/r(
Enna  R .  Kuyken
Carbon  Coun ty  Coun iss ione r

xc :  John  Ga r r
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CARBONI COUNITY
PITICE, UTAH E45OI

June  11  '  1990

Dav id  W.  Woodbu ry
Sen io r  Des ign  Eng inee r
Ques ta r  P ipe l i ne  Conpany
P  .  O .  Box  1  1450
Sa l t  Lake  C l t y ,  U tah  84 t47

Dea r  Mr .  Woodbu ry r

A f t e r  r ev i ew ing  you r  l e t t e r  o f  June  4 th ,  1990  on  t he  re l oca t i on
o f  18 "  d i ame te r  na tu ra l  t r ansn i ss i on  l i ne  and  con fe r r i ng  w i t h  Mr .
Dave  Levange r ,  Ca rbon  Bu i l d i ng  O f f l c i a l ,  I  wou ld  l i ke  t o  i n f o rm
you  t , ha t  no  pe rn i t s  wou ld  be  requ i red  by  Carbon  Coun ty .

I f  I  can  be  o f  any  f u r t he r  ass i s t ance ,  p l ease  ca l l  me  a t ,  637 -4700
ex t  .  260 .

Haro 1  d
Carbon

R.  Mars ton
Coun ty  P lanne r

S ince re l y ,
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Ccnldouf:

J. Kdk Chrbtcttlorr Chalnrun
Robcrt D. Bcrsy
Lqrrrd fil. Bleckhrm

fun
Altotl,sTz
Adltos:
Cf.(t:
Irccrdc:
ahdlt:
t]rcrrurc:

YYourcA Horrdl
RAa C. Bllnlrlrrrn

.Iey D..rUdcr
KrtrgtE F. Chrtrttena
JrrEtJ. Lrrnd
Wallace S. Brrcbrnrn
Ead D. Chrk

Courthouro AlruaC
frntl Utb Wz

June 6,  L99O

George  Mor r j . s
Hant l  LaSal  Nat lona l  fo res t
Pr lce  Dls t r i ,c t
599  t f es t ,  P r i ce  R tve r  D r .
P r l ce ,  U tah  84501

To l {hon I t  Hay Concern:

As the sanpete count,y coEEisslon, we iould l ike to take this
I opportunity to conDent on the HalD Line l fo. 41 Reroute Project.
!

Af ter  l l s ten lng to  a  presenta t ion f ron both  Questar  and Ut ,ah Euel
Conpany and rev ien lng the 3  proposed routes,  we wlsh to  exPress
our  suppor t  fo r  the Burnout  Canyon Route.  We see no negat lve
inpact  as  f  a r  as  water ,  vegeta t j .on or  w i Id I l f  e  1 f  th is  route  ls
pu rsued .

t {e  apprec ia te  the oppor tun i ty  to  connent  on th ls  Pro jec t .

triAiiTl'LAg.aL N'F.

JUN - B 19gO

S lnceTe  l y ,

A{,Lc r l - -
J .  Ke l l e r  Ch r i s t enson
Sanpete County  Conniss loner

I
I
I
I
I
I

I
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€ @nu,rl3,guru
Aurora, Utah 84620

Mant i  LaSa l  Na t i ona l  Fo res t
P r i ce  D i s t r i c t
599  Wes t  P r i ce  R ive r  D r i ve
Pr i c€  r  U tah  84501

June  20 ,  1990

At t :  Fo res t  Superv i so r

Dear  S  i r  :

I t  has  come to  my  a t ten t i on
owned by Quastar  Corporat ion
Coas ta l  Co rpo ra t i ons  Sky l i ne
which a f fec ts  approx imate ly
t ,hat,  are recoverable only i  f

Our  smal l  bus iness
I had worked seven
years  for  the San
a  p ipe l i ne  we lde r

As I  have reviewed the
appears  that  the Burnt
est  route  but  have the
by  be ing  i n  an  ex i s t i ng

Speak ing not  on ly  f rom
served as the Mayor  o f
been re-e lec ted for  an

tha t  t he  t ransmiss ion  gas  l i ne
is  cur rent ly  routed through the
Mines coa l  lease permi t  area '

15  n i l l i on  tons  o f  coa l  rese rves
the  p ipe l i ne  i s  re - rou ted .

was  s ta r ted  i n  Sev ie r  Va l l ey  i n  1978  a f te r
yea rs  fo r  t he  coa l  i ndus t r y .  I  wo rked  18

D iego  Gas  &  E lec t r i c  co .  i n  Ca l i f o rn i a  as
and  la t te r  yea rs  as  a  superv i so r  i n  Gas

map  o f  t he  Sky l i ne  pe rm i t  a rea '  i t
Canyon route would not only be the short-
least  env i ronmenta l  impact  on the area

roadway  the  ma j  o r i t y  o f  t he  rou te .

the smal1  bus iness aspect  '  r  a lso  have
Aurora Ci ty  for  the past  I  years  and have
add i t i ona l  4  yea rs .

T ransmiss ion  and  D is t r i bu t i on  th roughou t  t he  Sou the rn  Ca l i f o rn ia
a rea  .

I Recent ly  I  conducted a  survey for  a  grant  app l ica i ton for  Aurora
Ci ty  concern ing how much our  communi ty  is  a f fec ted by energy
resource  deve lopmen t .  My  f i nd ings  were  tha t  Au ro ra  C i t y  w i th
a  popu la t i on  o f  994  c i t i zens  have  49  f am i l i es  d i r ec t l y  game-
fu l ly  employed by t ,he coa l -  mines,  which I  fee l  is  a  la rge number

Aurora has severa l  n iners  and mechanics  work ing a t  the Utah Fuel
Sky t i ne  M ine  wh ich  conmute  each  day .  We a l so  have  4  bus inesses
gene ra t i ng  app rox ima te l y  2 .5  m iJ . l i on  do l l a r s  o f  bus iness  t o  t he
coa l  i ndus t r y .
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FoREsr senvriE

!fi 8til,jliil o NA r FoR EST
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/oatAeaEnern@
P 0. Box 276

Fountoin Green, Utoh 84632

J u n e  1 9 ,  1 9 g O

D e a r  S i  r  :

A s  a  m a y o n  o f  a  c o m m u n i t y  w i t h  m a n y  F e s i d e n t s  w h o  a r e

e m p l o y e d  a t  t h e  S k y l i n e  M i n e ,  i t  i s  v e r y  i m p o r t a n t  t h a t  t h e i n

o p e r a t i o n  c o n t i n u e  w i t h o u t  i n t e r u P t i o n .

I n  n e a d i n g  t h e  U S F S  B n a f t  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m P a c t  S t a t e m e n t

o n  t h e  M a i n l  i n e  N o .  4 1  B e r o u t e  P r o j e c t ,  i t  i s  o b v i o u s  t h a t

t h e  b e s t  r o u t e  w o u l d  b e  t h e  B u r n o u t  C a n y o n  r o u t e .  I t  i s  t h e

s h o r t e s t  a n d  c o u l d  b e  F e a s i b l y  c o n s t n u c t e d  d u r i n g  1 9 9 O .

A s  a  I  i v e s t o c k  o p e r a t o r  I  a m  F a m i  I  i a r  w i t h  t h e  a n e a  i n

q u e l s t i o n  a n d  c a n  s e e  n o  p r o b l e m  t h a t  c o u l d  n o t  b e  o v e F

c o m e  i F  t h i s  n o u t e  i s  u s e d .  I  t h i n k  t h a t  t h e  i m p a c t  o n  t h e

e n v i r o n m e n t  w o u l d  n o t  b e  s u c h  t h a t  i t  c o u l d  n o t  b e  n e p a i r e d

w i t h i n  a  s h o n t  p e n i o d  o f  t i m e .  A n y  c o n s t r u c t i o n  w i  I  I  h a v e  a n

a f F e c t  o n  t h e  a r e a  a n d  w i t h  t h i s  i n  m i n d  t h e  s h o r t e s t  r o u t e

w  i  I  I  i  m p a c t  t h e  I  e a s t  a m o u n t  o F  a r e a  .

S a n p e t e  i s  a  v e r y  e c o n o m i c a l  1 y  d e p r e s s e d  a n e a  a n d  w e  s h o u l d

d o  a I  I  w e  c a n  t o  m a i n t a i n  t h e  l e v e l  o F  e m P l o y m e n t  t h a t  w e  h a v e  .

I  w o u l d  u n g e  y o u  t o  u s e  t h e  B u r n o u t  C a n y o n  R o u t e  a s  s o o n

a s  p o s s i b l e .
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FOREST SERVICE
MANTI.I.ASAL NATIONAI. FOR€ST

PRICE RANG€R OISTRICT
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UraH's Tunrev CeprrnlMORONI, UTAH 84646

June  22 ,  1990

Fores t  Superv iso r
l ' l an t i -LaSa l  Na t iona l  Fores t
599  t ' l es t  P r i ce  P . i ve r  Dr i ve
Pr ice ,  UT 84501

Gent lemen: . "

I  w i  sh  to  vo i  ce  my  suppor t  o f  the  p roposed
re rou te  o f  the  Ques ta r  P i  pe l  i  ne  Company 's
gas  I  i  ne  th rough  Burnou t  Canyon .

Moron i  C i  t y  has  severa l  c i  t i  zens  tha t  v ro rk
a t  U tah  Fue l  Company  mi  nes .  The  i  mpac t
on  the i  r  j obs  and  to  the  economy o f  Sanpe te
County  i s  o f  ma jo r  concern .

I  fee l  tha t  the  impac t  on  the  env i ronrner t ,
as  ou t l  i  ned  i  n  the  env i  ronmenta l  ' i  mpac t
s  ta temer t . ,  v rou l  d  be  mi  n i  ma l  .  The  Bu  rnou t
Canyon  rou te  a lso  appears  to  be  the  rou te
tha t  wou l  d  do  the  leas t  env i  ronmenta l
damage in  the  long  run .

S incere ly ,

LF ; i c

/our' 
'!-,,

\ i l " t t  
f f  ' t '>  

;
I r ;
WfZltz

7

ar ry
Mayo  r

eernan
14oron i
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my offi.ce if you have any questiore: .

r ^ t .  t  
'

Drncerely,

I
./)

%e*f W.
Marie W. Huff
MayorI

I
I
I
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I 40 SOUTH MAIN STREET. SPANISH FORK, UTAH 84660 O (B0l) 798-3568 . FAX (8011798-2144



SPRING CITY CORPORATION
I5O EAST CENTER
SPRING ClrY, UTAH

STREET
84662
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Fores t  Supe rv  i  so r
l ' ' tan t  i  -LaSal  Nat  iona l  Forest
Pn i ce  D i s tn i c t
599  Wes t  P r i ce  R i ven  D r i ve
Pr  i  c€  r  U tah  94501

June 26, !99O

Dear  S iF :

I  am wn i t i ng  i n  rega rds  to  the  Sues ta r  P ipe l i ne  Company  reques t  t o  re -
nou te  t he in  Ma in  L i ne  No .  4 l  wh i ch  c rosses  t he  Sky l i ne  l { i ne  l ea5e
a rea .  Ac t i v i t i e s  a t  t he  sky l i ne  M ine  a re  i nFo r tan t  t o  ou r  t own  as  we
have  geneFa l  l y  had  lO  to  12  emp loyees  o+  the  m ine  l i v i ng  i n  ou r
commun i  t y .

The  re - rou te  tha t  you  have  Eugges ted  i s  env i ronne f t t a l  l y  accep tab le  and
a l l oHs  max imum recoveFy  o f  t he  undeF ly ing  coa l  rese rve .  Th i s  seems  to
be  t he  bes t  poss ib l e  so lu t i on  +o r  t he  s i t ua t i on  and  f  encou rege  you  t o
g i ve  the  necessa ry  aFprova ls  to  a l l ow  the  cons t ruc t i on  to  take  p lece
th i s  yea r .

I t  i s  encou rag ing  t o  see  f ede ra l  agenc ies  wo rk i ng  c l ose l y  v r i t h  t he
p r i va te  sec to r  t o  deve loF  ou r  na t i on ' s  Fesou rEes  wh i l e  s t i l l
p ro tec t  i  ng  ou r  env i ronmen t .

S i  nce re lY  You rs  t

/  - r /
+----.- 

/-/2 
..''W"K4ff;;""

tn^yo . ,  gpr ing  c i ty

I RONALD B. CHRISTENSEN, MAYOR
MARY DONALDSON, TREASURER

KEITH SORENSEN. RECORDER
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OUTHEASTERN UTAH ASSOCIATION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENTS
CLYDE THOMPSON

Chairman

WILLIAM D. HOWELL
Executive Director

Mr. George Plorr is
Forest Supervi sor
Manti LaSal Nati  onal Forest
599 l . lest  Pr ice River  Dr ive
Pr ice,  Utah 84501

/n/
Dear tvfr. tvbrris: (:Zfdl?

v
I t  has come to our  at tent ion that  the Questar  Pipel ine Company has appl ied

to the Uni ted State Forest  Serv ice (USFS) for  permission to re locate 4.25 mi le
sect ion of  bur ied natural  gas p ipel ine that  crosses the Skyl ine l ' l ine perrnf t
area. As currently routed, the pi pel i  ne affects approxi mately 1 5 mi 1 I  i  on tons
of recoverabl e coal reserves. Rel ocati  ng the pi pel i  ne woul d al ' l  ovr mf ni ng to
proceed uni ntemupted and avoi d potenti  al damage and possi bl e l  oss of servi ce
to Utah consumers.

The Draf t  Envi ronraental  Impact  Staternent  (EIS) ident i  f ies Burnout  Canyon
as an effecti ve al terna ti ve that wi I 1 permanentl y protect the pi pel i ne from
subsidence.  This route is  the shortest  to construct  and wi l l  a f fect  the least
amount of  coal  reserves in the future.  Construct ion a ' long th is  route wi l l
have l i t t le  envi ronrnental  i rnact  v lh ich wi l l  be easi ly  rn i t igated.  The other
possib le routes are less desi rable than the Burnout  Canyon route for  a var iety
o f  reasons .

I

This Associat ion of  Local  Governments supports the conclusions of  the EIS
and the decision of the USFS for recor,rmending the Burnout Canyon route.

l , le appreciate that Questar, Utah Fuel and the Forest Service agree on the
same preferred route. l , ' |e support an expedit ious f inal approval and eff icient
anC un in te r rup ted  opera t ion  o f  n in ing  ac t iv i t ies .  We a lso  apprec ia te  the
dec is ion  to  no t  d is tu rb  the  abandoned l ine  in  o rder  to  min imize  scar ing  o f  the
terra i  n.

Si ncerel y , ,, A

5/r&4
llIliT,S'oTlxill"

l,lDH: mvw
cc: Ken May

Director  of  Environmental  and Adnin ist rat ive Af fa i rs
Coastal States Energy Corporation
I  75 East  400 South,  Sui  te 800
Sa l t  Lake  C i ty ,  U tah  84111

P. O. Drrwer 1106 o Price, Utah 84501 -0881 . Telcphone (801) 637'5111

" ' June  18 ,  1990
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REGIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE
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