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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, 18-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
Company's Skyline Mine. Questar Pipeline Company is pursuing the project at the
request 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 modifications to the route presented in the
draft environmental impact statement (DEIS), in the areas of the Connellville fault,
mouth of Burnout Canyon, and near The Kitchen.




ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 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,
18-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 70,000 residential and com-
mercial customers in the region consisting of Utah Valley south to St. George.

The Forest Supervisor of the Manti-La Sal National Forest is the official responsible for
deciding on Questar Pipeline's 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
scoping, and identified a number of potential issues that were included in the August
1989 scoping document. The Forest Service notified the public 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 summarized below.

e 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

e potential effects on grazing

e potential for disruption of recreation during construction

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

e potential impacts to livestock, wildlife, and fish caused from construction
e potential for pipeline construction inducing land failures in unstable areas

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

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




e Questar Pipeline is concerned about rerouting into an area where it cannot legally
preclude future mining-related subsidence

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

e 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

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

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

e the schedule for rehabilitation and the schedule for decision and construction
e emergency response plan should be required

e 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 (1) 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 alternative;
and (4) develop ways to avoid, reduce, or mitigate any potential 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. (It
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 Place, Full Extraction Mining - leave pipeline in place, allow
mining with provisions to assure restoration or repair of subsidence-induced damage,
protect against interrupted gas service

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Routes - (4 variations)
(1) 14.9 miles entire route, 5.7 miles new pipeline
(2) 15.1 miles entire route, 5.2 miles new pipeline
(3) 15.1 miles entire route, 5.9 miles new pipeline
(4) 15.3 miles entire route, 5.4 miles new pipeline

Alternative D - Gooseberry Route - 16.7 miles entire route, 12.6 miles new pipeline




Valley Camp Triangle Connectors - (common to Burnout Canyon and Gooseberry routes)
(1) 1.0 mile entire connector, 0.6 mile of new pipeline
(2) 0.9 mile entire connector, 0.6 mile of new pipeline
(3) 0.5 mile entire connector, 0.5 mile of new pipeline

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Routes - (2 variations)
(1) 16.1 (20.2*%) miles entire route, 1 2.4 miles new pipeline
(2) 17.2 (20.2*) miles entire route, 12.2 miles new pipeline
(*1f 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 (1), 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 ENVIRONMENT

The project 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
gam§ and fish (Yellowstone cutthroat trout in Upper Huntington Creek are of particular
note).

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

The overall setting of the area is pastoral and mountainous, features that are very
appealing to recreation visitors. Highway 264 is proposed as a National Scenic Byway,
and Skyline Drive in the western portion of the project area (along the Gooseberry Route)
is a scenic backway.

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



ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
Impacts associated with each alternative are generally summarized below.

Alternative A - No Action - Leave and protect the pipeline in place, 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 $55.2 million in Federal
royalties (8 percent) to Federal and State governments. Beneath 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 coal, protecting the
pipeline against subsidence, and leaving approximately 10 mmt of recoverable coal
unmined ($20 million in royalties). Also, revenue (salaries, goods, and services) to the
local communities generated during construction activities would not be realized.

Alternative B - Leave pipeline in place, allow complete mining, protect against interrup-
tion of gas service, restore or repair subsidence-induced damage. With this alternative,
all 14.9 mmt of recoverable coal beneath the existing pipeline within the Skyline Mine
permit area of the 27.6 mmt along the entire route could be mined and $29.8 million in
Federal royalties would be realized. The life of this mining operation within the permit
area is 15 to 20 years. However, subsidence of the ground's surface could cause severe
damage to the pipeline which could interrupt service to approximately 70,000
commercial and residential customers. As a measure to reduce the potential for such
interruption, the .most reliable option would be construction of a 4.25-mile-long
"redundant" 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 pipeline would require about 40 days and cost (including the monitoring
system) about 53.3 million. Monitoring, maintaining, and repairing the system for the life
of the project (15 to 20 years) would cost roughly $146,650 annually which does not
include costs that may be incurred for major pipeline replacement. These costs could
amount to approximately $2,627,400 for replacement following cessation of subsidence
after mining.

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

Although the 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 expose soils,
making them susceptible to some erosion, and would interfere with other uses (e.g.,
grazing, recreation) in the area. Also, the surface pipeline and monitoring instrumenta-
tion would visually affect the outdoor experience to recreational visitors. Beneficial
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impacts (services and goods) to the local economy could range from $173,800 to $294,800
from construction and about $272,250 from installation of strain gauges for a total of
$567,050.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Routes. An estimated 14.7 mmt to 17.4 mmt of
recoverable coal ($29.4 million to $34.8 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 $5.8 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 $1,898,000 to $3,060,200. Annual
maintenance costs for the entire route would be $26,820 to $28,220. 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 10 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-
moderate, short-term impacts to water quality from sedimentation (disturbance of banks
and streambeds); and moderate-to-high impacts to the trout spawning areas. Also,
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. Benefits from construction to the local economy could range from
$522,500 to $1,235,000. :

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 $3,937,000 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 pipeline. Acquisi-
tion costs for surface rights-of-way and coal would be approximately $4,612,800. Annual
maintenance costs for the entire route would be approximately $30,060.

An estimated 11.8 mmt of recoverable coal (approximately $19 million in Federal

royalties) underlie the entire route. Approximately 9.6 mmt of recoverable coal
($14.6 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 traffic would experience delays along
Skyline Drive and Highway 264,  Visual impacts would occur from Gooseberry
Campground (moderate-to-high impact), and along the proposed scenic backway, Skyline
Drive (moderate impact). Short-term visual impacts would occur during construction
along Highway 264, a proposed National Scenic Byway, and a visual impact would occur
where trees would be removed up the steep-sloped wall of Burnout Canyon. Benefits
from construction to the local economy could range from $1,037,500 to $1,971,500.

Valley Camp Triangle Connectors. The segments in the area of the Valley Camp Triangle
would be common to the Burnout Canyon and Gooseberry routes, but are addressed
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
pipeline. Cost of construction and average reclamation would be an estimated $240,500
to $253,500. Annual maintenance costs for the entire connector could be $900 to
$1,800. An estimated .06 mmt to 2.1 mmt of recoverable coal ($1.2 million to $4.2
million in Federal royalties) underlie the connectors, of which 0.0 mmt to !.8 mmt of
recoverable coal ($2.8 to $3.6 million in Federal royalties) underlies the segments of
proposed new pipeline. Acquisition costs could range from $0.0 (Connector (1)) 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 - Winter Quarters Routes. The length of this entire route would be 16.1 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 (1) 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 sections could not be abandoned, resources such as
recoverable coal and associated royalties would be affected. (These affects are
addressed where appropriate.)

Construction would require 80 to 90 days unless additional crews and equipment are
used. The cost of construction and average reclamation would be an estimated
$4,141,600 to $4,201,600. 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 financially negotiate the rights for coal where its recovery would be impacted where
the route crosses leases. Otherwise, Questar Pipeline faces the potential of relocating a
portion (or portions) of the pipeline when future mining of these leases is implemented.
Acquisition costs could range from $6.3 million to $11.5 million. Construction of this
proposed route probably could not be completed this year unless negotiations for land and
coal proceed without any delays. A construction delay until next year would impact the
planned sequence of mining at the Skyline Mine. Annual maintenance costs for the entire
route and associated existing pipeline sections would be $36,000 to $36,360.
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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 11.6 mmt to 7.4 mmt of
recoverable coal ($14.6 million to $27.8 million in royalties) 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 Scofield that are already disturbed by grazing. Along the
southern portion of the route, one variation (Segment 21) would parallel Mud Creek
riparian areas that are in excellent condition (moderate-to-high impacts). During con-
struction, no roads would close but traffic flows along Highway 96 would be reduced and
delays of about 15 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 21 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 $1,037,500 to $1,917,500.

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
18, 1990, 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.
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CHAPTER 1 - PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

INTRODUCTION

Questar Pipeline Company (Questar Pipeline), 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. 41 Reroute, is located north of
Electric Lake in Sanpete, Carbon, and Emery counties, Utah (refer to Figure -1 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 satisfied. 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 (1) 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
avoid, 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
existing, or affected 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 Pipeline's 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, Utah
(Figure 1-2). At the Indianola gate station, the system serves as the sole source 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
10 to 20 inches), a 2300-horsepower-compressor station located near QOuray, Utah, and
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several branch lateral pipelines providing gas, or "feed", from local gas producers. A
substantial portion of the natural-gas supply for the Wasatch Front is transported within
Questar Pipeline's southern gas-transmission system. Proper operation of the system is
crucial since no "redundant" supply system exists, and failure during periods of high
demand would result in the disruption of service to Mountain Fuel Supply's approximately
70,000 residential and commercial customers in the region consisting of Utah Valley
south to St. George. A failure of the system could jeopardize public health and safety.
Substantial costs could be incurred to reestablish service (could exceed $1 million), as
well as liability costs.

A portion of Questar Pipeline's 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. 41,
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-020305) issued by the BLM in the area of the
pipeline. In accordance with the requirements of the Surface Mining Control and
Reclamation Act of 1977 (SMCRA), the mining operation is subject to repermitting every
5 years. The most recent Mining and Reclamation Plan was approved by the Utah
Division of Oil, Gas and Mining (DOGM) on December 21, 1989. Mining began in the Fall
of 1981 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 and Utah Fuel's
mining operation would be impacted economically. The 8 percent royalty ($29.8 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 1987, to request an evaluation of a means to reduce the impact of
subsidence on Main Line No. 41. Because the coal industry and the BLM are mandated to
maximize extraction of minable coal and Questar Pipeline cannot risk jeopardizing the
reliability of its service, the alternative to protecting or maintaining the existing
pipeline would be to relocate the pipeline to a compatible area not affected by mining
activities. Utah Fuel and Questar Pipeline agreed in the Spring of 1989 that rerouting
the affected section of Main Line No. 41 out of the subsidence zone in the mine permit
area would be their most viable alternative.
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After 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 affected coal
reserves are proposed for mining beginning in the Fall of 1990.

DECISION NEEDED

The Forest Supervisor of the Manti-La Sal National Forest is the official responsible for
deciding on Questar Pipeline's application to amend the present special-use permit to
relocate Main Line No. 4#1. The Supervisor can decide (1) 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) following 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 Management Plan 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 Resource 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 Pipeline's application, the Forest Service identified a number of
potential issues and included these in the August 1989 scoping document. A Notice of
Intent was published in the Federal Register on Friday, August 11, 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 the Forest Service. Press releases were published in local newspapers in August 1989,
notifying the public of the project and the public meeting and inviting comment.

Six individuals commented on the project during 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.




Issues Identified

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

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

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
the schedule for rehabilitation and the schedule for decision and construction
emergency response plan should be required

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
Appendix D contains copies of the scoping document, Federal Register Notice of Intent,
copies of news articles, and letters.

AUTHORIZING ACTIONS AND PERMITS

Land Use Plans

The Forest Service has completed a management plan, the Manti-La Sal National Forest

Land and Resource Management Plan and Final EIS, 1986.
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Permits and Other Regulations

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 1-1.

SCOPE OF THE ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

A systematic, interdisciplinary approach was used to analyze the affected environment,
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 affected environment prior to the proposed
construction. Provided in Chapter 4 is a description of the potential consequences, or
impacts to the affected 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 involvement, references consulted during the studies, a glossary, and an
index. Appendices include (a) a copy of Questar Pipeline's 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 map, 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.

1-5




uor1eZIIoYINe Iol1d

91e21J11137) 13%uelg

sjoe
ay1 Jo suoistaoid yrim aduerdwod

saArsordxa
asn pue ‘a101s ‘11odsueal 01 1TWId]g

SI9pJO pue S10B
3yl yiim aduerdwod pue UOI1R}{NSUOD)

*91e1S Aq pansst

11WI3d UOTIRIdLY [Quuey)) WedIg
papiaoad [ersarew [i3 pue a8paJp jo
ad1eyosip Burzrioyine) g4 *ON WLIDg
[e19uan) Aq pazrioyine aq Aew 103(o1g

J3PI0 ATINDIXS pue 1o®
ay3 jo suoisiaoad yiim aduerdwor)

Yd

1wIad Isn [eroadg
(S13) 1swarelg 1oedwj [rIUSWILOIIAUY

judwNINbay

1301

L7461 11ed Y¥4D 81 3/ UONISS
10y sen reanieN :aurfadid aoejing

(9X(9) 20zZ°LST 11ed

4D 81 ut pauryap se jusawadueiieal
SNOJUBI[IOSIW *(B)80Z°LST WAD

81 1ad uorieziioyine drjewolne pue
D/ UOT1D3G ‘1Y SBN) [BIN1BN $31N0IDY

10y [0431U0D) uorIN([od
191ep [RI9pa] 10V A1y ued[d)

(181 4D £Z) LL61 papuswie se
10y yireaH pue A13jeg Ul [BIapa]

06111 I9PIQ SA1INO9XY

10y uo1133)01d Ssa[3e uap[on

pue pieg 10y UOI1BUIPI00D) HPIIMN
pue yst. ‘10y sardadg pais8uepuy

(€2¢ Y4 €£¢) hoh uondag
VOdMmd) Z£61 30 sruswpuswy
10y [011U0D) UOIIN[[Od 191B A [BI2P3]

(008 ¥4D 9¢)

“(Q)Z UoTIDAS ‘geCTT 19PIO SATINDDX
901 UOIID3g

10V UOI1BAISSIId DJ1J0ISTH [BUOTIEN

(00$T ¥4D 0%) YdAN

1°16Z 4D 9¢
(006T ¥4D 0h) YdAN

uone[n3day] 1o 10y

uorie[n8ay
190npoud pue aurjadig

JO 301130 (W) UotssTwwo)
K101e[n3day A81auyg [ei9pay

Koua8y co:uouoi [R1UBWIUOITIAUY

uorieliodsuea] jo juawiredaq

3J1AI9S SIPIIA PUR UST.

s1a3urdug jo sdio) Auiry

UOT1BAI9S3I]
[eD1101SIH UO [12Un0?Y) KIOSIAPY

Anrend
[EIUSWIUOITAUS] UO [1DUN0D)

JITAIBG 15910

AouaBy

(3An1RUIRY[R PI1I3[as ay) st auifadid Juepunpai 1o 31N0IA1 € JI1)
SINFWAIINOAY TVHIAT YIHIO ANV SLIWJId Tviyaadd

1-1 474Vl



CHAPTER 2 - PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

This chapter is divided into five primary sections: (1) a description of the process used to
formulate the alternatives; (2) a description of the alternatives that were considered, but
that were not evaluated in detail; (3) a description of each alternative, including the
proposed action; (4) a comparison of the alternatives; and (5) the identification of the
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), and the issues identified during
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 this alternative, Questar
Pipeline and Utah Fuel were not confident that, even with all possible protections, the
reliability of the pipeline would be adequate. In addition, repairs required because of
subsidence-caused damage would be very costly over the 15 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 service
after interruption is estimated at $1 million. Should failure occur during the winter
months, it is 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 inter-
rupted for an extended period, potentially causing injury or death during cold periods and
placing virtually unlimited liability on the companies involved. It became 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. 4#1. In this
proposal 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: (1) feasibility of construction;
(2) geotechnical hazards such as areas of unstable slopes; (3) general location in regard to
recoverable coal reserves; (4) construction time required; (5) length; (6) costs for
construction, typical reclamation, and acquisition of coal and surface rights-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 right-
of-way, but would not face costs of acquiring the right-of-way. Also, if the pipeline
were rerouted over Federal unleased coal or within the Skyline Mine permit area,
Questar Pipeline would not have to acquire the rights to the coal beneath the pipeline.
Questar Pipeline would have to acquire rights to coal if the pipeline is relocated to
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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 with constructing on steep side hills and unstable slopes, primarily along the
east side of Electric Lake, are considered critical and rendered this route unacceptable.

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 pipeline
construction. Problems identified in Winter Quarters Canyon include: (1) the canyon is
too narrow for pipeline construction, and (2) an old mining camp of possible historical
importance would be disturbed.

Green Canyon - 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.

Segment 11 - Segment 11 was originally developed to follow an igneous dike zone which
cuts through the coal, making mining infeasible. However, in developing Segment 11,
engineering constraints (e.g., topographic features and geologic hazards) dictated the
location, and the resulting route exceeds the assumed boundaries 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 11 in some areas where the two are not parallel. This
segment was eliminated from further study because it did not satisfy the intended
developmental criteria.

ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED IN DETAIL

The 5 alternative routes and their variations are described below. Detailed descriptions
of the route locations are contained in Appendix B. Locations of the proposed routes are
illustrated on Figure 2-2. For ease of description and review, each proposed route is
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subdivided into segments (the 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. For each alternative route, the
eastern terminus is the point where Segments 22 and 23* intersect, and the western
terminus is the point where Segments | and 12* 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.

Alternative A - No Action - leave and protect 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 12%, 13%, 17%, 18%, 7%, 10%, 19% and 23* 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, "room-and-pillar" 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 benefits 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.

No new mitigation measures are required as the existing terms of the special use permit,
Federal coal leases and the Skyline Mining and Reclamation Plan would suffice.

Alternative B - Leave pipeline in place, allow complete mining, repair or restore subsi-
dence-induced damage, 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 70,000 customers in the service area.

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 existing pipe-
line to help relieve strain. Such action would allow the pipeline to move somewhat
independently of the surrounding soil thus reducing subsidence-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 would have to be
constructed. Any accumulated water in the trench could cause the pipeline to float,
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potentially 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 uncertainties 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 adjustment, access difficulties during winter, hazards to humans
and wildlife, and visual impacts (to maintain initial line elevation it could ultimately span
as high as 24 feet above the surface).

[f the pipeline were left in place, the most reliable option appears to be construction of a
4.25-mile-long "redundant" pipeline. This would involve a 12,75-inch pipeline constructed
along the surface within the existing right-of-way. The line would serve as a backup in
case of failure of Main Line No. 4l. 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 surface redundant pipeline to 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 days to complete. Monitoring, main-
taining, and repairing the system for the life of the project (15 to 20 years) can be only
roughly estimated ($146,650 annually). The annual cost does not include any costs that
may be incurred for major pipeline replacement during the period of mining activity.
The northern 2.6 miles of the 4.25-mile-long section of pipeline overlie | seam of
recoverable coal, would subside once following mining, and the section of pipeline would
have to be replaced. The southern [.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 $2,627,400. 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 amendment 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
and Upper Huntington Creek. The proposed routes were located by Questar Pipeline so
the majority or all of the new pipeline would be on the Skyline Mine permit area in areas
where mining activities are restricted (e.g., beneath perennial streams and around
igneous dikes and fault zones). These routes are located entirely on National Forest
System lands to avoid the need to acquire non-Federal lands.



TABLE 2-1
PROPOSED ROUTES
Total Miles/
Routes and Segments Miles of Construction
Alternative A - No Action
23%, 19%, 10%, 7*, 18%, 7%, 13%, ]12% 13.5/0.0
Alternative B - Leave in Place, Full
Extraction Mining
23%, 19%, 10%, 7%, 18%, |7%, |3%, |2% 13.5/4.25
Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Routes
(1) 23%, 19%, (connector), 3a, 3b, 2, 14.9/5.7
16, 14, 13%, 12*
(2) 23%, 19%, (connector), 3a, 3b, 15.1/5.2
2, 16, 15, 17%, 13%, 12%
(3) 23*, 19%, (connector), 3b, 24, 15.1/5.9
l4, 13%, 12%
(4) 23%, 19*, (connector), 3b, 24, 15, 15.3/5.4
17%, 13%, 12%
Alternative D - Gooseberry Route
23*, 19%, (connector), 3a, 3b, 2, | 16.7/12.6
Valley Camp Triangle Connectors (common to
Burnout Canyon and Gooseberry routes)
(1) 5/6, 7%, 10* 1.0/0.6
(2) 4,8, 10* 0.9/0.6
(3) 4,9 0.5/0.5
Alternative E - Winter Quarters Routes**
(1) 22, 20, 12* 16.1/12.4
(with associated Segments 19* and 23%) 20.2/12.4
(2) 23%, 21, 20, 12* 17.2/12.2
(with associated Segment 19%) 20.0/12.2

*Segment is part of existing route.

** [f either of the Alternative E routes are selected, sections of existing pipeline, not
part of the routes, provide local service and could not be abandoned. Affects to
resources are addressed as appropriate.
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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 $1,898,000 to $2,953,200. These costs
include consideration of typical reclamation. (Also, costs for 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 (1) includes Segments 23*, 19%, (connector), 3a,
3b, 2, 16, 14, 13*, and 12*. This proposed route was developed by Questar Pipeline to
take advantage of Utah Fuel's 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, and 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
$2,197,000. The new pipeline along Burnout Canyon Route (1) would cross about 3.3
miles of sensitive riparian areas and make 10 stream crossings (Segments 3a, 3b, 2, 16).

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (2) includes Segments 23*, 19%, (connector), 3a,
3b, 2, 16, 15, 17*, 13%*, and 12*%. The variation from Burnout Canyon Route (1), Segment
15, 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 (1) for
discussion of the other segments.

This proposed route is approximately 15.1 miles in length, approximately 5.2 miles of
which would be new pipeline. The cost of construction and typical reclamation would be
$1,898,000. The new pipeline along Burnout Canyon Route (2) would cross about 3.3
miles of sensitive riparian areas and make 10 stream crossings (Segments 3a 3b, 2, 16).

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (3) includes Segments 23%, 19%, (connector), 3b,
24, 14, 13%, and 12%. This variation is parallel to and west of Highway 264 in 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 problems including slope
stability, 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 (1) or (2). However, in March 1990, a decision was 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 15.1 miles in length, approximately 5.9 miles of
which would be new pipeline. The cost of construction and typical reclamation would be
$2,953,200. New pipeline along Burnout Canyon Route (3) 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 C - Burnout Canyon Route (4) includes Segments 23%, 19%, (connector), 3b,
24, 15, 17%, 13%, and 12*. This variation uses Segment 15, similar to Burnout Canyon
Route (2), as suggested by the Forest Service to keep the proposed route within the
boundaries of the Skyline Mine property. Refer to paragraphs on Burnout Canyon Routes
(1), (2), and (3) for discussion of other segments.

This 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
$2,654,200. New pipeline along Burnout Canyon Route {4) would 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*, 19%, (connector), 3a, 3b, 2, and
1 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 Service considering the
minimal potential for mining activities along the northern portion (about 75 percent) of
Segment | and the opportunity to bypass 2 areas where unstable slopes are threatening
the pipeline along the existing right-of-way in Segment 12*, Questar Pipeline formally
expressed the desire to bypass these areas in 1984.

Construction of this proposed route would require 80 to 90 days (including the selected
segments 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 $4,612,800. Because of time constraints, construction could be completed this year
only with additional manpower and costs. Construction costs, including typical reclama-
tion, would be $3,937,000. (Costs for reclamation of the abandoned right-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 segments of the new proposed pipeline. New pipeline along the
Gooseberry Route ( 1% would cross 1.9 miles of sensitive riparian area and make 6 stream
crossings.

The Valley Camp 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 Federal leases other
than those within the Skyline Mine permit area. There would be no riparian or stream
crossings.

Valley Camp Triangle Connector (1) includes Segments 5/6, 7%, and 10*. This proposed
connector is approximately 1.0 mile in length, approximately 0.6 mile of which would be
new construction. The cost of construction and typical reclamation would be $240,500.
There would be no costs for acquisition of coal or surface rights-of-way.

Valley Camp Triangle Connector (2) includes Segments 4, 8, and 10*. This proposed
connector is approximately 0.9 mile in length, approximately 0.6 mile of which would be
new construction. The cost of construction and typical reclamation would be $253,500.
Acquisition costs for coal leased to Valley Camp of Utah are estimated at $2,400,000.
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 $214,500. Acquisition costs for coal
leased to Valley Camp of Utah are estimated at $1,600,000. There would be no cost for
acquisition of a surface right-of-way.

The Winter 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 majority 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 $6,264,000 and $11,464,640. The cost of
construction and typical reclamation would be $4,092,000 to $4,141,600. (Costs for
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 Quarters Route (1) includes Segments 22, 20, and 12*. If this
route is selected, the existing pipeline of Segments 23* and 19*% could not be
abandoned. It would have to remain in service to backflow gas from compression
facilities located at Clear Creek (at western end of Segment 23*) along Segment 23*% to
the intersection with Segment 22. The pipeline of Segment 19* would have to remain in
service to supply gas to a tap line that joins with Main Line No. 41 at the western
terminus of Segment 19*, (Because these segments of existing pipeline could not be
abandoned, the environmental resources along Segments 23* and 19* are addressed not
as part of Winter Quarters Route (1), but as segments associated with the route).
Segment 22 was developed by the Forest Service to avoid effects to Mud Creek.

This proposed route is approximately 16.1 miles in length (20.2 miles including
Segments 23* and 19%), approximately 12.4 miles of which would be new pipeline. The
cost of construction and typical reclamation would be $4,141,600. Acquisition costs for
coal and surface rights-of-way were estimated at $11,464,640. The new pipeline along
this proposed route would have 2 stream crossings (1 crossing would be under an existing
culvert which would cross 0.4 mile of sensitive riparian area).

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (2) includes Segments 23%, 21, 20, and 12*. If this
route is selected, the existing pipeline of Segment 19* could not be abandoned. It would
have to remain in service to supply gas to a tap line that joins with Main Line No. 41 at
the western terminus of Segment 19*. (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 associated with the route.)

This proposed route is 17.2 miles in length (20.2 miles including Segment 19*), approxi-
mately 12.2 miles of which would be new construction. The cost of construction and
typical reclamation would be $4,092,000. Acquisition costs for coal and surface rights-
of-way are estimated at $6,264,000. New pipeline along the Winter Quarters Route (2)
would cross Winter Quarters Creek once and Mud Creek 4 times (one crossing would be
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under an existing culvert), and generally parallel Mud Creek in the southern portion of
the route. Segment 21 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 4-1 by route. Table 2-2 in the pocket that follows is
intended to be a summary to use in relatively comparing alternatives.

FOREST SERVICE'S PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The Forest Service's preferred alternative is Burnout Canyon Route (3), which includes
Valley Camp Triangle Connector (1) and using modifications to the route presented in the

draft environmental impact statement (DEIS), in the areas of the Connellville fault,
mouth of Burnout Canyon, and near The Kitchen.
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Figure on right side reflects tolal for aflected portion.

NOTE:

= Segment part ol existing route.

= Connectors common 1o Bumout Canyon and Goossberry Routes.
0.0/0.0 Figure on leh side reflects lotal for entire routs.

TABLE 2-2

SUMMARY OF IMPACTS

0.7 mi./0.0 mi.
4.3 mL/0.0 mi.

12,7 mmi0.0 mmi

High: 0.7 mi./0.0 mi.
Mod.: 4.2 mLO.6 mi.

0.7 ml.20.0 mi.
12.8 mi./0.0 mi.

Mod.: 0.7 ml.J0.0 mi
Low: 12.8 mi./4.25 mi.

Mod.: 0.7 miA.0mi.
Low: 142 mls5.7 mi.

-High: 0.4 mL0.0 mi.

(animal unit months (AUM)

impacied)
‘acras shown in parentheses)

Tiber
(thousand board feat (MBF),
live timbaer,

Visual

Mod.: 0.0 mi.

Low-Mod.: 0.5 mi,

Mod.-High: 3.0 mi.
Mod.: 0.4 mL
Low-Mod.: 0.5 ml.

High: 0.7 mL./0.0 mi.
45mlo.8

18.7/12.8

High: 0.8 mi./20.6 mlL
Mod.: 3.4 ml./2.0 ml.

Mod..
Low:

0.7 ml.720.0 mi.
14.4 ml./5.9 mi.

w3
Mod.: 0.7 ml.0.0 mi.
Low: 14.6 ml/5.4 mi.
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mi.0.3 mi.

D

Mod.-High: 0.5 mLA.5 mi.

No eflect

*.an._._“‘ 425 mil.
Mod.: 0.0 mi.
Low: 0.0 mi

Pilacement of redundant pipsline
would creaile a visual conlrast
(Segments 17° and 18°).

Visual Impacts would be long lerm or
permanent but in an area not
viewed from sensitive

vigwpoints.

a
Socksconomic
« Banelits from Construction

(salaries, goods, services)

High: 0.0 mi.
Mod.: 2.8 mlL
Low: 2.9 mi.

Short-lerm moderate impacts
would occur 10 views from
Highway 264, a scenic byway,
from construction and
reclamation. Moderale impacts
would occur where stands ol
trees would ba removed along
Segment 3b.

No beneficial Impacts
1o local economy

$55.2/529.8

Benelicial impacts from construction
1o local economy could range from
$173,800 to $284,800; from
installation of strain gauges $272,250;
total: $567,050.

$25.4/30.0

Baneficial Impacts trom

construction lo local economy
couid range from $522,500 1o
$1,235,000 over life of project.

$20.45852

Mod.: 0.0 ml.
Low-Mod.: 0.1 mi.

v
High: 0.0 mi
Mod.: 2.1 mi
Low: 3.2ml

i Shon-term moderate impacts
# would ocour 1o views from
Highway 264, a scenic byway,
. trom construdtion and

% reclamation. Moderate Impacts
% would occur where stands of
% Iress would be removed along
Segment 3b.

Bsnaficial Impacts from

construction 1o local economy
i could range from $522,500 to
. $1.235,000 over ife of project.

Short-term moderate Impads
wouid occur 1o views Irom
Highway 264, a scenic byway,
from construction and
reclamation activitles. Moderale

impacts would occur where stands *

of Irees would be removed along
Segment 3b.

Short-lerm moderate Impacts
. would occur lo views from

. Highway 264, a scenic byway,
from construction and

: reclamation. Moderale Impacts
would occur where stands of
trees would be removed along
Segmaent 3b.

Baneficial Impacts from

construction o local economy
could ranga from $522,500 1o
$1,235,000 over life of project.
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Engineers (COE) 404 permit)

resources along exisling route
have lost integrity as a result of
disturbance caused by Initial
pipeline construction.

2.1 miles of moderate Impacts
(possibie Pleslocena fauna).
No high impacts anticipated.

i
= 2.1 miles of moderate impact
i (possible Pisistocens fauna).
¢ No high impacs anticipated.

Benelidal impacs from

% construction 1o local sconomy
© could range from $522,500 1o
# $1,235,000 over life of project.

$348558

0.0 ml.0.0 ml.
Low: 1.0 mi/0.61 mi.

Mod.: 0.0 ml
Low-Mod.: 0.9 ml.

High: 0.4 mi.
Mod.: 4.0ml -
Low: 6.5mi

Moderate-lo-high visual impacts
to views from Goosaberry
Campground (Segment 1) and
moderate impacts along Skyline
Drive, & scenic backway. Shor-
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occur 10 views from Highway
264, & scanic byway, lrom
conslruction and reciamation,
Moderate impacts would occur
where slands of lrees would be
removed along Segment 3

Mod.: 0.0 mi
Low: 0.6 mi.

Low Impacis where
slands of irees wouid be
removed (Segment 5/8).

Benasliclal impacts from
construction o local economy
could range $1,037,500 lo
$1,971,500 over lile of project.

$19.0/314.6

Reler lo descriptions for
Burnout Canyon or
Goosebarry routes.

Mod.: 0.4 mio.4ml
Low: 0.5ml/0.2ml

High: 0.7 ml.20.0 mil.
.3 mL.A0.3 mi.

Mod.: 0.7 mio.0 mi.
Low: 19.5 mi./12.4 mi,

% 2 .
Mod.: 0.7 mi.20.0 mi
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607 (807)

High: 0.0 mi
Mod.: 0.0 mi.
Low: 0.4 mi

Moderate Impacts where
stands ol trees would be

i removed (Segments 4 and §).

Rl

Reler o descriptions lor
Burnout Canyon or
Goosabery routes,

(requires Valley Camp

agreement, COE 404 permi,
privale surface and coal
acquisition).

0.3 mile of moderate impacts
% (possible Pleistocene fauna).

2.2 miles of low impadts.
0.7 mile of moderate impacts
(possibie Pleistocene fauna).
No high impacts anticipated.

Reler lo descriptions for
Burnout Canyon or
¢ Gooseberry routes.

Mod.-High: 0.0 mi. (0.0 mL)
Mod.: 0.5ml (0.5mL) .-
Low-Mod.: 1.0ml. (1.0 mi)
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Construction dislurbance along
Segment 20 south of Scolieid
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visual Impacs 1o views from
residences and Highway 96.

Construction disturbance along

. visual Impacts 10 views from

High: 0.5 ml. (0.5 ml)
Mod.: 1.7 ml. (1.7 mL)
Low: 4.4 ml (4.4ml)
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residences and Highway 96.

High impacts wouid result from
construction along Segment 21
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north ridge of Broads Canyon openly

Beneficlal impacts 10 local
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10 $1,917,500 over lile of project.

$1,814,500

R i

$15,606.240

Survey compisted; no cultural
resources found.

Low
(requires private surface
and privale/Federal coal
acquisition, COE 404 parmit).
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6.5 miles of low impacts and
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No high Impacts antlcipated.

AR

: over lile of project.

: Pleisiocena fauna) and 1.8 miles

” Piaistocene launa).
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Segmaents 20, 21, wouid have
5.1 miles of low lmpacts, 1.3
miles moderate potential impact
(historic resources and

ol high potential impact (extant
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CHAPTER 3 - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

This chapter provides a description of the potentially affected 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 project 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 identified. 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 of this document.) The data gathered were then compiled and transferred to copies of
the project base map.

Where possible, 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
Price, Utah. Please refer to Table 2-1 and Appendix B for descriptions of routes by
segments.

EARTH RESOURCES

This section addresses the earth resources in the project area including (1) geology,
(2) coal, (3) paleontology, (4) soils, and (5) water. These studies were conducted using
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 Plateau, an area containing coal-bearing
strata of sandstone, siltstone, mudstone, and shale. Water is present in small perennial
streams, reservoirs, and numerous springs and seeps. Generally, soils are mostly clay
loams, sandy loams, and loams. Wet soils are present along perennial streams, marshes,
springs, and seeps. Numerous landslide and debris flow deposits occur throughout the




area and are primarily associated with weak clay layers, steep slopes, and wet soil
conditions.

Geology

The main geologic issues raised during the scoping process were slope stability and
faulting. The pipeline must be located in stable areas to the extent possible. Unstable
slopes have the potential to move and damage a pipeline. Cuts and fills and trenching for
pipeline construction can disturb steep or wet slopes and old stabilized landslide deposits
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 gathered from published and unpublished maps, reports, and on-the-ground
reconnaissance. Subsidence was also identified as an issue and is discussed in the Coal
Resources section of this document.

The project area is located on the Wasatch Plateau which represents the transition
between the Colorado Plateau physiographic province to the east and the Basin and
Range physiographic province to the west (Stokes 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):

Mancos Shale

Star Point Sandstone
Blackhawk Formation
Castlegate Sandstone
Price River Formation
North Horn Formation
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-gray, slope-forming
mudstone and shale containing several yellow-gray sandstone tongues. [t is
approximately 5,000 feet thick in this part of the Wasatch Plateau (Hintze 1988).

The Star Point Sandstone consists of several fine to medium-grained sandstone beds that
are separated by a tongue of Mancos Shale. This formation also intertongues with the
Blackhawk Formation in this area. Knowles (1985) divided the Star Point Sandstone into
three members: the upper, 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 1,300 feet thick in the
Scofield area and contains several thick coal seams.

The Castlegate Sandstone is generally a fine-grained sandstone but is occasionally
conglomeratic. Minor partings of shale occur throughout the section. The Upper
Cretaceous Castlegate Sandstone was originally considered a member of the Price River
Formation by Spieker and Reeside (1925). 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 coarse-grained, light yellow-
brown sandstone with interbedded mudstone, shale, and siltstone. Flat-pebble
conglomerates appear throughout the formation. The Price River Formation is about 310
feet thick in the type locality (Knowles 1985).

Cretaceous-Tertiary - The North Horn Formation contains variegated mudstone, silty
claystone, silty sandstone, and limestone. The sandy, clayey siltstone beds are slightly
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.

Tertiary - The Flagstaff Limestone contains thin beds of gray to light-yellowish-gray
micro-crystalline limestone with thinly-bedded gray shale and silty claystone. The
limestone beds are commonly fossiliferous (Oberhansley 1980).

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). One 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 11 (Burnout Canyon and Gooseberry routes)
was designed to follow one of these igneous dike zones to minimize impacts to coal
recovery.

Quaternarz - 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
Gooseberry Reservoir. They are composed dominantly of clay and sand, but contain
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
clay, with pebbles and cobbles in the deeper canyons through which major streams flow.

Landslides - Many of the steep or wet areas within the project 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.

A landslide zone is present along the east slope of Upper Huntington Canyon. The slopes
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 annually, 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 1,500 feet. Part of the Connellville fault zone (an area of faulting up to 1,000
feet in width) is present at the eastern edge of the Skyline Mine permit area.

Strata in the western part of the project 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 1,200 feet
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 20,000 years ago
(Utah Division of Water Rights, 1990, written communication).

Specific Descriptions

Table 3-1 summarizes information regarding slope, known land instability, and seep
areas.

Alternatives A and B - The existing pipeline along Segments 12* and 13* 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 Sandstone, and Blackhawk Formation are crossed along the slopes on the east
side of the Gooseberry graben. Within the Skyline Mine permit area, approximately 0.2
mile of North Horn Formation, 2 miles of Price River Formation and Castlegate
Sandstone, and 2.1 miles of Blackhawk Formation are crossed. The remainder of the
existing pipeline along Segments 7%, 10*, 19* and 23* crosses approximately 2.6 miles of
Blackhawk Formation and 1.5 miles of the Star Point Sandstone. Approximately 0.7 mile
of identified unstable slopes occur along Segment 12* in the North Horn Formation on
the slopes adjacent to Gooseberry Creek and in the Price River Formation along the
west-facing slopes east of the Gooseberry graben. Steep (greater than 30 percent) slopes
exist along 5.0 miles of pipeline primarily in Segment 12* near Gooseberry Creek and the
eastern edge of the Gooseberry graben and adjacent to Mud Creek along Segments 19%*
and 23%,
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SUMMARY OF GEOLOGICAL RESOURCES
(Miles of entire route/Miles of new pipeline)

- e - - - -

TABLE 3-1

Slopes
Known Known Greater Slopes Slopes
Tatal Land Seep Than 30 £ to 8 % to

Route Miles Instability Areas 60% 60 % 30 %
Alternative A

No-Action 13.5/NA 0.7/NA 0.0/NA 0.7/NA 4.3/NA 1.8/NA
Alternative B8

Leave in Place, 13.5/4.25 0.7/0.0 0.0/0.0 0.7/0.0 4.3/0.6 1.8/0.5

Full Extraction

Mining
Alternative C

Burnout Canyon (1) 14.9/5.7 0.9/0.2 0.0/0.0 0.7/0.0 4.2/0.6 1.2/0.3

Burnout Canyon (2) 15.1/5.2 0.9/0.2 0.0/0.0 0.7/0.0 4.5/0.9 1.1/0.2

Burnout Canyon (3) 15.1/5.9 2.6/1.9 0.0/0.0 0.7/0.0 4.7/1.1 2.8/1.9

Burnout Canyon (4) 15.3/5.4 2.6/1.9 0.0/0.0 0.7/0.0 5.0/1.4 2.7/1.8
Alternative D

Gooseberry Route 16.7/12.6 0.6/0.8 0.2/0.2 0.6/0.6 3.4/2.0 2.2/1.3
Valley Camp Triangle

Connectors

(1) 1.0/0.6 0.0/0.0 0.4/0.4  0.1/0.1  0.2/0.2  0.7/0.3

(2) 0.9/0.6 0.0/0.0 0.4/0.4  0.0/0.0 0.0/0.0  0.8/0.5

(3) 0.5/0.5 0.0/0.0 0.0/0.0 0.0/0.0 0.0/0.0 0.4/0.4
Alternative E

Winter Quarters (1) 16.1/12.4 0.7/0.0 0.0/0.0 0.7/0.0 2.3/0.3 2.4/2.4

(with Segments 19* and 23*) 20.2/12.4 0.7/0.0 0.0/0.0 0.7/0.0 3.3/0.3 3.3/2.4

Winter Quarters (2) 17.2/12.2 0.7/0.0 0.0/0.0 0.7/0.0 3.1/0.7 2.9/2.4

(with Segment 19%) 20.0/12.4 0.7/0.0 0.0/0.0 0.7/0.0 3.7/0.7 3.3/2.4

Slopes
less than
8%

6.7/3.15

8.8/4.8
8.8/4.1
6.9/2.9

6.9/2.2

10.5/8.7

0.0/0.0
0.1/0.1
0.1/0.1

10.7/8.7
12.9/9.7

10.5/9.1
12.3/9.1




Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (1) - Refer to the discussion for the existing route
regarding Segments 12%, 13%, 19%, and 23*. From the northern end of Segment l4, new
pipeline would cross approximately 0.6 mile of North Horn Formation, 0.6 mile of Price
River Formation, 0.1 mile of Castlegate Sandstone, and 0.2 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 north of 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 Canyon Route (2) - New pipeline construction would cross the
same formations as Burnout Canyon (1) 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 Canyon Route (3) - This route would cross the same formations-
as Burnout Canyon Route (1) 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 1.1 miles would be crossed by
new pipeline north of The Kitchen, west of Upper Huntington Creek, and in Burnout
Canyon.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon 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 cross
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 23*. The proposed Gooseberry Route would cross
approximately 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 Blackhawk Formation,
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 0.6
mile of unstable land immediately west of Gooseberry Creek, on the slopes east of the
Gooseberry graben, and on the slopes north of Burnout Creek. Approximately 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 would
be crossed by new pipeline.

Valley Camp Triangle Connectors (1 through 3) - The segments in this area would cross
the Blackhawk Formation. Unstable land has been identified in the area along Connector
(1) 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 except Segment 5/6 which
crosses 0.3 mile of steep slopes.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (1) - Refer to the discussion for the existing route
regarding Segment 12*, The route would cross 1.3 miles of North Horn Formation,
1.3 miles of the Price River Formation, | mile of the Castlegate Sandstone, and 2 miles
of Blackhawk Formation along the ridge north 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 19* and 23* 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 | mile on the slopes east and west of Mud Creek. No
unstable land areas or seeps were identified along these segments.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (2) - This route is similar to Winter Quarters.

Route (1), except the entire route not including Segment 19* would cross about 3.8 miles
of steep slopes (greater than 30 percent) of which 0.7 mile is unstable (Segment 12%),
New pipeline would cross 0.7 mile of steep slopes, none of which have been identified as
unstable. Segment 19%, 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 0.6 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 O'Connor "A" (0 to 24 feet thick), Lower O'Connor "B" (0 to
17 feet thick), Upper O'Connor (0 to 16 feet thick), and McKinnon (9 to 8 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 graben and Upper Huntington Creek is
covered with 1,150 to 1,625 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 economically recoverable coal-bearing units in the area.
West of the fault, the coal is too deep (>3,000 feet) to mine using current mining methods
and technology (Oberhansley 1980). However, within the life expectancy of the pipeline,
future technology may allow mining.




The 3 seams being mined by the Skyline Mine on Federal Coal Leases U-073120, U-
0147570, portions of U-044076, and U-020305 include the Upper O'Connor (Mine No. 1),
Lower O'Connor "B" (Mine No. 2) and the Lower O'Connor "A" (Mine 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 "A" 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 within or across a fault zone difficult or impractical. This is evident along the
Connellville fault zone (up to 1000 feet wide) where 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 2, 6, and 10*. 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:

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

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

e the amount of potentially recoverable coal that would need to be left in place
along any of the alternative routes for the purpose of protecting 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 estimates 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 Hocking Coal and Coke
Company provided 1982 information for the Valley Camp Mine. The BLM provided
locations and tonnages of recoverable coal in seams at least 5 feet thick along the
alternative proposed routes. The number and actual thicknesses of seams is considered
confidential.

Coal Mining - There are two methods of underground mining typically used in the region:
room-and-pillar mining and longwall mining.
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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 19th century.
The "rooms" are empty areas from which coal has been removed; the "pillars™ are blocks
of coal left in place to support the roof of the mine. This method can be used where the
minable coal is @ minimum of 5 feet thick. Room-and-pillar mining involves two stages.
The first 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 retreat 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 mining 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 | 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 supports
(shields) advance with the 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 "gob," 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 15, 17%, 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 describes the sequence in which recoverable
coal reserves of the Skyline Mine will be mined. Longwall panels are planned
sequentially across Mine No. | from east to west. After Mine No. | is completely mined,
the same general sequence would occur in Mine No. 2 and then in Mine No. 3, which lie
sequentially below Mine No. 1. A longwall panel is planned under a portion of Segment
18* for the Fall of 1990.

Subsidence - In an engineering study conducted for Utah Fuel Company, Ko and
Associates (1989) state that subsidence from longwall-mining in the Skyline Mine lease
area would be approximately 80 percent 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 land's surface of up to 4 feet).
Consequently, it has been estimated that subsidence in the area could range from 4 to
24 feet.

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 10 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. It can be
assumed for the purpose of this analysis that any area mined could result in subsidence
that could damage a pipeline.

A l.65-mile section of the existing pipeline overlies the longwall panels in the south
portions of Mine Nos. 1, 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, from 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 11 which has since been
eliminated from further consideration). This included reviewing geophysical data from
approximately 75 drill holes and the mining and reclamation plans for the Skyline and
Belina Mines.  Additional information was also obtained from internal reports,
confidential submissions, and professional publications.

Tables 3-2 and 4-3 (in Chapter 4) summarize this information regarding estimated coal
reserves in place (minable coal) and estimated coal reserves that are recoverable, along
with two qualifying factors; the confidence 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 thickness 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
field. 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 descriptions 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 4-3 (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 I3* and the southeasternmost 0.5-mile of Segment 12%, 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 12* overlies 20.9
million tons of implied minable coal, which is too deep to mine using present
technology. Overburden in the Gooseberry graben approaches the upper limit of
minability (3,000 feet). The nature and extent of coal along this portion of Segment 12*
is largely unknown because of the sparse data available. Segments 18% and 17*
diagonally cross through the central portion of the Skyline Mine permit area (leases U-
073120, U-0147570, and U-044076 and U-020305 jointly held with Valley Camp). Most of
the coal beneath Segment 7* 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 10* and would preclude coal
development; however, there are some additional coal reserves recoverable from the
Belina Mine.

The western 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 potential for
development. The eastern portion of Segment 9% 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 Creek Mines. The only apparent
remaining, recoverable reserves occur on the eastern portion of this segment where it
crosses Federal Coal Lease SL-062605. Even though this lease has been extensively
mined, 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 Estimated
In Place Recoverable
Reserves Reserves Confidence Development
Segment (mmt) (mmt) Level Potential
1 90.7 9.1 Med Med
2 2.7 0.0 Med None
3a 1.6 0.0 High None
3b 6.0 0.5 High High
4 1.3 0.5 High High
5 2.7 0.8 High Low
6 1.4 0.7 High High
7 * l.1 0.3 High High
3 3.2 1.3 High High
9 1.8 0.9 High High
10 * 1.7 0.3 High High
11 8.7 3.5 High High
12 * 31.1 5.1 Med to High Med to High
13 * 9.6 4.8 Med Med to High
14 5.3 2.1 High Med to High
15 4.7 2.4 High High
16 7.7 0.0 High None
17 * 4.7 2.4 High High
18 * 25.0 12.5 High High
19 * 2.6 1.3 High High
20 26.5 (0.6 7.7  Med to High Med to High
2.9  Med to High Low to Med
21 2.1 1.0 High Low to Med
22 13.5 6.8 Med to High Low to Med
23 * 2.2 0.9 High Med
24 10.4 0.0 High None

SOURCE: Bureau of Land Management, January 1990
*Segment part of existing route.

lofl



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 Canyon Route (1) - 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 affected by construction of the pipeline would cross
approximately 2.6 million tons of recoverable coal.

Refer to the description of Alternative A regarding Segments 23%, [9%, 13%, and [2*,
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 12* overlies coal too
deep (>3,000 feet) to mine. The northern portion of Segment 14 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 (1) and (2) is the use
of Segments 15 and 17* rather than Segment 14. Segments 15 and 17* 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 (1).

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 11.8 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 the 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 coal.
However, Huntington Creek is a perennial stream and mining is severely restricted
beneath it (refer to Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (l)g). Segments 3a and 3b
would be within the Skyline Mine lease area.

The first two miles of the eastern portion of Segment | 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 | 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 this segment. The nature and
extent of the coal reserves under the remaining portions of Segment | 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 (3,000 feet). Coal under these
segments could not be mined using present technology. The BLM estimates that 72.5
million tons of implied minable coal exists under this portion of Segment 1.

Valley Camp Triangle Connectors - All of these segments would be located at the
junction of 3 Federal coal leases, U-020305, U-017354, and U-044076, through which
trends the Connellville fault zone.  Production from coal reserves west of the fault 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 feasible. 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 present beneath
Segment 10*. 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 5/6
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 l.4 mmt
to 1.8 mmt.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (1) - There are an estimated 22.5 million tons of
coal beneath the entire route and 17.4 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 a medium-
to-high potential for 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 Quarters, 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 20 would cross Federal
Coal Lease U-47974 with recoverable reserves. 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-47974 and the
southern 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. Segment 12* is described under Alternative A.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (2) - There are an estimated 17.6 mmt of coal
beneath the entire route and 1.3 mmt of coal beneath the existing pipeline of
Segment 19%*, which cannot be abandoned if this route is selected (a total of 18.9 mmt of
coal beneath the entire route and associated Segment 19%). There are 11.6 mmt beneath
the area of proposed new pipeline. Refer to the discussion for Winter Quarters Route (1)
regarding Segment 20 and to Alternative A regarding Segments 12* and 23*. Most of
Segment 21 would follow Mud Creek, which is below the coal horizon. The northernmost
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3/4 mile of the Segment 21 would be adjacent to Federal Coal Lease U-47974, for which
there is data that establishes the presence of recoverable reserves. The area has a low-
to-medium potential for development.

Paleontology

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, and invertebrate fossils are the most numerous fossils 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
formation.

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

The North Horn Formation contains fossils that include turtle-shell fragments, bone
fragments, 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. Invertebrate
fossils found include ostracodes, pelycepods, and gastropods. The Flagstaff Limestone
contains clam and snail fossils along with vertebrate fossils such as turtles, crocodiles,
and fish (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 17%, and in the Blackhawk Formation along
Segments 9 and 18%,

All of the routes would cross formations that have the potential to yield fossils. The most
sensitive fossils (mammoth and mastodon) would most likely occur in alluvium in the
Gooseberry graben along Segment 1, and in alluvium in Upper Huntington Canyon along .
Segments 2, 3a and l6. These segments are part of the Gooseberry Route and the
Burnout Canyon Route.

The 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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Soils

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 equipment
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 moderate
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
consisting 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 gravels, cobbles, and some boulders. Wetland soils are present immediately
adjacent 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
have a high 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.

The 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 soil map units of which 19 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
along Segment 12* near Gooseberry Creek, along Segments 10* and 19* near the Valley
Camp Triangle, and along the eastern part of Segments 19* and 23*, The remaining 8.8
miles of the route contain soils with a moderate potential for erosion, except along 0.3
mile at the western end of Segment 12* which has a low soil erosion potential.
Approximately 0.7 mile of unstable land is located near Gooseberry Creek.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (1) - The entire route would cross 5.4 miles of

potentially high erodible soils, of which only 3 miles would be crossed by new pipeline.
Approximately 9.2 miles (2.7 miles would be crossed by new construction) of moderate
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TABLE 3-3
SUMMARY OF SOIL AND WATER RESOURCES
(Miles of entire route/Miles of new pipeline)

Miles Known
Number Within Land
of 500 feet Potential Hazard of Erosion Instability
Perennial of a = = —emmecemcccmccmm o and
Total Stream Perennial Seep
Route Miles Crossings Stream High Moderate Low Areas
Alternative A
No-Action 13.5/NA 2/ NA 0.4/NA 4.4/NA 8.8/NA 0.3/NA 0.7/NA
Alternative B
Leave in Place, 13.5/4.25 2/ 0 0.4/0.0 4.4/0.4 8.8/3.85 0.3/0.0 0.7/0.0
Full Extraction
Mining
Alternative C
Burnout Canyon (1) 14.9/5.7 12/ 10 3.7/3.3 5.4/3.0 9.2/2.7 0.3/0.0 0.9/0.2
Burnout Canyon (2) 15.1/5.2 12 /10 3.7/3.3 5.4/3.0 9.4/2.2 0.3/0.0 0.9/0.2
Burnout Canyon (3) 15.1/5.9 5/3 3.9/3.5 5.6/3.2  9.2/2.7 0.3/0.0 2.6/1.9
Burnout Canyon (4) 15.3/5.4 573 3.9/3.5 5.6/3.2 9.4/2.2 0.3/0.0 2.6/1.9
Alternative D
Gooseberry Route 16.7/12.6 7/ 6 2.0/1.8 4.9/1.4 7.3/6.7 4.5/4.5 0.8/0.8
Valley Camp Triangle
Connectors
(1) 1.0/0.6 o/0 0.0/0.0 0.1/0.0 0.89/0.6 0.0/0.0 0.4/0.4
(2) 0.9/0.6 0/0 0.0/0.0 0.1/0.0 0.8/0.6 0.0/0.0 0.4/0.4
(3) 0.5/0.5 0/0 0.0/0.0 0.1/0.1 0.4/0.4 0.0/0.0 0.0/0.0
Alternative E
Winter Quarters (1) 16.1/12.4 3/ 2 0.6/0.4 6.2/6.2 9.6/6.2 0.3/0.0 0.7/0.0
(with Segments 19* and 23*) 20.2/12.4 4/ 2 0.8/0.4 7.4/6.2 12.5/6.2 0.3/0.0 0.7/0.0
Winter Quarters (2) 17.2/12.2 6/ 5§ 2.6/2.2 5.7/5.7 11.2/6.5 0.3/0.0 0.7/0.0
(with Segment 19%) 20.0/12.2 7/ 5 2.8/2.2 6.4/5.7 13.3/6.5 0.3/0.0 0.7/0.0
lof I




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 12%*), 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 10 stream crossings in the riparian areas (9 stream crossings in
Upper Huntington Canyon, | 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 Canyon Route (2) - Pipeline construction would cross the same
amount of high potential erodible soils as Burnout Canyon Route (1). 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 (1).

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (3) - This route would cross the same amount of
potentially erodible soils as Burnout Canyon Route (1) 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, | 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 Canyon 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 |, 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 Skyline Drive along Segment 1. This route would lie
adjacent 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 (4 stream crossings in Upper Huntington Canyon, | across stream in Burnout
Canyon and | 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 (1 through 3) - All of the connectors would cross
approximately 0.1 mile of potentially high erodible soils at the east end of Segments 9 or
10*. 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 Quarters Route (1) - Approximately 6.2 miles of potentially high
erodible soils would be crossed during construction. There would be approximately 6.2
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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 pipeline near Gooseberry Creek along
Segment 12*. 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 land south of
Scofield and at the mouth of Winter Quarters Canyon. There would be 2 stream crossings
by new pipeline. Associated Segments 19* and 23* cross approximately 1.2 miles of
potentially high erodible soils and 2.9 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 - Winter Quarters Route (2) - 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 (1). There would be 5 stream
crossings by new pipeline. Segment 19%, 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.

Water Resources

The issues concerning water resources are sedimentation, changes in water quality of
streams, and possible changes in stream flow due to surface alteration resulting from
vegetation removal and soil compaction. Intermittent and perennial streams, reservoirs,
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 are within the
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 warm, dry summers and cold, relatively moist winters. Annual precipitation
ranges from 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.l inch
and lasting longer than | 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 flow from the Flagstaff 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 flow 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/1). 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 Flagstaff 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 standards.

Specific Descriptions

Descriptions of the water resources along each of the segments were obtained using
topographic maps and limited field reconnaissance. Locations 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 Canyon Route (1) - Along the entire Burnout Canyon route there
would be 12 perennial stream crossings, 10 of which would be located along segments
that could be affected by construction. Two perennial stream crossings occur along the
existing right-of-way on Gooseberry Creek and on Mud Creek. The perennial stream
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crossings that could be impacted by construction are located on Upper Huntington Creek
(9 crossings) and on Burnout Creek (1 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 (1), except only 2 intermittent stream crossings would occur: |
along the existing route and | 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 (l); the 3 perennial stream
crossings affected by construction would occur on Upper Huntington Creek (2 crossings),
and the stream in Burnout Canyon (1 crossing). This route would cross the same
intermittent streams as Burnout Canyon Route (1). 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: | along existing Segment 12* and | 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
pipeline. One perennial stream crossing occurs along the existing pipeline on Mud
Creek. Of the 6 new stream crossings, | would occur on Gooseberry Creek, | on Swens
Canyon Creek, 3 on Upper Huntington Creek, and | on the stream in Burnout Creek.
There were no intermittent streams identified that cross this route. A small area of
springs would be crossed on the hillslope south of the stream in Burnout Canyon.
Approximately 1.8 miles of the route would lie within 500 feet of a perennial stream.

Valley Camp Triangle Connectors (1) through (3) - Segment 5/6 (Connector 2) would cross
1 small spring and Segment 8 (Connector 2) would cross 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 Quarters Route (1) - Along the entire Winter Quarters Route,
there would be 3 perennial stream crossings, 2 of which would be located along segments
of new pipeline. One perennial stream crossing occurs along the existing line on
Gooseberry Creek, the 2 other perennial stream crossings would be located on Winter
Quarters Creek and Mud Creek near Scofield. Approximately 0.4 mile of the route would
be within 500 feet of a perennial stream. Associated Segments 19* and 23* cross |

perennial stream (Mud Creek along Segment 19*). No springs were identified along these
segments.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (2) - There would be 6 perennial stream crossings
along the entire route, of which 5 would occur on segments of new pipeline. The 5
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stream crossings would be located along Winter Quarters Creek (1l stream crossing), Mud
Creek near Scofield between Broads Canyon and Magazine Canyon (3 stream crossings),
and on Broads Canyon Creek (1 stream crossing). Approximately 2.2 miles of the route
would be within 500 feet of a perennial stream. Segment 19%, associated with this
alternative, crosses | perennial stream (Mud Creek). No springs were identified along
the segment.

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

A number of different biological habitats, each with characteristic plant and animal
communities, are present within the project area. There are 4 predominant vegetation
types: aspen, mountain shrub, spruce-fir, and riparian (including wet and dry meadows).
This section addresses the biological resources in the project area 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
by the Western Resource Development Corporation (WRDC) for UCO, Inc. as part of the
Scofield Mine Project; the other was prepared by Coastal States Energy Company as part .
of the Skyline Mine Project.

On October 24, 1989, Dames & Moore personnel visited the project area for the purpose
of characterizing the vegetation and estimating the influence of pipeline construction on
vegetation and soils of 21 riparian and wetland sites. Also reported were observations on
fish and wildlife resources. Information collected during this survey was reported in the
document, Report for Questar Pipeline Company's Main Line No. 41 Reroute at Skyline
Mine, Riparian Survey, and then incorporated by reference into this EIS.

In addition, on November 7, 1989, biologists from the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources
(DWR) and Forest Service conducted an 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/Wetlands

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 bluegrass (Poa pratensis),
needlegrass (Stipa sp.), sedges (Carex rostrata), and rush (Juncus balticus). Shrubs are
also quite common, particularly willow (Salix sp.). Other shrubs or woody plants include
silver sagebrush (Artemisia cana), big sagebrush (A. tridentata), and tree species more
commonly found in the upland areas (WRDC 1982 and field reconnaissance). Riparian
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meadow and shrubland vegetation is found in valley bottoms (WRDC 1981). 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
visit. The qualitative ratings were based on several well defined criteria, including (1)
the amount of bare ground (percent of vegetative cover), (2) amount of vegetative litter,
(3) presence or absence of noxious weeds, (4) species composition of forbs and grasses,
and (5) condition of stream bank.

Information regarding these riparian areas is documented in the Biological Resources
(pertaining to vegetation, wildlife, and fisheries) and Earth Resources (pertaining 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 12* crosses Gooseberry Creek.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (1) - High-quality riparian areas exist along this.

route on Segments 2, 3a, 3b, and 16. Where Segment 3b would cross Burnout Canyon
there is a meandering stream. The vegetation here is 85 percent grasses and sedges, 6
percent shrubs, and 5 percent forbs. Some Engelmann spruce grows along portions of the
stream. Algae, moss, and liverworts are found on the stream bank. Grasses, woody
plants, 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 16
consist of about 93 percent grasses and mixed sedges, 5 percent shrubs, and 2 percent
forbs. Soils in this area are completely covered by vegetation. Good litter is present
throughout the riparian areas. Thick vegetation covers overhanging stream banks and
further indicates a high-quality riparian system. The upper end of this 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 Canyon Route (2) - The description of this route is the same as
Burnout Canyon Route (1).

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (3) - Some high quality riparian areas exist along
this route on Segments 3b (see above) and 24. Segment 24 would cross Swens Canyon,
Little Swens Canyon, Upper Huntington Creek, and several small tributaries. Less than
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 grass, 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 (1) through (3) - All segments comprising these
connectors would cross within spruce-fir forest, no riparian areas occur along the
connectors.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (1) - Where Segment 20 would cross Winter
Quarters Creek there is a heavily grazed meadow with no woody plants present. Only
two forbs, yarrow (Achillea millifolium) and thistle (Cirsium spp.), are present. Grasses
comprise roughly 95 percent of the cover. On the northern fringe of the riparian area is a
stand of beaked sedge (Carex rostrata) which makes up the other 5 percent of the plant
cover. Two to three inches of water flows 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. Grasses comprise about
95 percent of the vegetative cover with a mixture of forbs. No woody plants are present
at the site.

Segment 21 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 96 is predominantly a mixture of
willow, grasses, 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 stream's
length and willow and sage along other portions. These riparian areas are in excellent
condition.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (2) - This alternative route would be similar to
Winter Quarters Route (1) 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
tridentata ssp. vaseyana) is the most common shrub within this vegetation type. Sage is
replaced by mountain snowberry (Symphoricarpos oreophilus) on some north-facing
slopes.

Rangeland

Rangeland consists of areas with vegetation that are used for forage by livestock and
wildlife. Although all vegetation types of the project area provide some forage, types
containing a predominance of grasses and low-shrub species are most suitable.
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
apparent up or downward trend according to the 1986 Final EIS (Forest Service 1986).

There are 651,481 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 percent, generally
on upper elevations of south-facing slopes or recently disturbed sites. Conifer forest
?enerally occupies north-facing slopes and occurs on about 12 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.

Specific Descriptions

Alternatives A or B - The existing pipeline route and area proposed for the surface
redundant pipeline cross primarily forested rangeland that consists of conifer timber
(spruce-fir) and aspen forest. The existing route (Segments 7*, 10*, and 19*) crosses
smaller areas of grassland.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Routes (1) 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 | of the proposed Gooseberry Route would
cross range types that include sagebrush, aspen, and coniferous forest.

Valley Camp Triangle Connectors (1) through (3) - All segments would pass through aspen
and coniferous forest-dominated rangeland.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (1) - This route would cross rangelands that
include a mix of aspen and coniferous forest at the upper elevations (e.g., Segments 22
and 20), and sagebrush at the lower elevations. Areas of wet and dry meadows are
prominent in the area where Segment 20 would cross the Mud Creek Valley south of
Scofield.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (2) - This description of this alternative route is
the same as Winter Quarters Route (1) except areas of wet and dry meadows are
prominent in the area along Segment 2! that occurs in the Mud Creek Valley.

Timber

Spruce-fir forest is dominated by subalpine fir (Abies lasiocarpas). Other tree species
are Engelmann spruce (Picea engelmannii), aspen (Populus tremuloides), and some
Douglas-fir (Psuedotsuga menziesii). Common shrub and subshrub species include
Saskatoon serviceberry (Amelanchier alnifolia), Oregon-grape (Mahonia repens), boxwood
(Pachistima myrsinites), mallow ninebark (Physocarpus malvaceus), wood's rose (Rosa
woodsii), and mountain snowberry (Symphoricarpos oreophilus).
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i ' TABLE 3-4
SUMMARY OF ALLOTMENTS, LIVESTOCK, AND USE
l Route/Allotment Livestock Period of Use
|
‘ Existing Routes (A or B)
| l Burnout S&G 942 7/1 -9/25
Eccles S&G 800 7/1 -9/30
North Winter Quarters S&G 459 7/1 -9/30
East Gooseberry S&G 1,014 *x* 7/1 -10/10
| ' Mansion S&G 999 *x 7/1 - 10/10
| Cabin Hollow S&G 1,050 7/1 -9/30
"C" Canyon S&G* 1,250 7/1 -9/30
' 6,514
l Burnout Canyon Routes
Burnout S&G 942 7/1-9/25
| Eccles S&G 800 7/1-9/30
| l Swen's Canyon S&G* 959 7/1-9/30
| North Winter Quarters S&G* 459 7/1 -9/30 (variable
| season)
| ' East Gooseberry S&G 1,014 ** 7/1 - 10/10
Mansion S&G - A 999 x* 7/1 -10/10
Cabin Hollow S&G 1,050 7/1 -9/30
' "C" Canyon S&G* 1,250 7/1 -9/30
7,473
Gooseberry Routes
l Burnout S&G 942 7/1-9/25
Swen's Canyon S&G 959 7/1 -9/30
Beaver Dams S&G 1,100 7/6 - 10/05
' Fairview C&H 500 7/1 - 9/30
Cabin Hallow S&G 1050 7/1 -9/30
South San Pitch S&G* 600 7/6 - 9/30
' "C" Canyon S&G 1,250 7/1 -9/30
| 6,401
| l Winter Quarters Routes
| Granger Ridge S&G 1156 7/1-9/30
| North Winter Quarters S&G 459 7/1-9/30
' East Gooseberry S&G 1,014 ** 7/1 -10/10
Mansion S&G 999 ** 7/1 - 10/10
Cabin Hollow S&G 1,050 7/1 -9/30
' "C" Canyon S&G 1,250 7/1 -9/30
5,928
l 1 of 2



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

Route/Allotment Livestock Period of Use

Unknown private land use

I 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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Spruce-fir (Picea engelmannii and Abies lasiocarpas) forest tends to occur on the north-
facing slopes and in protected portions of small tributary drainages within the study
area. The aspen (Populus tremuloides) forest is a successional stage to spruce-fir forest,
except for marginal stands on south-facing slopes. The north, east, and west slopes show
an ur)xderstory of spruce-fir leading to eventual conifer dominance in these areas (WRDC
1982).

Spruce-fir and aspen sites occur predominantly along most of the proposed routes. Some
routes cross timber 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 where susceptibility to insects and
diseases is high. The Engelmann spruce bark beetle is of particular concern because of
its potential to attack and kill Engelmann spruce. Beetle populations are currently
endemic.

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-fir and | 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 timber sites:

Spruce-fir Sites

Sawtimber Gross Volume (board feet per acre)
Live mixed conifer
Engelmann spruce - subalpine fir 12,620 - 15,880
Dead mixed conifer 1,650 - 2,430
Live aspen 780 - 960
Dead aspen 210
Pole Timber Gross Volume (cubic feet per acre)
Live mixed conifer 4y - 1559
Dead mixed conifer 56 - 57
Live aspen 22
Aspen Sites
Sawtimber Gross Volume (board feet per acre)
Live aspen 10,180
Dead aspen 210
Live mixed conifer 3,890
Dead mixed conifer 380
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Pole Timber Gross Volume (cubic feet per acre)
Live aspen 48
Dead aspen 70

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.

Specific Descriptions

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 Canyon Route (1) - This route would cross stands of aspen forest
sites (approximately 1.9 mile) and spruce-fir forest sites (1.6 miles), which represent a
total of approximately 424 thousand board feet (mbf).

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (2) - 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 (3) - This route would be the same as Burnout
Canyon Route (1).

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

Alternative D - Gooseberry Route - the Gooseberry 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 816.4 mbf.

Valley Camp Triangle Connectors (1) and (2) - These connectors would cross spruce-fir
forest sites (0.9 mile), which represent a total of approximately 127 mbf.

Valley Camp Triangle Connector (3) - This connector would cross spruce-fir forest sites
(0.5 mile), which represent a total of approximately 71.1 mbf.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (1) - This route would cross spruce-fir forest sites
(3.5 miles) and aspen forest sites (1.1 miles), which represent a total of approximately
607 mbf. Associated Segments 19%* and 23* have no trees in the right-of-way.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (2) - This route would cross spruce-fir forest sites

(3.4 miles) and aspen forest sites (3.2 miles), which represent a total of approximately
811.9 mbf. Associated Segments 19* and 23* have no trees in the right-of-way.
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Aquatic Resources

Early in the scoping process, the Forest Service and DWR expressed particular concern
for the Yellowstone cutthroat trout (Oncorhynchus clarki lewisi) fisheries of Upper
Huntington Creek. The DWR plans to use Upper Huntington Creek as the Yellowstone
cutthroat trout egg source for Utah. In addition to the Yellowstone cutthroat trout, the
Forest Service has identified 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 fishery. Issues identified 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 dependent on healthy riparian systems
for their survival. In addition, rainbow trout, mountain sucker (Catostomus platy
rhynchus), and redside shiners (Richardsonius balteatus) reside in the Fish Creek drainage
below Lower Gooseberry Reservoir and in Lower Gooseberry Creek. Redside shiner and
mountain sucker reside in the creeks in Winter Quarters and Broads Canyon.

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

Gooseberry Reservoir is stocked annually with 12,000 catchable rainbow trout. Creel
census data show that 10 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 2,200 Fishermen
User Days (FUDs) per year (one FUD = 12 angling hours). The annual value of this fishery
is approximately $102,652.

Scofield Reservoir is one of Utah's most heavily fished reservoirs. Spawning trout from
Scofield Reservoir, including both rainbow trout and cutthroat trout, migrate up Mud
Creek to spawn. Scofield Reservoir receives approximately 27,000 FUDs and is stocked
with 600,000 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 fall 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
a fishery survey in 1987 and determined that 2,629 spawners migrated up Upper
Huntington Creek carrying a total of 1,629,045 eggs.

As is typical with most cutthroat trout species, the Yellowstone cutthroat trout begins to
spawn during the spring, when water temperatures approach 50 degrees Fahrenheit, and
usually continues through mid-June. The fertilized eggs incubate in the grave! through
July with the "hatched" fry usually swimming up from the gravel by late August but this
can occur as late as mid-September depending on water temperature.
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Upper Huntington Creek is by far the most important spawning tributary to Electric
Lake. It is estimated that 66 percent of the spawners in Electric 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 24,314 hours fishing Electric Lake each
year. These data were collected prior to the implementation to year-round fishing. It is
estimated that this figure should be increased by 5,000 hours to include early spring
fishing, late fall fishing, and winter ice fishing. The total of these two figures equals
2,443 FUDs per year. The annual value of the Electric Lake fishery is estimated to be
$127,231 (i.e., $52.08 per FUD - 1990 dollars).

The DWR plans to take | million eggs from Upper Huntington Creek to meet the annual
statewide demand of 600,000 fry. These eggs are worth approximately $11,000. FUD's
occur mainly in Electric Lake, but they are the result of spawning that takes place in
Upper Huntington Creek. It is estimated that $108,147 in FUD' can be attributed to
Upper Huntington Creek for a total fishery value of $119,147. 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 19%) and
Gooseberry Creek (Segment 12*), both important habitat for fish. The areas of unstable
slopes along Segment 12* result in some sedimentation to Gooseberry Creek and
eventually to Lower Gooseberry Reservoir.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Routes (1) and (2) - 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 Canyon Routes (3) and (4) - 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 Creek, 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 |
location downstream from Lower Gooseberry Reservoir, Swens Canyon Creek at |
location, Upper Huntington Creek at 3 locations, and the stream in Burnout Canyon at !
location.

Valley Camp Triangle Connectors (1) through (3) - No streams would be crossed by any of
the connectors.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (1) - 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. Riparian areas clearly provide the most important fish and wildlife habitat
in the project area. Riparian areas in the region are generally designated by the DWR as
important big game winter habitat.

Riparian areas provide habitat for several species of furbearers including beaver (Castor
canadensis), muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus), and raccoon (Procyon lotor) (Coastal States
Energy Company 1981; WRDC 1981). Many species of small mammals, 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 for mule deer and elk, while forested areas
provide important cover. The study area provides yearlong habitat for blue grouse
(Dendragapus obscurus) and ruffed grouse (Bonasus umbellus). Blue grouse use conifer-
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 1981; WRDC 1981).

Specific Descriptions

Alternatives A and B - The existing route crosses 2 riparian areas. Where Segment 9%
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 12%
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 Canyon Routes (1) and (2) - The high-quality riparian habitat
areas that exist along this route on Segments 2, 3a, 3b, and 16 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 (1) would cross the
least riparian habitat.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (3) and (4) - This route would lie mostly outside of
riparian areas. Segment 24, which replaces 3a, 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 D - Gooseberry Route - See the preceding discussion on the Burnout Canyon
Route for information on Segments 2, 3, 19* and 23*. A high-quality riparian habitat
area occurs along Segment | where the proposed route would cross Gooseberry Creek.
Moose may use this area on a year-round basis (Coastal States Energy Company 1989). It
also provides an important component of mule deer and elk habitat.

Valley Camp Triangle Connectors (1) through (3)- All segments comprising these
connectors would be situated within spruce-fir and aspen forests and open areas.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (1) - A large portion of Segment 20 would lie on a
ridge top above Winter Quarters Canyon. The Winter Quarters and 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 areas. Associated Segments [9*
and 23* cross through aspen.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (2) - The description of this route is the same as
Winter Quarters Route (1) except Segment 21 (instead of Segment 22) would paralle! and
twice cross Mud Creek north of the town of Clear Creek. These riparian areas are in
excellent condition for wildlife habitat. Associated Segment 19* crosses through aspen.

Special Status Species

No listed Threatened or Endangered plant species are known to occur within the project
area. This conclusion is based on past surveys, information provided by agency personnel
and literature reviews. Threatened or Endangered species are those listed 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, Hymenoxys helenioides, a Federal candidate plant for listing
(Category 2) is known to occur in the Scofield Reservoir region, and may occur within the
project area (Thompson 1989). This species is described as occurring in mountain brush,
sagebrush and aspen communities, often in meadows between 8,000 feet and 9,800 feet in
Emery, Garfield, Sanpete and Sevier counties in Utah (Rutman 1989). Prior to
construction, 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 the study area. Threatened or Endangered species that may occur
seasonally within the study area are the American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus
anatum), arctic peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus), and bald eagle (Haliaeetus
leucocephalus). Bald eagles are known to occur in the study area as winter migrants.
Two mature bald eagles 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 (Dalton 1989). Peregrine falcons are most
likely to occur in the study area as rare spring and/or fall transients. Black-footed ferret
(Mustela nigripes), an endangered species, might be found in the Wasatch Plateau east of
the study area (Dalton et al. 1978). The possibility of this species occurring on the study
area is remote (Coastal States Energy Company 1981).

AIR QUALITY

Air quality in the region is generally good due to the lack of major pollution sources.
There are no Class I airsheds in the vicinity. Although monitored data are not available
for the project area, there is no reason to expect that air quality attainment standards
are being violated for any monitored pollutant.

The major 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 "semi-primitive" recreation setting, in addition to providing
developed recreation facilities. Further, the Scofield Lake State Recreation Area
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 management 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 project 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 3,000 RVDs (recreation visitor days).
Undeveloped recreation usage around Lower Gooseberry Reservoir is about 6,250 RVDs.
Activities include watersports, fishing, off-road vehicle use, and primitive camping.
Developed recreation sites are largely centered around the reservoirs and creeks.
Generally, recreation activities include fishing, hunting, hiking, biking, camping,
picnicking, cross-country 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 12*, 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
System, 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%, 17%, and 18* 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 12*, 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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Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (1) - Segments 12*%, 13%, 19% and 23* are part of
the existing route (see description for Alternatives A and B). Segments 3a, 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 16 and a small portion of
Segment 3 would parallel Upper Huntington Creek. Also, Segments 2, 3b, and 16 would
parallel State Highway 264, which is used by recreationists. A connecting trail that
provides access to the Fish Creek National Recreation Trail is crossed by Segment 12%.
This segment also crosses an area with a ROS class of SPM recreation.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (2) - This route uses the same segments as
described in the preceding route description, except Segment 14 is replaced by
Segments 15 and 17*. Segment 17* is part of the existing route. Segment 15 would
cross an area with a ROS class of SPM recreation.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (3) - Refer to description for Burnout Canyon
Route (1) 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 264.

Alternative D - Gooseberry Route - Segments 19% and 23* are not adjacent to or do not
cross any recreation uses. Approximately | 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 small portion
of Segment 3b would parallel Upper Huntington Creek. Segment | would parallel Skyline
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
1 would also pass near Gooseberry Campground in a Forest management unit that
emphasizes 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.

Valley Camp Triangle Connectors (1) through (3) - Segments 7* and 10*, part of the
existing route, parallel a recreation access road. Segment 5/6 also would parallel a
recreation access road and would pass adjacent to an area with a ROS class 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 - Winter Quarters Route (1) - A connecting trail that provides access to
the Fish Creek National Recreation Trail is crossed by Segment 12*. 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 - Winter Quarters Route (2) - Segment 23* is part of the existing route and
is not adjacent to or does not cross any recreation uses. Refer to the preceding route
description for Segment 12*. Most of Segment 20 would cross private lands that are not
available for public recreation. The portion 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

3-30




would paralle! Utah Highway 96, used to reach recreation areas. Associated Segment
19%* is not adjacent 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,
campgrounds, 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 23* of the existing pipeline right-of-way pass
through areas managed with BLM visual resource management Class [I[I. On National
Forest System lands, Segments 10*, 7%, 18%, 17*% and 13* are managed with a VQO of
Partial Retention. A portion of Segment 12* 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 12* 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 19%*, which are middle ground.

Utah Highway 96 has open visibility of Segments 19* and 23* at their junction at the
highway. The existing route is openly visible from Utah Highway 264 where Segment 18%
crosses this proposed scenic byway. Two proposed campgrounds may view a portion of
Segment 13* in the foreground.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (1) - 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 Ill. The remainder of the segments in this route are
managed with a VQO of Partial Retention.

3-31



Segments 2, 3a, and 16 would parallel Utah Highway 264 in the foreground distance zone
through Upper Huntington Canyon. This canyon has a scenic quality classification of
Variety Class A. Portions of Segments 3b and 14 would be openly visible in the
foreground for short distances where they would approach the junctions of Segments 3a
and 16, respectively. The remainder of these segments and Segments 12* and 13* would
be in the middleground distance zone.

State Highway 264, a scenic byway nominated for national designation, has open views of
Segments 2, 3a, and 16 where they would parallel the creek through Upper 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 traverse a ridge east
of Upper Huntington Creek partially screened from Utah Highway 264 views.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (2) - This alternative route uses segments common
to the preceding route description, except Segments 15 and 17* are used instead of
Segment 14, The VQO for these 2 segments is Partial Retention.

The first portion of Segment 15 would climb a ridge east of Upper Huntington Creek
openly visible to foreground views from Utah Highway 264. Once on top of the ridge,
this segment would remain unseen from sensitive viewpoints. Segment 17*, part of the
existing route, is in the foreground of a primitive road (two-track) along the right-of-
way.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (3) - The visual conditions for Segments 23*, 19%,
14, 13%*, 12*, and 3b are described in the preceding route alternative (1), except
Segments 2, 3a, and 16 are replaced by Segment 24, Segment 24 would cross an area
managed with a VQO of Partial Retention.

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 Highway 264.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (4) - The visual conditions for Segments 23%, 19%,
17*, 15, 13*, 12*, and 3b are described in the preceding route alternative (2).
Segments 2, 3a, and 16 are replaced by Segment 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 visual
resource management Class [Il. Segments 1, 2 and 3 are managed with VQO of Partial
Retention. All of Segment 2 and portions of Segments | and 3 would parallel roads in the
foreground 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 through Upper Huntington Canyon. Views from Utah Highway 264 are
mostly screened where Segment 3b would climb a tree-covered ridge in Burnout Canyon.
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Segment | 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.

Valley Camp Triangle Connector (1) - This route includes Segment 5/6 in addition to the
segments in route (1) described above. Segment 5/6 would extend into an area managed
with a VQO of Partial Retention in the middleground. The scenic quality for this area is
rated as Variety Class A. Segment 5/6 would parallel a primitive road along the up-hill
slope.

Valley Camp Triangle Connector (2) - Segments 4 and 8 would traverse an area managed
with a VQO of Partial Retention in the middleground. The scenic quality for this area is
rated as Variety Class A. Segment 10* is described in route description (1).

Valley Camp Triangle Connector (3) - Similarly, Segments 4 and 9 would traverse an area
managed with a VQO of Partial Retention in the middleground, except Segment 9 would
extend into the foreground of a primitive road. The scenic quality for this area is rated
as Variety Class A.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (1) - The area traversed by Segment 12*, 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 Variety
Class A and B for this segment. Segment 12* is openly visible to views where it crosses
a side trail that provides access to the Fish Creek National Recreation Trail.

Segment 22 and a portion of Segment 20 would traverse private lands in Pleasant Valley,
managed with BLM visual resource management Class Ill. The scenic quality of this
valley is approximately equivalent to Variety Class B. The distance zone along
Segment 22 and a portion of Segment 20 is middleground.

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 20, 21 and 22, Segment 22
would continue south on the ridge top, unseen by Utah Highway 96, along a primitive
road, to terminate at the existing pipeline (route Segment 23*),  Associated
Segments 19* and 23* cross through an area of private lands into the edge of the
National Forest, managed as BLM visual resource management Class IIL

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (2) - 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 23* is openly visible from Utah
Highway 96. Just south of the junction of Utah Highways 96 and 264 and an existing coal
load-out facility, route Segment 21 would traverse a ridge from the narrow bottom of
Mud Creek. This segment would then parallel Mud Creek adjacent to Utah Highway 96.
Associated Segment 19* crosses through an area of private lands into the edge of the
National Forest, managed as BLM visual resource management Class III.
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NOISE

There are no established Federal, State, or local noise standards that apply to this area.
Ambient noise consists of typical forest sounds and distant traffic on highways and
roads. Ambient noise levels are estimated to be about 45 decibels (dBA), which is typical
of such settings.

SOCIOECONOMICS

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 627,869 for the three-county area of
influence by the year 2000. There has been a net decline in population for both Carbon
and Emery counties and an increase in population for Sanpete County from 1980 to
1988. All 3 counties have seen a rise and fall in their population base since 1960.

Demographics reveal a predominately white and native-born (to the region) population in
the area, evenly split between male and female and somewhat younger, on average, than
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-county area is experiencing an overall decline in its economic health
according to the Utah Division of Business and Economic Development. Most
employment activity is taking place in Carbon County.

Carbon County's nonfarm jobs in the second quarter of 1989 totaled 45 fewer than the
previous year. The loss of jobs in coal mining (270 positions) was not offset by gains in
services (110 positions), manufacturing (50 positions), and government (40 positions).

Emery County's nonfarm jobs increased by 50 positions over the same period in 1988.
Most of these jobs were in heavy construction. Mining reported the only significant
sector drop, losing 20 positions.

Sanpete County reported an increase of 260 positions in nonfarm jobs from the second
quarter of 1982 to the second quarter of 1989. These jobs primarily were created by the
construction of the new regional prison (which employs 215 workers). Manufacturing
created 100 new jobs in food-products manufacturing.

From 1979 to 1986 average real output per Utah coal miner increased at an average rate
of 7.6 percent per year because of increased use of longwall mining. This was higher
than the national average of 6.97 percent and considerably higher than the period of
1969 t)o 1979 (0.96 percent per year for Utah and 0.49 percent per year for the United
States).
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Table 3-8 summarizes employment data in the area of influence for 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 13 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 Employment and Production

In 1988 the Skyline Mine operated by Utah Fuel expended $48,488,000 on mining
operations.  Tabulation of the distribution of these expenditures is presented in
Table 3-10.

As of November 15, 1989 there were 251 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 3-11.

The impact of Skyline's mining operations upon the local labor force is large.
Maintaining this contribution to the local economy and developing a modest expansion of
mine operations in 1991 are, according to the operator of the mine, closely tied to
relocating Main Line No. 41.

Pipeline Construction

A description of methods that would be used to construct the pipeline is provided in
Appendix A, Questar Pipeline's Preliminary Construction, Operation, and Maintenance
Plan. Table 3-12 provides a list of pipeline acquisition, construction, 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 $25.00 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 to 8 percent of the value of Federal, mined coal are paid to the

Federal government. 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
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Table 4-3 are approximate. Royalties are paid exclusively to the owner when the mined
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 surface
use, is protected from harm by Federal and State regulations and lease stipulations. 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 mining activities. Under the
current situation, 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 would have prior rights. If the mining
company chooses to extract coal beneath the pipeline, the mining company would be
responsible for ensuring the continued use and operation of the pipeline (as in the 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. In 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 face the

potential of relocating again. Acquisition costs for both surface rights-of-way and coal

have been estimated in Table 3-12. Segments 5/6, 8, and 9 in the Valley Camp Triangle;
and 20, 21, and 22 along the Winter Quarters Route, and Segment | along the Gooseberry
Route would cross leased or private coal.

The preference 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 camp site, an abandoned railroad, three potentially sensitive historic
localities, and four areas where there is a possibility of encountering buried Pleistocene
vertebrate remains, which could be of both archaeological and paleontological
importance. Predictive cultural resource sensitivity assessments categorized the areas
within each route as having high, moderate, low, or no sensitivity.

Direct, 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.

Background

Federal regulators charged with implementing the Nation's historic preservation program
have broadly defined cultural resources as buildings, sites, districts, structures, or
objects having historical, architectural, archaeological, cultural or scientific
importance. In implementing this definition it has become common practice to delineate
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TABLE 3-10
SKYLINE MINE EXPENDITURES, 1988

Wages & Benefits S 10,271,000
Federal, State & Local Taxes 9,444,000
Royalties 7,281,000

Additions Property, Plant & Equipment
(excluding sales taxes listed above) 5,064,000

Operating Expenditures
(including other assessments, operating supplies,
fees and services not included in the above) 16,428,000

TOTAL $ 48,488,000!

SOURCE: Memo from John M. Garr, Coastal States Energy Company 11/16/89

1Excluding interest payments or non-cash expenses such as depreciation.
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TABLE 3-11
DISTRIBUTION OF SKYLINE MINE WORKFORCE

_ County
Number of Percent Total Un-

County Employees of Total Workforce Employed Percent employed Percent
Carbon 36 14.3 8660 8028 92.7 632 7.3
Emery 3 1.2 3620 3403 94.0 217 7.0
Salt Lake 4 1.6 363,430 351,073 96.6 12,357 3.4
Sanpete 135 53.8 6600 6032 91.4 568 8.6
Sevier 7 2.8 6550 6216 94.9 234 5.1
Utah 66 26.3 113,280 109,202 96.4 4078 3.6
TOTAL 251

SOURCE: Memo from John Garr, Coastal States Energy Company, 11/16/89
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TABLE 3-12
ESTIMATED ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION, RECLAMATION, AND
MAINTENANCE COSTS BY ROUTE

Construction Annual Maintenance
Route Acquisition and Reclamation (entire route)
Alternative A - No Action $ 0 $ 0 $ 24,300 *
Alternative B - Leave in ) 0 S 3,334,000 ** S 146,650
Place, Full Extraction Mining (15-20 years)
Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route
(1 S 0 S 2,197,000 $ 26,320
(2 S 0 S 1,898,000 S 27,180
(3) S 0 S 2,953,000 S 28,062
(4) $ 0 $ 2,654,000 S 28,220
Alternative D -
Gooseberry Route S 4,612,800 S 3,937,000 $ 30,060
Valley Camp Triangle Connectors
(1) $ 0 S 240,500 S 1,800
(2) $ 2,400,000 S 253,500 S 1,620
(3) $ 1,600,000 $ 214,500 S 500
Alternative E - Winter Quarters Routes
(1)
(with Segments 19* and 23%*) $ 11,464,640 S 4,141,600 *** § 36,630
(2)
(with Segment 19%) S 6,264,000 $ 4,092,000 $ 36,000

*  Does not include costs for repairs if subsidence should result from partial mining.
** Does not include cost to replace major sections of pipeline following complete subsidence,
which could be as much as $1,479,000 following cessation of subsidence from each of 3 seams.
Also does not include costs to remove redundant pipeline and reclaim disturbed areas at the
conclusion of mining ($228,000).
*** Includes 560,000 for valve assemblies and piping to modify system to backflow gas to
compressor station at Clear Creek.
Note: a: Cost estimates for reclamation are based on an average and do not reflect costs of
any special mitigation measures or reclamation of abandoned right-of-way if pipeline is
relocated.
b: Acquisition costs include acquisition of private and leased coal and surface right-of-way.
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three basic categories of resources: (1) 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 before the arrival of Spanish
explorers. These resources represent Native American cultures and societies. The
importance of these resources generally stems from 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 (Public Law 91-190); and Protection
and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment (Executive Order 11593) and the Utah
Antiquities Act of 1969 (Utah Code Ann., Section 63-11-2),

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 1800'%. 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
history, 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 consideration of ethnographic
considerations in environmental documents includes the same laws that protect
prehistoric 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:

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

e Review of General Land Office records for information on potential historic
localities.

e Consultation with Dr. David Madsen, Utah State Archaeologist for information to
identify areas with the potential for containing buried Pleistocene mammal
remains.

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

In addition, 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.
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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

Prehistoric Period - Very little archaeological evidence is available regarding the
prehistoric occupation of that portion of the Wasatch Plateau where the project is
located. However, excavations in the adjacent eastern Great Basin indicate that earliest
humans may have arrived in the general region approximately 15,000 years ago (Gruhn
1961). Artifacts typical of the earliest several thousand years of occupation are 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 and two mastodons (Mammut americanum) have been recovered from.

sinkholes near Skyline Drive within the study area (Intermountain Reporter 1989; Miller
1987). Radiocarbon dating suggests that the mammoth dates to approximately 11,000
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 1978; Black and
Metcalf 1986). The nomadic hunting and gathering Archaic cultures apparently reflect
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 (Black 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
aggregated into fewer but larger sites situated adjacent to arable land.

The appearance of distinctive side-notched points and ceramics around AD 1250 reflects
the eastward expansion of presumed Shoshone-speaking hunters and gatherers out of the
southwestern Great Basin (Holmer and Weder 1980). The Fremont sites disappear at
about this time although the reason for this coincidence has not been resolved (Hauck
1979; Nickens 1982).

Ethnohistory 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 Archaic era
occupants (Euler 1966; Wheat 1967; Smith 19743 Jennings 1978). The introduction of the
horse around AD 1700 profoundly changed their way of life (Stewart 1966). As traffic
along the emmigrant trails increased and Mormons began to settle Utah in the 1850' and
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1860's, 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
1776-1777, the initial intrusion by Euro-Americans into present-day Utah was by fur
trappers 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 1875, and there was an
unsuccessful attempt to produce coke there. In 1876, the Pleasant Valley Road was
constructed, and the following year high-quality coal was being mined at the Number |
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
ranching, and more recently the recreational industries, have also made use of the 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 Descriptions - 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), 19 previous cultural resource surveys have been
undertaken. About 1.5 miles of previous surveys are along the existing pipeline
corridor. These studies located 3 archaeological sites on or very near (within 1/8 mile)
the proposed routes or the existing pipeline.

In addition, the locations of various historic manifestations (primarily roads) were
obtained from Government Land Office (GLO) township maps dating 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 checked, we cannot be certain they still exist. Thus, as
noted on Table 3-13, the integrity and potential eligibility for listing on the National
Register of Historic Places (National Register) for many of these resources has not been
determined.

The 3 previously recorded sites include 1 prehistoric lithic scatter, 1 prehistoric camp
site, and | historic limited activity site containing a corral, inscribed aspens and trash.
Previous recorders have recommended that 2 of the archaeological sites are not eligible
for listing on the National Register, but that the prehistoric camp site (42CB334) is
eligible.

The 25 potential historic locations include 1 railroad, | sawmill, | 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 logging, 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 (1876); and the Price
Road, which headed towards Price from its intersection with the Scofield Road about
2.75 miles north of Clear Creek (1915).

We suggest that the 5 main transportation corridors might qualify for National Register
listing under criterion "a" because of their association with the development of early
mining in Utah. However, as noted, at least within the project area or at least where
crossed by the alternative routes, 4 have lost their integrity due to grading, widening,
and in 1 case paving. There may, however, be well-preserved, National Register eligible
segments located outside of the project area. Therefore, if these linear features are
eventually considered for National Register listing, those stretches which might be
affected by this project would be considered non-contributing elements. The integrity of
the fifth major route (the 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 their integrity where they are crossed by the
alternative routes.

Five groups and 10 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 listing on the
National Register and that our recording has essentially exhausted their information
potential.

The contacts initiated with local Native American communities have, to date, not

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 sum, important or potentially important cultural resources of which we are aware
along the proposed routes include a single recommended National Register eligible site
(42CB334, the prehistoric campsite), 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.) In 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 Officer and
determined the potential for cultural resources is too low to warrant survey, we have
assigned a sensitivity ranking of "none". 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
which, in addition, contains the historic Denver and Rio Grande Western Railroad, which
may be eligible for 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 Canyon Routes (1) 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 (4) - 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 264 right-of-way,
and therefore has not been assessed for potential cultural resources (the Utah Highway
264 right-of-way has 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 their potential to contain buried,
undetected Pleistocene vertebrate remains. These involve the area where Segment |
would cross Gooseberry Creek, and the stretch along Upper Huntington Canyon (on
Segments 2 and 3). The Gooseberry Route also would contain 2.2 miles of low sensitivity
on private land, which has not been surveyed. Based on previous findings, we predict that
few, if any, important cultural resources would be found in this area.

Valley Camp Triangle Connectors (1) through (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 Quarters Routes (1) and (2) - The Winter Quarters route would
contain areas of high, moderate, and low sensitivity. If Winter Quarters Route (2) is
used, 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 (1) 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 Scofield where both buried, undetected Pleistocene remains and
historic resources could be present, and along the historic Price Road.
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CHAPTER 4 - ENVIRONMENTAL 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.

Impacts are defined as modifications to the environment, as it presently exists, that are
brought about 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.

Generally, 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.

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

e Resource Sensitivity, or the probable response of a particular resource to project-
related activities

e Resource Quality, or the pre-project condition of the resource potentially affected
e Resource Quantity, or the amount of the resource potentially affected

e Duration of the Impact, or the period of time over which the resource would be
affecte)d, 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 if the construction,
operation, maintenance, or abandonment of the proposed
project potentially would cause some adverse change or
stress to an environmental resource(s).

Low Impact - A low impact would result if the construction, operation,
maintenance, or abandonment of the proposed project
potentially would cause a small or insignificant adverse
change or stress to an environmental resource(s).

No Identifiable Impact - No identifiable 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 for mitigation were made by the resource specialists to reduce or
eliminate specific impacts. 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 of
Appendix A) would be implemented. A summary of impacts by alternative is provided in
Table 4-1 (at the end of Chapter 4) and in Table 2-2 in Chapter 2.

EARTH RESOURCES

Geology

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 affect or be affected 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 occur to the pipeline
through fault rupture or ground motion if movement occurs within any of the fault zones
in the project area. All of the existing and relocated routes would cross many faults.
Placement of the pipeline above fauit zones is preferred where coal recovery is of
concern. Subsidence-related impacts resulting from the proposed project are addressed
in the coal resources section. The following descriptions summarize the criteria used to
assess impacts according to the categories high, moderate, low, and no identifiable.

High Impacts

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



e areas of very steep slopes (greater than 60 percent) and areas of known or
potential land instability that could impact the pipeline or where construction of
the pipeline could potentially cause instability

® seep areas on the slopes described in the previous 2 criteria

Moderate Impacts
® areas of steep slopes (30 to 60 percent) and areas of potential land instability

® seep areas on the slopes described in the previous criterion

Low Impacts
e areas of moderate slopes (8 to 30 percent) and potential land instability

® seep areas on the slopes described in the previous criterion

No Identifiable Impacts

e 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 on gentle slopes and along ridgecrests. Areas of moderate and high
impacts are discussed in the paragraphs below. A summary of potential impacts by route
is provided in Table 4-2.

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 impacts. The only areas of high long-term impacts along the
existing route occur along 0.7 mile of Segment 12*, These are areas of known unstable
slopes adjacent 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
Segment 12* near Gooseberry Creek, Segment 13* west of Winter Quarters Ridge,
Segment 7% near the head of Box Canyon, Segment 18* on slopes west of the ridge line
on the east side of Upper Huntington Canyon, Segment 19* west of Mud Creek, and
Segment 23* east of Mud Creek. Low impacts (1.8 miles) were identified along
Segments 17* and 18* along the ridge west of Upper Huntington Canyon, Segments 7*
and 10* on slopes near the head of Burnout Canyon, and Segment 23* east of Mud Creek.

Alternative B - Leave in Place, Full Extraction Mining - If complete mining is allowed

and a redundant pipeline is constructed above ground, construction activities could cause
some impacts to unstable areas. Construction of the redundant pipeline would result in
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no high impacts, but could result in 0.6 mile moderate impact along Segment 17* at the
head of Box Canyon and Segment 18* on the ridge east of Upper Huntington Canyon.
Low Impacts (0.5 mile) could result along Segments 17* and 18* along the ridge east of
Upper Huntington Canyon.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (1) - There are no high impacts along the
segments that would be affected. In response to recommended mitigation, a portion 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
impacts could result along Segment 14 north of The Kitchen. Refer to the description of
Alternative A regarding 12%, 13%, [9%, and 23*,

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 in
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
the highway wherever the slopes are unstable. Through the application of this
mitigation, the potential impact for this segment would be lessened from high to low.
Approximately 0.7 mile of additional low impact could occur from construction along
other portions of Segment 24 and along Segment l4. New construction along this
proposed route could also result in 0.6 mile of moderate impact on steep slopes along
Segment 14 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 !.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
the highway wherever the slopes are unstable. Through the application of this
mitigation, the potential impact for this segment would be lessened to low.
Approximately 0.6 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 15 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 | as it descends into and ascends out of the Gooseberry graben.
Approximately 2.0 miles of moderate impacts could occur along Segment 1. Moderate
impacts could also result along Segment 3b as described for Burnout Canyon Route (1).
Low impacts (1.3 miles) could result at the head of Cabin Hollow, on slopes east of the
Gooseberry graben, and on the ridge north of Swens Canyon. The Gooseberry Route
would provide an opportunity to avoid and reclaim the two areas of unstable land along
Segment 2%,

Valley Camp Triangle Connector (1) - Construction of new pipeline could result in
0.6 mile of low impact along Segment 5/6. The Forest Service believes the segment
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(Miles of entire route/Miles of new pipeline)

TABLE 4-2
SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS: GEOLOGICAL HAZARDS

Alternative A
No-Action

Alternative B
Leave in Place,
Full Extraction
Mining

Alternative C
Burnout Canyon (1)

Burnout Canyon (2)
Burnout Canyon (3)
Burnout Canyon (4)

Alternative D
Gooseberry Route

Valley Camp Triangle
Connectors
{1)
(2)
(3)

Alternative E
Winter Quarters (1)
(with Segments 19* and 23*)

Winter Quarters (2)
(with Segment 19%*)

13.5/NA

13.5/4.25

14.9/5.7
15.1/5.2
15.1/5.9

'15.3/5.4

16.7/12.6

1.0 /0.6
0.9 /0.6
0.5 /0.5

16.1/12.4
20.2/12.4

17.2/12.2
20.0/12.2

0.7/NA

0.

0.

0.

0.

0.

0.

7/0.

7/0.

7/0.

7/0.

7/0.

6/0.

.0/0.
0.4/0.
.0/0.

Identifiable Comments

No

Moderate Low
4.3/NA 1.8/NA 6.7 /NA
4.3/0.6 1.8/0. 6.7 /3.15
4.2/0.6 1.2/0. 8.8 /4.8
4.5/0.9 1.1/0. 8.8 /4.1
4.0/0.4 3.7/2.8 6.7 /2.7
4.5/0.9 3.2/2.3 6.9 /2.2
3.4/2.0 2.2/1. 10.5/8.7
0.1/0.0 0.9/0. 0.0 /0.0
0.0/0.0 0.4/0. 0.1 /0.1
0.0/0.0 0.5/0. 0.0 /0.0

3/0.3 2.4/2.4 10.7/9.7
3.3/0.3 3.3/2. 12.9/9.7
3.1/0.7 2.8/2. 10.6/9.1

7/0.7 .3/2. 12.3/9.1

land instability along Segment

land instability along Segment

land instability along Segments
and 3b.

land instability along Segments
and 3b.

land instability along Segments
24, and 3b.

land instability along Segments
24, and 3b.

land instability and seep areas
along Segment 1 and 3b.

no land instability identified
seeps, springs along Segment 8
no land instability identified

land instability along Segment
land instability along Segment

land instability along Segment
land instability along Segment

12*

12*

12*

12*

12*

12*

Note: Table reflects long-term impacts only.



(modified through mitigation) would avoid all unstable areas, seeps, springs. Segments 7*
and 10* 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 10* is part of the existing route.

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

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (1) - 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 12%*, No new impacts would occur along associated Segments 19%* and
23*,

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (2) - 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 (1) and Segment 21 north of Broads Canyon.
Low impacts (2.4 miles) could result along Segment 20 as described under the Winter
Quarters Route (1). No new impacts would occur along associated Segment 19%,

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 extractability of the
recoverable coal reserves and consequent effects related to value and royalties lost or
gainec;, and the effects of mining activities 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,
strikes, 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. If 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 reflected 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 affected by the entire existing
pipeline route has a value of $690 million ($55.2 million in Federal royalties) and the coal
beneath the existing pipeline within the Skyline Mine permit area has a value of $372.5
million ($29.8 million in Federal royalties).

Segment 23* impacts recoverable coal reserves within Federal Coal Lease SL-062605.
Segment 19% and part of Segment 10* impact recoverable coal reserves in the Valley
Camp Belina Mine permit area. An igneous dike zone precludes some development under
Segment 10*. Segment 7% crosses a small amount of recoverable coal that could be
mined from the Skyline Mine.

Segments 18* and 17* limit planned mining activity at the Skyline Mine. The BLM has
determined that the feasible development of 10 longwall panels in 3 minable seams is
prohibited by the existing pipeline along Segment 18*. Segment l7* 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 seams, the potential for pipeline subsidence is enhanced and liability could be a
problem.

Segment 13* and the southernmost j mile of Segment 12* 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 12*, 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 $372.5 million and
royalties of $29.8 million. The mining of adjacent panels sequentially would be much
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TABLE 4-3
ESTIMATES OF RECOVERABLE COAL AND VALUE LOST BY ROUTE

ENTIRE ROUTE | AFFECTED PORTION OF ROUTE
8% FEDERAL | 8% FEDERAL
COAL VALUE ROYALTY I COAL VALUE ROYALTY
Route (mmt) (million $) (million §) | (mmt) (million $) (million §)
Alternative A ‘
No-Action 27.6 690.0 55.2 i 14.9 372.5 29.8
|
Alternative B |
Leave in Place, 12.7 317.5 25.4 | 0.0 0.0 0.0
Full Extraction |
Mining |
l
l
Burnout Canyon (1) 14.7 367.5 29.4 | 2.6 65.0 5.2
l
Burnout Canyon (2) 17.4 435.0 34.8 | 2.9 72.5 5.8
l
Burnout Canyon (3) 14.7 367.5 29.4 | 2.6 65.0 5.2
1
Burnout Canyon (4) 17.4 435.0 34.8 | 2.9 72.5 5.8
I
Alternative D |
Gooseberry Route 11.8 295.0 1.0 | 9.6 240.0 14.6
|
Valley Camp Triangle |
Connectors |
(1) 0.6 15.0 1.2 | 0.0 0.0 0
(2) 2.1 52.5 4.2 | 1 45.0 3.6
(3) 1.4 35.0 2.8 | 1.4 35.0 2.8
|
Alternative E |
Winter Quarters (1) 22.5 562.5 38.0 | 17.4 435.0 27.8
(with Segments 19* and 23*) 24.7 617.5 42.4 | 17.4 435.0 27.8
|
Winter Quarters (2) 17.6 440.0 26.6 l 11.6 290.0 14.6
(with Segment 19%) 18.9 472.5 29.2 ] 11.6 290.0 14.6
lofl



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 Skyline Mine. An
estimated 12.7 mmt of recoverable coal with an estimated value of $317.5 million and
Federal royalties of $25.4 million would still be impacted by Segments 23%, 19%, 10%, 7%,
13%, and 12* of the existing route and may pose the potential for future pipeline
relocation or lost coal.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (1) - This proposed route was developed to locate
the pipeline in areas that would have little effect on present mining operations. The
entire route would impact approximately 14.7 mmt of recoverable coal with an estimated
value of $367.5 million and Federal royalties of $29.4 million. The area which would be
impacted by construction contains approximately 2.6 mmt with an estimated value of $65
million and Federal royalties of $5.2 million. Refer to the description of the Alternative
A regarding Segments 23%, 19%, 10%, 7%, 13* and 12*, which pose the potential for
future lost coal or pipeline relocation. Segments 16 and 2, the southern portion of
Segment 14, 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 off the Skyline Mine permit area could cause future pipeline
relocation. Under Skyline Mine's 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 14 would affect future recovery in the area with a medium-to-high
potential for development.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (2) - The entire route would impact approximately
17.4 mmt of recoverable coal with an estimated value of $435 million and Federal
royalties of $34.8 million. The area that would be impacted by construction contains
approximately 2.9 mmt of recoverable coal with an estimated value of $72.5 million and
Federal royalties of $5.8 million. The only difference between Burnout Canyon Routes
(1) 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 maintain a
good mine design, a substantial reduction in coal recovery would be expected. Segments
7%, 10%, 12%, [3%, 7%, |9% and 23* 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 (1).

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon 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
11.8 mmt of recoverable coal with an estimated value of $295 million and Federal
royalties of $19.0 million. The area that would be impacted by construction contains
approximately 9.6 mmt with an estimated value of $240 million and Federal royalties of
$14.6 million. The coal under the majority of Segment | 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 | 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 .75-mile portion of this segment near Swens' 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 (1) and Segments 7%, 10%,
19%, and 23* are discussed under Alternative A.

Valley Camp Triangle Connector (1) - The entire connector would impact approximately
0.6 mmt of recoverable coal with an estimated value of $15.0 million and Federal
royalties of $1.2 million. To avoid impacting recoverable coal, the original alignment
was realigned along the Connellville fault zone where no mining would occur. As a
result, no identifiable impacts to the coal resources would occur along Segment 5/6.
Segments 7* and 10* are discussed under Alternative A.

Valley Camp Triangle Connector (2) - The entire connector would impact approximately
2.1 mmt with an estimated value of $52.5 million and Federal royalties of $4.2 million.
New pipeline would impact approximately 1.8 mmt with an estimated value of $ 45
million and Federal royalties of $3.6 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 10% 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 $35 million and Federal royalties of
$2.8 million. Beneath Segment 9, coal has been mined from the Belina Mine No. |.
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 (1) - The entire route and associated
Segments 19* and 23* would impact approximately 24.7 mmt of recoverable coal with an
estimated value or $617.5 and Federal royalties of $42.4 million. The area that would be
impacted by new pipeline contains approximately 17.4 mmt with an estimated value of
$435 million and Federal royalties of $27.8 million. The southeasternmost 0.5 mile of
Segment 12* 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 for development because it is
accessible from the existing Skyline Mine. The west central portion of Segment 20
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. Segment 22
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 affected by
possible future mining.



Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (2) - The entire route and associated Segment 19%
would impact approximately 18.9 mmt of recoverable coal with an estimated value of
$472.5 million and Federal royalties of $29.2 million. The area that would be impacted
by new pipeline contains approximately 11.6 mmt with a value of $290 million and
Federal royalties of $14.6 million. Refer to Winter Quarters Route (1) for a description
of Segment 20 and to Alternative A for a description of Segments 23* and 12*. The
northernmost .75 mile of Segment 21 would impact recoverable reserves with a low-to-
medium potential for development. The remainder of Segment 21 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 (high 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. All 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




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 12*, 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
Segment 18%, and on the ridge east of Burnout Canyon along Segments 9 and 10*.
Moderate, short-term impacts also could occur on the ridge east of Mud Creek along
Segments 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 23*. Potentially low, short-term impacts could occur in the remainder
of the area impacted by pipeline construction.

Impacts to soils in riparian areas could occur in dry meadow areas (meadow soils that are
wet only 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 susceptibil-
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
e a substantial adverse change or stress to the soil

e loss of soil productivity to the extent that vegetation would be difficuit to
reestablish and grow

Moderate Impacts
e a potential small change or stress to the soil

® loss of soil productivity to the extent that vegetation is able to grow, but not to
previous ability

Low Impacts
e soils in areas of low erosional potential

e loss of small amount of soil productivity
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No Identifiable Impacts
e soils with slight erosional hazard

e 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 - No-Action - Approximately 0.7 mile of moderate long-term impact
currently exists along Segment 12* 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 12* 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 (1) - Along the entire route, approximately
0.7 mile of moderate long-term impacts currently exist along Segment 12* 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 for slope failure, the alignment of Segment 3b would be moved downslope.
Although the alignment is moved, low long-term impacts could still 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. If this route is selected, the abandoned portion of the existing
right-of-way would be reclaimed and improved.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (2) - The impacts would be the same as Burnout
Canyon Route (1) 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 (1), except 5.9 miles of low
long-term impact could occur from pipeline construction.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (4) - Mitigation measures would be employed to
reduce impacts from unstable slopes along Segments 3b 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 from
pipeline construction activities could occur along 0.6 mile of unstable slopes east of
Gooseberry graben and along seep areas east of Skyline Drive. The remaining 12.0 miles
of the affected portion of the route would receive low long-term impacts. Short-term
moderate impacts would occur along .4 miles of riparian area in Upper Huntington
Canyon and Burnout Canyon. If this route is selected, the unstable areas (0.7 mile) along
Segment 12* would be reclaimed providing an opportunity to improve the areas and lower
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 Camp Connector (1) - Along the entire connector, approximately | mile of low
long-term impacts could occur, of which 0.6 mile would be from construction of pipeline.

Valley Camp Connector (2) - Approximately 0.4 mile of moderate long-term impact could
occur from 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.

Valley 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 - Winter Quarters Route (1) - Along the entire route, approximately
0.7 mile of moderate long-term impact currently exists along Segment 12* as described
in Alternative A. Low long-term impacts would occur along the entire 12.4 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. If
this route is selected, the abandoned portion of the existing alignment would be
reclaimed and improved. No new impacts would occur along associated Segments 19*
and 23%,

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (2) - Same as Winter Quarters Route (1), except
2.7 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. ‘

Increases in runoff were estimated using a computer program provided by the Forest
Service that calculates the total volume of runoff and the peak flow rate. A storm of 6
hours and a recurrence interval of 10 years (1.6 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 POTENTIAL IMPACTS: SOILS
(Miles of entire route/Miles of new pipeline)

Route Miles High Moderate Low Identifiable Comments

Alternative A
No-Action 13.5/NA 0.0/NA 0.7/NA 12.8/NA 0.0/NA land instability along Segment 12*

Alternative B

Leave in Place, 13.5/4.25 0.0/0.0 0.7/0.0 12.8/4.25 0.0/0.0 land instability along Segment 12*
Full Extraction
Mining

Alternative C

Burnout Canyon (1) 14.9/5.7 0.0/0.0 0.7/0.0 14.2/5.7 0.0/0.0 land instability along Segments 12*
and 3b.

Burnout Canyon (2) 15.1/5.2 0.0/0.0 0.7/0.0 14.4/5.2 0.0/0.0 land instability along Segments 12*
and 3b.

Burnout Canyon (3) 15.1/5.9 0.0/0.0 0.7/0.0 14.4/5.9 0.0/0.0 land instability along Segments 12*
24, and 3b.

Burnout Canyon (4) 15.3/5.4 0.0/0.0 0.7/0.0 14.6/5.4 0.0/0.0 land instability along Segments 12*
24, and 3b.

Alternative D
Gooseberry Route 16.7/12.6 0.0/0.0 0.6/0.6 16.1/12.0 0.0/0.0 land instability and seep areas

along Segment 1
Valley Camp Triangle

Connectors

(1) 1.0 /0.6 0.0/0.0 0.0/0.0 1.0 /0.6 0.0/0.0 no land instability identified
(2) 0.9 /0.8 0.0/0.0 0.4/0.4 0.5 /0.2 0.0/0.0 seeps, springs along Segment 8
(3) 0.5 /0.5 0.0/0.0 0.0/0.0 0.5 /0.5 0.0/0.0 no land instability identified

Alternative E
Winter Quarters (1) 16.1/12.4 0.0/0.0 0.7/0.0 15.4/12.4 0.0/0.0 land instability along Segment 12*
(with Segments 19* and 23*) 20.2/12.4 0.0/0.0 0.7/0.0 19.5/12.4 0.0/0.0 land instability along Segment 12*

Winter Quarters (2) 17.2/12.2  0.0/0.0 0.7/0.0 16.5/12.2 0.0/0.0 land instability along Segment 12*
(with Segment 19%) 20.0/12.2 0.0/0.0 0.7/0.0 19.3/12.2 0.0/0.0 land instability along Segment 12*

Note: Table reflects long-term impacts only.
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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 runoff
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 subwatersheds were
used in this analysis. The first estimated sediment yield for the worst case situation on
the Japanese Creek subwatershed (along Segment 1). The second estimated sediment
yield in the Electric Lake subwatershed for the proposed Burnout Canyon Route (includes
Segments 2, 3a, 3b, 4, 9, and most of 16). Both watersheds used a 50-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
the proposed project would probably occur near stream crossings from water flowing
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 50-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 Routes
is estimated to be approximately 0.27 ton and 0.12 ton, respectively. These values are
approximately 0.02 percent and 0.01 percent of the annual sediment yield for the
Electric Lake watershed, for 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 areas and important to statewide fishery restocking programs, even a small
increase of sediment could have the potential to cause a substantial impact on the
fisheries.

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 (Waddell et al. 1985). Extending
the worst case situation on the Japanese Creek subwatershed to the longest proposed
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 from this project 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 stream flow. Impacts
to fisheries in future years would be moderate due to silting in of the spawning gravels.

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
during construction in accordance with Executive Order 11988. Discharge volumes for
the 500-year flood event, obtained from the Forest Service, are 159 cubic feet per
second (cfs) at The Kitchen, 233 cfs at the mouth of Swens Canyon, 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 the discharge by the
flow velocity, the cross-sectional area that would be inundated by the water is 33 square
feet at The Kitchen, about 50 square feet at the mouth of Swens Canyon, and about 60
square feet at the mouth of Burnout Canyon. Considering the valley bottom geometry of
Upper Huntington Canyon, the 500-year floodplain lies in the low areas about 50 feet
from the stream channel.

The proposed Gooseberry Narrows Project is located just south of the Gooseberry Creek
crossing on Segment 1. No conflicts between the proposed Main Line No. 41 Reroute
Project and the proposed Gooseberry Narrows Project have been identified.

If 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 area of land failure, loss of
critical fish habitat, and a decrease in water quality affecting municipal drinking water.
The likelihood of slope failure occurrence is low for most of the project area.
Appropriate mitigation (Appendix A) and caution during construction is essential along
the slope west of Gooseberry Creek on Segment | and along the north slope of Burnout
Canyon on Segment 3b, if the toe of the slope is excavated. Criteria used to assess
potential impacts are summarized below.

High Impacts

e high increases in the amounts of sedimentation (approximately greater than 5
percent over existing conditions)




Moderate Impacts
® nonvegetated construction areas occurring within 500 feet of a perennial stream

e sedimentation increases between | and 5 percent

Low Impacts

e small increase of sediment (up to | percent)

No Identifiable Impact

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

e 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 mode! described
above.

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

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

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (1) - The long-term impacts along the entire
route would be low because with proper mitigation the impacted soils would revegetate
and sedimentation of the stream would be reduced to existing conditions. Moderate-to-
high short-term impacts (2.7 miles within 500 feet of the stream) from pipeline
construction would occur from the uppermost creek crossing to Electric Lake along
Upper Huntington Creek and moderate short-term impacts (0.6 mile) between the stream
crossing on Burnout Creek and Electric Lake. The spring area on the slope south of the
creek in Burnout Canyon would be avoided. From construction, the worst-case annual
sediment yield is estimated to be 0.27 tons for each of the 9 perennial stream crossings
in Upper Huntington Canyon and 0.19 tons for the | perennial stream crossing in Burnout
Canyon, until the impacted area is revegetated. Low short-term impacts could occur at
2 intermittent stream crossings north and east of The Kitchen (Segments 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 (2) - The impacts would be the same as Burnout
Canyon Route (1) except low short-term impacts could occur at one intermittent stream
crossing east of The Kitchen (Segments 15 and 16) if water is present or in the event of a
rainstorm.



Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (3) - The long-term impacts would be the same as
Burnout Canyon Route (1). Moderate-to-high short-term impacts (1.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 1 perennial stream crossing in Burnout Canyon.
Low short-term impacts at intermittent stream crossings at Little Swens Canyon and
Swens Canyon along Segment 24 would be the same as Burnout Canyon Route (1).

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (4) - The impacts would be the same as Burnout
Canyon Route (3) except low short-term impacts could occur at | intermittent stream
crossing east of The Kitchen (Segment 15) 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 Creek, 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 | 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 1.15 tons for the one perennial stream crossing on Gooseberry Creek, 0.12 tons for
the 4 perennial stream crossings in Upper Huntington Canyon (includes the crossing at
Swens Canyon), and 0.19 tons for the perennial stream 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 Camp Triangle Connectors (1) through (3) - The springs that exist along
Segments 5/6 and 8 would be avoided during construction. Impacts along all segments of
new pipeline would be low.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (1) - 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 19% and 23*,

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (2) - The long-term impacts would be the same as
Winter Quarters Route l. Moderate short-term impacts could occur along 1.8 miles near
Mud Creek between Broads Canyon and Magazine Canyon along Segment 21 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 | perennial
stream crossing on the creek in Winter Quarters Canyon, at 3 stream crossings on Mud
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TABLE 4-5
SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS: WATER

Number of Total Annual Total Annual
Riparian Perennial Erosion Sediment Yield
Route Area Crossings (1) (tons) (tons)
Alternative A
No-Action No riparian area impacted 0 0.00 0.00

Alternative B
Leave in Place, Full No riparian area impacted 0 0.00 0.00
Extraction Mining

Alternative C

Burnout Canyon (1) Upper Huntington Canyon 9 0.63 0.27
Burnout Canyon 1 0.18 0.19
Burnout Canyon (2) Upper Huntington Canyon 9 0.63 0.27
Burnout Canyon 1 0.18 0.19
Burnout Canyon (3) Upper Huntington Canyon 2 0.14 0.06
Burnout Canyon 1 0.18 0.19
Burnout Canyon (4) Upper Huntington Canyon 2 0.14 0.06
Burnout Canyon . 1 0.18 0.19

Alternative D

Gooseberry Route Upper Huntington Canyon 4 0.28 0.12
Burnout Canyon 1 0.18 0.18
Gooseberry Creek 1 1.38 1.15

Valley Camp Triangle Connectors

(1) No riparian area impacted 0 0.00 0.00
(2) No riparian area impacted 0 0.00 0.00
(3) No riparian area impacted 0 0.00 0.00

Alternative E

Winter Quarters (1) Winter Quarters Canyon 1 0.07 0.03
Mud Creek near Scofield 1 0.07 0.03
Winter Quarters (2) Winter Quarters Canyon 1 0.07 0.03
Mud Creek near Scofield 1 0.07 0.03
Mud Creek between Broads 3 0.21 0.09

Canyon and Magazine Canyon

(1) - Only perennial stream crossings impacted by pipeline construction are presented.

Note: Upper Huntington Canyon includes the stream crossing on the creek at the mouth of Swens Canyon. For stream
crossings in Upper Huntington Canyon, at the mouth of Winter Quarters Canyon, Mud Creek near Scofield, and
Mud Creek between Broads Canyon and Magazine Canyon the length of the area affected on each side of the stream
channel was estimated to be approximately 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 Gooseberry Creek was
estimated to be approximately 300 feet (steep slopes).
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Creek, and | 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 19%*,

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Riparian/Wetlands

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 | would cross Gooseberry Creek and Segments 2 and 16
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.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Routes (1) and (2) - Segments 2, 3a, 3b, and 16 have
potential for direct effects on riparian areas. Segment 3b would cross the Burnout
Canyon stream channel at | location. The pipeline could be installed with minimum
impact.

Segments 2 and 16 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 changed, 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 19* and 23*.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (3) and (4) - This route differs from Burnout
Canyon Routes (1) and (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 | 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 has
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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,
19*, and 23*, which are also part of the Gooseberry Route.

Valley Camp Triangle Connectors (1) through (3) - The majority of these routes would be
located in dense coniferous forest. There are no riparian habitats.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (1) - Segment 20 would cross Winter Quarters
Creek and Mud Creek in Pleasant Valley. The area has been heavily disturbed and, thus,
additional disturbance is considered to be a minor impact. Segment 22 would avoid the
Mud Creek riparian area, therefore Winter Quarters Route (1) would have less potential
impact to riparian habitat than Winter Quarters Route (2).

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (2) - Refer to description of Segment 20 above.
Segment 21 would parallel Mud Creek north of the town of Clear Creek. These riparian
areas are in excellent condition. With proper revegetation, long-term adverse effects on
the riparian area could be avoided.

Rangeland

Grazing use would be impacted from several project-related activities. Clearing of the
rights-of-way would reduce the amount of forage available until the area is 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 specific right-of-way alignment in the
various allotments.

Impacts would also occur by grazing-revegetation interactions, whereby successful
revegetation may take a longer period and require reseeding if heavily grazed.
Conversely, grazing use reduction could occur if restrictions (e.g., fencing) are required
to reduce livestock pressure on revegetated areas.

The use of livestock restriction measures should be done on a cooperative basis between
the project proponent and the Forest Service livestock operator for each allotment to
help reduce these impacts.

Alternative A - No-Action - Alternative A would have little impact on existing rangeland
resources that occur on the right-of-way, except for the opportunity to improve range on
some 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 11.8 animal unit months (AUMs). Construction
during the July 1 to September 30 use period could affect normal use patterns. Minor
impacts to existing forage would occur during construction and operations 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
AUMs along Burnout Canyon Routes (1) and (3) and 13.2 AUMs along Burnout Canyon
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Routes (2) and (4). Sheep grazing could be affected by construction activities if this
occurs during the July | 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 Gooseberry 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 establishment 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 reduce livestock
access.

Valley Camp Triangle Connectors (1) through (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 (1), 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 (1), 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 in
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 14.1 AUMs
along Winter Quarters Route (1) and 15 AUMs along Winter Quarters Route (2). No
additional AUMs would be affected along associated Segments 19* or 23*%,

Timber

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

For any reroute, reestablishing existing timber volumes would be long term (over 100
years). With successful reforestation, reestablishment of wood-fiber production would be
short term (5 to 10 years). Some of the impacts would be offset 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 economic
benefit, 25 percent of all timber receipts would go to the respective counties.

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

Alternative B - Leave in Place, Full Extraction Mining - The construction of a surface

redundant pipeline could cause minor impacts in some areas 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 Canyon Routes - Right-of-way clearance would affect
approximately 424 thousand board feet (mbf) of timber resources along Burnout Canyon
Routes (1) and (3) and 410.6 mbf along Burnout Canyon Routes (2) and (ts.

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

Valley Camp Triangle Connectors (1) through (3) - Spruce-fir forests occur on almost the
entire length of each segment. Right-of-way clearance could affect 127 mbf along
Connectors (1) and (2), and 71.1 mbf along Connector (3).

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Routes (1) and (2) - Spruce-fir and aspen timber is
especially prominent at the higher elevations of these routes. Right-of-way clearance
could affect approximately 607 mbf along Winter Quarters Route (1§ and 811.9 mbf along
Winter Quarters Route (2). There is no timber within the existing right-of-way of
associated Segments 19* and 23%,

Aquatic Resources

For any of the alternative reroutes, minimal impacts to spawning habitat would occur in
1990 as construction would be allowed only after fry have left the gravel. However,
future-year classes would be adversely affected since some sediment would 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 reservoirs as is the
case with this project. (Estimated "worst-case" sediment yield is summarized 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 unstable areas proximal to streams would be avoided; all streams potentially
affected in the project area have on-site fisheries or are immediately upstream of
fisheries; the stream below each stream crossing would be impacted for about 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 pipeline alignment is within 50 feet of a perennial stream at
numerous locations and crosses the stream at more than 4 locations per stream mile.

Moderate-to-high impact - if the pipeline alignment is within 50 feet of a perennial

stream at numerous locations and crosses the stream between 2 and 4 locations per
stream mile,

Moderate impact - if the pipeline alignment is within 50 feet of a perennial stream at
numerous 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 feet from a
perennial stream.

Specific Descriptions

Alternative A - No-Action - Existing impacts occur in the areas of unstable land along
Segment 12*. 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 project 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 (1) and (2) - These routes would cross the stream
channel in Burnout Canyon at ! 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 result in
moderate-to-high impact to fisheries. 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 (4) - These routes would cross the stream
channel in Burnout Canyon in | 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 | 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
impacts 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 (l.4 miles).
Segment 3 also would cross the stream channel in Burnout Canyon at one location where
resulting impacts between the crossing and Electric Lake would be moderate (0.4 mile).
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Valley Camp Triangle Connectors (1) through (3) - There would be no effects to fisheries
along any of the Connectors.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (1) and (2) - 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
20). 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
Scofield would result in low-to-moderate impacts to the fisheries 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 0.5 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 21 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 19* or 23*,

There would be no moderate to high impacts along either route. Winter Quarters Route
(1) could result in 0.5 mile of moderate impacts and 1.0 mile of low impacts. Winter
Quarters Route (2) could 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 impacts 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 | would cross
Gooseberry Creek and Segments 2 and 16 would parallel Upper Huntington Creek,
Segment 20 would cross Mud Creek, Segment 21 would parallel Mud Creek, and
Segment 3a would cross Upper Huntington Creek.

Specific Descriptions

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

Alternative B - Leave in Place, Full Extraction Mining - Some disturbance to wildlife
habitat would be anticipated, if the redundant pipeline is constructed.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (1) - Segments 2, 3a, 3b, and 16 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
from 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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Altem?tive C - Burnout Canyon Route (2) - Impacts are the same as Burnout Canyon
Route (1).

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (3) - This route would have less impact on riparian
habitat than Burnout Canyon Routes (1) 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 | crosses Gooseberry Creek at a
particularly sensitive area (moderate-to-high impacts) with regard to wildlife habitat.
The short-term loss of willow production could adversely impact big game winter range
habitat.

Valley Camp Triangle Route Connectors (1) through (3) - There would be no identifiable
effect to wildlife resources along the Connectors.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (1) - 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 - Winter Quarters Route (2) - Impacts along Segment 20 are discussed
under Winter Quarters Route (1). Segment 2! 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 (Hymenoxys helenioides), a Federal candidate plant
for listing, may occur in the project area. Prior to construction, the Forest Service
botanist will field-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
have 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.
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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 construction 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 aggressive 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. Refer
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%, 10%, 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 (1) - Segments 12%, 13*, 19*% and 23* are part of
the existing route and would have no further impact on recreation. Segments 3a, 3b, and
14 would reduce the recreation experience for users that encounter disturbance along
these segments in remote areas. Segment l4 may become an undesirable intrusion to
future recreation users of the proposed campground (Crooked). However, construction of
the campground is not anticipated until after the year 2030. Segments 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
for those common segments described in the preceding route description. The only
difference is Segment 14 is replaced by Segments 15 and 17*. Segment 17%* is part of the
existing route and would have no further impact on recreation. However, Segment 15
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 (3) and (4) - The impacts along these routes
would be the same as Burnout Canyon Routes (1) and (2) respectively.

Alternative D - Gooseberry Route - Segments 19* and 23* are part of the existing route
and would have no further impact to recreation. Segments 3a and 3b would reduce 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 experience
sought by recreation users fishing along Upper Huntington Creek.

Segment | would adversely affect the undeveloped motorized recreation sites in the
vicinity of Gooseberry Campground. Segment | 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 (1) - Segments 7* and 10* are part of the existing route
and would have no impact on recreation. Segment 6 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 10*, part of the existing route, parallels a
recreation access road. Segment 4 would have minor effects to users' experience on a
recreation access road paralleled by this segment.

Valley Camp Trianglé Connector (3) - Both segments 4 and 9 would have minor effects to
users' experience on a recreation access road paralleled by this segment.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (1) - 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 20
crosses National Forest System lands and would cause minor impacts to recreational
use. No new impacts would occur along associated Segments 19% and 23%,

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (2) - Segments 12* and 23* are part of the
existing route and would have no impact on recreation. All of Segment 21 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 19%,

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 distance from 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:

High - 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

landscape setting.  Although 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.
Modifications are subordinate in the visual setting, or may not be noticeable.

Potential visual impacts to viewers were assessed based on the Visual Quality Objectives
(VQOs) reflected in the National Forest and BLM resource management plans. The 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 moderate 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 after applying
appropriate mitigation measures and revegetation. Selective thinning of trees along the
edge of the right-of-way would create "soft" right-of-way edges and natural appearing
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 - No-Action - This alternative would not further affect visual resources.

Alternative B - Leave in Place, Full Extraction Mining - The construction of a redundant
above-ground pipeline for 4.25 miles would cause strong visual contrast (high impact) in
the existing pipeline right-of-way on Segments 17* and 18*. Construction along these
segments would cause long-term visual impacts.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (1) - On Segments 2 and 16 and a portion of
Segment 3a, 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 aspen 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 14
would result in moderate short-term impacts. A small portion of this segment would be
visible from Utah Highway 264; however, views from the highway would be of short
duration. The portion of Segment 14 on the ridgeline would be unseen from any other
sensitive viewpoints.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (2) - The visual impacts described in the preceding
route description apply to this route, except that Segment 14 is replaced by Segments 15
and 17*. Segment 17* is part of the existing route. Moderate to strong visual contrasts
caused by tree removal along a portion of Segment 15 would result in moderate short-
term visual impacts visible to views from Utah Highway 264.
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TABLE 4-6
SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS: VISUAL
- (Miles)
TOTAL NO
ROUTE MILES HIGH MODERATE LOW IDENTIFIABLE COMMENTS
Alternative A 13.5 - - - 13.5
No-Action
Altemmative B
Leave in place, 135 425 - - 9.25 long-term impact on VQO of Partial
Full extraction mining Retention and to U-264 views
Alternative C .
Burnout Canyon (1) 14.6 - 28 29 9.2 short-term impacts to foreground
views of U-264
Burmout Canyon (2) 15.1 - 1.8 34 9.9 short-term impacts to foreground
views of U-264
Burnout Canyon (3) 15.1 - 3.0 28 9.2 mitigation and slope stabilization would result
in short-term moderate impacts to U-264
and the north end of Segment 24
Burnout Canyon (4) 153 - 2.1 3.2 9.9 short-term moderate impacts to recreation viewers
on Segment 14 (also see comment above)
Alternative D
Gooseberry Canyon 16.7 04 4.0 6.5 58 short-term impacts and possible
long-term impacts to U-264
and Gooseberry Campground
Valley Camp Triangle
Connectors
(1) 1.0 - - 0.6 04
2) 0.9 - 0.1 04 0.4
(3) 05 - 0.4 0.1 -
Altemative E
Winter Quarters (1) 16.1 0.5 0.7 2.7 12.2 possible long-term impacts to views from
(with Segments 19* & 23") 20.2 05 0.7 27 16.3 U-96 and residences in Scofield
Winter Quarters (2) 17.2 0.5 1.7 44 10.6 possible long-term impacts to views from
(with Segment 19%) 20.0 0.5 1.7 44 134 U-96 and residences in Scofield



Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Route (3) - Visual impacts for this route are described in
route (1) for common segments. Segment 24 replaces Segments 2, 3a, and 16 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 (4) - Visual impacts for this route are described in
route (2) for common segments. Also refer to the preceding paragraph for a description
for the visual impacts for Segment 24.

Alternative D - Gooseberry Route - Construction along a portion of route Segment |
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 contrasts 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 264 (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
resulting low visual impacts would be short-term.

Further moderate contrasts from clearing stands of aspen and mixed conifer along Seg-
ment 3b in Burnout Canyon would result in moderate visual impacts.

Valley Camp Triangle Connector (1) - Moderate visual contrasts would result from the
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 affected by

construction along this segment. Similar contrasts would result where Segment 4 crosses
this road.

Valley Camp Triangle Connector (3) - Construction along Segment 9 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 would be expected to be short-
term.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (1) - 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 to high
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impacts to views. The portion of this segment that would cut through trees along the top
of Winter Quarters Ridge would result in moderate visual contrasts; however, the
resulting impacts would be low because the area is not visible from sensitive
viewpoints. 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 23*.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Route (2) - Visual impacts for Segment 20 for this route
are described in the preceding description. Strong visual contrasts would be expected to
result from pipeline construction on a portion of Segment 21 where it would descend the
steep-sloped 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 by soil
instability and slumping. No new impacts would occur along associated Segment 19%,

NOISE

Short-term impacts associated with the noise from construction activities would be
anticipated. However, mitigation measures would require that construction occur during
periods of least disturbance to wildlife. The level and intensity of noise would be only an
annoyance in the natural rural setting.

SOCIOECONOMICS

If construction of the selected proposed route (if any) is not completed by the Fall of
1990, an additional 3 to 9 mmt of recoverable coal could be lost. Unanticipated
construction problems, strikes, adverse weather conditions, litigation, and surface right-
of-way and coal acquisition could cause delays unless mitigated 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 $24,300.

As discussed previously, if the pipeline is left 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 $29.8 million in royalties to the Federal and
State governments would not be realized if the pipeline is fully protected and the 14.9
mmt of coal under it are not mined. The loss of revenue generated by mining activities
(i.e., wages, benefits, supplies, taxes, equipment) excluding royalties would amount to
$291.4 million (based on extrapolated 1988 expenditures).

Alternative B - Leave in Place, Full Extraction Mining - Protecting the pipeline in place
over the Skyline Mine permit area involves some element of risk such as the possibility of
damage to the pipeline resulting in a stoppage of the natural gas flow and liability to
those end users whose gas supply would be curtailed. 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 service after interruption is estimated at $1 million.
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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 injury 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 $41,300.

Southern l.65-mile Portion (overlying 3 minable coal seams) - Installation of the
redundant line is projected to cost $1.3 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 $90,000 to remove the redundant line and reclaim the disturbed area.
The total construction cost of a redundant pipeline for the southern portion would be
$2.11 million.

Northern Portion - The northern portion within Skyline Mine's permit area is 2.6 miles-
long and would be undermined only once. Installation of the surface line and monitoring
would cost $1.993 million. Replacement of the line at the end of the project is estimated
at $759,000. Removal of the surface line and reclamation would be an additional
$138,000. The total construction costs for the northern portion would be $2.89 million.

The total projected costs for the southern and northern sections (including engineering,
legal permits, and FERC application) would be $5 million. Annual maintenance is
projected at $146,650 for 15 to 20 years. There would be no costs for coal or surface
right-of-way acquisition.

There are an estimated 27.6 mmt of recoverable coal beneath the entire route with an
estimated value of $690 million and Federal royalties of $55.2 million. Approximately
12.7 mmt of recoverable coal worth $317.5 million and Federal royalties of $25.4 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 $372.5 million and Federal royalties of $29.8 million.

An estimated 40 contract personnel and 10 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 65 percent of the employees are estimated as local hires, the beneficial impacts
upon the local labor force could be approximately $83,200. A nonunion contractor would
most likely bring his own employees, but could hire locally, Assuming that the nonunion
contractor hires 15 percent of his employees locally, the beneficial impact upon local
wages could be approximately $19,200 for a 20-day contract period.

Those pipeline workers not living in the area would purchase food, other goods, and

lodging locally. Estimated expenditures could range from $26,400 to $48,400 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 $1,920 to $8,320.

Assuming a multiplier of 2.5, beneficial impact from construction of the redundant
pipeline upon the local economies could range from $173,800 to $294,000.

Installation of the strain gauges would require 22 company personnel 90 days to
complete. No contract employees would be needed. Wages would be approximately
$108,900 and the beneficial impact upon local economies is estimated at $272,250.

Some additional coal could be lost or temporarily bypassed under Segment 18* 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 (1) or (2) would cost an estimated $2.2 million, $2.9 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 activity would be
scheduled during the third quarter of the year so as to minimize impact upon the
environment. An estimated 50 to 60 construction personnel and 12 to 15 company

personnel would be required to complete the work. Actual construction would be let on a

bid basis to a private contractor.

Total hourly wages to be spent during construction are estimated to range from $320,000
to $576,000 using a rate of $20.00 per hour for 50 employees working 40 days with up to
60 employees working 60 days. Assuming that the successful bid is made 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 from $208,000 to a high of
$374,000. A nonunion contractor would probably bring his own employees, but could hire
locally, though probably considerably fewer than a union contractor. Assuming that the
nonunion contractor hires 15 percent of his employees locally, the beneficial impact upon
local wages would range from almost $50,000 for a 40-day contract period to $86,000 for
a 60-day contract period.

Questar Pipeline estimates that 12 to 15 company employees would temporarily relocate
to the job site during construction. Those pipeline workers not living in the area, both
hourly and company employees, would purchase food, other goods, and lodging locally.
For the union contractor (hired locally) the estimated range of expenditures is about
$50,000 to almost $80,000 over the 40 to 60 day life of the project. This also assumes 15
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 $127,000 up to $218,000, including company personnel.

Finally, during the construction of the pipeline, the contractor would be purchasing
equipment usage locally. This includes rentals and fuel for heavy equipment. This is
projected to range from a low of $32,000 to a high of almost $67,000 over the duration of
the construction.

Local expenditures by the construction contractor could range from a low of $290,000 to

a high of $514,000 for a union contractor. For a nonunion contractor the range is
$209,000 to $364,000. Assuming a multiplier of 2.5, this indicates that the beneficial
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impact upon the local economies could range from $522,500 to $1.235 million over the
life of the project. :

Annual maintenance costs would be approximately $26,820. 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 (1)
and (3) with an estimated value of $367.5 million and Federal royalties of $29.4 million.
New pipeline would affect an estimated 2.6 mmt of recoverable coal with a value of $65
million and Federal royalties of $5.2 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 $435 million and Federal royalties of
$34.8 million. New pipeline would affect an estimated 2.9 mmt of recoverable coal with
an estimated value of $72.5 million and Federal royalties of $5.8 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 (1) through (3) - The estimated 2.1 mmt of recoverable-
coal beneath the entire Connector (1) has a value of $52.5 million and Federal royalties
of $4.2 million. New pipeline would affect 1.5 mmt of recoverable coal with a value of
$37.5 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
$52.5 million and Federal royalties of $4.2 million. New pipeline would affect 1.8 mmt
of recoverable coal with a value of $45 million and Federal royalties of $3.6 million.
Coal acquisition costs are estimated at $2.4 million.

The estimated l.4 mmt of recoverable coal beneath entire Connector (3) has a value of
$35 million and Federal royalties of $2.8 million. New pipeline would affect .4 mmt of
recoverable coal with a value of $35 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 beneficial
economic impacts due to construction upon the local economy. Capital expenditures
would range from $3.9 million to $4.14 million 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 151 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 | year
1992-1993).

During construction of either of the two alternatives, an estimated $640,000 to $864,000
in total hourly wages could be expended. This assumes an 80- to 90-day construction
period using one crew as described under Alternative C. A union contractor could
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generate between $416,000 to as high as $562,000 in wages. A nonunion contractor could
expend between $96,000 and $130,000 in local wages.

Purchase of food, other goods, and lodging locally could range from $101,000 to $110,000
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 $255,000
to a high of $327,000 could be expended if a very high percentage of pipeline personnel
relocated to the area during construction.

Local expenditures on equipment usage would also increase for these longer route alter-
natives. The range of expenditures is estimated to be $64,000 to $86,000.

It is estimated that a union contractor would contribute between $581,000 and $767,000
to the local economy. A nonunion contractor would expend between $415,000 and
$543,000 locally. Assuming a multiplier of 2.5, these data suggest a beneficial impact
upon the local economy ranging from $1,037,500 to $1,917,500 over the life of the
construction project.

Annual maintenance costs would be $30,060 for the entire Gooseberry Route, $36,360 for
the entire Winter Quarters Route (1) including Segments 19% and 23* that could not be

abandoned, and $36,000 for the entire Winter Quarters Route (2) including Segment 19%

that could not be abandoned.

The costs for construction, reclamation, and maintenance, and other impacts for 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 $4,612,800 for the Gooseberry Route, $11,464,640 for
Winter Quarters Route (1), and $6,264,000 for Winter Quarters Route (2). Beneath the
entire Gooseberry Route there are an estimated 11.8 mmt of recoverable coal with an
estimated value of $295 million and Federal royalties of $19.0 million. Beneath the area
of proposed new pipeline there are an estimated 9.6 mmt of recoverable coal with a
value of $240 million and Federal royalties of $14.6 million.

Beneath the entire Winter Quarters Route (1) including Segments 19* and 23* there are
an estimated 24.7 mmt of recoverable coal with an estimated value of $617.5 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 $435 million and Federal
royalties of $27.8 million.

Beneath the entire Winter Quarters Route (2) including associated Segment 19* there are
an estimated 18.9 mmt of recoverable coal with a value of $472.5 million and Federal
royalties of $29.2 million. Beneath the area of proposed new pipeline there are an
estimated 11.6 mmt of recoverable coal with a value of $290 million and Federal
royalties of $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.

4-32




Mine Employment 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 $90 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 million in wages and benefits now stay in the 3-county area; this could
increase to $13 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.
wages, benefits, supplies, equipment, taxes) with royalties excluded would amount to
$2.914 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, excavation 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 similar given
the nature of the project. Therefore, predicted impact levels mirror sensitivity
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 "Protection of Historic Properties" (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.




Alternatives A and B - No impacts to important cultural resources are predicted along
the existing route. If a redundant pipeline is constructed it is assumed that the effects
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 any
cultural 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-way, but these would be the result of a different
action. If temporary storage yards beyond the right-of-way were required as part of this
option, they would need to be surveyed to ensure that important cultural resources were
identified, evaluated, and properly treated.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Routes - Burnout Canyon Routes (1) or (2) could result in
2.1 miles of moderate potential impact related to the possibility of encountering
Pleistocene faunal remains. Burnout Canyon Routes (3) 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
Segment 24 where the proposed construction right-of-way deviates from the Highway 264
right-of-way.

Alternative D - Gooseberry Route - This route contains 2.2 miles evaluated as being

subject to low potential impact along an unsurveyed stretch of private land on Segment |-

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 (1) 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 - Winter Quarters Routes - Winter Quarters Route (1) would have 6.5 miles
of unsurveyed low potential impact, and 0.9 mile of moderate potential impact. Winter
Quarters Route (2) contains 5.1 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 Productivity

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. Productivity of the corridor with regard to
timber production and habitat and cover for wildlife will not be restored until 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 a contrast
to the visual characteristics of the surrounding views of Forest visitors. The recoverable
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TABLE 4-7
SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL IMPACTS: CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES
(Miles Crossed)
TOTAL NO
ROUTE MILES HIGH MODERATE LOW IDENTIFIABLE COMMENTS
Alternative A 13.5 - - - 135 no disturbance, unsurveyed
No-Action
Alternative B
Leave in place, 13.5 - - - 13.5 no disturbance, unsurveyed
Full extraction mining
Altemative C
Bumout Canyon (1) 14.9 - 2.1 - 12.8 segments surveyed, no cultural resources
located; moderate potential for buried
Pleistocene vertebrate remains
Bumout Canyon (2) 15.1 - 2.1 - 13.0 segments surveyed, no cuitural resources
located; moderate potential for buried
Pleistocene vertebrate remains
Bumout Canyon (3) 15.1 - 03 04 14.4 possible buried Pleistocene vertebrate
remains; unsurveyed
Bumout Canyon (4) 153 0.3 04 14.6 passible buried Pleistocene vertebrate
- remains; unsurveyed
Alternative D
Gooseberry Canyon 16.7 - 0.7 2.2 13.8 possible buried Pleistocene vertebrate remains
Valley Camp Triangle
Connectors
(1) 1.0 - - - 1.0 survey complete; no cuitural resources
(2) 0.9 - - - 0.9 survey complete; no cuitural resources
(3) 0.5 - - - 0.5 survey complete; no cultural resources
Alternative E
Winter Quarters (1) 16.1 - 0.9 6.5 8.7 possible buried Pleistocene vertebrate remains;
(with Segments 19* & 23°) 20.2 - 0.9 6.5 12.8 sites associated with railroad system; other
possible historic sites; unsurveyed
Winter Quarters (2) 17.2 1.8 1.3 5.1 9.0 possible bunied Pleistocene vertebrate remains;
(with Segment 19°) 20.0 1.8 1.3 5.1 11.8 sites associated with railroad system; other

possible historic sites; unsurveyed




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 discussed in this
document.

Alternative C - Burnout Canyon Routes (1) through (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 be affected 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 (1) through (3) - The effects 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 - Winter Quarters Routes (1) and (2) - The effects associated with
construction of the pipeline would be similar to the alternatives described above. Mud
Creek is spawning 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) would affect less riparian vegetation and make
fewer stream crossings consequently affecting fisheries less than Winter Quarters Route

(2).
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Irreversible and Irretrievable 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 left 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 Place, 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, which
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 (1) through (4) - 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. Although-

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
construction, 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
resources associated with the construction of the pipeline would be the same as described
for Alternative C.

Valley Camp Triangle Connectors (1) 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 identified during the intensive survey of the
Connectors; however, cultural resources may be discovered during construction and if
damaged or destroyed these resources cannot be recovered. Appropriate steps to
mitigate unforeseen adverse effects to cultural and paleontological resources are
specified in Attachment A of Appendix A.

Alternative E - Winter Quarters Routes (1) and (2) - The irreversible and irretrievable

commitment of resources associated with the construction of the pipeline would be the
same as described for Alternatives C and D above.
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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 $372.5 million would not be mined and the
8 percent royalties of $29.8 million to the Federal and State governments would not be
realized.

Alternative B - Leave in Place, 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
$29.8 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 subject 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 - Burnout Canyon Routes (1) through (4) - 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 following 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 visual contrasts) and
potential landsliding, both of which could add to the effects of previous impacts in the
area (e.g., 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 effects. Removal of vegetation proximal to a stream, disturbance to
unstable slopes and stream banks adjacent 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 affect 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 (3) and (4) 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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Valley Camp Triangle Connectors (1) through (3) - Cumulative effects 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 - Winter Quarters Routes (1) 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
affect high-quality fisheries to the extent of Alternatives C (1) 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.

4-38



Main Line No. 41
Reroute Project

GEOLOGY SOiLS

WATER

BIOLOGY *** LAND USE®®

RECOVER-

H - High Impact M - Moderate Impact L - Low Impact N - No-Identifiable Impact

@@ Includes consideration of timber, rangeland, and recreation.

@@ includes consideration of riparian areas, aquatic resources
other vegetation and wildlife.

L@ . oLoG OLS Jwarer 0GY US VISUAL CULTURAL ABLE mm::)qmw ; COMMENTS
ROUTE mﬂ A ~ ¢ A v (e (MILES) (ILes) memmw«mw costs G- Geology S - Soils W - Water
SEGMENTS T.II.— it ~ (! - Biol - Lanw se - Visual
Elulmloinfulmleinlu|m{c || S Fleinfaimlio|n]uimicin|uim|c]|n] _Mm.m m.ommmw p - Blotogy Lo tandy V- Visuat C - Cutturat
1 . 0.7/]128
ALTERNATWE 13.5 P\w\ 42/1-8/ bw 2 ' 135 13.2 135 NS&\ £.0 |6 | Land insubitity aloag Segmeat 12°.
A 0-0 |%.0/0.0,/0.0/0.0, 1/0.0,/0.0 D 74.G
|
0.7/143/41.8/16 1, 0.7, \2.8 B | Longerm rangetand lom. G - Lund sl Se .
ALTERNATIVE /35 2, 12771 | ke rnactadlos ity song Segment 12°.
B 4.25Vo.00.0\0.5)/405|  Vo.0l/as o) e 0-114.219.2)42 s 35  .0] 32 | sunia eicmion 12 o Gk w0
ALTERNATIVE
c - L
o) 4.9 mwc. 12/B% .‘w%\ 10/12/1:5 q , 7 Lhoss raffic delays U-264, eff dispersed recreat
N . A . X . s k i . \:. ort-term {4 ays - . effects on recreation
5.7 Voplo.e/odel Vooys. P VY el O1\4opf RBJ29[32] o RS G6| 4 s Shorterm impacs o foregromd views of U264
ANV 15.1 4.7/14.5/11-1/18. 0.7/ |44 10/12 310.9 104 \N{\\ instability Segments .nno B - 10 stream crossings; impacts w0
<2 Viohaball Violls AV AL N I e R I e S G I e
(3) Q w*.o e/l P/ 3.2 _ . W7 1 "
/ i 0 . 10 , , , . . ) = |- Shon-term traffic delays U-264, effects on dispersed recreati
59 Vbolha NV\N..~ hol53 /31 /o |(-0)0-1 14. 0.114.0)).0} |3.0]28[93 0-3{0.4faf 4 1 2.95 mﬁqﬁ.mﬁnﬁfﬁas?«zﬁﬁaawig on
15.3 0.7 &.W 3. 1.9 6.7 ﬁE. 3 /12 _ 7.4 yd mé_m& Segments 12¢ 4. B -3 sream ghﬂu impacts 10
) L Vbolbalhalfa f ol 3| 0l-0 0.9)34 o tysloay |z 3.2y0.00 10204 lne To| 265 | et maveiag wress.
. A4 74 . . ., < '
,1
- - L, - Shon waffic delays U-264 and Skyline Drive, effy -
ALTERNATIVE -7, 0b/34 N\ ;W 06 1¥ L ~\ Lalsalng - 0 - /1.8 users of ..Hn_ovomo Bo.bw..n& recreation uwﬁ.ﬂ.n v .o.mgoMunhnea
AN L B VRZR (ER 5 ho.210.414.01, 158 =.= ible long- i 0 U-264 and Gooseberry Cam;
D 2.0 Woulboliall]l Vhelho A S [02109|40<158) P22y g | S ﬁ._x,m ot ey v mcuies eyt - 6
stream crossingss; impacts 1o ripsrian and spawning areas.
_
VALLEY CAMP _,V
TRIANGLE
) 1.0 ~Jo qu 00 a&_.o C 06
/ i 0.2 ¥ -1 1.0 € - Survey plcte. no cultural 1 d
0-b_{/0-01/0.0|/p el0.0 5.0}/0. /0 .0 0.7 0.60.4 g 0.24
0.9 /oy o401 0.4/10.5 0. ) 5
NNV 0 0.2104 0-210.4 0. ’ N w.msza piete. no cultural focated
0.b Yo V010101 44/0.2 \Q A K 1.3 2.k> ,
5 0.0/10.0/10.-5/f0.© 0.0/1h.5 /. ,
\.Wv 0 P \ 9, 0 < fake 0410 0.5 ? " m - Survey complete, no cultural resources located.
0.2 Voolbolhslbo olbs o) ).y
ALTERNATIVE A
E
202 ~1/p2/33/ieY]  jo/ns 2/ 247 i
NC 7 WN \C 0.44.5]83 1.5 |H.ejo.5107127 163 0.916.5 5.6 ,Paanﬁ 19° and 23° na_..o.x gﬂ”ﬂ%mﬂ“&hzg_
NQ_M\& oo.wo uod.w QNW_* _NQ. o..\O _A_.NL . - - 3 MU\NQ nM:._QH :u:._.M ~e35—$mg U-96. V - Possible long-term
. . - - : - / /8. : views U-96 and resid in Scoficld.
(2) & Aravans 2\N wn mo 1.8 12.8(my rElEos) |44l 13|15 el T | 10,35 3 Land ity song Segmem 1o
. . . . . . 2. - il
|
AOH. AMM:»GI 3 .W @ lncludes acquisition, construction, and typical reclamation costs.
Affected Special site-specific mitigation or reclamation or abandoned
Avg " Portion right-ot-way not included.

Summary of Impacts

m TABLE 4-1

by Alternative
,
W

Dames & Moore




-

CHAPTER 5 - LIST OF PREPARERS

EIS PREPARATION

Dames & Moore Study 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.

Cindy L. Smith—Project Manager, Director of Environmental Services and Public In-
volvement Specialist
e BS degree in Liberal Arts and Sciences
e Completed graduate studies in anthropology and environmental planning
e 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.

Steve Meyer—Project Coordinator, Geographer/Planner and Technical Illustration Spe-
cialist
e BS and MA in Geography
e 1978 to present with Dames & Moore, participated in land use studies for U.S.
Census Bureau, formerly senior cartographer for St. Lawrence-Eastern Ontario
Commission, New York.

E. Linwood Smith—Senior Investigator/Biological Resource Studies, Director of Biologi-
cal Studies
e PhD in Zoology
e Eighteen years of experience as a professional biological consultant, served on the
faculties of University of Arizona and Arizona State University, owned and
operated biological consulting firm.

Loren R. Hettinger—Reclamation Planning/Soils Analysis, Senior Biologist
e MS in Biology from New Mexico State University
e PhD in Botany from University of Alberta (Canada)
e 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
e BS from Weber State College
MS from Utah State University
PhD from Brigham Young University
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
e BS in Biology from University of Wyoming
e MS in Zoology and Physiology Water from University of Wyoming
e Past Assistant Fisheries Biologist for Wyoming Fish and Game Department, and
Assistant Program Manager/Chevron USA and Amoco.
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Charles Condrat—Earth Resources, Earth Resources Specialist
e BS in Forestry from Utah State University
e MS in Water Science Utah State Univesity
e 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. Wallace—Geotechnical Engineer, Associate and Senior Project Engineer
e BS in Civil Engineering
e MS in Civil Engineering
e Registered professional engineer in nine states
e Over |5 years of experience in geotechnical consulting, 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

e BS in Geology
MS in Geology
Twenty years of experience in environmental planning and resources development
1973 to present, managed resource development mining projects world wide,
designed and managed mineral resource evaluation projects, providing project
management for large, interdisciplinary projects.

Clayton Spear—Soil Scientist, Subconsultant to Dames & Moore
e BS in Soil Science
e Soil scientist for Soil Conservation Service for 31 years
e 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

e BS in Landscape Architecture

e 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.

e Completed land use and visual studies for Caribou National Forest Timber Envi-
ronmental Assessment, and Conda-Pocatello Pipeline Project in southeastern
Idaho.

Barbara Lewis—Socioeconomics, Socioeconomic Specialist
e MS in Water Resources Management with concentration in Resource Economics
e Principal investigator for socioeconomic inventories and impact assessment for
several federal projects requiring compliance with NEPA.

Budd Hebert—Socioeconomics, Socioeconomic Specialist
e BS in Geography

e MS in Geography Planning

e PhD in Economic Geography

e Provide numerous economic analyses on several marketing projects, identifying
the major sectors of the economy and the location of production and consumption.

e Project economist for Corp for Engineers.

e 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

e PhD from Arizona State University

e Eighteen years of experience in graduate study, teaching, and archeological

research in the American Southwest and Mesoamerica.

e Principal investigator or project director for 12 archeological projects for Dames

& Moore.

Everett Bassett—Cultural Resources, Archaeologist for Dames & Moore

e Undergraduate degrees in Biology and History
e Twelve years of archaeological research experience in Egypt, the Sudan, and both

the east coast and southwestern regions of the United States.

e Extensive research and publishing in biological anthropology, worked as historical

and prehistorical archaeologist.

CONTRIBUTORS AND DOCUMENT REVIEWERS

Forest Service

Specialist

Walt Nowak

Carter Reed

Brent Barney
Becky Hammond
Dennis Kelly
Rod Player
Bruce Roberts

Robert Thompson

Dan Larsen
James Jensen
Glen Jackson
Leland Matheson

Stan McDonald

Specialty

Project Role

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 (ID) Team Leader

Supervisor's Office

Coordinator/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



Specialist Specialty

Project Role

Bureau of Land Management

Brent Northrup
Terry McParland
Jeff Cundick

Utah Division of Wildlife Resources

Larry Dalton
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Coal estimation
Coal estimation

Raptor survey
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CHAPTER 6 - CONSULTATION WITH OTHERS - PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 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 Pipeline's 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 11, 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 identified 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
public 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
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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 response, a 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

(801) 637-2817

The Forest Service reviewed and carefully considered all comments and responded to
those substantive comments that questioned findings of anglyses, 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
majority of the letters received expressed similar comments that do not require
responses. The comments are summarized below (refer to "Summary of Public
Comments"). 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.

Summary of Public Comments

The majority of the letters expressed 3 predominate comments, which are summarized
below and require no response.

e support Burnout Canyon Route

e concern about the socioeconomic impacts to the region if the mining operation as
planned is not allowed to proceed

e environmental analysis is adequate

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 | of the 4
Burnout Canyon Route alternatives. A few individuals indicated that although there
would be some inconvenience during construction (e.g., traffic delays), the temporary
inconvenience would be justified by the long-term advantages of using the preferred
route.
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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 benefit from the mined resource through royalties,
taxes, and jobs. If the 15 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 Route 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. (However, 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 affected. The answer to this question is provided on DEIS page
4-2, "Some summer forage for elk and mule deer would be temporarily lost." No other
impacts to big game are anticipated.
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TABLE 6-1

PUBLIC SCOPING MEETING ATTENDEES

Name

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

lof |

Representing

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



Commentor

TABLE 6-2

SUMMARY OF SCOPING COMMENTS

Comments

Response

Oral Comments Received at Public Meeting

Mark Bailey
Interested Public

Dale Stapley, Utah
Department of
Transportation

Emma Kuykendall
Carbon County
Commissioner

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
project decision and
construction?

lof 6

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.




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 million 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 acceptable

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:
(1) pipeline should not

be placed below high

20f 6

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
Chapters 3 and 4 under

"Water" and "Biological
Resources."

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.




Table 6-2 (continued)
Summary of Scoping Comments

Commentor Comments Response
Jody L. Willliams water line; (2) permittee regarding sedimentation.
(continued) should practice good Regarding gas leaks or

sediment control 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
(5) impacts to recreation
should be minimized
during construction and
revegetation activities.

Larry B. Dalton, Utah Concerned about adverse

Division of Wildlife impacts to nesting

Resources (DWR) 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."

Inventory of raptor nest
sites needed.

No disturbance to big
game parturition activi-
ties between May |5 and
July 15.

Sediment pollution must
be minimized to protect
fisheries. Suggests
mitigation measures.

30f6

discharges, natural gas is
highly insoluble in water.
Assuming methane character-
istics at 59°F, the solubil-

ity in wa_tfr is approximately
3.0X 10 5 mole fraction or
2.6 X 1077 Ib. gas per lb.
water. Refer to Appendix A
regarding emergency response
plan. Refer to Chapter 4,
"Land Use," 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 rehabilitation.

Survey completed by DWR
November 7, 1989.

Construction is scheduled for
Fall 1990.

Mitigation suggestions incorpo-
rated into environmental
analysis.




Table 6-2 (continued)
Summary of Scoping Comments

Commentor Comments

Response

Larry B. Dalton

Also suggests several
(continued)

off-site mitigation
measures.

Order of preference for
alternative: (1) use
existing alignment to
ensure delivery of gas,
(2) Burnout Canyon

Route (using Segment 11),

(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.

Vernal J. Mortensen
Coastal States Energy
Company

Provides descriptions and
comments on the alter-
natives including pro-
posed reroute locations.
Supports use of the
Burnout Canyon proposed
route.

Lauren O'Donnell, Stated FERC would not

Federal Energy have input to EIS under

Regulatory Commission current regulations.
Will act on Questar's
year-end filing,

4 of 6

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 1-1.




Table 6-2 (continued)
Summary of Scoping Comments

Commentor Comments Response
Skyline Property Represents about 200 Comments have been considered
Owners Association property owners in and addressed in this document.

Gooseberry Canyon sub-
division. Object to
proposal [Burnout
Canyon Route]:

(1) 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.
C.K. Blair Emphasizes that location
Questar Pipeline of pipeline is a critical
Company 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.

50f6

Although there could be delays
of 15 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.



Table 6-2 (continued)
Summary of Scoping Comments

Commentor Comments Response
Alan Bailey, Concerned about effect of = Comments have been noted and
Warren Bailey reroute on grazing: addressed in this document.
Perry Christensen (1) vegetation removal; Refer to Chapters 3 and 4,

(2) disturbance from
construction activities,
(3) restrictions during
revegetation, (4) stop-
page of traffic. Burnout
Canyon is best part of
[grazing] permit area.

George Nickas Supports decision to
Utah Wilderness prepare EIS. Locations
Association for reroute do seem

limited without knowledge
of extent of subsidence.
Consider route parallel
to Highway 96 and road
through Eccles Canyon,
and feasibility of
stabilizing pipeline in
place. Concerned about
Questar's preferred
Burnout Canyon Route:
(1) "promises unmitiga-
table damage to Upper
Huntington Creek, an
important trout spawning
stream" 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.

60f 6

Range; Appendix A regarding
construction activities;
Appendix A, Attachment A,
regarding mitigation and
construction stipulations.
Although there could be
traffic delays of 15 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.

4




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 Activities
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
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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
Bill Howell
Mayor of Moroni
Larry Freeman
City of Mt. Pleasant
Vern Fisher

Organizations

Utah Wilderness Association
Dick Carter

Slickrock County Council
Brent Griggs

Huntington Cleveland Irrigation
Varden Willson

Price River Water Improvement District
Phil Palmer

East Carbon Wildlife Federation
Kent Hintze

Skyline Property Owners Association
Diane Butler

20f 4




Table 6-3 (continued)
Project Mailing List and List of Agencies,
Organizations, and Persons to Whom EIS was Sent

Organizations (continued)

L.D.S. Church
Office of the Presiding Bishopric
David N. Peterson
Fairview Cattlemen's Association
Phillip E. Allred
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 Qil, 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, Inc.
Andrew King
Utah Fuel Company
Glen Zumwalt
Craig Hilton
Utah Power & Light
Legal Department
Jody Williams
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 6-4

QUESTAR MAIN LINE NO. 41 REROUTE AT SKYLINE MINE

Name

June 13, 1990

Louis J. Mele
Ken May

David Woodbury
John M. Garr
Hal E. Carter

June 14, 1990

Ray Nielsen
Kathy Axelgard
Bill 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

ATTENDEES AT OPEN HOUSE
June 13 and 14, 1990

Representing

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.
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TABLE 6-5
QUESTAR MAIN LINE NO. 41 REROUTE AT SKYLINE MINE
LIST OF COMMENTORS

All 89 of the letters received are listed on this table in the following order: Federal,
State, 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 1-2 of this document. Letters that cannot be easily summarized are reproduced
with responses on Table 1-3 (indicated by the asterisk (*) in the list below). Also, letters
from all agencies and elected officials are reproduced in Appendix A.

Number Commentor
Federal
l Congress of the United States

House of Representatives
Honorable Howard C. Nielson

2 * Department of the Army
Sacramento District Corps of Engineers
3 * Department of the Interior

Bureau of Land Management
Moab District

4 * Environmental Protection Agency
Region VIII

State
5 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
10 Utah House of Representatives
Honorable Mike Dmitrich, Representative
11 Utah House of Representatives
Honorable Ray Nielsen, Representative
12 Utah State Senate
Honorable Cary G. Peterson
State Majority Leader

O 00 N O
*
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Table 6-5 (continued)
Questar Main Line No. 41 Reroute at Skyline Mine
List of Commentors

County
Carbon County
13 Chamber of Commerce
Kathy Axelgard
Executive Director

14 County Commissioner
Emma Kuykendall
15 County Planner

Harold R. Marston
Sanpete County
16 J. Keller Christenson
County Commissioner

Local
17 City of Aurora
Mayor Larry P. Cosby
18 Fountain Green City
Mayor Dean F. Hansen
19 Moroni City Corporation
Mayor Larry Freeman
20 Spanish Fork City
Mayor Marie W. Huff
21 Spring City Corporation
Mayor Ron Christensen
22 Southeastern Utah Association of Local Governments
William D. Howell
Executive Director
Organizations
23 Colorado State University

The Libraries
Documents Department
24 The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints
Mia Shalom Executive Committee
President David N. Peterson

25 The Meridian School
Head of School
Lee Allen
Companies
26 Air-Lock Log Company, Inc.
Carl L. "Curly™ Swensen
27 Barney Trucking
Brad Barney
28 Beck's Appliance

Mark Allan Beck
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Table 6-5 (continued)

|

Questar Main Line No. 41 Reroute at Skyline Mine

List of Commentors

29
30
31
32

33
34

35

36*

37

38

39
40

41
42
43
4y *

Individuals
45
46
47
48
49
50

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
Mac's Mining Repair Service
Mac, Lynn, and Jeff Sitterud
NELCO Contractors, Inc.
Neil Frandsen
President
Pierce Oil Company, Inc.
Ellis L. Pierce
President
Questar Pipeline Company
Project Manager
C. K. Blair
Robinson Transport Inc.
Kim Robinson
Vice President
Rubber & Safety Supply Company, Inc.
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. Dary! Bagley and Family

Shanna P. Blood
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Table 6-5 (continued) l
Questar Main Line No. 41 Reroute at Skyline Mine
List of Commentors .
51 Ben Bringhurst
52 Karen S. Carter
53 Hal E. Carter I
54 Ray Christensen
55 Dan M. Corcoran ,
56 Robert L. Dalton '
57 Brad M. Farrer
58 Danny R. Henrie
59 Charles and La Ree Higginson
60 . Dick James .
61 Doug Johnson
62 Ross D. Johnson
63 Karl Kelley '
64 George W. and Lois M. Kenzy
65 David Erck Larsen
66 Lorraine Larson l
67 Verlen K. Love
68 Russell G. Madsen
69 Chad W. Meeks
70 Louis J. Mele l
71 Linda D. Mortensen
72 John A. Newman
73 Larry Olsen l
74 Steven Pierro
75 Brad Pitts
76 Dick Potochnik
77 Art G. Richardson '
78 Mr. and Mrs. DeWayne Schmutz
79 William W. Shriver, P.E.
&0 Joseph W. Sims l
81 Dale C. Sorensen
82 Daniel C. and Jill Stevenson
83 Brent D. Taylor '
34 Gary E. Taylor
&5 Karen Taylor
86 William R. Whitehead
87 Hal Williams l
88 Harry E. Wilson
89 Keith W. Zobell, Environmental Engineer '
4of 4 l
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CHAPTER 8 - GLOSSARY

Access (road)

Alignment

Alluvium

Alternative (action)
Alternative (corridor)
Ambient

Annual (ecology)
Aquifer

Archaeology

Archival

Argillaceous

Artifact

Aspect (soils and
vegetation)

Assessment (environment)

Authorized Officer

Backfill

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.



Background

Bedding Material

BLM
CFS

Centerline

Committed Mitigation

Community (biological)

Contrast

Contrast Rating

Corridor
Cultural Resources

Dike

Distance Zone

DWR

EIS

Emergent (vegetation)

That portion of the visual landscape lying between the
middleground limits 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 identified 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.
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Endangered Species

Environment

Ephemeral

Erosion

Ethnography

Eutrophication

Fault

Floodplain

Foreground

Foreground/middleground

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 Interior 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
affect 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 earth's 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.



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 Earth's 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 limits 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.g., 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 3,000 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 Invading plant species with no economic value, often a
harmful species.

Off-highway Vehicle (OHV) A vehicle (including four-wheel drive vehicles, trail
bikes, snowmobiles, etc., but excluding helicopters,
fixed-wing aircraft, and boats) capable of traveling off-
road over land, water, ice, snow, sand, marshes, etc.

One-hundred-year Flood A flood with a magnitude which may occur once very
one hundred years; a 1-in-100 chance of a certain area
being inundated during any year.

Overstory The upper canopy or canopies of plants. Usually refers
to trees, tall shrubs, and vines.

Paleontology The science that deals with the life of past geological
ages through the study of the fossil remains of
organisms.

Particulates Minute, separate particles, such as dust or other air

’ pollutants.

Perennial Lasting through a year or many years.

PLS Pure line seed.

Raptor A bird of prey.

Rare A plant or animal restricted in distribution. May be

locally abundant in a limited area or few in number over
a wide area.

Reconnaissance Preliminary examination or survey of a territory.

Recoverable Reserves 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.

Recreation Visitor Day (RVD) Recreational use of National Forest sites, or areas of
land or water, which aggregates 12 visitor hours. May
consist of | person for 12 hours, 12 persons for | hour,
or any equivalent combination of continuous or
intermittent recreation use by individuals or groups.

Redundant In the case of this project, duplication or repetition of a
pipeline to provide an alternative functional channel in
case of failure.

Region A large tract of land generally recognized as having
similar character types and physiographic types.
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Residual Impact

Right-of-way

Riparian

ROS

Route

Scenic-quality Class

Scenic-quality Rating Unit
(SQRU)

Seen Area

Segment

Seismicity

Seldom-seen Area

Selective Mitigation

Sensitivity

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 Spectrum.

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 features (landform, water, vegetation, and
structures and modifications) which separate it from
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 adjacent 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.



Set

Significant (impact)

Site

SMCRA

Spawning Gravels

Species

SPM

SPNM

Study Area

Threatened Species

Understory

Use Volume

Utility Corridor Management

Unit

Variety Class

Visual Management System

A subdivision of the overall routing network repre-
senting localized routing options. Each set is comprised
of two or more routes sharing common endpoints.

"Significant" 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-primitive motorized.
Semi-primitive nonmotorized.

A given geographical area delineated for specific 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 Objectives
Visual Resource Management

Classes (VRM)

Visual Sensitivity Levels

Visual Quality Objectives

Wetlands

The term used in this study to generally define 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 (BLM designation).

The index of the relative degree of user interest in
scenic quality and concern for 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-1 generally illustrates the pipeline construction
sequence. The right-of-way would be 60 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.

A contractor would be selected to supply the construction work force, anticipated to
peak at 50 workers. Construction crews would be bused to the job site from Price,
Utah. Construction camps would not be used.

Construction equipment is expected to consist of:

1 Motor Grader 2 Trackhoes

3 Cat Tractors 4 Side Boom Caterpillars

5 Welding Trucks 1 Ditching Machine

4 Tractor Trailers 1 Employee Bus

3 Two-Ton Trucks 1 Hydrostatic Test Pump

10 Pickup Trucks 2 Radiographic Inspection Units
| Seed Driller/Tractor Trucks

2 Backhoes

Right-of-Way Acquisition

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.

Temporary Use Permits

A 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, including burn pits, log decks, staging areas, etc. Archaeological and
Threatened and Endangered species clearances would be required where surface
disturbance will occur outside the previously cleared areas.



Survey

During the 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-way. All construction and vehicular traffic would be confined to the right-of-
way, 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.

Questar Pipeline would provide for the safety of the public entering or crossing the right-
of-way. This would include barricades for the open ditch, flagmen with communication
systems for single-lane roads without intervisible turnouts. Cattle crossing would be
maintained during construction, unless otherwise directed by the authorized officer, 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 safe and
efficient operation of construction equipment. However, 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 workpad 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 fitted 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 soften 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 would 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 sufficient, 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 Federal, State, and local codes and ordinances. Appropriate permits
would be secured by contractor prior to blasting. Blasting would conform to all
manufacturers' 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 from 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 topsoil 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 18-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 36 inches of coverage. The ditch would be
prepared to allow a minimum clearance of 24 inches between the 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 of ditching equipment may result in unnecessary damage or injury to
property crossed by the right-of-way, Questar Pipeline would use backhoes to excavate
the ditch.



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 effects 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 for
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-cut 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 to allow
continuation of traffic. To protect the pipe from damage due to external loading, the
pipe would be either cased or heavy-wall pipe would be installed at these crossings. At
all cased crossings, the carrier pipe would be insulated from the casing pipe, the casing
ends sealed, and the casing vented to the atmosphere. Figure A-4 illustrates typical road
and highway crossings.

Stringing and Bending

Pipe 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 joints 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 direction. Such bends
would be made by using an approved, cold, smooth bending machine having a
hydraulically-operated shoe to make the bend. Where the deflection of a bend exceeds
the allowable design limits for field-bent pipe, fabricated bends would be installed.

Welding

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 phases 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 control
personnel to determine the quality of each weld, in accordance with 49 CFR Part 192,
Minimum Federal Safety Standards for the Transportation of Natural and Other Gas by
Pipeline. Each weld would be subject to nondestructive inspections, a method of
inspection the internal structure of welds to determined the presence of defeats. A
contractor specialized and certified 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 would be either a thin epoxy resin coating applied by the manufacturer of the
pipe or a field applied tape wrap.

Lowering and Backfilling

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 then be lowered
into the ditch. Care would be taken to prevent any damage to the pipe coating during



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 backfilled first with topsoil being
returned last. Once the ditch is filled 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 REVEGETATION
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:

e leaving a 10-12 inch berm over the ditch to allow for settling
e water bar construction

e 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-way, 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-Way

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 crossings and other
structures would be removed.

The right-of-way would be restored to a condition acceptable to the authorized officer or
landowner. Waterbars would be constructed to: () ensure that unconsolidated soils do
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not erode from the disturbed right-of-way; (2) simulate the imaginary contour line of the
slope (ideally with a grade of | or 2 percent); (3) drain away from the 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.

Grade Spacing (feet)
< 2% ---

2% - 5% 100

6% - 10% 75
> 10% 50

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 with the adjacent area.

Revegetation

All areas disturbed, either indirectly by passage of construction equipment or directly by
ditching and backfilling, would be seeded with a mixture specified by the authorized .
officer or landowner. Seeding will be done, where Possible, 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
using 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
scarified 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.

A-7




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 110 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

Waste 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 lit

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 with 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 pipeline 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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Emergency 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
injury is severe or of such nature that the person should not be moved, the Questar
Pipeline project 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 fire 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 fire 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.

Equipment

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 may 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 is:
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e equipped with a turbine-driven exhaust supercharger

e multi-position engine, such as on chainsaws, which must operate in accordance
with applicable code

e passenger vehicle or light truck equipped with a factory designed muffler and
exhaust system in good working condition

e 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 fire is caused by the contractor or Questar
Pipeline, it would be immediately reported to the Forest Service.

OPERATIONS AND MAINTENANCE

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 required. Such
maintenance programs are in use for existing pipelines throughout Questar Pipeline's
system.

Repairs required because of minor corrosion and slight external damage to the pipe and
coating can often be made without interruption or with minimum interruption 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 major 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,

A-10



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 | year
prior to termination of operations and abandonment.
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ATTACHMENT A
TO
CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE PLAN

QUESTAR PIPELINE COMPANY
MAIN LINE NO. 41 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.

5.

A pre-construction meeting including the responsible company, Questar Pipeline,
representative(s), contractors, and the Forest Service must be conducted prior to
commencement of operations. Site-specific Forest Service requirements will be
discussed at this time.

All State and local permits must be obtained by the permittee, Questar Pipeline,
before implementing the project.

Stipulation for 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 I, 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
Agriculture's rules and regulations must be complied with for (1) all use and
occupancy of the NFS prior to approval of a permit/operation plan by the
Secretary of the Interior, (2) uses of all existing improvements, such as Forest
development 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 84501

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 required to
leave National Forest System lands in the case of any major conflict with these
stipulations.  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



8.

10.

lll
12.

13.

14,

15.

16.

markers must be approved by the proper authority. Replacement will be comple-
ted by the proper authority at the expense of the permittee.

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.

The Forest Service must be notified of any alterations to the COMP. Any changes
to the existing plan are subject to Forest Service review and approval.

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.

Unauthorized off-road vehicle travel is prohibited.

The Forest Service must be notified 48 hours in advance that heavy equipment will
be moved onto National Forest System lands and that surface-disturbing activities
will commence.

Operations must be coordinated with grazing permittees to prevent conflicts.

The permittee, Questar Pipeline, will be held responsible for all damage to fences,
cattleguards, resource improvements, roads, and other structures on National
Forest System lands, 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
specifications.

Establishment of campsites in conjunction with the project on National Forest
System lands will not be allowed unless approved by the Forest Service.

All gasoline, diesel, and steam-powered equipment must be equipped with effec-
tive spark arresters and mufflers. Spark arresters must meet Forest Service
specifications discussed in the General Purpose and Locomotive (GP/L) Spark
Arrester Guide, Volume |, April, 1988; and Multi-position Small Engine (MSE
Spark Arrester Guide, Volume 2, April, 1983. In addition, all electrical equipment
must be properly insulated to prevent sparks.

Fire suppression equipment must be available to all personnel working at the
project site and be used only for fire suppression. Equipment must include at least
one hand tool per crew member consisting of shovels, McClouds, chain saws, or
pulaskis and one properly rated fire extinguisher per vehicle and/or internal
combustion engine.

Smoking and warming fires will be prohibited except at designated places that
have been cleared of flammable material down to mineral soil.
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Explosives must be stored and handled in compliance with Federal, State, and
local rules and regulations governing the use of such items.

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 reported to the
Forest Service as soon as possible.

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.

A survey for sensitive plants will be conducted along the selected route during
July.

All trees and brush must be cleared as the first step for new access and site
construction.

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 interfere 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. If 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.

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.

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.
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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 disposed 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.

Disturbed areas in the construction corridor will have contours restored to pre-
construction conditions as near as technically possible.

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.

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, water
bars, silt fences, 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.

In areas of riparian vegetation and soils, the sod of native vegetation will be
removed, stockpiled, kept damp, and replaced immediately after construction to
be coordinated with the Forest Service on a case-by-case basis.

All major water crossings will be diverted through a temporary culvert with
trenching under the culvert to minimize turbidity. Crossings of minor tributaries
will be controlled using silt fences, straw bales, etc. Reclamation of all crossings
will be completed promptly. The springs proposed to be crossed in Segments 3b
and 6 will be avoided and not be disturbed, which may require shifting the
alignment.

Sediment traps will be installed below the three stream crossings.
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Silt fencing will be installed parallel to Burnout Creek immediately adjacent to
the north side of the creek and below culverts on Segment 24,

Place 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 greasy substances and any other contaminants from the the contractor's
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 project 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 contingency plan addressing a "quick-fix" mitigation
(construct a redundant pipeline, install strain gauges and/or expansion joints,
expose pipeline, or construct pipeline on surface using shock-absorbing pylons,
etc.) for the small area that could be impacted by Skyline Mine's first and second
conflicting panel or readjust Skyline's mining scenario by mining the Lower
O'Conner "B" 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. If 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).

The seed mix used for revegetation must be certified to have a minimum of 90
percent pure live seed (PLS) and a maximum of | percent weeds, none of which
are noxious.



Seed mix specifications:

Species Common Name Pounds/Acre

Seed mix for dry mountain sagebrush and timber sites:

Agropyron trachyculum Slender wheatgrass 2.0
Agropyron spicatum Blue bunch wheatgrass 2.0
Agropyron smithii Blue stem wheatgrass 2.0
Dactylis glomerata Orchard grass 2.0
Bromus inermis Smooth bromo grass 2.0
Alopecurus pratensis Meadow foxtail 1.0
Lolium perenne Perennial ryegrass 2.0
Aster adscendens Pacific aster 0.5
Medicago sativa ladak Ladak alfalfa 0.5
Astragalus cicer Milkvetch 0.5
14,5
Seed mix for riparian or wet sites:
Agropyron trachyculum Slender wheatgrass 2.0
Agropyron riparium Stream bank wheatgrass 2.0
Dactylis glomerata Orchard grass 2.0
Phleum pratensis Timothy 2.0
Festuca elatior Meadow fescue 2.0
Trifollium sp. Alsik or white clover 1.0
Aster adscendens : Pacific aster 0.5
IT.5
50. Tackify, place geotextile, mulch, and add fertilizer as appropriate. Questar
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Pipeline will coordinate with the Forest Service on a case-by-case basis.

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 seedling, each planting
spot will have an area, 24 inches by 24 inches, cleared of all vegetative materials
and debris down to mineral soil.

Retain scattered rocks, hummocks, and slash for tree seedling shading. Monitor
rodent (pocket gopher) activity. If rodent populations become excessive, rodent
control may become necessary.

Areas to be seeded will be cleared of debris and slash to the extent practical
(shrub species resprouting will be left), and all eroded surfaces and irregularities
will be repaired. Areas that have been compacted beyond acceptable limits will
be cultivated to a depth satisfactory to the Forest Service and left rough, prior to
applying seed, fertilizer, or muich.
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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 for 3 years after revegetation is considered
satisfactory by the Forest Service. Weedy species that currently occur commonly
in the project area are musk thistle (Carduus natans), white top (cardaria draba),
and Canada thistle (Cirsium arvens). Other weeds requiring control include Dyers
wood, toadflox (Linaria vulgaris), and Russian knapweed (Centaurea repens). Care
will be required to curtail the establishment of these species in disturbed areas
associated with the project.

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.

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.

Where Segment 3b emerges from Burnout Canyon and crosses the slope on the
north side of the canyon, the alignment will be moved south to the existing dirt
road. Segment 5/6 will be modified to protect coal resources and avoid wet,
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 14 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 northerly direction to tie back into Segment 4.

If the existing pipeline is abandoned and left 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.

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.

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
stream 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.

No harassment of wildlife and livestock will be allowed. Dogs or other pets will
be kept leashed at all times.

Construction, maintenance, and reclamation activities will be restricted during
the following periods unless otherwise allowed by the Forest Service as
determined on a case-by-case basis:
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- Holiday weekends

- Winter range for big game December | to April |5
- Big game parturition May 15 to July 5
- Big game hunts October 4 to October 21

(opening weekends)
- Until Yellowstone cutthroat
trout fry leave spawning
gravels (see item 59 above) September 15 (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 (1 mile at $2,500 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 project.

Obtain and place 50 cubic yards of spawning substrate (1/2" to 1") 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 ($250/structure) if deemed necessary. 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.

Reflective 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
feasible 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 officers will be provided with
instructional materials regarding the identification, value, legal protection, and
treatment of cultural and paleontological resources.




71.  Construction crews and equipment operators will immediately bring to the atten-

72.

tion of the authorizing officer any cultural or paleontological resources that may
be altered or destroyed by his/her operations, and will leave such discovery intact
until told to proceed by the Price District Ranger. The Authorized Officer will

evaluate the discoveries brought to his/her attention and take action to protect or
remove the resource. ~

A qualified paleontologist will be present during construction at segments identi-
fied as having high or moderate potential for containing Pleistocene faunal
remains to ensure that such resources are not adversely affected. If such remains

are encountered, work will stop and the Forest Service will be notified
immediately.
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APPENDIX B
DESCRIPTIONS OF PROPOSED ROUTE LOCATIONS

The proposed routing schemes being considered in this document include the existing
route, Burnout Canyon Route, Gooseberry Route, and Winter Quarters Route. Detailed
descriptions of the locations of these general routes are provided by segment below.

(NOTE: Asterisks following a segment number indicate that the segment is part of the
existing route.)

B-1
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FIGURE B-1. THE EXISTING ROUTE
Segments 12%, 13%, 17%, 18%, 7%, 10%, 19%, 23*

Segment 12* (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.12 S., R.5 E. (SLM) at the
headward side of the Cabin Hollow Creek Drainage. The plpelme 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 1,000 feet in elevation over the next
mile to the crossing at Gooseberry Creek, then ascends nearly 1,400 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 12*%. The roadway crosses the pipeline at numerous locations along the
segment.

Segment 13* (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 segment's 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 Hunt'ington 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 17%, constitute those
segments of the existing pipeline which are located within the Skyline Mine coal lease
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 7* and 10* (0.1 and 0.3 mile respectively) are part of the existing pipeline.
Segment 7* 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 | mile in the western end of the
component. At the eastern end of the segment, the topography descends nearly 1,100
feet over the last one-half 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 1,200 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 "The Elbow". This location marks the eastern extent of the proposed pipeline
E‘erou)te project and is situated in the southwestern quarter of Section 27, T.13 S, R.7 E.
SLM).
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FIGURE B-2. THE BURNOUT CANYON ROUTE

Segments 12*, 13%, 14, 17%, 16, 2, 3a, 3b, 4, 9, 19*, 23%; variation Segments 15, 5, 6, 7%,
8, 10%, 24

Segment [2* (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.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 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 1,000 feet in elevation over the
next mile to the crossing at Gooseberry Creek then ascends nearly 1,400 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 12*. The roadway crosses the pipeline at numerous locations along the
segment.

Segment [3* (1.4 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 segment's southeast corner where it is crossed.

Segment 14 (1.6 miles in length) trends southward from the existing pipeline into the
upper reaches of Upper Huntington Canyon above an area referred to as "The Kitchen".




Over the southernmost half mile of the segment, the proposed route descends over 500
feet and crosses two intermittent side tributaries of Upper Huntington Creek.

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
limits of an unnamed tributary of Upper Huntington Creek with little elevational
change. A gravelled road flanks the pipeline which is crossed at | point.

Segment 15 (l.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 "The
Kitchen". An intermittent tributary is crossed in the lower reaches of the segment.

Segment 16 (1.6 miles in length) descends along Upper Huntington Creek from the area
referred to as "The Kitchen" to just north of a perennial tributary entering from Swen's
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 adjacent 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 outlet 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 19%,

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 | mile at the western end of the
component. At the eastern end of the segment, the topography descends nearly 1,100
feet over the last one-half 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 1,200 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 "The Elbow". This location marks the eastern extent of the proposed pipeline
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reroute project and is situated in the southwestern quarter of Section 27, T.13 S., R.7 E.
(SLM).

Segment 5/6 (0.4 and 0.2 mile in length respectively) trend in a north/south direction. To
the south Segment 5/6 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 5/6 connects with Segment 7* and appears to be
relatively level.

Segment 8 (0.4 mile in length) would connect proposed Segment &4 with existing Segment
10* 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 horizontal siting 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 10* (0.1 and 0.3 mile respectively) are part of the existing pipeline.
Segment 7* 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 16 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 B-3. THE GOOSEBERRY ROUTE

Segments 1, 2, 3a, 3b, 4, 9, 19%, 23*; variation Segments 5, 6, 7*, 8, 10*

Segment | (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.l12 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 | 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 1 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.
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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 adjacent 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 (0.2 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 19%.

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 1,100
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 1,200 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 "The Elbow". This location marks the eastern extent of the proposed pipeline
Zerou)te project and is situated in the southwestern quarter of Section 27, T.13 S, R.7 E.
SLM).

Segment 5/6 (0.6 mile in length) trend in a north/south direction. To the south
Segment 5/6 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 5/6 connects with Segment 7*, appears to be relatively
level.

Segment 8 (0.4 mile in length) would connect proposed Segment 4 with existing
Segment 10* 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 horizontal siting 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 10* (0.1 and 0.3 mile respectively) are part of the existing pipeline.

Segment 7* 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.
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FIGURE B-4. THE WINTER QUARTERS ROUTE

Segments 12%, 20, 21, 23*; variation Segment 22; associated Segment 19*

Segment 12* (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.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 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 1,000 feet in elevation over the

next mile to the crossing at Gooseberry Creek, then ascends nearly 1,400 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 [2*, 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 length along the upland reaches of Winter Quarters Ridge before descending
just west of Scofield to crossings situated at an unimproved two-track road, Winter
Quarters Creek and Mud Creek. After skirting the southern corporate limits of Scofield,
the segment turns southward just east of Mud Creek atop the ridgeline separating
Pleasant Valley on the west and UP Canyon to the east for the distance of 1.1 miles. At
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that point, the proposed segment turns east for .75 mile and then south for the remaining
distance. :

An unimproved two-track road would run adjacent to the proposed pipeline segment from
the vicinity of Scofield to the junction with either Segment 21 or 22,

Segment 21 (3.1 miles in length) descends the ridgeline north of Broads Canyon crossing
along its course 2 unimproved roads and the stream at the mouth of Broads Canyon
before reaching and crossing Mud Creek. The proposed pipeline segment then runs
upstream adjacent to and west of Mud Creek until the mouth of Slaughter House Canyon
where the pipeline crosses to the east side of the creek near an existing highway
culvert. The segment then continues upstream.to connect with the existing pipeline just
east of Utah State Highway 96.

Segment 23* (1.3 miles in length), part of the existing pipeline, differs in elevation by
over 1,200 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 "The 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 22 (3.3 miles in length) is an eastern alternative for the Winter Quarters
Route. The proposed segment instead of descending along the ridgeline of Broads Canyon
like Segment 21, sidles eastward and southward along the upper reaches of Broads
Canyon before rejoining the existing pipeline at "The Elbow". Unimproved two-track
roads exist adjacent to the proposed pipeline alignment.

Segment 19* (2.8 miles of existing pipeline) is not a part of either Winter Quarters
Routes (1) or (2). However, if either of these routes is selected, the existing pipeline of
Segment 19* cannot be abandoned as it is needed to supply gas to a tap line that joins
Main Line No. 41 at the western terminus of Segment 19*, Because this segment 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 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
1,100 feet over the last 0.5 mile, crossing State Highway 96 and Mud Creek near the
junction with Segment 23*,
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MANTI-LASAL NATIONAL FOREST
PROJECT SCOPING DOCUMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

DATE: 08/07/89 DISTRICT NAME: Price Ranger Dist. FILE CODE: 2720

1.

2.

PROJECT NAME: Questar Pipeline Co. Proposed Reroute of a Segment of
Mainline #»4]1 Gas Transmission Pipeline

RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL: George A. Morris, Forest Supervisor

PROPOSAL (WHO, WHAT, WHY, WHERE, HOW): Questar Pipeline Company has
proposed to reroute a 4.25 mile segment of the existing Mainline =41 Gas
Transmission Pipeline around the Skyline Coal Mine Permit Area to avoid
potential damages from mining induced subsidence. The BLM and Coascal
States Energy Company (Mine Owner) estimate that approximately 15 million
tons of recoverable coal could be irreversibly and irretrievably lost in
order to protect the existing pipeline from subsidence. Questar Pipeline
Company and Coastal States Energy Company are cooperating in regard to this
proposal. Attachment 1 is a map which shows the proposed reroute and the
existing location of the pipeline.

Questar Pipeline Company and Coastal States Energy Company have proposed
that a third party environmental consultant prepare the NEPA document. The
Forest has determined that an EIS will be needed to adequately address the
proposal and alternatives. An initial review of the proposal has shown
that it could be consistent with the Forest Plan, however, a Forest Plan
amendment would be needed if the selected alternative involves modification
of the UC (Utility Corridor) Management Unit. The Forest Service ID ceam
will be responsible for determining Forest Service management concerns,
evaluating other alternatives, evaluating proposed environmental
consultants and specialists for approval, and will review specialist’'s
reports for technical adequacy. The ID team and staff will also review the
drafc and final EIS prior to release to the public and help respond to
public comments.

TIERING OPPORTUNITIES: The EIS will be tiered to the Forest Plan and Final
EIS.

OTHER AGENCIES OR PUBLICS INVOLVED: The company's proposed location for
rerouting the pipeline involves only National Forest System lands.
Evaluation of other alternatives which include other lands would require
involvement from the appropriate land owners or land management agencies.
The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources and the Utah Department of Health
would be involved in regard to pipeline construction adjacent to and in
Upper Huntington Creek. BLM will be consulted regarding coal reserves.

EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT: The proposed reroute involves installation of
an 18 inch pipeline adjacent to Upper Huntington Creek and State Highway
264. The company anticipates crossing the creek and highway several

times. The width of disturbance for pipeline construction is anticipated
to be 50 feet in flat areas with some additional width needed along steep
slopes. There could be effects to vegetation (including riparian),
recreation, visual quality, water quality, watershed, wildlife and cthe
fishery. Threatened, endangered and sensitive plant and animal species and

cultural resource surveys will be needed to determine the effects to these
resources.




ISSUES AND CONCERNS

Potential for degredaction

of wvatershed and floodplain
conditions and water qualircy
due to pipeline construction.

Potential for degredation
of vegetation along the
pipeline; especially
riparian vegetation along
Upper Huntington Creek.

Izpacts to wildlife
and fish due to the
activity and potential
degredation of water
quality from pipeline
construction.

Degredation of the visual
quality and disruption of
recreation due to the
activity and disturbance
of pipeline construction.

Public Safety - Construction
activity could cause
potential for conflicts
vith public uses on the
Forest and State Hwy 264.

Land Stabilitcy - The pipeline
must be located so that it is
is {n stable areas and will
not induce land failures.

Gosl-—Recovery?’- The pipeline
should be located to minimize
conflicts between pipeline

protection and coal recovery.,

Danmage to State Hwy. 264 due
to pipeline construction,
and operations.

Other alternative routes must be

evaluated to assure that the
most advantageous route or
alternative is selected.
Other alternatives might
involve other lands, and
agencies. All affected land
owvners and agencies must be
involved in the evaluacion
process.

- e e

NETWORKS

Water Users

Utah Division of
Wildlife Resources

Vildlife Groups,
Hunters,

Fishernmen,

Utah Division of
Wildlife Resources.

Recreation Groups
‘and individuals.

General Public

Questar Pipeline
Company

BLM,

Coastal States

Energy Company
T

—

i

Utah Dept. of
Transportation

Coastal States
Energy Company,
Questar Pipeline
Company

REACTION TO PROJECT

Unknown pending
completion of
project scoping.

Concern for
protection of
the fishery

Concern for
protection of
wildlife and
habitat

Concern for
quality of
recreation
opportunities

Concern for safety

Want to decrease
risk and maintenance

_ -

L 0 - -v‘\‘
Want to maximize ™

_ coal recovery from

Federal lands

Want to prevent N
conflicts with Hwy.
use and maintenance.

Concern that process
will be slow due to
additional involved
groups and approvals
needed




8.

10.

3

SUGGESTED ALTERNATIVES: Other alternatives need to be identified such thac
an adequate array of alternatives is considered and that the most
beneficial alternative is selected. The map (Attachment 1) shows some
potential alternative pipeline routes. The "No Action” alternative must be
evaluated. This alternative would involve protection of the pipeline by
not allowing mining which would cause subsidence in the corridor.

1f the selected alternative allows for rerouting of the pipeline, cthe

- Forest Supervisor must also decide whether or not to retain the bypassed

pipeline corridor as a UC (Utility Corridor) Management Unit. In addition,
he must decide whether or not to add the new pipeline corridor as a UC
Management Unit. Elimination or addition of a UC Management Unit would
require a Forest Plan amendment. Criteria used to determine designation of
UC Managements includes the potential for more than one linear energy
transportation facility to be located within the unit.

ANALYSIS AND DECISION CRITERIA: All viable alternatives must be evaluated
in the EIS. Viability will be deternined considering Forest Plan
direction, land stability and limitations regarding cost and pipeline
construction technology.

Alternatives must be consistent vith direction idenctified in the Forest
Plan. The Forest Plan (Appendix D) identifies Exclusion and Avoidance
areas and criteria for consideration of linear energy transportation
facilities and designation of UC Management Units.

ANALYSIS SKIllS:
SPECIALTY SPECIALIST ROLE (team leader, tean member
consultant, other)

Geology/Geotechnical Walt Nowak ID Team Leader
Geology/Geotechnical Carter Reed SO Coordinator/Consultant
Engineering Brent Barmey ID Tean Member
Vatershed/Hydrology Dennis Kelly *
Vildlife (Terrestrial) Rod Player *
Vildlife (Aquatic) Bruce Roberts -
Vegetation Robert Thompson ®

T,.E and S Plants - *
Reclanation *
Soils/Reclamation Dan Larsen .

Visual Qualicy James Jensen "
Recreation Glen Jackson .

Range Leland Matheson -
Cultural Resources Stan McDonald *
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11. SCHEDULE: FS ID Team Field

a. Project Scoping f. Review Final

Meeting: 08/21/89 EIS: : 05/03/90
b. Review Consulzing g Select.

Specialiscs Before Alternative and

Qualifications: 08/21/89 Prepare ROD: 05/24/90
c. ID Team Meeting h. Project

with Consultant: 09/27/89 Igplesentation 07/13/90
d. Review Draft 10/26/89

EIS:
e. Respond to 03/29/90

Draft EIS to

Cocments: 04/19/90

12. DISTRICT RANGER DECISION:
Requires further assessment: X
Requires no further assessment:
Categorical Exclusion:

&myw iﬁ%/ 7/7/87

District Ranger Date’

10-1900-2 (Rev. 3/84)




' .

D-2 FEDERAL REGISTER NOTICE



United States 7
Department of Forest Mantci-LaSa rICE NG 0T West Price River Dr.’
Agriculture Service National Ferest Prize..Utah | 84501
AUG - 37583
ser o | i T e,

"RéﬁT?;tb?"272§?U
" 'Date: AugA} ;2&8989
.
Office of the Federal Register ¢
National Archives and Records Service

General Services Administration ;
wWashington, DC 20408 -

Gentlemen:

Please publish the enclosed Notice of Intent in the Federal Register on Friday,
August 11, 1989.

Contact Aaron KHowe, Engineering/Minerals Staff Officer, or Carter Reed, Forest

Geologist, at telephone number (801) 637-2817 regarding confirmation of the
publication date or for any information on the Notice of Intent.

Sincerely,

/s/ George A. Morris
GEORGE A. MORRIS
Forest Supervisor
Enclosures

cc: Dave Hoefer (RO)

D-3
C. Reed
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DETARTMERT OF AGRICULTURE

Forest Service

RELOCATION OF A SEQMENT OF QUESTAR PIPELINE COMPANY'S MAINLINE #41

| GAS TRANRSMISSION PIPELINE;

Mz ti-La fal ¥ tional Forest, Carbou, Emery and Sanpete Counties, Utah

AGENCY: Forest Service, USDA. . )

ACTION: Notice of intent to prepare environmental impact statement

(EIS).

SCMMA"Y: The Forest Service will prepare an environmental impact
statement for a proposal to relocate a 4.25 mile segment of Mainline
#41. The purpose is to bypass an area vhere cocal mining has been
proposed and avoid potential dazage from mining induced subsidence. The
segment of the pipeline proposed for relocation is auﬁhorized under a

Forest Service Special-Use Permit.

DATE: Comments concerning the scope of the analysis should be received

in writing by September 14, 1989.

ADDRESSES: Send written comments to George Morris, Forest Supervisor,

Manti-La Sal National Forest, 599 West Price River Drive, Price, Utah

'84501.




FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Aaron Howe, Engineering/Minerals Scaff
Officer, (801) 637-2817.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

The Forest Supervisor must evaluate the proposal and any viable
alternatives (including the "no action® alternative) to decide vhether
or not to allow the pipeline to be moved and to uodifj the existing
Special-Use Permit. The proposal, depending on which alternative is
approved, could require an amendment to the Manti-la Sal National Forest
Land and Resource Management Plan. Issues and concerns to be addressed
in the EIS will be determined through project scoping. For this
purpose, the Forest is requesting written comments as discussed above
and will hold a public meeting in Price, Utah on August 30, 1989. The
proposed action involves only National Forest System lands administered
by the Manti-La Sal National Forest. Other alternatives could involve
adjacent lands and other land owners or agencies. George Morris, Forest
Supervisor, will be the responsible official in regard to National
Forest System lands. The Forest anticipates release of the Draft EIS
for public review on January 29, 1990.

The comment period on the draft environmental impact statement will
be 45 days from the date the notice of availabiliﬁy appears in the
Federal Register. It i{s very important that those interested in the

proposed action participate at that time. To be the most helpful,



comments on the draft environmental impact statement should be as
specific as possible and may address the adequacy of the statement or
the merits of the alternatives discussed (see The Council on
Environmental Quality Regulations for implementing the procedural
provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act at 40 CFR 1503.3).
In addition, Federal cou:i: decisions .ave established that reviewers
of draft environmental impact statements mpust structure their
participation in the environmental review of the proposal so that it f{s
meaningful and alerts an agency to the reviewers' position and

contentions. Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v. MNRDC, 435 U.S. 519,

$53 (1978). Environmental objections that could have been raised at the
draft stage ray be waived if not raised until after completion of the

final environmental impact statement. City of Angoon v. Hodel, (9th

Circuit, 1986) and Wisconsin Heritages, Inec. v. Barris, 490 F. Supp.

1334, 1338 (E.D. Wis. 1980). The reason for this i{s to ensure that
substantive comments and objections are  made available to the Forest
Service at a time when it can meaningfully consider them and respond to

them in the final.

@{mé; Co YN ams 8“2\?7

GEORGE A.  MORRIS DATE
Forest Supervisor
Manti-La Sal Nacional Forest
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16A Sun Advocate, Pﬁéa, Utah—Tuesday, August 15, 1989

Forest Service considers
gas line move request

The Manti-LaSal National
Forest is currently evaluating
an application filed by Ques-
tar Pipeline Company to
reroute their mainline #41 gas
transmission pipeline within
th~ forest.

~bout 4.25 miles of the

18-inch line that serves the .

Prove/Salt Lake area is prop-
osed to be rerouted to avoid
potenuial damage that could
be caused by mining-induced
subsidence over the Skyline
Coal Mine Permit area.
Utah Fuel Company, a
wholly owned subsidiary of
Coastal States Energy Com-
pany, plans to longwall mine
up to three seams of coal, tak-
ing up to 13.5 feet of coal per
seam. Approximately 30 feet
of subsidence is expected and
the gasline simply cannot take
the strain. The Bureau of
Land Management and Utah

"

Fuel estimate that approx- .
mately 15 million tons of
recoverable coal could be irret-
rievably lost in order to pro-
tect the pipeline from subsi-
dence without the proposed
reroute. o S
The proposal woul< involve
only National Forest system
lands and would be installed
in Burmout Canyon near
Electric Lake and in Upper
Huntington Canyon adjacent
to State Highway 264.

Further information on the
project can be obtained at the
Manti-LaSal National Forest
Supervisor's Office, 599 West
Price River Drive, Price, Utah
84501 or by calling Carter
Reed or Walt Nowak at
(801)637-2817. Public com-
ments on the proposal will be
accepted until September 14,
1989.
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NEWS
RELEASE

MANTI-LASAL NATIONAL FOREST

FCR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT WALTER NOWAK OR CARTER REED, MANTI-LA SAL
NATIONAL FOREST, 599 WEST PRICE RIVER DRIVE, PRICE, UTAd 84501.
(801) 637-2817

August 22, 1989

FOR DMMEDIATE RELZASE

e 4

The Manci-La Sal Yational Forest will host a public meeting to discuss the
rerouting of Mainline #41 prcposed by Questar Pipeline Ccmpany of Salc La:
City,

(formerly Mountain Fuel). Questar is proposing to move the pipeline

from the Skyline Mine coal propertv to avoid potantial problems caused by

mining~induced sSubsidence.

The purpose of the meeting is to educate the public on the proresal and

its processing as well as to solicit comzents.

The meeting will be held on Wednesday, August 30, 1939, at 7:00 p.a. in
the Aluani Room located in the Student Center Building on the College of

Eastern Utah Campus, Price, Utah.

For publication in:
Sun Advocate 8/24/89 and Sun Advocate, .F.Y.I., Jeetzng Notes 8/29/89

Emery Countvy Progress 8/24/89
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AGENDA

PUBLIC MEETING - AUGUST 30, 1989
QUISTAR PIPELINE CO. PROPOSAL TO RER"UTE A SEGMENT OF MAINLINE #41

Hos<: USDA F:trest S:rvice, Manti-la Sal Naéionzl Forest
Dare: Wednesday - August 30, 1989

Tige: 7:00 P

Locat .cm: Frice, Utah

College :I Eastern Utah Campus
Student Center Bldg.
Alumni Room

Yee<irg A¢:.nda:

<. Inczoduction (15 min.)

Fores< Service Permitting and
National Environmencal Policy
Act Procedures ’

II. Purpose and Nee! for the Proposal (15 min.)

III. Description of Proposal (15 min.)
and Altermactives

Iv. Description of Forest Service (15 min.)

Management Concerns

v. Public Comments and Questions (As Need:d)

Close Meeting

Ira H.zch,
Distzict Ranger

Price Ranger DistTict

Manci-La Sal N.F.

Glen Zumwalrcr,

Coastal States Energy Co.

Zkyline Coal Mine

Kim Blair
Questar Pipeline Co.

Walt Nowak,
Manti-La Sal N.F.
Price Ranger District

Gordon Reid,

Forest Service, Utah
Energy Coordinator
(Facilicactor)
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PUBLIC MEETING
QUESTAR PIPELINE COMPANY PROPOSAL TO REROUTE A SEGMENT OF MAINLINE =#41
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PUBLIC MEETING CONCERNING QUESTAR PROPOSED REALIGNMENT
OVER SKYLINE MINE PROPERTY - AUGUST 30, 1989

QUESTIONS

Mark Bailev - BIM - How long would the road be closed under the Burnout
Alternative? (There wouldn't be a total closure. 'There may be some delay for
15 minutes to a half hour during the day.)

Ssls Scavley - UDOT - On the Winter Quarters route, what impact would there be
ca Highway 96 other than the crossing? (There may be some minor delays during
the boreing operation. One lane may be closed but the highway would not be
totally frozen. There may be a possibility to utililize the state highway
right-of-way.)

Eara Yuvkendall - Carbon County Commissioner - Would you abandon the old line
or pick it up and move it? (Our preference would be to retire it in place. If
that altrrnative was chosen, they would probably go ahead and study the effects
of airing on the gas line.)

Mark Bailey - BIM - Would you revegetata including planting trees on the old
ivreline. (Yes)

Glen Zumwalt - Utah Fuel - What is the time table you have invisioned for the
project for. be:1 the decisions and when the construction should take place?
{There are several stages in the Environmental Analysis process. We think we
car get it pretty well completed by May 1 to June. The construction is
tarzected for October 1990. There will be a 40 day construction period af:zer
the decision is made for the Burnout routa. Some of the longer rouzas would
take leongesr.)

Marx 2ailev - BIM - When would the rehabilitation take place after the
construction? (This is an ongoing process - Hopefully the whole thing should
be renabilitated by that fall).

ISSUES AND CONCERNS

Representative Ray Nielson - During my time in the legislature, I have become
concerned about two things. First the local economy and second the National
Energy Policy. This ties into both. Coal should be the cornerstone of our
energy policy. The coal that we burn from the Skyline Mine is clean coal. It
doesn’t have 5% sulfur like Eastern coal. The Skyline Mine is in ny Districc -
in fact alot of the coal produced in Utah are in my District. We shouldn't do
anything to curtail production. Sanpete County as well as Carbon County depend
on jobs in the coal mines. That is where our high paying jobs are. WE JUST
CAR'T AFFORD TO DO ANYTHING TO CURTAIL PRODUCTION. I think it is irresponsible
to leave 15 mm tons of high energy coal in the ground that will never be mined.




My suggestion is this - Lets make a decision that we will move the pipeline - I
don't see any other alternative. We need to make sure it is done in an
environmentally acceptable way. Our mineral lease money plays a big part in
the economy of Utah. Carbon County has received alot of that mineral lease
money.

Commissioner Emma Kuvkendall - I'm really interested in this because I worked
on Highway 264 when that road was put up Eccles Canyon. Concerned about
leaving pipéline in place to prevent disturbance. As commissioner I am
concerned about the local economy. This pipeline should be moved as soon as
possible so that our coal production is not slowed down. The commissioners
will respond to the Forest Service with a letter.

John Garr - Former legislator - I would like to excuse Representative Mike
Dimitrich from this public meeting. He had prior commitments but will send a
lecter with his concerns and issues. 1 would like to stress from Coastal
States standpoint that the issue of the pipeline moves ahead expediously in a
reasonably economically viable direction. We need to meet the time frame as
ecotiomically as possible.
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Dear Leah Ann: i

’-- - -
The purpose of this letter is to solicit any support avaxlable-m persuading of local property
owners to cooperate under existing prograns to nnplemen g ‘stream fencing proj These
projects will enhance the development of riverine riparian “control the 'culturc

source of pollution to the tributies of Scofield Reservoir.

As you know, nutrient enrichment of Scofield Rcservoir is a critical problem effecting
beneﬁcml uses of the reservoir. Excess phosphorus and nitrogen loading to the reservoir has
repeaiediy been docuinented in studies by a variety of govemmental agencies.

In recent years considerable resources have been expended in an effort to identify and control
nutrient pollution within the watershed of Scofield Reservoir. Periodically, complaints are
exp-essed regarding the deterioration of water quality at Scofield Reservoir. Annually, the
focus is on ice fishing as the only source accountable for pollution to the reservoir. It is a
well established fact that nutrient enrichment of Scofield Reservoir is a problem and there
exists several sources of these nutrients. However, as identified in the Phase 1 Clean Lake
Study and other investigations, it is evident that emphasis should be directed toward the
control of these nutrients within the watershed to eliminate their movement to the reservoir.
Nutrients unchecked in the watershed enrich the reservoir and cause excessive biological
productivity, inciuding extensive blue-green algae blooms which threaten the fishery and lead
to periodic fish kills as reported by the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR). They
have verified fish kills in 1961, 1977, 1981, 1987 and 1988.

Control of nutrients from the watershed is the focus of a Clean Lake Phase II grant received
August 8, 1984 with supplemental grants in succeeding years to complete the needed projects.
Approximately 31 percent of the phosphorus (limiting nutrient) load comes from the Mud
Creek drainage. The Phase II streambank stabilization program was designed to reduce
sediment and nutrient loading by the reestablishing and protecting the riparian vegetative
community. The work plan has focused on placement of stream riprap, revetments. and
checkdams, planting grass and willows, and raising the water table of pastureland near the
stream by restoring irrigation to the area.




Despite controversy with some property owners in the project area, mwuch has been
accomplished towards improving the integrity of the stream and the water quality in this
drainage. Considerable effort and support has been extended by individuals and private
companies who have a desire to improve the water quality and recreational activities associated
with Scofield Reservoir. However, additional work could be accomplished provided the
private land owners would allow these projects to move forward. There is a fair amount of
money still available in the grant to impiement fencing projects that would assure the
protection of streambank stabilization already accomplished and provide protection against
nutrient enrichment associated with the current agricultural practices. If we cannot accomplish
this work this year, these monies will have to be returned to the federai govemnment. Because
of the deterioration of water quality in Scofield Reservoir coupled with the strong desire of
residents in the area to restore recreation uses in the reservoir and assure a high quality
drinking water source, it is not only untimely but unfortunate that these available federal funds
cannot be utilized to implement projects which address these concems.

Again the purpose of this letter is not only to point out this critical situation but to solicit
support and cooperation from residents in the area to continue work this fall on the project.
It is unfortunate that cuoperative efforts funded through grant monies and local match
contributions are failing to accomplished needed restoration. It may be necessary to implement

ordinances if cooperative efforts fail to control nonpoint source pollution entering Scofield
Reservoir.

Let us reaffinn our desire to find ways to utilize existing funds to improve water quality
within Scofield Reservoir. 1f we can be of further assistance in this process please contact
our office. We also extend our appreciation to you and to all agencies and individuals who

have contributed positively to the completion of ali projects for the improvememt of water
quality for this critical water resource.

Sincerely,

s

Don A. Ostler, P.E., Director
Bureau of Water Poilution Control

HLJ:pb

cc: Members, Pleasant Valley Committee

o
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Mr. George A. Morris
Forest Supervisor
Manti-LaSalle National Forest

599 West Price River Drive
Price, Utah 84501

Re: 2720
Dear Mr. Morris:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on an application
filed by Questar Pipeline to reroute their mainline number 41 gas
transmission pipeline within the Manti-LaSalle National Forest.

I am sorry that I was unable to attend the public meeting held,
but Utah Power & Light Company does wish to file its written
comments to the proposal with you. It appears from yocur map that
the proposed pipeline path will cross very near to the upper
reaches of Electric Lake in Huntington Canyon. From the map,
however, it appears that the pipeline will not be buried within
the reservoir. UP&L has the following comments to make to the
proposal:

(1) The pipeline should not be laid below the high water
line, and surcharge area at Electric Lake. The elevation of
Electric Lake is 8575 msl and, with approximately two feet
of surcharge, UP&l would request that the pipeline stay
above 8577 feet msl. Laying the pipeline above this
elevation would also help the permittee to avoid erosion
problems which could effect the stability of its pipeline.

(2) The permittee should practice good sediment control
practices during construction to avoid allowing sediment to
enter Huntington Creek or Electric Lake. The Forest Service
should require an executed sediment control plan as part of
its special use authorization.

(3) The permittee must be prohibited from allowing leaks or
discharges from its pipeline into Huntington Creek or
Electric Lake.




(4) The permittee should be required to prepare a plan to
deal with hazards caused by rupture of its pipeline.

(5) Impacts to recreation must be minimized during
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 you;ié/ -

Jody L. Williams

JLW:3r
wpgw85s

cc: Vaugh Judi - Huntington
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Attn: Carter Reed

Dear George:

In regard to the Public Scoping Meeting concerning application by Questar
Pipeline Company for a reroute of their Main Line #41 gas transmission
pipeline, the Division has several concerns. As you know, the 18 inch
diameter pipe is to be buried. A1l of the alternative routes have potential
to negatively impact nesting raptors, big game summer range and waterways that
support self-sustaining populations of yellowstone cutthroat trout. Without
question, rehabilitation of all disturbed areas is anticipated. -
The Division does not have an adequate inventory of raptor nest sites proximal - -
to the various alternative pipeline corridors. Thus, the company will need to
provide such inventory information for the Environmental Impact Statement

(EIS) process. The Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and the Utah Wildlife

Code protect raptor nests from being taken. Identification of nest locations

would facilitate planning by the company to avoid physical destruction of

nests or disturbance during the period when they could be active.

Parturition activities of big game need to be protected from human disturbance: : e
between May 15 and July 5. All of the aspen and conifer areas to be traversed - '
by the pipeline alternatives represent such a use area. e

I RN

The perennial streams to be crossed or paralleled by alternative pipeline
corridors support self-sustaining populations of yellowstone cutthroat trout. -
Construction activities need to be designed so that sediment pollution is
minimized. Turbidity, measured as nephelometric turbidity units (NTU) should
not be allowed to increase beyond 10% of background conditions. Monitoring of
NTU must be the responsibility of the company and a log of monitoring results - -z

maintained on the project. Monitoring should occur at multiple and random R
times each day.
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Other best management practices that will assist in control of sediment
pollution are as follows:

1. Raw soil excavated from the pipeline trench should be cast uphill
side. Sediment movement during inclement weather would then be
trapped in the trench.

2. A sediment filter fence constructed of filter fabric or straw bales
needs to be installed full length along the disturbance zone proximal
to the flood plain and/or wetland areas. This will reduce sediment
movement out of the right-of-way construction area into adjacent
waterways.

3. Stream crossings by the pipeline must incorporate use of a flume to
protect stream flows and bank stability during construction.
Temporary sediment traps must be installed in the stream immediately
downstream from crossing points. Such traps should resemble a
sufficient series of straw and/or filter fabric dams to the extent
that previously recommended NTU parameters are achieved.

a. Once construction is complete, the sediment traps must be cleaned
and sediments buried in the bottom of the pipeline trench or
disposed and stabilized outside of a flood plain.

4. Low-head (less than 12 inches) streambed control structures should be
installed immediately downstream from stream/pipeline crossing
points. Such structures should be of native rock and keyed into the
stream bank and bottom. This will ensure long-term stabilization of
the stream substrate by reducing head cutting, thus preserving the
integrity of the pipeline. (Note: Sediment control for this task
will already be in place when the stream/pipeline crossing is made.)

5. The revegatation prescription in areas proximal to, or within flood
plains and wetlands should incorporate a soil tackifying agent and
appropriate mulch. This action will lessen sadiment movement during
the period of vegetation reestablishment.

Although best management practices will lessen sediment poliution, some
impacts will be experienced. A prioritized list of mitigation for each
alternative alignment is as follows:

Existing Pipeline Alignment

1. No mitigation beyond previously identified impact avcidance techniques.
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Burnout Canyon/Dike Alignments

1. Install upstream migration barriers on Lake Fork Creek (below the
confluence of Rolfson Creek) and Scad Valley Creek (at the confluence
with Left Fork of Huntington Creek). The function of these barriers
would be twofold: a) Prohibit the future upstream expansion of brown
trout into the cutthroat headwater streams of the Left Fork of
Huntington Creek; and b) Prohibit reinfestation of the mountain
sucker into Cleveland Reservoir and Lake Fork Creek after completion
of a potential chemical treatment project for these waters. The cost
of chemicals (200 gallons of rotenone) for this treatment should be
borne by the applicant (Questar/Skyline Mine).

2. Install a permanent fence upstream from Electric Lake on approximately
two miles of Upper Huntington Creek and one mile of Boulger Creek.
This fence would exclude fall livestock use (sheep) and ORV use in the
riparian zone. The fence should encompass both sides of the streams
to protect the riparian zone.

3. Acquire public access, either through easement or land purchase, along
private lands in Upper Huntington Creek upstream from highway U-96.
Also, acquire public access along Bear Creek, a tributary to Electric
Lake.

4. Purchase and retire the sheep grazing allotments in the Boulger Creek
drainage above Boulger Reservoir and in the Spring Creek drainage
above the recently reconstructed Huntington Reservoir. Both of these
streams have potential for reestablishment of the indigenous Colorado
cutthroat.

Winter Quarters Alignment

1. Acquire for DWR ownership water rights in Scofield Reservoir
sufficient for 5 cfs instream flow release into Lower Fish Creek from
October through April.

2. Acquire for DWR ownership and management all wetlands that lie between
the railroad and the south shore of Scofield Reservoir.

3. Acquire public fishing access through private lands on Upper Fish
Creek, Mud Creek and Pontown Creek.

Gooseberry Alignment

. 1. ldentical mitigation as recommended for Burnout Canyon/Dike alignments.
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George, the Division’s preferred alternative would be for the applicant to
take necessary actions within the existing alignment to ensure delivery of
natural gas. As you know, all of the other alternative routes, except the
Burnout Canyon and Dike alignments, have potential to be undermined for coal
and ultimately subsided. Thus, these two alignments are our next order of
preference. The Dike alignment is better than the portion of the Burnout
Canyon alignment that passes through Burnout Canyon and the James/Burnout
Canyon ridge area. The Winter Quarters alignment, followed by the Gooseberry
alignment are our last order of preference.

Thank you for an opportunity to review and provide comment.

Sincerely,

/7 aﬂm

Larry B. Dalton
Wildlife Program Manager
Resource Analysis/Habitat Protection

cc: Ralph Miles, DWR
Leah Ann Lamb, SEUAOLG
Glen Zumwalt, Skyline Mine




Za\ Coastal States Energy Company

\\\ /// 175 East 400 S.+ Suite 800 Box 3o Ssit Lake City, UT 84111
! » subsidiery of The Cosstal Corporstion (801) 506-7111

September 13, 1989

George Morris, Forest Supervisor
U.S. Department of Agriculture
U.S. Forest Service

Manti-LaSal National Forest

599 West Price River Drive
Price, Utah 84501

Re: Questar's Proposed Reroute of Mainline Pipeline #41
Dear Mr. Morris:

Coastal States Energy Company (Coastal), a subsidiary of The
Coastal Corporation, owns and operates the Skyline Mines through
its wholly owned subsidiary, Utah Fuel Company. We appreciate
the opportunity to respond to the proposed reroute of Questar's
pipeline 41.

As you are aware, Questar's pipeline 41 crosses four of our
Federal coal leases: U-073120, U-0147570, U-044076, and
U-020305; affecting approximately 15 million tons of recoverable
longwall coal. The fact that the line overlays our coal reserves
presents gseveral concerns. The pipeline represents an
uninterruptable gas supply to over 70,000 Utah customers, which
necessitates total protection of the 1line. In an effort to
protect the line, Coastal . has considered the following
alternative options:

1. Leave the coal in place and mine around the impact area.

2. First mine only, leaving a full support system in place.

3. Protect the pipeline in-place by installing a redundant
line, monitoring and repairing the underground line.

4. Relocate the line.

We submit the following comments with respect to the pipeline
protection alternatives.

OPTION 1:

= i - This option has a major
negative effect on the Skyline mining operation since
approximately 15 million tons representing 18 percent (18%) of
remaining reserves would be forever rendered unmineable. Loss of
this coal to the reserve base would effect the mine's life and
its ability to expand to its potential capacity and alter
significantly our present mining plans.
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OPTION 2:

"Fi » _Mi i - Limiting mining to
first mining techniques underneath the pipeline will result in
full support (with additional support as necessary) being left to
ensure long-term stability of the surface. This alternate mining
method would be substituted for longwall mining that is currently
taking place and presently such limited first mining cannot be
done economically. Thus, first mining would be considered later
in the life of the project. It would have a similar effect for
the foreseeable future on the operation as leaving the coal in
place under Option 1. First mining would also introduce
additional safety hazards to the underground worker, further
constraining potential extraction which is estimated to be 1less
than S million tons.

OPTION 3:

- d Mj i i - This option
would require a surface line to be installed to transmit gas
should the underground pipeline experience high stress.
Maintenance of the monitoring system and the above ground line
would create continual surface impacts over the life of the
project, essentially for the next 15 to 20 years. Additionally
the buried line would require repair or replacement as stresses
exceeded allowable 1limits. This option does not completely
eliminate the risk of rupture and disrupted service to the
customers served by the line. Surface pipelines are vulnerable
to damage from natural and man-caused events.

OPTION 4:

3 ° 2
-

It appears that this 1is the most logical alternative to
satisfactorily address the concerns of the interested parties.
Relocating the line provides for movement of the line outside the
major areas affected by the Skyline mining operation. A number
of relocation options have been considered, and several are
included in the Questar proposal. Options considered, including
those not in the formal proposal because of construction and
other concerns, are as follows:
A) James Canvon - Huntington Creek Option - From our review, this
option has very little effect on the Skyline coal reserves.
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
lease area to the juncture with pipeline 41. We are advised
that construction problems primarily along Electric Lake on
steep side hills and slope stability are deemed significant
enough by Questar that this option should not be pursued.
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B) = - This option would follow
the South Fork drainage to the north, cross State Highway 264
to the top of the ridge, over the o0ld Winter Quarters works,
and back to the west, and connect into mainline 41 where the
line exits the lease area on the northern end. This 1line
would cross unstable ground, be placed in a narrow canyon,
and be routed up a very steep ridge. Construction and
maintenance of the pipeline on this route is also deemed not

practical by Questar. This route should not be pursued.

C) Burnout Canyon - Huntington Creek Route - This route is

similar to the James Canyon route; however, it follows the
ridgeline south of Burnout Canyon westerly to a point where
the line can be dropped off the ridge into Burnout Canyon,
then back to the Huntington Creek., thus avoiding the steep
slopes by Electric Lake. This route affects very 1little
mineable coal, potentially 600,000 tons in the Skyline lease
area, and is totally within Porest Service 1lands. surface
impacts and environmental concerns exist along this route,
which Coastal believes can be mitigated with proper planning
and construction techniques. This route should be considered
a viable alternative.

D) Dike Rouyte - The dike route is a variation of the Burnout
Canyon - Huntington Creek route. The pipeline would move from
the ridge top, across a known dike zone to the Huntington
Creek drainage, and northerly up Huntington Creek drainage as
the previous route. This route eliminates almost a mile of
pipeline in the Huntington Creek drainage and comes from the
ridge to the drainage over an area where the coal may not be
mineable. This route impacts a similar amount of coal in the
reserve to the Burnout route. This route should be considered
a viable alternative.

E) Gooseberry Route - The Gooseberry route follows the Burnout
or Dike route to Huntington Creek, then crosses Huntington
Creek, proceeds westerly up Swen's Canyon to the Gooseberry
area, where it turns northerly until it intersects mainline
‘41 in the Cabin Creek area. This route has similar surface
and environmental impacts over a longer distance than the
Huntington Creek route, and is the longest of the alternatives
under consideration. It again transverses over unmined coal,
across private property, and would also cost in excess of one
million dollars additionally to construct.

A variation on the James Canyon, Burnout, and Dike routes on the
northern end has been reviewed. The line would connect back to
pipeline 41 by going up what Questar terms the Box Canyon route.
This route is steep, with extensive rock outcroppings, and is
deemed not practical for construction by Questar and should not
be pursued as a viable alternative.
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Two additional routes have been proposed by Questar after the
initial routes were looked at. The first alternative proposed is
the Clear Creek route. This route would relocate the line from
Clear Creek to Scofield, and from Scofield westerly up the Winter
Quarters ridge, back to and intersect with mainline 41. This
line is essentially twice as long as the options considered using
the Huntington Creek drainage. Similar surface and environmental
impacts exist on this route as exist on Huntington Creek.
However, this route overlies unmined coal reserves within the
National Forest lands, thus offsetting the purpose for
considering a reroute. The 1length of this route also would
extend the construction season well beyond the 40-day window
being considered in the Huntington Creek drainage. A longer
construction time requirement may make the project infeasible for
installation during the 1990 <construction season. This 1is
unacceptable to Coastal because of the necessity to make
significant mine plan changes which would affect recoverable coal
reserves. This route transects private ground, and separate
negotiations or condemnation would be required for access, which
would further delay the project. This alternative also will cost
in excess of one million additional dollars to comnstruct than the
previous alternatives considered. The additional funding, as
well as the time delay, is prohibitive to Coastal's participation
in this option.

Coastal feels these reasons are strong enough to question the
consideration of either the Gooseberry or Clear Creek options.
Coastal would be glad to supply further information that would
reinforce these comments during the initial consideration of the
options that will be pursued vigorously in the EIS.

Thank you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Wﬁ r.zenis en
Senior Vice President

VIM/ak/167

xc: Kim Blair
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We strongly urge that Questar seriously consider following their
second proposal.

[

Skyline Property Owners Hssocnotior
AKX BESHAAIOORERR © Salt Loke Gity, Utah 84117 o 269-q756 MANII-LASAL NF,

1175 Del Rio | S
| EP 141989
FS R\
September 11, 1989 — ‘ 1\3:
[ ! 3
United States Department of Agriculture Eff~
599 West Price River Dr. , _E:'JWM~ _
Price, UT 84501 £
. . . H...:.\~ BN h.‘.._—'
Attention: George A. Morris -

Forest Supervisor <___jiér_ _,"__,__;
/ |

We regret that your letter addressed to Skyline Property Owners
Association, attention J. Lu Bulter, was not received in time for
someone to attend the meeting. The letter was read and discussead
at the meeting of the Board of Trustees of Skyline Property Owners
Association on September 9th.

Gentlemen:

Skyline Property Owners Association represents approximately two
hundred (200) property owners in the Gooseberry Canyon subdivision.
These owners together with many family members and friends use the
property during the summer. It was the unanimous decision of the
Board that we register our objection to the gas pipe line being
constructed as outlined in your letter for the following reasons:

1. The property in the subdivision is assessable for only
three to four months during the summer due to the snow pack.
Many of the property owners travel long distances to the area
and they need to be assured that they will be able to get to
the area. Being denied access for approximately one month
would not be acceptable to the membership. We also have
people living in the subdivision as their place of residence
during the summer and they must have access to the outside

at all times for safety reasons.

2. We object to the disruption of tha environment and tribu-
taries to Electric Lake where fish spawn in the spring. The
area is just recovering from the devastation that was caused
for the completion of State Highway 264 which kept people

away from their cabins and property for a two year period.

SKYLINE PROPERTY OWNERS ASSOCIATION

Ve L doreere

Nina J. 3ilcox
Secretary/Treasurer
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September 9, 1989 |-

FRZL Lo

Mr. George A Morris o
Forest Supervisor T
Manti-LaSal National Forest

539 West Price River Drive

Price, Utah 84501

Subject: Comments to Scoping Document - Main Line No. 41 Reroute at Skyline
Mine

Dear Mr. Morris:

During the public meeting held in Price, Utah on August 30, 1989, and during
several previous meetings with the Forest Service, Questar Pipeline has stated
its position and outlined its critical concerns regarding the subject project.
Questar Pipeline would 1ike to take this opportunity within the scoping process
to formally submit comments regarding the project and also to provide
documentation that alternatives beyond those currently formally presented to the
Forest Service have been considered. Following are Questar Pipeline’s comments.

1) Questar Pipeline acknowledges that valuable coal reserves exist beneath
M.L. 41. Questar Pipeline will work with Utah Fuel/Coastal States Energy
to enable extraction of the reserves as long as the critical service
provided by M.L. 41 is not jeopardized and full reimbursement of expenses

incurred by Questar Pipeline in such activity is provided by Utah
Fuel/Coastal States Energy.

2) The consequences of failure of M.L. 41 would be extreme. Failure during
high Tload conditions could result in service interruptions to
2oproximately 70,000 customers in Utah County and southward. Besides
placing public health and safety in jeopardy, significant costs (in
excess of $1 million) would be incurred to reestablish service.

3) Because of the critical function afforded by M.L. 41, the alternative
selected for Tine reroute must have no significant identifiable geologic
. hazards (including previous mining activity) or slope stability concerns.

4) Questar Pipeline is not willing to reroute M.L. 41 into an area where
it cannot legally preclude future.mining related subsidence (i.e.,
routing into an area in which Questar Pipeline’s rights are inferior to
existing mining rights is not acceptable).




5) Economic and schedule constraints must be considered in evaluating the
reroute alternatives. The Gooseberry and Winter Quarters alignments are
considerably longer than other alignments under consideration. The
corresponding capital costs to construct pipelines along these alignments
are estimated to be $1.06 million and $1.33 million higher for the
Gooseberry and Winter Quarters alignments, respectively, than for the
proposed Burnout Canyon alignment. The time required to construct either
the Gooseberry alignment or the Winter Quarters alignment would be
approximately B0 days, which is 40 days longer than the period required
for the Burnout Canyon alignment. Thus, if one of the longer routes is
selected for construction, project authorization would be required in

early May of 1990 to enable Utah Fuel’s/Coastal States Energy’s schedule
requirements to be met.

Questar Pipeline would also like to outline at this time reroute alternatives
which were evaluated but were not proposed to the Forest Service in the special
use permit amendment application. After evaluation of these alternatives via
field surveillance, Questar Pipeline’s opinion was that the routes did not afford
terrain suitable for pipeline construction and maintenance. Thus, the routes
were not given further consideration in the selection process. Following is a
discussion of each of the routes considered.

JAMES CANYON

From the southern tie-in location outlined for the Burnout Canyon
alignment, this route proceeds down James Canyon along an existing reclaimed
roadway. At the bottom of the canyon, the route traverses to the north along
a steep sidehill situated to the east of Electric Lake. North of Electric
Lake, the James Canyon alignment would join the route outlined for the Burnout
Canyon alignment along upper Huntington Creek. The concerns with this route
included unstable land areas within James Canyon as well as the need to make
extensive sidehill cuts to the east of Electric Lake.

SOUTH FORK

A route situated to the east of the existing pipeline right-of-way was
evaluated. The route extends along South Fork Canyon, across Eccles Canyon,
and then heads northwest in the vicinity of the Skyline Mine boundary. In
general, this route is unsuitable for pipeline construction due to steep and
rocky terrain, landslide zones, and problems with crossing Eccles Canyon.

X_CANYON/WINTER QUARTERS CANYON

A variation of the outlined Winter Quarters alignment extending down Box
Canyon and Winter Quarters Canyon was considered. At the top of Box Canyon,
rock outcroppings and steep terrain unsuitable for pipeline construction were
encountered. Problems identified in Winter Quarters Canyon include: 1) the
canyon is generally too narrow for pipeline construction, and 2) an old mining
camp of possible historical significance would be disturbed.

GREEN CANYON

A second variation of the outlined Winter Quarters alignment extending
through Green Canyon was considered. In general, the terrain in this canyon
was found to be steep and rocky, thus unsuitable for pipeline construction.




Thank you for the Forest Service’s continued efforts on the project. Please
contact me at 801-530-2517 if you have any questions regarding the preceding
comments.

Yoq:; very truly,
C o\ AR

C. K. Blair
Project Manager

bb
cc: Walt Nowak
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Utah Wilderness
Association |

455 East 400 South #306/Salt Lake City,UT 84111/(801)359-1337

FCRIST sEiwvc;
MANT. a2y ooy

~ TSI LFCRI
st 22t 8895 s.srricr

Mr. George Morris, Supervisor
Manti-LaSal National Forest
S99 W. Price River Drive
Price, Utah 84501

Dear George: - ——— I
70 T
We ere in receipt of the scoping document for the proposal to reroute quistar's'min]'x’ﬁé?‘# 1 pipeline

on the Forest. We're pleased to see 3 decision to prepare an EIS has been made, and that many of our .
concerns have been identified in the scoping letter. We do want to make you aware of 8 couple of things.

. 4

The Questar propased alternative creates real concern. The route virtually promises unmitigable
gamage to Upper Huntington Creek, an important trout srawning stresm. Ever spring the stream 1s
closed ta fishing because of its importance for spawning. There are so few higri quality stream
fisheries left that it's imperative less damaging aiternatives be pursued.

It seems the proposed route may be only a short term solution. It is still located within the Skyline
Mine Permit Area Boundary. If this route is selected, what is the likelihood of a similar conflict in the

not-to-distant future? It isn't clear in the scoping document what section of pipeline is threatened
from subsidence. ‘

The Winter Quarters Ridge alternative lies very close to the Upper Fish Creek SPR area. From the
map provided with the scoping document this siternative route doesn’t appesr to enter the unit.
Nevertheless, the Utility Corridor Management unit, if one is crested here, should not infringe on the

SPR unit. The impact on recreation opportunites in the SPR unit should be addressed if this
alternative is carried forth into the EIS.

Locations for other aiternative routes do seem limited Without knowing where the subsidence is
expected it is difficult to propose other routes. A route that parailels Highway 96 and the roed through
Eccles Canyon should be considered, as should the feasibilty of stabilizing the pipeline in place.

m——

Finaily, the EIS should consider future leasing constraints along the eventual pipeline roP‘:tg. TRANTI-LASAL N.F.
could avert a similar problem in the future.
AUG2 4 1389
Please keep us posted on the analysis and send us a copy of the draft EIS when it is preparmw—::ttt&-
Thanks you. | _f - ,' o]
' T !
Sincerely, . & /Lb‘ - —! T
- O
George Nickas - U
Assistant Coordinator ‘e 2-3 !
b~ R J;
.C{Aﬁ-:r.czc_ I




" United States ) )

bepartment of Forest Manti-LaSal 599 West Price River Dr.
Agriculture Service National Forest Price, Utah 84501

-

hd

Reply to: "~2720 !

Date: August 10, 1989

Multiple Addressees per attached list

The Manti-La Sal National Forest is currently evaluating an application filed by
Questar Pipeline Company to reroute their Mainline #41 gas transmission pipeline
within the Forest. About 4.25 miles of the 18 inch line that serves the
Provo/South Salt Lake area is proposed to be rerouted to avoid potential damage °
thzt c::ld be caused by mining induced subsidence over the Skyline Coal Mine
fermit area.

Utah Fuel Company, a wholly owned subsidiary of Coastal States Energy Company,
plans to longwall mine up to three seams of coal taking up to 13.5 feet of coal
per seam. Approximataly 30 feet of subsidence is expected and the gasline simply
cannot take the str-.in. The Bureau of Land Management and Utah Fuel estimate
that approximately 15 million tons of recoverable coal could be irretrievably

lost in order to protect the pipeline from subsidence without the proposed
raroute.

The proposal could involve only National Forest Syszem lands and would be
installed in Burnout Canyon near Electric Lake and in Upper Huntingtonm Canyon
adjacent to State Highway 264. If approved, construction would commence nex:
summer and traffic on State Highway 264 would be interrupted for about a month.

I am attaching a copy of our Scoping Document with a map that will help explain
the project further. Please send any written comments on the proposal to George
A. Morris by September l4cth, or if you have any questions, please don't hesitate
to contact Carter Reed or Walt Nowak at the above address or by calling (801)
637-2817.

Sincerely,

George A. Morris
Forest Supervisor

—a—
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United States

Department of Forest Manti-LaSal 599 West Price River Dr.
Agriculture Service National Forest Price, Utah 84501

Reply to: 2720 [/

}

Date: August 22, 1989
MULTIPLE ADDRESSEES AS PER ATTACHED LIST

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

Office of Pipeline and Producer Regulation

Attn: Robert Arvelund

Room 7312, 825 North Capitol St.

Washington D.C. 20426 ’

Dear Mr. Arvelund:

Please reference our letter dated August 10, 1989 informing you that the
Manci-La Sal National Forest is processing an application from Questar Pipeline

Ccmpany to reroute a 4.25 mile segment of their existing Mainline #41 Gas
Transmission Pipeline.

We regretably neglected to inform you in the referenced letter that we will be
holding a publi: meeting in Price, Utah, on August 30, 1989 to discuss this
proposal and receive public comments. The meeting will be held at 7:00 p.m. act

the College of Eastern Utah Campus, Alumni Room, located in the Student Center
Building.

Even though a public meeting will be held, we will still consider wrictten
comments sent to the address specified in our August 10, 1989, letter. Even if
you mak: verbal comments at the public meeting, we would like to receive these
comments in writing by September 14, 1989. .

Sincerely,

/s/ Aaron Howe

for
GEORGE A. MORRIS
Forest Supervisor




&p|State of Utah

| . L

‘ DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES "' PAICE RANGER DISTRIC

3 ) DIVISION OF WILDLIFE RESOURCES !

‘ Nerman H. Bangurer AUG23 1989 !
Dee C. Hansen ] SOeesiem Regon | |

—

Lasretese Diweriar 455 Wen Radroea Averve cop e |
Timothy H. Prevan Price. Uan 84501-2829 o
Ovevsan ODrerrar 801-637.2010

August 18, 1989

Mr. George A. Morris, Supervisor

Manti LaSal National Forest

599 West Price River Dr.

Price, UT 84501 ) .

Dear George:

In regard to the application by Questar Pipeline Company for a reroute of
their mainline #41 gas transmission pipeline, the following is offered for
your consideration.

Either of the two alternatives (Burnout/Upper Huntington, or Mud Creek/Winter
Quarters) present a significant likelihood for substantial negative impacts to
terrestrial and aquatic wildlife resources. Both alternative routes traverse
high-priority valued summer range for big game (mule deer, Rocky Mountain elk
and moose). Both routes parallel valuable sport fishery (trout) resources,
also. Thus, the Division of Wildlife Resources would appreciate being
intimately appraised of this project.

George, it would be of value to the EIS process if I participated in the
project scoping meeting on August 21, 1989. At that time, OWR could become
familiar with the project and philosophies relative to impacts and mitigation
could be exchanged.

Please advise relative to the scoping meeting.

Sincerely,
2 5 DG NANT-LASAL HF,

Resource Analyst | Ave2 110gg
cc: Ralph Miles o —411 o ::
g' ALk —
g Yy e -
sc.epu-’b M&u.:& . BM/—\\_;{-B' |
e covoremy emoore & [ hozzre JY ;
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;_ﬁPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

DIVISION OF WILDLIFE RESOURCES

Southeasiern Reguon

455 Wesi Rawoag Avenue
Prce. Utah 84501-2829
801-637-3310

Larry Dalton FmOrOndU

Remans) Wildivie Program Manaser
June 16, 1989

Remwrce Ansivis Hamun Prowecunn

T0: Larry Dalton, RAS \

FRON:  Walt Donaldson, RFM M,,

SUBJECT: Aquatic Mitigation Options - Upper Huntington Creek, Utah 0;23_(;v°
&/

Per my understanding during a recent SER staff meeting, the Skyline Mine is
proposing to run a natural gas line over the Scofield-Huntington divide and hook
into an existing system in Huntington Canyon. Construction could impact upper
Huntington Creek (Sec. 6) above Eiectric Lake, Utah. Huntington Creek (Sec. 6)
contains a wild, self-sustaining population of cutthroat trout, and is ranked

as a Class [I] B-Unique fishery.

Mature cutthroat trout from Electric Lake annually utilize this stream during
May I - June_]5 for spawning purposes. Janssen (1988 Progress Report/Utah
Division of Wildlife Resources, SER) installed a fish trap in this stream during
the 1987 spawning period, and collected 2,629 adult cutthroats emigrating from
the reservoir. The cutthroat trout fecundity potential for this stream alone
was estimated at 1,629,000 + 10% eggs. The Division intends to capitalize on
this potential as a future brood source of cutthroat trout for its hatchery

system each year, if the Strawberry Reservoir treatment project is ever
implemented.

/>¥ Stringent sediment control measures must be implemented during construction to
protect the reproductive, nursery, and incubating habitats for trout in
Huntington Creek (Sec. 6). These same contro] measures must be implemented for
other spawning tributaries to Electric Lake, such as Burnout Canyon and James

Canyon. Appropriate restoration measures are also assumed on disturbed sites
incurred during construction.

The following mitigation options regarding this project are offered for your

consideration.

- Install a permanent fence on approximately 2.0 miles of Huntington Creek (Sec.

6) and 1.0 miles Boulger Creek (Sec. 1) to exclude fall livestock use (sheep)

and ORV use in the riparian zone. The fence should cover both sides of the

Streams to protect the riparian zone. This proposal would occur on US Forest

Service lands, so Skyline Mine must elicit the cooperation of the federal agency

prior to implementation. »

(é) - Eliminate spawning barriers on several tributary streams to Electric Lake:
James Canyon, Burnout Canyon, Cox Canyon, and Little Bear Canyon. The use of

S

AN 2qQuct dpecrtunihy eme:syar
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[omaintins 4 -
"W CHURCHor el
}ESUS CHR]ST FOREST SERVICE -

MANTI-LASAL NATIONAL FOREST

OF }_ATTER. D /A\Y PRICE RANGER DISTRICT
SAINTS FEB-8 19%0

OREM UTAH CHERRY HILL STAKE 219G Easd 1910 S / ACTION E :0 d}gro., %L

February 4, 1990 e wr FyosS : ~—]

Ira W. Hatch
District Ranger -
Price Ranger District
599 W. Price River Dr. T
Price, Utah 84501 PROMISE CARD FCT

Dear Mr. Hatch,

Recently I was given a copy of a letter (with attachments)
written by you on January 17, 1990 to J. Lu. Butler regarding a
project under consideration by Questar Pipeline Company. Upon
studying these documents I became very concerned. I need to
assure myself and the stake presidents I represent that access
to and operation of Camp Shalom will not be disrupted by this
project. Would you be kind enough to supply me with
information on these issues?

We have contractual commitments this Summer for salaries,
supplies, and services for the operation of the camp. 1In
addition, the 32 participating stakes are counting on the camp
to supply their young women with camp experiences this summer.

If there appears to be any possibility that this project will

disrupt our plans for camp, I would also appreciate the address
of the Questar Pipeline Company and their legal council.

Thank you so much for your cooperation and your willingness to
work with us in operating this camp.

Sincerely,

President David N. Peterson (225-5725) 99V7%4;§24
Chairman, Mia Shalom Executive Committee Q




United States _Q) Pric )anger District

Department of Forest Manti-LaSal 599 West Price River Dr.
Agriculture Service National Forest Price, Utah 84501

Reply to: 2555

Date: March 26, 1990

President David N. Peterson
‘Orem Utah Cherry Hill Stake
219 East 1910 South

Orem, Utah 84088

Dear President Peterson:

As you are aware, Questar Pipeline Company has proposed a gas transmission
pipeline realignment in the upper Huntington Creek area.

We are currently writing an Environmental Impact Statement to evaluate the
impacts this project might have upon the environment. As a part of this
process, we explore various alternatives to the proposed action. Of those

considered to this point, I don't forsee that any of them would appreciably
affect the operation of Camp Shalom. :

Depending upon which alternative is selected, the only
operations would be minor traffic delays and/or possib
the extreme south end of your property.

impact wupon your
ly some construction on

Within the near future, we will circulate a draft Environmental Impact Statement
concerning this proposed project. You will receive a copy of the report. We

would appreciate any comments you might have concerning the project. These will
be evaluated in our determination of a final decision.

Because of the proximity of our previously scheduled release date of the draft
document, I delayed replying to your letter of February 4, 1990. Due to some

unscheduled delays, I hope this explanation will help alleviate your concerns

prior to your receiving the complete document.
If you have questions, contact me.

Sincerely,

/s/ Ira W. Hatch

IRA W. HATCH
Distric Ranger

IHatch:kh
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~+OWARD C. NIELSON WASHINGTON OFFICE:
THIRD DISTRICT, UTAH . T 1122 LONGWORTH HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING
WASHINGTON, DC 20515
{202) 225-7751

L]

:

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE .
SUBCOMMITTEES: - .
HEALTH AND ENVIRONMENT @ ﬂ n rE 5 5 uf th E (Enltzd t ﬂtE 5 DISTRICT OFFICES:
ENERGY AND POWER #105 FEDERAL BUILDING
COMMERCE. CONSUMER PROTECTION, 8: ::;;? &208:::‘"*

GOVERNMENT ACTIVITIES AND TRANSPORTATION
VICE CHAIRMAN

(801) 524-5301

ANO COMPETITIVENESS iauusz uf Rwrzsmtaﬁnzs (801) 377-1776
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS . #2207 FEDERAL BUILDING
SUSCOMMITTEE: mas h‘ngtun y E@ 205] 5 ;:STSLOA\:LNC!S;’:YSTSJ: Eg;

—
o EAST CENTER STREET #1

i MOAB. UT 84532
{801} 259-7188

COPPER CAUCUS
COAL CAUCUS
RURAL CAUCUS
STEEL CAUCUS

MILITARY REFORM CAUCUS A ——
TRAVEL & TOURISM CAUCUS . :

O UTAH TOLL-FREE NUMBER
1-800-245-1426
—

June 27, 1990 i :
' : | -
. s T} !
George Morris /Un‘f ar D3 L
Forest Supervisor - 1
Manti-LaSal National Forest i ]
Price District Zzhﬁ;é7t R e

599 West Price River Drive &
Price, Utah 84501

Dear Mr. Morris:

It has come to my attention that the Questar Pipeline Company has
applied to the United States Forest Service (USFS) for permission to
relocate 4.25 mile section of buried natural gas pipeline that
crosses the Skyline Mine permit area. As currently routed, the
pipeline affects approximately 15 million tons of recoverable coal
reserves. Relocating the pipeline would allow mining to proceed
uninterrupted and avoid potential damage and possible loss of service
to Utah consumers.

The Draft Environmental Impact 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 will affect the least amount of coal reserves in the future.
Construction along this route will have little environmental impact
and will be easily mitigated. The other possible routes are longer
which would raise the construction costs. These routes would cross
millions of tons of coal that may be mined in the future and they
would have the potential for causing larger environmental damage.

I support the conclusions of the EIS and the decision of the USFS for
recommending the Burnout Canyon route and hope that the coal
resources at Skyline can be mined as completely and efficiently as
possible without disruption. Coal mining in general helps to provide
a sound economy in the state of Utah and more specifically Skyline
provides a strong economic foundation for Carbon, Emery, Sanpete and
Utah counties.

REPLY TO
WASHIN
O SHINGTON 3 eRovo O SsALT Lake CITY 0 wmoas




DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY [WANTI-LASAL [LF,
SACRAMENTO DISTRICT CORPS OF ENGINEERS ’ i
650 CAPITOL MALL
SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA 95814-4794 JUN 1 8 1990

P |
REPLY TO R <
ATTENTION OF June 15, 1490 —- L

R A

Utah Regulatory Office

Mr. George A. Morris _ :

Forest Supervisor W ..... )

Manti-La Sal National Forest T - — ‘

599 West Price River Drive ol D”f O !

Price, Utah 84501 CC- It Pﬂ_,rw,/ '
: >

Dear Mr. Morris:

The following comments represent the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
response to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement {(dated May, 1930)
for the Main Line No. 41 Reroute at Skyline Mine in the Manti-La Sal
National Forest, Emery and Sanpete Counties, Utah.

Your project has been reviewed in accordance with Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act under which the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
regulates the discharge of dredged and fill material into waters of
the United States including wetlands. Based on your project plans and
description, we have determined that the proposed work would involve
such discharges.

It appears that Alternative C-Burnout Canyon Route (3) is the
least damaging alternative for this project. Therefore, provided this
is the chosen alignment for the relocation of the natural gas
pipeline, this project may be authorized by General Permit No. 40.
This permit authorizes the discharge of dredged or fill material into
waters of the United States, provided a Stream Channel Alteration
Permit has been issued by the state and the work is performed in
accordance with all terms and conditions of that State permit.

If you have any questions, or if there are any changes or
modifications regarding the alignment of the pipeline, please contact
Ms. Katherine Trott of our Utah Regulatory Office, 1403 South, 600
West, Suite A, Bountiful Utah, telephone (801) 295-8380.

Sincerel

Chief, Utah Regulatory Office
Copy furnished:

Utah Division of Water Rights




United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
3480

(U-065)

ol 5"

Moab District
REVES REIER 1O P. 0, Box 970
. Moab, Utah 84532

JUL - 2 1990

Mr. George Morris, Forest Supervisor
U. S. Department of Agriculture

U. S, Forest Service

Manti-LaSal National Forest

599 West Price River Drive

Price, Utah 84501

Re: 'Questar Pipeline Company Mainline No. 41 Reroute at Skyline Mine EIS
Dear Mr, Morris:

As a cooperating agency, the CEQ regulations require that we make comments on

the subject EIS. This letter is meraly to inform you that the Bureau of Land

Management has no further comments with respect to the proposed pipeline

reroute and the EIS.
Sincerely yours,
FOREST SER
MANTI-LASAL NATIO\I::EE FOREST ) A
PRICE RANGER DISTRICT m“ C.

JUL 02 1990 Assistant District Manager
Mineral Resources

ACTION 10 INFO
OFR

©_CLERK
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION VI
999 18th STREET - SUITE 500
DENVER, COLORADO 80202-2405

I AC
Ref: 8WM-EA JUN 26 YQQO MAN” LASAL N.F.
JUL 021990
George A. Morris, Forest Supervisor £2 1T
Manti-LaSal National Forest -Tf—%~-= e

599 West Price River Drive I .
Price, Utah 84501 :

Pz

fay . B e —

RE: Draf}-EIS for Questar—
Pipeline Company's Main Ling
No. 41 Renoute at Skyline

Mine Raf{ing LO ST

S s c—

Dear Sir: ) .

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air
Act (CAA), the Region VIII Office of the Environmental Protection
Agency has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) for the Questar Pipeline Company's Main Line No. 41 Reroute
at Skyline Mine. EPA offers the following comments for your
consideration.

) EPA believes that the selection of Alternative C using
Burnout Canyon Route (3) along with either of the Valley Camp
Triangle Connectors is environmentally preferable to other routes
since the alignment is generally along the highway right-of-way
and not along the valley bottom. Similarly, either of the Winter
Quarters routes provide the advantage of avoidance of riparian
impact but at substantially higher cost. Burnout Canyon (3)
would minimize the potential impacts to the riparian ecosystem
since this route would involve one-half mile of riparian impact
compared to 3.3 miles along either Burnout Canyon (1) or Burnout
Canyon (2).

EPA supports the Forest Service efforts to assure minimal
impact to the riparian ecosystem with the use of best management
practices (BMP) during construction. We recommend that the
specific best management practices outlined by the Utah Division
of Wildlife Resources for sediment control and fish barriers be
adopted as right-of-way requirements by the Forest Service.

(See letter from Larry Dalton, Utah Division of Wildlife
Resources, to George Morris, Manti-LaSal National Forest,
September 13, 1989, pages 2 and 3.)




State Of Utah M"NT"&%:ESJASrﬁg‘SELE FOREST

- L - PRICE RANGER DISTRICT
Division‘of State History
\ , (Utah State Historical Society) JUN1 9 1390
Department of Community and Economic Development
Norman H. Bangerter £UTE ! T0 [ Y
Governor J 300 Rio Grande —— i — —;._;;_.
Max J. Evans § SatLakeCily. Utah 84101-1182 ———— e S :
Director B 8015305755 -~ »---; —

June 8, 1990 ; S

George A. Morris ] :
Forest Supervisor WCLISE S e ;

599 West Price River Drive :
Price, UT 84501

RE: Questar Pipeline Company's Mainline No. 41 Reroute Project, Dames and
Moore's Cultural Resource Inventory Report, Your Reference #2360/2820

In Reply Please Refer to Case No. 90-0393
Dear Mr. Morris:

The Utah State Historic Preservation Office has received the above referenced
project. Our office has no additional comments on this project.

The above is provided on request as outlined by 36 CFR 800 or Utah Code, Title
63-18-37. The Utah SHPO makes no regulatory requirement in this matter. If
you have questions or need additional assistance, please contact me at (801)
533-7039.

Si cei;;;>// .

James L. Dyknfan
Regulation Assistance Coordinator

JLD:90-0393 FS

__‘___—-—'———-—T N
MANTILASAL R

Board of State History: Thomas G. Alexander * Dean L. May * Douglas D. Alder * Leonard J. Arringuon
Marilyn Barker = Boyd A. Blackner ¢ J. Eldon Dorman ¢ Hugh C. Garner * Amy Allen Price * Sunny Redd C%\au.n x ) Ll
[N . oot




State of Utah

Division of State History S

(Utah State Historical Society)
Department of Community and Economic Development

Norman H. Bangerter
Governor ]| 300 Ro Grande

Max J. Evans [ SatlLaxe City. Utan 84101-1182
Director 8 801-533-5755

May 21, 1990

George A. Morris

Forest Supervisor
Manti-LaSal National Forest
599 West Price River Drive
Price, UT 84501

RE: DEIS for Questar Pipe]%ﬁe Company's Main Line No. 41 Reroute at Skyline
Mine

In Reply Please Refer to Case No. 90-0044
Dear Mr. Morris:
The Utah State Historic Preservation Office received the above referenced

Draft EIS on May 14, 1990. After review of the draft EIS, our office has no
technical comments for consideration by the U.S. Forest Service.

This information is provided on request to assist the Forest Service with its
Section 106 responsibilities as specified in 36 CFR 800. If you have
questions or need additional assistance, please contact me at (801) 533-7039.

Regulation As ance Coordinator

JLD:90-0044 FS/EIS

c: . Carolyn Wright
Resource Development Coordinating Committee
State Planning Office
116 State Capitol P —
Salt Lake City, UT 84114 MANTI-LASAL iL.F.

MAY 291320

s

e <t

’

it R

70 o
Buard of State History: Thomas G. Alexander * Dean L. May W s

Mariiyn Barker * Boyd A. Blackner * J. Eldon Dorman * Hugh C. Garmer © Amy Allen Price Qunnyrlcdd Jerey Wyhu

Garrie o




DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES
DIVISION OF OIL, GAS AND MINING

355 West North Temple
Dee C. Hansen .
Executive Director 3 Triad Center, Suite 350
Dianne R. Nielson, Ph.D. § Saft Lake City, Utah 84180-1203
Division Director 801-538-5340

@ State of Utah

Norman H. Bangerter
Governor

June 22, 1990

Mr. George A. Morris, Forest Supervisor
Manti-LaSal National Forest

599 West Price River Drive

Price, Utah 84501

Dear m%;QMﬁrrlé:
. §

Re: Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for
Questar Pipeline Company's Main Line #41 Reroute at Skyline

Mine.

The Utah Division of 0il, Gas & Mining received for
consideration the above mentioned document. After a review of the
material, we feel the Forest Service has done a good job in
addressing the environmental concerns of this project. Therefore,
we concur with the Forest Service's choice of the Burnout Canyon
Route (3). We have no other substantive comments at this time.

Thank you for the opportunity of reviewing this document.
Please continue to keep us informed.

Sincerely,
(‘7\ '
('5/ [ D4

ianne R. Nielson
Director

cl
cc: L. Braxton

D. Haddock ' -
BT46/34 T

an equal opportumty empioyer
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May 18, 1990

George A. Morris, Forest Supervisor
Manti-La Sal National Forest
599 W. Price River Drive
Price, Utah 84501

Dear Mr. Morris:

R p f'“."--U;, C ——
In regards to the proposed reroute of Questar Pipeline Company’s
Main Line No. 41 at Skyline Mine, the Division’s preference would be to leave
the pipeline in place and protect it from mining induced subsidence.
No aquatic mitigation would be expected with this proposal. However, the
Burnout Canyon Route (3) along with appropriate mitigation is an acceptable
alternative.

This alignment will be west of Highway 264 and make 4 stream
crossings. Consideration should be given at the stream crossings towards
encasing the pipeline in a concrete sleeve. This will allow for future
repairs or replacement of the pipeline without the need to redisturb the

. Stream channel. Such a casing will also serve to protect the line from
rusting. Flgure A-3 diagrams the proposed method of stream crossings,
however, it is not clear if such a casing is planned.

We have some concerns with the seed mix specifications on page 6 of
Appendix A. There have not been any forb or shrub species included in the
mix. Besides providing for soil stabilization , such species provide habitat
for wildlife. The area provides important deer and elk summer 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 lists mitigation recommendations. We expect that all of the
recommendations (71-75) will be implemented. It should be noted that cest
figures for each mitigation are only estimated costs that may be subject to
variation. Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide comment.

Sincerely,

7 /7/(/ %

Miles Moretti
Supervisor

cc. Ralph Miles )
Keith Zobell, Skyline Mine

an egLa 00ZC7 ., 67 Iyer
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Table 1. Revegetation prescription for disturbed areas caused by the Questar
Pipeline relocation at Skyline Mine. -

(1) Disturbed areas should be doubled ripped. (2) Fertilizer (0-16-8) at a
rate of 100 Tb/acre should be disked into the topsoil mass prior to seeding.
(3a) The seed mix should be drilled, followed by an identical application
hydrosprayed as a slurry to incorporate more seed mix, tacifier (60 lb/acre),
wood fiber mulich (2,000 1b/acre), and nitrogen fertilizer (33-0-0 distributed
at a rate of 100 1b/acre). (3b) If a drill/hydrospray technique is not
utilized, the pounds of pure live seed/acre in the seed mix should be doubled
and then broadcast. After seed application, nitrogen fertilizer (33-0-0
distributed at a rate of 100 1b/acre) should be broadcast. An acceptable
mulch should be applied to protect the raw soil from erosion and conserve
moisture. (4) Seeding should occur following a permanent killing frost which
is usually after October 15.

Plant Material ‘ ' Pound of Pure Live Seed/Acre

Reed canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea) : 0.5
Meadow foxtail (Alopecurus pnatensis) 1.0
Redtop (Aarostis alba) 0.5 o
Smooth brome (Bromus inermus) 2.0 o
Timothy | (Phleum pratense) 0.5
Beaked sedge (Carex rostrata) 1.0
Alsike clover (Irifolium hybridum) 1.0
Strawberry clover -~ (Irifolium fragiferum) 1.0
Black medic : (Medicago lupulina) 0.5

- Oregon checkermallow (Sidalcsa oregana) 0.5
Pacitic aster (Aster chilensis) 0.5
Sticky geranium (Geranium viscosissimum) 1.0
Red elderberry (Sambucus racemosa) 3.0 uncleaned
Woocds rose (Rosa woodsii) 2.0
Shrubby cinquefoil (Potentilla fruticosa) 1.0
Silver sagebrush (Artemisia cana viscidula) 0.5

Total 16.5
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In regards to the proposed reroute of Questar Pipeline Company’s
Main Line No. 41 at Skyline Mine, the Division’s preference would be to leave
the pipeline in place and protect it from mining induced subsidence.’
No aquatic mitigation would be expected with this proposal. However, the
Burnout Canyon Route (3) along with appropriate mitigation is an acceptable
alternative.

This alignment will be west of Highway 264 and make 4 stream
crossings. Consideration should be given at the stream crossings towards
encasing the pipeline in a concrete sleeve. This will allow for future
repairs or replacement of the pipeline without the need to redisturb the

, Stream channel. Such a casing will also serve to protect the line from
rusting. Figure A-3 diagrams the proposed method of stream crossings,
however, it is not clear if such a casing is planned.

We have some concerns with the seed mix specifications on page 6 of
Appendix A. There have not been any forb or shrub species included in the
mix. Besides providing for soil stabilization , such species provide habitat
for wildlife. The area provides important deer and elk summer 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 lists mitigation recommendations. We expect that all of the
recommendations (71-75) will be implemented. It should be noted that cest
figures for each mitigation are only estimated costs that may be subject to
variation. Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide comment.

Sincerely,

TGl 50,
Miles Moretti
Supervisor

cc. Ralph Miles
Keith Zobell, Skyline Mine

an eqLa. O3ZC." . €71 Dyer
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Table 1. Revegetation prescription for disturbed areas caused by the Questar
Pipeline relocation at Skyline Mine. . =

(1) Disturbed areas should be doubled ripped. (2) Fertilizer (0-16-8) at a
rate of 100 1b/acre should be disked into the topsoil mass prior to seeding.
(3a) The seed mix should be drilled, followed by an identical application
hydrosprayed as a slurry to incorporate more seed mix, tacifier (60 1b/acre),
wood fiber mulch (2,000 1b/acre), and nitrogen fertilizer (33-0-0 distributed
at a rate of 100 1b/acre). (3b) If a drill/hydrospray technique is not
utilized, the pounds of pure live seed/acre in the seed mix should be doubled
and then broadcast. After seed application, nitrogen fertilizer (33-0-0
distributed at a rate of 100 1b/acre) should be broadcast. An acceptable
mulch should be appiied to protect the raw soil from erosion and conserve

moisture. (4) Seeding should occur following a permanent killing frost which
is usually after October 15. '

Plant Material Pound of Pure Live Seed/Acre

i

Reed canarygrass
Meadow foxtail
Redtop

Smooth brome
Timothy

Beaked sedge
'Alsike clover
Strawberry clover
Black medic
Oregon checkermallow
Pacific aster
Sticky geranium
Red elderberry
Woods rose
Shrutby cinquefoil

Silver sagebrush

(Phalaris arundinacea)

(Alooecurus pnatensis)

(Aarostis alba)
(Bromus inermus)

(Phleum pratense)

(Carex rostrata)

(Trifolium hybridum)

(Irifolium fragiferum)
(Medicago lupulina)
(Sidalcsa oregana)

(Aster chilensis)

(Garanium viscosissimum)

(Sambucus racemosa)

(Rosa woodsii)

(Potentilla fruticosa)

(Artemisia cana viscidula)

Total

. . . . .
(8] (94 (3] o o

.
o

uncleaned
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In regards to the proposed reroute of Questar Pipeline Company’s
Main Line No. 41 at Skyline Mine, the Division’s preference would be to leave
the pipeline in place and protect it from mining induced subsidence.
No aquatic mitigation would be expected with this proposal. However, the
Burnout Canyon Route (3) along with appropriate mitigation is an acceptable
alternative.

This alignment will be west of Highway 264 and make 4 stream
crossings. Consideration should be given at the stream crossings towards
encasing the pipeline in a concrete sleeve. This will allow for future
repairs or replacement of the pipeline without the need to redisturb the
_stream channel. Such a casing will also serve to protect the line from
rusting. Figure A-3 diagrams the proposed method of stream crossings,
however, it is not clear if such a casing is planned.

We have some concerns with the seed mix specifications on page 6 of
Appendix A. There have not been any forb or shrub species included in the
mix. Besides providing for soil stabilization , such species provide habitat
for wildlife. The area provides important deer and elk summer 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 lists mitigation recommendations. We expect that all of the
recommendations (71-75) will be implemented. It should be noted that coest
figures for each mitigation are only estimated costs that may be subject to
variation. Thank you for the opportunity to review and provide comment.

Sincerely,

TLH S
Miles Moretti
Supervisor

cc. Ralph Miles
Keith Zobell, Skyline Mine

an equa. GOZI." T €7 Lyer
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. Table 1.

Revegetation prescription for disturbed areas caused by the Questar
Pipeline relocation at Skyline Mine.

(1) Disturbed areas should be doubled ripped. (2) Fertilizer (0-16-8) at a
rate of 100 1b/acre should be disked into the topsoil mass prior to seeding.
(3a) The seed mix should be drilled, followed by an identical application
hydrosprayed as a slurry to incorporate more seed mix, tacifier (60 1b/acre),
wood fiber mulch (2,000 1b/acre), and nitrogen fertilizer (33-0-0 distributed
at a rate of 100 1b/acre). (3b) If a drill/hydrospray technique is not
utilized, the pounds of pure live seed/acre in the seed mix should be doubled
and then broadcast. After seed application, nitrogen fertilizer (33-0-0
distributed at a rate of 100 1b/acre) should be broadcast. An acceptable
mulch should be applied to protect the raw soil from erosion and conserve
moisture. (4) Seeding should occur following a permanent killing frost which
is usually after October 15.

Plant Material Pound of Pure Live'Seed/Acre

Reed canarygrass (Phalaris arundinacea) 0.5
Meadow foxtail (Alopecurus pnatensis) 1.0
Redtop (Aarostis alba) 0.5
Smooth brome (Bromus inermus) 2.0
Timothy (Phleum pratense) 0.5
Beaked sedge (Carex rostrata) 1.0
)Alsike claver (Trifolium hybridum) 1.0
Strawberry clover (Trifolium fragiferum) 1.0
Black medic (Medicaago lupulina) 0.5
Oregon checkermallow (Sidalcea oregana) 0.5
Pacific aster (Aster chilensis) 0.5
Sticky geranium (Geranium viscosissimum) 1.0

Red elderberry

(Sambucus racemosa)

3.0 uncleaned

Woocs rose (Rosa woodsii) 2.0

Shrubby cinquefoil’ (Potantilla fruticosa) 1.0

Silver sagebrush (Artemisia cana viscidula) 0.5
Total =~ 16.5
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State of Utah

UTAH DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

Samuel J. Taylor

Chairman
_ ) Way'r:'? S. Winters
o IR - S D
Howerd Richardsan 940 South Carbon Avenue % PRICE RANGER DISTRICT Todd G. Weston
Asoistant Direcror 4 Prica. Utah 84501 : : James G, Larkin
Steve R Noble g (801) 637-1100 i JUL 12 1990 Elva . Andaron
Districs Four Director 3 1807) 837-3538 (Fax) : Secyeary
CoTET 10 IXFO.
July 10, 1890 : i o ;
L z
e ——t I !
Mr. Walt Nowak ; ; i
Manti Lasal National Forest Y ¥ 1
599 wWest Price River Drive T s
Price, Utah 84501 PROLILT CARD FOR

Re: Highway SR-264
Questar Pipeline M.L. 41

Dear Mr. Nowak:

In late April, 1950, I met with representatives of Questar Pipeline
Company and Coastal States Energy to discuss the location of
Questar pipeline M.L. 41 within the roadway prism of SR-264 in the
upper Huntington Canyon area.

} After considerable discussion pertaining toc construction features
r and possible impacts to the existing cut slopes and fill slopes,
| I agreed to allow Questar to locate their pipe within the roadway
. prism so as to preclude the back sliopes of their new trench from
- going outside of the existing roadway slopes. This will require
Questar to provide very stringent traffic control during the
initial construction temporary repair to the existing pavement upon

i completion of the pipe installation and total reconstruction of the

! existing pavement by the end of the 1991 construction season. Tha
- temporary pavement repair will allow us to provide adegquate snow
! removal and/or winter maintenance until the permanent repair will
| be made.

i As soon as approval is received from the Forest Service, Questar
will provide UDOT final plans and specifications for our approval.
We will review the plans and specifications and allow a utility
encroachment permit that will be subject for your approval since
UDOT does not own the right-of-way.

- s
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Letter - Forest Service/Hamilton
July 10, 1880
Page 2

I am enclosing a copy of a letter from Mr. C.K. Blair, Questar
Pipeline, outlining the preliminary agreement concerning this
relocation. IfT you have any Qquestions regarding UDOT’s role in
this mattar, please feel Tree to contact me.

RehbéctquTy,

L. Xrchie Hamilton
District Pre/Construction Engineer

bt
cc: Steve Noble, District Director

C.K. Biair, Questar Pipeline Company
Aaron Howle, National Forest Service

i/
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George A. Morris » T
Forest Supervisor o
Manti-LaSal National Forest !
599 West Price River Drive ) ST
Price, Utah 84501 TG

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Main Line No. 41
Reroute at Skyline Mine
State Identifier No. UT890821-040

Dear Mr. Morris:
The Resource Development Coordinating Committee, representing the State

of Utah, has reviewed 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 comment as follows:

1

Utah Geological and Mineral Survey

The Survey believes that a couple of points in the DEIS need clarification,
and suggests the following: ’

1.

The oversize (fold out) map shows routing alternatives and the
position of the existing pipeline. However, little other information is
presented, making it difficult to follow the discussions in the text
concerning land status, landslides, mines, coal resources, and so
forth. The Survey recommends the following information be added to
the map:

a) patterns of existing mine 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, BYU
Geol. Studies, v. 32, pt. 1);

¢) land status boundaries for private, federal, and state lands; and




Mr. George A. Morris
June 29, 1990

Page 2

d) a table showing a summary of the routes, similar to Table 2-1.

The landslide hazard discussion under the preferred alternative is
unclear (Burnout Canyon Route 3, page 4-4). According to the above
mentioned studies, landslides appear along virtually the entire
drainage of Upper Huntington Creek. Also, in the discussion 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).
The Survey recommends rewriting these sections to expand
discussions of landslide hazards, referencing the revised oversized
plate described above. ‘

Division of Water Rights

The Division believes Burnout Canyon Routes 1 and 2 impose excessive
impacts to sensitive riparian and stream environments. Burnout Canyon Routes 3
and 4 significantly reduce these impacts. The Division concurs with the route
submitted with the Stream 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 Huntington Creek, near Little Swens Crossing;

using the existing culvert at Little Swens Crossing;
routing the pipeline directly into upland areas after the stream

crossing, 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 Reclamation seismotectonic studies of the Joes Valley and Pleasant Valley fault
zones conclude that these zones have been active in the Quaternary Period. The
seismic threat includes possible damage from fault rupture and/or strong ground

motion.




Mr. George A. Morris
June 29, 1990
Page 3

The Bureau based its Pleasant Valley determination on a comparison of
topographic expressions of related structures in both Pleasant and Joes Valleys.
The conclusion was that Quaternary displacement, possibly as recent as 10-20 ka,
cannot be precluded.

The greatest ground motion threat could come from movement of the Joes
Valley fault zone. In the northern Joes Valley graben, surface faulting has
ruptured upper Quaternary deposits. Average recurrence intervals, age of faulting
and displacement, as determined by trenching studies, is reported on the attached
table.

Destructive strong ground motion could be generated by moderate
magnitude (M, 6.5) random earthquakes. Because such quakes do not rupture the
surface, fault location is impossible to predict. Maximum credible 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-
examined.

3

Division of Wildlife Resources

The Division prefers that the pipeline be left in place, and protected from
mining induced subsidence damage, because no aquatic mitigation would be
expected. However, Burnout Canyon Route 3, along with appropriate mitigation,
is an acceptable alternative.

This alignment would be west of Highway 264, and make four stream
crossings. Consideration should be given at the stream 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 rust. Figure A-3 diagrams 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 shrub 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 recommended
revegetation prescription is attached.

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
lists mitigation recommendations. The Division expects that all the
recommendations (71-75) will be implemented. We note that the cost figures for
each mitigation are only estimated costs, subject to variation.

Division of State History

The Division has no technical comments for consideration by the U.S.
Forest Service. This information is provided on request to assist the Forest
Service with its Section 106 responsibilities as specified in 36 CFR 800. If you
have questions or need additional [historic] assistance, please contact [Jim
Dykman] at (801) 533-7039. (Reference Case No. 90-0044.)

Division of Oil, Gas and Mining

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 concur with the choice of Burnout Canyon Route 3.

The Committee appreciates the opportunity to review the DEIS. Please feel free
to call me with any questions or concerns.

Sincerely,
Pt € &bt

Michael E. Christensen
State Planning Coordinator

Enclosures
MEC/h
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p revegetation prescription for distur
707 e relocation at Skyline Mine.
PIP

bed areas caused by the Questar

i

(1) Disturbed areas should be doubled ripped.
rate of 100 1b/acre should be disked
(3a) The seed mix should be drilled,
hydrosprayed as a slurry to incorporat
wood fiber mulch (2,000 1b/acre), and
at a rate-of 100 Ib/acre).
utilized, the pounds of pure live seed/acre in the seed mix
After seed application,
of 100 1b/acre)
d to protect the
(4) Seeding should occur fo

and then broadcast.

distributed at a rate
mulch should be applie

moisture.

into the topsoil mass
followed by an identi
e more seed mix, tacifier
nitrogen fertilizer (33-0-

(2) Fertilizer (0-16-8) at a
prior to seeding.
cal application
(60 1b/acre),
0 distributed

(3b) If a drill/hydrospray technique is not

is usually after October 15.

should be doubled
nitrogen fertilizer (33-0-0
should be broadcast.
raw soil from erosion and conserve
1lowing a permanent killing frost which

An acceptable

Plant Material

Pound of Pure Ljve Seed/Acre

Reed canarygrass
Meadow foxtail
Redtop

Smooth brome
Timothy

Beaked sedge

. Alsike clover

Strawberry clover
Black medic

Oregon checkermallow
Pacific aster

Sticky geranium

Red elderberry

Woods rose

Shrubby cinquefoil

Silver sagebrush

(Phalaris arundinacea)
(Alovecurus pnatensis)
(Agrostis alba)

(Bromus inermus)

(Phleum pratense)

(Carex rostrata)

(Irifolium hvbridum)

(Irifolium fragiferum)

(Medicaao Jupulina)

(Sidalcea oregana)

e ———————

(Aster chilensis)

(Geranium viscosissimum)

(Sambucus racemosa)

(Rosa woodsii)

(Potentilla fruticosa)

(Artemisia cana viscidula)

Total

0.5
1.0

. .
o o (3] o

. »
wn w o

uncleaned

16.5
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES MANTI-LASAL HUF.

I -

- _ LT

P ]

AL S

COMBITTELS: ARPROPRIATIONS (TRANSPORTATION
AND PUBLICISAFETY): TRANSPORTATION AND

J—

et} BLIC SAFETTTENERGY AND NATURAL RESGURCES|
| ' 7D_alD acricufture :

REP. RAY NIELSEN
697TH DISTRICT

RR #1, BOX 112, FAIRVIEW 84629
RES. 427-8364 / BUS. 427.9364

. me———

George A. Morris, Forest Supervisor
Manti-LaSal Nationali Forest

Price District

599 West Price River Drive

Price, UT 84501

Dear Supervisor Morris:

It nas come to my attention that the Questar Pipeline Company has applied to tne
United States Forest Service (USFS) for permission to relocate a 4.25 mile section
of buried natural gas pipeline that crosses the Skyline Mine permit area. As
currently routed, the pipeline affects approximately 15 million tons of recoverable
coal reserves. Relocating the pipeline would allow mining to proceed uninterruptea
and avoid potential damage and possible loss of service to Utan consumers.

The Oraft Environmental Impact 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 will affect the least amount of coal
reserves in the future. Construction along this route will have little environment
impact and will be easily mitigated. The other possiple routes are longer whicn
will raise the construction costs. These routes would cross millions of tons of
coal that may be mined in the future ana they would have the potential for causing
larger environmental damage.

I support the conclusions of the EIS and the decision of the USFS for recommending
the Burnout Canyon route and hope that the coal resources at Skyline can be mined
as completely and efficiently as possible without disruption. Coal mining in
general helps to provide a sound economy in the state of Utah and more specifically
Skyline provides a strong economic founaation for Carpon, Emery, Sanpete ana Utan
counties.

I am pleased to have the opportunity ta comment on the Draft Environmental
Statement and commend the Manti LaSal Forest Service, Questar Piepline Company and
Utan Fuel Company for thneir efforts. It is not often that I have an opportunity to
provide comments on an issue for which there is no disagreement between federal
agency ana private industry. Tne USFS recommendation is pest suited to meet tne
demands of the mining operator while minimizing environmental impacts.

I will be pleased if the final approval to move the pipeline can oe granted
expeditiously and construction along the Burnout Canyon route can commence this

year.
C N {
ot
RA:‘SiELSEN
Representative
RN:syg
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REP. MIKE DMITRICH

MINORITY LEADER
866 NORTH DOVER CIRCLE, PRICE 84501

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
STATE OF UTAH

70TH DISTRICT

COMMITTEES: APPROPRIATIONS (TRANSPORTATION AND
PUBLIC SAFETY): REVENUE AND TAXATION: ENERGY
AND NATURAL RESOURCES ANO AGRICULTURE

Dear Sir:

It has come to my attention that the Questar Pipeline Company has
applied to the United States Forest Service (USFS) for permission
to relocate a 4.25 mile section of buried natural gas pipeline that
crosses the Skyline Mine permit area. As currently routed, the
pipeline affects approximately 15 million tons of recoverable coal
reserves. Relocating the pipeline would allow mining to proceed
uninterrupted and avoid potential damage and possible loss of
service to Utah consumers.

The Draft Environmental Impact 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 will affect the least amount of coal reserves in the
future. Construction along this route will have 1little
environmental impact and will be easily mitigated. The other
possible routes are 1longer which would raise the construction
costs, cross millions of tons of coal that may be mined in the
future, and have the potential for causing greater environmental
damage.

I support the conclusions of the EIS and the decision of the USFS
for recommending the Burnout Canyon route, and hope that the coal
resources at Skyline can be mined as completely and efficiently as
possible without disruption. Coal mining in general helps to
provide a sound economy in the state of Utah and more specifically,
Skyline provides a strong economic foundation for Carbon, Emery,
Sanpete and Utah counties.

RES. 637-0428, / BUS. 637-2878 L — —
: £ST SERVICE
; MANTI-LASAL KATIONAL FORESY
, PRICE RANGER DISTRICT
June 22, 1990 JUN2
5 1990
~ .:—rg:‘i_'.*.}_f_,.__ e
‘ T e ey
Forest Supervisor , E i
Manti-LaSal National Forest - , b
Price District L me— :
599 West Price River Drive _ t :
Price, UT 84501 —- ;




June 22, 1990

Forest Supervisor
Manti-LaSal National Forest
Page Two

I am pleased to have the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS
and commend the Manti-LaSal Forest Service, Questar Pipeline
Company and Utah Fuel Company for their efforts. It is not often
that I have an opportunity to provide comments on an issue for
which there is no disagreement between federal agencies and private
industry. The USFS recommendation is best suited to meet the
demands of the mining operator while minimizing environmental
impacts. '

I will be pleased if the final approval to move the pipeline can
be granted expeditiously and construction along the Burnout Canyon
route can commence this year. Thank you for your consideration in
this matter.

Sincerely,

%,,

Mike Dmitrich
State Representative

cc: V. J. Mortensen
K. E. May
J. M. Garr




SENATOR
CARY G. PETERSON

MAJORITY LEADER
TWENTY-EIGHTH DISTRICT
JUAB, SANPETE, SEVIER,

MILLARD, PIUTE, WAYNE,
BEAVER COUNTIES

406 EAST 500 NORTH

UTAH STATE SENATEH

FOREST SERVICE

MANTI-LASAL NATIONAL FOREST

PRICE RANGER DISTRICT

JUN22 1990
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NEPHI, UTAH 84648
HOME: 623-1816 June 20, 1990
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Forest Supervisor
Manti-LaSal National Forest
Price District

599 West Price River Drive
Price, UT 84501

Dear Forest Supervisor:

I am aware the Questar Pipeline Company has applied to the
Manti-LaSal National Forest Service for permission to move a buried
pipeline that currently passes over a substantial tonnage of coal
reserves at the Skyline Mine. Questar is pursuing the project at
the request of Utah Fuel Company to enable coal mining activities to
proceed at the Skyline Mine.

Coal mining in general, and specifically from Skyline, is an
important industry to Carbon, Emery, Sanpete and Utah counties and
of particular interest to me because not only do I live in this
region but I have been elected by and represent the pecple who live
in this area. The Manti-LaSal Forest alsoc has many recreational
areas and activities which I enjoy.

The Draft EIS identifies the effect of the alternatives on
coal reserves and on the environment. I agree that the coal
resource should be mined as completely and efficiently as possible
and the mining activities at the Skyline mine should not be
disupted. Therefore, I support the decision of the USFS in
selecting the Burnout Canyon route and feel that the other
alternatives do not effectively meet the needs of the Skyline Mine.

I also believe the envirommental impacts have been more than
adequately addressed and construction should be authorized as
quickly as possible.

Sincerely,

)
“GCARY: /G. PETERSON

Senate Majority Leader

cc: Ken E. May
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6-15-90

Forest Supervisor

Manti-LaSal National Forest

Price District

599 West Price River Drive

Price, Utah 84501 T

Dear Forest Supervisor: -
Ll 3 T e s T PR

It has come to my attention through our Planning & Zoning
that the Questar -Pipeline Company has applied to the United
States Forest Service - for permission to relocate 4.25 mile
section of buried natural gas pipeline that crosses the Skyline
Mine permit area. “~ As currently routed, the pipeline affects
approximately 15 million 'tons of recoverable <c¢oal reserves.
Relocating the . “"pipeline would allow mining to proceed
uninterrupted and avoid potential damage and possible 1loss of
service to Utah consumers. .. -— o

I support the conclusions of the EIS and the decision of the
USFS and Carbon County Planning & Zoning staff for recommending
the Burnout Canyon route and hope that the coal resources at
Skyline can be mined as completely and efficiently as possible
without disruption. Coal mining in general helps to provide a
sound economy in the State of Utah and more specifically Skyline
provides a strong economic foundation for Carbon, Emery, Sanpete
and Utah counties.

I will be pleased if the final approval to move the pipeline
can be granted expeditiously and construction along the Burnout
Canyon route can commence this vyear.




In a previous public hearing I expressed my deep concern
that the existing pipeline must be left in place to prevent any
unnecessary scaring of this beautiful environmental region. It
is with great pleasure that I see the current plans do not
include any removal of the existing pipeline.

I have included a 1letter from <Carbon County Planner to

Questar. If I may be of assistance please contact me at 637-
4700.

Sincerely,

B

Emma R. Kuyvkendall
Carbon County Commissioner

xc: John Garr




CARBON COUNTY
PRICE, UTAH 34501

June 11, 1990

David W. Woodbury

Senior Design Engineer
Questar Pipeline Company
P.0O. Box 11450

Salt Lake City, Utah 84147

Dear Mr. Woodbury:

After reviewing vyour letter of June 4th, 1990 on the relocation
of 18" diameter natural transmission line and conferring with Mr.
Dave Levanger, Carbon Building Official, I would like to inform
you that no permits would be required by Carbon County.

If I can be of any further assistance, please call me at 637-4700

‘ext. 260.

Sincerely,

Wm

Harold R. Marston
Carbon County Planner



Yvonne A. Howell

Sanpete
County L

Janet J. Lund

Wallace S. Buchanan
Earl D. Clark

Center of
Utah's scenic beauty

Courthouse
Manti, Utah 84642

June 6, 1990

George Morris

Manti LaSal National Forest
Price District

599 West Price River Dr.
Price, Utah 84501

To Whom It May Concern:

As the Sanpete County Cocmmission, we would like to take this
opportunity to comment on the Main Line No. 41 Reroute Project.

After listening to a presentation from both Questar and Utah Fuel
Company and reviewing the 3 proposed routes, we wish to express
our support for the Burnout Canyon Route. We see no negative
impact as far as water, vegetation or wildlife if this route is
pursued.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project.
Sincerely,

Qo T

J. Keller Christenson
MANTILASAL NLF. Sanpete County Commissioner

JUN - 8 1930
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Wity of Aurora
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P.O. Box 1072 Al\;gi&s&&ﬁ\gﬂr%um FOREST
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Manti LaSal National Forest
Price District

599 West Price River Drive
Price, Utah 84501

!

June 20, 1990

Att: Forest Supervisor
Dear Sir:

It has come to my attention that the transmission gas line
owned by Quastar Corporation is currently routed through the
Coastal Corporations Skyline Mines coal lease permit area,

which affects approximately 15 million tons of coal reserves
that are recoverable only if the pipeline is re-routed.

Our small business was started in Sevier Valley in 1978 after

I had worked seven years for the coal industry. I worked 18
years for the San Diego Gas & Electric co. in California as

a pipeline welder and latter years as a supervisor in Gas
Transmission and Distribution throughout the Southern California
area.

As I have reviewed the map of the Skyline permit area, it
appears that the Burnt Canyon route would not only be the short-
est route but have the least environmental impact on the area

by being in an existing roadway the majority of the route.

Speaking not only from the small business aspect, I also have
served as the Mayor of Aurora City for the past 8 years and have
been re-elected for an additional 4 years.

Recently I conducted a survey for a grant applicaiton for Aurora
City concerning how much our community is affected by energy
resource development. My findings were that Aurora City with
a population of 994 citizens have 49 families directly game-
fully employed by the coal mines, which I feel is a large number.

Aurora has several miners and mechanics working at the Utah Fuel
Skyline Mine which commute each day. We also have 4 businesses

generating approximately 2.5 million dollars of business to the
coal industry.
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' FOREST SERVICE
MANTI-LASAL NATIONAL FOREST

. ' PRl(?E RANGER DIS??ICT
| 7WW W &W 'JUN20 1390

P 0. Box 276 Sl 10 NFQ,

Fountain Green, Utah 84632 OFR

June 139, 1990

CLERK

PRCIUSE CARD FOR

Dear Sir:

As a mayor of a community with many residents who are
employed at the Skyline Mine, it is very important that their
operation cantinue without interuptian.

In reading the USFS Oraft Environmental Impact Statgment
an the Mainline Nao. 41 Reroute Project, it is obvious that
the best route would be the Burnout Canyon route. It is the
shortest and could be feasibly constructed during 13890.

As a livestock operator I am familiar with the area in
question and can see no problem that could not be over
come if this route is used. I think that the impact on the
environment would not be such that it could not be repaired
within a short period of time. Any construction will have an
affect on the area and with this in mind the shortest route
will impact the least amount aof area.

Sanpete is a very economically depressed area and we should
do all we can to maintain the level of employment that we have.

I would urge you to use the Burnout Canyon Route as soon

as possible.

Sin ely,

e

Mayar




momm' Cit% Corpomlfian

MORONI, UTAH 84646 UtaH’s TURKEY CAPITAL

June 22, 1990

Forest Supervisor
Manti-LaSal National Forest
599 West Price River Drive
Price, UT 84501

Gentlemen:.’

I wish to voice my support of the proposed
reroute of the Questar Pipeline Company's
gas line through Burnout Canyon.

Moroni City has several citizens that work
at Utah Fuel Company mines. The impact

on their jobs and to the economy of Sanpete
County is of major concern.

I feel that the impact on the environment,
as outlined in the environmental impact
statement, would be minimal. The Burnout
Canyon route also appears to be the route
that would do the least environmental
damage in the long run.

Sincerely,

;?é;,tiup\;Jﬁ,LC101azg/
a

rry Ffeeman
Mayor of Moroni

LF:1c¢c
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 June 26,1990

' aMantl-LaSal N atlonal Forest

.....

FoRSTIEG

s mmr.usat.}\r'o«wwﬂw' Sl ee G
~ SPANISH F@RM
JUNZ? 1990

; per e BT

MARIE W HUFF
MAYOR - .

599 West Price Rlver Dnve TR et s e D e e
Price, Utah 84501« - . v "l i=plrl Tt L T e 5
| Dear Representatlves T A L s ‘ | ‘s
, Spamsh Fork Clty has rev1ewed the draft of the Envu'onmental Impact of the Questar
Pipeline Company, and the re-routmg of the gas hne. _':,.1 ‘. ,

. Spamsh Fork Clty has an mterest in thls prOJect because of the re51dents who Work
~ in the Skyline mine. ' The City would like to recommend using Alternative C, the - SRER i‘ B

Relocation to Burnout Canyon Route; as the new route. 'We feel it would have the

_ least 1mpact on the envu'onment and would be the. most cost eﬁ’ectlve of the choxces - L

“We apprecmte the opportumty to provxde mput on th1s matter Feel free to contact' E

my office if you have any questlons

Smcerely,

Marie W. Huff *
Mayor |

40 SOUTH MAIN STREET * SPANISH FORK, UTAH 84660  (801) 798-3568 ¢ FAX (801) 798-2104
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Forest Supervisor : " {
Manti-LaSal National Forest ) e
Price District T e
S99 West Price River Drive B rom e 2
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June 26, 1990
Dear Sir:

I am writing in regards to the Questar Pipeline Company request to re-
route their Main Line No. 41 which crosses the Skyline Mine lease
area. Activities at the Skyline Mine are important to our town as we
have generally had 10 to 12 employees of the mine living in our
community.

The re-route that you have suggested is environmentally acceptable and
allows maximum recovery of the underlying coal reserve. This seems to
be the best possible solution for the situation and I encourage you to
give the necessary approvals to allow the construction to take place
this year. -

It is encouraging to see federal agencies working closely with the
private sector to develop our nation’s resources while still
protecting our environment.

o, Sincerely yours,

.)//4.

on Chrz ensen‘
Mayor, Spring City

RONALD B. CHRISTENSEN, MAYOR

MARY DONALDSON, TREASURER
KEITH SORENSEN RECORDER
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SOUTHEASTERN UTAH ASSOCIATION OF LOCAL GOVERNIWENTS

CLYDE THOMPSON

Chairman P.O.Drawer 1106 ¢ Price, Utah 84501 -0881 + Telephone (801) 637-5444 -

WILLIAM D. HOWELL L e
Executive Director ~"June 18, 1990

Mr. George Morris

Forest Supervisor

Manti LaSal National Forest
599 West Price River Drive
Price, Utah 84501

/
Dear Mr. Morris: (izzégghz

It has come to our attention that the Questar Pipeline Company has applied
to the United State Forest Service (USFS) for permission to relocate 4.25 mile
section of buried natural gas pipeline that crosses the Skyline Mine permit
area. As currently routed, the pipeline affects approximately 15 million tons
of recoverable coal reserves. Relocating the pipeline would allow mining to
proceed uninterrupted and avoid potential damage and possible loss of service
to Utah consumers.

The Draft Environmental Impact 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 will affect the least
amount of coal reserves in the future. Construction along this route will
have 1ittle environmental imact which will be easily mitigated. The other
possible routes are less desirable than the Burnout Canyon route for a variety
of reasons.

)
ll This Association of Local Governments supports the conclusions of the EIS
and the decision of the USFS for recommending the Burnout Canyon route.

same preferred route. We support an expeditious final approval and efficient
and uninterrupted operation of mining activities. We also appreciate the
decision to not disturb the abandoned line in order to minimize scaring of the

terrain.
Sincerely,
Sl ol
AL /f” _ FANTI-LASAL 1 F
William D. Howell o
Executive Director JUN19 1990
WDH :rmvw ———
cc: Ken May SRS S
Director of Environmental and Administrative Affairs L_- M
Coastal States Energy Corporation [ ]
175 East 400 South, Suite 800 : o
salt Lake City, Utah 84111 : A

v78 70
é(/néfcys ‘I“”

REGIONAL CLEARINGHOUSE

| 'I We appreciate that Questar, Utah Fuel and the Forest Service agree on the






