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This chapter discusses the environmental consequences associated with the Build
Alternatives and the No-Action Alternative.

e Build Alternatives. The Build Alternatives include the Proposed Action (Alternative
B) and one other alternative (Alternative C) that would involve construction of a new
rail line that would connect the UPRR mainline to shippers within portions of Juab,
Sanpete, and Sevier Counties. Each alternative would run from the UPRR mainline
within portions of Juab, Sanpete, and Sevier Counties beginning near Juab, about
16 miles south of Nephi to the industrial area located about 0.5 mile southwest of
Salina.

o No-Action Alternative. Under the No-Action Alternative (Alternative A), no new
rail line construction would take place. Central Utah shippers would continue to
transport commodities by surface roads within portions of Juab, Sanpete, and Sevier
Counties.

Chapter 4 is arranged in sections that discuss the environmental consequences for each
alternative within each environmental resource area.

Impacts on Rail Operations and Safety

Methodology

SEA ordinarily analyzes impacts associated with rail operations and rail operations safety
when a Proposed Action would create an increase of eight trains per day or more. Because
there are currently no rail operations in the study area, SEA analyzed rail operations and rail
operations safety issues associated with Alternative B and Alternative C. SEA anticipates that
both of these alternatives will involve two trains per day on average.

SEA analyzed the expected operations of Alternatives B and C in the context of the existing
operational and safety conditions described in Section 3.1, Rail Operations and Safety. The
Central Utah Rail Feasibility Study (Feasibility Study) stated that the volume of coal
transported through the study area would not materially change from current conditions under
Alternatives B and C (see Appendix K, Central Utah Rail Feasibility Study, Washington
Infrastructure Services, Inc. and others 2001). Based on the analysis in the Feasibility Study
and SEA’s review of market conditions and regional coal production, SEA does not expect
that rail operations on the UPRR Sharp Subdivision would significantly change in volume or
frequency if the proposed rail line is constructed. The volume of coal shipped by Canyon
Fuels is expected to remain stable and the other potential shippers in the area are limited or
speculative at this time (Washington Infrastructure Services, Inc. and others 2001). Since the
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volume of coal moved on the UPRR mainline is not anticipated to materially change, SEA
did not analyze rail operations and safety effects on the existing UPRR rail line between
Provo and Lynndyl, Utah.

Because of the small number of trains expected with the Proposed Action (two per day on
average), and because rail line use did not exceed thresholds, SEA evaluated the proposed rail
operations and rail operation safety using a qualitative rather than quantitative approach.

Traffic Delay. SEA evaluated the consequences of the proposed alternatives on delay at
grade crossings. SEA reviewed the existing traffic delay associated with the existing rail lines
that would be used under the proposed alternatives. SEA also conducted field surveys within
the project area and consulted with UDOT to discuss and identify any transportation delay at
grade crossings in the project area.

SEA conducted its grade crossing analysis in accordance with Federal Highway
Administration guidelines. These guidelines take into account the frequency of trains at grade
crossings, volume of traffic, and other factors to determine the impacts of an increase in rail
traffic.

Traffic Safety. SEA used traffic crash data from the Utah Department of Public Safety
supplemented with detailed accident information provided by the Crash Data Section of
UDOT to assess the current traffic safety conditions on the roads in the study area. SEA also
used information from recent USDOT studies of truck crashes and fatalities to frame the
analytic effort because of the significant number of large trucks carrying coal on the highway
network between Salina and Levan.

Rail Lines. In the absence of rail operations in the study area, SEA used estimating
methodologies based on hypothetical rail operations identified in the Feasibility Study.
Applicants identified several parameters including 133-pound rails, no train-control signal
systems, and 49 mph as the maximum operating speed. Consequently, SEA assumed FRA
Track Class 4.

Trucking Operations. The analysis for estimating impacts to trucking operations was adapted
from the Feasibility Study. The economic analysis presented in that study used an economic
impact model called Regional Economic Models Incorporated (REMI). See Section 4.11,
Socioeconomic Impacts, for more detail on the model and analysis.

Navigation. SEA contacted USACE to determine if navigable waters as defined under
Sections 9 and 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act were present in the study area. No navigable
waters were present; therefore, no additional analysis was performed with regard to
navigation.

Rail Accidents. There are no data available on past rail accidents in the study area. In the
absence of these data, SEA examined the likelihood of rail operations resulting in a rail
accident using the estimated frequency of derailment based on safety statistics derived in a
1994 unpublished project for the Association of American Railroads (Saricks and Kvitek
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1994). SEA uses these statistics to provide a reasonable estimate of the results of anticipated
operations on new line constructions.

Grade Crossings. SEA evaluated the consequences of the proposed alternatives on safety
conditions at grade crossings. SEA reviewed the existing safety conditions associated with
the existing rail lines that would be used under the proposed alternatives. SEA also conducted
field surveys within the project area and consulted with UDOT to discuss and identify any
safety concerns at grade crossings in the project area.

SEA conducted its grade crossings analysis in accordance with the Federal Highway
Administration’s guidelines. These guidelines take into account the frequency of trains at
grade crossings, volume of traffic, existing safety devices at grade crossings, and other
factors to determine the safety impacts of an increase in rail traffic.

Pipeline Crossings. SEA considered the impacts of rail operations on pipeline safety by
examining the likelihood of the construction or operation of the proposed alternatives causing
a rupture in a natural gas pipeline in the study area and the consequences of such as rupture.
SEA used data available from the National Pipeline Mapping System (PHMSA 2006) to
gather information on the location of pipelines in the study area.

Valid Existing Rights To Use Public Land. SEA used available data and worked
cooperatively with state and local government entities, BLM, private landowners, and
companies to identify the expected consequences of the proposed alternatives on the current
valid existing rights on the public land within the project area. Valid existing rights are those
rights to use the public land which predate the final decision on the proposed project and arise
from a permit, lease, right-of-way, or claim. Valid existing rights include rights to use public
land for roads, pipelines, buried and overhead power lines, telephone lines, canals, irrigation
ditches, state- and county-maintained roads, and other facilities that are held by BLM, other
government entities, or private individuals or companies. Any potential conflicts with
existing rights are addressed in the particular resource section in this chapter or are reduced or
eliminated with mitigation. Future coordination between agencies would continue to address
potential conflicts during construction of the proposed rail line and continued maintenance
activities. See Appendix D, Prior Existing Rights, for a list of existing rights-of-way within
the project area.

Transportation of Hazardous Materials. Risk is a function of both the frequency of
accidents and their potential consequences. Risk analysis considers not only how severe an
accident could be, but also how likely it is that any specific consequence of the accident
would occur. To assess the overall potential risk associated with transporting hazardous
materials, SEA considered the existing risk in the project area as well as the additional risk, if
any, that would be introduced by operation of the proposed rail line.
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4.1.2 Impacts on the Regional Transportation System
41.2.1 Impacts on Traffic Delay
Alternative A (No-Action Alternative)

Under the No-Action Alternative, no new construction or changes in rail operations would
occur, so there would be no impacts to traffic delay from the No-Action Alternative.

Alternative B (Proposed Action)

Access and ancillary road construction, operation, and maintenance would be in compliance
with the terms and conditions of the subject grant and the AASHTO safety standards.

Using methodology explained in Section 4.1.1, Methodology, Table 4.1-1 shows the number
of trains and the expected average delay at highway/rail at-grade crossings for Alternative B.
SEA's traffic delay analysis showed that the level of service would not decrease at any grade
crossing as a result of Alternative B. The average delay per vehicle for the new grade
crossings for Alternative B would range from 1 to 4 seconds. There would be no delay at

US 89 because a grade-separated crossing is proposed.

Table 4.1-1. Expected Average Delay at Crossings under Alternative B

Estimated
Estimated Crossing Estimated
Blocked Delay per Estimated Average
Crossing Stopped Number of Daily
Assumed Time per Vehicle Vehicles Delay per
Assumed  Trains per Day per Day Delayed Vehicle
Crossing AADT Day (minutes) (minutes) per Day (seconds)
Major Crossings
SR 24 5,000 2 8.5 6.0 59
USs 50 5,000 2 8.5 6.0 59 4
SR 78 3,000 2 8.5 5.1 35
All Other Crossings
Public (9) 200 2 3.7 1.9 1 1
Private (43) 10 2 3.7 1.9 0 1

AADT = annual average daily traffic

Alternative C

Access and ancillary road construction, operation, and maintenance would be in compliance
with the terms and conditions of the subject grant and the AASHTO safety standards.

Table 4.1-2 below shows the number of trains and the expected delay at highway/rail at-grade
crossings for Alternative C. SEA’s traffic delay analysis showed that the level of service
would not decrease at any grade crossing as a result of Alternative C. The average delay per
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vehicle for the new grade crossings for Alternative C would range from 1 to 4 seconds. There
would be no delay at US 89 because a grade-separated crossing is proposed.

Table 4.1-2. Expected Average Delay at Crossings under Alternative C

Estimated
Estimated Crossing Estimated
Blocked Delay per Estimated Average
Crossing Stopped Number of Daily
Assumed Time per Vehicle Vehicles Delay per
Assumed  Trains per Day per Day Delayed Vehicle
Crossing AADT Day (minutes) (minutes) per Day (seconds)
Major Crossings
SR 24 5,000 2 8.5 6.0 59 4
US 50 5,000 2 8.5 6.0 59
SR 78 3,000 2 8.5 5.1 35
All Other Crossings
Public (9) 200 2 3.7 1.9 1 1
Private (37) 10 2 3.7 1.9 0 1

AADT = annual average daily traffic

4.1.2.2 Impacts on Traffic Safety
Alternative A (No-Action Alternative)

Under the No-Action Alternative, no new construction or changes in rail operations would
occur; therefore, there would be no impacts to traffic safety from the No-Action Alternative.

Alternative B (Proposed Action)

SEA noted that operations under either Alternative B or Alternative C would likely sharply
reduce the number of trucks carrying coal on SR 28 and US 89 between Salina and Levan.
Nationally, large trucks account for 3% of vehicles involved in all vehicle accidents and 8%
of vehicles involved in fatalities. Large trucks are also associated with 12% of the total traffic
fatality count (USDOT 1998, 1). If the driver of a passenger vehicle is involved in a collision
with a large truck, the probability of injury to the driver of the passenger vehicle is increased
by nine times (1,000%) on average compared to passenger-vehicle-to-passenger-vehicle
collisions (USDOT Bureau of Transportation Statistics 1998, 20).

SEA reviewed UDOT’s vehicle safety report (Utah Department of Public Safety 2004) and
specific safety data for incidents on the highways where coal is being moved in trucks for the
3-year period from 2002 to 2004. Statewide, large trucks were involved in 3.5% of the
“property damage only” crashes and 2.4% of the “vehicles involved in injury” crashes. On
US 89 in Sevier County, large trucks were involved in 35% of the total accidents. Table 4.1-3
below shows a summary of all accidents in Juab, Sanpete, and Sevier Counties. Based on
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national accident statistics and UDOT vehicle safety reports, SEA concluded that Alternative
B would have negligible impacts on safety.

Table 4.1-3. Summary of All Accidents

Accidents Involving
Large Trucks

Tptal Percent
ADT Accidents  Number of Total

Juab County

uUs 28 2,660 50 7 14%
SR 78 950 2 0 0%
Total — 52 7 13%

Sanpete County

us 28 2,660 36 2 6%
uUsS 89 8,050 42 2 5%
Total — 78 4 5%

Sevier County

US 50 1,950 6 0 0%
UsS 89 8,050 23 8 35%
Total — 29 8 28%

ADT = average daily traffic

Alternative C

The impacts on traffic accidents from Alternative C would be very similar to those from
Alternative B. The train operations would be similar, and the results of the train operations
would be similar with respect to the potential beneficial impact on highway safety from
reducing the number of large trucks carrying coal on highways in the study area. Alternative
C requires fewer rail/highway at-grade crossings; see Section 4.1.3.2, Impacts on Grade
Crossing Safety.

41.2.3 Impacts on Rail Lines
Alternative A (No-Action Alternative)

Under the No-Action Alternative, UPRR would continue to operate as the only rail carrier
providing service to and from the present Levan/Sharp load-out facility. There would be no
change in rail operations compared to the conditions described in Section 3.1, Rail Operations
and Safety.
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Alternative B (Proposed Action)

Under Alternative B, the Applicant would construct a new rail line consisting of about

43 miles of new single-track railroad line between Juab (Levan/Sharp load-out facility) and
Salina. The Applicant plans to operate one round trip (two movements which equals one full
load and one empty back-haul) per day. If additional demand supports the operation of more
trains, an additional round trip once per week may be required.

Typically, there would be two trains of about 100 cars each per day on the proposed line—
one trip from Juab to Salina and the return trip from Salina to Juab. The train from Juab to
Salina would consist of two or three locomotives and empty coal hoppers received from
UPRR at Juab. At Salina, the train would operate around the SUFCO loading loop, and the
hoppers would be filled with coal. The train from Salina to Juab would consist of the same
locomotives and loaded coal hoppers. At Juab, the loaded cars would be placed on one of the
interchange tracks for further movement by UPRR on UPRR trains. Any service to customers
other than SUFCO would be provided by the same crew and locomotives or by another crew
with the same locomotives.

Alternative C

Under Alternative C, the Applicant would construct a new rail line. Train operations would
occur with the same frequency and at the same times of day as for Alternative B.

Alternative C would require fewer crossings of the Piute Canal and associated irrigation
facilities since it would be west of and upslope from the canal. It would also cross fewer
agricultural lands on the west side of the Sevier Valley.

4124 Impacts on Trucking Operations
Alternative A (No-Action Alternative)

Under the No-Action Alternative, the proposed rail line would not be constructed.
Consequently, the local trucking industry would continue to transport commodities (including
coal from the SUFCO mines) from Sanpete and Sevier Counties at current levels.

Alternative B (Proposed Action)

Alternative B is projected to cause the loss of 108 jobs in the local trucking industry
(Washington Infrastructure Services, Inc. and others 2001). The jobs would be lost because
the length of coal-haul routes would be reduced. Coal would still need to be trucked from the
mines to the project’s southern terminus in Salina and possibly to the proposed power plant
outside Sigurd. This job loss would primarily impact Barney Trucking and Robinson
Transport, the main freight carriers for the SUFCO mine, both of which are located in Sevier
County.
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4.1.3

In December 2004, Barney Trucking employed 225 people, including 200 drivers, at the
company’s Salina location. Robinson Transport employed 140 people, 110 of which were
drivers. Assuming that these two companies account for all of the 108 lost trucking jobs, the
result is a reduction of 30% of current positions between the two companies. The response of
these companies to such an impact is unknown at this time. SEA anticipates that the
terminated trucking employees would be able to find jobs in areas that are expected to
experience growth as a result of the project (see Section 4.11.3, Impacts to Employment and
Income).

Alternative C

The impacts to the trucking industry from Alternative C would be the same as those from
Alternative B.

41.2.5 Impacts on Navigation
Alternative A (No-Action Alternative)

There are no navigable waters in the study area, so there would be no impact to navigable
waters from the No-Action Alternative.

Alternative B (Proposed Action)

There are no navigable waters in the study area, so there would be no impact to navigable
waters from Alternative B.

Alternative C

There are no navigable waters in the study area, so there would be no impact to navigable
waters from Alternative C.

Impacts on Rail Safety
4131 Impacts on Rail Accidents
Alternative A (No-Action Alternative)

Under the No-Action Alternative, no new construction or changes in rail operations would
occur, so there would be no impacts to rail safety from the No-Action Alternative.

Alternative B (Proposed Action)

In the absence of past data on rail accidents in the area, SEA examined the likelihood of rail
operations resulting in a rail accident using the estimated frequency of derailment based on
safety statistics derived in a 1994 unpublished project for the Association of American
Railroads (Saricks and Kvitek 1994). SEA believes that these statistics provide a reasonable
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estimate of the potential results of future operations on new rail line constructions. Table
4.1-4 shows train accident rates by track class and railroad class.

The proposed line would be Class 4 track (60 mph maximum freight train speed), but the
absence of a fixed wayside train control signal system would limit train speed to 49 mph. For
the accident calculation, SEA used the accident rate for Class 4 operations even though the
maximum speed would be 49 mph. SEA determined that the probability of an accident
occurring that included cars derailing was 30.6% in any given year, or approximately one
accident every 3 years (Saricks and Kvitek 1994). See Section 4.1.1, Methodology, for more
information.

Overall, SEA concluded that this project would cause negligible direct or indirect impacts on
rail operations safety. SEA arrived at this conclusion by analyzing several facts including the
distances traveled daily by the trains on the new line, the appropriate speeds for operation
under proven methods with clear and unambiguous operating rules, and the strong regulatory
environment in which the railroads operate.

Table 4.1-4. Regular Train Accident Rates by Track Class and Railroad Class

Class | Railroads — FRA Track

Accidents Class Percent
According to FRA Accident Non-Class | with Cars
RAIRS? Type 2 3 4 5and 6 Railroads Derailed”
Accidents per billion  Derailments 71.0 25.0 5.5 3.3 79.8 98%
car-miles traveled o icions 08 03 02 0.0 0.4 53%
Other 1.0 0.7 0.3 0.4 0.9 17%
Accidents per million  Derailments 1.29 0.48 0.12 0.06 0.9 94%
train-miles traveled o
Collisions 0.27 0.10 0.03 0.02 0.17 54%
Other 0.60 0.49 0.23 0.14 0.61 15%

FRA'’s Railroad Accident and Incident Reporting System (RAIRS) categorizes accidents as being a function of either

car-miles (mechanical failure of track and car components) or train-miles (accidents caused by human factors, grade
crossing collisions, or collisions with obstructions).

Percent of the total number of accidents on both Class | and non-Class | railroads that involved the derailment of at least

one rail car.
Source: AREMA 2002

June 2007

Alternative C

The impacts on rail accidents from Alternative C would be very similar to those from
Alternative B. The train operations and subsequent results would be similar with respect to
rail operation safety. Alternative C requires fewer rail/highway at-grade crossings; see
Section 4.1.3.2, Impacts on Grade Crossing Safety.
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4.1.3.2 Impacts on Grade Crossing Safety
Alternative A (No-Action Alternative)

Because no new construction or changes in rail operations would occur, no safety impacts are
expected to result from the No-Action Alternative. The annual accident frequency rate for the
existing conditions on the UPRR Sharp Subdivision would not change.

Alternative B (Proposed Action)

SEA recognized that all of the highway/rail at-grade crossings proposed as part of Alternative
B would be new crossings. SEA used the USDOT accident prediction equations to estimate
the likelihood of an accident occurring at each new crossing. Accident history is an important
part of the accident prediction equations. Consequently, SEA used the Web Accident
Prediction System to review the FRA 10-year collision history for the 32 public at-grade
crossings in the FRA database for the three counties (Juab, Sanpete, and Sevier) where the
proposed project would be constructed.

The FRA 10-year collision history showed that there have been eight accidents in the past 10
years: three accidents in 2004, one accident in 2002, two accidents in 1999, and one accident
in 1998. Four of the accidents occurred at two crossings, and five of the accidents occurred in
Nephi, a city with 15 crossings in 3 miles of rail line. Alternative B would have nine public
at-grade crossings. SEA concludes that the estimates shown in Table 4.1-5 fairly predict the
impacts to at-grade crossing safety that would result from Alternative B. According to these
estimates, Alternative B would result in approximately one at-grade accident per year for a
total of 10 accidents in 10 years.

Table 4.1-5. Estimated Accidents at Grade Crossings

Crossing Estimated Years Estimated Accidents
Name between Accidents per Year

Crossings Proposed with Gates and Flashers
SR 24 17 0.058
US 50 17 0.058

Crossing Proposed with Only Flashers
SR 78 9 0.110

Crossings Proposed with Passive Devices

Public (9) 58 0.017

Private (43) 75 0.013
All Crossings

All roads 1 0.954

crossed by

the project

Source: AREMA 2002
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Alternative C

The impacts on grade crossing safety from Alternative C would be the same as those from
Alternative B.

41.3.3 Impacts on Pipeline Crossings
Alternative A (No-Action Alternative)

Under the No-Action Alternative, the proposed rail line would not be built, so there would be
no excavation and therefore no impacts to existing pipelines.

Alternative B (Proposed Action)

According to the National Pipeline Mapping System, two major pipeline companies have
facilities in the three-county study area: Kern River Gas Transmission Company and Questar
Gas and Pipeline Company. SEA contacted both pipeline companies. The Kern River Gas
representative said that none of the Kern River Gas facilities would be affected by Alternative
B because they are west of 1-15 (Donnelly 2006). The Questar representative identified a
natural gas pipeline and local distribution lines near US 89 that would be crossed by either
Alternative B or Alternative C (Peay 2005). Short-term disruption of the natural gas pipeline
and distribution lines could occur but would be minimized by coordinating with Questar.

SEA used data from the Pipeline and Hazardous Material Safety Administration’s Office of
Pipeline Safety (USDOT 1998) to estimate the potential hazard from the proposed rail line
crossing the Questar gas transmission and distribution lines. SEA has previously reviewed
data concerning pipeline safety with respect to new rail line construction and operation and
concluded that excavation during construction is the only likely cause of a pipeline accident
(Surface Transportation Board 2002). Based on the response from Questar, SEA considered
the possibility of accidents from the gas transmission line and from the distribution lines
separately. SEA calculated the annual accident occurrence rate as 3.4 x 107 for a transmission
line accident and 2.9 x 10°® for a distribution line accident, or virtually no likelihood of
pipeline accidents.

Alternative C

The impacts on pipeline crossings from Alternative C would be the same as those from
Alternative B.
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4.1.3.4 Impacts on Transportation of Hazardous Materials
Alternative A (No-Action Alternative)

Under the No-Action Alternative, the proposed rail line would not be built, so the existing
risk levels for transporting hazardous materials would not change.

Alternative B (Proposed Action)

No hazardous materials would be transported over the proposed rail line (Washington
Infrastructure Services, Inc. and others 2001). Therefore SEA determined that there is
virtually no risk of a hazardous material release as a result of constructing or operating
Alternative B. The Applicant expects to ship petroleum products, but in a volume less than
1% of the total volume of goods shipped, or less than 400 carloads per year. Since rail is a
safer mode of transportation than trucks for hazardous materials and petroleum products,
SEA believes that any shift from trucks to rail would have a slightly positive but
unquantifiable effect on overall safety.

Based on this analysis, SEA has determined that the overall risk associated with Alternative B
would be very low.

Alternative C

Under Alternative C, the risks associated with transporting hazardous materials would be the
same as those under Alternative B.

4.1.3.5 Mitigation Measures for Impacts to Rail Safety

SEA has determined through its analysis and consultation with UDOT that the Proposed
Action and Alternatives would have a negligible effect on rail operations. Mitigation is
discussed in Section 6.3.1, Rail Operations and Safety, and Section 6.4.1, Rail Operations.
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4.2

42.1

4.2.2

Land Use Impacts

Methodology

SEA considered the expected land use impacts from the construction and operation of the
proposed rail line. The land use study area includes the right-of-way of 0.5 mile in each
direction from the centerline of the proposed alternatives. SEA analyzed the proposed
alternatives for compatibility with local land uses and agency land use plans. SEA also
analyzed the expected effects on prime farmlands and grazing allotments. The acquisition and
use of the right-of-way could affect local land use if the alternatives change the area’s current
development trends or alter local land use policies.

Impacts to Agriculture

The Applicant used the best available information to review the expected effects of the
proposed alternatives on farmland, including farmland designated as prime, unique, and state
important. The proposed rail line would directly impact farmland. Some farmland is within
the proposed right-of-way and would be directly taken out of production. The project would
also cause indirect and secondary impacts, which typically occur when farmland is taken out
of production because the remaining parcels are too small to farm or because access to
parcels is eliminated. Acquiring farmland for rail line construction is considered a farm
displacement only if the amount of farmland remaining is not enough to farm.

To determine the indirect impacts, parcels were identified as being farmed either by visual
review of 2004 National Agriculture Imagery Program aerial photography or by information
obtained from NRCS and the Utah Division of Water Resources. Indirect impacts are those
on farmland outside the right-of-way that is rendered non-farmable because of such impacts
as the creation of remnants (parts of fields that are too small to farm economically) and
disruption of access. There is no specific guidance regarding the size at which a farmland
remnant becomes too small to farm economically. However, according to the Utah Farmland
Assessment Act (FAA),' 5 acres is the size at which farmland can qualify for the FAA.

Each farmed parcel was then noted as being impacted as a strip, split, or total take.
Remaining acreages near or under 5 acres were calculated. BLM or another appropriate
government agency, in consultation with the property owner, would consider on a case-by-
case basis whether farmland could remain farmable. Farmland with less than 5 acres
remaining was considered non-farmable and an indirect impact for this analysis. See Table
4.2-1 below for land use impacts in the study area.

! The Utah Farmland Assessment Act allows qualifying agricultural property to be assessed and taxed based upon its productive
capability instead of the prevailing market value. This unique method of assessment is vital to agriculture operations in close
proximity to expanding urban areas, where taxing agricultural property at market value can make farming operations
economically prohibitive.

June 2007
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Table 4.2-1. Land Use Impacts within the Right-of-Way
of the Proposed Alternatives

Juab County

Sanpete County

Sevier County

Land Administration/ Alt. B Alt. C Alt. B Alt. C Alt. B Alt. C
Land Use (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres)
Agricultural 126.39 126.39 1.23 1.14 37.52 115.72
Commercial/ — — — — — 0.29
industrial
Idle — — 7.65 7.16 8.33 12.66
(0]
©  Water/Reservoirs/ — — — — 6.00 —
2 Riparian
o
Residential — — — — — —
No data 12.78 12.78 29.21 11.33 12.10 26.96
Subtotal 138.17 138.17 38.09 19.63 63.95 155.63
Agricultural — — 1.13 1.13 1.29 —
Commercial/ — — — — — —
industrial
Idle — — 4,74 4.74 — —
£ Water/Reservoirs/ — — 3.33 3.33 — —
{5 Riparian
Residential — — — — — —
No data 6.67 6.67 62.16 70.71 2.43 14.34
Subtotal 6.67 6.67 71.36 79.91 3.72 14.34
Agricultural — — — — — —
Commercial/ — — — — — —
industrial
Idle — — — — — —
=  Water/Reservoirs/ — — — — — —
53’ Riparian
Residential — — — — — —
No data — — 20.43 42.85 — 20.61
Subtotal — — 20.43 42.85 — 20.61
Total 145.84 145.84 129.88 142.39 67.67 190.58
Source: HDR Engineering, Inc. 2006a
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4.2.2.1 Alternative A (No-Action Alternative)

Under the No-Action Alternative, the Central Utah Rail project would not be built. However,
some agricultural land would likely be converted to residential, commercial, industrial, and
recreational uses. The amount of agricultural land that might be converted to these other uses
is not known at this time.

4222 Alternative B (Proposed Action)

Alternative B would involve construction of a new rail line that would connect the UPRR
mainline to shippers within portions of Juab, Sanpete, and Sevier Counties. The alternative
would run from the UPRR mainline near Juab to the Salina area. The impacts to farmland in
the farmland study area are shown in Table 4.2-2. Because the exact locations of sidings,
temporary access roads, and maintenance yards within the right-of-way are not yet known,
numbers for impacts to the specific types of land uses within the right-of-way may slightly
change. Under Alternative B, there would be impacts to about 43 acres of irrigated farmland
and about 9 acres of non-irrigated farmland. About 36 acres of farmland would be indirectly
impacted by Alternative B.

Table 4.2-2. Direct Impacts to Crops or Farmland

Crop or Farmland Alternative B Alternative C
Type (acres) (acres)

Irrigated Crops or Farmland

Grass hay 0.80 9.54
Grain 2.62 3.69
Corn 4.13 5.24
Pasture 19.33 33.74
Alfalfa 16.18 69.32
Total irrigated 43.06 121.53
Non-irrigated Crops or Farmland
Alfalfa 1.72 1.72
Grain/beans/seeds 3.20 3.20
Pasture 4.00 4.00
Total non-irrigated 8.92 8.92

42.2.3 Alternative C

Alternative C would cross fewer agricultural parcels than Alternative B. However, because
the rail line would need to be placed on a 75-foot-tall berm through the agricultural land
between the foothills and the loading facility north of 1-70 near Salina’s industrial park, it
would impact more farmland acreage. The impacts to farmland in the farmland study area are
shown above in Table 4.2-2, Direct Impacts to Crops or Farmland. Because the exact
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locations of sidings, temporary access roads, and maintenance yards within the right-of-way
are not yet known, the numbers for impacts to the specific types of land uses within the right-
of-way may change slightly. Under Alternative C, there would be impacts to about 122 acres
of irrigated farmland and about 9 acres of non-irrigated farmland. About 13 acres of farmland
would be indirectly impacted by Alternative C.

4224 Mitigation Measures for Impacts to Agriculture

Mitigation measures for impacts to agriculture are discussed in Section 6.3.2.1, Mitigation
Measures for Impacts to Agriculture, and Section 6.4.2.3, Agriculture.

4.2.3 Impacts to Local Land Use and Zoning
4231 Alternative A (No-Action Alternative)

Under the No-Action Alternative, the proposed rail line would not be constructed. There
would be no changes to local land use or zoning as a result of railroad construction. Other
locally constructed projects might require land use or zoning changes, but these projects
would be independent of the proposed rail construction.

4232 Alternative B (Proposed Action)
Juab County

Within Juab County, 146 acres of land would be impacted, including 139 acres of private
land, 7 acres of state land, and 0 acres of BLM-administered public lands. See Figure 4-1,
Impacts to Land Ownership, and Figure 4-2, Land Use Impacts. The acres of land impacted
are shown in Table 4.2-3. Right-of-way acquisition for Alternative B is not expected to
change the area’s current development trends or alter local land use policies.

Table 4.2-3. Land Ownership within the Right-of-Way
of the Proposed Alternatives

Juab County Sanpete County Sevier County
Alt. B Alt. C Alt. B Alt. C Alt. B Alt. C

Ownership (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres) (acres)
Fillmore BLM 0 0 NA NA NA NA
Richfield BLM NA NA 21 30 0 21
State 7 7 70 65 4 14
Private 139 139 71 53 64 137
Total 146 146 162 148 68 172

NA = data not available
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As noted in Section 3.2.3.1, Juab County, the areas zoned GMRF-1 (Grazing, Mining,
Recreation and Forestry District) and A-1 (Agricultural District) comprise most of the county.
The GMREF-1 District does not permit railroads, so a change in zoning would be required for
these lands. No change in zoning would be required for lands in the A-1 District because
railroad tracks, spurs, switches, and facilities are permitted uses of the A-1 District (Juab
County, no date). The wye and associated tracks would be located in the A-1 District. The
rest of the tracks in Juab County would be in the GMRF-1 District.

Sanpete County

Within Sanpete County, 162 acres of land would be impacted, including 71 acres of private
land, 70 acres of state land, and 21 acres of Richfield BLM-administered public lands. The
land uses and land ownership impacted are shown above in Table 4.2-3, Land Ownership
within the Right-of-Way of the Proposed Alternatives. Use of BLM land for power lines,
sidings, maintenance facilities, or temporary and/or permanent access roads would be
authorized by the BLM Richfield Field Office in compliance with applicable land use polices
and permitting regulations.

Alternative B would cross lands that are zoned A (Agricultural) and SL (Sensitive Lands).
Lands zoned A occur primarily south of the Sevier Bridge Reservoir about 3 miles north of
the Sanpete County—Sevier County border. The remaining land impacts are in the SL zone,
which includes grazing lands, mountains, and canyons.

Sevier County

Within Sevier County, 68 acres of land would be impacted, including 64 acres of private
land, 4 acres of state land, and 0 acres of BLM-administered lands would be affected. The
land uses and land ownership impacted are shown in above in Table 4.2-3, Land Ownership
within the Right-of-Way of the Proposed Alternatives.

As with Juab and Sanpete Counties, the land use in Sevier County is primarily agricultural
with A5-25 (Agriculture), GRF 20 (Grazing Recreation Forestry), and GRF 5 (Grazing
Recreation Forestry) zoning districts present. Alternative B would primarily cross lands
zoned A5-25 and would terminate with a loop in an area designated by the community of
Salina as a future industrial park. Railroads are not discussed as permitted or restricted uses
within the A5-25 zone but would generally not affect the land uses or zoning in the area.

4.2.3.3 Alternative C
Juab County

In Juab County, the impacts from Alternative C would be the same as those from Alternative
B because the alternatives share the same alignment in Juab County.
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Sanpete County

Within Sanpete County, 148 acres of land would be impacted, including 53 acres of private
land, 65 acres of state land, and 30 acres of Richfield BLM-administered public lands. The
land uses and land ownership impacted are shown above in Table 4.2-3, Land Ownership
within the Right-of-Way of the Proposed Alternatives. The land use and zoning impacts
would be the same as those from Alternative B. Use of BLM land outside the right-of-way for
power lines, sidings, maintenance facilities, or temporary and/or permanent access roads
would be authorized by the BLM Richfield Field Office in compliance with applicable land
use polices and permitting regulations.

Sevier County

Within Sevier County, 172 acres of land would be impacted, including 137 acres of private
land, 14 acres of state land, and 21 acres of Richfield BLM-administered public lands. The
land uses and land ownership impacted are shown above in Table 4.2-3, Land Ownership
within the Right-of-Way of the Proposed Alternatives. Use of BLM land outside the right-of-
way for power lines, sidings, maintenance facilities, or temporary and/or permanent access
roads would be authorized by the BLM Richfield Field Office in compliance with applicable
land use polices and permitting regulations.

As with Juab and Sanpete Counties, the land use in Sevier County is primarily agricultural,
with A5-25 (Agriculture), GRF 20 (Grazing Recreation Forestry), and GRF 5 (Grazing
Recreation Forestry) zoning districts present. Alternative C would primarily cross lands
zoned GRF 20 and GRF 5 north of US 50. The lands in this area are primarily used for
grazing rather than irrigated agricultural lands. South of US 50, Alternative C would cross
lands zoned A5-25. These lands are primarily used for irrigated agriculture. Alternative C
would terminate with a loop in an area that has been designated by the community of Salina
as a future industrial park. Railroads are not discussed as permitted or restricted uses within
these zones but would generally not affect the land uses or zoning in the area.

4.2.3.4 Mitigation Measures for Impacts to Local Land Use and Zoning

No mitigation is proposed for local land use and zoning.

Impacts to State Land Use (Utah Trust Lands)
4241 Alternative A (No-Action Alternative)

Under the No-Action Alternative, the proposed rail line would not be constructed. No land
would be leased from SITLA. Other locally constructed projects might require lease or
purchase of SITLA lands, but these projects would be independent of the proposed rail
construction. At this time, no additional projects are anticipated.
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4.2.4.2 Alternative B (Proposed Action)

Under Alternative B, 81.75 acres of land would be leased from SITLA for construction and
operation of the rail line. By state law, the trust lands can be used for commercial and
industrial enterprises, so the railroad would be a compatible land use on SITLA lands.

4243 Alternative C

Under Alternative C, 100.92 acres of land would be leased from SITLA for construction and
operation of the rail line. The railroad would be a compatible land use on SITLA lands.

4244 Mitigation Measures for Impacts to State Land Use

SEA has determined through its analysis and consultation with SITLA that the Proposed
Action and Alternatives would have a negligible effect on state lands.

Impacts to Federal Land Use (Bureau of Land Management)
4251 Alternative A (No-Action Alternative)

Under the No-Action Alternative, the proposed rail line would not be constructed. A right-of-
way grant would not be obtained from BLM. Other locally constructed projects might require
a right-of-way grant from BLM, but these projects would be independent of the proposed rail
construction. Currently, construction of the Quitchupah Creek Road project would require a
right-of-way grant.

4252 Alternative B (Proposed Action)

Alternative B would not conflict with any existing land use regulations or policies in any
BLM Management Framework Plan or Resource Management Plan or substantially change or
alter the way the affected public lands are managed. Alternative B would not result in a
change of resource uses, levels of use, areas of production, protection of resources, resource
condition goals, resource condition objectives, management constraints, or management
practices. Therefore, the Proposed Action is considered to be in conformance with the
existing plans for the Richfield and Fillmore Field Offices.

Based on GIS (geographic information system) information provided by BLM and an overlay
of the proposed project area, a right-of-way grant for about 20.43 acres of land would be
obtained from BLM (Richfield Field Office) for the construction and operation of Alternative
B. Most of the area that would be crossed by Alternative B is managed for multiple uses
including recreation, grazing, and wildlife. The Sevier Bridge Reservoir is the only area
within the right-of-way for Alternative B that is not managed for multiple uses. It is
designated as a Special Resource Management Area. No other areas of critical environmental
concern, wild and scenic rivers, areas with special management designations, or areas
dedicated to special-status species management would be affected.
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Construction and operation of the railroad would be compatible uses under BLM’s multiple-
use directive. Construction and operation of the railroad near the Sevier Bridge Reservoir
would not affect the recreational land use around the reservoir. For more information on
recreation impacts, see Section 4.14, Impacts to Recreation.

There are no withdrawals or designations presently existing on the described public lands that
would preclude the issue of a right-of-way grant for Alternative B. The proposed right-of-
way would be issued subject to the existing valid, prior rights-of-way as described in
Appendix D, Prior Existing Rights.

Fences would be placed along the railroad right-of-way in cooperation with BLM guidance;
these fences would limit recreation, grazing, and wildlife use along the rail right-of-way. For
specific impacts to these resources, see Section 4.14, Impacts to Recreation, Section 4.2.6,
Impacts to Grazing Allotments, and Section 4.3, Impacts on Biological Resources.

4253 Alternative C

Based on GIS information provided by BLM and an overlay of the proposed project area, a
right-of-way grant for about 63.46 acres of land would be necessary from BLM (Richfield
Field Office) for the construction and operation of Alternative C. Alternative C would be
compatible with the multiple-use directive on BLM lands and would have the same impacts
as Alternative B.

There are no withdrawals or designations presently existing on the described public lands that
would preclude the issue of a right-of-way grant for Alternative C. The proposed right-of-
way would be issued subject to the existing valid, prior rights-of-way as described in Section
3.2.5.3, Prior Existing Rights-of-Way.

4254 Mitigation Measures for Impacts to Federal Land Use

Mitigation measures for access to public land and recreation routes are discussed in Section
6.3.2.2, Mitigation Measures for Impacts to Federal Land Use, and Section 6.4.2, Land Use.

Impacts to Grazing Allotments

The proposed rail line would cause direct impacts to 10 grazing allotments administered by
BLM as shown in Figure 4-3, Impacts to Grazing Allotments. Table 4.2-4 below provides an
overview of the direct impacts to grazing allotments on public, state, and private lands within
0.5 mile of the centerline for each of the proposed alternatives. Each alternative is
summarized by grazing allotment, acres impacted, and animal unit month (AUM) affected.
An AUM is the amount of forage required to feed one cow for 1 month. The loss of each
AUM would reduce the area available to graze cattle, which would cause an economic
impact.
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Indirect impacts typically result when transportation improvements bisect a grazing allotment
and the remaining parcel is too small to graze. Other indirect impacts are usually short-term
and include dust from construction activities, which could displace cattle from parts of an
allotment during construction.

Table 4.2-4. Grazing Allotments Affected by the Proposed Alternatives

Total Acres Impacted AUMs Impacted
Allotment AUMs in
Acreage Farmland
Grazing in Study Permitted Study
Allotment Area® Alt. B Alt.C AUMs® Area’ Alt. B Alt.C
Richfield Field Office
West Side 532 4.30 4.30 405 — — —
Denmark 2,255 0.00 20.92 976 15 0.00 0.14
South Valley 3,593 0.41 38.60 849 30 0.00 0.32
Little Valley 970 11.64 11.64 798 — — —
Red Canyon 545 0.00 0.00 702 3 0.00 0.00
River 964 13.90 13.90 34 4 0.06 0.06
Timber Canyon 2,745 31.48 31.48 654 15 0.17 0.17
Fillmore Field Office
Yuba 543 12.0 12.0 539 — 2.0 2.0
Washboard 272 12.6 12.6 857 — 2.0 2.0
Chriss Creek 78 0.00 0.00 78 — — —
Total 12,497 86.33 145.44 5,892 67 4.23 4.69

a

Acreage within 0.5 mile of each side of the proposed alternatives.

b

AUM = animal unit month; the amount of forage required to feed one cow for 1 month. The total AUMs shown are for
the entire allotment, not just for the portion of the allotment in the study area.

No AUMs were determined for grazing allotments on state land even though the state land is administered in common
with BLM. State land used in common with BLM would also be crossed by the rail line in the West Side, Little Valley,
Yuba, Washboard, and Chriss Creek allotments.

Sources: Williams 2005; Lichthardt 2006

June 2007

4.2.6.1 Alternative A (No-Action Alternative)

Under the No-Action Alternative, there would be no direct or indirect impacts to grazing
allotments that are actively being used, and the land would continue to be grazed.

4.2.6.2 Alternative B (Proposed Action)

Under Alternative B, 7 grazing allotments would be directly impacted for a total reduction of
about 98.92 grazing acres and a reduction of about 4.23 AUMs.

The land affected by the proposed rail line would be removed from the associated grazing
allotments. Due to the small amount of forage that would be lost, the grazing permits would
not likely be adjusted. Grazing allotments located on SITLA lands would require an easement
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to be obtained for the proposed rail line in coordination with proper state trust land
procedures.

The indirect impacts would be short-term and would typically last less than 1 year for any
particular section of the rail line. The following indirect impacts could occur:

o Dust on forage adjacent to the right-of-way could reduce the palatability of the
forage.

e The frequency of fires could increase, which would alter the composition of forage.

e The operation of heavy equipment during construction could displace livestock.

4.2.6.3 Alternative C

Under Alternative C, 8 grazing allotments would be directly affected for a total reduction of
about 158.03 grazing acres and a reduction of about 4.69 AUMSs. Under Alternative C, the
proposed rail line would separate a well on private land used as a water supply from the
allotment.

The land affected by the proposed rail line would be removed from the associated grazing
allotments. Due to the small amount of forage that would be lost, the grazing permits would
not likely be adjusted. Grazing allotments located on SITLA lands would require an easement
to be obtained for the proposed rail line in coordination with proper state trust land
procedures.

The indirect impacts would be short-term and would typically last less than 1 year for any
particular section of the rail line. The following indirect impacts could occur:

e Dust on forage adjacent to the right-of-way could reduce the palatability of the
forage.

e The operation of heavy equipment during construction could displace livestock.

42.6.4 Mitigation Measures for Impacts to Grazing Allotments

Mitigation measures for the 10 grazing allotments that lie within the right-of-way of the
proposed alternatives are discussed in Section 6.4.2.4, Grazing Allotments.
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4.3.2
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Impacts on Biological Resources

Methodology

SEA, in coordination with USFWS, evaluated the expected effects of the project alternatives
on plant communities, wildlife resources, and threatened, endangered, and sensitive species in
the study area. SEA evaluated these effects by interpreting data collected from published
reports, feasibility studies, regulatory agency documents, guidance manuals, discussions with
resource personnel, aerial photographs, USGS topographic maps, and fall, spring, and
summer pedestrian (walking) survey field inspections and by analyzing data in GIS. The
study area for each biological resource was defined in the appropriate subsection of Section
3.3, Biological Resources. Other than pedestrian observational surveys, no specific survey
protocols were identified as necessary to determine the potential for impacts to species listed
in this section.

In order to calculate the acreage of impacts from the project, SEA performed GIS calculations
using resource data and right-of-way boundaries for each proposed alternative. Areas
investigated with the GIS calculations include wildlife sanctuaries, refuges, state parks,
wetlands, and vegetation communities.

SEA consulted with state and federal officials regarding the potential presence of any
threatened, endangered, or sensitive species in the project area. The characteristics (preferred
habitat and behavior) of the species identified by these agencies were further researched to
determine the probability of the species occurring within the project area and to determine the
species with potential to be affected by project construction and operation.

Plant Communities

SEA evaluated the effects of the proposed alternatives on existing plant communities in the
study area. The evaluation included construction-related impacts as well as impacts related to
operation and maintenance of the proposed rail line.

Construction of the proposed alternatives would require clearing all existing vegetation
within the project right-of-way. This right-of-way varies from 50 feet wide to 550 feet wide
depending on the location of grade-separated crossings, construction staging areas, and
necessary construction specific to each alternative. Some areas of natural vegetation would be
permanently lost due to construction of the rail line bed.

Table 4.3-1 below lists the direct impacts to plant communities from each of the alternatives.
For a more detailed description of each plant community type in the study area, see Section
3.3.2, Plant Communities.
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Table 4.3-1. Plant Community Impacts

Direct Impacts (acres)

Vegetation

Community Alt. A Alt. B* Alt. C?
Agricultural vegetation 0 194 278
Sagebrush community 0 98 100
Grasslands 0 53 94
Salt desert scrub 0 27 25
Juniper community 0 0 0
Lowland riparian 0 3 0
Subtotal 0 375 497
Emergent marsh® 0 71 71
Wet meadow” 0 92 92
Total 0 538 660

a

Areas of direct impacts for the proposed alternatives
were calculated using the right-of-way boundaries for
each alternative.

For more information, see Section 4.4.7, Impacts to
Wetlands and Waters of the U.S.

4.3.2.1  Alternative A (No-Action Alternative)
Construction Impacts

Under the No-Action Alternative, the proposed rail line would not be built, so there would be
no construction-related impacts to plant communities.

Operation and Maintenance Impacts

Under the No-Action Alternative, the proposed rail line would not be built, so there would be
no impacts to plant communities related to operation and maintenance of the rail line.

4.3.2.2 Alternative B (Proposed Action)
Construction Impacts

Construction impacts from Alternative B include removal of 194 acres of agricultural
vegetation, 98 acres of sagebrush communities, 53 acres of grasslands, 27 acres of salt desert
scrub, and 3 acres of lowland riparian vegetation communities. Impacts to wetland
communities such as wet meadow and emergent marsh are described in Section 4.4, Impacts
to Water Resources. Impacts to plant communities assume that all existing vegetation within
the right-of-way for Alternative B would be cleared. For most of the right-of-way, this would
be a short-term impact because cleared areas outside the rail line right-of-way would be
reseeded.
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Construction of a permanent rail line for Alternative B would cause minor fragmentation of
some plant communities and would reduce the biological function of those communities by a
small amount. Alternative B would consist of a long, thin, linear feature (the rail line) that
would cause low impacts to any one type of plant community.

Whenever existing plant communities are disturbed, invasive and non-native plant species
could be introduced. Some of the commonly found invasive and non-native plant species in
the study area include cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum), halogeton (Halogeton glomeratus),
Russian thistle (Salsola iberica), salt cedar (Tamarix ramossisima), common reed
(Phragmites australis), and curly cup gumweed (Grindelia squarossa). Construction impacts
could introduce some of these invasive and non-native plant species. However, following best
management practices (BMPs) would help prevent the introduction of these species (see
Section 6.3.3, Biological Resources).

Operation and Maintenance Impacts

During the operation of Alternative B, accidents or equipment failure could release petroleum
products from the train engines and associated machinery into the adjacent plant
communities. The trains would haul primarily coal, which is not considered to be a hazardous
material. In the unlikely event of a coal or petroleum spill, the area would be cleaned up to
prevent irreparable harm to the environment.

Maintenance procedures for parts of the Alternative B right-of-way could include periodic
application of herbicides to control unwanted vegetation. Control of excess vegetation within
the right-of-way also reduces the potential for fires (see Section 4.3.5, Accidental Fires).
Herbicides could affect the surrounding plant communities if they are improperly applied. All
herbicides would be used in accordance with regulatory requirements.

Maintenance procedures would also include occasional mowing if vegetation becomes a
problem within the right-of-way. Operation and maintenance activities would have minor
impacts on the surrounding plant communities. In many areas where weedy species are
common, the application of herbicides would control weeds, resulting in improved vegetation
immediately adjacent to the rail line.

4.3.2.3 Alternative C
Construction Impacts

Construction impacts from Alternative C would include the removal of 278 acres of
agricultural vegetation, 100 acres of sagebrush communities, 94 acres of grasslands, and

25 acres of salt desert scrub vegetation communities. Impacts to wetland communities such as
wet meadow and emergent marsh are described in Section 4.4, Impacts to Water Resources.
Impacts to plant communities assume that all existing vegetation within the right-of-way for
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Alternative C would be cleared. For most of the right-of-way, this would be a short-term
impact because cleared areas outside the rail line right-of-way would be reseeded.

Under Alternative C, minor fragmentation of plant communities and the potential for

introducing invasive and non-native species would be the same as under Alternative B.

Operation and Maintenance Impacts

Under Alternative C, the operation and maintenance impacts on plant communities would be
the same as those from Alternative B.

Wildlife Resources

Various wildlife resources are found within the project area (see Table 3.3-2, Common
Wildlife Species in the Study Area). SEA evaluated the effects of the proposed alternatives
on wildlife resources. The evaluation included construction-related impacts as well as
impacts related to operation and maintenance of the proposed rail line.

Wildlife habitat in the project study area has already been somewhat fragmented due to the
previous construction of highway rights-of-way and smaller roads and the conversion of land
for agricultural, residential, commercial, and industrial uses. SEA expects that the impacts
from constructing and operating a rail line with anticipated traffic of one round trip (two
movements which equals one full load and one empty back-haul) per day would not
contribute significantly to habitat fragmentation and the alteration of wildlife behavior in the
project area.

4331 Wildlife in the Area
Alternative A (No-Action Alternative)
Construction Impacts

Under the No-Action Alternative, the proposed rail line would not be built, so there would be
no construction-related impacts to wildlife in the area.

Operation and Maintenance Impacts

Under the No-Action Alternative, the proposed rail line would not be built, so there would be
no impacts to wildlife in the area related to operation and maintenance of the rail line.

Alternative B (Proposed Action)
Construction Impacts

Under Alternative B, construction impacts to wildlife in the area are anticipated to be minor
and short-term. The right-of-way varies from 50 feet wide to 150 feet wide depending on
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local conditions. Construction activities would temporarily displace several species of
wildlife during construction, but they would likely return after construction.

Operation and Maintenance Impacts

During operation of Alternative B, accidents or equipment failure could release petroleum
products from the train engines and associated machinery into the adjacent wildlife habitat.
The trains would haul coal (no other specific commodities have been determined), which is
not considered to be a hazardous material. In the unlikely event of a coal or petroleum spill,
the area would be cleaned up to prevent irreparable harm to the environment.

Maintenance procedures for parts of the Alternative B right-of-way could include periodic
application of herbicides to control unwanted vegetation. Herbicides could affect the
surrounding wildlife habitat if they are improperly applied. All herbicides would be used in
accordance with regulatory requirements.

Maintenance procedures would also include occasional mowing if vegetation becomes a
problem within the right-of-way. Occasional mowing could Kill or injure small rodents and
reptiles using the right-of-way. Operation and maintenance activities would have minor
impacts on the surrounding wildlife habitat.

Alternative C
Construction Impacts

Under Alternative C, the construction impacts to wildlife in the area would be the same as
those from Alternative B.

Operation and Maintenance Impacts

Under Alternative C, the operation and maintenance impacts to wildlife in the area would be
the same as those from Alternative B.

43.3.2 Wildlife Corridors

As described in Section 3.3.3.2, Wildlife Corridors, there are important corridors for wildlife
and migratory birds in the study area. The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) has
stated that the proposed alternatives would bisect critical and high-value winter range for two
separate deer herds in the Valley Mountains and the San Pitch Mountains (see Figure 4-4,
Impacts to Elk and Mule Deer Seasonal Range).
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Alternative A (No-Action Alternative)
Construction Impacts

Under the No-Action Alternative, the proposed rail line would not be built, so there would be
no construction-related impacts to wildlife corridors.

Operation and Maintenance Impacts

Under the No-Action Alternative, the proposed rail line would not be built, so there would be
no impacts to wildlife corridors related to operation and maintenance of the rail line.

Alternative B (Proposed Action)
Construction Impacts

Construction of Alternative B would result in a relatively small amount of habitat loss within
wildlife corridors for migratory birds and big-game mammals. However, because of the
timing of the construction of the rail line and the temporary nature of construction, SEA does
not anticipate that these construction activities would be a substantial barrier to wildlife
movement. Construction of Alternative B would not compromise the biological function of
these wildlife corridors.

Operation and Maintenance Impacts

Under Alternative B, rail operations would conflict with the winter movements of two
separate deer herds in the Valley Mountains and the San Pitch Mountains. The result of the
conflict would be deer-train collisions. Deer-train collisions are expected and would result in
deer mortality. However, existing coal-hauling trucks along SR 28 are currently a major
source of deer mortality. According to records of road kills from 2001 to 2005 provided by
UDWR, on average 15 deer are killed per month along the entire 38.8-mile length of SR 28
(Sakaguchi 2005). Given these data, the removal of many large trucks from SR 28 and the
construction of the proposed rail line could result in a net decrease in deer mortality within
the wildlife corridors in the study area.

Similarly, any collisions between migratory birds and trains might be offset by fewer
collisions with trucks along SR 28. Therefore, the net effect of the project might be to
decrease the net number of wildlife collisions within the wildlife corridors in the study area.
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Alternative C
Construction Impacts

Under Alternative C, construction impacts to wildlife corridors would be the same as those
from Alternative B.

Operation and Maintenance Impacts

Under Alternative C, the operation and maintenance impacts to wildlife corridors would be
the same as those from Alternative B.

4.3.3.3 Wildlife Sanctuaries, Refuges, and State Parks
Alternative A (No-Action Alternative)
Construction Impacts

Under the No-Action Alternative, the proposed rail line would not be built, so there would be
no construction-related impacts to wildlife refuges.

Operation and Maintenance Impacts

Under the No-Action Alternative, the proposed rail line would not be built, so there would be
no impacts to wildlife refuges related to operation and maintenance of the rail line.

Alternative B (Proposed Action)
Construction Impacts

Under Alternative B, construction impacts would occur to both Yuba Lake Recreation Area
and the Redmond WMA.. Alternative B would impact 10.8 acres of wildlife habitat associated
with Yuba Lake Recreation Area. These impacts would consist of 8.9 acres of sagebrush
community and 1.9 acres of agricultural lands. Yuba Lake Recreation Area is mostly
surrounded by sagebrush communities. Waterfowl species typically do not use sagebrush
communities adjacent to water bodies. Although some wildlife habitat associated with these
vegetation communities would be lost, the function of Yuba Lake Recreation Area as a
wildlife refuge and migratory stop-over for waterfowl would not be affected by the loss of
such a small amount of upland acreage. Alternative B would cross the Sevier Bridge
Reservoir on a bridge located at Yuba Narrows. Locating the bridge at this location would
allow spanning the lake without placing any dredge, fill, or bridge structures into the Sevier
Bridge Reservoir.

Additionally, Alternative B would impact 4.3 acres of wildlife habitat in the Redmond WMA.
These impacts would consist of 2.9 acres of agricultural lands and 1.4 acres of riparian
habitat. Although construction of Alternative B would result in only a small amount of direct
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habitat loss, UDWR stated that construction of Alternative B could disrupt the flow of water
from west of Redmond WMA that is crucial to the maintenance and health of the wetland
habitat in the area. In addition, Sevier Bridge Reservoir and Chicken Creek Reservoir Bird
Habitat Conservation Areas may be similarly affected through potential impacts to the health
of wetland habitat.

Although the construction of the proposed project could affect the Redmond WMA, proper
BMPs and other mitigation measures would be implemented (see Section 6.3.3, Biological
Resources) so that these impacts would not significantly diminish the functions of either the
Yuba Lake Recreation Area or the Redmond WMA.

Operation and Maintenance Impacts

Under Alternative B, the impacts from the operation and maintenance of Alternative B on
wildlife refuges would be the same as those described for Alternative B in Section 4.3.2,
Plant Communities, and Section 4.3.3, Wildlife Resources. Since the flow of water would be
maintained to wildlife habitat in Redmond WMA, the operation and maintenance impacts
from Alternative B would be minor.

Alternative C
Construction Impacts

Under Alternative C, construction impacts to Yuba Lake Recreation Area would be the same
as those from Alternative B. There would be no construction-related impacts to Redmond
WMA from Alternative C.

Operation and Maintenance Impacts

Under Alternative C, the operation and maintenance impacts to Yuba Lake Recreation Area
would be the same as those as those from Alternative B. There would be no operation or
maintenance impacts to Redmond WMA from Alternative C.

Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species

USFWS has determined that the proposed project would have no effect on threatened,
endangered, or sensitive species (see Appendix B, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Coordination).
Table 4.3-2 below lists the threatened, endangered, and sensitive species that could occur in
the study area and therefore could potentially be negatively affected by the proposed
alternatives. This table also addresses the state status, the federal status, and the potential for
negative impacts from the proposed alternatives for 17 species of concern. USFWS has
designated critical habitat for two federally listed species in the table: one bird species, the
southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus), and one plant species, the
heliotrope milkvetch (Astragalus montii). However, the areas designated as critical habitat for
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each of these species are outside the project right-of-way. Also, BLM has stated that no
threatened, endangered, or sensitive species are present on BLM-administered land in the
project right-of-way (Greenwood 2005). As part of mitigation for the impacts from this
project, surveys for specific species would be conducted prior to construction, if required by
the affected land management agency. These surveys would be conducted according to
agency-approved protocols.

Table 4.3-2. Federal and State Listed Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species of
Concern and Their Potential To Be Affected by the Proposed Alternatives

Scientific State  Federal Potential for Negative Impacts from the
Common Name Name Status  Status Proposed Alternatives
Birds
Bald eagle Haliaeetus SPC T Potential for negative impacts is low for both

Burrowing owl

Ferruginous hawk

Long-billed curlew

Northern goshawk

leucocephalus

Althene SPC
cunicularis

Buteo regalis SPC

Numenius SPC
americanus

Accipiter SPC
gentiles

Alternative B and Alternative C. Bald eagles
are winter migrants in the project corridor.
There is little if any suitable nesting habitat
present.

Potential for negative impacts is low for both
Alternative B and Alternative C. Burrowing owls
were observed in multiple locations in the
foothills of the Valley Mountains during field
surveys. Burrowing owls are ground nesters in
grasslands and prairie habitats. Burrowing owl
dens were not identified within the right-of-way
corridor for either alternative.

The potential for negative impacts is low for
both Alternative B and Alternative C.
Ferruginous hawks occur in grasslands,
agricultural lands, and sagebrush, saltbrush,
and greasewood shrub lands and along the
edges of pinyon-juniper zones. The study area
includes these habitat types; however,
ferruginous hawks are encountered so rarely
that the probability of occurrence in the project
corridor is low.

Potential for negative impacts is medium for
Alternative B (which impacts 4.3 acres of the
Redmond WMA) and low for Alternative C.
Alternative C would not impact the Redmond
WMA. Additionally, it would be spatially
separated from the Redmond WMA. Long-
billed curlew habitat requirements include
short-stature grasslands with a bare ground
component, shade, and abundant prey base,
all of which are found in and immediately
adjacent to the Redmond WMA.

No potential for negative impacts for either
Alternative B or Alternative C. Northern
goshawks prefer nesting in mature mountain
forests and riparian-zone habitats. No mature
mountain forests are within the project corridor.
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Scientific State  Federal Potential for Negative Impacts from the
Common Name Name Status  Status Proposed Alternatives
Southwestern Empidonax SPC E Potential for negative impacts is low for
willow flycatcher traillii extimus Alternative B and Alternative C. Southwestern
willow flycatchers prefer enclosed riparian
canopy. Inadequate riparian habitats are
present in the project area to sustain this
species. The project area is outside the known
distribution of this species.
Western yellow- Coccyzus SPC C Potential for negative impacts is low to none for
billed cuckoo americanus Alternative B and Alternative C. Western
occidentalis yellow-billed cuckoos require a fairly enclosed
riparian canopy habitat. There are inadequate
amounts of riparian canopy in the project
corridor to support this species. There are no
historical accounts of western yellow-billed
cuckoo in the project corridor.
Mammals
Kit fox Vulpes SPC — Potential for negative impacts is very low to
macrotis none for Alternative B and Alternative C. Kit
foxes prefer open prairie, plains, and desert
habitat. The project corridor is too urbanized to
support this species.
Utah prairie dog Cynomys SPC T Potential for negative impacts is very low to
parvidens none for Alternative B and Alternative C. The

project area is outside the known distribution of
this species. No prairie dog colonies or mounds
were observed during field surveys.

Fish

Bonneville
cutthroat trout

Least chub

Leatherside chub

Oncorhynchus CS
clarki utah

Lotichthys CSs
phlegethontis
Gila copei SPC

No potential for negative impacts for either
Alternative B or Alternative C. Bonneville
cutthroat trout occurs in Chicken Creek
Reservoir. No impacts to this reservoir are
anticipated from the proposed project.

Potential for negative impacts to the least chub
is low to none for Alternative B and Alternative
C. Least chub occurs in the Sevier River and its
tributaries. Alternative B and Alternative C both
cross the Sevier Bridge Reservoir at Yuba
Narrows. This area would be spanned. No
bridge structures or fill material would be
placed in the Sevier River.

Potential for negative impacts to the leatherside
chub is low to none for Alternative B and
Alternative C. Leatherside chub occurs in the
Sevier River and its tributaries. Alternative B
and Alternative C both cross the Sevier Bridge
Reservoir at Yuba Narrows. This area would be
spanned. No bridge structures or fill material
would be placed in the Sevier River.
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Scientific State  Federal Potential for Negative Impacts from the
Common Name Name Status  Status Proposed Alternatives

Amphibians

Columbia spotted  Rana Cs — No potential for negative impacts for either

frog luteiventris Alternative B or Alternative C. Columbia
spotted frog exists in known locations in Juab
Valley, but none were identified in the project
corridor during field surveys. The Columbia
spotted frog prefers isolated springs, and no
impacts to springs are anticipated with this
project.

Mollusks

Toquerville Pyrgulopsis SPC — No potential for negative impacts for either

springsnail kolobensis Alternative B or Alternative C. No impacts to
springs are anticipated from the proposed
project. Toquerville springsnail is associated
with springs.

Plants

Heliotrope Astragalus SPC T No potential for negative impacts for either

milkvetch montii Alternative B or Alternative C. Heliotrope
milkvetch habitat is at high elevation (10,600—
10,900 feet), which is outside the elevation
range for the proposed project.

Last chance Townsendia SPC T No potential for negative impacts for either

townsendia aprica Alternative B or Alternative C. Last chance
townsendia is found only in soils derived from
the Mancos Formation. No Mancos Formation
is found within project corridor.

Wright fishhook Sclerocactus SPC E No potential for negative impacts for either

cactus wrightiae Alternative B or Alternative C. Wright fishhook
cactus has never been documented to occur
within the project corridor. The project corridor
is outside the known distribution of this species.

Federal Status State Status

T = Threatened SPC = State Species of Concern

E = Endangered CS = Conservation Species. This designation indicates that the species has a

C = Candidate for Listing conservation agreement in place. Conservation agreements are voluntary

cooperative plans among resource agencies. The purpose of a conservation
agreement is to take measures to conserve and protect the species and its habitat
so that it will not become federally listed.

Source: UDWR 2006
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4.3.4.1 Alternative A (No-Action Alternative)
Construction Impacts

Under the No-Action Alternative, the proposed rail line would not be built, so there would be
no construction-related impacts to threatened, endangered, or sensitive species.

Operation and Maintenance Impacts

Under the No-Action Alternative, the proposed rail line would not be built, so there would be
no impacts to threatened, endangered, or sensitive species related to operation and
maintenance of the rail line.

4.3.4.2 Alternative B (Proposed Action)
Construction Impacts

As described above in Table 4.3-2, Federal and State Listed Threatened, Endangered, and
Sensitive Species of Concern and Their Potential To Be Affected by the Proposed
Alternatives, no impacts are anticipated to most threatened, endangered, or sensitive species.
Construction of Alternative B could affect three special-status species: long-billed curlew,
least chub, and leatherside chub.

Suitable habitat for the long-billed curlew occurs within the Redmond WMA.. Construction of
Alternative B would impact up to 4.3 acres in the Redmond WMA.. However, there are no
known documented occurrences of long-billed curlew nesting within the area affected by
Alternative B.

The least chub and the leatherside chub both occur in the Sevier River. Alternative B crosses
the Sevier Bridge Reservoir at Yuba Narrows and again farther south in Sevier County.
Placing the bridge at this location would allow spanning the lake without placing any bridge
structures, dredge, or fill material into the lake. The potential for negative impacts to the least
chub and the leatherside chub is low to none for Alternative B. Additional mitigation
measures to avoid or minimize any impacts to these fish are described in Section 6.3.3,
Biological Resources.

Burrowing owls have been observed by HDR biologists near the project right-of-way west of
Alternative B in the foothills of the Valley Mountains. Burrowing owl dens were not
identified within the right-of-way for Alternative B. The potential for negative impacts to
burrowing owls is low for this alternative.

Operation and Maintenance Impacts

During operation of Alternative B, accidents or equipment failure could release petroleum
products from the train engines and associated machinery into the adjacent habitat for the
long-billed curlew, least chub, and leatherside chub. The trains would haul primarily coal,
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which is not considered to be a hazardous material. In the unlikely event of a coal or
petroleum spill, the area would be cleaned up to prevent irreparable harm to the environment.

Collisions between long-billed curlews and trains might occur infrequently, but operational
and maintenance activities for Alternative B would not likely affect the long-term viability of
any threatened, endangered, or sensitive species.

4.3.4.3 Alternative C
Construction Impacts

As described above in Table 4.3-2, Federal and State Listed Threatened, Endangered, and
Sensitive Species of Concern and Their Potential To Be Affected by the Proposed
Alternatives, no impacts are anticipated to most threatened, endangered, or sensitive species.
Construction impacts under Alternative C would be the same for the least chub, leatherside
chub, and burrowing owl as those from Alternative B. However, Alternative C would not
impact Redmond WMA and associated long-billed curlew habitat. Therefore, construction
impacts for this species would be less under Alternative C than under Alternative B.

Operation and Maintenance Impacts

Under Alternative C, the operation and maintenance impacts to threatened, endangered, and
sensitive species would be similar to those from Alternative B. Alternative C does not travel
through Redmond WMA; therefore, impacts to long-billed curlew would be less than those
from Alternative B. Collisions between sensitive bird species and trains might occur
infrequently, but operational and maintenance activities for Alternative C would not likely
affect the long-term viability of any threatened, endangered, or sensitive species.

Accidental Fires

Operation and maintenance of the rail line could infrequently ignite a wildfire. Fires that
remove the healthy native vegetation can increase the potential for invasion of noxious
weeds. If fire occurs frequently, the native vegetation might never recover due to competition
with invasive species. Some of the plant communities that would be bisected by the rail line
are grasslands and desert grasslands. During dry periods, the danger of igniting a fire in these
plant communities would be increased with the presence of the rail line (see Figure 4-5,
Vegetation Impacts).

4351 Alternative A (No-Action Alternative)
Construction Impacts

Under the No-Action Alternative, the proposed rail line would not be built, so there would be
no construction-related impacts to biological resources resulting from accidental fires.
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Operation and Maintenance Impacts

Under the No-Action Alternative, the proposed rail line would not be built, so there would be
no operation and maintenance-related impacts to biological resources resulting from
accidental fires.

4.35.2 Alternative B (Proposed Action)
Construction Impacts

Under Alternative B, the number of accidental fires caused by the construction of the
proposed rail line is expected to be minor.

Operation and Maintenance Impacts

Operation of a rail line can cause accidental fires. Accidental fires resulting from Alternative
B that are not confined to the right-of-way could alter existing plant communities, including
areas that provide habitat for threatened, endangered, and sensitive species or other wildlife.
Accidental fires could also affect big-game migratory corridors or adjacent wildlife refuge
habitat. Additionally, fires have the potential to convert healthy native vegetative
communities to monocultures of undesirable noxious weeds.

4.35.3 Alternative C
Construction Impacts

Under Alternative C, the construction-related impacts to biological resources resulting from
accidental fires would be the same as those from Alternative B.

Operation and Maintenance Impacts

Under Alternative C, the operation and maintenance—related impacts to biological resources
resulting from accidental fires would be the same as those from Alternative B.

Mitigation Measures for Impacts to Biological Resources

Mitigation measures for impacts to biological resources are discussed in Section 6.3.3,
Biological Resources, and Section 6.4.3, Biological Resources.
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Impacts to Water Resources

This section describes the expected direct and indirect impacts of the proposed alternatives on
surface water and groundwater in the Sevier River watershed and study area (see Figure 4-7,
Impacts to Water Resources). It includes discussion of permitting requirements as well as
impacts to streams, lakes, wetlands, floodplains, wells, and public water sources.

Methodology

Surface Water Impacts. SEA assessed surface water impacts for each of the alternatives by
evaluating the number of rivers and ephemeral drainages that would be crossed by each
alternative. Of particular concern are waters currently listed on the State of Utah 303(d) list of
impaired waters; these waters fail to meet water quality standards due to the presence of one
or more pollutants. To determine whether construction of the proposed rail line would affect
the amount of these pollutants in surface waters, SEA compared the amount of existing
ground that has been disturbed by construction to the amount of ground that would be
disturbed by construction of the proposed rail line. Disturbed ground is considered to
contribute more pollutants to nearby surface waters than undisturbed ground.

The closer an alternative is to a drainage, the greater are the expected impacts (release of
sediment or pollutants) to the drainage. If the source of pollution is farther away from surface
waters, pollutants are more likely to be filtered out of runoff through settlement of suspended
sediments, reactions from sunlight, and nutrient uptake by plants before the runoff reaches the
water body. These processes would treat runoff from both construction impacts and impacts
from railroad operation.

Areas that would be built up to support the rail line (filled areas) are more likely to degrade
water quality than areas that are undisturbed because there is a greater potential for sediment
and pollutants from disturbed areas to wash into surface waters. The side slopes of filled
areas are typically vegetated. A raised area causes more negative impacts to water quality
than undisturbed ground, which can treat runoff through processes such as infiltration of
runoff into soil, nutrient uptake of soluble pollutants by plants, or sheetflowing of runoff
through vegetation to remove particulates. In addition, the side slopes of filled areas erode
more easily than undisturbed ground, particularly undisturbed ground with a flatter slope.
When water flows along a steeper slope, it has a higher velocity and can potentially cause
more erosion and mobilize more sediments.

Canals and Irrigation. Impacts to canals and irrigation were determined by reviewing
topographic maps, evaluating current farming practices, and assessing the proposed
alternatives to determine whether they would affect access to canals or irrigation facilities.
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