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ABSTRACT
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AAA American Automobile Club

ACEC Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
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AC Alternating Current
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EIA Energy Information Administration
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EO Executive Order
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Endangered Species Act
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Federal Land Policy and Management Act
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General Land Office

Hazardous Air Pollutant
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

Southern Utah and Nevada continue to be among the fastest growing areas in the United States.
According to the Utah Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget, Washington and Iron counties are
among the fastest growing in the state (Washington County receives nearly 1,000 new residents each
month). Population growth in Clark County, Nevada is just as impressive growing from 1,394,440 in
2000 to 1,874,837 in 2006—a 26 percent increase over 6 years.

Demand for gasoline and diesel fuel is tied directly to population growth. Much of the gasoline
serving these markets is transported into the areas by trucks or rail from Salt Lake City and other
regional refineries. The energy needs of these regions would be met by continued refinery
expansions, regardless of the bulk transportation methods used. The primary purpose of the Proposed
Action is to respond to the high population growth and increasing demand for petroleum products for
the benefit of Utah and Nevada’s existing and future petroleum products consumers, while balancing
the needs of resources and other public interests in the area.

Proposed Action

UNEYV Pipeline, LLC is proposing to construct and operate a 399-mile, 12-inch petroleum products
pipeline that is proposed to originate in Woods Cross, Utah with terminals northwest of Cedar City,
Utah and near Apex, Nevada (northeast of Las Vegas). The southern portion of the pipeline
alignment would generally follow the existing Kern River pipeline corridor. The southern portion of
the corridor contains two Kern River Pipeline Company natural gas pipelines, the newest of which
was constructed in 2003. The Kern River Pipeline Environmental Impact Statement was completed
in 2002.

The project would include an inlet pumping station at the origin; a pressure reduction station at a
lateral terminal northwest of Cedar City, Utah; a pressure reduction site; and a receiving terminal
near Las Vegas. A 10-inch diameter lateral service pipeline would extend approximately 2.4 miles to
the Salt Lake International Airport from the mainline at milepost 4.5. Another 8-inch diameter lateral
pipeline would extend approximately 10 miles from the mainline at milepost 256 to the proposed
Cedar City Terminal.

Permanent facilities would include access roads to all above ground structures (including valves,
launchers, and receiving equipment). Temporary facilities would include construction and equipment
storage yards, extra workspace for pipe stringing, and additional construction access roads.

The pipeline inlet would be located near Holly Corporation’s Woods Cross, Utah refinery. This
refinery recently upgraded its crude oil processing capabilities enabling it to process black wax crude
oil and heavy Canadian crude oils. This action is not considered a *“connected action” and would not
be analyzed as part of this Environmental Impact Statement. The UNEV pipeline would be available
to accept shipments of refined products from multiple refineries in the Salt Lake City area,
Wyoming, and Montana.

Alternatives

Five Action Alternatives are considered in the Environmental Impact Statement, including the
Proposed Action. The primary differences between the Proposed Action and the four other Action
Alternatives are routing differences ranging in length from approximately 3 to 63 miles. This
Executive Summary is limited to a discussion of the Proposed Action. The No Action Alternative
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(project not constructed) is also considered in the Environmental Impact Statement, but not discussed
further in this Executive Summary.

Construction and Operations Phases

The project would have two distinct phases: (1) facilities construction and (2) facilities operation.
Impacts of these phases are discussed separately here and throughout the Environmental Impact
Statement. Upon abandonment, the pipeline would be capped and left in place resulting in no further
ground disturbance or other impacts. Above ground facilities would be removed and sites
rehabilitated resulting in impacts similar to construction in those locations.

Affected Resources

Air Resources

Construction emissions would occur during mobilization and de-mobilization, and the construction
of the pipeline, pumping stations, and terminals. During groundbreaking activities for pipe
installation an increase in vehicular traffic and fugitive dust would be expected. Emission levels of
volatile organic chemicals, nitrogen oxide, sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, and other emissions
from internal combustion engines, and particulate matter with 10 micron diameter (PMy,) from
vehicular travel on unpaved surfaces, would not be expected to exceed any predetermined standards
for air quality. Construction activities associated with the Proposed Action would likely result in
localized minor impacts of PMy, and nuisance dust. Emissions from blasting would result in
additional PMy, and ammonia emissions. More regulatory controls for construction activities located
within non-attainment zones, such as Salt Lake County and Clark County, should be anticipated.

Potential air quality impacts during project operation would be limited to the Cedar City terminal in
Utah and the Las Vegas terminal in Clark County, Nevada. Each facility has different long-term
impacts which are based on the on-site equipment, existing air quality, and the types and amounts of
pollutants generated.

The proposed project includes installation of terminal tank farms near Las Vegas and Cedar City to
store and deliver gasoline, diesel, and denatured ethanol. The air pollutant emitting equipment at the
terminals would consist of the following:

e Tank truck loading racks.

e Petroleum product storage tanks.

e One denatured ethanol storage tank (Las Vegas only).
e A thermal oxidizer unit for transmix.

The total Hazardous Air Pollutants emissions from either facility would be less than 25 tons per year.
Therefore, neither terminal would be a major source of hazardous air pollutants emissions or be
subject to National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants. Total emissions per facility
would be less than 100 tons per year and the facilities would, therefore, not require Part 70 operating
permits.

Noise

The project would have minimal short-term impacts on noise as a result of construction. Onsite noise
levels are anticipated to be in the 70 to 85 A-weighted decibel range. Noise generated from
construction equipment, drilling, and blasting would all contribute, temporarily, to unwanted noise in
the general vicinity of project activities. An increase in local traffic noise would result from
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construction workers and equipment traveling to and from the site. Blasting would likely be the most
prominent source of unwanted noise.

The short-term additional noise produced during construction could disturb nesting birds and
temporarily cause a potential adverse effect. Noise from construction activities for near-by residence
would be considered “nuisance” noise and would not likely exceed local noise ordinances or Office
of Safety and Health Administration standards.

Geology and Mineral Resources

Several types of bedrock would be encountered along the route that would require blasting to
excavate for the pipeline. A blasting plan would safeguard against blasting risks and mitigate for
potential damages. Although mineral resource areas occur within a half-mile of the proposed route,
the disturbance as a result of pipeline installation would be temporary and would not hinder access or
exploitation of the mineral resources.

Paleontological Resources

The majority of construction disturbance within the Right-of-way would be surficial. The pipeline
excavation would typically be to a depth of 5 to 6 feet, although special conditions could require
additional depth. A typical trench would be 24 to 36 inches wide.

Implementation of mitigation measures would reduce the potential impact from project-related
ground disturbance on paleontological resources to an insignificant level by allowing for the
recovery of fossil remains, and associated data that otherwise might be lost to earth-moving and to
unauthorized fossil collecting.

With a well-designed and implemented Paleontological Resources Monitoring and Mitigation
Program, project construction could potentially result in beneficial impacts to paleontological
resources through the recovery of fossil remains that would otherwise not have been exposed and
available for study.

Soil Resources

Construction activities could potentially result in a number of different soil or soil-related impacts
including increased erosion, compaction, reduced fertility, poor revegetation, and the introduction of
noxious weeds. Potential impacts would be minimized by implementing the mitigation measures and
adhering to the site-specific Reclamation Plan and Noxious Weed Plan contained in the Plan of
Development.

A small percentage of the land that would be disturbed by construction is designated as prime
farmland or land of statewide importance. Little or no agricultural production would be affected
long-term by the project, and mitigation measures can assure minimal erosion or productivity losses.

Operation and maintenance of the proposed project would involve little additional soils disturbance.
Pipelines would be monitored and maintained over the life of the project utilizing existing roadways
to access the pipeline. Soils disturbance would be required for any future pipeline repairs, although
those are anticipated to be rare with minimal area disturbed. Any disturbance would be reclaimed
and appropriately revegetated to prevent erosion. Upon abandonment, the pipeline would be capped
and left in place, requiring no ground disturbance.

Water Resources

During construction groundwater could be affected in several ways. Surface disturbance could affect
drainage patterns and recharge, although due to the relatively brief period the ground would be
disturbed at any one location, impacts to recharge would likely be negligible. In areas of high
groundwater, trench dewatering may be necessary; here again the brief period this would affect any
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one area would render this impact negligible. Where trench dewatering is required, Best
Management Practices would be employed to minimize erosion and other possible effects of
disposing of water. Water required for construction would be purchased from municipal or other
permitted water rights.

Four water supply wells have been identified as being within 10 feet of the proposed path of the
pipeline. If it appears that wells may be affected by pipeline construction, the pipeline corridor
alignment may be altered or another remedy applied to ensure that no existing wells are affected
long-term. Potential impacts to groundwater flow and turbidity from construction activities, such as
blasting and ground disturbance, would be temporary and minor, returning to pre-construction
conditions once the surface has been restored.

Impacts to surface water from construction activity, such as sedimentation and altered drainage
patterns, would be mitigated through Best Management Practices and restoration of surface contours
and vegetation. Where perennial water bodies are crossed by the pipeline horizontal directional
drilling would be used to minimize disturbance to the natural morphology and erosion. Open-
trenching may be used to cross intermittent streams; impacts would be temporary and minor due to
the use of Best Management Practices to minimize impacts.

The pipeline may cross land belonging to Kennecott Utah Copper Corporation adjacent to Interstate
80 near the Salt Lake/Tooele County border, but not the retention ponds. Precautions would be taken
in this area to ensure that selenium-contaminated soils and groundwater would not be disturbed in
ways that would spread the contamination.

During the operations and maintenance phases for the pipeline the only potential impacts to
groundwater would be limited to accidental spills or repairs to the buried pipe. Potential impacts to
surface water would be limited to sediment from truck traffic (service vehicles), accidental spills or
disturbance caused by repair or maintenance activities.

Vegetation

Under the Proposed Action, all vegetation within the 75-foot-wide temporary construction Right-of-
way would be removed. This would be the primary impact of the project on vegetation communities.
Where widening the construction corridor outside currently disturbed areas is required, loss of
additional native vegetation would primarily affect long-lived plant species that take years to reach
maturity. This impact would be long-term and minor.

Pipeline construction would potentially open up new areas to infestations of noxious weeds. This
impact is anticipated to be long-term and minor to moderate. In addition to the pipeline Right-of-
way, existing roads would be utilized to access the corridor. Impacts to vegetation resources adjacent
to these roads may occur as a result of increased fugitive dust and/or grading requirements from road
improvement. The impacts are anticipated to be short-term and negligible.

Impacts from ground-disturbing activities associated with pipeline operation and maintenance would
be similar to those described for construction, but the extent and degree of impact would be
considerably less than from pipeline construction. Impacts to vegetation associated with operations
and maintenance are likely to be short-term and negligible.

Wildlife

Construction of the proposed pipeline has the potential to impact wildlife both directly and
indirectly. In general, direct impacts would consist of direct mortality or injury (primarily for
smaller, less mobile wildlife), habitat loss, habitat fragmentation, and displacement into adjacent
habitat. Indirectly, wildlife may be affected by noise and human presence associated with
construction activities.
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Within the project area, direct impacts to wildlife would primarily occur as a result of the clearing
and grading of the Right-of-way, staging areas, and access roads, as well as the excavation of
trenches. These activities include the use of heavy equipment, creating the potential for the direct
mortality or injury to wildlife, as well as the direct loss of wildlife habitat.

The degree of impact would depend on the type of habitat affected and the rate at which the
vegetation would regenerate after construction. In previously disturbed portions of the proposed
pipeline route, many of which contain noxious weeds and have not recovered from previous
disturbances, the impacts to wildlife would likely be minor due to the low value and suitability of
these areas for most wildlife. In undisturbed portions of the right-of-way, the impacts to wildlife
from a loss of habitat could range from moderate to major because undisturbed areas are more likely
to be suitable for wildlife and these areas would no longer be available. However, given that the
types of habitat to be impacted are relatively abundant in the general area surrounding the proposed
route, the loss of common habitat types would not result in significant effects to most wildlife
populations as defined by the measurement indicators. Impacts may be long-term as virtually the
entire length of the project would be constructed within arid habitats where regeneration of
vegetation following construction may be slow.

In addition to the impacts described above, construction may impact big game ranges. Construction
would be conducted outside of sensitive periods for big game winter range and fawning habitat and
would temporarily disturb and may displace big game animals onto adjacent habitat. Winter range
and fawning/calving areas would be lost when these areas are disturbed outside of the sensitive
periods. Losses of big game habitat would generally be minor and insignificant because these areas
are abundant outside the proposed disturbance areas.

General impacts to migratory birds during construction are not expected to be of a magnitude
sufficient to result in long-term or significant population-level effects for the following reasons: 1)
the presumed stability of local populations (other than sensitive species) and the abundance of
available habitat outside of the proposed right-of-way, and 2) the linear nature of the project over a
large geographic range.

Open-cut river crossings have the greatest potential to impact aquatic resources during construction
(CH2MHill 2008c) through the direct disturbance of the streambed. Increases in sediment run-off
from construction should be primarily short-term, generally restricted to the period of active
construction and the time needed for reclamation.

As noted above, another wildlife disturbance factor associated with pipeline construction and
operation is noise. The highest noise levels and greatest impacts would be expected during
construction with lower noise levels during operations. However, noise levels near pump station
facilities would continue for the life of the project. The area of disturbance would vary by species but
would likely extend several hundred feet around pump station sites. For the majority of wildlife,
noise would result in displacement into other habitat.

Special Status Species

General impacts to special status species would be similar to those described for wildlife and
fisheries that are described above. Specifically, habitat losses would be temporary or short-term,
unless forested areas or late-succession shrubs (i.e., sagebrush) were disturbed. Staging area
disturbances would be of longer duration, relative to the pipeline, because they would last for the
duration of construction. Road improvements may increase the potential for fragmentation of
threatened, endangered, and candidate species populations. Noise impacts from blasting,
construction equipment, and associated traffic would be temporary.

A Biological Assessment would be completed in association with this project that would disclose all
potential impacts to Threatened or Endangered species in the project area and compliance with the
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Endangered Species Act. A Biological Opinion would be submitted by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service in association with the decision document for this project that would contain the official
determinations of impacts to these species. The Biological Opinion would also contain mitigation
measures to be implemented for each species.

Exhibit 4.9-3 in Chapter 4 of this Environmental Impact Statement shows where possible impacts
may occur to federally listed species, candidate species, species proposed for listing, or sensitive
species. Briefly, the Airport, Rush Lake, and Tooele County Alternatives would all have the same
effects as the Proposed Action. The Millard County Alternative showed an increase in potential
impact to the habitat for several species over the Proposed Action, including: giant four-wing
saltbush, raptors, sage grouse, and pygmy rabbit.

Land Use and Transportation

The proposed project would amend the Pony Express Resource Management Plan in the Salt Lake
Field Office to establish a utility corridor including the Right-of-way for the proposed pipeline. The
proposed project would be consistent with the identified applicable Bureau of Land Management
policies related to the siting of rights-of-way, the processing of applications for use authorizations,
and the management of public land.

Construction activities associated with the installation of the proposed pipeline would result in the
temporary disruption of existing land uses on approximately 3,882 acres along the alignment during
the project construction period. This acreage includes a 75-foot-wide construction Right-of-way
along the main pipeline route, the Airport Lateral, and the Cedar City Lateral, plus temporary staging
areas along the proposed alignment.

The Proposed Action may conflict with local land use plans in some of the counties that the pipeline
would cross. Iron County has several policies that express its desire to continue the existing
agricultural and grazing land uses. A Goal of Millard County is to allow growth, while maintaining
its agricultural land use. Tooele County has a Growth Management Goal to preserve open space and
agricultural land. Similarly, Lincoln County has a goal and policy that indicate its desire to maintain
agricultural land uses. Construction of the project may temporarily interrupt agricultural and/or
grazing land uses on parcels that the pipeline would cross which is inconsistent with these counties’
Goals/Policies and effecting a short-term impact.

Where project construction would cross grazing allotments, vegetation would be removed within the
right-of-way, impacting short-term availability of forage. During construction horses on the Chloride
Wild Horse Herd Management Area would likely move away from construction disturbance. This
may result in horses temporarily moving into areas having less productive water and forage sources.

The same access roads that were used during installation of the Kern River pipeline would be used to
the extent they are still viable and are applicable to the proposed project. The improvement of access
roads would have a long-term-term positive impact to access.

Project operation is not expected to result in many long-term effects on existing agricultural and/or
grazing land uses on parcels that the pipeline would cross, resulting in minimal expected
inconsistencies with Iron County’s, Millard County’s, Tooele County’s, and Lincoln County’s
goals/policies related to the preservation of existing agricultural and/or grazing uses. Operation of
the proposed pipeline would have a minimal impact (if any at all) on grazing allotments overlapping
the project area. It is expected that nearly all grazing activities that currently occur along the
proposed alignment would resume after project construction is complete. Exceptions could include
locations where aboveground project facilities would be constructed that would change the use of
that land.
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Because pipelines are installed underground, they may not result in long-term interference with
existing aboveground land uses (including residential, commercial, industrial, agricultural, grazing,
and open space uses) depending on the alignment location.

No significant adverse transportation impacts would be expected during operation of the proposed
project. There would be only minimal traffic associated with project operation and maintenance, and
the traffic would coincide with the current levels of traffic associated with operation and
maintenance of the existing Kern River pipeline.

Visual and Recreation Resources

The proposed pipeline alignment would cross Bureau of Land Management lands designated as
Visual Resource Management Classes I, 111, or IV. The proposed pipeline would be consistent with
the management objectives for Classes I, 11l, and 1V because those designations allow changes to
the landscape that can be seen.

Construction of the proposed pipeline and associated facilities would cause construction-related
visual impacts. The impacts would be caused by vegetation removal, earthwork and grading scars,
stockpiles of topsoil and subsoil, staging areas, heavy equipment tracks, trenching, blasting, rock
formation alteration or removal, temporary support machinery and tool storage, and construction
personnel and vehicles. The visual effects of the presence of construction equipment and activities
would be temporary, lasting approximately 12 months.

The removal of vegetation along the northern portion of the proposed pipeline alignment (that would
not parallel the existing Kern River pipeline) would create a visible scar on the land, creating a line
across the landscape when viewed from the air. However, much of the alignment is not accessible or
visible by the public at ground level. When construction is complete, it is expected that revegetation
of project-disturbed areas would commence.

The Proposed Action route would not cross any Special Recreation Management Areas, although it
passes near several recreation sites, such as the Pony Express Trail, Mountain Meadow Massacre
Historic Monument, and the Lytle Ranch Preserve. The route goes through both Bureau of Land
Management and Forest Service administered lands that are used for a variety of dispersed
recreation. Improvement of existing primitive roads and construction of additional access roads in
conjunction with the proposed project could result in indirect effects to recreation from route
proliferation, as the public uses these new roads to access previously inaccessible public lands.

After the pipeline is installed and revegetation occurs, minimal visual and recreation effects would
occur. The aboveground structures associated with the project, such as the pump station, terminals
and valves would be visible from various locations, but would not dominate landscape views. Their
presence would alter the landscape; however, these facilities would be located in developed areas
with little scenic value.

Cultural Resources

In accordance with the provisions outlined in the Programmatic Agreement, if a cultural resource site
listed on or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places would be subject to direct
or indirect impacts, mitigation would be proposed. Mitigation may include, but is not limited to one
or more of the following measures: (1) avoidance through the use of realignment of the pipeline
route; relocation of temporary extra workspaces, or changes in the construction and/or operational
design; (2) data recovery, which may include the systematic professional excavation of an
archaeological site or the preparation of photographic and/or measured drawings documenting
standing structures; and (3) the use of screening with landscaping or other techniques that would
reduce or eliminate effects on the historic setting of standing structures.
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For those historic properties that would be adversely affected by the undertaking, the project
proponent is required by the Programmatic Agreement to prepare a Historic Property Treatment Plan
indicating how impact would be reduced or mitigated. Additional consultation with Native American
groups is also required to identify and address any concerns these groups may have.

A total of 323 cultural resource sites have been recorded within the surveyed areas of the proposed
pipeline project area in Utah and Nevada. The final Class Il Survey Report is currently in
preparation, and, as a result, final determinations of eligibility by the Bureau of Land Management
and State Historic Preservation Offices have not yet been made on these sites. The professional
recommendation of the project’s cultural resources consultant on site eligibility, which could differ
from that of the Bureau of Land Management’s and the State Historic Preservation Office’s
recommendation, is as follows: 161 sites are recommended to be eligible for National Register of
Historic Places listing, 162 sites are recommended ineligible.

If any subsurface cultural materials are encountered during construction, all work would stop in the
vicinity until a qualified archaeologist can assess the significance of the remains. An Emergency
Discovery Plan conventional with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation and accepted by
applicable agencies such as the Bureau of Land Management, State Historic Preservation Offices,
and tribal agencies would be followed.

Operation and maintenance of the proposed pipeline and associated facilities is anticipated to have
few impacts on cultural resources because potential impacts on all known sites would have been
mitigated prior to operation of the pipeline.

Native American Concerns

There would be no direct or indirect impacts to known places of cultural and/or geographic interest
to the Tribes. Consultation with the Tribes is on-going. No concerns have been raised to date by any
of the Tribes.

There would be no direct or indirect impacts to known places of cultural and/or geographic interest
to the Tribes under operations, maintenance, or abandonment of the proposed pipeline. No concerns
have been raised to date by any of the Tribes.

Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice

The linear nature of the project and its short-term construction period (approximately 8 months)
means that the effects of non-local workers residing temporarily in the project area would be spread
out over a larger number of local jurisdictions. Peak numbers of workers would be in the area over a
60-90 day period. Based on the proponent’s estimate of the total number of workers on the project,
the percentage of those workers who would be hired from outside the local workforce, and the timing
of crews along the length of the pipeline, construction is expected to have negligible to minor
impacts on housing, public services and employment in the project area. There would be some
beneficial impacts from company and worker spending in the local economies and sales tax
collections.

The 16 permanent new hires to operate and maintain the pipeline following construction would be
stationed in population centers (i.e., Salt Lake City, Cedar City and Las Vegas) that can easily
accommodate them with existing housing and public services. Estimated property and ad valorem
taxes that would be paid on the pipeline would exceed $3 million annually, which would be a benefit
to the local communities.

No minority racial, ethnic or socioeconomic groups were identified in the project area and the
proposed project would have no disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental
effects on minority, and/or low-income populations, during either construction or operations.
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Hazardous Materials and Solid Waste

There were 24 potential sources of hazardous and solid waste identified near the proposed pipeline
route using aerial photographs and federal and state databases. Most of these sites would likely have
little or no impact on pipeline construction and operation.

Debris generated during pipeline construction would be disposed of at approved landfills or other
approved sites traditionally used for disposal of construction debris.

Conclusion

Assuming that all recommended mitigation is implemented, no moderate or major impacts are
anticipated to result from construction or operation of the Proposed Action or any of the Action
Alternatives with some local exceptions. It is possible but not likely that an unknown historic or
cultural site could be accidentally impacted by construction crews, or an unknown hazardous waste
site might be encountered, or mortality of an individual of a listed species might occur. Short-term
effects would be minor to moderate during the construction phase due to surface disturbance within
the right-of-way. Long-term effects would likely be negligible to minor adverse effects during
operations phase of the project.

Preferred Alternative

The Bureau of Land Management has identified the Proposed Action alignment as the preferred
alternative, with the Airport, Tooele County, Rush Lake, and Millard County Alternative segments
as replacements for the corresponding portions of the Proposed Action alignment in those areas. The
Preferred Alternative would include all of the Best Management Practices and mitigation measures
listed in Appendix D.
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CHAPTER 1. PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

1.1. Introduction

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was prepared in response to an Application for
Transportation and Utility Systems and Facilities on federal lands, submitted by UNEV Pipeline,
LLC (UNEV) and received at the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) on August 1, 2006
(UTU79766). The purpose of this EIS is: 1) for the BLM to evaluate and disclose potential impacts
of the proposed project and alternatives; 2) to determine whether to issue a right-of-way (ROW)
grant, and; 3) to amend the Pony Express Resource Management Plan (RMP) to establish a utility
corridor.

1.1.1. Proposed Action

UNEYV is proposing to construct and operate a 399-mile, 12-inch petroleum products pipeline that is
proposed to originate in Woods Cross, Utah with terminals northwest of Cedar City, Utah and near
Apex, Nevada (northeast of Las Vegas, Exhibit 1.1-1). The southern portion of the pipeline
alignment would generally follow the existing Kern River pipeline corridor. The southern portion of
the corridor contains two Kern River Pipeline Company natural gas pipelines, the newest of which
was constructed in 2003. The Kern River Pipeline Environmental Impact Statement was completed
in 2002.

Permanent facilities would include access roads to all above ground structures (including valves,
launchers, and receiving equipment). Temporary facilities would include construction and equipment
storage yards, extra workspace for pipe stringing, and additional construction access roads.

The pipeline inlet would be located near Holly Corporation’s Woods Cross, Utah refinery. This
refinery recently upgraded its crude oil processing capabilities enabling it to process black wax crude
oil and heavy Canadian crude oils. This action is not considered a “connected action” and will not be
analyzed as part of this EIS. The refinery expansion and proposed UNEV pipeline projects would
have independent utility [40 CFR 1508.25(a)(1)] by virtue of the existing service provided by the
expansion, even without the pipeline (Transcon 2008). In addition, because the permitting and
construction of the refinery expansion is complete and agencies have fully reviewed and approved
the project, additional scrutiny on the expansion serves no purpose other than the evaluation of
possible cumulative effects (Transcon 2008).

1.1.2. Project Area

The location of the Project Area is shown in Exhibit 1.1-1. The map delineates the route of the
proposed 50-foot permanent ROW in eastern and southern Utah, and southern Nevada. The southern
portion of the proposed alignment would follow the existing Kern River 2003 Expansion Project
utility corridor. Project elements would be located in Davis, Salt Lake, Tooele, Juab, Millard,
Beaver, Iron, and Washington Counties in Utah; and Lincoln and Clark Counties in Nevada. The
pipeline would also cross the Moapa Band of the Paiute’s Reservation in southern Nevada.

Page 1-1



Chapter 1: Purpose of and Need for Action

Legend
o City

- Highway

4= Interstate

Water Bodies
™~} County Boundary
Dstats Boundary
UNEV Pipeline Project Components
& Wilepost

™ Proposed Action Pipeline Alignment
W** Cedar City Lateral

e T —

o
o

ARIZONA

Exhibit 1.1-1 General Project Location

Page 1-2



Chapter 1: Purpose of and Need for Action

1.2. Need for Proposed Action

1.2.1. Agency Mandate

The BLM is required to evaluate and make decisions regarding the granting of rights-of-way in
response to proponent applications. Under Section 28 of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as
amended (30 U.S.C. 185), the BLM is authorized to issue ROW grants. It is the policy of the BLM to
authorize all ROW applications that are in conformance with approved land use plans at the
discretion of the authorized officer.

1.2.2. Proponent Need
1.2.2.1. Population Growth in Southern Utah and Nevada

Southern Utah and Nevada continue to be among the fastest growing areas in the United States.
According to the Utah Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget, Washington and Iron counties are
among the fastest growing in the state. Currently, Washington County receives nearly 1,000 new
residents each month. The county’s 2006 growth rate was projected at 6.1 percent and it is estimated
that Washington County’s population of 130,000 people will increase to 648,000 people over the
next 30 to 45 years. Iron County’s population is expected to double over the next 30 to 45 years. This
type of sustained population growth is strongly correlated to automobile use and subsequent fuel
consumption. (Council of Economic Advisors 2008)

The statewide 2004 and 2005 population estimates from the U.S. Census Bureau showed Nevada as
the fastest growing state in the United States and for the 19th consecutive year, Nevada has led the
nation in population growth. Nevada's population grew by 24.9 percent from April 1, 2000 to July 1,
2006. This compares to the nation’s population rise of 6.4 percent over the same period (U.S. Census
Bureau 2006).

The population growth in Clark County, Nevada is just as impressive as the growth in neighboring
Washington County, Utah. Clark County’s population was 1,394,440 in 2000. By 2006 it had
increased to 1,874,837—a 26 percent increase over 6 years. Over 71 percent of Nevada’s population
resides in Clark County. (CBER 2007)

1.2.2.2. Increase in Petroleum Products Demand

Population growth is tied directly to demand for gasoline and diesel fuel. Much of the gasoline
serving these markets is transported into the areas by trucks from Salt Lake City and other regional
refineries. The energy needs of these regions will be met by continued refinery expansions,
regardless of the bulk transportation methods used. Today, all refineries in the Salt Lake City area
must ship products by tanker truck or rail. Shipments to Idaho and Washington are transported via
the Chevron pipeline.

Public demand for petroleum products continues to increase in Utah and Nevada. For example,
according to information from the Utah Department of Public Safety (UDPS), vehicle miles traveled
in Utah between 2000 and 2005 increased by an average of 2.4 percent annually. Washington
County’s vehicle miles traveled grew 13 percent from 2003 to 2005, compared to 1.8 percent in Salt
Lake County (UDPS 2003; 2005). Statewide, Utah’s vehicle miles traveled for 2005 was 2.1 percent
higher than the year before, compared to a national figure of 1.5 percent (UDOT 2006).

Based on Official Energy Statistics distributed by the Energy Information Administration (EIA
2008), petroleum demand increased in Utah an average of 2.8 percent per year between 1986 and
2005. In response, Utah refineries expanded by over 12,000 barrels per day during this same period;
refinery utilization increased by approximately 10 percent during this time and now averages greater
than 90 percent utilization.
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Chapter 1: Purpose of and Need for Action

In Nevada, the Clark County Blue Ribbon Commission to Improve the Reliability of Southern
Nevada’s Fuel Supply reported that “there is a projected need for more fuel supply and storage
capacity to meet rising consumer demand and bolster the system’s reliability in the event of natural
disasters.” (BRC 2006)

The Blue Ribbon Commission also reported that the majority of Clark County’s fuel supply is
currently delivered through two parallel pipelines from Colton, California to North Las Vegas, which
are running at or near capacity. One pipeline has a capacity of approximately 27,000 barrels of jet
fuel per day (one barrel equals 42 gallons) and the second pipeline has a capacity of approximately
105,000 barrels of petroleum per day. All other fuel delivered to southern Nevada is by tanker truck.
The Blue Ribbon Commission recommended that a new pipeline should be built to help meet
consumer demand and that it should come from a source other than California to provide enhanced
reliability should one system experience failure or delay in service. (BRC 2006)

In 2006, Clark County, Nevada’s 1.2 million vehicles used approximately 3 million gallons of
gasoline per day, and McCarran International Airport in Las Vegas used about 1.27 million gallons
of jet fuel per day. Because of Nevada’s growing tourism industry and the expected population
growth to support it, it is estimated that the demand for fuels will increase by 25 percent over the
next five years. According to the Blue Ribbon Commission, southern Nevada is expected to outstrip
their fuel supply in the near future because of increased tourism and population growth. (BRC 2006)

1.3. Purpose of Proposed Action

The primary purpose of the Proposed Action is to respond to the high population growth and
increasing demand for petroleum products for the benefit of Utah and Nevada’s existing and future
petroleum products consumers, while balancing the needs of resources and other public interests in
the area. Specifically, the purpose of the Proposed Action is to:

e Follow the recommendation of the Blue Ribbon Commission to provide a new petroleum
products pipeline to Las Vegas from a source outside of California.

e Increase the capacity of the fuel delivery system into southern Utah and Nevada to address
private, commercial, industrial, and military demand for refined fuel products.

o Enhance the reliability and efficiency of the current fuel delivery system for multiple
refineries in the Salt Lake City area.

1.4. Decisions to be Made

1.4.1. Lead Agency

The BLM Utah State Office is the lead agency for the preparation of this EIS and is coordinating
efforts with its Salt Lake, Fillmore, Cedar City, and St. George Field Offices, as well as the Las
Vegas and Ely Field Offices through the BLM Nevada State Office. The BLM proposes to adopt this
EIS per Title 40 CFR Part 1506.3 to meet its responsibilities under the National Environmental
Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) in considering UNEV’s application for rights-of-way grants. Under
Section 185(f) of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, the BLM has the authority to issue ROW grants
for all affected federal lands. This would be in accordance with Title 43 CFR Parts 2800 and 2880,
subsequent 2800 and 2880 Manuals, and BLM Handbook 2801-1.

The BLM's decision would be documented in a Record of Decision (ROD). If the BLM decides to
approve the project, it would issue a new ROW grant and notice to proceed that would allow
construction on federal lands. The ROW grant would include standard and site-specific stipulations
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Chapter 1: Purpose of and Need for Action

of the affected land management agencies and conditions imposed on the project as the result of the
NEPA process.

The proposal would also require an amendment to the BLM Salt Lake Field Office’s Pony Express
RMP to establish a new utility corridor prior to BLM granting the ROW. The Pony Express RMP
amendment process to establish a new utility corridor would comply with (1) Decision 1 of the
Transportation and Utility Corridors section of the Pony Express RMP which requires that proposals
for major rights-of-way utilize established corridors, (2) 43 CFR 1600 regulations, and (3) BLM
Handbook H-1601-1. BLM would then grant a ROW within the new utility corridor and authorize
subsequent construction activities.

1.4.2. Cooperating Agencies
Several agencies have been identified as cooperating agencies for the EIS and include:
e Bureau of Indian Affairs
e Moapa Band of the Paiute Tribe
e U.S. Air Force, Nellis Air Force Base
e U.S. Army, Tooele Army Depot
e U.S. Forest Service, Dixie National Forest

The Dixie National Forest as well as other affected federal land management agencies (e.g., military
bases crossed by the project) would issue a letter to the BLM that would concur or not concur with
issuance of a ROW grant across their lands. These agencies’ concurrence or hon-concurrence would
be based on consistency of the project with their respective land management plans and conformance
with other applicable guidance and mandates. The BLM would consider the concurrence or non-
concurrence of these agencies in making its decision whether to grant the ROW on all federal land,
and any needed mitigation.

In addition to the lead and cooperating agencies, other federal, state, and local agencies will use the
EIS to provide approvals or issue permits for all or part of the proposed project. Federal, state, and
local permits, approvals, and consultations for the project are discussed in Section 1.7.

1.5. Plans, Policies, and Programs

1.5.1. Relationship to BLM Plans, Policies, and Programs

This EIS will ensure that the project is in compliance with the Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ) regulations for implementation of NEPA (40 CFR 1500-1508), BLM’s NEPA Handbook (H-
1790-1), and other BLM policies, regulations and guidelines (such as the 1997 Utah’s Standards and
Guidelines for Healthy Rangelands).

The proposed project area crosses six BLM Field Office areas administered by the Salt Lake,
Fillmore, Cedar City, St. George, Ely, and Las Vegas Field Offices. Each has a pertinent land use
management plan and any project elements that would occur on those lands must conform to the
respective BLM plans and programs, subject to site-specific conditions that may be implemented as
the result of this analysis, and are listed below:

o Cedar Beaver Garfield Antimony RMP was approved by the Cedar City Field Office in
1986.
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o Ely RMP was approved by the Ely Field Office in November 2007. The new RMP replaces
the Egan Resource Area RMP, and incorporates relevant sections from the Caliente
Management Framework Plan Amendment.

o House Range Resource Area RMP was approved by the House Range Resource Area
Manager, the Richfield District Manager, and the Utah State Director in 1987.

o Las Vegas RMP was approved by the Las Vegas Field Office in 1998.

o Pony Express RMP was approved by the Salt Lake Field Office in 1990. The Proposed
Action and action alternatives would not be in conformance with Transportation and Utility
Corridor Decision 1 of the RMP and would require that the plan be amended to provide a
new utility corridor. The plan will be amended concurrent with this project-level EIS
(Section 1.6).

e St. George Field Office RMP was approved by the St. George Field Office in 1999.

e Warm Springs RMP was approved by the Warm Springs Resource Area Manager, the
Richfield District Manager, and the Utah State Director in 1987.

Except for the Pony Express RMP, the Proposed Action would be in conformance with the land use
plans’ terms and conditions as required by 43 CFR 1610.5. More detailed discussion of these land
use plans is found in Chapters 3 and 4 under Land Use.

1.5.2. Relationship to Non-BLM Plans, Policies, and Programs

The Proposed Action would need to conform to other federal, state, and local agency plans, policies
and programs by incorporating data, and adopting mitigation strategies and incorporating
management recommendations where appropriate. Following is a partial list of other federal, state,
and local land use plans that have been consulted in the development of this EIS and more detailed
discussion of these land use plans is found in Chapters 3 and 4 under Land Use:

o Beaver County General Plan, adopted in 1998 (amended)

e Clark County Comprehensive Plan, Northeast County Land Use Plan, adopted 2006
e Clark County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan, approved 2001

e Davis County General Plan, 2006

o Dixie National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan, approved in 1986 (this plan is
currently being revised—a Proposed Land Management Plan for the Dixie and Fishlake
National Forests was published in 2006)

e Iron County General Plan, adopted in 1995
e Juab County General Plan, adopted in 1996
e Lincoln County Land Use Plan, 2006
o Millard County General Plan (as amended), 2008
e Salt Lake County General Plan
- Combined Land Use Map, 1998
- Draft West Bench General Plan, 2006
e Salt Lake County Shorelands Plan Vision, 2003

e Southeast Lincoln County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan (no date)
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e Tooele County General Plan, 1995
e Washington County General Plan, adopted in 1994

1.6. Plan Amendment and Utility Corridor

The Pony Express RMP, as amended, Transportation and Utility Corridors Decision 1, specifically
states: “Future proposal for major rights-of-way such as pipelines, large power lines and permanent
improved roads must utilize identified corridors as shown in Figure 10 [of the RMP]. Otherwise, a
planning amendment and appropriate environmental analysis will be required.”

In accordance with this direction, this EIS will address the establishment of a single new utility
corridor that would accommodate the proposed pipeline ROW within the BLM Salt Lake Field
Office boundaries. Though only one would be selected, there are two potential utility corridor
alignments associated with different action alternatives (see Chapter 2) that are analyzed as a part of
this EIS.

Preliminary issues and management concerns have been identified by BLM personnel, other
agencies, and in meetings with individuals and user groups. They represent the BLM’s knowledge to
date of the existing issues and concerns with current management. The major issue themes that may
be addressed in the planning effort include:

e Access to and transportation on the public lands.

e Wildlife habitat and management of summer and winter ranges and migration corridors for
antelope, mule deer, elk, and moose.

e Cumulative effect of land uses and human activities on Threatened, Endangered, Candidate,
and Sensitive species and their habitats.

e Vegetation, including impacts of invasive non-native species.

e Management of cultural and paleontological resources, including National Historic Trails.
e North Oquirrh Special Management Area.

e Visual Resource Management.

e Airand water quality.

e Sociology and economics.

The public is encouraged to help identify these issues and concerns during the scoping phase. An
interdisciplinary approach will be used to develop the plan in order to consider the variety of
resource issues and concerns identified.

In accordance with 43 CFR 1610.4-2, the BLM has identified preliminary planning criteria to help
guide resolution of the issues considered in the planning effort. The BLM may revise these planning
criteria during the planning process or in response to public comment. The criteria are:

e Recognize valid existing rights.
e Comply with laws, regulations, executive orders and BLM supplemental program guidance.

e Comply with the Endangered Species Act and follow interagency agreements with the
USFWS regarding consultation.
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Chapter 1: Purpose of and Need for Action

Ensure, within applicable laws and policies, that management prescriptions and planning
actions complement those of neighboring federal, tribal, state, county and municipal
planning jurisdictions.

Coordinate with Indian Tribes to identify sites, areas and objects important to their culture
and religious heritage.

Evaluate cultural and paleontological resources for possible interpretation, preservation,
conservation and enhancement.

Management decisions will consider a reasonable range of alternatives that focus on the
relative values of resources and ensure responsiveness to the issues. Management
prescriptions will reflect multiple use resource principles.

Address the social and economic impacts of the alternatives.

Develop management actions that are responsive to the issues, concerns and opportunities

identified for resolution in this plan amendment.

¢ Include management direction for public lands managed by BLM.

e Provide for public safety and welfare.

1.7. Applicable Laws and Regulations

Exhibit 1.7-1 lists federal and state laws and agency regulations potentially applicable to the

Proposed Action and other action alternatives.

Exhibit 1.7-1 Laws and Regulations that may be Applicable to the Proposed Action

LAWS AND REGULATIONS

REFERENCE

American Indian Religious Freedom Act of 1978

42 USC 1996

Antiquities Act of 1906

16 USC 431 et seq.

Archeological Resources Protection Act, as amended (ARPA)

16 USC 470aa et seq.

BLM ROW regulations

43 CFR 2800

BLM NEPA Handbook H-1790-1 (2008)

BLM Manual Rel. 1-1710

Clean Air Act (CAA)

42 USC 7401 et seq.

Clean Water Act (CWA)

33 USC 1251 et seq.

Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments

Executive Order 13084

Consultation and Coordination with Indian Tribal Governments

Executive Order 13175

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) general regulations
implementing NEPA

40 CFR Parts 1500-1508

Department of the Interior’s (DOI) implementing procedures
and proposed revisions

65 FR 52211-52241

Departmental Responsibilities for Indian Trust Resources

512DM 2.1

Endangered Species Act (ESA)

16 USC 1531 et seq.

Environmental Justice

Executive Order 12898

Federal Compliance with Pollution Control Standards

Executive Order 12088

Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA)

USC 1701 et seq.

Floodplain Management

Executive Order 11988
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LAWS AND REGULATIONS

REFERENCE

Indian Sacred Sites

Executive Order 13007

Invasive Species

Executive Order 13112

Memorandum for the Heads of Executive Departments and
Agencies

Signed by President Clinton on
April 29, 1994

Memorandum on Government-to-Government Relations with
Native American Tribal Governments of 1994

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

16 USC 703-711

National Environmental Policy Act

42 USC 4371 et seq.

National Historic Preservation

Executive Order 11593

National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) and regulations
implementing NHPA

16 USC 470 et seq.

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of
1990 (NAGPRA)

25 USC 3001-30013 et seq.

NEPA, Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality

Executive Order 11512

Nevada Critically Endangered Flora Law

NRS 5.27-5.33

Noise Control Act of 1972, as amended (NCA)

42 USC 4901 et seq.

Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA)

29 USC 651 et seq. (1970)

Pollution Prevention Act of 1990 (PPA)

42 USC 13101 et seq.

Protection of Wetlands

Executive Order 11990

Responsibilities, and the Endangered Species Act, Secretarial
Order 3206

June 5, 1997

Safe Drinking Water Act of 1974 (SDWA)

42 USC s/s 300f et seq.

Utility Environmental Protection Act

NRS 704.820-704.900

BLM Planning Handbook H-1601-1 (2005)

BLM Manual Rel. 1-1693

BLM planning regulations

43 CFR 1600 et seq.

1.8. Permits, Licenses, and Other Requirements

Exhibits 1.8-1, 1.8-2, and 1.8-3 list the major federal, state, and local permits, approvals, and
consultations that have been identified for the construction and operation of the UNEV Pipeline.
UNEV would be responsible for obtaining all permits and approvals required to implement the

proposed project, regardless of whether they appear in this table.

Exhibit 1.8-1 Major Federal Permits, Approvals, and Consultations Required for the

Proposed Project

Regulatory Agency Required Permit or

Approval

Agency Action

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Section 106 consultation,

Act

National Historic Preservation

Has opportunity to comment on
the project.
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Regulatory Agency Required Permit or Agency Action
Approval

U.S. Department of Agriculture

Forest Service Special Use Permit for Dixie Consider issuance of a SUP for
National Forest the portion of the project that
crosses national forest land.

U.S. Department of Defense

Army Corps of Engineers Section 404, Clean Water Act | Consider issuance of Section
(CWA) Permit 404 Permits for the placement
of dredge or fill material into
waters of the U.S., including

wetlands.
U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Indian Affairs Archaeological Resource Consider issuance of permit for
Protection Act Permit cultural resource surveys on
tribal land.
Bureau of Indian Affairs ROW Grant for tribal lands Consider issuance of a grant
for easement on tribal lands.
Bureau of Indian Affairs BIA Road Permit Issue permits for crossing BIA
roads in Nevada.
Bureau of Land Management Antiquities and Cultural Consider issuance of permit to
Resource Fieldwork conduct surveys and to
Authorization excavate or remove cultural

resources on federal lands.

Bureau of Land Management ROW Grant Consider issuance of grant for
portions of the project that
would encroach on federal
lands.

Bureau of Land Management Temporary Use Permit Consider issuance of permit for
temporary construction
activities that would occur
outside of the permanent ROW.

Bureau of Land Management Plan of Development Consider approval of the
detailed, construction,
operation, and maintenance
plan.

Bureau of Land Management Notice to Proceed Following issuance of ROW
Grant and POD approval,
consider issuance of notice to
proceed with project
development and mitigation
activities on federal lands.

Fish and Wildlife Service Section 7 consultation, Consider Lead Agency'’s finding
Biological Opinion of impact on federally listed or
proposed species. Provide
Biological Opinion if the project
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Regulatory Agency

Required Permit or
Approval

Agency Action

is likely to adversely affect
federally listed or proposed
species, or their habitats.

U.S. Department of Transportation

Encroachment Permit

Consider issuance of permits
for the crossing of federally
funded highways.

U.S. Department of the Treasury

Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, and
Firearms

Explosive User’s Permit

Consider issuance of a permit
to purchase, store, and use
explosives for site preparation
during pipeline construction.

U.S. Environmental Protection A

Regions 8 and 9

gency

Section 401, CWA, Water
Quality Certification

In conjunction with states,
consider issuance of water use
and crossing permits.

Section 402, CWA, National
Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES)
Permit

In conjunction with states,
review and issue NPDES
permit for discharge of
hydrostatic test water.

Section 404, CWA

Review CWA, Section 404
applications for wetland dredge
and fill applications with 404(c)
veto power for wetland permits
issued by the Army Corps of
Engineers.

Stormwater Discharge Permit

In conjunction with states,
review and issue permit for
activities associated with
construction.

Exhibit 1.8-2 Permits, Approvals, and Consultations Required by the State of Utah

and Local Jurisdictions

Regulatory Agency

Required Permit or
Approval

Agency Action

Utah Department of Environmental Quality

Division of Air Quality

Permit to Construct

Consider issuance of permit to
construct facilities with the
potential for air emissions.

Division of Air Quality

Permit to Operate

Consider issuance of permit to
operate equipment with the
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Regulatory Agency

Required Permit or
Approval

Agency Action

potential for air emissions.

Division of Air Quality

Dust Control Plan

Consider approval of a dust
control plan for construction.

Division of Water Quality

Section 401, CWA, Water
Quality Certification

Consider issuance of permit for
stream and wetland crossings.

Division of Water Quality

Section 402, CWA, NPDES
Permit

Consider approval of activities
that may require a discharge
into waters of the U.S.

Division of Water Quality

Groundwater Quality
Protection Permit

Consider issuance of permit
regulating discharge of
hydrostatic test water from
pipeline to land surface.

Division of Water Quality

Hydrostatic Test Permit

Consider issuance of permit
regulating discharge of
hydrostatic test water to land or
U.S. waters.

Division of Water Quality

Construction Dewatering
Permit

Consider issuance of permit
regulating discharge of intruded
water from construction
excavation to land or U.S.
waters.

Division of Water Rights

Water Rights Transfer

Consider issuance of permit for
the transfer of water rights for
hydrostatic testing.

Division of Water Rights

Stream Channel Alteration
Permit

Consider issuance of permit for
crossings that would require
stream channel alternation.

Utah Department of Natural Resources

Division of Forestry, Fire, and
State Lands

Soil Erosion, Sedimentation
Control, and Spill Plan
Approval

Coordinate with local
conservation districts and
recommend erosion control
measures.

Division of Wildlife Resources

Consultation

Review and comment on
activities potentially affecting
general wildlife and state-listed
sensitive species.

Utah Department of Transportati

on

Encroachment Permits

Consider issuance of permits
for any activities affecting state
highways or within highway
easements, including road
crossings.
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Regulatory Agency

Required Permit or
Approval

Agency Action

Utah State Historic Preservation

Office

Section 106, NHPA,
consultation

Review and comment on
activities potentially affecting
cultural resources.

Utah Counties (Beaver, Iron, Juab, Millard, Salt Lake, Washington)

Encroachment Permits

Consider issuance of permits to
cross county roads.

Conditional Use Permits

Consider issuance of permits to
authorize conditional land uses
within established zones.

Union Pacific Railroad

Encroachment Permits

Consider issuance of permits to
cross railroad tracks or within
railroad easements.

Exhibit 1.8-3 Permits, Approvals, and Consultations Required by the State of Nevada

and Local Jurisdictions

Regulatory Agency

Required Permit or
Approval

Agency Action

Nevada Department of Conservation and Natural Resources

Division of Environmental
Protection

NPDES Discharge Permit

Consider issuance of permit
regulating discharge of
hydrostatic test water.

Division of Environmental
Protection

Section 401, CWA, Water
Quality Certification

Consider issuance of permit for
stream and wetland crossings.

Division of Environmental
Protection

Section 402, CWA, NPDES
Permit

Consider approval of activities
that may require a discharge
into waters of the U.S.

Division of Environmental
Protection

Air Quality Operating Permit

Consider issuance of a permit
to construct and operate
equipment with the potential for
air emissions.

Division of Forestry

Take Permit for Nevada-listed
Critically Endangered Plant
Species

Consider issuance of permit for
the take of Nevada-listed
critically endangered plant
species.
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Regulatory Agency Required Permit or Agency Action
Approval
Division of State Lands Easement Permit Consider issuance of permit for

crossing of state lands,
including streams and rivers.

Division of Water Resources Rolling Stock Permit Consider issuance of permit for
crossing rivers and streams.
Division of Water Resources Water Use or Water Use Consider issuance of permit for
Change Permit the use of water in hydrostatic
testing.

Nevada Department of Wildlife

Consultation Review and comment on
activities potentially affecting
state-listed species.

Nevada Department of Transportation

Encroachment Permits Consider issuance of permits
for any activities affecting state
highways or within highway
easements, including road

crossings.
Nevada State Historic Preservation Office
Section 106, NHPA, Review and comment on
consultation activities potentially affecting

cultural resources.

Clark County

Department of Air Quality and Dust Control Permit Consider issuance of
Environmental Management temporary permit for
construction activities causing
fugitive dust.

Department of Transportation Encroachment Permit Consider issuance of permits to
cross county roads.

Health District Air Quality Division | Air Quality Construction and Consider issuance of a permit
Operating Permit to construct and operate
equipment with the potential for
air emissions.
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Regulatory Agency Required Permit or Agency Action
Approval

Lincoln County

Road Department Encroachment Permit Consider issuance of permits to
cross county roads.

1.9. Identification of Issues

1.9.1. Public Scoping Process

BLM announced the public scoping period in the Federal Register on August 9, 2007 (Vol. 72, No.
153). This notice initiated a 30-day public scoping process. Those having concerns, issues, or
alternatives for consideration in the EIS were to submit written comments by September 10, 2007.

The BLM hosted public scoping meetings in Salt Lake City, Tooele, Delta, and Cedar City, Utah,
and Las Vegas, Nevada. The BLM also met with the Moapa Band of the Paiute Tribe on several
occasions to brief them and seek comments on the project. The issues evaluated in this EIS were
derived from the UNEV EIS Scoping Summary issued in October 2007 (JBR 2007). In that
document, the comments received during public scoping were summarized into categories, which
became the basis for defining issues. The defined issues are presented under components of the
human and natural environment that are customarily addressed in impact analysis. The numbers
following the issues are the comment numbers from which the issue was derived.

In addition to the results identified in the Scoping Summary, Appendix A contains the
Interdisciplinary Team Analysis Record Checklists from the BLM Field Offices. Resources that were
identified as “present with potential for significant impact” (PI) by BLM Field Offices are included
in Section 1.9.2 along with scoping summary comments and reference Appendix A where the
checklists are located.

The project proposal was also posted on Utah BLM’s Electronic Notification Bulletin Board located
at: https://www.blm.gov/ut/enbb/view_project.php. BLM also made information available online at:
http://www.blm.gov/ut/st/en/prog/more/lands_and_realty/major_projects/unev_pipeline_eis.html.

1.9.2. Key Issues
1.9.2.1.  Air Quality
The proposal will require an Approval Order (021-01).

Direct emissions (including CO,) from construction and operation activities should be considered
(021-02, 046-15, 058-05).

Indirect and cumulative emissions from Wasatch Front refineries should be considered (046-14).
Analyze impacts in EIS (Appendix A).
1.9.2.2.  Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECS)

4.3 miles of the pipeline would occur within the Beaver Slope Dam ACEC, containing critical
habitat for desert tortoise (Appendix A).

1.9.2.3. Cultural Resources

Project would affect over 100 National Register of Historic Places eligible sites (Appendix A).
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1.9.2.4. Cumulative Effects

Cumulative effects of CO, emissions from all facets of the Proposed Action should be considered
(046-15).

Cumulative effects from future linear projects using the proposed UNEV alignment should be
considered (046-10).

1.9.2.5. Environmental Justice
Minority and low income populations are present (Appendix A).
1.9.2.6. Farmlands (Prime or Unique)

Prime and unique farmlands and farmlands of statewide importance are present (within Fillmore
Field Office) and would be intersected by the pipeline. Largely these farmlands are only considered
prime and unique if irrigated. No BLM administered lands that would be intersected are currently
irrigated. However, private lands along some of the alternatives are private and currently being used
for agriculture. If any of these lands are intersected by the pipeline, coordination with the landowner
must occur so that the pipeline does not remove lands from agricultural production (Appendix A).

1.9.2.7. Floodplains

Both of the proposed routes for the pipeline would cross floodplains within Salt Lake and Fillmore
Field Offices. At a minimum, 100 yr flood event planning must be incorporated into the design
criteria for the construction of the pipeline (Appendix A).

Project must be analyzed for and comply with Executive Order 11988 for floodplains (Appendix A).
1.9.28. Geology and Minerals
Natural or project-induced earth movement should be considered in the EIS (029-03, 046-08).

The entire route of the proposed pipeline goes through an active seismic area. Mineral resources may
occur but the proposed action should not affect them. There are currently three Free-Use Permits in
the vicinity of the proposed ROW. Coordination with these permit holders is necessary (Appendix
A).

1.9.29. Hazardous and Solid Waste Materials

Consider the impacts due to spills and leaks (021-11, 029-01, 046-05, 058-04).

Consider the potential for natural hazards and their impact on the project (058-03).

Proposal goes through the Jacob Smelter OU2 boundary (Appendix A).

1.9.2.10. Land Use

The Proposed Action could impact private land uses and development potential (016-01, 031-01).

The Proposed Action could impact existing rights-of-way and claims on public lands (020-01, 040-
01, 047-01).

Need to consult and coordinate with ROW holders and other entities along route. Project will require
ROW analysis (Appendix A).

1.9.2.11. Native American Concerns

It is important to work closely with the Moapa Band of the Paiutes as the project would cross the
reservation (014-04).

BLM to conduct tribal consultations (Appendix A).
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1.9.2.12. NEPA Process

Having a scoping meeting in Delta was not convenient (007-01).

Direct, indirect, and cumulative effects should be analyzed in the EIS (021-10).
1.9.2.13. Prevention/Education (Fire)

The holder or its contractors will notify the BLM of any fires and comply with all rules and
regulations administered by the BLM concerning the use, prevention and suppression of fires on
federal lands, including any fire prevention orders that may be in effect at the time of the permitted
activity. The holder or its contractors may be held liable for the cost of fire suppression, stabilization
and rehabilitation (Appendix A).

1.9.2.14. Proposed Action Issues
The BLM should allow fiber optic lines to be co-located with the pipeline (004-01, 030-01).

The Proposed Action should incorporate mitigation measures to avoid or minimize impacts to
resources and the human environment (021-12, 021-15, 048-01, 058-02).

The impacts of ongoing maintenance activities and the ultimate responsibility for environmental
impacts caused by future pipeline problems should be addressed (029-04, 046-09).

Potential effects of the Proposed Action on National Forest lands should be considered (020-02, 020-
03).

When siting the pipeline in Clark County, Nevada it should not conflict with the Ground Water
Development Project (018-01).

The Proposed Action needs to specify how often maintenance checks will be performed (014-03).

Water rights may be needed if the Proposed Action requires diverted water for construction or testing
purposes (021-04).

1.9.2.15. Range
Grazing permittees should be consulted and range resource analyzed for impacts (019-01).
Potential impacts to grazing allotments and water pipelines (Appendix A).

The proposed pipeline crosses over water pipelines and through allotment and pasture fences. Any
damage to the fences and waterlines must be repaired. There are several grazing allotments that
would be involved. The proposed pipeline must be at least 50 feet from water troughs and fences
(except where the proposed pipeline would cross them). There are also several stock watering
reservoirs along the proposed routes (Appendix A).

1.9.2.16. Recreation and Special Interest Areas
Recreation activities and areas should be considered in siting the pipeline (021-03, 047-01).

Project alignment crosses the Castle Cliffs, Gunlock/Goldstrike, and Joshua Forest Loops of the
routes used in the Tri-State ATV Jamboree. It either parallels, or is directly on top of 13 miles of the
same routes. Impacts to ATV Jamboree are possible if construction occurs in early spring (Appendix
A).

Impacts to recreation within the Fillmore Field Office would be an increase of OHV use on or
adjacent to the pipeline if it is not rehabbed (Appendix A).
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1.9.2.17. Socioeconomics

The Proposed Action may positively affect general socioeconomics of the local communities by
providing jobs and helping businesses (014-02, 053-01).

The Proposed Action may negatively affect the local (Utah) economy by decreasing availability of
refined petroleum products and increase prices (025-01, 056-01).

The Proposed Action may negatively affect property values or existing businesses (013-01, 016-01,
027-01).

The Proposed Action may increase local tax burdens of property owners (029-02).

An economic study should be completed to best site the terminal in Utah (026-01).
Socioeconomic values should be considered in the EIS (Appendix A).

1.9.2.18. Soils

Wetland soils may not be suitable for the project (032-01, 046-06).

Soil resources may be affected by vegetation removal and general disturbance (Appendix A).

Soils are capable of becoming prime or unique farmlands if water is applied. There may be prime or
unique farmlands on private lands near New Castle (Appendix A).

1.9.2.19. Special Status Species

Construction and operation activities of the Proposed Action may have direct and indirect impacts on
desert tortoise habitat and individuals within the project area. Mitigation and appropriate monitoring
should be incorporated into the project (022-01, 022-02, 022-03, 022-04, 022-06).

Stream construction should be avoided during critical spawning months (021-13).

Access to construction or maintenance roads should be restricted to limit habitat degradation (022-
05).

The following Special Status plant species may occur in the project area: Baird camissonia, Nevada
willowherb, and pinyon penstemon. Other rare plants (Eriogonum batemanii, Sclerrocactus
spinosior) may occur in vicinity of proposed alignment. Prior to any on the ground disturbances, a
biological survey should be conducted to identify populations of these species which may occur in
the project area. Any populations found within the project area should be clearly marked, and
avoided if possible (Appendix A).

Sphaeralcea caespitosa (Jones globemallow) has been found in salt desert shrub communities east of
the Cricket Mountains 4 miles south of the point where the Millard County Alternative and the
Proposed Route join back together (Appendix A).

Penstemon angustifolius var. dulcis (Neese narrowleaf penstemon), Cymopterus acaulis var. parvus
(small spring parsley), and Atriplex canescens var. gigantea (giant fourwing saltbush) occur on
sandy soils, semi-stabilized dunes, or active sand dunes. The Millard County Alternative intersects 8-
10 miles of potential sandy habitat for these three species north of IPP and the section just south and
southeast of Little Sahara Recreation Area. The Proposed Action, however, only intersects a small
portion of potential habitat southeast of Little Sahara Recreation Area (Appendix A).

All plant surveys for Sphaeralcea caespitosa, Penstemon angustifolius var. dulcis, Cymopterus
acaulis var. parvus, and Atriplex canescens var. gigantea will need to be completed during the
appropriate time of year when the particular plants in question can be found and positively identified
by a qualified Botanist that has been approved by the BLM in advance. Plant surveys will be
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completed on BLM, state and private lands. Both the project proponent and the BLM-approved
Botanist should coordinate with the BLM prior to starting plant surveys (Appendix A).

The following Special Status Species may occur in the project area: burrowing owl (permanent
resident, uncommon), California condor, ferruginous hawk (permanent resident, uncommon), greater
sage grouse (permanent resident, uncommon), Lewis’ woodpecker (permanent resident, rare),
Northern goshawk (permanent resident, rare), short-eared owl (transient, rare), bald eagle (winter
visitor, uncommon), big free-tailed bat (summer resident, rare), fringed myotis (permanent resident,
uncommon), kit fox (permanent resident, uncommon), pygmy rabbit (permanent resident,
uncommon), Utah prairie dog, spotted bat (permanent resident, rare), Townsend’s big-eared bat
(permanent resident, fairly common), Western red bat (permanent resident, extremely rare), desert
sucker (permanent resident, fairly common), Virgin spinedace (permanent resident, fairly common),
Arizona toad (permanent resident, fairly common), Common chuckwalla (permanent resident,
uncommon), desert iguana (permanent resident, rare), Desert night lizard (permanent resident,
uncommon), Gila monster (permanent resident, rare), Mojave rattlesnake (permanent resident,
uncommon), Sidewinder (permanent resident, fairly common), Speckled rattlesnake (permanent
resident, uncommon), Western banded gecko (permanent resident, uncommon), Western threadsnake
(permanent resident, rare), Western toad (permanent resident, uncommon), and Zebra-tailed lizard
(permanent resident, fairly common). Overall impacts to small mammals, birds, and reptiles would
be insignificant to populations in the general area. Larger animals would be temporarily disturbed
and displaced to adjacent habitats. Once construction is completed, larger animals would return to
the area. Any disturbance to small mammals, birds, and reptiles (once habitat has been restored)
would be short-term (lasting several years). Impacts to Special Status Species would be similar to
impacts to general wildlife in the area (Appendix A).

1.9.2.20. Transportation

Installation of the pipeline may reduce the number of petroleum trucks on the highway and improve
traffic congestion (045-01, 054-01).

Traffic may be impacted if major repairs or maintenance are required (029-01)
1.9.2.21. Vegetation
Project will cause general vegetation disturbance (Appendix A).

Disturbed areas are prone to noxious weed establishment. The EIS needs to determine what
vegetation resources would be disturbed and include revegetation and monitoring plans. There are
areas of existing infestations of Scotch thistle, squarrose knapweed, and Dyers woad on the Kern
River ROW that could be spread by the project. New noxious or invasive species could be brought in
by equipment and vehicles traveling into the project area (039-01, 046-04, Appendix A).

Need to address riparian areas in EIS (Appendix A).

Along the Millard County Alternative there are riparian areas along the Sevier River Channel, the
old river channels and several large wet areas including Swan Lake Salt Marsh, Swan Lake and
Crafts Lake. The proposed pipeline would go between Swan Lake Salt Marsh and Swan Lake
(Appendix A).

The pipeline would pass south and east of Delta and goes through some mud flats in sections 12, 13
& 14 of T.19S., R.8W. and across mud flats, riparian vegetation along drainage ditches and other
wetlands from the eastern part of section 11 of T.18S., R.6W. through the northern part of Sections
28 of T.18S., R.7W. Much of the riparian areas along this proposed route can be avoided. However,
where the pipeline would cross the Sevier River upstream from the DMAD Reservoir is a sizeable
wetland and riparian area which cannot be avoided (Appendix A).
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There would be potential impacts to woodlands (Appendix A).
1.9.2.22. Visual Resources

Proposed Action and action alternatives would mostly pass through VRM Class 11l and Class IV
areas. The Proposed Action would pass through a combined total of less than 1 mile of VRM Class 11
areas within Salt Lake Field Office in Utah and Ely Field Office in Nevada. All pipeline alternatives
may impact future view sheds in either direction (Appendix A).

1.9.2.23. Water

The Proposed Action could affect wetlands. The EIS should incorporate wetland delineations to
determine wetland location, type, function, and potential impacts (005-01, 021-05, 021-06, 021-08,
046-01, 046-02, 046-07).

Prolonged flooding from the Great Salt Lake may affect the pipeline and habitat within the pipeline
corridor (021-08).

Safeguards to protect surface and ground water from leaks should be taken. Impacts to water quality
must be analyzed (Appendix A).

The proposed and alternative routes would cross existing water pipelines and associated troughs or
ponds as identified on field office allotment and project maps (Appendix A).

1.9.2.24. Wild Horses and Burros

Project would run along the Westside of the Chloride Wild Horse Herd Management Area. Horses
may move during construction to less productive water and forage sources (Appendix A).

1.9.2.25. Wildlife
The EIS should analyze potential impacts to waterfowl and migratory birds (021-07, 046-03).

Stream-related construction activities should include mitigation to protect fish species, including
temporal restrictions and salvage operations as needed (021-13, 021-15).

The pipeline corridor should not fragment wildlife habitat (058-01).
Entire line needs raptor clearance (Appendix A).

1.10. Organization of the EIS

This document follows regulations promulgated by the CEQ for implementing the procedural
provisions of NEPA; the BLM NEPA Handbook, H-1790-1; and Sections 201, 202, and 206 of
FLPMA. This EIS describes the components of and reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Action
and environmental consequences of this action and the alternatives.

The EIS is divided into several chapters for ease of reading and to organize information for decision-
making.

Chapter 1 (this chapter) provides general background, the purpose of and need for the Proposed
Action; roles of the BLM and coordinating agencies; decisions to be made and authorities regulating
the process of analysis and disclosure; a summary of public participation in the EIS process; and key
issues to be addressed.

Chapter 2 presents a reasonable range of alternatives to address the stated need and purpose for the
project, including the Proposed Action, No Action, and other alternatives to the Proposed Action;
discusses alternatives not carried forward for detailed analysis; lists potential mitigation actions to
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reduce or minimize impacts; discusses the agency-preferred alternative, and summarizes
environmental impacts for each alternative.

Chapter 3 describes the affected human environment in the Project Area.

Chapter 4 details potential direct and indirect effects associated with the Proposed Action and other
alternatives and discusses potential mitigation measures. Cumulative effects associated with the
Proposed Action and other alternatives are also discussed.

Chapter 5 lists state and federal agencies that were consulted or contributed to the preparation of the
EIS; describes Native American consultations; describes public participation during scoping; lists
agencies, organizations, and persons to whom the EIS will be or has been sent, and provides the
names and qualifications of those who prepared this document.

Chapter 6 provides the bibliography of existing information that was used to prepare the EIS.

Appendices contain information that supplement or support documentation and analyses presented
in the EIS.
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CHAPTER 2. ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE
PROPOSED ACTION

2.1. Proposed Action

It is proposed that the BLM amend the Pony Express RMP to establish a utility corridor on federal
lands administered by the Salt Lake Field Office and following the alignment shown in Exhibit 2.1-
1. From MP 1 to MP 50 the proposed corridor would be 200 feet wide. The corridor on the
remainder of lands administered by the Salt Lake Field Office would be 0.75 miles (3,960 feet) wide.
In addition, it is proposed that BLM issue a ROW to UNEV pursuant to Section 28 of the Mineral
Leasing Act of 1920, as amended (30 U.S.C. 185) and the regulations in 43 CFR 2880 for the
purpose of constructing the pipeline and all other facilities within the corridor as described below.

2.1.1. Description of Project Elements and Right-of-way

UNEYV proposes to install a 12-inch outside diameter (OD) welded steel, common carrier mainline
pipeline for refined liquid petroleum products such as multiple grades of gasoline and diesel fuel.
The pipeline would extend approximately 399 miles from the cluster of five refineries in the North
Salt Lake City area, including Holly Corporation’s Woods Cross Refinery, to the Apex Industrial
Park northeast of Las Vegas, Nevada. The project would include an inlet pumping station at the
origin; a pressure reduction station at a lateral terminal northwest of Cedar City, Utah; and a pressure
reduction site at MP 355.5, and a receiving terminal near Las Vegas. A 10-inch OD lateral service
pipeline would extend approximately 2.4 miles to the Salt Lake International Airport from the
mainline at milepost (MP) 4.5. Another 8-inch OD lateral pipeline would extend approximately 10
miles from the mainline at MP 256 to the proposed Cedar City Terminal. The UNEV pipeline would
be available to accept shipments of refined products from multiple refineries in the Salt Lake City
area, Wyoming, and Montana.

In Utah, the pipeline would originate in Davis County and cross Salt Lake, Tooele, Juab, Millard,
Beaver, Iron, and Washington Counties. In Nevada, the pipeline would cross Lincoln County and
terminate in Clark County. The routes for the main pipeline and two lateral lines would primarily
cross BLM (208.4 miles) and private (133.7 miles) lands. It would cross lesser amounts of state (35.8
miles), USFS (17.8 miles), tribal (14.6 miles), and U.S. Department of Defense (2.4 miles) lands.

The proposed UNEV pipeline route would generally follow existing linear features as it traversed
from the Salt Lake area to Las Vegas (see Exhibits 2.1-2a, b, ¢ and detailed maps of the proposed
alignment in Appendix B). The southern third of the corridor (from MP 250 to the Las Vegas
Terminal) contains two natural gas pipelines owned by Kern River Gas Transmission Company, the
most recent of which was completed in 2003. An EIS was completed in 2002 for this most recent
Kern River pipeline (FERC & CSLC 2002).

The “mainline” refers to the 12-inch main pipeline from the Salt Lake area to the Las Vegas
terminal. “Lateral” refers to one or both pipelines that extend from the mainline to either the airport
or the Cedar City terminal. MP designations are used to identify locations along the length of the
pipeline. The start of the pipeline at the refinery area near Salt Lake City is MP 0. Mileposts increase
proceeding south to the terminal in Nevada near MP 399. The Airport lateral line would begin near
mainline MP 4.5 and the lateral MPs increase from 0 to 2.4 as pipeline approaches the airport. The
Cedar City lateral would begin near mainline MP 256 and the lateral MPs increase from 0 to the
Cedar City Terminal at approximately MP 10. Mileposts are approximate and used for general
locations only. For both the mainline and laterals, there would be a 75-foot temporary construction
ROW and permanent 50-foot ROW, centered on the proposed pipeline, 25 feet to each side (Exhibit
2.1-3).
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2.1.1.1.

Permanent Facilities

Proposed permanent facilities would include:
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12-inch diameter buried mainline pipeline from the Salt Lake City, Utah area to Las Vegas,
Nevada along with a permanent easement/ROW.

8-inch diameter buried lateral pipeline from the mainline near MP 256 to the Cedar City,
Utah area along with a permanent easement/ROW (approximately 9 miles).

Inlet pumping station (2.5 acres) near the Salt Lake City refineries.
Pressure reduction station (0.09 acre) near MP 355.

Terminal with a pressure reduction station at the Apex Industrial Park near Las Vegas,
Nevada (33 acres).

Lateral takeoff station (0.34 acre) at MP 256.
Terminal with a pressure reduction station, near Cedar City, Utah (26 acres).

Mainline sectionalizing valves along the length of the mainline pipeline and mainline/lateral
take-off point.

Check valves would be located along the pipeline to prevent reverse flow in the event of an
emergency.

Scraper stations, for sending and receiving cleaning and inspection “pigs.”

Cathodic protection test stations at approximately 2-mile intervals to monitor and maintain
corrosion protection system.

Pipeline milepost and other markers to locate the approximate centerline at intervals along
the route, and at road, railroad, waterway, supervisory control and data acquisition (SCADA)
tower sites, foreign line and other crossings locations where excavating activities are likely.
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e Project would utilize existing access roads, additional access may be required.

There is the possibility that an additional pump station located somewhere along the alignment in
Millard County would be needed in the future if UNEV seeks to increase capacity. Because this
action is speculative and no exact location can be identified at this point, analysis for an additional
pump station is not included in this EIS. If such development is required in the future, additional
permitting and NEPA analysis would need to be conducted.

The mainline itself would be 12-inch OD, welded steel pipe. The first 27 miles of the pipeline would
include a progression of 0.500, 0.406, and 0.375-inch pipe wall thicknesses. After that point, a 0.219-
inch wall thickness would primarily be used. Heavier wall pipe would be used at select crossings.
The maximum operating pressure (MOP) would be 1,480 pounds per square inch (psi). The pipe
would be coated, externally, at the pipe mill to protect the pipe and prevent corrosion. The pipe
would come from the pipe mill in 40 and 60 foot lengths (joints). It would be transported by rail
from the mill to rail sidings and to temporary pipe yards where the pipe would be stored prior to
transport to the Project Area by truck.

Mainline valves would be placed at intervals along the pipeline. Mainline valves are used to isolate
sections of the pipeline system in case of emergency or for purposes of operation and maintenance.
Each mainline valve with operator and bypass piping would be located within a fenced 30 by 30 feet
enclosure with a 4-inch thick graveled surface. The gate position would be field located for each
enclosure to accommodate access. A pressure reduction site would be located at the valve site at MP
355.5. A pressure reduction site would be similar to a conventional valve site with the addition of a
control valve inline with the manual valve and a small (approximately 8-foot square) building.

Check valves would be placed at locations near significant waterbodies to automatically prevent
reverse flow of pipeline contents in the event of an emergency. Check valves allow the one-way flow
of product as well as allow the passage of pipeline pigs. The valve sites themselves would be similar
to those for mainline valves.

The UNEV pipeline system would require one pump station. The Inlet Pump Station would be
located at the pipeline origin in Davis County, Utah (see Exhibit 2.1-4). It is designed to operate
with two electric pumps of 1,750 and 1,250 Brake Horse Power (BHP). The Inlet Pump Station
would have a pig launcher; the terminals would have pig receivers.

Two terminals are proposed for the UNEV pipeline system, one near Las Vegas, Nevada in the Apex
Industrial Complex (Exhibit 2.1-5) and the other near Cedar City, Utah (Exhibit 2.1-6). Terminals
(a complex of tankage, pressure reduction facilities, piping, load out racks and other components)
provide a transition from the bulk mode transport of the pipeline itself, to separate storage tanks at
each terminal for the different refined products, to the local and regional truck transport of those
refined products. Each terminal would use tanker truck-loading racks. The racks would have bays
(two or more) each able to accommodate a tanker truck. Each storage tank would be connected to
one or more bays via above ground piping for loading product into the trucks. The tanker trucks
would then distribute those products to their destination (e.g., local gas stations).

The refined products include the different grades of gasoline and diesel fuel. The products would be
transported in the pipeline in batches. In the pipeline transport process some mixing of the adjacent
batches of product occurs. This mixed product is called “transmix” and would be stored separately at
the terminals to be transported and reprocessed elsewhere.
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The Apex terminal would be approximately 39.7 acres and have 8 tanks for storage of gasoline,
ethanol (trucked in), diesel, and transmix (Exhibit 2.1-7).

Exhibit 2.1-7 Characteristics of the Storage Tanks at the Apex Terminal

Nominal Dimensions
Tank id capacity (diameter by height) Product assignment
(barrels) (feet)
LV-T-151 15,000 52 by 40 Transmix/relief
LV-T-301 30,000 68 by 48 Premium unleaded gasoline
LV-T-302 30,000 68 by 48 Denatured ethanol
LV-T-303 30,000 68 by 48 Ultra-low-sulfur diesel
LV-T-304 30,000 68 by 48 Ultra-low-sulfur diesel
LV-T-551 55,000 91 by 48 Premium unleaded gasoline
LV-T-552 55,000 91 by 48 Regular unleaded gasoline
LV-T-553 55,000 91 by 48 Regular unleaded gasoline

The Cedar City lateral would branch off the Salt Lake to Las Vegas mainline pipeline near milepost
256. Above ground appurtenances at the location would include two above ground valves and an 8-
inch launcher inside a fenced area. The area would not normally be lighted. Valves at the site would
be remotely or manually operated. Vehicle access to the site would be via existing access road.

The Cedar City terminal would be approximately 26.6 acres and have 6 tanks for storage of gasoline,
diesel and transmix (Exhibit 2.1-8).

Exhibit 2.1-8 Characteristics of the Storage Tanks at the Cedar City Lateral Terminal

Nominal capacit PSS
Tank id pacity (diameter by height) | Product assignment

(barrels)

(feet)

CC-T-051 5,000 32 by 40 Transmix/relief
CC-T-301 30,000 68 by 48 Regular unleaded gasoline
CC-T-302 30,000 68 by 48 Premium unleaded gasoline
CC-T-303 30,000 68 by 48 Ultra-low-sulfur diesel
CC-T-304 30,000 68 by 48 Ultra-low-sulfur diesel
CC-T-551 55,000 91 by 48 Regular unleaded gasoline

Access roads to the pipeline system for construction and operations would be on existing paved and
unpaved roads. No new roads would be constructed for project access. A total of approximately
662.3 miles of existing paved, gravel, and unimproved roads would be used to provide access to the
ROW. Most access roads need to accommodate trucks hauling pipe, fuel, construction and other
equipment and supplies as well as use by other vehicle types including pickups and other light duty
vehicles. Modifications (including grading and/or widening) of 5.8 miles of existing roads would be
required (Exhibit 2.1-9). On the southern portion of the proposed route, the same access roads that
were used during installation of the Kern River pipeline would be used to the extent they are still
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viable and are applicable to the proposed project. Other roads constructed by public and private
entities along the pipeline route may also be used. Road ROWSs would be obtained for all access
roads on public land that would be used or modified for the purposes of the project (CH2MHill
2008f). Upgrading or widening of existing roads would remain after completion of project
construction as these roads would provide future access to the pipeline ROW for operation and
maintenance activities. The location and length of access roads proposed for use during project
construction and that would require modifications are listed in Exhibit 2.1-9. Roads on BLM lands
proposed for use or improvement in conjunction with the project would be approved by the BLM
authorized officer prior to the start of construction.

Exhibit 2.1-9 Existing Access Roads Needing Modifications

MPs Where Road Would Access the Proposed | Disturbance
Action ROW / Above Ground Facility (Acres)

MP 73, MP 162 0.65

MP 21, MP 187 0.41

MP 68 0.35

MP 77, MP 81, MP 289 0.95

MP 24, MP 25, MP 270 0.28

Total 2.64

Cathodic protection test stations would be installed at approximately 1-2 mile intervals to monitor
the mechanical integrity of the pipeline. Above ground, the cathodic protection test station consists
of a plastic pipe approximately 3 feet high, topped with a test terminal.

2.1.1.2. Temporary Facilities and Disturbance
Proposed temporary facilities and areas would include:

e Staging areas including pipe yards located at off-ROW sites or designated sites along the
temporary construction ROW.

e Temporary construction widths beyond the permanent ROW limits and easements.
e Temporary access roads may be necessary in addition to existing access.
o Temporary markers, survey stakes and flagging

Staging areas (including temporary storage yards) are proposed for the temporary stockpiling of
pipe, equipment and construction material. These locations would be either at sites owned or leased
by Holly or its contractors, or in designated staging areas within the temporary construction ROW.
Designated assembly points, for worker vehicles and supplies would be at approximately 20 mile
intervals. The sites typically would be wider than the 75-foot construction ROW for a distance of
500 feet. Pump stations and terminal sites would also be used as staging areas. See Exhibit 2.1-10
for locations.

Construction ROWSs are needed to accommodate the additional temporary working space
requirements of pipeline construction. The permanent easement typically would be 50 feet; 35 feet in
some locations. The construction ROW would be 75 feet on relatively level ground with no
significant impediments to safe construction operations. Other physical conditions such as side
slopes, special crossings such as streams, may require temporary extra workspace beyond the 75 feet.
Locations and dimensions would be site specific.
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Exhibit 2.1-10 Proposed Locations of Staging Areas, Pump Station, and Terminals

Site name Quarter Section -Is-ﬁ\i’\rl)n- Range | County State Owner Milepost | Acres
Staging Areas
California Oil Company C/0
1-215 SW 11 1IN 1w Davis Utah Chevron 0.0 1.435
[-80 "A" SwW 35 2N 2W Salt Lake Utah Zion’s Securities Corporation 10.6 1.435
1-80 "B" SW 35 2N 2W Salt Lake Utah Desert Title Holding Group 10.8 1.435
Lake Point Kennecott Utah Copper
Junction NE 19 1S 3w Salt Lake Utah Corporation 21.8 0.517
Faust Creek SW 11 7S 5W Tooele Utah BLM 62.4 1.435
State Hwy 148 NE 8 13S 3W Juab Utah Jerico Wool-Growers Co. 103.6 1.435
State Hwy 125 SE 12 17 S 6 W Millard Utah BLM 134.2 1.435
Red Rock Knoll NE 24 24 S 11W Millard Utah BLM 193.0 1.435
Lund Hwy SE 14 33S 13W Iron Utah BLM 251.7 1.435
Newcastle NW 10 36S 15W Iron Utah BLM 273.6 1.435
Montoqua Road SwW 33 40 S 18 W Washington | Utah BLM 312.3 1.435
Mormon Mesa NE 15 13S 68 E Clark Nevada | BLM 355.4 1.435
US Hwy 93 NE 4 18S 63 E Clark Nevada | Mendenhall Family Trust 399.4 1.435
Station Sites
Origin Pumping
Station Utah Private 0.0




Town-

Site name Quarter Section Ship Range | County State Owner Milepost | Acres
Cedar City
Lateral Terminal NW 18 35S 12w Iron Utah Unknown owner 255.8 20
Pressure Limiting
Station 302.0
Terminus Point NE 4 18S 63 E Clark Nevada | Mendenhall Family Trust 399.4 N/A
Mainline Valves

Cedar City Lateral
Cedar City
Lateral Take off SE 32 33S 13w Iron Utah BLM N/A N/A
Cedar City
Lateral Terminal NW 18 35S 12w Iron Utah Unknown owner N/A 27.4
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2.1.1.3. Disturbance Summary

Exhibit 2.1-10 below summarizes both the temporary (construction-related) and permanent
disturbance anticipated for the proposed action.

Exhibit 2.1-10 Temporary and Permanent Land Disturbance Requirements in Acres

Project Element e SR
Pipeline ROW 3,740.0 0
Temporary staging areas 17.6 0
Access roads 0 2.6
Inlet pump station 0 2.3
Cedar City lateral take-off point 0 0.5
Pressure limiting station 0 0.4
Pressure reducing station 0 0.4
Cedar City terminal 0 18.2
Las Vegas terminal 0 39.9
Mainline valves 0 0.9

2.1.1.4. Minor Route Deviations

The initial routing assumptions included paralleling the Kern River Gas Transmission Pipeline to the
extent practicable with a 50-foot offset between Kern River pipeline and the UNEV pipeline. The
UNEYV pipeline would parallel the Kern River line from MP 250 to near the Las Vegas Terminal.
Minor route deviations in design were deemed necessary to address site specific situations such as at
Moody Wash. The proposed deviations below would be included as part of the Proposed Action:

e MP 265.5 to 267.5, deviation to the west.
e MP 27510 276.5, deviation to the south (east).
e MP 285 to 285.2, deviation to the east.
e MP 335.5 to 335.6, deviation to the west.
e MP 347.2 to 347.5, deviation to the west.
2.1.2. Project Construction
2.1.2.1. Pipeline Construction Activities

The sequence of activities typical for pipeline construction and applicable to the UNEV project is
described in general terms below. Descriptions and drawings with greater detail are found in the
many plans and documents that support the required permits and approvals. Such documents include
the Plan of Development (POD) and may be found in the BLM’s project administrative record.

Prior to the development of those plans, a pipeline design process is carried out to develop the
proposed project. The pipeline design must meet Federal agency requirements for safety and
integrity. Those Federal agencies include the Department of Transportation (DOT), the Pipeline and
Hazardous Materials Safety Administration (PHMSA), and the Office of Pipeline Safety (OPS).
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Numerous permits, grants and other authorizations and approvals are required by federal, state, and
local entities before project construction can begin. These authorizations and approvals are supported
by numerous plans specifically designed to meet regulatory as well as land and resource
management objectives and requirements. These plans describe in detail how the project proponent
intends to comply with those requirements. The plans are binding on the project proponent and their
contractors and subcontractors.

The POD details the methods and procedures that would be used in constructing the UNEV Pipeline
and associated facilities. The POD provides instructions to contractors, construction crews, agency
personnel, resource inspectors, and monitors, for construction, operation and maintenance of the
UNEV pipeline. The POD itself incorporates several other supplemental plans, such as the Upland
Erosion Control, Revegetation and Maintenance Plan and the Wetland and Waterbody Construction
and Mitigation Procedures. The POD would be incorporated into any ROW grant for the project if
approved. UNEV has stated, “This POD incorporates site-specific stipulations, terms, and conditions
in order to satisfy all project-related construction requirements, as well as operational and
maintenance requirements.”

Project plans can also be used as supporting documentation for some permit applications.

The design and approval process is an iterative one where project components and plans are refined
to meet project and regulatory needs.

Marking the ROW and Survey Activities

The project would be constructed within approved boundaries at approved locations. Land owners
and land management agencies would be notified before preconstruction survey and staking was
started. Professional surveying would be required to locate and mark those points and boundaries.
Activities associated with pipeline construction, operation, and maintenance, as well as site
restoration, would be conducted within the authorized limits of the temporary construction ROW and
permanent ROW.

Special or sensitive sites where construction equipment would not be allowed would be clearly
marked before any construction or surface-disturbing activity begins. Construction personnel would
be trained to recognize these markers and understand the equipment and personnel movement
restrictions involved.

Wooden stakes or lath along with color-coded flagging would be established to visually mark project
limits. Some survey staking/flagging would take place outside work limits for purposes of
establishing reference points. Stakes and flagging would be maintained until final cleanup.
Ultimately, all temporary survey markers would be removed.

Construction zones would be marked with the appropriate warning signs and flags as required by
federal, state, or local agencies having jurisdiction.

Prior to and during construction, survey crews would collect field data required to finalize
construction design and as-built specifications. These activities include but are not limited to the
following:

e Setting horizontal and vertical control points for future coordinate basis
e Staking the pipeline centerline and work area limits

e Staking associated pipeline facilities

e Surveying the installed pipeline

The duration of the surveys typically extends through the project design and permitting phase,
construction phase, and project completion.
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Site Preparation

The work areas for pipeline construction need to provide a safe, stable work surface with adequate
room for the pipeline, trench, spoil/topsoil piles, and equipment including a passing lane. The truck
transport of pipe and the temporary stringing of pipe adjacent to the trench must be accommodated.
Some level of site preparation would be necessary in most places.

Site preparation may include tree, brush, shrub, and rock removal. The clearing/grading operation
may require the use of heavy equipment, such as dozers, to grade the ROW to facilitate the transport
and use of construction equipment and materials.

Brush piles, chippings, and other cleared materials would be stockpiled for later placement on the
ROW as part of final reclamation, or they would be disposed of at approved landfills or other
approved sites used for disposal of such materials.

A temporary fence section or gate would replace sections of existing fences that need to be
temporarily removed for access. Existing fences would be braced prior to cutting to prevent any
slacking of wires. If any natural barriers to livestock movement are removed during construction
temporary fencing would be installed for livestock control.

Topsoil stripping, stockpiling, and segregation would be done in accordance with landowner or land
management agency requirements. Topsoil would be handled on BLM administered land in
accordance with the methods set forth in the POD for this project.

Temporary erosion and sediment control measures would be implemented from the start of surface
disturbing activities in accordance with the POD and continue through construction until final
reclamation.

After the pipeline is installed, the ROW would be regraded as necessary to reestablish the preexisting
contours to the extent practicable. The topsoil would be redistributed on the disturbed areas during
the last phase of final grading.

Transportation of Materials to Site

Materials and equipment that would be transported to the pipeline installation site include, but are
not limited, to the following:

e Line pipe

o Valves

o Miscellaneous communications equipment

e Fence materials

e Electrical and lighting equipment

e Construction consumables (for example, welding material, coating, etc.)

Materials and equipment required for the pump station and terminals would be staged at the stations.
Line pipe would be off-loaded along the ROW or would be staged at designated areas along the
route. Other materials and equipment would be delivered on palettes and offloaded with a forklift or
crane. Transport and offload equipment would be stored within the cleared ROW or a designated
staging area.

Clearing and Grading

Prior to the clearing and grading crews entering an area, the fence crew, after contacting the
landowner, would begin cutting fences to provide access for equipment. Existing fences would be
braced prior to cutting to prevent slackening of wires. Temporary gates would be installed across
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openings across the ROW to control livestock and public access. Temporary fencing, including gates
as necessary, would be installed where natural barriers that control livestock must be removed for
construction.

Safe and effective pipeline construction requires a reasonably clear work area free of large obstacles
such as trees, logs and large rocks. Clearing crews may brush or chip woody material and stockpile it
along the ROW for later use during reclamation, or may dispose of woody material as required by
landowners or land management agencies.

Grading of the ROW work surface would be necessary where the existing topography does not
provide a reasonably level work surface for the pipe laying equipment or the passage of other
equipment or vehicles. Pipelaying equipment, referred to as pipelayers or sidebooms, lift the pipe
from one side and have a counter weight on the other. Safety requires a reasonably level surface side
to side. Pipelayers can safely handle considerable upslopes and downslopes, but side slopes have to
be limited.

Grading may also include the installation of temporary erosion control structures such as temporary
slope breakers.

Topsoil, up to the top 12 inches of growth material where available, would be stripped from portions
of the work areas as required by landowners and land management agencies.

Trenching

Ditches would be excavated up to a depth of 5 to 6 feet, although special conditions can require
additional depth. A depth of cover over the pipe of at least 3 feet would be planned to create a pre-
disturbance appearance. Trenches would be approximately 24 to 36 inches wide in stable soils, wider
in sandy, unstable soils. The ditch would be excavated using trenchers or tracked and/or wheeled
backhoes. The type of soils encountered would determine the type of equipment used for ditching.
Harder soils, such as caliche, require larger trenchers and generally cannot be excavated using a
backhoe. An exception to mechanical excavation is vacuum excavation or hand digging when
necessary to locate buried utilities, such as other pipelines, cables, waterlines, and sewer lines.

The material excavated from the trench (trench spoil) would be stockpiled to one side of the trench
and used later during the backfill operation. Efforts would be made to minimize the linear distance of
open trench. Open trench segments longer than 1 mile would have wildlife ramps installed every 0.5
mile during non-construction hours. This would benefit local wildlife.

Bedrock is anticipated to be encountered in areas of shallow soils. Where conventional equipment
cannot excavate the trench, blasting would be necessary. Anticipated blasting locations in both Utah
and Nevada are shown in Exhibit 2.1-11.

Grading, ditching, and vehicle traffic on disturbed areas can create dust. Water trucks would be used
for dust control along the ROW to comply with all applicable fugitive dust regulations.

Special construction procedures may be warranted in certain circumstances. A portion of the
proposed route south of Tooele, Utah near Stockton, Utah (approximately MP 45.4 — MP 48.9)
traverses an area that historically had heavy smelting activity. That portion of the proposed route
would be field sampled for contamination according to a BLM-approved study plan.
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Exhibit 2.1-11 Areas for Probable Blasting in Utah and Nevada

Milepost General Rock and Rock-
Begin End Miles Like Material
215 24.5 3.0 Limestone
30.0 30.3 0.3 Limestone
42.0 43.0 1.0 Tufa

435 44.0 0.5 Limestone
108.1 108.6 0.5 Limestone
193.0 193.2 0.2 Quartzite
287.6 291.7 4.1 Lava

297.5 298.5 1.0 Lava

309.7 311.7 2.0 Sandstone
330.5 364.0 33.5 Calcrete
3715 387.3 15.8 Calcrete
Total 12.6

Pipeline Handling and Stringing

Mainline pipe would be delivered from the pipe mills by rail to siding locations in the project area.
Pipe would be off-loaded from the trains and transported by truck for temporary storage and ultimate
delivery along the pipeline ROW. The pipe, coated at the mill, would come in 40- to 60-foot lengths
from the mill, depending on the specific requirements of the construction segment. Where rail access
is available, pipe would be offloaded directly from railcars at designated staging areas. Pipe trucks
(stringing trucks) would transport the pipe along the ROW. Side-boom tractors would then unload
the joints of pipe from the trucks and string them along the ditch, end to end, ready for line-up and
welding.

As required, straight pipe would be bent by a mobile bending machine to fit the horizontal and
vertical contour of the ditch. Construction ROW conditions may sometimes require pipe bends for
which field bending would not be practicable. In these cases, manufactured pipe bends would be
used.

Special clamps would hold the pipe sections in position until the proper alignment is secured and
welding can be performed. Following the line-up crew, the welding crew would apply the remaining
weld passes to bring the thickness of the weld to more than the thickness of the pipe in accordance
with Holly’s welding requirements. Each welding crew would require a welding rig typically
mounted on a pickup or flatbed truck. Each crew would consist of one or two welders and a helper.
The line-up crew uses a side-boom tractor to position the pipe so the line-up clamp can be used. This
crew would consist of a side-boom operator and one or more laborers.

All welders must be qualified according to American Welding Society, American Society of
Mechanical Engineers, and American Petroleum Institute standards. All welds would be visually
inspected and tested by radiographic or other approved non-destructive examination (NDE) methods
to assure compliance with DOT regulations. Welds not meeting specifications and established
standards would be repaired or removed.
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The pipe, welded together into long strings, would be placed on temporary supports along the edge
of the trench to be lowered in. The lengths of strung pipe would vary, with breaks for roads,
waterbody crossings or other access or crossing points.

Pipe Coating

The pipe already has a protective coating when it comes from the mill. However, after the on-site
girth welds are completed and the pipe is radiographically inspected (x-rayed), the unprotected welds
would be field coated to provide a continuous layer of coating over the length of the pipe. The
uncoated girth weld area would be coated with a two-part liquid epoxy or a field-applied fusion
bonded epoxy.

A detection test would be conducted along the pipe to determine if any coating discontinuities exist
that could cause a concentrated point for corrosion. The testing device (holiday detector) generates
an electrical potential between the pipe and an electrode in contact with the outside of the coating or
ground. Pinholes in the coating of microscopic size can be located using the holiday detector. In the
event pinholes or other damage to the coating are found, the testing crew would repair the coating by
applying an approved method of coating repair to securely cover the damage. All coated pipe,
including field joints, fittings, and bends, would be tested and repaired as necessary. The pipe
coating crew consists of two laborers, and typically uses a pickup to transport the coating materials.

Lowering Pipe and Backfilling

Prior to placing the pipe, the trench would be inspected to ensure that it was free of rocks or other
debris that could damage the pipe or the coating. The inspection would also ensure that no wildlife or
other animals are in the trench. In rocky areas, bedding material such as sand bags would be placed
on the trench bottom to support and protect the pipe.

If the trench contains water, dewatering may be necessary. Trench dewatering would be by pump,
from the trench to a stable upland area through a filter bag to trap sediment. The filter bag would be
removed later after it drains.

The strung pipe would be lifted off its temporary supports, positioned over the trench and lowered
into the trench by a series of side-boom tractors spaced so that the weight of the unsupported pipe
between adjacent sidebooms would not cause mechanical damage to the pipe. Cradles with rubber
rollers or padded slings would be used so the tractors can maneuver the pipe without damaging the
external coating as they travel along the trench. As each sideboom lowers its portion of the pipe to
the trench bottom in turn, the trailing sideboom would be detached from the pipe and that sideboom
moved to the front where it would pick up pipe still on the supports. This process would continue in
a “leap frog” fashion. The long welded pipe behaves like a flexible tube.

Ditch welds (tie-in welds) may be required whenever the trench line is obstructed by other utilities
crossing the pipe trench. These welds would usually be made in the trench at the final elevation, and
each weld would require pipe handling for line-up, cutting to exact length, coating, and backfilling.

Backfill material would be obtained from the excavation trench spoils. Spoils would generally be
returned to the ditch soon after lowering in. Topsoil would not be used for backfill. Spoils would be
screened as the material is returned to the trench using standard construction screening equipment
such as a padder. The pipe would be protected along the sides with a minimum of 12 inches of
backfill that is free of rocks. In some areas, “rock shield” would be used on the pipe to protect it
from damage.

In certain areas where damage might occur to the pipe coating from abrasive soils, clean sand or
earth backfill would be used to pad the pipeline. Any required padding material would be obtained
from screened trench spoil or local commercial sources. The backfill remainder of the trench above
the pipeline would be native material excavated during trenching. Above ground identification
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markers would be placed at line of sight intervals to indicate the presence of a buried pipeline to
future third-party excavators.

In paved roadways, the backfilled soil would be compacted using a roller or hydraulic tamper before
paving. When use of a mechanical device is not practical, sand slurry would be used as backfill in
order to obtain the required compaction.

Fueling and Oiling Mobile Equipment

Heavy construction equipment, such as dozers and track hoes, as well as some temporary stationary
equipment such as pumps, need to be refueled along the construction right-of-way. Mobile fuel
trucks, typically hauling diesel fuel, bring the fuel directly to the equipment. Similarly, oilers are
used to check and maintain fluids on the equipment. This would include hydraulic fluids, lube oil,
and grease.

Spill prevention measures are found in the UNEV Spill Prevention and Control Plan in the POD.
Particular prevention measures include; training of personnel, fuels and lubricants would not be
stored in wetlands or near waterbodies, refueling of construction equipment would be in upland areas
only, authorized personnel would only dispense fuels during daylight hours, fuel dispensing
operations would not be left unattended. In addition, construction crews would be supplied with spill
containment Kits containing sorbents and supplies adequate to contain and recover potential spills of
fuels, hydraulic fluids and lubricants.

Hydrostatic Testing

The completed pipeline would be hydrostatically tested (hydrotest) using water under pressure to
ascertain the integrity of the pipeline including valves. The testing would be in accordance with DOT
regulations 49 CFR 195 and in compliance with guidelines and BMPs outlined in the General Permit
for Construction Dewater/Hydrostatic Testing. Typically, the pipeline is divided into test sections
where the length of test sections is dependent on topography and resultant hydrostatic pressures and
DOT test requirements.

The water would be obtained from surface waters or existing wells from private land owners. No
chemicals would be added to the test water. The pipeline would be filled in accordance with the
Hydrostatic Test Plan (under development). The plan would detail the test section end points, filling
sequence, water reuse, intake and discharge locations, and other parameters. It is planned that the
water would be reused in several test sections. Reuse can reduce the total amount of water used for
testing.

Test water would not be returned to the source. However, current discharge locations are not known.
The Hydrostatic Test Plan would identify some of these; however this would be subject to change
based on construction timing. Velocity dissipation devices would be used at discharge locations to
ensure non-erosive velocity flow from the pipe to a water course so that the natural physical and
biological characteristics and functions are maintained and protected. The water would be tested as it
is discharged per any NPDES discharge permit requirements and would not be discharged into
sensitive habitats that would adversely affect special status species.

Cleanup and Restoration

After lowering in and other active pipeline construction activities in an area are completed, the area
would be regraded to approximate as close as practicable the preexisting ground surface contours. At
that time the permanent erosion control structures such as water bars would be installed.

The restoration process would entail removal of debris, construction signs, surplus material, and
equipment from construction areas, followed by fence replacement, repaving of any disturbed
roadways, and restoration of disturbed lands along the pipeline ROW. Erosion and drainage control
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measures included in the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) would be used where
necessary to control erosion.

As part of the cleanup and restoration process, the ROW would be regraded to blend with original
contours to retain overall site drainage characteristics. The surface disturbed area along the ROW
would be left in a rough condition with rocks and an uneven surface to facilitate regrowth of
vegetation and to limit motorized travel on the ROW. To accommodate some settling of the backfill
material, a 1-foot berm of soil approximately the width of the ditch would be left over the backfilled
trench in upland areas.

The segregated topsoil would be redistributed over the disturbed work area. Final cleanup would
occur as soon as possible after backfill. Final seedbed preparation and seeding would occur at the
proper time in accordance with final reclamation plans. Temporary erosion control measures would
remain in place until final measures can be implemented.

After the ROW has been recontoured to its original grade, the contractor would reseed 100 percent of
the ROW as directed by the BLM and private land owners. Where reseeding is required, the ROW
would be seeded with a certified weed-free native seed mixture not to exceed 15 pounds per acre.
The contractor would confer with BLM personnel at each Field Office to determine appropriate seed
mixes and application rates.

2.1.2.2. Special Construction Techniques for Highway, Waterway, and Railroad
Crossings

The proposed pipeline would cross numerous roads, railroads, rivers, and canals. Special
construction methods would be employed to accomplish the crossing without impacting resources or
use of the road, railroad, or waterway. Appendix C contains a list of anticipated highway, railroad,
and waterway crossings required for each pipeline segment. Their locations by milepost (MP),
crossing length, and crossing method are also listed but are subject to change. Crossing methods are
briefly discussed below.

Directional Drill

A Horizontal Directional Drill (HDD) is designed to drill an opening large enough to accommodate
the pipeline and its necessary protective concrete coating. The entry and exit points would be
established back and away from the sensitive area of concern, such as a stream and associated
riparian areas. There would be no surface disturbance between the work areas of the entry and exit
locations (approximately 200 x 200 feet). The HDD operation does require adequate workspace for
the drill and necessary equipment such as shown in Exhibit 2.1-12. The HDD is a drilling operation
and requires the use of drilling muds under pressure to cut and clear the cuttings. HDDs do not work
in all ground conditions; the substrate must be capable of being drilled and holding the hole open
enough to allow the pipeline installation process.

There would be no clearing or grading within 100 feet of the edge of the waterbody and all
equipment would be setup a minimum of 100 feet from the edge of the waterbody. Mud would be
contained in suitable mud tanks or sumps to prevent contamination of the waterbody. Berms would
be installed downslope from the drill entry and exit points to contain any release of drilling muds.

Rock cuttings, soil and mud would be disposed of off-site. Only bentonite-based (clay) drilling mud
would be used. Additives would not normally be required.

Slick Bore

This technique refers to a horizontal bore, under a feature such as a waterbody, canal, road or
railroad, which includes bellhole excavations on each side of the feature to be bored (see Exhibit
2.1-13). A boring machine drills a horizontal hole under the feature, through which the coated
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pipeline is pulled. The bore avoids surface disturbance between the bellhole locations. The bellholes
and any necessary shoring or sloping of trench walls, usually requires additional workspace.

Due to its below grade position, shallow groundwater often enters the bellholes and needs to be
removed by pumping. Dewatering of the excavation would be through an appropriate dewatering
device, such as a silt filterbag to prevent entry of silt laden water into a waterbody. Bore work area
sizes would vary depending on the terrain, but would be approximately 100 x 100 feet.
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Exhibit 2.1-12 Typical HDD Technique for Stream or Other Crossings (drawing has
vertical exaggeration for illustration purposes)
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Exhibit 2.1-13 Typical Slick Bore Technique for Stream or Other Crossings

Open Cut

The standard open cut method has several variations that address different field situations. For
flowing waterbody crossings, the open-cut dry flume, the open-cut dam and pump, and standard
open-cut are options depending on the specific crossing. For non-flowing waterbody crossings the
standard open-cut would be used unless there is a site-specific crossing plan.

Where bridges are necessary (not necessary at dry washes), several options are available: flatbed
railroad-car, portable bridge, timber mat bridge, rock-flume bridge, bailey, and flexifloat bridges.
Only clearing equipment would be allowed to cross flowing waterbodies before installation of the
equipment bridge. Bridges must withstand and pass the highest anticipated flows that may occur
while the bridge is in place. Culverts (e.g., rock flume) must be aligned to prevent bank erosion or
streambed scour. Bridges must be supported above high bank and not settle into bank. Bridge decks
are to be kept free of soil and mud. Erosion and sediment control measures are to be in place to
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prevent silt laden water or sediment from flowing back into waterbody. Any temporary barriers may
be temporarily removed for construction, but must be replaced by the end of each work day.

Following construction, bridges and associated materials are removed. Banks and bed are restored to
approximate pre-construction conditions. The size of the additional workspace required for creek
crossings depends on a number of factors such as crossing width and depth, and the soil type.
Approximately a 200 x 200-foot area would be required to stockpile the spoil from the crossing.

Blast Rock

Where subsurface conditions prevent the effective use of conventional trenching equipment such as
track hoes or ditching machines, blasting is required. UNEV has provided its blasting specification
as Appendix | in the POD. Blasting operations must adequately prepare the ditchline material for
excavation, while at the same time not damaging adjacent or nearby surface or subsurface structures,
utilities, pipelines or other improvements. In addition, noise and disturbance to neighbors and
wildlife (including mandated restrictions) must be addressed. Timing of blasting operations can be
critical.

Possible blasting locations are shown above in Exhibit 2.1-11. For areas requiring blasting, a
Blasting Procedure would be developed and submitted to BLM for approval, including prior
notifications and approvals, and safety measures including those for the general public. The Blasting
Procedure must address the details of the blast in terms of the scope, location, site plan, blasting
design criteria, flyrock control, safety including federal, state, and local requirements, and
environmental requirements including mitigation and contingency planning. A dust abatement
program to be implemented during drilling operations must be included in the Procedure. Blasting
after dark would only be in an emergency and with jurisdictional agency permission. Special
measures are in place for blasting within 150 feet of water wells and potable springs.

Federal, state and local requirements must be met for use, storage and transport of explosives.

A typical scenario for a blasting location would be to clear and grade if possible. Compressed air
driven drills would be used to drill the holes in the configuration and depth appropriate for the nature
of the rock and the depth of trench. Explosives with the necessary detonation materials are placed.
Flyrock control is implemented. The firing procedures are followed. After the blasting and all is
clear, excavation of the trench line with conventional equipment would follow. Documentation of
blast parameters and relevant information would be recorded and retained.

Contractor’s Choice

Many crossings are not sensitive to the crossing method used. For these non-sensitive crossings, the
contractors would choose from among BLM-approved methods, based upon the situation, equipment
available, and other site-specific conditions.

2.1.2.3. Ancillary Facilities Construction
Ancillary facilities associated with the UNEV pipeline project would include the following:

e Aninlet (origin) pumping station at the Woods Cross Refinery; a pressure reduction station
at the lateral terminal northwest of Cedar City in Iron County, Utah; and a pressure-
reduction station at MP 355; and the receiving terminal near Las Vegas.

o Mainline sectionalizing valves throughout the length of the pipeline for operational,
maintenance, and safety reasons.

e Scraper stations used to launch and receive the pipeline cleaning and inspection “pigs.”

e Cathodic protection test stations at approximately 1-2 mile intervals to maintain and monitor
the mechanical integrity of the pipeline.
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Pipeline markers to mark the approximate location of the pipeline centerline at intervals so they are
clearly visible along the route and at road, railroad, waterway, foreign lines, and other crossing
locations where excavating activities are required.

Grading

Bulldozers and graders would be used to grade the respective site to the appropriate elevation
previously marked by a land surveyor. It is anticipated that the site would be designed to balance the
cut and fill required, preventing the need for the import/export of soil. Depending on the amount of
grading required, compaction would occur during or after the grading operation. Compaction would
be achieved using a roller or hydraulic tamper.

Foundations

Foundations would be excavated using a backhoe or other equipment, depending on the size. Once
excavated, the foundation would be framed, secured in the ground, and ready to be poured. When
required, an assigned inspector or inspection consultant would perform concrete testing.

Fabrication of Piping Assemblies

Large piping assemblies are typically fabricated and assembled off-site and transported to the
construction site when ready for installation. When off-site fabrication is not feasible, piping
assemblies would be fabricated at the construction site. This would occur at a nearby staging area on
private land or at the actual station/terminal.

The fabrication crew consists of a pipe fitter, welder, helper, boom truck operator, and at least one
laborer. It is anticipated that two or three fabrication crews would be required per station. As part of
this process, all butt welds would be visually and radiographically inspected. When radiographic
inspection is not practical, other methods of non-destructive testing would be used.

The fabrication crew would be responsible for assembling the piping components. This includes
installing the valves and other equipment that are part of the piping assembly. Prior to assembly,
trenches would be dug within the station to accommodate any underground pipe and electrical
conduits required. Once the trench is ready, previously fabricated portions of pipe would be lowered
into the trench and prepared for assembly with aboveground piping sections. All underground piping
spools would be coated or wrapped. This process would include testing for coating damage.

Large pieces of equipment would be delivered to the site and set once concrete has been poured and
has adequately cured. The pipe fabrication crew would be responsible for ensuring the proper
installation of large equipment and materials requiring a support or foundations. The pipe fabrication
crew would typically use one crane, one forklift, one or two welding rigs, one backhoe, and two or
three pickups.

2.1.2.4. Construction Schedule

The construction schedule for the UNEV Pipeline Project provides for a 7- to 8-month construction
period with completion by the end of 2009. Seven construction spreads are planned as follows:

e MPOQto MP 26.7 (State Highway 36 - Tooele)

o MP 26.7 to MP 85.4 (Adjacent to State Highway 36)
e MP 85.4to MP 161.5 (State Highway 257)

e MP 161.5 to MP 215 (State Highway 21)

o MP 215 to MP 276 (State Highway 56)

o MP 276 to MP 335 (Road 3454 — Gravel)

Page 2-26



Chapter 2: Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

e MP 335to MP 400 (Las Vegas Terminal Site)

Construction spreads would be constructed concurrently--not sequentially. Construction timing may
vary according to terrain, weather, local conditions, species timing restrictions, and other factors.

The terminals at Cedar City and Las Vegas, and the origin pump station would be completed by the
4™ quarter of 2009. The construction activities at all aboveground facilities would be timed to avoid
potential impacts to threatened and endangered species, wildlife and hunting, and other uses. Focus
would also be placed on completing construction and initial restoration activities in the northern and
higher-elevation areas before the onset of winter 2009.

2.1.2.5. Workforce and Equipment Requirements

An estimate of the manpower and equipment required for a given spread the various construction
activities is provided below. It is anticipated that multiple spreads would be under construction
concurrently. The total workforce would likely be 350 — 400 workers, although not all workers
would be on the project at the same time. This total includes approximately 40 percent skilled, and
60 percent unskilled labor. The specialized nature of the skilled workforce usually requires that they
be brought in from outside the project area. The unskilled portion of the workforce may be 50
percent locally-hired and 50 percent from outside the project area.

Exhibits 2.1-14 and 2.1-15 indicate the construction equipment and personnel required for the
construction of the pipeline spreads and stations/terminals.

Exhibit 2.1-14 Typical Construction Equipment and Personnel Required for Pipeline
Spreads by Activity

EQUIPMENT PERSONNEL
Grading

1 Pickup 1 Foreman
1 Dozer 2 Dozer Operators

Excavation (Normal Terrain)
1 Pickup 1 Foreman
1 Trencher 1 Operator
1 Backhoe 1 Backhoe Operator
1 Dozer w/ Ripper 1 Dozer Operator
1 Trencher 1 Operator

4 Laborers
Pipe Crew

1 Welding Rig 1 Foreman
6 Welding Rigs 6 Welders
1 Crew Cab 6 Welders Helpers
3 Sidebooms 4 Assistants

1 Tow Tractor

3 Sideboom Operators

3 Pick-ups

3 Wrappers

2 Flatbed Trucks

1 Truck Driver
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EQUIPMENT

PERSONNEL

1 Internal Line-up Clamp

4 Laborers

Tie-in/Bending Crew

2 Welding Rig 2 Foreman

2 Welding Rigs 2 Welders

3 Sidebooms 3 Operators

1 Bending Mach. 1 Operator

2 Pickups 1 Bending Engineer

2 Crew Cab 4 Assistants

1 Backhoe 1 Operator
Lowering

1 Pickup 1 Foreman

3 Sidebooms 3 Sideboom Operators

3 Cradles 2 Welders

2 Welding Rigs 2 Assistants

1 Water Pump 1 Qiler

1 Holiday Detector 5 Laborers
Backfilling

1 Pickup 1 Foreman

1 Crew Cab 1 Backfill Operator

1 Dozer 1 Dozer Operator

1 Backhoe 1 Backhoe Operator

1 Backfiller/Front-end Loader

1 Oiler, 2 Laborers

Cleanup and Restoration

2 Pickups

1 Foreman

1 Farm Tractor

1 Dozer Operator

1 Dozer 1 Loader Operator
1 Loader 2 Drivers
6 Laborers
Hydrostatic Testing
1 Pickup 1 Foreman

1 Test Trailer/Truck

1 Sideboom Operator

2 Air Compressors

1 Pump Operator

1 Pump 1 Hydrotest Technician
1 Fill Unit 1 Driver
1 Water Filter 4 Laborers
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Exhibit 2.1-15 Typical Construction Equipment and Personnel Required for Stations

and Terminals by Activity

EQUIPMENT PERSONNEL

Berm Construction
1 Scraper 1 Foreman
1 Bulldozer Operators
11 Dump Trucks Drivers
1 Pickup
1 Vibratory Compactor
1 Track-Mounted Excavator
1 Water Truck

Foundation Work

1 Pickup 1 Foreman
5 Portable Generators Operators
1 Cement Truck Drivers

1 Boomed Cement Truck

1 Hydrocrane

Mechanical Work

2 Pickups 1 Foreman
7 Welding Machines Operators
1 Backhoe Drivers
3 Sidebooms Laborers
1 Hydrocrane Welders
1 50-Ton Crane Assistants
Tank Erection
2 20-Ton Cranes 1 Foreman
7 100-HP Generators Operators
2 Pickups Drivers
3 Articulating Manlifts Laborers
1 Water Pump
Electrical Work
1 Backhoe 1 Foreman
2 Pickups 1 Operator
Laborers
Finish Grading Road Constr.
1 Blade 1 Foreman
2 Dump Trucks 1 Operator

2 Vibrating Compactors
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EQUIPMENT PERSONNEL
1 Skip Loader

1 Paving Machine
1 Pickup

2.1.3. Project Operation and Maintenance

The projected maximum flow rate for the proposed UNEV pipeline system would be 5,854 barrels-
per-hour (BPH) and 112,850 barrels-per-day (BPD). The projected flow rate for the UNEV pipeline
as proposed and to be constructed is estimated as 62,000 BPD. The flow rate would vary depending
on the type and quantity of product being transported, but would likely not exceed the projected
maximum flow rate.

The proposed UNEYV pipeline system is designed to have a maximum operating pressure of 1,480 psi
in accordance with 49 CFR 195.106, Internal Design Pressure. However, the pipeline would not be
operated at a pressure that exceeds the established maximum operating pressure (MOP) in
accordance with 49 CFR 195.406, Maximum Operating Pressure.

2.1.3.1. Operations Activities

The operation of pipelines for the transportation of hazardous liquids is regulated by the DOT under
49 CFR 195, Transportation of Hazardous Liquids by Pipeline. This part of the CFR prescribes the
safety standards and reporting requirements.

Activities at the inlet pump station area would be conducted in concert with activities at the refinery
area and would be consistent with that industrial setting. Activities at the lateral takeoff would be
remotely operated and monitored from the Artesia, New Mexico operations center. Operators in
Artesia would direct “batches” of different grades of petroleum products to the Cedar City and Las
Vegas terminals based on monthly nominated volumes into each facility. Operations at the two
terminal locations would remain open 24 hours per day. Petroleum truck transports would have
secure access to the automated facilities. Security systems would ensure documented access to
contracted customers only. Transport drivers would be required to complete company operations and
safety training prior to being granted access. Each facility would be manned during weekday
business hours with operations personnel dispatched for periodic pipeline receipt and/or maintenance
activities outside of normal business hours. Truck transport traffic would vary by customer demand
and time of day. Maximum average daily traffic at the Cedar City terminal would be 225 transports
and at Las Vegas it would be 400 transports assuming an average 180 barrels (7,560 gal) per
transport load. The throughput of the pipeline system, as proposed, would be approximately half the
maximum amount.

Along the pipeline itself, operation and maintenance (O&M) activities either can be scheduled or in
response to need. Light truck access with limited personnel would be required for testing the
cathodic protection system, inspecting valves and operators, maintaining communication systems,
inspecting ROW conditions, erosion control structures etc. Occasionally, heavy equipment would be
required for excavations, earth moving, or certain repairs such as at valves.

The pipeline ROW would have regular patrols to inspect for problems, unusual activities, storm
damage, encroachments, leaks, or third-party equipment or activities. Surface and aerial patrols
would occur every other week or at least 26 times a year. Surface patrols would use existing access
roads to access the pipeline ROW. No surface overland travel would occur unless required for
inspection, locating, marking, repair, or maintenance of pipeline facilities.
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2.1.3.2. Workforce and Equipment Requirements

UNEV would staff the pipeline and terminal facilities to ensure safe and reliable operations. Current
plans call for a total of 8 full time personnel to operate and maintain the system in Utah and Nevada.
The majority of the personnel would be located in the North Salt Lake, Cedar City, and Las Vegas
communities. In addition 2 personnel would be added to the Artesia, NM control center to remotely
monitor and control the system operations 24 hours per day/7 days per week.

Operations/maintenance personnel would be equipped with the tools and equipment required to
maintain the system. Operations personnel would use company trucks to traverse the system to
conduct periodic maintenance and inspection of the system. In addition to full time personnel,
UNEV would establish contracts with and use local contractors for periodic pipeline maintenance
and construction activities. These contractors would be familiar with UNEV operations and be in a
position to support emergency maintenance response if required on the system.

2.1.4. Future Plans and Abandonment

UNEV has proposed no definite plans for future expansion or additional facilities. During the
scoping process, the possibility of a midpoint pump station to increase the throughput of refined
products to the terminals above what is currently proposed was presented, but this remains
speculative and is not part of the proposed action or alternatives. Additional tankage in the future at
the two terminals is a possibility. Space for additional tanks is available at the terminals within their
currently proposed footprints.

Abandoning pipeline facilities would include safe disconnection from an operating pipeline system,
purging of combustibles, and sealing abandoned facilities left in place to minimize safety and
environmental hazards. If a UNEV pipeline segment were to be taken out of service on a temporary
basis, the line must be shut in under enough pressure to maintain a positive pressure on any segment
of at least 50 psi minimum. The line would still be subject to biweekly inspections, the same as an
active line and the pressure would be observed at regular intervals as a leak detection measure.

If a UNEV pipeline segment were to be taken out of service on a permanent basis, it must be isolated
from any connected lines and emptied of the commodity by purging with an inert material or loading
with inhibited water. The ends would then be sealed.

2.1.5. Environmental Compliance Inspection and Mitigation Monitoring

Environmental inspection and monitoring personnel are responsible for providing guidance,
observation, and reporting for the project on all environmental issues. The Proponent would provide
permitting and inspection staff to ensure that construction activities are performed in accordance
with all applicable mitigation requirements, permit conditions, and environmental specifications. The
Proponent’s Permitting Manager and Lead Environmental Inspector would coordinate directly with
BLM’s Third-party Monitor Manager. The Third-party Monitor Manager would direct the efforts of
the Third-party Environmental Compliance Monitors to inspect implementation of environmental
compliance in the field as a representative of the BLM and to coordinate with the Environmental
Inspectors, Resource Monitors, and mitigation teams. They also facilitate the involvement of BLM
technical staff as necessary.

Detailed descriptions of duties, responsibilities and authority of environmental monitors and
inspectors can be found in Section 4 of the POD.

2.1.6. Mitigation Measures

The project would adhere to applicable BMPs associated with the approved RMP for each BLM
Field Office. Project-specific mitigation measures and BMPs listed by affected resource are included
in Appendix D of this EIS.
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2.1.6.1. Preconstruction Surveys

Cultural and biological preconstruction surveys or treatment would be required at various locations
throughout the project and must occur prior to the BLM’s issuance of a Notice to Proceed at that
location, allowing construction activities to begin. These sites would require planning and
coordination with the Environmental Inspector and Pipeline Construction Manager to identify when
construction through these areas is anticipated to occur so that appropriate surveys (e.g., migratory
birds, desert tortoise, and sensitive plant) can be conducted and completed prior to any construction
activities. For desert tortoise habitat, construction sites, staging areas, and access routes would be
cleared by a qualified tortoise biologist before the start of construction. An authorized biologist(s)
would survey the site for desert tortoises using survey techniques providing 100-percent coverage of
the area proposed for disturbance. Transects would be no greater than 10 meters apart. If
construction occurs during the desert tortoise active season (March 1 through October 31), or when
temperatures and environmental conditions are conductive to tortoise activity as determined by an
authorized biologist, two surveys would occur. The first survey would be conducted within 14 days
prior to surface-disturbance; and the second survey would occur immediately before surface
disturbance. During the inactive season (November 1 through February 28, except as noted above)
when conditions are not conducive to tortoise activity as determined by an authorized biologist, one
survey would occur within 72 hours of surface disturbance or up to 5 days in advance of disturbance
if conditions are not favorable for tortoise activity.

For cultural sites, the coordination of equipment and manpower would require considerable planning
and cooperation with the contractor. In order to accomplish this, a three-week minimum notice of
construction activities within the areas identified for preconstruction surveys and pretreatment
activities would be required of the Pipeline Construction Manager.

2.1.6.2. Post-construction Surveys

A post-construction survey of the entire project would be conducted with the Compliance Field
Official, Lead Environmental Inspector, and Pipeline Construction Manager to ensure that all
compliance measures have been met. This would include the cleanup of all flagging and debris,
repair/replacement of signs, etc., and verification that all special requests by the various agencies and
landowners have been completed in an acceptable manner.

Reclamation inspections would also be conducted with the Lead Environmental Inspector, BLM staff
or representative, and Pipeline Construction Manager to verify the reclamation activities.

2.2. Alternatives to the Proposed Action

Alternatives considered in the EIS are based on issues identified by the BLM and cooperating
agencies as well as comments received during the public scoping process. The agency is required to
consider in detail a range of alternatives that are considered “reasonable,” usually defined as
alternatives that are realistic (not speculative), technologically and economically feasible, and that
respond to the purpose of and need for the project.

System alternatives would include proposals to bring refined products to the target areas by means
other than the UNEV proposal. The Clark County, Nevada Blue Ribbon Committee (BRC) recently
explored possible solutions to improve the reliability and sustainability of southern Nevada’s fuel
supply. The BRC discussed the UNEV Pipeline. Their report also discussed Kinder Morgen and
possibilities for additions to their existing system, possible Pacific Texas Pipeline connections from
Texas to Nevada, and WesPac Pipeline possibly connecting Arizona to Nevada. At this time UNEV
is the only pipeline being proposed to bring fuel into southern Nevada, and therefore other possible
system alternatives were not analyzed. Surface transportation of fuels to the southern Nevada area
currently exists and is discussed in the No Action Alternative.
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There are routing alternatives along segments of the proposed alignment. These are discussed below
as alternatives to the Proposed Action.

2.2.1. Airport Alternative Route

Following several meetings with Salt Lake City International Airport representatives, PacifiCorp
representatives, and the general membership and appointed representatives of potentially affected
duck clubs, it was agreed to allow the proposed pipeline alignment to cross airport property west of
and adjacent to the PacifiCorp power line that crosses the west side of the airport to avoid all
wetlands on duck club property west of the airport. However, south of the airport property it would
be necessary to cross duck club property for a short distance and two options were selected. One of
these became part of the Proposed Action and the other is an alternative alignment.

The Airport Alternative Route is 3.35 miles long and would diverge from the proposed alignment at
MP 6.6 and rejoin it at MP 10. At MP 6.6 the alternative alignment would continue west on the west
side of the airport but within property owned by the Blackhawk Duck Club (Exhibit 2.2-1). The
pipeline would be placed just inside the duck club boundary in drainage areas currently covered with
water. Because it does not have an outlet, the duck club would dewater the drainage area to get rid of
the stagnant water. After passing through this area the pipeline would continue southwest and west,
crossing Interstate 80. Exhibit 2.2-2 below lists the totals of the temporary and permanent land
disturbance from the Proposed Action listed in Exhibit 2.1-10 above.
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Exhibit 2.2-1 Airport Alternative Route Alignment
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2.2.2. Tooele County Alternative Route

The Tooele County Alternative Route (Exhibit 2.2-2) was developed to address concerns of the
Tooele County Commission regarding the proposed route along the eastern side of the northern
Tooele Valley from approximately MP 25.3 (near Lakepoint) to MP 38.7 (north of the Tooele
Ordnance Depot). The alternative route splits from the proposed route near Lakepoint and runs west
southwest, crosses State Highway 36, proceeds southwest and along the north side of State Highway
138, north of the Tooele Airport. The route crosses the highway along the east side of Sheep Lane
where the route heads south, running east of the Miller Motor Sports Park. Near the south end of the
Park, the route turns southeast and parallels an abandoned railroad ROW. The alternative route runs
southeast and then curves south to rejoin the proposed UNEV route south of the crossing of State
Highway 112.

Other alternatives have been discussed further south in Tooele County in the vicinity of Stockton,
Utah and Rush Lake (south of the Stockton Bar). The Stockton area historically was the site of
several smelters serving mines in the area. These smelters (the exact locations of some are known,
others remain unknown) released quantities of lead and arsenic into the air that subsequently settled
onto the ground in the area. Investigations have been conducted by EPA and UDEQ to determine
contamination levels and distribution for the Jacob’s Smelter. Three “Operable Units”, OU1, OU2
and OU3, have been designated and mapped. The UNEV proposed route lies within the western
boundary of the OU2 investigation area west of Rush Lake.

2.2.3. Rush Lake Alternative Route

The Rush Lake Alternative Route (Exhibit 2.2-3) in Tooele County was developed to address
concerns of the Salt Lake Field Office in an area having possible soil contamination within the Jacob
Smelter Superfund Site OU2 Boundary, as well as to address the building of the proposed pipeline
within wetlands adjacent to Rush Lake which are frequently inundated. This alternative departs from
the Proposed Action alignment at the northern end of Rush Lake east of Stockton, Utah and parallels
the proposed alignment approximately 0.25 mile to the west. It would rejoin the Proposed Action at
approximately MP 49.

2.2.4. Millard County Alternative Route

An alternative route near Lynndyl, Utah was developed as a result of comments received during
scoping to reduce impacts to private land holders that would result from the proposed alignment. The
alternative alignment was located west of Lynndyl. The Lynndyl Route Alternative issues are
incorporated and resolved in the Millard County Route Alternative.

The Millard County Alternative Route (Exhibit 2.2-4) was developed to reduce impacts to private
land holders that would result from the proposed alignment between MP 1325 to MP 143.2.
Meetings were held with Millard County representatives, BLM offices, and UNEV to address
alternatives. The alternative pipeline alignment would be located west of Lynndyl and Delta, UT
(Exhibit 2.2-4). The alternative pipeline route splits from the proposed route near MP 110 and
continues west around Delta and ties back into the original route approximately at MP 161. The
alternative route is approximately 63 miles long.
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2.3. No Action Alternative

If the proposed action were not approved and constructed, the existing refined petroleum products
delivery systems would be used to meet current and future identified needs. The existing refined
product delivery systems include two California-based pipelines, truck, and rail delivery. Currently,
long-haul truck and rail are used to deliver refined fuels from the Salt Lake area refineries to
southern Utah and Nevada via existing roads and rail lines. Personal, industrial, commercial and
military fuel needs are expected to increase regardless of available delivery systems. The existing
pipelines that deliver fuels to the Las Vegas area are at or near capacity. It would be likely that truck
and/or rail bulk delivery would need to increase to meet increasing demand. If the UNEV pipeline
were not built, redundancy in refined product delivery systems to the region would not be improved.

2.4. Alternatives Considered and Eliminated from Detailed

Analysis

This section describes the alternatives to the Proposed Action that were considered but not carried
forward in the detailed analysis for various reasons. A range of alternatives to be evaluated in an EIS
should meet the purpose of and need for the project and certain key principles derived from NEPA
case law including:

o All alternatives considered must meet the objectives of the Purpose and Need Statement.
e Alternatives must be “reasonable” (i.e., they must be technically and economically feasible).
e Alternatives that are speculative and geographically remote need not be considered.

e Alternatives with environmental impacts that are obviously worse than the Proposed Action
or other alternatives under consideration can be eliminated.

Alternatives eliminated from further evaluation in the EIS did not meet the project objectives and/or
were eliminated for one or more of the principles listed above. These alternatives and the reasons
why they were eliminated from further consideration are briefly discussed in Exhibit 2.4-1 below.

Exhibit 2.4-1 Alternatives Dismissed from Detailed Analysis

Rationale for Elimination from Detailed
Analysis

Alternative and

Source Description

From MP 1 due west, north of
airport and meeting at
approx. MP 10.

This alternative avoided airport lands, but
had substantial wetlands impacts and
impacts to Duck Club lands. It was
eliminated from detailed analysis as other
alternatives helped mitigate these wetland
and land ownership issues.

Route north of
airport (Rev K,
5/5/07)

Route across
airport (Rev

From MP 4 southwest across
airport, then west and south

This alternative was eliminated from detailed
analysis to avoid the existing airport lands as

9/29/06) to 1-80. Follow along north well as the airport’s 20-year plan for adding a
side of I-80 to MP 13. new runway west of the existing runways.
Airport/l-215 From MP 1.5 east then south | This alternative was eliminated from detailed
route alternative of airport, and along 1-215 analysis due to the fact that the Utah
(scoping) east of airport. Department of Transportation would not

allow construction within the 1-215 ROW.
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Alternative and
Source

Description

Rationale for Elimination from Detailed
Analysis

Airport/Kern From MP 2 follow Kern River | This alternative was eliminated from detailed
River 1990 route | 1 ROW north and west of analysis as it was from the Kern River EIS
alternative airport and electric (2002) to “...reduce impacts to wetlands.”
(scoping) transmission lines to approx

MP 8.
Airport/Kern From MP 2 follow Kern River | This alternative was eliminated to
River 2002 route | 2 ROW within airport accommodate airport expansion plans. The
alternative boundary, south and east of airport is in litigation to move their pipeline.
(scoping) electric transmission lines to

approx. MP 8. Runs north

and west of runways.
Kern River Follow adjacent and parallel This alternative was eliminated from detailed
Alignment to the existing Kern River analysis because population growth and

Alternative (BLM)

alignment (two 36-inch gas
pipelines) from approx. MP
10 to MP 250.

development in the Salt Lake Valley have
encroached on the existing ROW, leaving no
additional room to construct and install
another pipeline. This would require the
northern portion of the alignment to traverse
Tooele Valley. Thus, it was infeasible to bring
the proposed alignment back to the Kern
River alignment south of Salt Lake Valley
due to topographic and construction
constraints.

Saddleback The original alignment This area is currently undeveloped, but there

alternative followed an existing pair of are plans for gravel mining and a

(UNEV: 9/06, high-line power poles across | subsequent large upscale housing

10/06, Rev. I) the “Saddleback” in a development in this area. This alternative
relatively straight line was eliminated from detailed analysis
connecting the current because mining of the overburden would be
proposed alignment’s MP 26 | in direct conflict with the proposed pipeline.
to MP 32.

West Tooele An unspecified route that This alternative was proposed by the BLM

Valley alternative
(BLM)

would diverge from the
proposed alignment at MP 29
to the west of Tooele and
follow along the western
boundary of the Tooele Army
Depot, then southeast to
approx. MP 52 or farther
south.

Salt Lake Field Office to avoid potentially
contaminated soils in the Jacob’s Smelter
area and to carry the route to the west of
most development in the area. Consultation
occurred with the Utah Department of
Environmental Quality, and they
recommended certain surveys to be done
that would enhance detection and mitigation.
Tooele County representatives indicated that
this alternative would impact wetlands (about
7.5 miles) within the County-designated
Special Area Management Plan (SAMP).
The alternative would have impacted an
additional 6.5 miles of private land in the
vicinity of several proposed housing
developments, and would add 5.6 miles to
the proposed alignment length (at an
additional cost of $2.4 million). This
alternative was eliminated from analysis.
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Alternative and
Source

Description

Rationale for Elimination from Detailed
Analysis

Jacobs Smelter
area alternatives
(UNEV: 9/06,
10/06, Rev. I)

From approx. MP 42 to MP
49 several alternatives were
proposed that roughly
paralleled the west side of
Highway 36 near Stockton,
south of Tooele.

These alternatives were eliminated from
detailed analyses because of potential
contaminated soils that fall within historic
smelter sites in this area. The initial
alignments were well within the Jacobs
Smelter OU2 boundary, as defined in the
EPA ROD for the Jacob Smelter Superfund
Site (1999).

Beryl alternative
(scoping)

A public scoping comment
that suggested an unspecified
route moving the proposed
alignment away from |-15 and
closer to Beryl.

This alternative was eliminated from detailed
analysis because there were no resource
constraints or other issues that warranted
moving the proposed alignment.

Different terminal

A public scoping comment

This alternative was eliminated from detailed

location suggested moving the analysis because there were no resource
alternatives proposed terminal from Cedar | constraints or other issues that warranted
(scoping) City to Milford or Beryl. moving the proposed terminal.

Lynndyl The alternative alignment was | An alternative route near Lynndyl, Utah was
alternative located west of Lynndyl, Utah. | developed as a result of comments received
(scoping) during scoping to reduce impacts to private

land holders that would result from the
proposed alignment. The alternative was
dropped as a separate alternative and the
issues are addressed and incorporated in
the Millard County Route Alternative (Section
2.2.3).

2.5. Comparison of Alternatives and Summary of Impacts

This section provides a brief comparison of disturbance and summary of environmental effects by
resource and compares these across alternatives (Exhibits 2.5-1 and 2.5-2).

Exhibit 2.5-1 Comparison of Disturbance for the Proposed Action and Action

Alternatives

Approximate
. disturbance Acres
Approximate Length

Project Alternative/Component (miles) Temp Perm
Proposed Action
Main Pipeline Route 399 3627.3 N/A
Airport Lateral 2.4 21.8 N/A
Cedar City Lateral 10 90.9 N/A
Staging Areas N/A 17.6 N/A
Access Roads N/A N/A 2.64
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Approximate

. disturbance Acres
Approximate Length

Project Alternative/Component (miles) Temp Perm
Above Ground Facilities N/A N/A 70.7
Airport Alternative

Airport Alternative — PA Corresponding 3.2 29.0 N/A
Segment

Airport Alternative Route 3.4 30.9 N/A
Tooele County Alternative

Tooele County Alternative — PA 13.4 121.8 N/A
Corresponding Segment

Tooele County Alternative Route 15.4 140.0 N/A
Rush Lake Alternative

Rush Lake Alternative — PA Corresponding 3.5 31.8 N/A
Segment

Rush Lake Alternative Route 3.6 32.7 N/A
Millard County Alternative

Millard County — PA Corresponding 51.1 464.5 N/A
Segment

Millard County Alternative Route 63.1 573.6 N/A
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Resource Topic

Proposed Action

(including mainline, lateral lines, terminals, and all
aboveground facilities)

Alternatives as Compared to the Corresponding Segments of the Proposed Action Route

Airport Alternative Route
(MP 1-3)

Tooele County Alternative Route
(MP 1-13)

Rush Lake Alternative Route
(MP 1-3)

Millard County Alternative Route
(MP 1-63)

General
Disturbance

The Proposed Action would disturb approximately 3,830.9
total acres (3,757.6 acres temporary; 73.3 acres
permanent).

The Airport Alternative Route would
temporarily disturb 1.9 more acres
than the corresponding segment of
the Proposed Action.

The Tooele County Alternative
would temporarily disturb 18.2
more acres than the corresponding
segment of the Proposed Action.

The Rush Lake Alternative Route
would temporarily disturb 0.9 more
acres than the corresponding
segment of the Proposed Action.

The Millard County Alternative
Route would temporarily disturb
109.1 more acres than the
corresponding segment of the
Proposed Action.

Construction emissions would occur during construction of
the pipeline, pumping stations, and terminals.

Emission levels of VOCs, NO, CO, and PM,, would not
be expected to exceed any predetermined standards for
air quality.

Construction activities would likely result in localized minor
impacts of PMj, and nuisance dust. Emissions from

Construction and operations

Construction and operations

Construction and operations

Construction and operations
impacts would be similar to the
Proposed Action.

Fugitive dust issues would be

Noise produced during construction could disturb nesting
birds and local wildlife. Construction noise from
construction activities for near-by residence would be
considered “nuisance” noise and would not likely exceed
local noise ordinances or OSHA standards.

same as the Proposed Action.

same as the Proposed Action.

same as the Proposed Action.

Air Quality blasting would result in additional PM;, and ammonia impacts would be similar to the impacts would be similar to the impacts would be similar to the . :

emissions. Proposed Action. Proposed Action. Proposed Action. greater with the Millard County

Route as more acres would be

Total HAP emissions from Cedar City and Las Vegas disturbed than for the Proposed

Terminals would be less than 25 tons per year. Therefore, Action.

neither terminal would be a major source of HAPs

emissions or be subject to NESHAP. Total emissions per

facility would be less than 100 tons per year and the

facilities would not require Part 70 operating permits.

Onsite noise levels are anticipated to be in the 70 to 85

dB(A) range. Noise from construction equipment, drilling,

and blasting would all cause temporary unwanted noise in

the general vicinity. Blasting would likely be the most

prominent source of unwanted noise. Noise intensity, equivalent noise Noise intensity, equivalent noise Noise intensity, equivalent noise Noise intensity, equivalent noise
Noise level, and duration would be the level, and duration would be the level, and duration would be the level, and duration would be the

same as the Proposed Action.
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Geology &
Minerals

Several types of bedrock would be encountered along the
route that would require blasting to excavate for the
pipeline. A blasting plan would safeguard against blasting
risks and mitigate for potential damages. Problems
associated with mass movement and subsidence are very
slight. In consultation with Salt lake County, the northern
portion of the route may require a Surface Fault Rupture
Hazard Study prior to construction.

Although mineral resource areas would occur within 0.5-
mile of the proposed route, the disturbance would be
temporary and not hinder access or exploitation of the
mineral resources.

Impacts to geologic and mineral
resources would be similar to the
Proposed Action.

Impacts to geologic and mineral
resources would be similar to the
Proposed Action.

Impacts to geologic and mineral
resources would be similar to the
Proposed Action.

Because no geologic or mineral
resources or potential geologic
hazards are present on the Millard
County Alternative Route, and no
blasting would be required, there
would be no impacts.

Paleontological

Mitigation would reduce the potential impact from project-
related ground disturbance on paleontological resources
to an insignificant level by allowing for the recovery of
fossil remains, and associated data that otherwise might
be lost to earth-moving and to unauthorized fossil

Impacts to paleontological
resources would be the same as

Impacts to paleontological
resources would be the same as

Impacts to paleontological
resources would be the same as

The Millard County Alternative
Route would impact some areas of
high paleontological resource

removed, mixing horizons and changing compaction.
A small percentage of disturbed soils are designated as

prime farmland or land of statewide importance. Little or
no agricultural production would be affected long-term.

nearly 5.5 fewer acres with shallow
soils. However, the alternative
route would disturb approximately 7
more acres of farmlands of
statewide importance than the
Proposed Action.

approximately 36 more acres of
droughty soil, approximately 42
more acres subject to compaction,
approximately 77 more acres with
poor revegetation potential, and
approximately 7 more acres of
farmland of statewide importance.

soil characteristics would be similar
to the Proposed Action.

Resources collectmg._ _ T the Proposed Action. the Proposed Action. the Proposed Action. potential. Prior to |mplementat|_on,
Construction could result in beneficial impacts to further paleontological evaluation
paleontological resources through the recovery of fossil would be required.
remains that would otherwise not have been exposed and
available for study.

The Millard County Alternative
The Airport Alternative Route would The Tooele Co'unty Alternative Route would disturb a_lpproximately
disturb approximately 0.5 acre Route would d_lsturb nearly 17.5 109 more acres of soils than the
. acres more soils than the Proposed Proposed Action. It would disturb
There would be surficial soil disturbance within the entire more solls than the Proposed Action. It would disturb approximately 212 more acres of
75-foot construction ROW. Vegetation would be removed, Action. It would disturb over 9 more approximately 4 fewer acres of , soils with wind erosion potential,
exposing soils to potential erosion while vegetation is re- acres of sm_ls susceptible to erosion shallow soils, approximately 37 T_he Rush Lake Alternatlvg would approximately 137 more acres of
. established. Soils in the active trenching areas would be anq approxm_1ately 4 more acres of fewer acres of stony soils disturb 0.91 acre more soils than saline soils and approximately 89
Soils soils susceptible to compaction, but ' the Proposed Action. Impacts to

more acres of soils with poor
revegetation potential. However,
the alternative route would disturb
approximately 17 fewer acres of
soils that would be prime farmland
if they were irrigated, and
approximately 15 fewer acres of
farmland of statewide importance.
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The construction process would temporarily alter surface
contours causing minor changes to surface water runoff
paths and create sediment sources that could potentially
be entrained by surface waters and carried off-site. These
impacts would be mitigated using BMPs and restoration of
surface contours and vegetation and would be short-term
and minor. In areas of high groundwater, trench
dewatering may be necessary, but due to the brief period
the effect would be negligible.

Where perennial water bodies are crossed by the pipeline
HDD would be used to minimize disturbance to the natural
morphology and erosion. Open-trenching may be used to
cross intermittent streams; impacts would be temporary
and minor due to the use of BMPs.

The Airport Alternative Route would
have the same types and degrees
of general groundwater impact as
the Proposed Action. Surface water
impacts for the Airport Alternative
Route would be similar in type to
the Proposed Action.

Construction impacts for the Tooele
County Alternative Route would be
the same as for the Proposed

Action with regards to groundwater.

Surface water resources along the
Tooele County Alternative Route
include ephemeral washes and

Impacts to water resources from
the Rush Lake Alternative Route

Construction impacts for the Millard
County Alternative Route would be
the same as for the Proposed

Action with regards to groundwater.

Surface water resources along the
Millard County Alternative Route
include the Sevier River, ephemeral

Water There would be no potentially non- axe .
Resources The pipeline would cross Kennecott Utah Copper | jurisdictional impacts as a result of | upland swales, less than 1 acre of | would be similar to, but slightly less | washes, and upland swales, of
Corporation lands (not the retention ponds) by Interstate | the Airport Alternative Route. which would be impacted by the than those described under the which less than 1 acre would be
80 near the Salt Lake/Tooele County border. Precautions | The types of impacts to wetlands alternative route. Total disturbance Proposed Action. impacted. Total disturbance of
would be taken in this area to ensure that selenium- | and waters of the U.S. under the | ©f potentially jurisdictional waters potentially jurisdictional waters
contaminated soils and groundwater would not be | Airport Alternative Route would be | Would be 0.079 acre. Total would be 0.12 acre. Total
disturbed in ways that would spread the contamination. the same as for the Proposed | disturbance of potentially non- disturbance of potentially non-
) _ S Action. jurisdictional waters would be 0.048 jurisdictional waters would be 0.18
Total disturbance of potentially jurisdictional waters would acre. acre.
be 68.78 acres. Total disturbance of potentially non-
jurisdictional waters would be 39.73 acres.
Operations and maintenance impacts to groundwater
would be limited to accidental spills or repairs to the buried
pipe. Potential impacts to surface water would be limited
to sediment from service vehicle traffic, accidental spills,
or disturbance caused by repair or maintenance activities.
The alternative would disturb The alternative would disturb
All vegetation within the 75-foot temporary construction approximately 32 acres of approximately 36 fewer acres of
ROW would be removed. This would be the primary The alternative would disturb 9 agricultural lands whereas the aaricultural lands than the
impact of the project on vegetation communities. Where more acres of marsh mudflat and 9 | Proposed Action disturbs none. P?o osed Action and would impact
widening the construction corridor outside currently fewer acres of Utah However the alternative would fewgr or no acres of disturbed P
disturbed areas is required, loss of additional native grassland/desert grassland .than impact disturbed grasslands rather Impacts to vegetation from the grassland, greasewood scrub and
Vegetation vegetation would primarily affect long-lived plant species the Proposed Action. The Airport than Utah grasslands/desert Rush Lake Alternative Route would | marsh mudflat, but instead would

that take years to reach maturity. This impact would be
long-term and minor.

Pipeline construction would potentially open up new areas
to infestations of noxious weeds. This impact is anticipated
to be long-term and minor to moderate.

Alternative Route would also
require the improvement of one
additional access road disturbing
0.11 acre of marsh/mudflat
vegetation near MP 2.

grasslands, reducing the overall
grassland effect. The Tooele
County Alternative Route would
also require the improvement of
one additional access road
disturbing 0.41 acres of agricultural
land.

be similar to the Proposed Action.

disturb sagebrush/sagebrush
scrub. The Millard County
Alternative Route would also
require the improvement of one
additional access road disturbing
0.13 acres of disturbed grassland.
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Wildlife

Generally, impacts to wildlife would be greater in
undisturbed habitat than previously disturbed habitat.
However, habitat to be impacted are relatively abundant in
the general area surrounding the proposed route, the loss
of common habitat types would not result in significant
effects to most wildlife populations.

Construction would affect big game ranges, but losses
would generally be minor and insignificant because these
areas are abundant outside the proposed disturbance
areas.

Migratory birds (other than sensitive species) would not be
significantly affected due to relative abundance of habitat
and stability of local populations.

Open-cut river crossings have the greatest potential to
impact aquatic resources during construction through the
direct disturbance of the streambed. Sediment run-off from
construction should be primarily short-term and restricted
to active construction and reclamation activities.

The Airport Alternative Route would
not disturb Utah grassland/desert
grassland habitat and there would
be no impacts to species using
these habitats. However, the
alternative would impact a larger
area of marsh/mudflat habitat,
including wetland areas. The type
of impacts to those species
dependent upon these habitats
would generally be the same as
described for the Proposed Action;
however, the impacts would be
more pronounced under this
Alternative due to the greater
amount of disturbance.

Impacts to sensitive or managed
wildlife areas, big game ranges,
and migratory birds would be
similar to those described for the
Proposed Action.

Impacts to wildlife under the Tooele
County Alternative Route would be
similar to those described under
the Proposed Action with the
exception of sagebrush-dependent
species. Approximately 4 miles of
sagebrush habitat would be
disturbed under the Tooele County
Alternative, whereas the
corresponding section of the
Proposed Action alignment would
not cross sagebrush habitat.
Sagebrush-dependent species may
be displaced by the installation of
the pipeline in this area.

No big game ranges were identified
within the alternative route.
Therefore, the Tooele County
Alternative Route would have less
impact on big game ranges than
the Proposed Action.

Impacts to migratory birds would be
similar to those described for the
Proposed Action.

Impacts to wildlife from the Rush
Lake Alternative Route would be
similar to the Proposed Action.

Relative to the Proposed Action,
impacts to sagebrush and
sagebrush shrub dependent
species under the Millard County
Alternative Route may be more
adverse as there is a large amount
of sagebrush habitat that would be
crossed by the Millard County
alignment. The same would be true
for species dependent upon juniper
woodland and pinyon-juniper
woodland habitat.

There would be fewer impacts to
wetland and greasewood shrub
dependent species under the
Millard County Alternative.

The Millard County alignment
would cross the Sevier River at a
reach that may be dry and contains
less marsh/mudflat habitat and
slightly less riparian habitat. The
impacts to fish populations would
be less than for the Proposed
Action.
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Special Status
Species

Species-specific impacts are detailed in Exhibit 4.9-3 of
the EIS.
General impacts to special status species would be similar
to those described for wildlife and fisheries described
above. Habitat losses would be temporary or short-term,
unless forested areas or late-succession shrubs (i.e.,
sagebrush) were disturbed.
Impacts to endangered, threatened, or candidate species
would be as follows:
No effect-- California condor, Southwestern willow
flycatcher.

May affect, not likely to adversely affect-- Western
yellow-billed cuckoo, Virgin River chub, Utah

prairie dog, Shivwitz milkvetch, Ute ladies’
tresses.

May affect, likely to adversely affect-- desert
tortoise.

Raptor habitat loss would occur; no impacts to nesting
raptors are expected.

No impacts to leks or nesting sage grouse.

Impacts to Preble’s shrew possible from loss of wetland
habitat at the northern end of the alignment.

Impacts to kit fox possible due to displacement and loss of
desert habitat, mainly in Nevada portion of the alignment.

Temporary noise impacts on bighorn sheep possible in
Nevada portion of alignment.

Substantial loss of pygmy rabbit habitat.

Species-specific impacts are

detailed in Exhibit 4.9-3 of the EIS.

Impacts to special status species
from the Airport Alternative Route
would be the same as under the
Proposed Action because similar
habitats would be disturbed.

Species-specific impacts are
detailed in Exhibit 4.9-3 of the EIS.
Impacts to special status species
under the Tooele County
Alternative Route would be similar
to those under the Proposed Action
with the exception of grassland-
dependent species (i.e., burrowing
owl and short-eared owl).
Approximately 115 acres of
grassland habitat would be
disturbed under the Proposed
Action alignment, whereas the
Tooele County Alternative Route
would cross only 27 acres of
grassland/blackbrush habitat and
63 acres of disturbed grassland.
Thus, the Tooele County Alternative
would disturb less undisturbed
grassland habitat where burrowing
owls or short-eared owls are likely
to occur.

Species-specific impacts are
detailed in Exhibit 4.9-3 of the EIS.
Impacts to special status species
from the Rush Lake Alternative
Route would be the same as under
the Proposed Action because
similar habitats would be disturbed.

Species-specific impacts are
detailed in Exhibit 4.9-3 of the EIS.
More impacts to sage grouse and
pygmy rabbit may occur under the
Millard County Alternative Route
because a larger amount of
sagebrush and sagebrush scrub
vegetation (468 more acres than
the Proposed Action) would be
crossed.

The Millard County Alternative is
farther away from human
disturbance. Sage grouse and
pygmy rabbit are more likely to
occur in sagebrush areas that are
more remote from human
disturbances and noise (i.e., roads
and inhabited areas), thus impacts
to these species are more likely
along the Millard alignment than
under the Proposed Action.

In addition, giant fourwing
saltbrush, Neese narrowleaf
penstemon, and small spring
parsley are could occur along the
Millard alignment and are not likely
to occur along the Proposed Action
alignment. These species occur on
sandy substrates.

The Millard County Alternative
would pass closer to the Cricket
Mountains, where various special
status raptors could be nesting.
Because the Millard alignment is
closer to potential nests, noise
impacts are more likely, particularly
as a result of blasting.
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Land Use &
Transportation

Complies with existing RMPs, except for the Pony
Express RMP which requires that a new utility corridor be
established. This EIS serves as the vehicle for that plan
amendment.

The Proposed Action may conflict with local land use
plans in some of the counties that the pipeline would
cross. Millard County does not favor the proposed
alignment through the county.

Where project construction would cross grazing
allotments, vegetation would be removed within the ROW,
impacting short-term availability of forage. Operation of
the pipeline would have a minimal impact (if any at all) on
grazing allotments overlapping the project area. During
construction horses on the Chloride Wild Horse
Management Area may temporarily move into areas
having less productive water and forage sources.

Existing access roads would be used for construction and
maintenance. The improvement of access roads would
have a long-term-term positive impact to access. There
would be minimal traffic associated with project operation
and maintenance.

Impacts to land use would be the
same as the Proposed Action.

The Tooele County Alternative
Route would impact fewer BLM
lands but more private lands.
Selection of the Tooele County
Alternative Route would result in
25.8 fewer acres of the Oquirrh
Mountain-North grazing allotment
being disturbed than the Proposed
Action.

Impacts to land use would be
similar to the Proposed Action.

The Millard County Alternative
Route would affect 12 more miles
of lands than the Proposed Action,
impacting more BLM lands and
fewer state and private lands.

Visual &
Recreational
Resources

Construction of the proposed pipeline and associated
facilities would cause construction-related visual impacts.
The impacts would be caused by vegetation removal,
earthwork and grading scars, stockpiles of topsoil and
subsoil, staging areas, heavy equipment tracks, trenching,
blasting, rock formation alteration or removal, temporary
support machinery and tool storage, and construction
personnel and vehicles. The visual effects of the presence
of construction equipment and activities would be
temporary, lasting approximately 12 months.

Visual and recreational impacts
would be the same as the
Proposed Action. The Airport
Alternative Route and the
corresponding segment of the
Proposed Action would both cross
private land.

The Tooele County Alternative
Route would cross approximately
0.05 miles more BLM VRM Class
[l lands than the proposed action.
This alternative would increase the
area south of 1-80 where
construction would be visible by
motorists traveling through that
area. Construction along the Tooele
County Alternative Route would be
more visible than the Proposed
Action.

Construction impacts to recreation
would be similar to those described
for the Proposed Action.

Impacts to visual resources from
the Rush Lake Alternative Route
would be similar to the Proposed
Action.

The Millard County Alternative
Route would cross U.S. 6 and
would be visually noticeable to
travelers in that vicinity, but overall
construction activities along the
Alternative Route would be less
visible to the traveling public than
the Proposed Action. The
alternative would cross 6.3 miles of
Class lll lands and 33.7 miles of
Class IV lands more than the
Proposed Action.

Total disturbance to grazing
allotments would be approximately
683.4 acres, which would be
approximately 286 acres more
disturbance than under the
Proposed Action.
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Cultural
Resources

A total of 323 cultural resource sites have been recorded
within the surveyed areas of the proposed pipeline in Utah
and Nevada. Final determinations of eligibility by the BLM
and SHPOs have not yet been made on these sites. The
professional recommendations, which could differ from
that of the BLM’s and the SHPQO'’s recommendation, is:
161 sites are recommended to be eligible for NRHP
listing, 162 sites are recommended ineligible.

If any subsurface cultural materials are encountered
during construction, all work would stop in the vicinity until
a qualified archaeologist could assess the significance of
the remains according to an approved Emergency
Discovery Plan.

Construction of the Airport
Alternative Route and associated
facilities could result in direct
impacts to two NRHP-eligible
cultural resource sites.

Construction of the Tooele County
Alternative Route and associated
facilities could result in direct
impacts to 14 NRHP-eligible
cultural resource sites.

Construction of the Rush Lake
Alternative Route and associated
facilities could result in direct
impacts to 1 NRHP-eligible cultural
resource site.

Construction of the Millard County
Alternative Route and associated
facilities could result in direct
impacts to 11 NRHP-eligible
cultural resource sites.

Native American
Concerns

There would be no direct or indirect impacts to known
places of cultural and/or geographic interest to the Tribes.
Consultation with the Tribes is on-going. No concerns
have been raised to date by any of the Tribes.

Same as the Proposed Action.

Same as the Proposed Action.

Same as the Proposed Action.

Same as the Proposed Action.

Socio-
economics &
Environmental
Justice

The effects of non-local workers residing temporarily in the
project area would be spread out over a larger number of
local jurisdictions. Peak numbers of workers would be in
the area over a 60-90 day period. The percentage of those
workers who would be hired from outside the local
workforce, and the timing of crews along the length of the
pipeline, construction is expected to have negligible to
minor impacts on housing, public services, and
employment in the project area. There would be some
beneficial minor impacts from company and worker
spending in the local economies and sales tax collections.

The 16 permanent new hires to operate and maintain the
pipeline following construction would likely be stationed in
population centers that can easily accommodate them
with existing housing and public services.

Property and ad valorem taxes paid on the pipeline would
exceed $3 million annually, which would benefit local
communities.

No minority racial, ethnic, or socioeconomic groups were
identified in the project area and the proposed project
would have no disproportionately high and adverse human
health or environmental effects on minority, and/or low-
income populations, during either construction or
operations.

Same as the Proposed Action.

Same as the Proposed Action.

Same as the Proposed Action.

Same as the Proposed Action.
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Hazardous &
Solid Waste

There were 24 potential sources of hazardous and solid
waste identified near the proposed pipeline route. Most of
these sites would likely have little or no impact on pipeline
construction and operation.

The proposed route would cross a portion of the OU2 area
within what is known as the Jacobs Smelter site in Tooele
County, near Stockton. The proposed route would avoid all
known contaminated soil sites. According to the Final
Remedial Investigation (UDEQ 2003) the proposed
pipeline route would avoid areas recommended for
remediation.

Mitigative measures ahead of and during construction
would be implemented.

There would be no impacts to
hazardous or solid waste from
construction under the Airport
Alternative Route.

There would be no impacts to
hazardous or solid waste from
construction under the Tooele
County Alternative Route.

There are no hazardous or solid
waste issues identified along the
Rush Lake Alternative Route,
except for those already discussed
for the Jacob Smelter OU2 under
the Proposed Action. The Rush
Lake Alternative still crosses a
portion of the OU2, but less than
the Proposed Action. This further
reduces the potential for
encountering contaminated soils.

There would be no impacts to
hazardous or solid waste from
construction under the Millard
County Alternative Route.

Page 2-50




Chapter 2: Alternatives Including the Proposed Action

2.6. Preferred Alternative

The BLM has identified the Proposed Action alignment as the preferred alternative, including BMPs
and mitigation measures (see Section 2.1.6 and Appendix D) and with the following modifications:

e Selection of the Airport Alternative alignment to replace the corresponding portion of the
Proposed Action alignment.

e Selection of the Tooele County Alternative alignment to replace the corresponding portion
of the Proposed Action alignment.

e Selection of the Rush Lake Alternative alignment to replace the corresponding portion of the
Proposed Action alignment.

e Selection of the Millard County Alternative alignment to replace the corresponding portion
of the Proposed Action alignment.

Page 2-51



Chapter 3: Affected Environment

CHAPTER 3.AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

3.1. Introduction

This section describes the affected environment as it currently exists. The discussion is organized by
the following major resource topics: air quality and noise, geology and minerals, paleontological
resources, soils, water resources, vegetation, wildlife, special status species, land use and
transportation, visual and recreation resources, cultural resources, Native American concerns,
socioeconomics and environmental justice, and hazardous and solid waste.

3.1.1. Project Area

The proposed common carrier pipeline would extend approximately 399 miles from the cluster of
five refineries in southern Davis and northern Salt Lake counties, including Holly’s Woods Cross
Refinery, to the Apex Industrial Park northeast of Las Vegas, Nevada, with two short lateral
pipelines, one in Salt Lake County from the mainline to the Salt Lake City Airport, the other from
the mainline to a terminal in the Cedar City, Utah area (see Exhibit 1.1-1). In Utah, the proposed
main pipeline would originate in Davis County and cross Salt Lake, Tooele, Juab, Millard, Beaver,
Iron, and Washington counties. In Nevada, the main pipeline would cross Lincoln County and
terminate in Clark County. The main pipeline route would primarily cross BLM (203.79 miles) and
private (125.56 miles) lands. It would cross lesser amounts of state (35.84 miles), U.S. Forest Service
(17.78 miles), Moapa Band of Paiute Indian Reservation (14.57 miles), and U.S. Department of
Defense (2.35 miles) lands for a total of 399.89 miles. The main pipeline route would cross
approximately 2 miles of water. The proposed Airport Lateral in Salt Lake County would cross
approximately 2.4 miles of private land. The proposed Cedar City Lateral in Iron County would
cross 4.56 miles of BLM land and 5.8 miles of private land.

3.1.2. Resources Not Affected

Based on BLM Checklists (Appendix A) prepared by each Utah BLM Field Office and discussions
with the Las Vegas and Ely Field Offices, the resources discussed below were not carried forward
for detailed analysis.

3.1.2.1. Wild and Scenic Rivers

The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, signed into law on October 2, 1968, protects the free-flowing
waters of many of the country's most spectacular rivers. The Act is notable for safeguarding the
special character of these rivers, while also recognizing the potential for appropriate use and
development. As of 2006, the National Wild and Scenic Rivers System protected more than 11,000
miles of 165 rivers in 38 states and the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico. There are no rivers within the
states of Utah or Nevada designated as Wild and Scenic, therefore this resource is dismissed from
detailed analysis (NWSRS 2007).

3.1.2.2.  Wilderness/Wilderness Characteristics

The Wilderness Act was passed by Congress in 1964 and continues to be the guiding piece of
legislation for all Wilderness areas. The Proposed Action would not cross any areas designated as
Wilderness under the Wilderness Act, or any areas designated as Wilderness Study Areas that are
currently managed for wilderness values, therefore this resources is dismissed from detailed analysis.

3.1.3. Affected Resources
The following affected resources are analyzed in detail in the following sections of Chapter 3:

e Air Quality and Noise
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e Geology and Minerals

o Paleontological Resources

e Soils

e Water Resources

e Vegetation

e Wildlife

e Special Status Species

e Land Use and Transportation

e Visual and Recreation Resources
e Cultural Resources

¢ Native American Concerns

e Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice

e Hazardous and Solid Waste Materials

3.2. Air Quality and Noise

3.2.1. Area of Analysis
3.2.1.1.  Air Quality

With respect to air quality, the proposed pipeline route navigates from northern Utah to southern
Nevada through counties designated attainment or nonattainment areas and through Class | and Il
“clean air areas” (Exhibits 3.2-3, 3.2-4, and 3.2-5). Air masses and airsheds are, by definition,
regional and mobile. The route would follow a proposed utility corridor that is being established by
the BLM between Salt Lake City and Las Vegas. The pipeline would originate in North Salt Lake,
Utah, connect to a lateral line servicing the Salt Lake City Airport, connect to a second lateral line
and terminal in Cedar City, Utah, and finally terminate at the Apex Industrial Park, northeast of Las
Vegas, Nevada. Although every major point along the proposed pipeline lies directly in or near the
Great Basin, each has a different sub-climate dependent primarily upon location and elevation
(CH2MHill 2008a).

3.2.1.2. Noise

The area of analysis for noise is limited to the area defined by the proximity of nearby sensitive
receptors (see Section 3.2.3.3) (CH2MHill 2008b).

3.2.2. Data Sources and Methods
3.2.2.1.  Air Quality

The air quality impact assessment was conducted using emission estimates based on regulatory-
based available literature and airshed designation (Referring to attainment and nonattainment
airsheds). No field studies were conducted; assessment was based on best available data and
information (CH2MHill 2008a).
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3.2.2.2.  Noise

Noise is defined as unwanted sound. Airborne sound is a rapid fluctuation of air pressure above and
below atmospheric pressure. There are several different ways to measure noise, depending on the
source of the noise, the receiver, and the reason for the noise measurement. In this discussion, some
statistical noise levels are stated in terms of decibels on the A-weighted scale (dB(A)). Noise levels
stated in terms of dB(A) reflect the response of the human ear by filtering out some of the noise in
the low and high frequency ranges that the ear does not detect well. The A-weighted scale is used in
most ordinances and standards. The equivalent sound pressure level (L) is defined as the average
noise level, on an energy basis, for a stated period of time (for example, hourly). In practice, the level
of a sound source is conveniently measured using a sound level meter that includes an electrical filter
corresponding to the A-weighted curve. The sound level meter also performs the calculations
required to determine the L, for the measurement period. Exhibit 3.2-1 summarizes technical noise
terms used in this report (CH2MHill 2008b).

Exhibit 3.2-1 Definitions of Acoustical Terms

Term Definitions

Decibel (dB) A decibel is a unit used to express the relative intensity of sounds.

A-Weighted Sound Level, | A-weighted sound level de-emphasizes the very low and very high

dB frequency components of the sound similar to the frequency response
of the human ear. This metric correlates well with the perceived
“loudness” of a sound. All sound levels in this technical report are
A-weighted.

Equivalent Noise Level, The energy average noise level during the measurement period.
Leq

Percentile Noise Level (L) | The noise level exceeded during n percent of the measurement period,
where n is a number between 0 and 100 (for example, Lygis the noise
level exceeded 10 percent of the time).

Day-Night Noise Level The average A-weighted noise level during a 24-hour day, obtained

(Lgn or DNL) after the addition of 10 decibels to the noise levels from 10:00 p.m. to
7:00 a.m.

Ambient Noise Level The composite of noise from all sources near and far. The normal or

existing level of environmental noise at a given location.

Intrusive Noise Noise that intrudes over and above the existing ambient noise at a
given location. The relative intrusiveness of a sound depends upon its
amplitude, duration, frequency, and time of occurrence and tonal or
informational content as well as the prevailing ambient noise level.

Source: Beranek, 1988 in CH2MHill 2008b

The effects of noise on people can be listed in the following three general categories:
e Subjective effects of annoyance, nuisance, or dissatisfaction,
o Interference with activities such as speech, sleep, or learning, and
e Physiological effects such as startling and hearing loss.

In most cases, environmental noise produces effects in the first two categories only. However,
workers in industrial plants may experience noise effects in the last category. No completely
satisfactory method exists to measure the subjective effects of noise, or to measure the corresponding
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reactions of annoyance and dissatisfaction. This lack of a standard is primarily because of the wide
variation in individual thresholds of annoyance and habituation to noise. Exhibit 3.2-2 lists the
relative A-weighted noise levels of common sounds measured in the environment and in industry for
various sound levels (CH2MHill 2008b).

Exhibit 3.2-2 Typical Sound Levels Measured in the Environment and Industry

A-Weighted
Noise Source Sound Level in Subjective
At a Given Distance Decibels Noise Environments Impression
140
Civil defense siren (100 130
feet)
Jet takeoff (200 feet) 120 Pain threshold
110 Rock music concert
Pile driver (50 feet) 100 Very loud
Ambulance siren (100 feet)
20 Boiler room
Freight cars (50 feet) Printing press plant
Pneumatic drill (50 feet) 80 Kitchen with garbage
disposal running
Freeway (100 feet)
70 Moderately loud
Vacuum cleaner (10 feet) 60 Data processing center
Department store
Light traffic (100 feet) 50 Private business office
Large transformer (200 feet)
40 Quiet
Soft whisper (5 feet) 30 Quiet bedroom
20 Recording studio
10 Hearing threshold

Source: Beranek 1988 in CH2MHIill 2008b.

3.2.3. Existing Conditions for Proposed Action
3.2.3.1. Area Climatology

The proposed pipeline route traverses portions of the States of Utah and Nevada through a region
that is classified as the Great Basin. The Great Basin is a region generally surrounded by the Sierra
Nevada Mountains to the west and the Wasatch Mountains/Wasatch Plateau to the east. This region
is effectively cut off from moist westerly flow from the Pacific where, due to orographic lifting, the
majority of moisture precipitates out on the windward side of the Sierra Nevada. This effect
produces a semi-arid climate in the Great Basin region where evaporation potential exceeds
precipitation throughout the year. Interior basins are commonly around 4,000 to 5,000 feet above sea
level and mean annual temperatures are near 64.4 °F (18 degrees C) (WRCC 2002). Diurnal
temperature gradients during the summer months are nearly always greater than those of winter. This
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occurs as cold air from the surrounding mountains flows down the mountain barriers and settles at
the bottom of the basin, thus allowing for hot days and cool nights. The prevailing upper-level wind
in the Great Basin is west-southwesterly due to the strong upper-level predominate westerly flow
known as the jet stream. Winds can become southerly or northerly depending upon the synoptic or
more local mesoscale systems in the area. Easterlies are rarely observed on a large scale basis. On
average, mixing of the atmosphere due to convection in the Great Basin region, promotes good air
guality. Mean, minimum, maximum and annual temperatures including rainfall totals for the four
stations along the pipeline are shown in Exhibit 3.2-3.

North Salt Lake Sub Climate

North Salt Lake lies approximately 4,430 feet above sea level, roughly 6 miles north of Salt Lake
City. Temperatures in North Salt Lake in the summer frequently reach 100 °F during summer
months and drop to near 20 °F during the winter months. Annual precipitation of 22.4 inches is
normal for the area, some of which contributes to their nearly 59 inches of snow accumulation
annually. Prevailing surface winds average 8.6 miles per hour (MPH) at a south-southeasterly
direction (WRCC n.d. a).

Delta Sub Climate

Delta lies approximately 4,610 feet above sea level and is located approximately 130 miles
southwest of Salt Lake City. Delta is arid to semi-arid with mean annual temperatures ranging
between 34 °F and 66 °F from the cold to warm seasons. Maximum highs during the summer will
often rise above 100 °F while winter temperatures drop to approximately 30 °F. Less rain is observed
annually in the Delta Sub Climate area than the North Salt Lake Sub Climate area, with a mean of
8.43 inches of precipitation, some of which contributes to their near 22 inches of annual snowfall.
Prevailing surface winds at the airport in Delta average 10.7 MPH from southerly direction (WRCC
n.d. a).

Cedar City Sub Climate

Cedar City lies approximately 5,830 feet above sea level and is located nearly 245 miles from Salt
Lake City. Despite having a higher elevation than North Salt Lake, Cedar City’s mean annual
temperature resides only 0.5 °F lower than that of North Salt Lake at 50.5 °F. Maximum
temperatures during the summer can reach 100 °F while winter temperatures often drop below 20 °F.
Cedar City receives 44 inches of snowfall annually. Prevailing surface winds in Cedar City average
7.1 MPH from south- southwesterly direction (WRCC n.d. a).

Las Vegas Sub Climate

Las Vegas lies approximately 2,030 feet above sea level and is the most arid region along the
pipeline. It is not located within the Great Basin due to its location with respect to the Sierra Nevada
and Wasatch Mountains along with its diverse type of vegetation with respect to the Great Basin. Las
Vegas is the warmest of the four sub-climates easily reaching high summer temperatures of 107 °F
or more, with an annual mean temperature of 83 °F. Annual precipitation in Las Vegas is 4.05
inches, with less than 1 inch of snow per year. Prevailing surface winds average 8.1 MPH from
southerly direction (WRCC n.d. a).
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Exhibit 3.2-3 Monthly Climate Normals

Temp (F? . g 5 5
Precip. (in.) % § - = % g g -g =
windSpd. | 2 | 51 2| | | 2| >|2|3| 2] | 8|:¢2
(MPH) E1 8| 8|2 815|352/ &8|8[|2]&)|¢%
Mean Max.
Temp. 36.5 [ 41.6 | 50.9 58.7 | 68.3 79.7 | 88.4 | 86.8 | 76.3 63 48 38.3 61.4
% Mean Temp. 29.1 332 | 41.2 | 48.2 | 57.7 67.7 75.8 73.9 63.8 52 39 30.7 51
; Mean Min.
&)‘5 Temp. 21.6 | 248 | 315 | 376 47 55.7 | 63.2 | 60.9 | 51.2 41 30 23.1 | 40.6
£ | Mean Precip. 2 1.84 | 239 | 281 5 1.15 | 0.88 | 0.94 1.54 2.2 1.9 1.75 22.4
g Avg. Wind Spd. | 6.9 7.6 8.9 9.8 9.2 9.6 9.5 9.8 8.9 8.2 7.5 7.5 8.6
Prev. Wind
Direction S S SSE | SSE | SSE S SSE | SSE | SSE | SE SE S SSE
Mean Max.
Temp. 387 | 46.2 | 56.3 | 645 | 74.1 | 858 | 936 | 91.8 | 815 68 52 40 66
Mean Temp. 264 | 329 | 41.7 | 485 | 57.6 67.5 75 73.4 | 634 51 37 27.2 | 50.2
o Mean Min.
o | Temp. 141 | 19.6 27 325 41 49.2 | 56.4 | 549 | 452 34 23 143 | 343
= Mean Precip. 0.6 0.65 [ 0.85 | 0.83 | 099 | 0.48 | 0.56 | 0.64 | 0.78 1 0.6 0.43 | 8.43
Avg. Wind Spd. | 9.9 9.7 11 122 | 115 | 121 | 114 | 11.1 | 101 10 9.5 9.9 10.7
Prev. Wind
Direction S SSW S SSW S SSW | SSW S S S S S S
Mean Max.
Temp. 41.8 | 46.7 535 [ 61.2 | 71.1 | 831 | 894 | 87.1 78.9 66 52 42.7 64.4
- Mean Temp. 30.2 | 34.8 41 475 | 56.3 | 66.6 | 73.6 72 63.3 51 39 30.7 | 505
O | Mean Min.
5 | Temp. 185 | 228 | 284 [ 33.7 | 415 | 50.1 | 57.8 | 56.8 | 47.6 36 26 18.6 | 36.5
8 Mean Precip. 0.9 0.97 1.34 1 091 | 045 | 0.93 1.15 | 0.83 1.3 1 0.65 11.4
© Avg. Wind Spd. | 6.1 6.5 7.3 8.7 8.3 8.6 7.5 7.4 7 6.4 5.9 6.1 7.1
Prev. Wind
Direction SSW | SW | SSW | SSW | SSW [ SSW | SW | SSW | SSW | SW N SSW | SSW
Mean Max.
Temp. 59.7 | 66.2 | 72.7 | 81.6 91 102 108 105 | 97.6 85 70 60 83.1
" Mean Temp. 439 | 495 | 55.8 | 63.9 73 822 | 87.8 | 86.1 | 78.2 66 52 439 | 65.2
g Mean Min.
g Temp. 28 32.7 38.8 | 46.1 | 54.9 62.3 68.1 66.8 | 58.7 46 35 278 | 471
& | Mean Precip. 059 [ 057 | 059 | 0.21 [ 0.27 | 0.08 | 0.24 | 0.45 | 0.17 0.3 0.3 0.3 | 4.05
- Avg. Wind Spd. | 6.6 75 8.6 10.3 | 10.1 | 101 | 8.9 8.4 7.9 7.1 6.3 6.5 8.1
Prev. Wind
Direction W W W SW SW S S S S W W W S

NCDC 1971-2000 - Temperatures and Precipitation
WRCC 1992-2002 - Average Wind Speed and Direction (Surface)
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Air Quality

Air quality within these counties is generally considered to be good to excellent. However the
surrounding urban areas have known air quality issues. Some of these urban areas are currently
designated by the EPA as nonattainment areas for certain air pollutants and portions of these counties
lie within these nonattainment areas. The Clean Air Act and Amendments of 1990 define a
"nonattainment area" as a locality where air pollution levels persistently exceed National Ambient
Air Quality Standards (42 USC 7407(d)). Maintenance areas are also found near the proposed
pipeline route. Nonattainment and maintenance areas near or within the counties along the pipeline
are shown in Exhibits 3.2-4 and 3.2-5 and are summarized below:

o Davis County Maintenance Area (Re-designated from a nonattainment area in 1997).

e Salt Lake County Nonattainment Area (Particulates [PM];,, CO, NO, and VOCs.) General
sources of particulates include combustion of fossil fuels and industrial plants.

e Tooele County Nonattainment Area (Sulfur Dioxide, general sources of SO, include
industrial facilities with smelters). Only the extreme eastern portion of Tooele County above
5,600 feet is considered nonattainment for Sulfur Dioxide.

e Juab, Millard, Beaver, Iron, Washington and Lincoln counties are all considered attainment
areas.

e Clark County Nonattainment Area for PMy,, CO, and ozone.

State of Utah
o National Ambient Air Quality Standards
ij Areas of Non-attainment and Maintenance
' (Updated July 2006) 7 Davis County
N, AN Maintgnance Arsa
Includes N (Redesignated 1987)

East Tocele County Salt Lake County

[ apove 5,600 feet Mon-attainment Area Salt Lake County

(Re-designation pending) Maintenance Area

L\_‘\// {Redesignated 1997)

Sulfur Dioxide ($02)

Ozone (03)

A
Ogden City Maintenance Area
Ogden City Non-attainment Area (Redesignated 2001)
\ {Re-designation pending)
N Wasatch Front Counties QZ ';J
Salt Lake County 1/ “Salt Lake City Maintenance Area
Salt Lake MNon-attainment Area (Redesignated 1989)
(Re-designation pending)
\"‘}____ Utah County |:| Mon-attainment arsa
Utah \\ Mon-attainment Area Provo/COrem Maintenance Arsa

(Re-desianation pending) Federally designated (Redesignated 2008)
i {Fie-designation pending) D attainment area with !
VL maintenance plan

i ,hm;pm1m ........... Carbon Monoxide (CO)

Source: UDEQ, Division of Air Quality 2007a

Exhibit 3.2-4 Air Resources Map, Air Monitoring Stations Map
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Counties Designated "Nonattainment”
for Clean Air Act's National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) *

Clark County, NV

Legend ="

[_] County Designated Nonattainment for 3 NAAQS Pollutants
I -ounty Designated MNonattainment for 2 NAAQS Pollutants
- County Designated Monattainment for 1 NAAQS Pollutant

Source: EPA 2007

Exhibit 3.2-5 Nonattainment Zones by County

Overall,

air quality in these areas has improved since the mid 1970s as evidenced by some of the

Davis, Tooele, and Salt Lake County nonattainment areas being re-designated as maintenance areas
(Exhibit 3.2-4). However, episodic temperatures inversions during the winter months and high
temperatures during summer months have resulted in high levels of ozone and particulates in the
ambient air. The Salt Lake County nonattainment areas are also being considered for re-designation
as maintenance areas; thus providing further evidence of improving air quality in the region.

Existing Sources

Emission sources for a variety of air pollutants are located within the outlined counties. Existing or
potential sources near the pipeline and their criteria pollutants are summarized below:
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Prescribed burning and wildland fires (particulates, nitrogen oxides and carbon monoxide).

Construction and use of unpaved forest roads (particulates, nitrogen oxides and carbon
monoxide).

Residential heating sources (insignificant source).
Vehicle emissions (particulates, nitrogen oxides and carbon monoxide).

Recreational activities, including motorized recreational vehicles such as powered
watercraft, motorcycles, ATVs, and snowmobiles. The criteria pollutants of concern from
such recreational vehicles are nitrogen oxides, carbon monoxide and particulates, and, to a
lesser impact, from VOCs and sulfur dioxide.

Fugitive Dust from vacant, but disturbed land.
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e Industrial sources such as power plants, manufacturing pollution, mining operations, and
refineries such as those in North Salt Lake.

Major industrial sources are located to the east of the proposed pipeline route and thus are not likely
to impact the area by way of the prevailing winds. The major sources located in the North Salt Lake
industrial area are associated with typical industrial operations, such as power plants, metal
fabrication, chemical production and coatings. Major sources of PMyq in Clark and Lincoln counties
include primarily fugitive dust and CO emission from mobile sources.

Existing Surrounding Sources

A large percentage of air pollutants within Utah originate from the urban Wasatch Front area. Davis,
Salt Lake, and Utah counties account for roughly one-third of the statewide emissions of PMyy,
volatile organic carbons, carbon monoxide, and sulfur dioxide. More than 50 percent of these
pollutants and up to 80 percent of PMy, emissions come from motor vehicle exhaust.

Regional haze is caused by fine particles in the air that settle out very slowly. Regional haze occurs
over a portion of the state. Because of the harm that haze has on visibility in national parks and
designated Wilderness Areas, many efforts to control and reduce man-made haze, and the air
pollutants that cause it, are under way through national laws and regional collaboration. In general,
the most impacts from regional haze are expected along the more urban/industrial areas near the
proposed pipeline route.

The specific pollutants of most concern within the Las Vegas area include ozone, carbon monoxide,
and PMuo, although impacts from over 40 other trace pollutant species are present. The dominant
source of elevated PMuo levels within the valley is windblown dust originating from arid disturbed
and unstable desert soils during moderate to high wind conditions and secondarily from both paved
and unpaved roads.

High ozone levels are of local origin, primarily from vehicle exhaust emissions, but are also
significantly influenced by contaminants blown in from other areas. Studies show that emissions
from the Los Angeles area can account for up to one-fourth of the ozone levels in the Las Vegas
Valley, depending upon conditions and the time of day. Carbon monoxide levels are largely of local
urban traffic origin (Argonne National Laboratory n.d.).

The NAAQS are defined in the Federal Clean Air Act as levels of pollutants above which
detrimental effects on human health and welfare may occur. There are seven criteria pollutants for
the NAAQS: ozone, carbon monoxide (CO), nitrogen oxide (NOx), sulfur dioxide (SO,), PM with
aerodynamic diameter less than or equal to 10 microns and 2.5 microns (PMy and PM,5), and lead
(Pb). The NAAQS are shown in Exhibit 3.2-6.

Exhibit 3.2-6 National Primary and Secondary Standards

Pollutant Averaging Time Concentration
1 hour 235 pg/m® (0.12 ppm)
Ozone 8 hours 157 ug/m3 (0.08 ppm)
. 1 hour 40,000 pg/m® (35 ppm)
Carbon Monoxide (CO) 8 hours 10,000 pg/m? (9.0 ppm)
. : : . 100 pg/m®
Nitrogen Oxides (NOXx) Annual Arithmetic Mean (0.05 ppm)
3 hours 1,300 pg/m?® (0.5 ppm)
Sulfur Dioxide (SO2) 24 hours 365 pg/m® (0.14 ppm)
Annual Arithmetic Mean 80 pg/m® (0.03 ppm)
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Pollutant Averaging Time Concentration
Particulate Matter as PM10 24 hours 150 pg/m®
(Aerodynamic diameter < 10 microns)

Particulate Matter as PM2.5 24 hours 35 pg/m?®
(Aerodynamic diameter < 2.5 microns) | Annual Arithmetic Mean 15 pg/m?®

Lead (Pb) Quarterly Arithmetic Mean 1.5 pg/m?

Note: ug/m3 = micrograms per cubic meter; ppm = parts per million
Source: Code of Federal Regulations, 40 CFR Part 50

Regulations state that ambient air quality standards for NOx and SO, must not be exceeded at any
time during the year in areas with general public access. Short-term standards for CO, NOx, and SO,
can be exceeded only once annually. Compliance with the 24-hour PMy, and PM,s standards is
based on the 98th percentile of 24-hour concentrations averaged over three years. The 3-year average
ozone standard of the 8-hour concentration is less than or equal to 0.08 ppm. The 1-hour standard
applies only to airsheds that were in nonattainment status when the ozone rules changed in 2002.
Nonattainment areas in Utah are displayed in Exhibit 3.2-5. Based on 2000 census data, the Utah
Division of Air Quality estimates that about 71 percent of Utahns reside in nonattainment areas
(UDEQ 2002).

The situation for the criteria pollutants in Utah is briefly discussed below (UDEQ 2007b):

Carbon Monoxide Prior to 1990 levels in Salt Lake County frequently exceeded NAAQS.
Subsequent monitoring data indicates there was only one instance when air quality exceeded
NAAQS in 1994 (UDEQ 2001). No exceedances were recorded in 1997-2000 (UDEQ
2001). The UDAQ projects Salt Lake County should meet the standard for the next 20 years
(UDEQ 2005). The rest of Utah is expected to maintain acceptable levels.

Ozone levels in Utah have dropped significantly over the last 10 years. In the 1980s, Salt
Lake and Davis counties did not meet NAAQS. Emission reductions have improved air
quality. In July 1997, Utah was re-designated from a nonattainment to maintenance area.
Any future exceedances of the ozone standard in Utah will likely remain confined to major
urban areas and locations immediately downwind of those areas. In 2000 ozone was
monitored at 11 locations in Utah. In 1998 the one-hour and eight-hour standards in northern
Utah were exceeded numerous times (UDEQ 2000). In 1999 there was only one excursion
from the standard. In 2000 there were nine excursions (UDEQ 2002). These exceedances
were not of sufficient duration and magnitude to violate the law. In the summer of 2000
there were several more exceedances of the ozone standard that may have some relation to
hydro-carbon emissions from wildfires in the West occurring at that time. The relationship
between wildfire emissions and ozone exceedances is not well understood.

Nitrogen dioxide is monitored at five locations in Utah. Data indicates no violations of the
nitrogen dioxide standard have occurred since record keeping was initiated (UDEQ 2000a
and 2002). No violations are expected in the near future; however, increases in traffic along
the Wasatch Front are expected to increase nitrogen dioxide emissions by 20 to 30 percent
over the next 20 years. Nitrate aerosols are significant contributors to visibility problems
along the Wasatch Front.

Sulfur dioxide emissions are currently monitored at four locations. The EPA has identified
Salt Lake County, and the eastern portion of Tooele County above 5,600 feet in elevation, as
nonattainment areas. Data (UDEQ 2000, UDEQ 2005) indicate that standards have not been
exceeded at monitoring sites in Utah since 1992. Kennecott Copper, Utah significantly
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reduced sulfur emissions with the implementation of their new shelter processor and
increased stack height in 1987.

e PM levels have been of concern for many years. Significant pollution controls were
implemented between 1992 and 1994 in counties along the Wasatch Front. These measures
have led to a decrease in particulate pollution. UDAQ monitors PMy, levels at nine to 17
sites annually. In 1994 there were nine recorded exceedances in Salt Lake County. From
1995 and 2000, only three exceedances were recorded: two in North Salt Lake in 1996 and
one in Lindon in 1997 (UDEQ 2000, UDEQ 2005).

o Lead levels in Utah meet NAAQS. With the national requirement for unleaded gasoline,
Utah has experienced fewer and fewer problems with atmospheric lead and has met the
standard for many years (UDEQ 2005).

Sensitive Areas

Class | areas have the highest air quality protection standards while Class Il areas have a moderate
level of protection. All lands along the proposed pipeline route have been designated Class Il. The
locations of sensitive areas that would potentially be impacted that are near the pipeline are identified
in Exhibits 3.2-7, 3.2-8, and 3.2-9. Based on the designation status from the States of Utah and
Nevada, and several Federal agencies, there are four Federal Class | and five Federal Class Il areas
that could be impacted by the Project. Exhibit 3.2-10 presents selected Class | and Class Il areas that
are considered sensitive areas that may be considered when addressing impacts.
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Bridges

Source: About.com n.d.a

Exhibit 3.2-7 National Parks in Utah
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Source: Utah Travel Center n.d.

Exhibit 3.2-8 National Forests in Utah
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Source: About.com n.d. b

Exhibit 3.2-9 National Parks in Nevada
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Exhibit 3.2-10 Sensitive Areas near the Proposed Pipeline Area

Affected Environment

Federal Class | & Il Areas Managing Class

(unless otherwise specified) * Agency b Category | State
Zion NP NPS Class | uT
Capitol Reef NP NPS Class | uT
Bryce Canyon NP NPS Class | uT
Death Valley NP NPS Class | NV
Lake Mead NRA NPS Class Il NV
Wasatch-Cache FS Class Il uT
Uinta NF FS Class Il uT
Fish Lake NF FS Class Il uT
Dixie NF FS Class Il uT

% NP= National Park; WA=Wilderness Area; NWR=National Wildlife Refuge; NM=National Monument;

NRA=National Recreation Area

® NPS= USDI National Park Service; FS= USDA Forest Service

Source: JBR 2007

The Air Quality Index (AQI) is a daily EPA rating system (Exhibit 3.2-11), evaluating the mix of air
pollutants one is likely to breathe. If an airshed receives an AQI rating of 100, there are health-based

concerns.

Exhibit 3.2-11 Air Quality Index Ratings

Davis Salt Lake Washington Clark
County (# of days with (# of days with (# of days with (# of days with
rating) rating) rating) rating)
Rating 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006
Good (0- | 326 |305 |[315 |197 |227 |[197 | 315 325 324 175 |[171 | 185
50)
Moderate | 34 48 45 132 (110 | 109 | 39 34 38 184 | 182 | 170
(51-100)
Unhealthy | 5 9 3 31 28 9 0 3 0 6 10 10
/
Sensitive
Groups
(101-150)
Unhealthy | 1 1 0 6 0 0 0 1 2 1 2 0
(151-200)

Source: EPA AQI reports

AQI Data not found for Tooele, Juab, Millard, Beaver, Iron, and Lincoln counties
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3.2.3.3.  Noise

Regulatory Requirements

No federal noise limits or guidelines are available from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(1974) to assist state and local government entities in the development of state and local regulations
for noise. The FERC has adopted these guidelines in their Guidance Manual for Environmental
Report Preparation (August 2002), which states that the project must demonstrate that it “will
comply with applicable noise regulations” and “must not exceed a day-night sound level (Lg,) of 55
dB(A) at any pre-existing noise-sensitive area.” A Lg, of 55 dB(A) is equivalent to a continuous level
of Leg 49 dB(A). The FERC manual was developed to provide guidance for natural gas projects,
which have the potential to be very loud. FERC guidelines do not regulate and are not directly
applicable to petroleum product pipelines (CH2MHill 2007b).

The proposed pipeline route traverses portions of the States of Utah and Nevada, neither of which
have regulations that limit industrial noise. Local noise regulations that were determined applicable
to the proposed project are discussed below by jurisdiction from north to south. In the absence of
local regulations, the operational noise levels from the project would be designed to comply with the
FERC guideline of 55 dB(A) Lgn (49 dB(A) L) at existing noise-sensitive areas (CH2MHill 2008Db).

Onsite noise levels are regulated, in a sense, through the Occupational Safety and Health
Administration. The noise exposure level of workers is regulated at 90 dB(A), over an 8-hour work
shift to protect hearing (29 CFR 1910.95) (CH2MHill 2008Db).

Davis County does not have a noise ordinance. The Sheriff’s Department is tasked with dealing with
nuisance noise. Planning documents are being reviewed for the presence of a noise element
(CH2MHill 2008b).

The noise regulations for Salt Lake County are detailed in the Salt Lake Valley Health Department
Health Regulation 21. Operation of equipment used in construction is prohibited in residential and
commercial land use districts between the hours of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. and in any land use district
where the operation exceeds the sound level limits for an industrial land use. These limits are 80
dB(A) between the hours of 7 a.m. and 10 p.m. and 75 dB(A) between the hours of 10 p.m. and 7
a.m. (CH2MHill 2008b).

Maximum permissible sound levels in Salt Lake County are listed in Exhibit 3.2-12. Exemptions
may be issued in the form of a permit for activities of temporary duration (CH2MHill 2008b).

Exhibit 3.2-12 Use District Noise Levels — Salt Lake County

Use District 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 7 a.m.to 10 p.m.
Residential 50 dB(A) 55 dB(A)
Commercial / Agricultural 55 dB(A) 60 dB(A)
Industrial 75 dB(A) 80 dB(A)

Source: CH2MHIill 2008b

The noise regulations for Tooele County are detailed in Chapter 21 of Title 6, Public Safety, of the
county code. Noise not-to-exceed levels are prescribed by zoning district and are listed in Exhibit
3.2-13. The most restrictive limit of 55 dB(A) applies to residential areas between the hours of 10:00
p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Relief from noise restrictions must be in the form of a permit issued by the health
department (CH2MHill 2008b).
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Use District 10 p.m. to 7 a.m. 7 a.m.to 10 p.m.
Residential 55 dB(A) 65 dB(A)
Commercial / Agricultural 60 dB(A) 80 dB(A)
Industrial 75 dB(A) 90 dB(A)

Source: CH2MHIill 2008b

Juab, Millard, and Beaver counties in Utah do not have noise ordinances. The Sheriff’s Department
for each county is tasked with dealing with nuisance noise (CH2MHill 2008b).

The noise regulations for Iron County, Utah are detailed in Chapter 8.20.060 of the county
regulations. Iron County makes it unlawful to cause noise disturbances at any time and noise from
construction activities between the hours of 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. Noise disturbances include
“any noise which may reasonably be anticipated to annoy, disturb, injure or endanger the comfort,
slumber, peace, health or safety of any reasonable person” (CH2MHill 2008b).

Washington County, Utah does not have a noise ordinance. The Sheriff’s Department for each
county is tasked with dealing with nuisance noise (CH2MHill 2008b).

Neither Lincoln County nor Clark County, Nevada has a noise ordinance. The Sheriffs” Departments
are tasked with dealing with nuisance noise (CH2MHill 2008b).

Sensitive Receptors

While these areas have low human population densities, they may have high populations of some
animal species. Ambient noise levels at these sites are quite low. Typically, primary noise sources
around the project area would include noise caused by wind and vehicular traffic along the major
roads. Other noise sources would be farm machinery (e.g., tractors) and animal noise (e.g., dog
barking and bird chirping). In general, background noise levels are higher during the day than at
night. For a typical rural environment, background noise is expected to be approximately 40 dB(A)
during the day and 30 dB(A) at night (Harris 1979).

3.2.4. Existing Conditions for Alternatives
3.2.4.1.  Airport Alternative Route

The Airport Alternative Route contains the same features as the Proposed Action between MP 6.6
and MP 10 for both air quality and noise.

3.2.4.2.  Tooele County Alternative Route

Air quality existing conditions and sources for this route would be the same as those discussed above
for Tooele County.

Noise conditions would generally be the same as rural areas along this route. For a typical rural
environment, background noise is expected to be approximately 40 dB(A) during the day and 30
dB(A) at night (Harris 1979).

3.2.4.3. Rush Lake Alternative Route

The Rush Lake Alternative Route contains the same features as the Proposed Action for both air
quality and noise.
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3.2.4.4. Millard County Alternative Route

Air quality existing conditions and sources for this route would be the same as those discussed above
for Millard County and the Delta sub climate.

Noise conditions would generally be the same as rural areas along this route. For a typical rural
environment, background noise is expected to be approximately 40 dB(A) during the day and 30
dB(A) at night (Harris 1979).

3.3. Geology and Minerals

3.3.1. Area of Analysis

The area of analysis for the geology and mineral resources potentially affected by the proposed
pipeline and its alternative alignment segments is a linear 1-mile-wide buffer zone that extends the
length of the proposed alignment from the south Davis County area to North Las Vegas, the length
of the lateral line servicing the Salt Lake City Airport, and the length of the Cedar City Lateral from
its intersection with the main proposed pipeline route near MP 255, approximately 10 miles east to
the proposed Cedar City Terminal. The area of analysis was extended radially 0.5 mile beyond each
proposed terminus of the pipeline and also includes all staging areas and access roads. Some
geologic features (for example, faulting and volcanics) may affect the pipeline from a greater
distance than other geologic features (for example, landslides or rock type). Therefore, each type of
geologic feature described in the following text was evaluated across a distance of impact specific to
that feature. That distance is described in each section (CH2MHill 2008c).

3.3.2. Data Sources and Methods

Assessments of geology presented for the Kern River alignment are applicable to that portion of the
UNEV alignment that is the same as the Kern River alignment. Information from the Kern River
2003 Expansion Project Final Environmental Impact Statement/Environmental Impact Report
(FERC and CSLS 2002) has been supplemented by GIS and web-based information obtained from
the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS), State of Utah, and State of Nevada (see multiple references).
Field reconnaissance or field surveys of geology or geologic hazards were not performed as part of
the current study (CH2MHill 2008c).

Using the Kern River EIS (FERC and CSLS 2002), readily available topographic maps, aerial
photographs, and GIS information available from the internet, a database was assembled and
reviewed to assess the potential impact of geology and geologic hazards on pipeline construction,
and the effect of the pipeline on the development and exploitation of identified and available mineral
resources. From MP 249.5 the proposed pipeline alignment shares the same ROW as the Kern River
alignment, and the conclusions of the shared portion of the alignment are valid and presented here
(CH2MHill 2008c) .

3.3.3. Existing Conditions for Proposed Action
3.3.3.1.  Geologic Setting

The proposed pipeline and its alternative alignment segments would cross the Basin and Range
physiographic province, one of the most seismically active regions in the United States. Exhibit 3.3-
1 summarizes geologic conditions along the proposed pipeline route. The Basin and Range
physiographic province is characterized by a series of north-to-south trending mountains and valleys.
The entire region has been subjected to tectonic extension that thinned and cracked the earth’s crust
and, as it was being pulled apart, created faults. Along these roughly north-to-south trending faults,
mountains were uplifted and valleys dropped down, producing the distinctive alternating pattern of
linear mountain ranges and valleys of the province. Gentle slopes and lacustrine sediments are
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associated with the valley floors. Bedrock consists of various sedimentary and volcanic bedrock
formations that comprise the steep, rugged mountain highs and mountain lows, with moderately
steep to gentle-sloping alluvial sand and gravel fans forming the transition zone between the
mountains and valleys. The geology, seismicity, stability, and mineral resources of the pipeline
alignment are discussed below (CH2MHill 2008c).

Exhibit 3.3-1 Geologic Units Along the Proposed Pipeline Route

Approximate

Topography/ Typical

Mileposts Age Rock Types or Formations Elevation
Utah
Quaternary Surficial alluvium and colluvium; Gently climbing in elevation
surficial marsh deposits; water; from approximately 1,250 m
surficial Lake Bonneville deposits; | to 1,650 m at MP 77. This
surficial mud and salt flat deposits; | area includes Lake Point at
high-level alluvial deposits; eolian MP 22, Stockton Bar at MP
deposits 44 — 45, and Rush Lake at
MP 46 — 47. The alignment
Mississippian | | imestones and intercollated crests at MP 82 at 1,950 m.
limestones/sandstones The greatest relief is
approximately 300 m
between MP 77 and MP 92.
) From MP 92 to MP 276 the
Oligocene Salt Lake Fm and other valley- route dips and gently climbs
filling alluvium again from 1,750 m down to
1,350 m and back up to
1,700 m at MP 276. This area
includes the Sevier River
0-281 between MP 130 — 131.
Cambrian Prospect Mountain, Tintic, Ignacio, | 1,500 m-1,550 m
194 Geer
218 Tertiary Intrusives 1,500 m-1,550 m
Permian Kaibab, Toroweap, Park City and 1,500 m-1,550 m
220 other Fm
Permian Kaibab, Toroweap, Park City and 1,500 m-1,550 m
223 other Fm
Permian Kaibab, Toroweap, Park City and 1,550 m-1,600 m
224 other Fm
Pliocene to Sedimentary and volcanics 1,585 m—-1,650m
Paleocene
and
Cedar City Cretaceous
Lateral to Triassic
Pliocene to Sedimentary and volcanics The route crests between
Paleocene MP287 and MP290 at
and approximately 1900 m
Cretaceous
281-296 to Triassic
296-307 Quaternary Alluvium 1,450 m-1,250 m
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Approximate Topography/ Typical
Mileposts Age Rock Types or Formations Elevation

Triassic- Sedimentary (sandstone, shales, 1,250 m-1,200 m
307-312 Cretaceous and limestone)

Triassic Sedimentary limestones, 1,200 m-1,150 m
312-316 sandstones, and shales
316-329.4 Quaternary Alluvium 1,150 m-800 m
Nevada

Permian to Sedimentary, igneous, and

Early metamorphic rocks; and alluvium

Proterozoic;

and
329.4-399 Quaternary

Source: CH2MHill 2008c

In Utah, the pipeline route and its alternative alignment segments would be confined to the
footslopes of the mountains for the most part, except where it is necessary to cross the intervening
ranges. The proposed route generally follows topographic lows or breaks to avoid high mountain
crossings and steeper slopes. From MP 0 to MP 281 the pipeline would generally be located in easily
excavated materials (surficial alluvium and colluvium, surficial marsh deposits, water, surficial Lake
Bonneville deposits, surficial mud and salt flat deposits, high-level alluvial deposits, or eolian
deposits). At certain points (see Exhibit 3.3-1) the pipeline would pass through materials that may be
more difficult to excavate, including shales, limestones, and sandstones. From MP 281 to the Utah-
Nevada border (MP 329.4) the pipeline would pass through sandstones, limestones, volcanics, and
shales. However, it is in these areas that the pipeline would share the right-of-way with the Kern
River Pipeline. Additionally, throughout the length of the pipeline, shallow bedrock or caliche may
be encountered (CH2MHill 2008c).

The majority of the proposed facilities in Nevada would generally be located in older sedimentary
and volcanic rocks rather than in the younger rock formations found in Utah (CH2MHill 2008c).

3.3.3.2.  Geologic Hazards

Geologic hazards are natural physical conditions that can, when active, result in damage to the land
and structures or injury to people. Such hazards typically include seismicity (active faults,
earthquakes/ground shaking, and soil liquefaction), slope stability (landslides), subsidence, flash
floods and debris flows, volcanism, and avalanches. (CH2MHill 2008c)

Exhibit 3.3-2 lists the potential geologic hazards identified along the pipeline route.

Exhibit 3.3-2 Summary of Geologic Hazards along the Proposed Pipeline Route

Milepost(s) Hazard
0 West Valley and Wasatch Fault Zones
Liquefaction, ground shaking
17 Great Salt Lake Fault/liquefaction/ground failure, ground shaking
0-22, Al\irport Ground shaking/ liquefaction/ground failure/slope failure
Lateral
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Milepost(s) Hazard

25-35 North Oquirrh Fault Zone, ground shaking
151-155 Desert Faults

155-161 Clear Lake Fault Zone
230-235 Escalante Faults

261-275 Antelope Range Fault
373-374.5 Liguefaction

22 Shallow landslide / debris flow
23.25 Landslide

112 Landslide

186.5 Landslide

Source: CH2MHIill 2008c

Much of the pipeline route and its alternative alignment segments would be located in areas of past
seismic activity. The Intermountain Seismic Belt (ISB) is a zone of earthquake activity that runs
north to south through the intermountain west from northwestern Montana, through Wyoming,
Idaho, Utah, southern Nevada, and northern Arizona. Although the ISB is not as seismically active as
areas in southern California known for their seismic activity, there is still a relatively high level of
earthquake activity along its entire length. Potential seismic hazards include active faults,
earthquakes or ground shaking, and soil liquefaction (CH2MHill 2008c).

New information on Quaternary faults relevant to the UNEV Pipeline Project has been developed for
the Las Vegas Valley (Slemmons et al. 2001). The pipeline route would terminate in the Las Vegas
shear zone. Data suggest that the Las Vegas Valley shear zone is inactive but has shown activity
within the quaternary period (less than 1.8 million years) (CH2MHill 2008c).

Based on the research described in the preceding text, the pipeline route would cross 15 faults or
fault zone areas. These faults and fault zones are summarized in Exhibit 3.3-3 and include the West
Valley Fault Zone between MP 0 and MP 10, the Great Salt Lake Fault at MP 17, the Milford Fault
Zone from MP 211 to MP 215, and the Antelope Mountain Faults from MP 261 to MP 275. Other
potentially active faults crossed by the pipeline route (including the Las Vegas shear zone at MP
384) are not considered to pose a significant hazard. Exhibit 3.3-4 lists the faults or faults zones
identified within 5 miles of the pipeline that are not considered to pose a significant threat
(CH2MHill 2008c).

Earthquakes/Ground Shaking

Earthquakes can occur virtually everywhere in Utah, but most, including larger-magnitude
earthquakes, occur in the ISB. In Utah, the ISB coincides with the boundary between the Basin and
Range physiographic province to the west and the Middle Rocky Mountains and Colorado Plateau
physiographic provinces to the east. The proposed pipeline route in Utah lies within the eastern
portion of the Basin and Range physiographic province. Utah’s most active area of stress is along the
eastern edge of the Basin and Range physiographic province (CH2MHill 2008c).

The USGS has developed national maps of earthquake shaking hazards, which are used to assess
probabilistic seismicity and provide information used to create and update design provisions of
building codes in the United States. The codes provide design standards for buildings, bridges,
highways, and utilities such as pipelines. Values on these seismic hazard maps are expressed as a
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percentage of the acceleration of gravity, and represent the change in velocity of ground movement;
the higher the value, the greater the potential hazard (CH2MHill 2008c).

The project area in Utah and Nevada has a peak acceleration (levels of horizontal shaking) range
from 9 to 30 percent gravity, with a 1 in 10 chance of being exceeded in 50 years. With the exception
of the Salt Lake City area, peak acceleration values are typically less than 10 percent gravity. The
USGS National Seismic Hazard Mapping Project website did not list any significant earthquakes,
defined as a magnitude 4+, within 1/2-mile of the proposed pipeline alignment (USGS 2007).

In Utah, ground shaking resulting from earthquakes is a potential hazard to the proposed pipeline
facilities, especially in the northern parts of Utah. Several faults crossed by the pipeline route, and
other active faults within the vicinity of the project area, have the potential of generating earthquakes
that could cause strong ground motions. Damage to buried pipelines is most often caused by the
differential movements of geologic material as opposed to shaking itself. Aboveground structures
would more likely be damaged by ground shaking. The research conducted for this report identified
215 individual faults that fall within 0.5 mile of the proposed pipeline alignment. Although there are
individual faults that are near or cross the alignment, most of the faults can be grouped into 1 of 15
faults or fault zones. The areas of active seismicity are the combined Wasatch-West Valley and
North Oquirrh Fault Zones (MP 0 to 35, Airport Lateral), the Milford Fault Zone (near MP 211 to
MP 215), and the Antelope Mountain Faults (MP 261 to MP 275). The Wasatch, West Valley, and
North Oquirrh fault zones have been active within the last century and pose the greatest risk to the
pipeline and related facilities (CH2MHill 2008c).

The Wasatch Fault is an earthquake fault line located primarily on the western edge of the Wasatch
Mountains. The fault line is 240 miles long and is made up of several segments, each of which can
independently produce earthquakes as powerful as magnitude 7.5. Experts note that the fault is
overdue for another major earthquake. Similarly the West Valley and North Oquirrh fault zones are
active, but at lower magnitudes. Catastrophic damage is predicted in the event of an earthquake, with
major damage resulting from the liquefaction of the clay- and sand-based soil and the possible
permanent flooding of portions of the city by the Great Salt Lake (CH2MHill 2008c).

In addition to the active fault zones described above, there have been recent earthquakes near MP
254, MP 260, and MP 304. Exhibit 3.3-3 summarizes the locations of fault zones along the proposed
pipeline route in Utah that may be considered a threat to the pipeline (CH2MHill 2008c).

Exhibit 3.3-3 Faults and Fault Zones Within 0.5-mile of the Proposed Alignment in
Utah that may Pose a Threat to the Pipeline

Fault/Fault Zone | Milepost(s) Direction Orientation

West Valleyand | 0 East Parallel, although not directly
Wasatch Fault underlying the pipeline, it is close
Zones enough that extension faulting in

these areas could propagate and
have an effect on the pipeline

Great Salt Lake 17 North Parallel, although terminating north of

Fault the pipeline, it is close enough that
movement may affect the pipeline

North Oquirrh 25-35 South and east The pipeline goes west and turns to

Fault Zone the south

Desert Faults 151-155 West, but Crossing northwest to southeast

crossing the
route and joining
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Fault

Fault/Fault Zone | Milepost(s) Direction Orientation

with the Clear

Lake Fault Zone
Clear Lake Fault | 155-161 East but crossing | Crossing northwest to southeast
Zone the route and

joining with the

Desert Faults
Escalante 230-235 Crossing Northwest to southwest
Antelope Range | 261-275 East Parallel

Source: CH2MHIill 2008c

Exhibit 3.3-4 Faults and Fault Zones within 5 Miles of the Proposed Alignment in
Utah Posing No Threat

Fault/Fault Zone Milepost(s) Direction Orientation

North Oquirrh Fault Zone 25-35 South and The pipeline goes west
east and turns to the south

Saint John Station Fault Zone 51-54 East Parallel

Clover Fault 54-58 West Parallel

Vernon Hills 71 East

East Tintic Fault Zone 87-98 East Parallel

Antelope Range Fault 261-275 East Parallel

Enterprise Faults 282-285 West Parallel

Source: CH2MHIill 2008c

Strong and major earthquakes (magnitude 6.0 or greater) have occurred in the northern and west-
central portions of Nevada, approximately 300 miles northwest of the pipeline in the general
vicinities of Fallon and Wells, Nevada. Since 1852, three earthquakes greater than magnitude 5.0
have been recorded in the project area (southern Lincoln and Clark counties). The maximum
recorded magnitude of these three earthquakes was 5.1 (University of Nevada, Reno 2001). The
proposed pipeline route terminates within the Las Vegas Shear Zone, northeast of the city of Las
Vegas. Although the pipeline route terminates within the Las Vegas Shear Zone, this is not
considered a threat to public safety because there are few homes and businesses in the area. Exhibit
3.3-5 summarizes the locations of fault zones along the proposed pipeline route in Nevada that may
be considered a threat to the pipeline (CH2MHill 2008c).

Exhibit 3.3-5 Faults and Fault Zones within 0.5-mile of the Proposed Alignment in

Nevada
Fault/Fault Zone Milepost(s) | Direction Orientation
Unnamed 329.6 Crossing North to south linear
Unnamed Northeast Crossing in a northwest-southeast
334 crossing orientation
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Fault/Fault Zone Milepost(s) | Direction Orientation

Unnamed Cenozoic 340-341 Northeast Crossing

Unnamed Cenozoic 346-347 Crossing North-northwest to south-southeast
Las Vegas Shear Northeast Crossing pipeline approximating a
Zone, Cenozoic 384 north-south orientation

Source: CH2MHIill 2008c
Liquefaction

Secondary seismic effects triggered by strong ground shaking are often more serious than the
shaking itself. Soil liquefaction is a phenomenon in which saturated, cohesionless soils temporarily
lose their strength and liquefy when subjected to dynamic forces such as intense and prolonged
ground shaking. Soil liquefaction typically occurs when the water table is less than 50 feet below the
ground surface and the soils are predominantly unconsolidated. The potential for soil liquefaction
increases as the groundwater approaches the surface. For soil liquefaction to occur, a relatively
shallow water table; rapid, strong ground motions; and susceptible soils must all be present
(CH2MHill 2008c).

Soil liguefaction can affect a pipeline by causing lateral spreading, flow failures, loss of bearing
strength, and flotation. Lateral spreading (the horizontal movement of competent surficial soils
resulting from the liquefaction of an underlying deposit) is a potential hazard to pipeline integrity.
Lateral spreads normally develop on very gentle slopes and involve displacements ranging from 3 to
6 feet. Flow failures are a greater potential hazard associated with liquefaction. They generally occur
in saturated, loose sands with ground slopes ranging between 10 and 20 degrees and can involve
large amounts of material that could bend and weaken a pipeline along slopes. Given the linear
extent and ductility of modem pipelines, little impact is likely to result from loss of bearing strength
or floatation (CH2MHill 2008c).

Soil Liquefaction appears to be a risk in the Salt Lake Valley between MP 0 and MP 22 (and
including the Airport Lateral) in the Salt Lake City area. From MP 0 to MP 19, soil liquefaction
potential appears to be high. From MP 19 to MP 21 the proposed route appears to pass in and out of
the zone of liquefaction potential yielding potentials ranging from high to low. Beyond MP 22 no
significant risk of liquefaction has been identified in the published liquefaction hazard maps
throughout the remainder of the Utah section (State of Utah 2003a).

In Nevada, the only area with liquefaction potential is adjacent to the Muddy River near MP 373 and
MP 374.5. However, limited data are available on liquefaction in Nevada (CH2MHill 2008c).

Landslides

Potential slope failure hazards occur in a number of areas along the proposed pipeline route. As part
of the original Kern River pipeline project, detailed slope stability evaluations along the pipeline
route were conducted. The southern 151 miles of the proposed pipeline route are coincident with this
existing Kern River pipeline (CH2MHill 2008c).

In areas of slope instability, construction and operation of pipeline facilities could cause landslides.
Construction activities may affect soil structure, bulk density, and subsurface water flows that could
adversely affect slope stability. A change in groundwater movement resulting from cuts and fills for
road and pipeline construction, or pipeline trenching and backfilling on steep slopes, can affect soil
moisture content. This change in soil moisture content can potentially change the percent of soil
saturation and cause landslides and debris flows. Excessive precipitation, seismic shaking,
construction grading, and other natural or human-related causes are all potential factors in triggering
landslides. Significant landslides, rockfalls, and debris flows have the potential to damage pipeline
facilities (CH2MHill 2008c).
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Landslide areas identified by the Utah Geologic Survey (Harty 1991) are present at a few locations
on or near the proposed pipeline route. Identified landslide areas within one mile of the pipeline
route were considered to represent potential areas of slope instability. These areas are listed in
Exhibit 3.3-6. In addition to these areas, slope instability has been observed along the western slopes
of the Pine Valley Mountains near MP 262 through MP 275. However, the proposed route would
skirt these mountains and thus avoid the areas that are susceptible to landslides (CH2MHill 2008c).

Four landslide areas were identified from the Utah Geologic Survey map. Two of these are near the
start point, within the Salt Lake City metropolitan area. At MP 22, one landslide area is situated
directly on the pipeline route, with similar areas to the east. These are mapped as shallow landslides
or debris flows. Nearby, at MP 23.5, a landslide area exists on a slope 0.4 mile southeast of the
pipeline. Farther south, landslide areas are present at MP 112 and MP 186.5. Both of these areas are
located 0.6 mile east of the pipeline. These areas are mapped as “Landslides and landslides
undifferentiated from talus, colluvial, rock-fall, glacial, and soil-creep deposits” (CH2MHill 2008c).

Exhibit 3.3-6 Landslide Hazards along the proposed route in Utah

Approximate Distance from
Milepost Pipeline Route Landslide Type
22 0 feet Shallow landslide/debris flow
23.5 0.4 mile southeast Landslide/undifferentiated deposit
112 0.6 mile east Landslide/undifferentiated deposit
186.5 0.6 mile east Landslide/undifferentiated deposit

Notes: (Harty 1991)
Source: CH2MHIill 2008c

No landslide information was available for the Nevada portion of the route (CH2MHill 2008c).

Volcanism

Hazards associated with volcanic activity include eruptions, lava flows, glowing avalanches, ash
flows, volcanic mudflows (lahars), tephra falls, and emission of volcanic gases, some of which could
jeopardize the integrity of the pipeline and/or aboveground facilities (CH2MHill 2008c).

In Utah, the proposed pipeline route would pass near one area of volcanic activity—a basaltic center
within the Basin and Range physiographic province near the Black Rock Volcano at MP 156.7,
however it is not an active volcano. No volcanic hazards were identified in Nevada (CH2MHill
2008c).

Subsidence

Subsidence is the loss of surface elevation resulting from the removal of subsurface support and is
one of the most diverse forms of ground failure. It ranges from small or local collapses to broad
regional lowering of the earth’s surface. Some areas in the vicinity of the proposed pipeline have the
potential for subsidence resulting from first-time wetting of moisture-deficient low-density soils
(hydrocompaction), and have experienced subsidence because of excessive groundwater withdrawal
(CH2MHill 2008c).

Ground failure assessments have not been conducted from MP 0 to MP 249.5. However, the Kern
River alignment was previously evaluated and it was determined that the maximum potential
settlement because of collapsing soils along the pipeline route is not expected to be greater than 6
feet (vertical) with stresses spread horizontally over hundreds of feet. The types of material and
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topography evaluated for the Kern River alignment are similar to those encountered along the UNEV
pipeline route from MP 0 to MP 249.5 (CH2MHill 2008c).

Holocene alluvial fans and many Quaternary fans in the Basin and Range physiographic province are
potentially susceptible to some degree of soil collapse if they become fully saturated. Subsidence
resulting from excessive groundwater withdrawal could occur along the route in the Escalante Desert
near Milford, Utah. Similar to the potential for subsidence in Milford, Utah, the large withdrawal of
groundwater from the generally unconsolidated alluvial sediments underlying Las Vegas has resulted
in local surface subsidence of as much as 6 feet since the 1930s (CH2MHill 2008c).

3.3.3.3.  Mineral Resources

Historically, various fuel and non-fuel mineral commodities/resources have been mined and
processed in Utah and Nevada. Within these two states, fuel commodities include crude oil, natural
gas, and natural gas liquids. In addition, coal is mined in Utah, and uranium mines and uranium
reserve areas are located in Utah and Nevada. Typical non-fuel mineral resources in the area include
construction aggregate, Portland cement, bentonite, borates, ornamental stone, shale, gypsum,
salines, and gemstones, in addition to base and precious metals such as copper, gold, and silver
(CH2MHill 2008c).

The construction and operation of a pipeline near or over mineral resources could affect existing and
future production at active or currently inactive mineral resource areas by restricting activities within
the pipeline ROW. In general, potential significant effects include diminished mineral land value,
loss of mineral land access, and loss of revenues generated by future mineral production. No known
active mineral areas are crossed by the pipeline’s proposed route. However, 3 mines, and 76 mineral
resource areas (oil and gas wells, sand, gravel, raw materials, and aggregate) have been identified
within 0.5-mile of the proposed route in Utah (see Exhibit 3.3-7) (CH2MHill 2008c).

Exhibit 3.3-7 Mines and Mineral Resources -- Utah

Pipeline

Milepost Name Direction /Distance
Mines

224 Mammoth Lode Mine 0.33 mile, NW

89 Swansea Mine 0.56 mile, ENE

89 West Swansea Mine 0.65 mile, NE

Mineral Deposits

Multiple areas; field reconnaissance of
22-43 Unnamed this section recommended.

Passing through the deposit, however a
road already exists and the pipeline is

43 Stockton (Rush Valley) following that road.

89-91 Unnamed and the Main Tintic

211-213 Rocky 0.5 mile W

216-224 Star-North Star Large area as close as 0.2 mile MP217
267-272 Unnamed As close as 0.5 mile

Potash Deposits

18-24 Great Salt Lake North /adjacent to pipeline
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Pipeline
Milepost Name Direction /Distance
Mineral Resource Areas
14 Halite 0.14 mile ESE
21 Limestone 0.10 mile ENE
Copper, lead, silver, arsenic, and
23 iron 0.03 mile NW
Copper, lead, silver, arsenic, and
23 iron 0.38 mile W
Copper, lead, silver, arsenic, and
25 iron 0.38 mile ESE
25 Sand and gravel 0.32 mile NW
25 Sand and gravel 0.44 mile NNW
29 Sand and gravel 0.50 mile NNW
29 Sand and gravel 0.51 mile SW
30 Sand and gravel 0.55 mile SSE
32 Sand and gravel 0.39 mile SSE
34 Sand and gravel 0.32 mile WSW
37 Sand and gravel 0.51 mile ESE
39 Sand and gravel 0.37 mile NNE
42 Sand and gravel 0.49 mile SE
42 Sand and gravel 0.57 mile SSE
43 Sand and gravel 0.12 mile E
44 Sand and gravel 0.22 mile SSW
Lead, silver, zinc, iron, copper, and
44 gold 0.13 mile NW
45 Sand and gravel 0.53 mile SE
51 Sand and gravel 0.50 mile NE
54 Sand and gravel 0.49 mile SW
57 Sand and gravel 0.28 mile SSE
59 Sand and gravel 0.16 mile SE
59 Sand and gravel 0.24 mile SE
65 Sand and gravel 0.27 mile NE
76 Sand and gravel 0.35 mile NW
78 Sand and gravel 0.16 mile N
79 Lead, zinc, silver, and gold 0.33 mile NE
80 Limestone 0.10 mile NE
80 Sand and gravel 0.37 mile N
86 Sand and gravel 0.43 mile SE
89 Gold, silver, lead, and copper 0.49 mile NNE
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Pipeline
Milepost Name Direction /Distance
89 Sand and gravel 0.55 mile NNE
89 Gold, silver, lead, zinc, and copper | 0.51 mile NE
90 Copper and iron 0.44 mile ENE
90 Sand and gravel 0.49 mile NE
90 Iron 0.55 mile ESE
101 Sand and gravel 0.16 mile SE
104 Sand and gravel 0.48 mile N
104 Sand and gravel 0.35 mile NE
104 Sand and gravel 0.26 mile NE
108 Sand and gravel 0.17 mile SE
109 Sand and gravel 0.33 mile ENE
110 Sand and gravel 0.35 mile ENE
111 Sand and gravel 0.42 mile NNE
112 Iron 0.50 mile SSE
112 Sand and gravel 0.35 mile SE
113 Sand and gravel 0.40 mile ENE
121 Sand and gravel 0.27 mile WSW
157 Sand and gravel 0.46 mile E
157 Gem 0.36 mile NE
164 Geothermal 0.04 mile SE
169 Sand and gravel 0.44 mile NNW
169 Sand and gravel 0.40 mile W
172 Sand and gravel 0.14 mile WSW
176 Sand and gravel 0.21 mile SE
177 Sand and gravel 0.34 mile SW
179 Sand and gravel 0.22 mile NW
180 Sand and gravel 0.42 mile SW
184 Sand and gravel 0.31 mile WSW
185 Sand and gravel 0.43 mile NW
186 Sand and gravel 0.07 mile SE
Lead, zinc, copper, silver,
218 manganese, and iron 0.46 mile NW
Lead, zinc, copper, silver,
218 manganese, and iron 0.40 mile NW
219 Lead, gold, silver, zinc, and copper | 0.49 mile NW
224 Lead, zinc, and silver 0.38 mile NW
267 Unknown 0.60 mile SE
275 Sand and gravel 0.45 mile SW
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Pipeline

Milepost Name Direction /Distance
276 Unknown 0.37 mile SE

290 Copper 0.48 mile ESE

307 Uranium and antimony 0.19 mile ESE

Source: CH2MHIill 2008c

Airport Lateral

Geology and minerals for the Airport Lateral would be the same as those conditions described for the
main pipeline route.

Cedar City Lateral

No undescribed geologic hazards, faults or landslides are encountered by the Cedar City lateral. No
mineral deposits are known to occur in the area.

Nevada

No known active mineral resource areas are crossed by the proposed alignment in Nevada and none
have been identified within 300 feet of the proposed alignment. One inactive sand and gravel
resource is located 41 miles southeast of MP 372 (FERC and CSLC 2002).

3.3.4. Existing Conditions for Alternatives
3.3.4.1.  Airport Alternative Route

No geologic or mineral resources or potential geologic hazards are present along the alternative
alignment. Based on Web-based maps (USGS 2007), the alternative alignment lies near several fault-
rupture special study zones. Fault and fault zones include the West Valley Fault Zone between MP 0
and MP 10.

3.3.4.2.  Tooele County Alternative Route

The geological setting is the same as was described for the first 281 miles of the proposed alignment.
A geologic hazard ground shaking in the area is the North Oquirrh Fault Zone situated to the east of
both the Proposed Action route and Tooele County Alternative Route. The direction of the fault zone
is south and east. Landslide hazards are not present. With regard to mineral resources, no mines were
identified in the area. There are multiple areas with unnamed mineral deposits. Numerous sand and
gravel resource areas are present.

3.3.4.3. Rush Lake Alternative Route

Geology and minerals for the Rush lake Alternative Route would be the same as those conditions
described for the Proposed Action.

3.3.4.4. Millard County Alternative Route

Geologic hazards on this alternative are similar to those described above for the proposed route
between MP 110 and MP 160. These include the Desert Faults and Clear Lake Fault Zone as
previously described. Landslide areas are present at MP 112 in the area where this alternative
deviates from the proposed route (Utah Geological Survey 2008). Mineral resources on this
alternative include sand and gravel and gem resources.
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3.4. Paleontological Resources

3.4.1. Area of Analysis

The area of analysis follows the proposed pipeline, the lateral line servicing the Salt Lake City
Airport, and Cedar City Lateral route, and examines paleontological resources intersected by the
centerline of the alignment inclusive of access roads and staging areas.

3.4.2. Data and Methods

The section of the proposed UNEV pipeline from MP 0 to about MP 248, would be a new ROW and
has not been subject to previous assessment for paleontological sensitivity. Paleontological data
along this section will be assessed by using Potential Fossil Yield Classification (PFYC) system.
Also, Paleontological sensitivity assessment was conducted based on geomorphological surveys
available for the Lake Bonneville Basin (Currey 1982, Oviatt 1991). (CH2M HILL 2008d)

The PFYC system is meant to provide baseline guidance for predicting, assessing, and mitigating
paleontological resources. The PFYC system contains five classes ranging from very low to very
high. Using the PFYC system, geological units are classified based on the relative abundance of
vertebrate fossils or scientifically significant invertebrate or plant fossils and their sensitivity to
adverse impacts, with a higher class number indicating a higher potential (BLM 2007d).

The paleontological data along a section of the pipeline, extending from about MP 248 to the western
terminus of the project at the Apex Industrial Park in the Dry Lake Valley, northeast of Las Vegas,
Nevada, has previously been assessed during planning for the installation of the Kern River Gas
Transmission (KRGT) pipelines. Under the FERC Certificate for the original pipeline, KRGT
evaluated and surveyed paleontological resources along the pipeline route. Areas of high
paleontological sensitivity, previously and newly surveyed sedimentary units where scientifically
significant fossils were identified were monitored during construction (CH2MHill 2008d).

3.4.3. Existing Conditions for Proposed Action

Paleontological resources are fossils—the remains or traces of prehistoric life preserved in the
geological (rock stratigraphic) record. They range from the well known and well publicized, (e.g.,
dinosaur and mammoth bones) to the more obscure but nevertheless scientifically important (for
example, paleobotanical remains, trace fossils, and microfossils) (CH2MHill 2008d).

Fossils are important scientific and educational resources because of their use in: (1) documenting
the presence and evolutionary history of particular groups of now-extinct organisms; (2)
reconstructing the environments in which these organisms lived; and (3) determining the relative
ages of the strata in which they occur and the geologic events that resulted in the deposition of the
sediments that formed these strata. Paleontological resources include the casts or impressions of
ancient animals and plants, their trace remains (e.g., burrows, trackways), microfossils (e.g., fossil
pollen, ostracodes, diatoms), and unmineralized remains (e.g., the bones of lce Age mammals or the
trunks of trees that lived long ago) (CH2MHill 2008d).

Paleontological sensitivity assessments for this project are based on the assumption that the
maximum depth of disturbance during excavation for installation of the pipeline would be 7 feet. The
paleontological sensitivity assessment of a particular stretch is also based in part on whether erosion
may have exposed paleontologically productive sediment near to or at the surface (CH2MHill
2008d).

This section discusses the types of rock units and sediments that occur along the proposed pipeline
alignment, and their paleontological sensitivity based on their known fossil record as well as the
paleoenvironments they represent (CH2MHill 2008d).
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Paleozoic Sediments

Although these rocks occur episodically throughout the length of the proposed pipeline ROW, they
are not commonly encountered because it is not economical to attempt to bury a pipeline in bedrock.
Limestone and other fine-grained marine sediment such as that of the Oquirrh Formation near the
start of the ROW and the Kaibab Limestone near the Nevada/Utah border can yield abundant
invertebrate fossils. These aerially extensive formations are normally not accorded the level of
paleontological sensitivity as those geological formations that are more likely to yield vertebrate
remains. This is in part because they are extensive, and, as a consequence, a fossil assemblage in any
one area is less likely to represent a unique resource (CH2MHill 2008d).

Mesozoic Continental and Marine Sediments

These sediments are found near the border with Nevada and Arizona but, like Paleozoic rocks, are
not commonly encountered along the ROW because pipeline installation in bedrock is more costly
than in unconsolidated sediment. Fossil remains from the Triassic rocks such as the Thayne
Formation can be considered significant but have rarely been encountered (Dames and Moore 1992).
(CH2MHill 2008d)

Late Tertiary and Quaternary Alluvium

Late Tertiary and Quaternary alluvium (alluvial fan deposits) is assigned low paleontological
sensitivity. These coarse-grained sediments represent high-energy, subarial depositional regimes
where fossil preservation is unlikely. Typically, fossils from these units are unknown. Although
deposition on alluvial fans may be rapid from a geological standpoint, the depositional events on
these surfaces (floods, debris flows, mud flows) are not they types of events that lead to the burial of
organic material in anoxic environments where fossil preservation may occur (CH2MHill 2008d).

Exposed stretches of pluvial lake sediment rarely yield fossil remains. The upper 10 feet or so of
lacustrine sediment represents material that has been reworked by post-glacial flooding events and is
normally thoroughly oxidized with chromas in the red and brown range. In contrast, lacustrine
sediment that yields fossils is usually unoxidized with chromas in the grey through green range.
However, the near-shore facies and beach ridges of the same pluvial lake can, in contrast, yield
scientifically important fossils. The local microenvironments near the shores of pluvial lakes can be
conducive to the relatively rapid burial of organic remains, and Pleistocene vertebrate fossils can be
relatively common in these shoreline environments (Waters 1989). (CH2MHill 2008d)

Late Quaternary Packrat Middens

Although packrat (Neotoma spp.) middens have been recovered from the niches and cavities in the
caliche cliffs exposed along the proposed ROW in Nevada, this current assessment does not find
these remains to be scientifically significant. This is based on the fact that middens from Quaternary
alluvium are seldom more than 3,000 years old (Spaulding et al. 1990) and, therefore, the plant
macrofossils they contain reflect only late Holocene vegetation conditions, and not environments
substantially different from those of the present (CH2MHill 2008d).

3.4.3.1. Milepost 0 to 248

As noted above, this section of the proposed alignment has not been subject to paleontological
resources assessment prior to this project, and, therefore, is dealt with in more detail than the second
section of pipeline to the western terminus of the project in Nevada. By coincidence this section is
also characterized by a suite of sediments that are not crossed again by the remainder of the project
alignment, those of pluvial Lake Bonneville (Benson and Thompson 1987, Benson et al. 1990).
From north to south, first the Bonneville Basin and then the Sevier Basin of Lake Bonneville are
crossed by the alignment, followed finally by the southern, Escalante Arm of pluvial Lake
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Bonneville. The last time the ROW crosses a shoreline of pluvial Lake Bonneville, in the Escalante
Desert, is between MP 237 and MP 239 (see Exhibit 3.4-1) (CH2MHill 2008d).

Pluvial Lake Bonneville is so named because it reached maximum lake depths during “pluvial”
climatic episodes, which are generally correlated with Pleistocene glacial ages in western North
America (Smith and Street-Perrott 1983, Spaulding 1991). The end of the last high-lake episode is
correlated with the end of the Rancholabrean Land Mammal Age at about 10,000 years ago (B.P.),
and it left a series of recessional shorelines at progressively lower elevations. The declining level of
the lake ultimately led to the isolation of a series of saline lakes in now-isolated basins such as the
Bonneville, Great Salt Lake, and Sevier Basins. The recessional shorelines dating to the last 5,000 to
10,000 years of the Rancholabrean are, in sequence of decreasing elevation and age, the Bonneville,
Provo, and Gilbert shorelines. Because of isostatic rebound of the Earth’s crust after the great weight
of Lake Bonneville’s water was removed, the elevations of these shorelines are different in different
areas. However, geomorphological surveys have been conducted throughout the area (for example,
Currey 1982, Oviatt 1991) and, as a consequence, these shorelines have been identified throughout
Lake Bonneville’s vast basin (CH2MHill 2008d).

Exhibit 3.4-1 Paleontological Sensitivity Assessments Along the Proposed Pipeline
ROW from its Beginning to the Point Where it Meets the Pre-existing KRGT ROW

Beginning | Ending | Formation/Rock PFYC Age Feature and Notes
MP MP Type Class®
0.0 0.5 Surficial Lake 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
Bonneville deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
0.5 4.7 Surficial alluvium 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
and colluvium pluvial Lake
Bonneville
4.7 8.0 Surficial marsh 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
8.0 13.1 Surficial alluvium 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
and colluvium pluvial Lake
Bonneville
13.1 16.6 Surficial Lake 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
Bonneville deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
16.6 20.0 Surficial mud and 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
salt flat deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
20.0 22.5 Surficial Lake 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
Bonneville deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
225 23.0 Surficial alluvium 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
and colluvium pluvial Lake
Bonneville
23.0 23.2 Surficial Lake 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
Bonneville deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
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Beginning | Ending | Formation/Rock PFYC | Age Feature and Notes
MP MP Type Class®
23.2 24.5 Oquirrh Group 2 Pennsylvanian- | Depositional shoreline
Permian including beach
ridges of pluvial Lake
Bonneuville; also, from
MP 22.3 to MP 24.2
outcrops of the
fossiliferous Oquirrh
Limestone.
24.5 28.1 Surficial Lake 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
Bonneville deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
28.1 28.8 Oquirrh Group 2 Pennsylvanian- | Depositional shoreline
Permian including beach
ridges of pluvial Lake
Bonneville; also, from
MP 22.3 to MP 24.2
outcrops of the
fossiliferous Oquirrh
Limestone.
28.8 455 Surficial Lake 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
Bonneville deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
455 48.2 Surficial marsh 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
48.2 54.0 Surficial Lake 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
Bonneville deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
54.0 54.5 Surficial alluvium 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
and colluvium pluvial Lake
Bonneville
54.5 62.2 Surficial Lake 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
Bonneville deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
62.2 62.8 Salt Lake Fm, 3 Oligocene- High beach ridges of
alluvium,lacustrine Pliocene the pluvial maximum
shoreline of pluvial
Lake Bonneville
(Bonneville Shoreline
at 5,209 £ 7).
62.8 65.0 Surficial Lake 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
Bonneville deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
65.0 67.7 Salt Lake Fm, 3 Oligocene- High beach ridges of
alluvium,lacustrine Pliocene the pluvial maximum

shoreline of pluvial
Lake Bonneville
(Bonneville Shoreline
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Beginning | Ending | Formation/Rock PFYC Age Feature and Notes
MP MP Type Class®
at 5,209 + 7).
67.7 74.2 Surficial alluvium 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
and colluvium pluvial Lake
Bonneville
74.2 76.5 High-level alluvial 3 Miocene- Valley fill of the Late
deposits Pleistocene Tertiary Salt Lake
formation
76.5 77.0 Surficial alluvium 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
and colluvium pluvial Lake
Bonneville
77.0 78.0 High-level alluvial 3 Miocene- Valley fill of the Late
deposits Pleistocene Tertiary Salt Lake
formation
78.0 82.7 Surficial alluvium 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
and colluvium pluvial Lake
Bonneville
82.7 103.5 Salt Lake Fm, 3 Oligocene- High beach ridges of
alluvium,lacustrine Pliocene the pluvial maximum
shoreline of pluvial
Lake Bonneville
(Bonneville Shoreline
at 5,209 £ 7).
103.5 103.8 Surficial Lake 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
Bonneville deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
103.8 106.0 Salt Lake Fm, 3 Oligocene- High beach ridges of
alluvium,lacustrine Pliocene the pluvial maximum
shoreline of pluvial
Lake Bonneville
(Bonneville Shoreline
at 5,209 + 7).
106.0 110.5 Surficial Lake 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
Bonneville deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
110.5 131.0 Surficial alluvium 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
and colluvium pluvial Lake
Bonneville
131.0 132.1 Surficial eolian 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
132.1 139.5 Surficial alluvium 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
and colluvium pluvial Lake
Bonneville
139.5 144.7 Surficial Lake 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
Bonneville deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
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Beginning | Ending | Formation/Rock PFYC Age Feature and Notes
MP MP Type Class®
144.7 146.3 Surficial alluvium 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
and colluvium pluvial Lake
Bonneville
146.3 148.5 Surficial Lake 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
Bonneville deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
148.5 150.3 Surficial alluvium 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
and colluvium pluvial Lake
Bonneville
150.3 166.9 Surficial Lake 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
Bonneville deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
166.9 169.0 Surficial alluvium 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
and colluvium pluvial Lake
Bonneville
169.0 172.5 Surficial Lake 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
Bonneville deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
172.5 187.1 Surficial alluvium 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
and colluvium pluvial Lake
Bonneville
187.1 188.3 Salt Lake Fm, 3 Oligocene- High beach ridges of
alluvium,lacustrine Pliocene the pluvial maximum
shoreline of pluvial
Lake Bonneville
(Bonneville Shoreline
at 5,209 + 7).
188.3 217.6 Surficial alluvium 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
and colluvium pluvial Lake
Bonneville
217.6 218.6 Intrusive rocks 1 Tertiary Multiple crossings
(oblique angle
intersections) of the
west shore (the
Bonneville Shoreline)
of the Escalante Arm
218.6 220.1 Surficial alluvium 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
and colluvium pluvial Lake
Bonneville
220.1 220.5 Kaibab, Toroweap 3 Permian Multiple crossings
(oblique angle
intersections) of the
west shore (the
Bonneville Shoreline)
of the Escalante Arm
220.5 223.1 Surficial alluvium 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of

and colluvium

pluvial Lake
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deposits

Beginning | Ending | Formation/Rock PFYC Age Feature and Notes
MP MP Type Class®
Bonneville
223.1 223.8 Daibab, Toroweap 3 Permian Multiple crossings
(oblique angle
intersections) of the
west shore (the
Bonneville Shoreline)
of the Escalante Arm
223.8 239.3 Surficial alluvium 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
and colluvium pluvial Lake
Bonneville
239.3 239.7 Volcanic rocks 1 Miocene Basalt, rhyolite,
andesite, tuffaceous
rocks
239.7 KRGT Surficial alluvium 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
ROW and colluvium pluvial Lake
Bonneville
Salt Lake City Airport Lateral
0.0 2.5 Surficial alluvium 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
and colluvium pluvial Lake
Bonneville
Cedar City Lateral
0.0 9.5 Surficial alluvium 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
and colluvium pluvial Lake
Bonneville
Airport Alternative Route
0.0 1.5 Surficial marsh 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
15 3.1 Surficial alluvium 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
and colluvium pluvial Lake
Bonneville
Tooele County Alternative Route
0.0 15.2 Surficial Lake 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
Bonneville deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
Rush Lake Alternative Route
0.0 2.7 Surficial marsh 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of

pluvial Lake
Bonneville
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Beginning | Ending | Formation/Rock PFYC Age Feature and Notes
MP MP Type Class®
2.7 3.5 Surficial Lake 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
Bonneville deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
Millard County Alternative Route
0.0 0.2 Surficial Lake 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
Bonneville deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
0.2 5.1 Surficial alluvium 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
and colluvium pluvial Lake
Bonneville
5.1 5.2 Surficial eolian 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
5.2 6.6 Surficial alluvium 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
and colluvium pluvial Lake
Bonneville
6.6 7.0 Surficial eolian 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
7.0 12.0 Surficial alluvium 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
and colluvium pluvial Lake
Bonneville
12.0 12.9 Surficial Lake 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
Bonneville deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
12.9 14.0 Surficial eolian 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
14.0 20.3 Surficial Lake 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
Bonneville deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
20.3 30.0 Surficial alluvium 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
and colluvium pluvial Lake
Bonneville
30.0 37.3 Surficial Lake 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
Bonneville deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville
37.3 42.0 Surficial alluvium 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
and colluvium pluvial Lake
Bonneville
42.0 63.0 Surficial Lake 1 Quaternary Surficial deposits of
Bonneville deposits pluvial Lake
Bonneville

Source: CH2MHill 2008d
! The classes included in this exhibit are Class 1 — Very Low, Class 2 — Low, Class 3 — Moderate or Unknown.
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3.4.3.2.  Milepost 248 to Milepost 399 (within KRGT ROW)

This segment of the pipeline would follow the Kern River Gas Transmission Line ROW. Data
regarding paleontological sensitivity and resources for this segment can be found in the associated
EIS (FERC and CSLC 2002). In all, five locations (4 miles of line) were noted where significant
fossils were discovered during 1991 construction of the first Kern River line. All were described as
disturbed by the previous construction and were surveyed (FERC and CSLC 2002). Tasks
accomplished prior to this project for implementation of the prior KRGT projects included the
following:

e Evaluation of the ROW for sensitive paleontological resources.
o Development of a Paleontological Resources Monitoring and Mitigation Plan (PRMMP).

e Monitoring sensitive stretches of the project ROW during construction pursuant to the
PRMMP.

¢ Direct construction away from any discovered resource.
o Scientifically recover, analyze, and curate recovered fossils.

e Prepare and submit a technical report of these efforts at the completion of field work
(CH2MHill 2008d).

No significant paleontological resources have been identified as occurring in the area (FERC and
CSLC 2002).

3.4.3.3.  Airport Lateral

The Salt Lake City Airport Lateral pipeline is proposed to begin right after MP 4.5 and head in a
southern direction. This particular lateral will run about 2.5 miles. The airport lateral will run
through surficial alluvium and colluvium, which poses a very low level of paleontological sensitivity
with a PFYC of 1.

3.4.3.4. Cedar City Lateral

The Cedar City Lateral pipeline off the proposed UNEV pipeline will be approximately 10 miles in
length. The spur off of the UNEV will be at about MP 256, which is located in the area that has been
previously assessed for the KRGT pipeline. The surficial alluvium and colluvium in this region poses
a very low level of paleontological sensitivity with a PFYC of 1.

3.4.4. Existing Conditions for Alternatives

3.4.4.1. Airport Alternative Route

The alternative route for the Airport Lateral would begin at MP 6.3 and run just over 3 miles long
and reconnect to the proposed route at MP 9.7. The alternative route would run through surficial
marsh deposits as well as surficial alluvium and colluvium, both of which are of low levels of
paleontological sensitivity with a PFYC of 1.

3.4.4.2. Tooele County Alternative Route

A Tooele County alternative route would run just over 15 miles. This alternative would lie west of
the proposed route from MP 25 to MP 38.3. This alternative would run through surficial Lake
Bonneville deposit, which poses a low level of paleontological sensitivity with a PFYC of 1.
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3.4.4.3. Rush Lake Alternative Route

Paleontological resources under the Rush Lake Alternative Route would be the same as those
described for the Proposed Action.

3.4.4.4. Millard County Alternative Route

This alternative route passes through multiple formations with a low potential for paleontological
resources, as was described for the proposed pipeline route between MP 110 and MP 161.5. The
alternative would run about 63 miles through surficial Lake Bonneville deposit, surficial eolian
deposit, and surficial alluvium and colluvium. All three formations have a PFYC of 1.

3.5. Soils

3.5.1. Area of Analysis

The soils area of analysis follows the proposed pipeline route, which originates in Davis County,
Utah and cross Salt Lake, Utah, Juab, Millard, Beaver, Iron, and Washington counties in Utah. In
Nevada, it would cross Lincoln County and terminate in Clark County. The project area also includes
the proposed sites of pipeline facilities for the main pipeline, the lateral line servicing the Salt Lake
City Airport, and the Cedar City Lateral, including the one pump station and two terminals, as well
as site access road locations. All soils that would be crossed by the proposed pipeline, staging areas,
access roads, and associated project facilities were identified (CH2MHill 2008e). The area of
analysis for soils would be the disturbance area, which includes a 37.5-foot buffer either side of the
centerline of the main pipeline route, the proposed laterals and alternative routes. Disturbance
acreage for all other aboveground facilities was calculated based on a 37.5-foot buffer, less the
buffers for the pipeline and lateral. Disturbance resulting from improvements to access roads was
calculated assuming a 10-foot width.

3.5.2. Data and Methods

The soils crossed by the proposed pipeline and associated facilities were analyzed using the State
Soil Geographic (STATSGO) database, the Soil Survey Geographic (SSURGO) database, and
USDA Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) county soil surveys (CH2MHill 2008e).

The SSURGO data set is a digital soil survey and generally is the most detailed level of soil
geographic data developed by the National Cooperative Soil Survey. The information was prepared
by digitizing maps, by compiling information onto a planimetric correct base and digitizing, or by
revising digitized maps using remotely sensed and other information. This data set consists of
georeferenced digital map data and computerized attribute data. The map data include a detailed,
field verified inventory of soils and nonsoil areas that normally occur in a repeatable pattern on the
landscape and that can be cartographically shown at the scale mapped. The soil map units are linked
to attributes in the National Soil Information System relational database, which gives the
proportionate extent of the component soils and their properties. Soil types or associations are listed
by the Map Unit Name (MUNs). SSURGO data are not available for the entire pipeline route.
Approximately 77.6 percent of the pipeline route is covered within the SSURGO database
(CH2MHill 2008e).

The STATSGO database was developed by the NRCS for use in regional, multi-state, river basin,
state, and multi-county resource planning. STATSGO spatial data are compiled by combining
geologically and topographically related soil series found in county soil surveys into larger map units
called Map Unit Identifiers (MUIDs). The STATSGO database provides information on soil
limitations or the vulnerability of a soil to development impacts. All the STATSGO data are located
in Utah. The STATSGO database is much less detailed than the SSURGO database and not all soil
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limitation classes were available for the analysis. Only erosion and compaction data could be
retrieved from the database. Approximately 22.4 percent of the pipeline route is covered within the
STATSGO database (CH2MHill 2008g).

County soil survey reports are detailed descriptions of soil series and soil associations found in a
particular county or set of counties. They are prepared by the NRCS and contain a description of
each soil series, selected soil series attributes, and maps showing locations of the soil series. Not all
parts of the pipeline route are covered by soil survey information (CH2MHill 2008e).

3.5.3. Existing Conditions for Proposed Action
3.5.3.1. Overview

In Utah, the proposed pipeline route crosses 141 MUNs/MUIDs. Soil textures found on the route are
varied and include clays, silty clays, cobbly clays, clay loams, silty loams, sandy loams, silty clay
loams, cobbly loams, gravelly clay loams, fine sandy loams, gravelly fine sandy loams, very gravelly
fine sandy loams, very gravelly silty loams, gravelly loams, very gravelly silty loams, stony loams,
very stony loams, very gravelly loams, very cobbly loams, loamy fine sand, gravelly fine sand,
extremely gravelly sand, very gravelly loamy sand, and cobbly coarse sand. Badland and rocky
outcrops are common on the southern portion of the route in Utah. Most soils on the pipeline route in
Utah are utilized for rangeland and wildlife habitat because they are shallow, sloping, poorly drained,
or not developed. Some soils are more fertile and are used for agriculture (CH2MHill 2008e).

In Nevada, the proposed pipeline route crosses 31 MUNs/MUIDs. Soil textures found on the route
include silty clays, clayey alluviums, silty clay loams, loams, fine sandy loams, sandy loams,
gravelly loams, very gravelly sandy loams, extremely gravelly fine sandy loams, very stony fine
sandy loams, and very cobbly fine sandy loams. Areas of badland and rockland occur primarily on
the northern portion of the route in Nevada while many soils on the southern portion of the route are
covered by a gravelly desert pavement. The soils primarily support rangeland and wildlife habitat
because they are generally coarse textured and dry (CH2MHill 2008e).

Biological soil crusts, also known as cryptogamic, cryptobiotic, microbiotic, or microphytic soil
crusts, occur on undisturbed soils in arid or semi-arid regions. They are the result of complex
communities of cyanobacteria, green algae, lichens, mosses, microfungi, and other bacteria that form
crusts that protect the soils from erosion. The crusts function as a living mulch that aids in moisture
retention and nitrogen fixation and hinders annual weed growth. Biological soil crusts would be
expected to be found along the pipeline ROW on undisturbed, fine-textured soils within native desert
habitats. Biological soil crusts are sensitive to soil disturbance and slow to recover.

Potential soil impacts were evaluated within the proposed project area to identify characteristics that
would result in soil loss, increase pipeline installation difficulty, or impair restoration potential. Soil
loss was evaluated by examining for high wind or water erosion potential. Pipeline constructability
relative to soil was assessed by identifying areas with shallow bedrock or rocky soils. Droughty soils,
saline areas, and soils susceptible to compaction were identified to locate areas of poor revegetation
potential where revegetation would be difficult. The total percentage of each MUN/MUID with these
characteristics was summarized for each limitation. These percentages, together with the length of
pipeline route in each MUN/MUID, were used to estimate the acreage of soils with limitations that
would be crossed by the pipeline. Exhibit 3.5-1 displays the soil characteristics used to evaluate
project effects on soil (CH2MHill 2008e).

Erosion Potential

Erosion is the result of the detachment and movement of soil particles. Erosion leads to the loss of
soil productivity as nutrient rich topsoil horizons are lost, and to changes in textural composition of
surface horizons. Factors such as soil texture, surface roughness, vegetative cover, slope length,
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percent slope, management practices, and rainfall all influence the susceptibility of a soil to erosion.
Loose, bare soils on moderate to steep slopes are prone to water erosion during storm events.
Locations subject to strong winds and with sparse vegetative cover can experience wind-induced
erosion if the soils are silty or composed of fine sands (CH2MHill 2008e).

Soil Compaction

Compaction of the soil impacts the ability to restore a site by reducing porosity, infiltration, and
aeration. Compacted soil conditions decrease root health, which leads to poor plant establishment
and growth. It may also affect soil biota responsible for nutrient cycling affecting site productivity.
Compaction is usually a problem associated with fine-textured soils. However, almost all soils under
certain moisture conditions are susceptible to compaction. Additionally, organically rich soils with
high moisture content are also highly susceptible to compaction. These soils are typically somewhat
poorly drained to very poorly drained and sometimes classified as hydric. Compaction is particularly
detrimental on sloping land, as it significantly decreases the water infiltration potential and increases
the potential for sheet and rill erosion (CH2MHill 2008e).

Large Stones and Shallow Soils

Soils that have either a cobbly, stony, or gravelly modifier to their textural class, or have greater than
5 percent (weight basis) of stones larger than 3 inches in the surface layer, are considered to be stony
(FERC and CSLC 2002). Shallow soils are soils where impervious layers or bedrock occur at depths
of less than 7 feet (FERC and CSLC 2002). These soils affect both revegetation and constructability.
Blasting may be required to construct on both of these soil types and pipeline installation in these
soils may often result in excess rock being placed on the proposed ROW surface (CH2MHill 2008e).

Droughty Soils

Soils that have a surface texture of sandy loam or coarser and are moderately well to excessively
drained can have droughty characteristics. Available water content would be a more accurate
indicator of droughty soils, but this information is not available for the entire route. Surface horizon
texture was used as a surrogate. Droughty soils can have insufficient soil moisture within the plant
root zone to support plant establishment and growth and can, in turn, be difficult to revegetate
(CH2MHill 2008e).

Saline Soils

When soil salinity exceeds 8 mmhos/cm, all but very salt tolerant plants have difficulty establishing
and surviving. Saline soil conditions will affect the ability to revegetate sites by limiting the number
of species acclimated to saline conditions (CH2MHill 2008e).

Poor Revegetation Potential

As discussed above, droughty soils and those prone to erosion can adversely affect the ability to
revegetate a site. Other major limitations such as salinity and compaction also restrict revegetation.
These limitations can restrict the range of species available for revegetation to those that are adapted
to these conditions. They can also require additional effort and time to restore these areas to
preconstruction conditions (CH2MHill 2008e).

Prime Farmland and Farmland of Statewide Importance Soils

The NRCS determines acreage to classify as Prime Farmland, based on that land with the best
combination of physical and chemical characteristics for producing food, feed, forage, fiber, oilseed,
and other agricultural crops with minimum inputs of fuel, fertilizer, pesticides, and labor, and
without intolerable soil erosion. Prime Farmland soils can include either actively cultivated land or
land that is currently not cultivated, but is readily available for cultivation. The importance of Prime
Farmland soils in contributing to the agricultural output of the country makes impacts on them of
particular concern. All Prime Farmland on the proposed pipeline route is classified as “Prime if
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Irrigated.” The NRCS also identifies Farmland of Statewide Importance. These lands include
farmland that is nearly Prime Farmland and that economically produce high yields of crops when
treated and managed according to acceptable farming methods (CH2MHill 2008e).

Exhibit 3.5-1 Soil Characteristics used to Evaluate Project Effects on Soil

Characteristic

Criteria For Susceptibility

Water Erosion Potential

Medium or higher runoff class

Wind Erosion Potential

1-7 wind erodibility index

Soil Compaction

Somewhat poorly drained to poorly
drained soils

Large Stones

Cobbly, stoney, bouldery, gravelly,
shaly or slaty modifier or greater than
5 percent stones larger than 3 inches

Shallow Soils

Depth < 7 feet to bedrock or hardpan

Droughty Soils

Sandy loam or coarser and
moderately well to excessively drained

Saline

> 8 mmhos/cm

Poor Revegetation Potential

Droughty, soil compaction, or salinity
condition

Prime Farmland (if irrigated)

Determined by NRCS

Farmland of Statewide

Determined by NRCS

Importance

Source: CH2MHill 2008e

Complete lists of soil series present along, and acreages that would be disturbed by, all Proposed
Action components and alternatives to the Proposed Action are located in Appendix E.

3.5.3.2.

Exhibit 3.5-2 summarizes soil limitations on the main pipeline route. The main pipeline route would
disturb a total of 3,626 acres. Exhibit 3.5 3 summarizes soil limitations on the segments of the
proposed pipeline route that correspond with the alternatives. The segment of the main pipeline route
corresponding to the airport alternative would include 29.11 acres. The segment of the main pipeline
route corresponding to the Tooele County Alternative Route would include 121.84 acres. The
segment of the main pipeline route corresponding to the Millard County Alternative Route would
include 464.19 acres.

3.5.3.3.

Exhibit 3.5-4 summarizes soil limitations on the Airport Lateral route. The Airport Lateral would
disturb a total of 21.66 acres of soils.

3.5.3.4. Cedar City Lateral Soils

Exhibit 3.5-5 summarizes soil limitations on the proposed Lateral. A total of 77.72 acres of soils
would be disturbed by the Cedar City Lateral. No soil limitations associated with soil compaction
and stony and/or shallow soils were identified on the Lateral (CH2MHill 2008e).

Pipeline Facilities Soils

Airport Lateral Soils
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3.5.3.5.  Aboveground Facilities

In addition to the construction of pipeline facilities addressed above, other facilities would be
constructed. These include an inlet pumping station near a cluster of five refineries, including Holly
Corporation’s Woods Cross Refinery, in the south Davis County area; a lateral terminal near Cedar
City, Utah; and a receiving terminal in the Apex Industrial Park northeast of Las Vegas. The
pumping station would require approximately 2.3 acres of land, the lateral terminal approximately 25
acres, and the receiving terminal approximately 39 acres. In total, aboveground facilities would
disturb approximately 70 acres. Exhibit 3.5-6 summarizes the soil characteristics and limitations at
each of these facilities. Approximately 2.3 acres of Prime Farmland or Farmland of Statewide
Importance would be affected by the proposed aboveground facilities (CH2MHill 2008e).

3.5.3.6.  Access Roads

Improvements would need to be made to existing roads to access the project ROW to construct the
pipeline. Roads to be improved range from unimproved pipeline maintenance roads to paved rural
roads. Impacted acres along access roads were estimated by assuming a 10-foot wide disturbance
area. (CH2MHill 2008e) Exhibit 3.5-7 summarizes soil limitations along proposed access roads.
Total disturbance for access roads for the proposed action and alternatives is 3.29 acres.

3.5.3.7.  Existing Conditions for Staging Areas

Staging areas would be needed along the project ROW for temporary storage of equipment and
materials during construction. Exhibit 3.5-8 summarizes soils limitations in staging area locations.
Total disturbance for staging areas would be 17.6 acres.

Exhibit 3.5-2 Summary of Soil Characteristics and Limitations on the Main Proposed
Pipeline Route

= c _ S c
@ 2 S _ o} 5 o ©
o — = | @ 5 > = = O
321Es )3 |2 |E |8 | 5| =% | 38
2 3§ | 28 | = 2 = g £ =8| 28 | T
& CIS) £5 = o = o T S 3 = o= s =
n =a =d | » n A O n do at | »hE
SSURGO Data
Utah
New 139.46 | 466.09 | 251.93 | 573.40 | 501.14 | 294.98 | 886.43 | 1481.9 | 166.68 | 485.82
Disturbance
Existing 195.20 | 143.12 | 204.16 | 66.74 | 173.56 | 0.00 16.10 | 189.67 | 17.38 | 35.49
Disturbance
Utah Total 334.67 | 609.21 | 456.09 | 640.14 | 674.70 | 294.98 | 902.53 | 1671.5 | 184.06 | 521.31
Disturbance
Nevada
New 146.57 | 146.57 | 144.83 | 98.42 | 102.79 | 2.27 6.93 | 110.09 | 0.00 0.00
Disturbance
Existing 326.85 | 326.85 | 334.26 | 223.23 | 248.26 | 1.15 0.29 | 237.95 | 0.00 0.00
Disturbance
Nevada Total | 47342 | 473.42 | 479.09 | 321.65 | 351.05 | 3.42 7.22 | 348.04 | 0.00 0.00
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Disturbance
Total 808.09 | 1082.6 | 935.18 | 961.79 | 1025.8 | 298.40 | 909.75 | 2019.6 | 184.06 | 521.31
Disturbance
% Utah 41.41 56.27 48.77 66.56 65.78 98.85 99.21 82.77 | 100.00 | 100.00
% Nevada 58.59 43.73 51.23 33.44 34.22 1.15 0.79 17.23 0.00 0.00

STATSGO Data

Utah
N_EW 41.13 0.00 31.85 0.00 0.00 16.99 0.00 16.99 0.00 0.00
Disturbance
Existing 79.86 0.00 132.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Disturbance

120.99 0.00 164.66 0.00 0.00 16.99 0.00 16.99 0.00 0.00

Total

Exhibit 3.5-3 Summary of Soil Characteristics and Limitations on Segments of the
Proposed Action that Correspond with the Alternative Routes

State

Water Erosion

Potential

Wind Erosion
Potential

Shallow Soil

Stony Soil

Compaction

Saline

Revegetation

Poor

Prime if
Irrigated

Statewide
Importance

SSURG

o
(0p]
=
=
=)
=
=
@]
@]

Data

Utah

Airport
Alternative
Route

19.83

19.83

5.47

0.00

0.00

25.30

3.81

29.11

0.00

4.32

Tooele
County
Alternative
Route

0.00

0.00

7.76

97.89

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

71.74

Millard
County
Alternative
Route

18.95

18.95

0.00

13.11

161.21

106.19

260.10

421.32

27.56

30.10
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Exhibit 3.5-4 Summary of Soil Characteristics and Limitations on the Airport Lateral

Route
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SSURGO Data
Utah
New 9.27 11.92 0.00 0.00 8.60 1856 | 19.69 | 21.66 0.00 0.00
Disturbance
Exhibit 3.5-5 Summary of Soil Characteristics and Limitations on the Cedar City
Lateral Route
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SSURGO Data
Utah
New 0.00 30.06 0.00 0.00 17.83 0.00 16.54 | 34.37 0.00 8.25
Disturbance
Exhibit 3.5-6 Summary of Soil Characteristics and Limitations at Aboveground
Facilities
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SSURGO Data
Utah
New 0.00 8.34 0.00 0.00 2.30 2.30 2.82 2.82 2.30 8.34
Disturbance
Nevada
New 38.74 | 38.74 | 38.74 | 38.74 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Disturbance
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Existing 1.24 1.24 1.24 1.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Disturbance
TQtal 39.99 48.32 39.99 39.99 2.30 2.30 2.82 2.82 2.30 8.34
Disturbance
% Utah 0.00 17.25 0.00 0.00 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00
%% Nevada | 100.00 | 82.75 | 100.00 | 100.00 [ 0.00 | 0.00 | 000 | 000 | 000 | 0.0

Exhibit 3.5-7 Summary of Soil Characteristics and Limitations Along the Access
Roads
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SSURGO Data
Utah
New 0.5 0.0 1.39 0.55 0.13 0.16 1.0 1.52 0.13 0.49

Disturbance

Exhibit 3.5-8 Summary of Soil Characteristics and Limitations within Staging Areas
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SSURGO Data
Utah
N?W 2%8 4.32 4.25 1.95 4.28 4.80 3.38 9.10 1.43 4.32
Disturbance
Nevada
New 28 2.80 2.80 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Disturbance 0
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Total 5%6 7.12 705 | 1.95 | 4.8 4.80 338 | 9.10 1.43 4.32
Disturbance
% Utah 5.1 6066 | 6028 | 199 | 100.00 | 10000 | 199 | 100.00 | 100.00 | 100.00
59 00 00
% Nevada ‘291' 39.34 | 39.72 | 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 0.00 | 0.00 0.00 0.00
3.5.4. Existing Conditions for Alternatives
3.5.4.1.  Airport Alternative Route

Exhibit 3.5-9 summarizes the existing soil conditions along Airport Alternative Route. It is assumed
that all staging areas and facilities soil data are similar to the Proposed Action. The Airport
Alternative Route would disturb 29.64 acres of soils. No agricultural lands are present between MP
6.6 and MP 10 where the alternative route diverges.

Exhibit 3.5-9 Summary of Soil Characteristics and Limitations Along the Airport
Alternative Route
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SSURGO Data
Utah
New 29.35 29.35 0.00 0.00 0.00 29.35 3.42 29.64 0.00 11.60

Disturbance

3.5.4.2.

Tooele County Alternative Route

Exhibit 3.5-10 summarizes the soil conditions along the Tooele County Alternative Route. It is
assumed that all staging areas and facilities data are the same as the Proposed Action. The Tooele
County Alternative Route would disturb a total of 139.31 acres of soils.
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Exhibit 3.5-10 Summary of Soil Characteristics and Limitations Along the Tooele
County Alternative Route
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Utah
N?W 0.00 0.00 3.39 60.73 35.75 42.06 0.00 77.80 0.00 78.36
Disturbance

3.5.4.3. Rush Lake Alternative Route

Soils along the Rush Lake Alternative Route would be the same as those described for the Proposed
Action.

3.5.4.4. Millard County Alternative Route

Exhibit 3.5-11 summarizes the soil conditions along the Millard County Alternative Route and the
Proposed Action. It is assumed that all facilities and staging areas data are the same as the Proposed
Action. The Millard County Alternative Route would disturb a total of 572.95 acres of soils.

Exhibit 3.5-11 Summary of Soil Characteristics and Limitations Along the Millard
County Alternative Route
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3.6. Water Resources

3.6.1. Area of Analysis

Water resources, including surface water, groundwater, wetlands and water supply, were identified
for the area that could potentially be affected by the Proposed Action or its alternatives. The area of
analysis for the inventory of water supply wells and springs extends the length of the primary
pipeline from Salt Lake City, Utah to North Las Vegas, Nevada; along the length of the lateral line
servicing the Salt Lake City Airport; along the length of the Cedar City Lateral; and horizontally
approximately 200 feet perpendicular to the pipeline centerline in either direction (for a total survey
area width of 400 feet). The area of analysis also includes all staging areas and access roads.

The potential for impacts to migrate off the project site into surface waterbodies that would be
crossed by the pipeline has also been assessed by extending the project area down gradient from the
pipeline where appropriate. The project area extends into the subsurface on average 6 to 8 feet below
ground surface (bgs) for the installation of the pipeline infrastructure and up to several hundred feet
bgs in association with water supply wells and springs (CH2MHill 2008f).

The area of analysis for wetlands and Waters of the U.S. extends the length of the primary pipeline
and along the Airport lateral line, the Cedar City lateral line and horizontally approximately 100 feet
perpendicular to the pipeline centerline (for a total survey area width of 200 feet). The entire project
area encompassed approximately 9,994 acres (9,694 acres for the primary alignment and 58 acres for
the Airport Lateral, and 242 acres for the Cedar City Lateral and terminal) (CH2MHill 2008).

3.6.2. Data Sources and Methods

The majority of water resources data that was reviewed and analyzed was provided by State of Utah
Divisions of Water Rights, Water Quality, and Drinking Water, and the Automated Geographic
Reference Center. GIS datasets from these institutions were integrated with the areas of analysis for
the proposed pipeline alignment and the Kern River 2003 Expansion Project to produce tables of all
water resources that would be crossed by the proposed pipeline or within approximately 200 feet of
the centerline perpendicular to the pipeline route in either direction. These data tables were analyzed
to remove duplicate data and to ensure the inclusion of relevant water resources (CH2MHill 2008f).
Water rights data for the portion of the proposed project area located in Nevada was provided by the
State of Nevada Division of Water Rights.

Field surveys for wetlands and Waters of the United States were conducted between November 2006
and August 2007 along the proposed pipeline alignment. The objective of the field surveys was to
identify and map all wetlands and Waters of the United States within the project area. During the
surveys, recent aerial photography, USGS 7.5-minute topographic maps, and information from the
National Wetlands Inventory were utilized to identify potential aquatic features (CH2MHill 2008g).

Linear features within the area of analysis were identified and mapped based on physical properties
(bed and bank characteristics), vegetation, and hydrologic regime. Where present, the ordinary high
water mark (OHWM) was determined and recorded based on indicators such as shelving, changes in
soil characteristics, accumulation of litter and debris, and destruction and/or lack of vegetation within
the channel in accordance with guidance provided by the United States Army Corps of Engineers
(USACE 2005, Lichvar and Wakeley 2004). Constructed linear features, such as canals and
excavated drainage ditches, were also identified and mapped based on the limits of the constructed
channel (CH2MHill 2008g).

Non-wetland habitats, such as open water (e.g., ponds and reservoirs), were also mapped and
classified during the field survey. Small reservoirs, ponds, and catchment basins were mapped in the
field based on the limits of the OHWM or the limits of the constructed basin. Large lakes and
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reservoirs, as well as inaccessible areas, were identified and mapped using high resolution aerial
photography (CH2MHill 2008g).

3.6.3. Existing Conditions for Proposed Action
3.6.3.1. Climate

The area of analysis spans portions of two of the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA)
designated Level 11l Ecoregions, the Central Basin and Range Region and the Mojave Basin and
Range Region (Omernik 1987).

In the Central Basin and Range Region, the average annual precipitation ranges between 5 to 15
inches in the valleys, and up to 49 inches in the mountains. Most of the rainfall occurs as high-
intensity, short-duration storms during the spring and early summer, with relatively little
precipitation from mid-summer to early autumn. During the winter months, precipitation is primarily
in the form of snow. At the north end of the corridor, in the Salt Lake City area, average
temperatures range from a low of 22°F in January to a high of 91°F in July. Average annual rainfall
is 15.3 inches and average snowfall 56.3 inches. The growing season in the Central Basin and Range
region typically ranges from 110 to 215 days depending on elevation (WRCC 2007).

The Mojave Basin and Range Region is comparatively warmer and drier than the Central Basin and
Range Region. Average annual rainfall in Las VVegas, Nevada, is 4.8 inches due largely to convective
thunderstorms during the summer months. Snow is uncommon at lower elevations, with an average
snowfall of approximately 1 inch in the Las Vegas Area. Average temperatures range from a low of
31°F January to a high of 104 °F in July (WRCC 2007). The lower valleys have a year-round
growing season, with temperatures rarely below freezing (WRCC 2007).

3.6.3.2. Groundwater

General Setting

The Basin and Range Aquifer system covers the entire extent of the proposed pipeline route (and its
alternative segments) through Utah and Nevada. The Basin and Range Aquifer system comprises
three principal aquifer types: volcanic-rock aquifers, which are primarily tuff, rhyolite, or basalt of
Tertiary age; carbonate-rock aquifers, which are primarily limestones and dolomites of Mesozoic and
Paleozoic age; and basin-fill aquifers, which are primarily unconsolidated sand and gravel of
Quaternary and Tertiary age. One, two, or all three aquifer types may underlie the pipeline route in a
particular area. Where they occur together, they may constitute three separate sources of water or
may be hydraulically connected to form a single source (CH2MHill 2008f).

The alluvial basin-fill aquifers are the most commonly used aquifers in the Basin and Range Aquifer
system. These aquifers exist in thick deposits of basin-fill consisting primarily of unconsolidated to
moderately consolidated gravel, sand, silt, and clay, bounded by mountain ranges of relatively
impermeable bedrock. The thickness of the basin-fill deposits is not well known but can range from
0 feet at basin margins to greater than 10,000 feet at basin centroids, with an average thickness of
several thousand feet. Recharge of these aquifers is primarily derived from precipitation in the
mountains and surrounding basins. Depth to groundwater can vary from several feet to 30 feet bgs in
valleys, to more than 30 feet bgs in the mountain regions (USGS 1998). (CH2MHill 2008f)

Water from the Basin and Range Aquifer system and the basin-fill aquifers is generally suitable for
most uses, except in natural discharge geothermal areas, or areas impacted by industrial, mining, and
agricultural activities. The primary uses of groundwater from these aquifers are for irrigation,
domestic, stockwater, and public supply. The alluvial basin-fill aquifers also have an important role
in regard to the quality of surface waters and wetlands within Utah and Nevada (CH2MHill 2008f).
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Tooele and Rush Valleys

Available technical documents and Driller’s logs were reviewed to assess the hydrogeologic
conditions along the pipeline alignment through Tooele and Rush Valleys. Key aspects of the
hydrogeology that might affect the likelihood of drinking water aquifers being impacted by a
potential release of petroleum products including depth to groundwater and presence of clays
between the land surface and groundwater were evaluated.

Shallow unconfined and deep confined aquifers, separated by a clayey shallow confining layer are
present in the northern and central parts of the Tooele Valley (Lambert and Stolp 1999; Razem and
Steiger 1981). The confining layer is conceptualized as laterally extensive and continuous and should
provide a large degree of protection to the deep confined aquifer, which is the primary source of
drinking water in Tooele Valley. The shallow unconfined aquifer is generally present within the
upper 50 feet of valley-fill sediments. Few wells tap this aquifer, which typically contains
groundwater of poor quality. Groundwater supplies most of the drinking water in Tooele Valley.

The northern part of Tooele Valley is a discharge area, while the central part of the valley is a
“secondary recharge area” and the southern part of the valley is a “primary recharge area.” Although
much of the pipeline alignment through Tooele Valley is shown as a “primary recharge area” by
Steiger and Lowe (1997), driller’s logs from wells within 500 feet of the alignment indicate that
substantial thicknesses of clay are present in the upper 50 feet of the subsurface to about MP 31.
South of MP 31, the prevalence of clay in the shallow subsurface decreases. However, driller’s logs
from several wells further south show some clay in the upper 50 feet. Exhibit 3.6-1 summarizes the
approximate clay thicknesses and depths to groundwater obtained from driller’s logs for wells within
500 feet of the alignment in Tooele and Rush Valleys. Copies of these driller’s logs are provided in
the PAR.

Groundwater is present in both unconfined and confined aquifer in northern Rush Valley (Hood et al
1969). A review of the few driller’s logs (see logs in the back of Hood and others 1969 available
along the pipeline alignment indicates abundant clays are present in the shallow subsurface in
northern Rush Valley.

Exhibit 3.6-1 Clay Thickness and Depth-to-Groundwater reported on Well Driller’s
Logs along Pipeline Alignment in Tooele and Rush Valleys, Tooele County

xlvjrfé;'ght Nearest Milepost Clay Thickness (ft)* CD;(:(?LZ-(;(\?\/_ater (ft)?
15-3642/4003 27 22 120
15-3365 30 96 240
15-2716 31 <173 195
15-3415 31 <158 170
15-3402 31 <91 130
15-4450 31 >81 No Data
15-2913/3572 32 0 46
15-3347 34 24 227
15-4448 36 32-52 80
15-514 36 16-386 570
15-3634 38 11 90
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xlvl?rt:tr)eF\;Ight Nearest Milepost Clay Thickness (ft)* gfgltjr;-égv-ater (ft)?
15-3902 36 20-50 66

15-513 36 >4 410

15-4132 42 <11 264

15-4406 76 <40 46

15-3601 77 61 65-71

! Clay thickness as reported on Driller's logs. Ranges and minimum/maximum values best express reported
mixed lithologic units (e.g., combinations of clay and sand).

2 Static water level reported in well. May not represent depth of first groundwater at well location.

Water Supply Wells and Springs

Utah

The proposed pipeline route comes within 200 feet (from the pipeline centerline) of approximately
40 water supply wells and 5 springs (Exhibit 3.6-2). There also exists the chance for occurrence in
this same area of water supply wells that have been constructed without notification of the State of
Utah and/or undocumented springs (CH2MHill 2008f).

Exhibit 3.6-2 Water Supply Wells and Springs within 200 Feet of the Proposed

Pipeline Centerline

Distance

from
Water Pipeline
Right Nearest | Centerline
Number Uses Source Milepost | (feet)
59-1650 Stockwater Underground Water Well | 1 22
59-2342 None Listed Underground Water Well | 16 56
59-4685 Other Underground Water Well | 22 17
15-1763 Other Underground Water Well | 30 6
15-1981 Domestic/Irrigation Underground Water Well | 30 33
15-3015 Domestic/Irrigation/Stockwater | Unnamed Spring 31 18

Rose Spring (also known

15-3041 Domestic/Irrigation/Stockwater | as Bryan Spring) 31 54
15-611 None Listed South Bryan Spring 31 45
15-3130 Irrigation Underground Water Wells | 35 50
15-3514 Domestic/Other Underground Water Well | 35 55
15-3727 Irrigation Underground Water Wells | 35 50
15-3814 Irrigation Underground Water Wells | 35 50
15-3831 Irrigation Underground Water Well | 35 50
15-3835 Irrigation Underground Water Well | 35 50
15-3838 Irrigation Underground Water Well | 35 50
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Distance
from

Water Pipeline
Right Nearest | Centerline
Number Uses Source Milepost | (feet)
15-3841 Irrigation Underground Water Wells | 35 50
15-3844 Irrigation Underground Water Well | 35 50
15-3902 Irrigation Underground Water Wells | 35 50
15-4012 Irrigation Underground Water Wells | 35 50
15-4189 Irrigation Underground Water Well | 35 50
15-4386 Irrigation Underground Water Wells | 35 50
15-4448 Irrigation Underground Water Wells | 35 50
15-514 Irrigation Underground Water Well | 35 50
15-4406 Domestic/Irrigation/Stockwater | Underground Water Well | 75 43

Underground Water
15-1347 Domestic Tunnel 76 105
15-3601 Other Underground Water Well | 77 126
68-2780 Domestic/Irrigation/Stockwater | Underground Water Well | 89 16
68-3069 Stockwater Underground Water Well | 119 59
68-475 None Listed Underground Water Well | 130 28
68-476 None Listed Underground Water Well | 130 28
68-477 None Listed Underground Water Well | 130 28
68-478 None Listed Underground Water Well | 130 28
68-479 None Listed Underground Water Well | 130 28
68-480 None Listed Underground Water Well | 130 28
68-481 None Listed Underground Water Well | 130 28
68-482 None Listed Underground Water Well | 130 28
71-616 Domestic/Stockwater Underground Water Well | 229 32
71-3216 Power Underground Water Well | 248 21
71-2051 Stockwater Underground Water Well | 272 46
71-347 Domestic/Stockwater Underground Water Well | 275 28
71-786 Irrigation/Stockwater Canfield Spring 285 32

Unnamed Developed
81-468 Domestic/Irrigation/Stockwater | Spring 289
81-3671 Irrigation Underground Water Well | 327

Source: Utah Department of Natural Resources, Division of Water Rights (2007a) in CH2MHill 2008f.

Drinking Water Source Protection (DWSP) Rule R309-600 governs the protection of groundwater
sources of drinking water in Utah through source protection areas established by the public water
supplier. Based on information from the Utah Division of Drinking Water, a total of 17 DWSP Areas
would be crossed by the pipeline route in Utah. The water supply well identification (ID) and the
starting and ending mileposts crossed by the DWSP Zones along the pipeline are provided in Exhibit
3.6-3. Also presented in Exhibit 3.6-3 are the DWSP Zones encompassed within each DWSP Area.
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DWSP Zones One through Four are defined as follows (Utah Administrative Code [UAC] No. R309-

600):

(i) Zone One is the area within a 100-foot radius from the wellhead or margin of the
collection area.

(if) Zone Two is the area within a 250-day ground-water time of travel to the wellhead or
margin of the collection area, the boundary of the aquifer(s) which supplies water to the
ground-water source, or the ground-water divide, whichever is closer. If the available data
indicate a zone of increased ground-water velocity within the producing aquifer(s), then
time-of-travel calculations shall be based on this data.

(iii) Zone Three (waiver criteria zone) is the area within a 3-year ground-water time of travel
to the wellhead or margin of the collection area, the boundary of the aquifer(s) which
supplies water to the ground-water source, or the ground-water divide, whichever is closer.
If the available data indicate a zone of increased ground-water velocity within the producing
aquifer(s), then time-of-travel calculations shall be based on this data.

(iv) Zone Four is the area within a 15-year ground-water time of travel to the wellhead or
margin of the collection area, the boundary of the aquifer(s) which supplies water to the
ground-water source, or the ground-water divide, whichever is closer. If the available data
indicate a zone of increased ground-water velocity within the producing aquifer(s), then

time-of-travel calculations shall be based on these data. (CH2MHill 2008f)

Exhibit 3.6-3 Drinking Water Source Protection Zones Crossed by the Proposed
Pipeline

Well ID Starting Milepost Ending Milepost DWSP Zone(s)
23044-01 24 24 2,3,and 4
23083-01 27 27 2,3,and 4
23003-03 29 32 4
23003-01 29 33 4
23003-02 31 33 4
23022-02 38 39 2,3,and 4
23022-03 40 40 4
23022-01 41 41 4
12004-08 87 89 3and4
14008-01 119 120 4
14008-02 120 121 4
14008-03 121 122 4
14024-01 125 125 4
14024-02 125 125 4
27002-02 291 293 4
27003-01 291 294 4
27090-01 294 295 3and4

Source: Utah Department of Environmental Quality, Division of Water Rights (2007a) in CH2MHill 2008f.
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Nevada

No designated wellhead protection areas or springs would be crossed by the proposed
pipeline route in Nevada (CH2MHill 2008f).

3.6.3.3.  Surface Water

General Setting
Utah

The 399-mile-long main pipeline would traverse through two major drainage regions, or hydrologic
unit codes (HUCSs), as defined by the United States Geologic Survey (USGS), including the Great
Basin and Lower Colorado HUCs. These two major regions are divided into five smaller sub-basins
within the project area, consisting of the Jordan, Sevier, Beaver, and Lower Colorado River sub-
basins and the Great Salt Lake sub-basin. A sub-basin includes the area drained by a river system, a
reach of a river and its tributaries in that reach, or a closed basin(s) (CH2MHill 2008f). Drainage in
the Central Basin and Range Region is internal and occurs predominantly by ephemeral streams and
washes (NRCS 2006b). Major hydrologic features in the northern part of the project area include the
Great Salt Lake and Sevier Lake. Most of the streams in this area are small and support only
intermittent flows. Exhibit 3.6-4 identifies the five sub-basins crossed by the proposed pipeline route
and its alternatives, and the approximate starting and ending mileposts along the pipeline.

Exhibit 3.6-4 Drainage Basins Crossed by the Pipeline

Starting
State Sub-basin Name Milepost Ending Milepost
Utah Jordan River 0 22
Utah Great Salt Lake 22 81
Utah Sevier River 81 153
Utah Beaver River 153 290
Utah/Nevada Lower Colorado River 290 399

Source: CH2MHill 2008f

Surface waters are classified according to the most beneficial existing and potential future uses of the
waterbody, in order to provide protection for a variety of uses. The Utah Department of
Environmental Quality classifies water quality for waters of the State. The state water quality
classifications are designated to conserve the waters of the State; to protect, maintain, and improve
the quality for public water supplies; to allow for the propagation of wildlife, fish, and aquatic life;
and to allow for domestic, agricultural, industrial, recreational, and other legitimate beneficial uses
(UAC No. R317-2). (CH2MHill 2008f)

Nevada

Water quality standards for the State of Nevada are set by the Division of Environmental Protection
and define water quality goals of a waterbody by designating uses of the water and by setting criteria
necessary to protect the beneficial uses of the waterbody. The State of Nevada considers beneficial
uses to include recreation, aquatic life, fisheries, irrigation, and drinking water (Nevada Division of
Environmental Protection 2003). (CH2MHill 2008f)

Floodplains

There are no mapped special flood hazard areas within the analysis area for the proposed project
(FEMA 2008).
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Wetlands and Waters of the U.S.

Wetlands and other waters of the United States are ecological habitats that are protected by federal
and state laws and regulations. The Clean Water Act (CWA) is the primary statute providing
protection of aquatic resources and is administered primarily by the United States Army Corps of
Engineers (USACE). The USACE has jurisdictional authority to regulate discharge of dredge
material and fill into waters of the United States (including wetlands) under Section 404 of the CWA
(CH2MHill 2008g).

Requlatory Requirements

The following sections provide a framework of the USACE regulations, definitions, regulatory
guidance, and case history relevant to the jurisdictional determination pertinent to this discussion
(CH2MHill 2008g).

Waters of the United States. 33 CFR 328 defines waters of the United States as:

...all navigable waters, including: 1) all tidal waters; 2) all interstate waters and wetlands;
3) all other waters such as lakes, rivers, streams (perennial or intermittent), mudflats,
sandflats, wetlands, sloughs, prairie potholes, wet meadows, playa lakes, or natural ponds,
the use, degradation or destruction of which could affect interstate commerce; 4) all
impoundments of water mentioned above; 5) all tributaries to waters mentioned above;
6) territorial seas; and 7) all wetlands adjacent to waters mentioned above.

Wetlands. Wetlands are defined as areas that are “...inundated by surface water or groundwater with
a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a
prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions. Wetlands generally
include swamps, marshes, bogs, and similar areas.” (40 CFR 230 and 33 CFR 238). The 1987
Wetland Delineation Manual requires positive evidence for the presence of three criteria:
hydrophytic vegetation, wetland hydrology, and hydric soils for an area to be considered a wetland,
except in limited instances (USACE 1987). (CH2MHill 2008g)

The USACE has issued numerous Regulatory Guidance Letters (RGLS) that are intended to interpret
or clarify policies and procedures pertaining to the regulatory program. In addition, the USACE
recently issued guidance to identify wetlands and other waters of the United States, including the
1987 Wetland Delineation Manual (USACE 1987), the Interim Regional Supplement to the Corps of
Engineers Manual: Arid West Region (USACE 2006), Delineating Playas in the Arid Southwest
(Brostoff et al. 2001), and Review of Ordinary High Water Mark Indicators for Delineating Arid
Streams in the Southwestern United States (Lichvar and Wakeley 2004). Information provided in
these documents is intended to identify general and regional conditions and indicators of wetlands in
drier environments. Information from these resources was used in making wetlands and water
determinations during the field surveys (CH2MHill 2008g).

Limits of U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Jurisdiction. Recent rulings by the U.S. Supreme Court,
including the Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County (SWANCC) v. United States (2001)
and Rapanos v. Unites States (2006), have resulted in new limitations and interpretations on how and
under what circumstances the USACE can assert jurisdiction under the CWA. In the SWANCC
(2001) ruling, the Court stated that non-navigable, isolated, intrastate waters could not be regulated
solely by the use of migratory birds as a connection to interstate commerce. In the more recent
Rapanos (2006) case, there was no majority decision that definitively determined the limits of
USACE jurisdiction under the CWA. Justice Kennedy stated that waters subject to USACE
jurisdiction must have a “significant nexus” to traditionally navigable waters and that the USACE
must determine the existence of this nexus on a case-by-case basis. The Court did not define what
constitutes a significant nexus. Justice Kennedy’s opinion does state that continuous flow is not
required and recognized that intermittent and ephemeral waters perform important ecological
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functions that are important to the integrality of the watershed and should be protected even in areas
where there is not a direct surface hydrologic connection through overland flow (Murphy 2006).
(CH2MHill 2008g)

Generally, federal jurisdiction under the CWA includes any wetlands and waters that have a direct
(surface flow) hydrologic connection to a navigable water, as well as any wetlands that are
considered to be adjacent to waters of the United States (33 CFR 320-330). (CH2MHill 2008g)

Direct Hydrologic Connection to a Navigable Waters. USACE jurisdiction includes all traditionally
navigable waters and all tributaries to navigable waters upstream to the highest reaches of the
tributary systems. For the purpose of this analysis, tributary systems include natural drainage features
or excavated channels constructed in wetlands that have a direct surface flow connection with
navigable waters (CH2MHill 2008g).

Adjacent Wetlands. The USACE defines adjacent as “...bordering, contiguous, or neighboring” and
states that “wetlands separated from other waters of the United States by man-made dikes or barriers,
natural river berms, beach dunes, and the like are ‘adjacent wetlands’” (33 CFR 328). Adjacent
wetlands do not necessarily require a direct hydrological connection to other waters of the United
States. In the U.S. v. Riverside Bayview Homes (1985), the Supreme Court upheld USACE
jurisdiction of a wetland adjacent to navigable waters, even though the wetland was not subject to
flooding by the adjacent waterway and was only intermittently connected during storm events.
Additionally, the U. S. Court of Appeals has consistently upheld that wetlands adjacent to any non-
navigable waters that are tributary to navigable waters are subject to USACE jurisdiction (Treacy v.
Newdunn Associates 2003; U.S. v. Deaton 2003; and Headwaters, Inc. v. Talent Irrigation District
2001). Therefore, any wetland present in the project area with a hydrologic nexus (such as
intermittent surface connection resulting from storm events) between the wetland and any adjacent
waters was considered jurisdictional (CH2MHill 2008g).

Isolated Wetlands and Waters. Wetlands and other waters in which there is no direct hydrologic
connection or adjacency to other waters of the United States may be considered isolated wetlands
and could be potentially excluded from USACE jurisdiction (CH2MHill 2008g).

Wetlands in the Project Area

The delineation for the proposed pipeline project and its alternative segments identified a number of
wetlands, linear water features, and other aquatic features that were considered to be potentially
jurisdictional waters of the U.S. Other areas that were identified or evaluated as part of the
delineation included water conveyance canals, ephemeral washes, erosion channels, and upland
swales. The following sections provide the results of the wetland delineation, including descriptions
of the mapped features and sample locations, acreage summaries, and the preliminary jurisdictional
determinations (CH2MHill 2008g). Detailed maps showing the location and preliminary
jurisdictional determinations are provided in Appendix E of CH2MHill (2008b). Formal
determination of jurisdiction by the USACE had not been completed by the date of publication of
this analysis.

Jurisdictional Wetlands and Other Waters

A total of 141.49 acres of potential jurisdictional wetlands including emergent wetlands, seasonal
wetlands, and salt flat wetlands were identified in the Proposed Action project area (Exhibit 3.6-5).
An additional 58.67 acres of other jurisdictional waters, including the Jordan River, the DMAD
Reservoir (an impoundment of the Sevier River), Rush Lake, ponds, open water, and intermittent
creeks, canals, excavated drainages and ephemeral washes also occur within the Proposed Action
project area (Exhibit 3.6-5). Several other features were identified that were considered to be non-
jurisdictional (Exhibit 3.6-6). The majority of these features were constructed in uplands for water
storage or conveyance such as retention ponds, reservoirs, canals, and drainage ditches. Naturally
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occurring features, such as non-tributary ephemeral washes and erosional channels and playas, were
also identified in the project area. A total of 169 upland swales were also identified and mapped
(CH2MHill 2008g).

Exhibit 3.6-5 Summary of Potential Jurisdictional Features ldentified in the Study

Area

Jurisdictional Wetlands Acres
Emergent Wetlands 50.66
Seasonal Wetlands 53.23
Salt Flat Wetlands 39.58
Total Jurisdictional Wetlands 141.49
Other Jurisdictional Waters Acres
Jordan River 0.22
Rush Lake 31.48
DMAD Reservoir 3.98
Ponds 6.27
Open Water 0.11
Intermittent Creeks 2.32
Canals 2.54
Excavated Drainages 0.78
Ephemeral Washes 11.07
Total Other Jurisdictional Waters 58.67
Total Potential Jurisdictional 200.16

Exhibit 3.6-6 Summary of Potential Non-Jurisdictional Features Identified in the

Study Area
Other Waters Acres
Kennecott Mine Retention Ponds 3.99
Red Rock Reservoir 0.09
Catchment Basin 1.45
Canals 0.94
Excavated Drainages 3.14
Ephemeral Washes (non-tributary) 4.74
Erosional Channels 2.88
Playas 90.73
Total Potential Non-Jurisdictional 107.96

Source: CH2MHill 2008g

Page 3-56




Chapter 3: Affected Environment

The following sections provide descriptions of the wetlands and other aquatic features observed in
the project area based on field observations and data collected during the wetland delineation.

Emergent Wetlands. A total of 50.66 acres of jurisdictional emergent wetlands were identified in the
project area. Extensive emergent wetlands are present between MP 19 and MP 22 associated with the
Kennecott Mine retention ponds. These areas are characterized by dense monocultures of common
reed (Phragmites australis). These areas occur around the outer edges of the pond and cover
approximately 40.5 acres of the project area. (CH2MHill 2008g) Additional emergent wetlands
occur along the southern part of Rush Lake around MP 48. Vegetation was largely characterized by
dense Olney's bulrush (Scirpus americanus) with Baltic rush (Juncus balticus) and silverweed
cinquefoil (Argentina anserina) common in some areas. These areas were ponded with several inches
of water at the time of the survey and appear to be inundated for extended periods of time during the
spring and early summer months (CH2MHill 2008g).

Seasonal Wetlands. A total of 53.23 acres of seasonal wetland habitat was identified in the project
area. The majority of the seasonal wetland habitat occurs between MP 3 and MP 10 and is associated
with managed duck clubs and other seasonally inundated areas around the outer edges of the Great
Salt Lake. Seasonal wetlands were also identified around the margins of Clover Reservoir near MP
55. Seasonal wetlands around the Great Salt Lake are generally characterized by salt tolerant
hydrophytes such as saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), halberd-leaf saltbrush (Atriplex prostrate), pickle
weed (Salicornia utahensis, S. europea), and Mediterranean barley (Hordeum marinum ssp.
gussonianum). Some areas that appear to be subject to more prolonged inundation support more
emergent species such as Baltic rush, Olneys’s bulrush, and spike rush (Eleocharis palustris).
Seasonal wetlands around Clover Reservoir were characterized by dense salt grass as well as
Nebraska sedge (Carex nebrascensis). At the time of the survey these areas were dry, but appeared
to be subject to seasonal inundation during the months when the water level in the Great Salt Lake
and Clover Reservoir are high (CH2MHill 2008g).

Salt Flat Wetlands. Salt flat wetlands total 37.60 acres and typically occur in a mosaic with seasonal
wetlands around the margins of the Great Salt Lake between MP 3 and MP 10, but they also occur in
the area just south of the Clover Reservoir near MP 55. These areas are characterized by very sparse
vegetation cover consisting almost entirely of pickleweed. Total vegetation cover is less than 50
percent and often less than 20 percent, with the remaining area open soil. As with the seasonal
wetlands, these areas were dry at the time of the survey, but appeared to be saturated and/or
inundated when lake and reservoir levels are high. Large, deep cracks were often observed in the
open soils in these features (CH2MHill 2008g).

Other Waters in the Project Area

Other waters observed in the project area included both natural and constructed features that either
hold or convey water. In a few areas the water is perennial. However, in many areas flows are either
intermittent during the wetter months of the year, in response to snow melt, or highly ephemeral with
flows typically occurring only in response to heavy rainfall events and subsequent runoff. The
following sections provide descriptions of these water features (CH2MHill 2008g).

Jordan River. The project area crosses the Jordan River just west of MP 2. In this area the river
channel is approximately 35 feet wide and is characterized by open water. The narrow band of
riparian vegetation along the upper banks of the river includes cottonwood (Populus fremontii),
Lombardy poplar (Populus nigra), Siberian elm (Ulmus pumila), peach leaf willow (Salix
amygadaloides), and Russian olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia) trees. Understory vegetation includes
reed canary grass (Phalaris arundinace), orchard grass (Dactylis glomerata), saltgrass, and redtop
bentgrass (Agrosteris stolinefiera) (CH2MHill 2008g).
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Rush Lake. Rush lake is a large, seasonal lake in Tooele County, Utah. The pipeline alignment
crosses through the lake approximately between MP 45 and MP 48. Shallow inundation was
observed in the lake at the time of the surveys, but much of the lake appears to become dry for some
period of time during the later summer months (CH2MHill 2008g). This is entirely influenced by
climatic conditions. The lake was seasonally dry between 2000 and 2007 during drought conditions.

DMAD Reservoir. DMAD Reservoir is located in Millard County, near the town of Delta, Utah. The
reservoir was created in 1959 with an earth fill dam and north dike on the Sevier River. The reservoir
has a total surface area of approximately 1,200 acres and a storage capacity of 10,990 acre-feet.
Water is primarily used for agricultural irrigation and cooling two coal-fired power plants. The
reservoir is also open to the public for recreational purposes. The project area crosses the reservoir
just south of MP 130 (CH2MHill 2008g).

Ponds and Open Water. Most of the ponds and open water areas occur west of the Salt Lake City
International Airport, in managed duck club areas, between MP 5 and MP 8. These features are often
adjacent to seasonal wetlands and salt flats, and water levels are often manipulated to provide
favorable waterfowl habitat. A total of 6.38 acres of ponds and open water occur along the margin of
the Great Salt Lake. Although these areas are manipulated, they are considered part of a naturally
created mosaic of wetlands and open water habitats and were therefore considered jurisdictional
waters of the U.S. Approximately 4 acres of open water habitat is also found between MP 20 and MP
21 associated with the Kennecott Mine retention ponds. These retention ponds were not considered
to be Waters of the U.S. (CH2MHill 2008g)

Intermittent Creeks. A total of 11 intermittent creeks were identified in the project area. These
features ranged from small, approximately 4-foot-wide channels (Boulter Creek near MP 77) to
large, open floodplain areas with multiple braided channels, such as Moody Wash (MP 299) and
Beaver Dam Wash (MP 327). Some of these features contained flowing water at the time of the
survey and others were dry. All of these features have well-defined flow channels and appear to
support relatively prolonged flows in response to seasonal rainfall and/or snowmelt (CH2MHill
2008Q).

Canals. Fifteen canals were identified in the study area, many of which appear to have been
excavated in uplands for the conveyance of treated municipal water or for agricultural irrigation.
Approximately 1.6 acres of canals in the study area appear to have either been constructed in
wetlands, such as the canal features associated with managed duck clubs west of the airport (between
MP 6 and MP 7), and canal features that appear to be realigned and channalized natural creeks such
as Lee Creek near MP 14. The remaining 0.94 acres of canal appear to have been constructed
entirely in uplands and were considered nonjurisdictional waters of the U.S. All of the canals within
the study area appeared to be maintained and were largely devoid of vegetation, with the exception
of the occasional patch of common reed along the banks. (CH2MHill 2008g)

Excavated Drainages. Thirty-nine excavated drainages were identified in the study area. The vast
majority of these features (3.12 acres) appear to have been constructed entirely in uplands and were
considered nonjurisdictional waters of the U.S. Only three features for a total of 0.87 acres appeared
to have been constructed in wetlands or appeared to be realigned natural creeks. Excavated drainages
ranged in size from small 1- to 2-footwide channels constructed to improve site drainage, to large 15-
to 20-foot-wide agricultural irrigation ditches. Many of the drainages appeared to be routinely
maintained while other areas had become overgrown with common reed. (CH2MHill 2008g)

Ephemeral Washes. Ephemeral washes were the most common feature observed in the study area. Of
the 266 washes that were identified and mapped, 199 (approximately 75 percent) appeared to be
tributary to other waters of the U.S. such as Spring Creek, Magotsu Creek, Beaver River, Virgin
River, Muddy River, or Santa Clarita River, and were therefore considered jurisdictional waters of
the U.S. The remaining 67 washes appeared to dissipate into overland flow and showed no direct
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connection or significant nexus with other waters of the U.S. and were considered non-jurisdictional.
Channel size, morphology, and substrate were highly variable. Some of the ephemeral washes were
small, 2- to 3-foot-wide, well-defined channels with open sandy channels and others were broad,
weakly expressed, gravel cobble channels that contained scattered upland shrubs. Many of the
washes showed evidence of flowing water, such as litter and debris deposits, flow lines in the sand or
gravel, shelving, and steeply cut banks. Unlike intermittent creeks, these features appear to convey
water for short periods only in response to heavy rainfall events. (CH2MHill 2008g)

Erosional Channels. After ephemeral washes, erosional channels were the next most common
feature observed in the project area. A total of 230 erosional scour channels, generally ranging from
1 to 3 feet wide, were identified in the project area. These features are generally more poorly defined
than ephemeral washes (CH2MHill 2008g).

Playas. Two large playa areas were identified in the project area, from MP 154 to MP 156 and from
MP 171 to MP 172.5. The extensive playa areas were characterized by sparse vegetation and open
soils, but lacked any evidence of an ordinary high water mark (CH2MHill 2008g).

Other Areas. Other features observed included an abandoned catchment basin near MP 57 and the
Red Rock Reservoir, which is a small, isolated, shallow reservoir near MP 197(CH2MHill 2008g) .

Upland Swales. A total of 169 upland swales were identified and mapped. These features are low
topographic areas that appear to convey overland flow resulting from storm events. Upland
vegetation is present throughout the area and, while in some areas there is erosional scouring, these
areas lack defined channels and evidence of an ordinary high water mark (CH2MHill 2008g).

3.6.4. Existing Conditions for Alternatives
3.6.4.1.  Airport Alternative Route

The Airport Alternative Route crosses the same features as the Proposed Action between MP 6.6 and
MP 10 (CH2MHill 2008d). Specific information on each individual feature is provided in Appendix
D of CH2M Hill (2008b).

3.6.4.2.  Tooele County Alternative Route

Exhibit 3.6-7 summarizes water resources along the Tooele County Alternative Route.

Exhibit 3.6-7 Summary of Potential Jurisdictional and Non-Jurisdictional Features
Identified along the Tooele County Alternative Route

Jurisdictional Waters Acres
Ephemeral Washes 0.079
Total Potential Jurisdictional 0.079

Non-Jurisdictional Waters

Upland Swales 0.048

Total Potential Non-Jurisdictional 0.048

3.6.4.3. Rush Lake Alternative Route

The Rush Lake Alternative Route crosses very similar water resource features and is slightly higher
in elevation than the Proposed Action between MP 45.5 and MP 49.
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3.6.4.4. Millard County Alternative Route

There are no established water rights (wells or springs) within 200 feet of the Millard County
Alternative Route.

Exhibit 3.6-8 summarizes water resources along the Millard County Alternative Route. Swan Lake
and the Swan Lake Salt Marsh have small areas of perennial riparian areas which have sedges and
rushes included in the vegetation. The proposed pipeline would go between the two features. The
riparian vegetation associated with the crossing of the Sevier River was dominated by Tamarisk.

Exhibit 3.6-8 Summary of Potential Jurisdictional and Non-Jurisdictional Features
Identified in the Millard County Alternative Route

Jurisdictional Waters Acres
Sevier River 0.10
Ephemeral Wash 0.02
Total Potential Jurisdictional 0.12

Non-Jurisdictional Waters

Upland Swales (2) 0.18

Total Potential Non-Jurisdictional 0.18
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3.7. Vegetation

3.7.1. Area of Analysis

The project area follows the proposed and alternative pipeline alignments, which traverse portions of
the states of Utah and Nevada. The project area for vegetation is defined as 100 feet on either side of
the proposed pipeline centerline and its alternatives, the lateral line servicing the Salt Lake City
Airport, the Cedar City Lateral, the periphery of proposed UNEV facilities (CH2MHill 2008h), as
well as all staging areas and access roads.

3.7.2. Data Sources and Methods

The existing Kern River pipeline route, as described in FERC and California State Lands
Commission (2002), and the proposed pipeline route are essentially the same from approximately
MP 250 of the pipeline route south approximately 150 miles to Las Vegas. The routes diverge
significantly from MP 0 to MP 250 of the proposed pipeline route (and its alternative alignment
segments). Therefore, pertinent site-specific vegetation information related to MP 250 and higher (to
MP 399) was taken from FERC and CSLS (2002). General observations regarding plant
communities along the pipeline route from MP 0 to MP 250 were made during field reconnaissance
conducted in conjunction with wetland surveys. The Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW)
recently prepared the Nevada Wildlife Action Plan (NDOW 2006), in which general wildlife use of
the habitat types that occur along the pipeline route were described. Resources available on the
NDOW (2006) and Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR 2005) web sites were also
accessed for pertinent information. The NatureServe website (2008) was also accessed for certain
species information (CH2MHill 2008h).

3.7.3. Existing Conditions for Proposed Action
3.7.3.1.  Upland Vegetation Communities/Habitat Types

The proposed main pipeline route and its alternative segments traverse a number of different
vegetation communities. The northern section of the route primarily passes through urban and/or
industrial lands on the northern end of Salt Lake City, from approximately MP 0 to MP 19. This
section of the route crosses the most disturbed land, but much of the southern route segment, from
approximately MP 250 south to MP 399, lies within a previously established and disturbed utility
corridor. Approximately 150 miles of pipeline in this southern segment would be on previously
disturbed land. Much of the approximately 250 miles of pipeline in the northern segment would
traverse vegetative communities that are either located within the proposed Westwide Energy
Corridor or are parallel to the existing Kern River pipeline in the Salt Lake City area, or are adjacent
to existing powerline rights-of-way in other areas. Exhibit 3.7-1 summarizes vegetation types
located along the 399-mile-long main proposed pipeline route and its corresponding alternative
segments, by linear mileage. The Habitat Change Figures 1 through 88 (CH2MHill 2008h) can be
found in the Project Record and show the locations of vegetation communities, by milepost, along
the proposed alignment, and the following descriptions correspond to those communities (CH2MHill
2008h).
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Exhibit 3.7-1 Miles of Existing Vegetation Communities Within the Proposed Pipeline Route and Segments Corresponding

to Alternatives

Proposed Proposed Action Segments Corresponding to
Action: Alternative Segments
Proposed Southernmost
Action: 150 Miles (MP _ Tooele Millard
Northernmost 250 - 399, Airport County County
250 Miles (MP adjacent to Alternative Alternative Alternative
Vegetation 1 - 250, Kern River Airport Cedar City MP 6.6 — MP | MP 25.3-MP | MP 110 — MP
Community undisturbed) ROW) Lateral Line | Lateral Line 10 38.7 161
Total
Miles 9 4
fgrr:ggltural MP 0 — MP 2, 0 0 0 0 0
MP10 - MP11, MP118-
MPs MP 57 — MP 58, MP122
MP 86 - 87,
MP118-MP122
Total 9
Blackbrush Miles
?hl’Ub/ 0 MP 315 — MP 0 0 0 0 0
oshua Tree 317, MP 320 —
Forest MPs MP 322, MP
324 — MP 329
Blackbrush
Shrub/ Total 10
Juniper Miles
Woodland 0 0 0 0 0 0
and Pinyon- MP304 —
Juniper MPs MP314
Woodland
Desert Total
Saltbrush Miles 25 4 0 0 0 0 2
Shrub




Proposed

Proposed Action Segments Corresponding to

Action: Alternative Segments
Proposed Southernmost
Action: 150 Miles (MP . Tooele Millard
Northernmost 250 - 399, Alrport County County
250 Miles (MP adjacent to Alternative Alternative Alternative
Vegetation 1 - 250, Kern River Airport Cedar City MP 6.6 — MP | MP 25.3-MP | MP 110 — MP
Community undisturbed) ROW) Lateral Line | Lateral Line 10 38.7 161
MP 61 — MP 63,
MP 69 — MP 71,
MP 73 — MP 74,
MP 94 — MP 97,
MP 158 — MP
MPs 160, MP 161 — MP 394 — MP MP 158 — MP
MP 167, MP 398 160
174- MP 175,
MP 199 — MP
202, MP 205 —
MP 209, MP
216 — MP 217
Disturbed
Grasslands Total
(>50 percent . 44 0 0.10 0 0 0 17
X Miles
weeds/exotic

species)




Proposed

Proposed Action Segments Corresponding to

Action: Alternative Segments
Proposed Southernmost
Action: 150 Miles (MP . Tooele Millard
Northernmost 250 - 399, Alrport County County
250 Miles (MP adjacent to Alternative Alternative Alternative
Vegetation 1 - 250, Kern River Airport Cedar City MP 6.6 — MP | MP 25.3-MP | MP 110 — MP
Community undisturbed) ROW) Lateral Line | Lateral Line 10 38.7 161
MP 2 — 3, MP 2.03 -
MP 11 — MP 23, MP 2.13
MP 43 — MP 44,
MP 48 — MP 50,
MP 106 — MP
118, MP 127 — MP 110 — MP
MP 128, MP
118, MP 127 —
137 — MP 138,
MP 128, MP
MP 145 - MP
MPs 137 — MP 138,
147, MP 148 —
MP 145 — MP
MP 154, MP
147, MP 148 —
167 — MP 168, MP 154
MP 171 - MP '
172, MP 176 —
MP 177, MP
186 — MP 187,
MP 226 — MP
228
Greasewood | Total
Shrub Miles | 29 0 0 0 0 17




Proposed

Proposed Action Segments Corresponding to

Action: Alternative Segments
Proposed Southernmost
Action: 150 Miles (MP . Tooele Millard
Northernmost 250 - 399, Alrport County County
250 Miles (MP adjacent to Alternative Alternative Alternative
Vegetation 1 - 250, Kern River Airport Cedar City MP 6.6 — MP | MP 25.3-MP | MP 110 — MP
Community undisturbed) ROW) Lateral Line | Lateral Line 10 38.7 161
MP 55 — MP 57,
MP 63 — MP 69,
MP 122 — MP
127, MP 128 — MP 122 — MP
MP 130, MP 127, MP 128 —
130 — MP 137, MP 130, MP
MPs MP 156 — MP 130 — MP 137,
158, MP 160 — MP 156 — MP
MP 161, MP 158, MP 160 —
168 — MP 169, MP 161,
MP 170 — MP
171, MP 229 —
MP 232
1.14
Industrial
Gravel/ -,{AOiItZ‘L 0 0 mg %-ég - o 0 0 0
Asphalt MP 2.13 —
MP 2.40
Total
. 5
Joshua Tree | Miles
Forest/Grass- 0 MP 317 — MP 0 0 0 0 0
land MPs 320, MP 322 —
MP 324
Juniper Total
Woodland Miles 1 12 0 0 0 0 0




Proposed

Proposed Action Segments Corresponding to

Action: Alternative Segments
Proposed Southernmost
Action: 150 Miles (MP . Tooele Millard
Northernmost 250 - 399, Alrport County County
250 Miles (MP adjacent to Alternative Alternative Alternative
Vegetation 1 - 250, Kern River Airport Cedar City MP 6.6 — MP | MP 25.3-MP | MP 110 — MP
Community undisturbed) ROW) Lateral Line | Lateral Line 10 38.7 161
and Pinyon- MP 291 — MP
Juniper MPs | MP 93— MP 94, | 292, MP 293 —
Woodland MP 304
Juniper Total >
Woodland Miles
and Pinyon-
Juniper 0 0 0 0 0
Woodland/ MPs MP 289 — MP
Sagebrush 291
Shrub
Total - 4 q 0.14 2.4 10
Miles
MP 3 -MP 7, MP 0 — MP
MP 8 — MP 10, 0.14
Marsh/Mud- MP 46 — MP 48, | o MP66_Mp | O MP 138 — MP
flats Mp MP 54 — MP 55, T WP 145, MP 147 —
S MP 138 — MP I\/iP 10 B MP 148, MP
145, MP 147 — ’ 154 — MP 156
MP 148, MP
154 — MP 156
_ thal 20
Mojave Miles
Creosote- 0 MP 329 — MP 0 0 0 0 0
Bursage 331, MP 357 —
Shrub MPs MP 394, MP

398 — MP 399




Proposed

Proposed Action Segments Corresponding to

Action: Alternative Segments
Proposed Southernmost
Action: 150 Miles (MP . Tooele Millard
Northernmost 250 - 399, Alrport County County
250 Miles (MP adjacent to Alternative Alternative Alternative
Vegetation 1 - 250, Kern River Airport Cedar City MP 6.6 — MP | MP 25.3-MP | MP 110 — MP
Community undisturbed) ROW) Lateral Line | Lateral Line 10 38.7 161
Mojave Total
Creosote- Moilgs 26
oureage 0 0 0 0 0 0
Shru
Joshua Tree MPs 3M5F;331 - MP
Forest
o Total
oodlan
MPs MP 130 MP 130
Total
. 1 10
Sagebrush Miles
Shrub/ MP 254 — MP 0 7 0 0 0
Grassland | mps | M7 2% TMP ) 961, Mp 263 -
MP 266
Sagebrush Total 2
Shrub/ Miles
Grassland/
Juniper
Woodland 0 MP 279 — MP 0 0 0 0 0
and Pinyon- | MPs 281
Juniper
Woodland
Sagebrush/
Sagebrush Lflltg's 58 14 0 0 0 0 0

Shrub




Vegetation
Community

Proposed
Action:
Northernmost
250 Miles (MP
1- 250,
undisturbed)

Proposed
Action:
Southernmost
150 Miles (MP
250 - 399,
adjacent to
Kern River
ROW)

MPs

MP 41 — MP 43,
MP 44 — MP 46,
MP 50 — MP 54,
MP 58 — MP 61,
MP 71— MP 73,
MP 74 — MP 86,
MP 90 — MP 91,
MP 97 — MP 98,
MP 102 — MP
104, MP 187 —
MP 188, MP
209 — MP 216,
MP 217 — MP
218, MP 219 —
MP 221, MP
224 — MP 228,
MP 234 — MP
245, MP 246 —
MP 250

MP 250 — MP
254, MP 266 —
MP 267, MP
281 — MP 289,
MP 292 — MP
293

Airport
Lateral Line

Cedar City
Lateral Line

Proposed Action Segments Corresponding to
Alternative Segments

Airport
Alternative

MP 6.6 — MP
10

Tooele
County
Alternative

MP 25.3 — MP
38.7

Millard
County
Alternative
MP 110 — MP
161

Urban Lands

Total
Miles

2

MPs

MP 38 — MP40

MP 38 —
MP38.7

Utah
Grassland/

Total
Miles

61

14

1.02

12.7




Vegetation
Community

Desert
Grassland

Proposed
Action:
Northernmost
250 Miles (MP
1- 250,
undisturbed)

Proposed
Action:
Southernmost
150 Miles (MP
250 - 399,
adjacent to
Kern River
ROW)

Airport
Lateral Line

MPs

MP 7 — MP 8,
MP 23 — MP 38,
MP 40 — MP 41,
MP 87 — MP 90,
MP 91 — MP 93,
MP 98 — MP
102, MP 104 —
MP 106, MP
169 — MP 170,
MP 172 — MP
174, MP 175 —
MP 176, MP
177 — MP 186,
MP 188 — MP
189, MP 202 —
MP 205, MP
218 — MP 219,
MP 221 — MP
222, MP 223 —
MP 224, MP
228 — MP 229,
MP 232 — MP
234,

MP 261 — MP
263, MP 267 —
MP 279

MP 0.14 —
MP 1.16

Cedar City
Lateral Line

Proposed Action Segments Corresponding to
Alternative Segments

Airport
Alternative

MP 6.6 — MP
10

Tooele
County
Alternative

MP 25.3 — MP
38.7

Millard
County
Alternative
MP 110 — MP
161

MP 7 - MP 8

MP 25.3 - MP
38

Utah
Grassland/

Desert
Grassland/
Blackbush
Shrub

Total
Miles

MPs

MP 314 — MP
315




Proposed

Proposed Action Segments Corresponding to

Action: Alternative Segments
Proposed Southernmost
Action: 150 Miles (MP . Tooele Millard
Northernmost 250 - 399, Alrport County County
250 Miles (MP adjacent to Alternative Alternative Alternative
Vegetation 1 - 250, Kern River Airport Cedar City MP 6.6 — MP | MP 25.3-MP | MP 110 — MP
Community undisturbed) ROW) Lateral Line | Lateral Line 10 38.7 161
Total
Playa Miles | o 0 0 0 0 0
MPs

Source: CH2MHIill 2008h
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Sagebrush/Sagebrush Shrub

Undisturbed sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata) habitat is uncommon along the proposed pipeline route
and is found in small patches, often intermixed with juniper (Juniperus spp.) in the northern to
middle segments of the route. Primary understory grasses are needle-and-thread grass (Hesperostipa
comata), Indian ricegrass (Achnatherum hymenoides), and squirreltail (Elymus elymoides).
Sagebrush is found with a variety of other shrubs, but rubber rabbitbrush (Ericameria nauseosa) is a
component of almost all sagebrush stands. The largest segments of sagebrush are located between
MP 71 and MP 86 and between MP 234 and MP 254 (CH2MHill 2008h).

Desert Saltbrush Shrub

Desert saltbrush shrub is dominated by several species of saltbrush (Atriplex spp.) and is located on
soils that tend to be alkaline, saline, or both. Remnants of this habitat type are predominantly found
in the northern segments of the proposed pipeline route between MPs 61 to 97, 158 to 175, and 199
to 217 (CH2MHill 2008h).

Greasewood Shrub

The greasewood (Sarcobatus vermiculatus) shrub community (MP 122 to MP 136) is dominated by
greasewood but can also be a mixture of Gardner’s saltbrush (Atriplex gardneri) and spiny saltbrush
(Atriplex confertifolia). Although relatively uncommon as a dominant stand type along the proposed
pipeline route, it is widely distributed throughout Utah and occurs as a subdominant in many other
shrub types (CH2MHill 2008h).

Utah Grassland/Desert Grassland

Grasslands dominated by native species (including needle-and- thread grass, Indian ricegrass, and
squirreltail) start near MP 7 and continue with disruptions through MP 279. Forbs are important
components of many of the less disturbed areas of grassland. Some areas have inclusions with
overstories of sagebrush, greasewood, and rabbitbrush but grasses remain a large component. Desert
grasslands appear to be infested with the exotic Mediterranean grass (Schismus spp.). Desert areas
are classified as a shrub type, not as grassland (CH2MHill 2008h).

Juniper Woodland and/Pinyon-Juniper Woodland

Within the proposed pipeline ROW, juniper (Juniperus osterosperma) woodlands are more prevalent
than pinyon-juniper. Understory grasses described for the sagebrush habitat type also occur in this
habitat type. One of the largest segments of sagebrush and juniper communities is located between
MP 280 and MP 303. The existing utility crossing National Forest land has already disturbed a large
segment of this habitat type (CH2MHill 2008h).

Blackbrush Shrub

Blackbrush (Coleogyne ramosissima) occurs primarily in the transition zone between the Mojave
and Great Basin Deserts (MP 304 to 329), forming a band across southwestern Utah and into
Nevada. Blackbrush shrub is predominantly blackbrush, but Anderson’s desert thorn (Lycium
andersoni) and Mojave yucca (Yucca schidigera) are common in some areas. This community is
broadly ecotonal with Joshua tree (Yucca brevifoila) woodlands and Mojave yuccas (Yucca
schidigera) at lower elevations and juniper woodland at higher elevations. Much of the blackbrush
shrub community in the project area has been severely impacted by fire (CH2MHill 2008h).

Mojave Creosote-Bursage

The Mojave creosote-bursage community (MP 329 to MP 399) is dominated by creosote bush
(Larrea tridentata) and white bursage (Ambrosia dumosa). This is the most common association of
plants in the Mojave Desert, covering as much as 70 percent of the desert. This community occurs
primarily on lower portions of valley floors and bajadas (geologic formations created by the lateral
merging and blending of a series of alluvial fans). Other shrubs commonly occurring with these
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species include Mojave yucca, spiny menodora (Menodora spinescens), wolfberry (Lycium spp.),
green ephedra (Ephedra viridis), ratany (Krameria spp.), rayless goldenhead (Acamptopappus
sphaerocephalus), soft prairie clover (Dalea mollissima), and whitestem paperflower (Psilostrophe
cooperi). Yucca and cacti are also common within the Mojave creosote-bursage community
(CH2MHill 2008h).

Joshua Tree Forest

Joshua tree stands are a relatively rare vegetation type along the pipeline ROW, originally occurring
as inclusions within Mojave creosote-bursage and blackbrush shrub communities. These stands are
even rarer now, after fire burned through some of the best remaining stands within the pipeline ROW
(CH2MHill 2008h).

3.7.3.2.  Riparian Woodland and Marsh/Mudflats

Riparian woodlands along the pipeline ROW have been heavily impacted by invasion of Russian
olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia) and salt cedar (Tamarix spp.). Riparian areas with native willows
(Salix spp.) and cottonwood (Populus spp.) are uncommon. Some areas have remnant Fremont’s
cottonwood (Populus fremontii) and coyote willow (Salix exigua) stands. Marsh/mudflat areas are
located on the northernmost portion of the route, in the vicinity of the Salt Lake City International
Airport (CH2MHill 2008h). The proposed pipeline goes through mudflats in sections 12, 13, and 14
of T.19 S., R. 8 W. and across mud flats and other wetlands from the eastern part of section 11 of T.
18 S., R. 6 W. and through the northern part of Sections 28 of T.18S., R.7W. These riparian and
marsh/mudflat areas occur along the proposed alignment —between MP 3 to 10.

3.7.3.3.  Agricultural Lands

These lands occur primarily along the northern segment of the proposed pipeline route (MP 0 to 2,
and MP 10 to 11). Several communities, such as Delta, Utah, have some irrigated farmlands directly
adjacent to the proposed pipeline route (MP 118 to 122) (CH2MHill 2008h).

3.7.3.4.  Noxious Weeds

The BLM defines an invasive weed as “a non-native plant that disrupts or has the potential to disrupt
or alter the natural ecosystem function, composition and diversity of the site it occupies. Its presence
deteriorates the health of the site, it makes efficient use of natural resources difficult and it may
interfere with management objectives for that site. It is an invasive species that requires a concerted
effort (manpower and resources) to remove from its current location, if it can be removed at all”
(BLM National List of Invasive Weed Species of Concern). They have the ability to readily establish
and spread rapidly, particularly in disturbed areas, and may cause damage to agriculture, range
resources, and forestry, as well as increase fire susceptibility and affect human health and safety.

Federal Executive Order 13112, Prevention and Control of Invasive Species (February 3, 1999),
defines invasive species as “alien species whose introduction does or is likely to cause economic or
environmental harm or harm to human health.” This order requires any Federal agency whose action
may affect the status of invasive species to undertake reasonable and appropriate measures to prevent
or minimize the spread of invasive species, and to monitor and manage their conditions. A number of
additional Federal laws address identification, treatment, and monitoring of invasive species,
including the following:

e Lacey Actas amended (18 U.S.C. 42)
¢ Nuisance Prevention and Control Act of 1990 as amended (16 U.S.C. 4701 et. seq.)

o Federal Noxious Weed Act of 1974 as amended by the Food, Agriculture, Conservation and
Trade Act of 1990 (Section 1453 “Management of Undesirable Plants on Federal Lands”
U.S.C. 2801 et. seq.)
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o Federal Plant Pest Act (7 U.S.C. 150aa et. seq.)

e Carlson-Foley Act of 1968 (Public Law 90-583)

e Salt Cedar and Russian Olive Control Demonstration Act (Public Law 109-320)

e Safe, Accountable, Flexible, Efficient Transportation Equity Act (Public Law 109-59)
e Noxious Weed Control and Eradication Act (Public Law 108-412)

In addition to federal regulations, the State of Utah Department of Agriculture and State of Nevada
Department of Agriculture serve to regulate noxious weed presence. The Federal Noxious Weed
List, Utah and Nevada State Noxious Weed List, and BLM Invasive Weed Species of Concern List
are provided in Appendix F.

Noxious weeds (e.g., squarrose knapweed, Scotch thistle, Dalmation toadflax, Dyers woad) are
prevalent on the northern section of the proposed route in Salt Lake, Tooele, Juab, and Millard
counties, and on portions of the southern section of the route along the previously disturbed utility
corridor, past burned sites, disturbed areas such as overgrazed areas, mining areas, gravel pits and
recreation/ATV use areas. In degraded salt desert shrub communities in Salt Lake and Tooele
counties, noxious weeds consisting primarily of Squarrose knapweed (Centaurea virgata), Canada
thistle (Cirsium arvense), Scotch thistle (Onopordum acanthium), musk thistle (Carduus nutans),
Russian knapweed (Acroptilon repens), hoary cress (Cardaria draba) and dalmation toadflax (Linaria
genistifolia) dominate large areas of the proposed ROW. Field bindweed (Convulus arvensis) is also
prevalent on many disturbed areas mainly on private irrigated lands. (CH2MHill 2008h)

Hoary cress is a perennial weed with creeping rootstocks. It reproduces by root segments and seeds.
Dalmatian toadflax, found on the Nevada Noxious Weed List, is a perennial weed that prefers
disturbed sites on sandy soils. It is aggressive and hard to control because of deep roots and a waxy
leaf. It reproduces by root segment and seeds. Field bindweed is a perennial with prostrate stems up
to 6 feet long and extensive roots. It reproduces by both seed and rootstock. (CH2MHill 2008h)
Squarrose knapweed is a taprooted perennial, with deciduous seed heads that fall off the stems soon
after seeds mature. Canada, Scotch, and musk thistle are members of the aster family. These thistles
range in size from as little as 12 inches to over 60 inches in height. They are readily identified by
dark green leaves with a light central vein, deep lobed, and spiny tips. Thistles commonly invade
pastures, range and forest lands, grain fields, stream and ditch banks, roadsides, waste areas, vacant
lots, and abandoned farmland (Whitson ed. 2004).

Although not legally designated as noxious in Utah or Nevada, cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum),
tumble weed (Salsola kali), mustard (Syssimbrium altissimum), halogeton (Halogeton glomeratus)
burr buttercup (Ranunculus testiculatus), and tansy mustard (Descurainia sophia) have invaded both
states to the degree that they are present in varying amounts on all sections of the proposed pipeline
ROW. The degradation of upland habitats by cheatgrass is of special concern because of its influence
on the natural fire cycle. Cheatgrass carries fire better than most native species and responds quickly
to expand after fire on most western rangelands (CH2MHill 2008h).

Riparian areas along the proposed pipeline ROW are infested with three invasive species of concern
to land management agencies: Russian olive, especially in the northern section; Phragmites; and salt
cedar. The degradation of riparian areas by salt cedar is especially detrimental to wildlife. Once
established, salt cedar and Russian olive are extremely difficult to control (CH2MHill 2008h).

3.7.4. Existing Conditions for Alternatives

Exhibit 3.7-3 details vegetation found along the proposed alternative routes. Vegetation community
descriptions would be the same as those described above.
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Exhibit 3.7-3 Miles of Existing Vegetation Communities within the Alternative Routes

Rush Lake
Vegetation Airport Tooele County Alternative Millard County
Community Alternative Alternative Route Alternative
Total 35 Same as
Miles ' Proposed Action
Agricultural MP 1 -MP2, 0
Lands MP 3 — MP 3.5,
MPs MP 8 — MP 9.5,
MP 13 — MP
135
Blackbrush Total
Shrub/ Miles 0 0
Joshua Tree
Forest MPs
Blackbrush
Shrub/ Total
Juniper Miles
Woodland 0 0
and Pinyon-
Juniper MPs
Woodland
Total
Desert Miles 2.5
Saltbrush 0
Shrub MP 26 — MP
MPs 28.5
| Total 6.9 4
Disturbed Miles
Grasslands
(>50 percent MP1-MP1,
weeds/exotic MP 2 — MP 2.5, MP 0 — MP 3,
speci MPs MP 9.5 - MP 13, MP 49.25 — MP
pecies)
MP 13.5 - MP 50.25
15.4
Total
Greasewood | wiles 0 0
Shrub
MPs
Joshua Tree To_ltal
Forest/Grass- | Miles 0 0
land MPs
Juniper Total
Woodland Miles 35
and Pinyon- 0
Juniper MPs MP 3 — MP 6.5
Woodland
Juniper Total 0 0
Woodland Miles
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Rush Lake
Vegetation Airport Tooele County Alternative Millard County
Community Alternative Alternative Route Alternative
and Pinyon-
Juniper
Woodland/ MPs
Sagebrush
Shrub
Toal 3 4 15
Marsh/Mud- | Miles 0
flats -
MPs MPO-MP 3.4 MP 55 - MP
56.5
Mojave Total
- Miles
Creosote I 0 0 0
Bursage
Shrub MPs
Mojave Total
Bursage | Mies
Shrub/ 0 0 0
Joshua Tree MPs
Forest
Total
Ribari Miles 0.5
iparian
Woodland 0 0 MP 49 — MP
MPs 49.25, MP 50.25
- MP 50.5
Total
Sagebrush Miles
Shrub/ 0 0 0
Grassland MPs
Sagebrush Total
Shrub/ Miles
Grassland/
Juniper
Woodland 0 0 0
and Pinyon- | MPs
Juniper
Woodland
Total
Miles 1 51.0
Sagebrush/
genrus MP 6.5 — MP 26,
Sagebrush 0 MP 28.5 — MP
Scrub MP 2.5 - MP 3, X
MPs MP 3.5 — MP 4 49, MP 40.5 —
' MP 55, MP 56.6
- MP 63
Total
Urban Lands | Miles | o 0 0
MPs
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Rush Lake
Vegetation Airport Tooele County Alternative Millard County
Community Alternative Alternative Route Alternative
Utah Total 4
Grassland/ Miles
0 0

Desert
Grassland MPs MP 4—-MP 8
Utah Total
Grassland/ Miles
Desert 0
Grassland/ 0 0
Blackbush MPs
Shrub

Total 0
Playa Miles | o 0

MPs
3.8. Wildlife

3.8.1. Area of Analysis

The area of analysis for wildlife has been defined as an area extending out 100 feet on either side of
the proposed pipeline, the lateral line servicing the Salt Lake City Airport, and Cedar City Lateral
centerline (for a total width of 200 feet) or periphery of other proposed UNEV facilities (i.e.,
terminals, pump stations, etc.), as well as all staging areas and access roads. The analysis area would
follow the proposed pipeline route through portions of the States of Utah and Nevada. The pipeline
would originate in Davis County, Utah and cross Salt Lake, Tooele, Juab, Millard, Beaver, Iron, and
Washington counties in Utah. In Nevada, it would cross Lincoln County and terminate in Clark
County. (CH2MHill 2008h)

3.8.2. Data Sources and Methods

From approximately MP 250 of the proposed pipeline route south approximately 150 miles to Las
Vegas, the proposed pipeline would follow the existing Kern River pipeline route described in FERC
and CSLS (2002). Therefore, much of the pertinent site-specific wildlife information for the portion
of the pipeline from MP 250 to approximately MP 399 was taken from FERC and CSLS (2002). The
more northern portions of the proposed pipeline route (from MP 0 to MP 250) diverge significantly
from the Kern River pipeline route. Data for these sections comes from general wildlife observations
made during wetland surveys conducted by CH2M Hill in 2007 and from the UDWR website
(2007). Field observations also were recorded along the Kern River portion of the pipeline route
during surveys conducted in 2007. Furthermore, The Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW)
recently prepared the Nevada Wildlife Action Plan (NDOW 2006), in which general wildlife use of
the habitat types that occur along the proposed pipeline route were described. Much of the
information used below to describe general wildlife and habitats along the route is summarized from
NDOW (2006). The NatureServe website (2007) was also accessed for certain species information
(CH2MHill 2008h).
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3.8.3. Existing Conditions for Proposed Action

3.8.3.1.  Terrestrial Wildlife Habitat Types and Common Wildlife Species

Based on results of the field surveys and information in the Kern River document (FERC and CSLC
2002), the proposed pipeline route crosses six major non-agricultural vegetation communities. These
communities are described in detail in Sections 3.6.3.3, Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. and
3.7.3.1, Upland Vegetation Communities/Habitat Types, and include:

e Sagebrush/sagebrush shrub

e Juniper woodland/pinyon juniper woodland

e Mojave creosote-bursage /blackbrush shrub/greasewood shrub/Joshua tree woodland
e Utah grassland/desert grassland

e Desert saltbrush shrub

e Wetlands and riparian areas

Each of these vegetation communities provides breeding, nesting, cover, and foraging habitat for a
variety of wildlife. In general, the Mojave creosote-bursage and sagebrush shrub vegetation
communities are the most abundant habitat types along the proposed pipeline route. The location
(MP) of each habitat type that would be crossed by the proposed pipeline route is presented in
Exhibit 3.7-1. NDOW (2006) described each of these vegetation communities and the wildlife
species common to each of these areas. This information is summarized in the following section by
habitat type and a list of wildlife species common to each habitat type is presented in Exhibit 3.8-1
below.

Sagebrush/Sagebrush Shrub

Sagebrush shrublands generally occur throughout the Great Basin and are most common in valleys
and mountain ranges north and northeast of the Mojave Desert, although they do occur in the Mojave
Desert ecoregion, mostly at mid-elevations and higher on mountain ranges. Along the pipeline route,
sagebrush shrublands are found almost entirely in Utah. As shown in Exhibit 3.7-1, sagebrush and
sagebrush shrub may be found in a mosaic with other habitat types as well as in large monotypic
expanses (CH2MHill 2008h). Approximately 58.0 miles of the proposed route (15 percent) is
dominated by sagebrush and sagebrush shrub, with 2.0 miles (less than 1 percent) of juniper
woodland and pinyon-juniper woodland/sagebrush shrub, and 11.0 miles (3 percent) of sagebrush
shrub/grassland. Further, the proposed pipeline route appears to cross at least four separate areas
covering 50 miles that are designated as shrub steppe (sagebrush/sagebrush shrub) focus areas by the
UDWR in their assessment of key habitats for species of greatest conservation need (UDWR 2005).
Shrub steppe focus areas are designated because they support populations of one or often multiple
rare or declining species. These approximate locations of these focus areas are as follows: between
MPs 190 — 200, 205 — 220, 265 — 280, and 310 — 320 (CH2MHill 2008h). Shrub steppe habitat may
also occur outside these areas but the habitat is concentrated within the focus areas along the
alignment.

Eight wildlife species are predominantly dependent on sagebrush habitat for most of their life history
needs, including pygmy rabbit, Great Basin pocket mouse, sagebrush vole, sagebrush lizard, greater
sage grouse, sage thrasher, Brewer’s sparrow, and sage sparrow. Mule deer are also dependent on the
sagebrush type to meet some of their life history requirements. Of all the sagebrush dependent
species, the pygmy rabbit and greater sage grouse are the species most highly adapted to the use of
sagebrush itself. Both of these species are Utah BLM state and USFS sensitive species, and are
discussed in further detail in Section 3.9, Special Status Species. Sage thrashers, Brewer’s
sparrows, and sage sparrows depend heavily on the shrub component for nesting substrate, and their
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distribution is closely tied with that of sagebrush. Black-throated sparrows, loggerhead shrikes
(Lanius ludovicianus), and gray flycatchers also nest in the mature shrub component (CH2MHill
2008h).

A landscape characteristic that is unique to the sagebrush community is the presence of snow bank
swales. These are small mesic communities where snow accumulates under ridges or in depressions
and persists well past normal snowmelt. These snow-watered communities are important to the
sagebrush wildlife community because they provide a temporal transition between the desiccation of
understory on the uplands and the shift in dependence to meadows for herbaceous food. Green-tailed
towhees thrive in these microsites, brooding greater sage grouse seek the fresh forbs in these mesic
microsites after the upland forb component has desiccated, and mule deer use these swales for
feeding and bedding within their summer range, as well as a number of other species (CH2MHill
2008h).

Washes are also prominent features and have unique attributes for certain terrestrial species
including endemic amphibians because of their function as a conduit for surface runoff and subsoil
moisture. By retaining higher soil moisture than surrounding upland areas, they can serve as
enhanced movement and migration pathways for these species and facilitate their distribution across
the landscape, perhaps serving an important role in amphibian metapopulation maintenance
(CH2MHill 2008h).

Juniper Woodland/Pinyon Juniper Woodland

Pinyon-juniper woodlands include pure to nearly pure stands of single leaf pinyon, or any of three
species of junipers — Utah, Western, or Rocky Mountain (CH2MHill 2008h). Along the proposed
pipeline route approximately 13.0 miles (3 percent) is dominated by juniper woodland or pinyon-
juniper woodland, approximately 10.0 miles (3 percent) is a mix of blackbrush shrub and pinyon-
juniper woodland, and approximately 4.0 miles (1 percent) is a mix of pinyon juniper woodland and
sagebrush shrub or grasslands.

Juniper and pinyon-juniper woodlands provide a variety of sheltering functions for wildlife that
range from hiding cover to cavities and nest sites for birds, bats, and small mammals. As an
evergreen cover, the forests provide important thermal protection for wildlife during winter, and
provide shelter from summer’s intense sun. For example, the ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis;
discussed in Section 3.9, Special Status Species) exploits pinyon-juniper by relying on older trees
of sufficient size and structure to support their large nest platforms. For other birds, and bats in
particular, the pinyon-juniper woodland provides structure for nesting, roosting, and foraging. These
features are particularly important since the majority of the proposed pipeline route is dominated by
shrubs. In addition, species such as the pinyon jay are strongly tied to the pinyon nuts available in
pinyon-juniper woodlands. Though not so closely tied to a single species, the juniper berry crop is
also an important food resource for birds and small mammals (CH2MHill 2008h).

Mojave Creosote-Bursage/Blackbush Shrub/Greasewood Shrub/Joshua Tree
Woodland

NDOW (2006) characterizes the Mojave creosote-bursage, blackbrush shrub, greasewood shrub, and
Joshua tree woodland vegetation types as the Mojave/Sonoran Warm Desert Shrub ecoregion
(CH2MHill 2008h). In total, these vegetation types cover approximately 30 percent of the proposed
route. Blackbrush shrub/Joshua tree forest covers approximately 9.0 miles (2 percent), joshua
tree/grassland 5.0 miles (1 percent), greasewood shrub 29.5 miles (7 percent), Mojave creosote-
bursage 40.0 miles (10 percent), Mojave creosote-bursage/Joshua tree forest 26.0 miles (7 percent),
with approximately 1.0 mile (less than 1 percent) covered by a mix of grasslands and blackbrush
shrub. These vegetation types are uniquely adapted to the harsh conditions present in desert
ecosystems and provide key habitat for a large compliment of wildlife species, including many bird,
small mammal, and reptile species (CH2MHill 2008h). This key habitat is also critical to the survival
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of multiple special status species, which are discussed in detail in Section 3.9, Special Status
Species.

Utah Grassland/Desert Grassland

Grasslands and desert grasslands cover approximately 75.0 miles (19 percent) of the proposed
pipeline route. Areas of grasslands mixed with sagebrush or blackbrush cover an additional 11.0
miles (3 percent) and 1.0 mile (less than 1 percent), respectively. The wildlife values of grassland
and meadow habitats vary significantly among the different ecological systems bundled in this group
by NDOW (2006), and they vary significantly among plant communities within a single ecological
system. Irrigated hay meadows may be important to many migrating and nesting shorebirds and
waterfowl, including willet and cinnamon teal. These sod-forming meadows also build up abundant
rodent populations when dry, serving as important hunting grounds for hawks and owls. Grassland
habitats are also important to a variety of birds including the broad-tailed hummingbird, violet-green
swallow, western meadowlark, and a variety of special status species, including the Utah prairie dog
(discussed in Section 3.9 below). (CH2MHill 2008h)

Montane meadows also serve as critical brooding habitat for greater sage grouse when found within
the sagebrush landscape, offering succulent forbs vital to the development of the chicks as well as
brooding hens. Further, when these meadows are allowed to build up residual grass materials (such
as occurs within a rested pasture), population numbers of montane voles and other rodents will
increase, in turn attracting short-eared owls (discussed in Section 3.9, Special Status Species) that
nest on the ground under grassy hummocks. Mule deer also feed on the forbs in meadows
(CH2MHill 2008h).

Desert Saltbrush Shrub

Desert Saltbrush covers approximately 29 miles (7 percent) of the proposed pipeline route. Saltbrush
species are quite valuable for wildlife. Fourwing saltbrush provides valuable habitat and year-round
browse for wildlife because of its high levels of protein, fat, and carbohydrate. As an evergreen
plant, it is especially valued in winter and during drought. In southeastern Oregon, an area of the
Great Basin similar to the northern portions of the proposed pipeline route, mule deer preferred
antelope bitterbrush to fourwing saltbrush but browsed both (Kindschy 1996). Fourwing saltbrush
showed better growth than antelope bitterbrush in drought years, providing more (and sometimes
crucial) forage for wintering deer (Kindschy 1996). Fourwing saltbrush also provides browse and
shelter for small mammals and migratory birds, with granivorous birds, including quail species,
grouse, and gray partridge, consuming the fruits (CH2MHill 2008h).

Wetlands and Riparian Woodlands

The proposed pipeline route would include approximately 0.5 mile (less than 1 percent) of riparian
woodlands and 19.0 miles (5 percent) of habitat classified in Exhibit 3.7-1 as marsh/mudflats. This
includes approximately 11.7 miles (3 percent) of jurisdictional wetlands.

While these areas represent a relatively small proportion of the proposed route, they provide greater
vertical structure (riparian woodlands) than upland plant communities and, along with the associated
seasonal sources of water (wetlands and riparian woodlands), support the most diverse wildlife
assemblages. Many of the wetland- and riparian woodland-related features in the southern portion of
the project area are ephemeral washes that range in size from small, weakly expressed erosional-
scour channels to large, well-defined arroyos. However, the proposed route would cross through
extensive wetland areas in the vicinity of Salt Lake and Tooele counties, Utah. Major streams with
well developed riparian areas that would be crossed by the proposed route include the Jordan River,
Sevier River, Beaver Dam Wash, Mogotsu Creek, Moody Wash, Toquop Wash, and the Muddy
River (CH2MHill 2008h).
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Exhibit 3.8-1 Terrestrial Wildlife Habitat Types and Associated Wildlife Species

Habitat Type

Common Species

Sagebrush/sagebrush
shrub

Mammals

Coyote (Canis latrans), deer mouse (Peromyscus maniculatus),
Elk (Cervus canadensis), mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus),
pronghorn (Antilocapra americana), Nuttall's cottontail (Sylvilagus
nuttallii), pygmy rabbit (Brachylagus idahoensis).

Birds

Black-billed magpie (Pica hudsonia), black-chinned hummingbird
(Archilochus alexandri), black-throated sparrow (Amphispiza
bilineata), chipping sparrow (Spizella passerina), greater sage-
grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus), gray flycatcher (Empidonax
wrightii), green-tailed towhee (Pipilo chlorurus), horned lark
(Eremophila alpestris), house finch (Carpodacus mexicanus),
mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), northern harrier (Circus
cyaneus), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), sage thrasher
(Oreoscoptes montanus), Say's phoebe (Sayornis saya), vesper
sparrow (Pooecetes gramineus),

Reptiles
and
Amphibians

Great Basin collared lizard (Crotaphytus bicinctores), night snake
(Hypsiglena torquata), racer (Coluber constrictor), sagebrush
lizard (Sceloporus graciosus), side-blotched lizard (Uta
stansburiana), short-horned lizard (Phrynosoma hernandesi),
striped whipsnake (Masticophis taeniatus), western fence lizard
(Sceloporus occidentalis), western skink (Eumeces skiltonianus).

Juniper
woodland/pinyon
juniper woodland

Mammals

Elk, desert cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii), desert wood rat
(Neotoma lepida), mule deer, Townsend's big-eared bat
(Corynorhinus townsendii).

Birds

Ash-throated flycatcher (Myiarchus cinerascens), black-chinned
hummingbird, Brewer's sparrow (Spizella breweri breweri),
chipping sparrow, common raven (Corvus corax), gray flycatcher,
house finch, mourning dove, northern flicker (Colaptes auratus),
pine siskin (Carduelis pinus), pinyon jay (Gymnorhinus
cyanocephalus), red-tailed hawk, Say's phoebe.

Reptiles
and
Amphibians

King snake (Lampropeltis getula), racer, sagebrush lizard, short-
horned lizard, striped whipsnake (Masticophis taeniatus), tree
lizard (Urosaurus ornatus), wandering garter snake (Thamnophis
elegans vagrans), western skink.

Mojave creosote-
bursage/blackbrush
shrub/greasewood
shrub/Joshua tree
woodland

Mammals

Black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus), desert bighorn sheep
(Ovis canadensis nelsoni), desert cottontail, desert woodrat, least
chipmunk (Neotamias minimus), white-tailed antelope squirrel
(Ammospermophilus leucurus).

Birds

Ash-throated flycatcher, black-chinned hummingbird, black-
throated sparrow, common raven, Gambel's quail (Callipepla
gambelii), gray flycatcher, horned lark, house finch, meadowlark
(Sturnella neglecta), mourning dove, northern harrier, red-tailed
hawk, Say's phoebe, western sage thrasher (Oreoscoptes
montanus).

Reptiles
and
Amphibians

Desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii), Great Basin collared lizard,
sagebrush lizard, side-blotched lizard, striped whipsnhake.
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Habitat Type

Common Species

Utah grassland/desert | Mammals Bobcat (Lynx rufus), black-tailed jackrabbit, coyote, deer mouse,
grassland desert cottontail, elk, Great Basin pocket mouse (Perognathus
parvus), least chipmunk, mule deer, pronghorn, yellow-bellied
marmot (Marmota flaviventris).
Birds American kestrel (Falco sparverius), broad-tailed hummingbird
(Selasphorus platycercus), common raven, horned lark, red-tailed
hawk, vesper sparrow, violet-green swallow (Tachycineta
thalassina), western meadowlark, willet (Catoptrophorus
semipalmatus), long-billed curlew (Numenius americanus),
cinnamon teal (Anas cyanoptera).
Reptiles Racer, night snake, striped whipsnake.
and
Amphibians
Desert saltbrush Mammals Coyote, deer mouse, mule deer, pronghorn, Nuttall's cottontail.
shrub
Birds Black-billed magpie, black-throated sparrow, chipping sparrow,
greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus), gray
flycatcher, green-tailed towhee, horned lark, house finch,
mourning dove, northern harrier, vesper sparrow.
Reptiles Great Basin collared lizard, night snake, racer, side-blotched
and lizard, short-horned lizard, striped whipsnake, western fence
Amphibians | lizard, western skink.
Wetlands and riparian | Mammals Beaver (Castor canadensis), desert cottontail, Great Basin pocket
woodlands mouse, meadow vole (Microtus pennsylvanicus), mink (Mustela
vison), muskrat (Ondatra zibethicus), pocket gopher (Thomomys
spp.), western jumping mouse (Zapus princeps).
Birds American robin (Turdus migratorius), black-billed magpie,
Brewer's blackbird (Euphagus cyanocephalus), broad-tailed
hummingbird, chipping sparrow, common yellowthroat (Geothlypis
trichas), European starling (Sturnus vulgaris), house finch,
Savannah sparrow (Passerculus sandwichensis), song sparrow
(Melospiza melodia), violet green swallow, yellow warbler
(Dendroica petechia), northern harrier (Circus cyaneus).
Reptiles Milk snake, northern leopard frog (Rana pipiens), racer,
and sagebrush lizard, striped whipsnake, smooth green snake
Amphibians | (Opheodrys vernalis), wandering garter snake, western skink,

Woodhouse's toad (Bufo woodhousii).

Source: NDOW 2006 in CH2MHill 2008h

3.8.3.2.

Sensitive or Managed Wildlife Areas and Big Game Ranges

A number of areas identified as big game range would be crossed by the pipeline route and
associated disturbances. Information regarding big game ranges in Utah was obtained from UDWR
range maps and metadata (UDWR 2008a).

Parts of the pipeline route in Utah cross designated pronghorn, mule deer, and some elk habitat. In
terms of seasonal use, these areas include those designated as year-long, winter/spring, summer, and
winter. In terms of habitat value, descriptions for these species were converted by the UDWR from a
value system using critical, high, substantial and limited value system to one using crucial and
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substantial only. Crucial value habitat is habitat the local population of a wildlife species depends for
survival because there are no alternative ranges or habitats available. Crucial value habitat is
considered essential to the life history requirements of a wildlife species. Degradation or
unavailability of crucial habitat would lead to significant declines in carrying capacity and/or
numbers of the wildlife species in question. Substantial value habitat is habitat used by a wildlife
species but is not considered crucial for population survival. Degradation or unavailability of
substantial value habitat would not lead to significant declines in carrying capacity and/or numbers
of the wildlife species in question. The mapping data for mule deer, pronghorn, and elk represent use
areas in Utah as determined by wildlife biologists during 2001. For mule deer the data included
updates in the southwestern part of Utah during the spring of 2004 (UDWR 2008).

Utah

The pipeline route would cross about 133 miles of crucial year-long pronghorn habitat. The habitat is
located between MP 52 and MP 79 (which includes several access road improvements and a staging
area); MP 105 to 111; and MP 169 and MP 269 (which includes two staging areas and an access road
improvement;UDWR 2008). These portions of the alignment support large expanses of grassland
and sagebrush shrub vegetation.

In Utah, the pipeline route would cross approximately 39 miles of mule deer habitat including areas
designated as combinations of year-long, winter/spring, summer, and winter use and as having both
crucial and substantial value, as follows. The 3.5 miles of habitat between MP 23 and MP 45 (which
includes two access road improvements) is crucial habitat for winter and winter/spring seasons.
Approximately 35.5 miles lies between MP 268 and MP 317(which includes two staging areas and
two access road improvements); of this approximately 6.6 miles is crucial winter habitat and 5.9
miles is crucial summer habitat. This area encompasses the entire juniper woodlands present adjacent
to the proposed project alignment.

The pipeline route would cross about 1.1 miles of elk habitat designated as crucial winter range. This
area is situated between approximately MP 23 and MP 24 (which includes an access road
improvement;UDWR 2008). This area is situated in grassland vegetation.

There is no designated black bear habitat crossed by the proposed alignment in Utah (UDWR 2008).

No big game habitat was identified within the Proposed Action route segments corresponding to
either the Airport or the Millard County Alternative routes. Exhibit 3.8-2 details areas of big game
ranges potentially impacted within the segment of the Proposed Action Route corresponding to the
Tooele County Alternative Routes.

Exhibit 3.8-2 Areas of Big Game Ranges Potentially Impacted by the Segments of the
Proposed Action Route corresponding to the Tooele County Alternative Route

Species Season Value Miles Impacted
Elk Winter Crucial 1.1

Mule Deer Winter Crucial 0.6

Nevada

High value big game ranges are not crossed by the proposed pipeline alignment in Nevada. High
value mountain habitat supporting Nelson's bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis nelsoni) is in close
proximity to the proposed alignment in the East Mormon Mountains and Arrow Canyon Range
(McQivey 1978) from approximately MP 345 to MP 350. However, there are no recorded
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observations within 10 miles of the proposed alignment based on a data query conducted by Nevada
Department of Wildlife (NDOW) in December 2007. No State-owned Wildlife Management Areas
(WMAs) managed by the NDOW are crossed by the proposed alignment (Nevada Department of
Wildlife 2006).

3.8.3.3.  Migratory Birds

Migratory birds in North America are primarily neotropical species that nest in the United States and
Canada during the summer, and migrate south to the southern United States and tropical regions of
Mexico, Central and South America, and the Caribbean for the non-breeding season. These species
are protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, which implements various treaties and
conventions between the U.S. and Canada, Japan, Mexico, and the former Soviet Union for the
protection of migratory birds. Executive Order 13186 (January 2001) directs federal agencies to
consider the effects of agency actions and plans on migratory birds, with emphasis on species of
concern (CH2MHill 2008h). BLM memorandum 2008-050 has specific guidance for considering
migratory birds in NEPA documents. This includes analyzing the impacts of the proposed project on
and Birds of Conservation Concern (BCC) and Utah Partners in Flight (PIF) Priority Species that
may occur in the project area.

The following USFWS Birds of Conservation Concern may use habitat that would be crossed by the
proposed pipeline route: American avocet(Recurvirostra americana), American bittern (Botaurus
lentiginosus), Arizona woodpecker (Picoides arizonae), Baird’s sparrow (Ammodramus bairdii),
Bell’s vireo (Vireo bellii), Benaire’s thrasher (Toxostoma bendirei), black swift (Cypseloides niger),
black-chinned sparrow (Spizella atrogularis), blackpoll warbler (Dendroica striata), black-throated
gray warbler (Dendroica nigrescens), Botteri’s sparrow (Aimophila botterii), Brewer’s sparrow
(Spizella breweri), broad-billed hummingbird (Cynanthus latirostris), buff-breasted flycatcher
(Cynanthus latirostris), burrowing owl, cactus wren (Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus), Cassin’s
sparrow (Aimophila cassinii), chestnut-collared longspur (Calcarius ornatus), colima warbler
(Vermivora crissalis), common black hawk (Buteogallus anthracinus), common yellowthroat
(Geothlypis trichas - sinuosa ssp. only), Costa’s hummingbird (Calypte costae), Crissal thrasher
(Toxostoma crissale), elf owl (Micrathene whitneyi), ferruginous hawk, flammulated owl (Otus
flammeolus), gila woodpecker (Melanerpes uropygialis), gilded flicker (Colaptes chrysoides),
golden eagle, Grace’s warbler (Dendroica graciae), grasshopper sparrow (Ammodramus
savannarum), gray hawk (Buteo nitidus), gray vireo (Vireo vicinior), greater pewee (Contopus
pertinax), Henslow’s sparrow (Ammodramus henslowii), hooded oriole (Icterus cucullatus), horned
Lark (Eremophila alpestris - strigata ssp. only), lark bunting (Calamospiza melanocorys),
Lawrences’s goldfinch (Carduelis lawrencei) , Le Conte’s thrasher (Toxostoma lecontei), Lewis’s
woodpecker (Melanerpes lewis), loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus - all except endangered
meamsi spp,), long-billed curlew (Numenius americanus), Lucifer hummingbird (Calothorax
Lucifer), McCown’s longspur (Calcarius mccownii), Nelson’s sharp-tailed sparrow (Ammodramus
nelsoni), northern beardless-tyrannulet (Camptostoma imberbe), northern goshawk (Accipiter
gentiles - resident iangi spp. only), northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), olive warbler (Peucedramus
taeniatus), olive-sided flycatcher (Contopus cooperi), painted bunting (Passerina ciris), peregrine
falcon (Falco peregrinus - resident pealei spp. only), pinyon jay (Gymnorhinus cyanocephalus),
prairie falcon, pygmy nuthatch (Sitta pygmaea), red-faced warbler (Cardellina rubrifrons), red-
headed woodpecker (Melanerpes erythrocephalus), red-naped sapsucker (Sphyrapicus nuchalis),
rufous hummingbird (Selasphorus rufus), rufous-winged sparrow (Aimophila carpalis), sage sparrow
(Amphispiza belli), short-eared owl (Asio flammeus), snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus),
solitary sandpiper (Tringa solitaria), song sparrow (Melospiza melodia - graminea, maxillaries,
pusilluta, and samuelis spp. only), spotted towhee (Pipilo maculatus - clementae spp. only),
Swainson’s hawk, upland sandpiper (Bartramia longicauda), varied bunting (Passerina versicolor),
vesper sparrow (Pooecetes gramineus - affinis ssp. only), Virginia’s warbler (Vermivora virginiae),
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whiskered screech-owl (Megascops trichopsis), white-headed woodpecker (Picoides albolarvatus),
Willet (Catoptrophorus semipalmatus), Williamson’s sapsucker (Sphyrapicus thyroideus), Wilson’s
phalarope (Phalaropus tricolor), yellow warbler (Dendroica petechia - sonorana ssp. only), and
yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus). (USFWS n.d.)

The following Utah Partners in Flight Priority Species may use habitat that would be crossed by the
proposed pipeline route: Lewis’s woodpecker, Abert’s towhee, American avocet, mountain plover,
Lucy’s warbler, sage grouse, American white pelican, bobolink, Virginia’s warbler, Bell’s vireo,
gray vireo, black rosy-finch, long-billed curlew, sharp-tailed grouse,Brewer’s sparrow, black swift,
black-necked stilt, broad-tailed hummingbird, ferruginous hawk, black-throated gray warbler, three-
toed woodpecker, sage sparrow, and Gambel’s quail (Parish et al. 2002).

All of the vegetation types that would be crossed by the pipeline support seasonal populations of
migratory birds. In general, bird diversity increases in the southern portion of the project area along
the proposed pipeline route during spring and fall when neotropical migrants pass through en route to
summer breeding or wintering grounds. The southern portion of the pipeline also receives migrant
birds, and in the winter when summer resident birds from the north (for example, robins) arrive to
spend the winter. (CH2MHill 2008h)

In addition to the Birds of Conservation Concern listed above, many species of migratory birds that
use habitats along the proposed pipeline route have suffered substantial habitat loss and population
declines and are on the Nevada and Utah lists of Species of Greatest Conservation Need (NDOW
2006; UDWR 2005). In Utah several of these declining species that use habitats that would be
crossed by the pipeline include the black-necked stilt, American avocet, black swift, sage thrasher,
sage sparrow, Brewer’s sparrow, bobolink, long-billed curlew, and grasshopper sparrow. Species of
special conservation concern in Nevada that use habitats crossed by the proposed pipeline route
include Bendaire’s thrasher, yellow-billed cuckoo, western burrowing owl, Arizona Bell’s vireo,
Brewer’s sparrow, bobolink, and black-chinned sparrow. The following segments of the route pass
through areas identified as Utah Draft Bird Habitat Conservation Areas (UDWR 2005): MPs 0 —
130, 210 - 225, and 320 — 330 (CH2MHill 2008h).

3.8.3.4.  Agquatic Resources

The proposed pipeline route crosses multiple perennial and intermittent streams (see Section 3.6.6.3,
Surface Water). Seven of the streams (three perennial and four intermittent) support fish
populations. The perennial streams that support fisheries in Utah are the Jordan River (MP 1) and
Sevier River (MP 129) in Salt Lake and Millard counties, respectively. In Nevada, the only perennial
stream supporting fisheries is the Muddy River (MP 371) which is located in Clark County
(CH2MHill 2008h). The Jordan and Sevier rivers are within the Bonneville Basin and contain fish
native to this basin as well as a variety of non-native species. In contrast, the intermittent streams
(Beaver Dam Wash, Magotsu Creek, Meadow Valley Wash, and Moody Wash) and the Muddy
River contain fishes native to the Colorado River Basin, as well as non-native fish. Of the
intermittent streams, Beaver Dam Wash, Magotsu Creek, and Moody Wash are in Washington
County, Utah. Meadow Valley Wash is located in Clark County, Nevada, near the Muddy River.

Perennial Fish Bearing Streams
Jordan River

The Jordan River is the outlet of Utah Lake and a tributary to the Great Salt Lake. It is currently a
highly channelized, developed, and polluted river. The abundance of native fish species in the Jordan
River has been greatly reduced because of channelization, dredging, poor water quality, removal of
riparian vegetation, and invasion of non-native fish species (Salt Lake County 2007). Native fish
species that may still be present include Utah sucker (Catostomus ardens) and Utah chub (Gila
atraria). In addition, a suite of non-native fish may be found, including rainbow trout
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(Onchorhynchus mykiss) and channel catfish (Ctalurus punctatus) as described in Salt Lake County
(2007). The pipeline would cross beneath the Jordan River using horizontal directional drilling
(CH2MHill 2008h).

Sevier River

The proposed pipeline route would cross the Sevier River above the DMAD Reservoir. Because of
habitat modifications and fish introductions associated with the DMAD Reservoir, a large variety of
non-native fish may be present within this section of river. Native fish that may be present include
mottled sculpin (Cottus bairdii), speckled dace (Rhinichthys osculus), Utah chub, and Utah sucker.
Non-native fish may include black bullhead (Ameiurus melas), channel catfish, common carp
(Cyprinus carpio), fathead minnow (Pimephales promelas), green sunfish (Lepomis cyanellus),
largemouth bass (Micropterus salmoides), mosquito fish (Gambusia affinis), northern pike (Esox
lucius), smallmouth bass (Micropterus dolomieu), walleye (Sander vitreus), western yellow perch
(Perca flavescens), and white bass (Morone chrysops). The Sevier River would be crossed by
horizontal directional drilling underneath the channel.

Muddy River

The Muddy River is within the Colorado River basin and provides habitat for several species of
native fish including flannelmouth sucker (Catostomus latipinnis), Moapa dace (Moapa coriacea),
Moapa speckled dace (Rhinichthys osculus moapae) and Virgin River chub (Gila seminuda).
Flannelmouth sucker, Moapa dace, and Virgin River chub are all special status species and are
discussed in Section 3.9, Special Status Species. In addition, the Muddy River is also classified as a
game fish spawning area and is reported to support populations of redside shiner, flathead minnow,
common carp, western mosquito fish, channel catfish, and largemouth bass (FERC and CSLC 2002).
The Muddy River would be crossed by horizontal directional drilling (CH2MHill 2008h).

Intermittent Fish Bearing Streams

Intermittent waterbodies crossed by the pipeline route that are capable of supporting fisheries include
Beaver Dam Wash (MP 326), Magotsu Creek (MP 288), Meadow Valley Wash (MP 386), and
Moody Wash (MP 297). Beaver Dam Wash, Magotsu Creek, and Moody Wash are in Utah, while
Meadow Valley Wash is a tributary to the Muddy River in Nevada. All these streams are tributaries
to the Virgin River and are within the Colorado River basin. While these streams have been impacted
by past human activities, they continue to support populations of native fish. Beaver Dam Wash,
Magotsu Creek, and Moody Wash support populations of desert sucker (Catostomus clarki),
speckled dace, and Virgin spinedace (Lepidomeda mollispinis mollispinis). With the exception of
speckled dace, these species are all special status species and are discussed in Section 3.9, Special
Status Species. It is important to note that Moody Wash is one of the only tributaries remaining in
the Virgin River in which the Virgin spinedace has its historic range intact and occupied (USFS
2007). It is anticipated that all intermittent waterbodies, including those with fisheries, along the
pipeline in Utah would be crossed by the open-cut construction method during low-flow or base-
flow conditions. Magotsu Creek would be crossed by HDD (Appendix C).

3.8.4. Existing Condition for Alternatives

The general habitat descriptions for common wildlife species, sensitive or managed wildlife areas
and big game ranges, migratory birds, and aquatic resources would be the same as for the proposed
pipeline route. This section discusses the amount of each habitat type that occurs along each
alternative route, which is presented in Exhibit 3.7-3. The amount of each habitat type that occurs
along the segment of the proposed pipeline route that corresponds to each alternative route
(presented in Exhibit 3.7-1) is also discussed. This is done in order to facilitate a comparison of
impacts in Chapter 4.
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3.8.4.1.  Airport Alternative Route

Terrestrial Wildlife Habitat Types

The Airport Alternative Route would be approximately 3.4 miles long and would primarily cross
marsh/mudflats. In contrast, the segment of the Proposed Action corresponding to the Airport
Alternative would cross approximately 1.0 mile of Utah grassland/desert grassland and 2.4 miles of
marsh/mudflats.

Sensitive or Managed Wildlife Areas and Big Game Ranges

Affected environment for sensitive or managed wildlife areas and big game ranges would be similar
to that described for the proposed action. There is no big game habitat identified within the Airport
Alternative Route (nor is there big game habitat on the Proposed Action segment corresponding to
the Airport Alterantive Route).

Migratory Birds

Migratory birds would generally be the same as those described for the Proposed Action above.

Agquatic Resources

The Airport Alternative Route and the segment of the Proposed Action corresponding to the Airport
Alternative do not cross any streams that support fish populations.

3.8.4.2.  Tooele County Alternative Route

Terrestrial Wildlife Habitat Types

The Tooele County Alternative Route is approximately 15.4 miles long. It would cross
approximately 1.0 mile (6 percent) of sagebrush and sagebrush shrub habitat and 4.0 miles (25
percent) of Utah grassland/desert grassland. The segment of the Proposed Action corresponding to
the Tooele County Alternative Route would cross 12.7 miles of Utah grassland/desert grassland.
Sensitive or Managed Wildlife Areas and Big Game Ranges

Affected environment for sensitive or managed wildlife areas and big game ranges would be similar
to that described for the proposed action. There is no big game habitat identified within the Tooele
County Alternative Route.

Migratory Birds

Migratory birds would generally be the same as those described for the Proposed Action above.

Aquatic Resources

The Tooele County Alternative Route and the segment of the Proposed Action corresponding to the
airport alternative do not cross any streams that support fish populations.

3.8.4.3. Rush Lake Alternative Route

All wildlife habitat along the Rush Lake Alternative Route would be similar to that described for the
Proposed Action.

3.8.4.4. Millard County Alternative Route

Terrestrial Wildlife Habitat Types

The primary habitat type along the Millard County Alternative Route is sagebrush and sagebrush
shrub (51 miles, 82 percent). Other habitat types present are desert saltbrush shrub 2.5 miles (4
percent), juniper woodland and pinyon-juniper woodland 3.5 miles (6 percent), and riparian
woodland 0.5 mile (less than 1 percent). In contrast, along the segment of the Proposed Action
corresponding to the Millard County Alternative Route there is approximately 2.0 miles of desert
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saltbrush shrub, 17.0 miles of desert saltbrush shrub, 10 miles of marsh/mudflats, and 0.5 mile of
riparian woodland.

Sensitive or Managed Wildlife Areas and Big Game Ranges

Affected environment for sensitive or managed wildlife areas and big game ranges would be similar
to that described for the proposed action. The Millard County Alternative Route contains
approximately 32.4 miles of crucial winter pronghorn range.

Migratory Birds
Migratory birds would generally be the same as those described for the Proposed Action above.

Aquatic Resources

Both the Millard County Alterative Route and the segment of the Proposed Action would cross the
Sevier River. Fish species present in the Sevier River are listed in Section 3.8.3.4. The Proposed
Action would cross the river northeast of Delta, Utah, above the DMAD Reservoir. The alternative
route would cross the river below the reservoir, west of Delta.

3.9. Special Status Species

3.9.1. Area of Analysis

The area of analysis for special status species is the same as Section 3.8.1, and is defined as 100 feet
on either side of the proposed main pipeline, the lateral line servicing the Salt Lake City Airport, the
Cedar City Lateral or periphery of proposed facilities (CH2MHill 2008h) as well as including all
staging areas and access roads.

3.9.2. Data Sources and Methods

Information sources for special status species included reconnaissance field surveys conducted in
conjunction with wetland delineations; and supplemented by reference books, journal articles,
websites, government databases, topographic maps, aerial photography, and review of other projects
in the vicinity of the proposed pipeline project. Special status species include those listed by the
USFWS as endangered, threatened, proposed, or candidates for listing; BLM sensitive species;
Forest Service sensitive species; and species of concern to the states of Utah and Nevada (see
Section 3.9.3.1 for applicable definitions). These lists of species, and information on their general
location and habitat requirements, were compiled and their potential to occur within the project area
was evaluated. All species identified as occurring within a county crossed by the proposed UNEV
project were considered. Those species whose locations or habitat requirements (for example,
mountain meadows) were not present in the project area were eliminated from further consideration.
For species protected under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), the Biological Opinion (BO) for the
Kern Gas Transmission Company Project (USFWS 2002) was reviewed for previous effects
determinations, impact assessments, and mitigation, particularly from approximately MP 250 of the
proposed pipeline route south to Las Vegas where the proposed pipeline would be within the same
ROW as the Kern River pipeline (CH2MHill 2008h). A Biological Assessment (BA) would be
completed for Endangered, Threatened, and Candidate (TEC) species that may occur along the entire
length of the proposed pipeline, and this document discloses all potential impacts to TEC species and
compliance with the Endangered Species Act. The USFWS will issue a BO for the proposed action,
dependent on the impact disclosure and effects determination, before the proposed action could go
forward.
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3.9.3. Existing Conditions for Proposed Action
3.9.3.1. Introduction

Special status species include those listed by the USFWS as endangered, threatened, proposed, or
candidates for listing. The applicable USFWS definitions for these species are:

o Endangered (E) — Any species that is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant
portion of its range.

e Threatened (T) — Any species that is likely to become an endangered species within the
foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its range.

e Candidate (C) — Species for which there is sufficient information on biological vulnerability
and threats to support proposals to list them as endangered or threatened (CH2MHill 2008h).

These species are addressed in Section 3.9.3.2 Federally Listed Species (Endangered Species
Act).

Special status species also include Sensitive Species (Utah and Nevada). The BLM maintains state
Sensitive Species Lists that identify rare or protected species of concern to the BLM in a given state
(Utah and Nevada). Where the proposed project crosses the Dixie National Forest, species listed as
Sensitive on the Regional Forester’s Sensitive Vertebrate Species List for the Intermountain Region
(Region 4) are addressed in Section 3.9.3.3, Sensitive Species.

For Threatened, Endangered, or Candidate species, Exhibits 3.9-1 and 3.9-2 lists special status
wildlife and plant species listed for each county in Utah crossed by the UNEV pipeline and whether
or not the species may occur within or near the project area. For Sensitive species, Exhibits 3.9-1
and 3.9-2 list all species listed for each county in Utah. There is a large number of Nevada sensitive
species in Clark and Lincoln counties, many of which would not be found within the relatively small
area of each county crossed by the pipeline. Therefore, in Exhibits 3.9-1 and 3.9-2, only species that
may occur within or near the project area in Nevada are included. Species information in the table
was taken primarily from Bosworth (2003), UDWR (2006), UNHP (2008), and NDOW (2006).

Exhibit 3.9-1 Special Status Wildlife Species Potentially Occurring in or Near the
Proposed Pipeline Project Area

Species Status Preferred Habitat Possible presence within
or near Project Area?
If YES, Possible Location
Amphibians
Arizona toad (Bufo BLM-U Lowland riparian YES
microscaphus) Muddy River
(MP 374) and
Moody Wash
(MP 297)
Columbia spotted frog | BLM-U Cold water ponds, NO
(Rana luteiventris) streams, lakes, and
springs adjacent to
coniferous and subalpine
forest, grassland, or brush.
Relict leopard frog BLM-U Wetlands and lotic waters NO (Extirpated in Utah)

Page 3-88



Chapter 3: Affected Environment

Species Status Preferred Habitat Possible presence within
or near Project Area?
If YES, Possible Location
(Rana onca)
Western toad (Bufo BLM-U High elevations wetlands YES
boreas) and woodland habitat MP 290-315 (juniper
(seasonal). woodland habitat)
Birds
American white BLM-U Nesting sites are islands NO
pelican (Pelecanus associated with fresh water
erythrorhynchos) lakes; foraging areas are
shallow lakes, marshlands,
and rivers.
Black swift BLM-U Require waterfalls NO
(Cypseloides niger) surrounded by coniferous
forests for nesting.
Bald eagle BLM-U Potential wintering YES
(Haliaeetus BLM-N (foraging) habitat along the | Majority of alignment,
leucocephalus) USES mgjority of the proposed particularly northern end
ahgn_ment. Record of (MP 1 - 20) and around
nesting near Delta. Delta, Utah (MP 125 - 150).
Bobolink (Dolichonyx | BLM-U Nest and forage in wet NO
oryzivorus) meadows, wet grassland,
and irrigated agricultural
areas.
Burrowing owl BLM-N Open areas, particularly YES
(Athene cunicularia) BLM-U grasslands and prairies, as | MP 0-60, 104-121, 146-
well as golf courses, 155, 169-198, 228 -233,
cemeteries, and airports. and 252-279.
California condor E Colonies roost in snags, YES
(Gymnogyps tall open-branched trees, Foraging or roosting habitat
californianus) or cliffs; currently the is scattered along the
likelihood of a condor alignment.
occurring within the project
area appears remote
based on descriptions of
the reintroduced
population’s known
locations.
Ferruginous hawk BLM-N Grasslands, agricultural YES
(Buteo regalis) BLM-U lands, shrublands, and at Entire project area.
the periphery of pinyon-
juniper forests.
Flammulated owl FS Montane forested habitats | NO
(Otus flammeolus)
Golden eagle (Aquilia | BLM-N Open country, especially YES
chrysaetos) mountainous regions. Entire project area.
Grasshopper sparrow | BLM-U Northern Utah; nests on NO

(Ammodramus

the ground at the base of
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Species Status Preferred Habitat Possible presence within
or near Project Area?
If YES, Possible Location
savannarum) grass clumps.
Greater sage-grouse BLM-U Dependent on sagebrush YES
(Centrocercus FS habitat. Sagebrush habitats along
urophasianus) the alignment (MP 45.5 -
78.5 and 85.5 - 118).
LeConte’s thrasher BLM-N Sparsely vegetated YES
(Toxostoma lecontei) creosote and saltbrush Nevada portion of
areas in Mojave desert alignment (MP 324 and MP
shrub areas. 328)
Lewis’s woodpecker BLM-U Main breeding habitat is YES
(Melanerpes lewis) open, park-like ponderosa | Adjacent to the project area
pine forests in dead trees in juniper woodlands (MP
or stumps; also attracted to | 290 — 304).
other conifers and pinyon-
juniper woodlands.
Loggerhead shrike BLM-N Grasslands, pastures, YES
(Lanius ludovicianus) desert shrub habitats, open | Entire project area.
woodlands, and other open
areas.
Long-billed curlew BLM-U Summer resident and YES
(Numenius migrant mainly in central Near Great Salt Lake and
americanus) and northern valleys of further south (MP 1 - 60)
Utah; for nesting, require | and around Delta, Utah
short grass, bare ground (MP 100-150).
components, shade, and
vertebrate prey.
Lucy's warbler BLM-N The preferred and principal | YES
(Vermivora Iuciae) breeding habitat of this The proposed a|ignment
species is dense, shrubby, | traverses marginal riparian
mostly riparian vegetation, | vegetation near the
including mesquite crossing location of
woodland. Meadow Valley Wash (MP
370.5) and along the
Muddy River (MP 374).
Mexican spotted owl T Use a variety of habitats, in | NO
(Strix occidentalis Utah found primarily in
lucida) forested, steep rocky
canyons.
Northern goshawk BLM-N Nests are constructed in YES
(Accipiter gentilis) BLM-U mature forests; prefers Entire project area.
(Conserva- mature mountain forest
tion and riparian zone habitats;
Agreement forages in open areas.
Species)
FS
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Species Status Preferred Habitat Possible presence within
or near Project Area?
If YES, Possible Location
Peregrine falcon BLM-N Nest mainly on cliffs; found | YES
(Falco peregrinus) FS in wide variety of open Entire project area.
habitats while foraging,
usually along marshes,
streams, and lakes.
Phainopepla BLM-N The preferred and principal | YES
(Phainopepla nitens) breeding habitat of this The proposed alignment
species is dense, shrubby, | traverses marginal riparian
mostly riparian vegetation, | vegetation near the
including mesquite crossing location of
woodland. Meadow Valley Wash(MP
370.5) and along the
Muddy River (MP 374).
Prairie falcon (Falco BLM-N Open habitats such as YES
mexicanus) plains and prairies. Entire project area.
Short-eared owl (Asio | BLM-U Sagebrush/sagebrush YES
flammeus) shrub and grasslands Entire project area.
Southwestern willow E No suitable riparian or UNLIKELY
flycatcher (Empidonax | NP wetland breeding habitat
traillii extimus) on the proposed alignment.
Suitable habitat in other
portion of Meadow Valley
Wash and the Muddy River
Swainson's hawk BLM-N Primarily mid-elevation YES
(Buteo swainsoni) shrub and grassland Entire project area.
habitats.
Three-toed FS Montane coniferous NO
woodpecker (Picoides forests, especially mature
tridactylus) forests
Western yellow-billed | C Required riparian and POSSIBLE along Sevier
cuckoo (Coccyzus wetland habitats are River
americanus largely absent although
occidentalis) marginal habitat may occur
along the Sevier River.
Whooping crane BLM-U Primarily wetlands, but NO (Extirpated in Utah)
(Grus americanus) pastures and cultivated
fields are also used.
Yuma clapper rail E Occurs along Colorado NO

(Rallus longirostris
yumanensis)

River and tributaries in
southern NV; generally in
freshwater and alkali
marshes
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Species Status Preferred Habitat Possible presence within
or near Project Area?
If YES, Possible Location
Fish
Big Spring spinedace | T Occurs in 3-mile reach of NO — far upstream of
(Lepidomeda Meadow Valley Wash (NV); | alignment.
mollispinis pratensis) inhabits runs and pools at
least 10 inches deep with
instream cover.
Bluehead sucker BLM-U Mainstem rivers and NO
(Catostomus tributary streams from
discobolus) mouth of Grand Canyon
upstream to Green and
Colorado River headwaters
Bonneville cutthroat BLM-U Cool, well-oxygenated NO
trout (Onchorhynchus waters
clarkia utah)
Bonytail (Gila BLM-U Mainstem rivers: deep, NO
elegans) swift, rocky canyon
regions; also found in
reservoirs
Colorado cutthroat BLM-U Cool, well-oxygenated NO
trout waters
(Onchorhynchus
clarkia pleuriticus)
Colorado pikeminnow | E Endemic to Colorado River | NO
(Ptychocheilus lucius) system; occurs in large
mainstem rivers and lower
reaches of major
tributaries; deep-water
habitats.
Desert sucker BLM-U Utah populations are YES
(Catostomus clarki) BLM-N limited to the Virgin River Magotsu Creek (MP 295),
drainage. Occurs in swift Moody Wash (MP 298),
water in a variety of Beaver Dam Wash (MP
streams; inhabits deep 327), and Meadow Valley
runs and pools during low | Wash (MP 370.5).
flow periods.
Devils Hole pupfish E Occurs in deep limestone NO
(Cyprinodon diabolis) pools, limited to Devil's
Hole, Ash Meadows, and
Death Valley NP (NV).
Flannelmouth sucker, | BLM-U Pools and deeper runs of YES
(Catostomus BLM-N large and medium sized Muddy River (confirmed)
latipinnis), ES rivers in the Colorado (MP 374)

Basin; cool waters not
usually above 1,880
meters elevation.
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Species Status Preferred Habitat Possible presence within
or near Project Area?
If YES, Possible Location
Hiko White River E Endemic to White River NO
springfish drainage (NV); occurs in
(Crenichthys baileyi vegetated warm springs
grandis) and their outflows and
marshes.
Humpback chub (Gila | E Large rivers, primarily NO
cypha) canyon-bound reaches of
the Colorado River
drainage. Adults found in
deep water habitats.
June sucker BLM-U Lakes (obligate) NO
(Chasmistes liorus)
Lahontan cutthroat T Requires cool, well- NO
trout (Oncorhynchus oxygenated waters; in
clarki henshawi) streams, occurs in rocky
areas, riffles, deep pools,
and areas under logs and
overhanging banks.
Least chub BLM-U Spring complexes, NO
(Lotichthys streams, freshwater ponds,
phlegethontis) wetlands, and lakes left by
receding Lake Bonneville
and Lake Provo
Moapa dace (Moapa E Endemic to warm spring NO — upstream of
coriacea) area at headwaters of alignment
Muddy River; restricted to
clear pools and outlet
streams of moderate to
high temperatures.
Pahranagat roundtail E Restricted to Ash Spring NO
chub (Gila robusta (NV).
jordani)
Pahrump poolfish E Populations exist at three NO
(Empetrichthys latos) refuge sites in Clark and
White Pine counties (NV);
occurs in shallow, warm
springs and alkaline
mineral springs.
Razorback sucker E Endemic to Colorado River | NO

(Xyrauchen texanus)

system and occurs in Lake
Mojave and in Lake Mead
(NV); inhabit pools, slow
runs, backwaters, and
flooded off-channel areas.
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Species Status Preferred Habitat Possible presence within
or near Project Area?
If YES, Possible Location
Roundtail chub (Gila BLM-U Pool-riffle habitats with NO
robusta) sand-gravel substrates in
mainstem and larger
tributaries of Colorado
River Basin.
Southern leatherside BLM-U Small to medium rivers NO
chub (Gila copei)
Virgin River chub (Gila | E Mainstem Virgin River and | YES
seminuda) Muddy River (NV): deep Muddy River (MP 374)
pools with swift but non-
turbulent waters,
associated with boulders or
other cover
Virgin spinedace BLM-U The Virgin spinedace is YES
(Lepidomeda BLM-N endemic to the Virgin River | Beaver Dam Wash (MP
mollispinis mollispinis) Basin; occurring in the 327), Magotsu Creek (MP
mainstem Virgin River and | 295), and Moody Wash
multiple tributaries. In (MP 298)
Nevada it occurs in Beaver
Dam Wash. Found most
often in clear cool streams,
in pools with some type of
cover.
White River springfish | E Restricted to Ash Spring NO
(Crenichthys baileyi (NV).
baileyi)
Woundfin E Mainstem Virgin River; NO
(Plagopterus residents absent below
argentissimus) Mesquite (NV).
Mammals
Allen’s big eared bat BLM-U Wide range of habitats YES
(Idionycteris phyllotis) May occur throughout the
alignment.
Big free-tailed bat BLM-U Lowland riparian, desert YES
(Nyctinomops shrub, and montane forest | May occur throughout the
macrotis) alignment.
Brown (Grizzly) bear BLM-U Many habitats NO (Extirpated in Utah)
(Ursus arctos)
Dark kangaroo mouse | BLM-U Sagebrush areas with NO (determined by Black
(Microdipodops BLM-N sandy soils. 2008)
megacephalus)
Fringed myotis BLM-U BLM- | Wide range of habitats; YES
(Myotis thysanodes) N Maternity roosting sites

most often found in
abandoned buildings.

May occur throughout the
alignment.
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Species Status Preferred Habitat Possible presence within
or near Project Area?
If YES, Possible Location
Gray wolf (Canis BLM-U Many habitats NO (Extirpated in Utah)
lupus)
Kit fox (Vulpes BLM-U Could occur throughout the | YES
macrotis) route in Utah and Nevada, | Entire length of alignment.
particularly in Mojave
desert shrub habitat type.
Nelson's bighorn BLM-N Rocky mountain habitat POSSIBLE
sheep (Ovis with available water
canadensis nelsoni) adjacent to the alignment
in Nevada.
Preble’s shrew (Sorex | BLM-U Occupies many types of YES
preblei) BLM-N habitat, has an affinity for Great Salt Lake area —
wetland areas. northern end of alignment
(MP 3 - 10).
Pygmy rabbit BLM-U In Utah, prefers the taller YES
(Brachylagus BLM-N big sagebrush within Sagebrush habitats along
idahoensis) FS sagebrush/sagebrush the alignment (MP 44 - 46,
shrub habitat. MP 50 - 54, MP 59 - 61, MP
74 - 86, MP 90 - 91, MP 97
- 98, and MP 102 - 104).
Spotted bat BLM-U Wide range of vegetation YES
(Euderma maculatum) | BLM-N in addition to buildings and | May occur throughout the
FS in towns; in southwestern alignment.
Utah, cracks and crevices
in cliffs may be important
roost sites; foraging in
riparian areas
Townsend'’s big-eared | BLM-U Wide variety of habitats; YES
bat (Corynorhinus BLM-N roosts in mines, caves, and | May occur throughout the
townsendii) FS buildings alignment.
Utah prairie dog E In Utah, grasslands in level | YES
(Cynomys parvidens) mountain valleys and in Iron and Beaver counties.
areas with deep well- Surveys conducted - No
drained soils. habitat or colonies
recorded.
Western red bat BLM-U Towns and cottonwood YES
(Lasiurus blossevillii) BLM-N groves in lowland riparian Most likely to occur in Virgin
vegetation; roosts in caves | River drainage (Washington
and mines. County, Utah).
Mollusks
Multiple species BLM-U Mainly aquatic habitats, NO

see Exhibit 3.9-3

usually springs
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Species Status Preferred Habitat Possible presence within
or near Project Area?
If YES, Possible Location

Reptiles

Common chuckwalla BLM-U Mojave desert shrub and YES

(Sauromalus obesus) | BLM-N blackbush shrub. Southwestern Utah and
entire Nevada portion of the
project area (MP 316 to
400).

Desert iquana BLM-U Mojave desert shrub and YES

(Dipsosaurus dorsalis) blackbush shrub. Southwestern Utah and
entire Nevada portion of the
project area (MP 330 to
400).

Desert night lizard BLM-U Mojave desert shrub and YES

(Xantusia vigilis) blackbush shrub. Southwestern Utah and
entire Nevada portion of the
project area (MP 315 to
356).

Gila monster BLM-U Mojave desert shrub and YES

(Heloderma BLM-N blackbush shrub. Southwestern Utah and

suspectum) entire Nevada portion of the
project area (MP 316 to
400).

Mojave desert tortoise | T Mojave desert shrub and YES

(Gopherus agassisizi) blackbush shrub of. Southwestern Utah and
entire Nevada portion of the
project area (MP 316 to
400).

Mojave rattlesnake BLM-U Mojave desert shrub and YES

(Crotalus scutulatus) blackbush shrub. Southwestern Utah and
entire Nevada portion of the
project area (MP 316 to
400).

Sidewinder (Crotalus | BLM-U Mojave desert shrub and YES

cerastes) blackbush shrub. Southwestern Utah and
entire Nevada portion of the
project area (MP 316 to
400).

Smooth greensnake BLM-U Meadows and stream NO

(Opheodrys vernalis) margins

Speckled rattlesnake | BLM-U Mojave desert shrub and YES

(Crotalus mitchellii)

blackbush shrub.

Southwestern Utah and
entire Nevada portion of the
project area (MP 316 to
400).
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Species Status Preferred Habitat Possible presence within
or near Project Area?
If YES, Possible Location

Western banded BLM-U Mojave desert shrub and YES

gecko (Coleonyx blackbush shrub. Southwestern Utah and

variegates) entire Nevada portion of the
project area (MP 316 to
400).

Western threadsnake | BLM-U Mojave desert shrub and YES

(Leptotyphlops blackbush shrub. Southwestern Utah and

humilis) entire Nevada portion of the
project area (MP 316 to
400).

Zebra-tailed lizard BLM-U Mojave desert shrub and YES

(Callisaurus blackbush shrub. Southwestern Utah and

draconoides) entire Nevada portion of the
project area (MP 316 to
400).

Notes:

*Conservation Agreement in place.

Federal categories
E = Endangered
T = Threatened

BLM--U = BLM Sensitive Species in Utah
BLM--N = BLM Sensitive Species in Nevada
FS = Forest Service Sensitive

Exhibit 3.9-2 Special Status Plant Species Potentially Occurring in or Near the

Proposed Pipeline Project Area

Species Status Preferred Habitat Possible presence within
or near Project Area?
If YES, Possible Location

Baird’s camissonia BLM-U Blackbrush shrub and YES

(Camissonia bairdii) pinyon-juniper woodland Washington County (Utah:;
community between 3,900- | MP 289-313)
4,300 feet

Franklin’s penstemon | BLM-U Grassland, or shrub YES

(Penstemon franklinii) communities including Cedar City Lateral; north
desert saltbrush, end of Cedar Valley and
greasewood, and west of Iron Spring.
blackbrush

Giant fourwing BLM-U Interdune valleys with YES

saltbrush (Atriplex other sand-loving plants Millard County Alternative

canescens var. between 4,750 and 5,250 alignment

gigantea) feet elevation

Holmgren milkvetch E Sparsely vegetated warm NO

(Astragalus desert shrub community;

holmgreniorum) shallow soils overlain with
gravel and receiving runoff
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Species Status Preferred Habitat Possible presence within
or near Project Area?
If YES, Possible Location
Jones globemallow BLM-U Mixed desert shrub, pinyon | YES
(Sphaeralcea juniper, shadscale, and East of Cricket Mountains
caespitosa) grassland; Sevy Dolomite in salt desert shrub (MP
Formation and calcerous 170-200). Possible along
gravels between 4,500 and | hoth Proposed Action route
6,400 feet and Millard County
Alternative alignment.
Las Vegas bearpoppy | BLM-N Blackbrush and saltbrush YES
(Arctomecon shrub, Mojave creosote- Southwestern Utah and
californica) bursage community; entire Nevada portion of the
gypsiferous clays of the project area (MP 316 to
Muddy Creek Formation 400).
Neese narrowleaf BLM-U Fourwing saltbrush, YES
penstemon sagebrush-Eriogonum, and | Millard County Alternative
(Penstemon juniper communities in alignment
angustifolius var. dune sands between 4,600
dulcis) and 5,400 feet
Nevada willowherb BLM-U Pinyon juniper woodland,; YES
(Epilobium BLM-N talus slopes, rocky Washington County in
nevadense) limestone, and quartzite pinyon-juniper habitat (MP
soils between 5,100 and 289-313)
8,800 feet
Pinyon penstemon BLM-U Pinyon-juniper woodlands; | YES
(Penstemon pinorum) gravelly soils MP 277-287
Shivwitz milkvetch E Warm desert shrub and YES
(Astragalus juniper community; Washington County
ampullarioides) unstable gypsiferous
Chinle Formation
substrates
Small spring parsley BLM-U Desert shrub, sagebrush, YES
(Cymopterus acaulis and juniper community; Millard County Alternative
var. parvus) often on aeolian sand, alignment
between 4,600 and 5,200
feet.
Sticky buckwheat BLM-N Blackbrush shrub, Joshua | YES
(Eriogonum tree forest, and Mojave MP 315-399
viscidulum) creosote-bursage; deep,

loose, sandy soils in
washes, flats, and areas of
stabilized dune. Often
occurs with threecorner
milkvetch
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Species Status Preferred Habitat Possible presence within
or near Project Area?
If YES, Possible Location
Threecorner milkvetch | BLM-N Blackbrush shrub, Joshua | YES
(Astragalus geyeri var. tree forest, and Mojave MP 329-399
triquetrus) creosote-bursage; open,
deep, sandy soils of dunes
stabilized by vegetation or
gravel veneer. Often
occurs with sticky
buckwheat
Ute ladies’-tresses T Wetland grass-forb YES
(Spiranthes diluvialis) community below 7,000 Across Salt Lake Valley and
feet; riparian edges, gravel | into northeastern Tooele
bars, channels, or wet County or in Rush Valley
meadows along perennial | near Faust (Utah).
streams

Notes:
*Conservation Agreement in place.

Federal categories

E = Endangered

T = Threatened

BLM--U = BLM Sensitive Species in Utah
BLM--N = BLM Sensitive Species in Nevada
FS = Forest Service Sensitive

3.9.3.2. Federally Listed, Candidate, and Proposed Species for Listing under the
Endangered Species Act

Birds
California Condor

The California condor (Gymnogyps californianus) is federally listed as Endangered. This species has
wingspans up to nine and one half feet, the largest of any North American land bird. They formerly
ranged over much of western North American from British Columbia to Baja California (Terres
1980). Their habitat is mountainous country at low and moderate elevations, especially rocky and
brushy areas near cliffs. Colonies roost in snags, tall open-branched trees, or cliffs, often near
important foraging grounds (CH2MHill 2008h).

Condors were first released into the Southwest in northern Arizona in December 1996. The
reintroduced population currently has a nonessential experimental population status when they are
within a designated area. This area is defined as “Interstate Highway 40 on the south, U.S. Highway
191 on the east (parallel to the New Mexico and Colorado state borders), Interstate Highway 70 on
the north, and Interstate Highway 15 to U.S. Highway 93 near Las Vegas, Nevada on the west
(Southwest Condor Review Team [SCWG] 2007)”. This area is close to the project alignment
(particularly along Interstate 15 as the alignment approaches Las Vegas), but because the project area
is north of Interstate 15 it is outside of the designated area. Therefore, any condors occurring in the
project area would receive the full protection of the ESA. However, currently the likelihood of a
condor occurring within the project area appears remote based on descriptions of the reintroduced
population’s known locations (SCWG 2007). The nearest known location (no date) recorded by the
UDWR (2008) is approximately 200 miles from MP 269 of the proposed project alignment
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(CH2MHill 2008h). This species range and distribution is likely to continue to expand and as
frequency of sitings continues to increase.

Southwestern Willow Flycatcher

The southwestern willow flycatcher (Empidonax traillii extimus) is a federally listed Endangered
species. It is a small bird with a grayish-green back and wings, whitish throat, light grey-olive breast,
and pale yellowish belly. The breeding range of the southwestern willow flycatcher includes
Arizona, southern California, New Mexico, the extreme southern parts of Utah and Nevada,
southwestern Texas, and extreme northwestern Mexico. The preferred habitat of this species includes
riparian habitats or other wetlands with a dense growth of willows, arrowweed, and tamarisk, often
with a scattered overstory of cottonwood (USFWS 1995a). Breeding usually occurs in swampy
thickets with willow and buttonbrush (American Ornithologists Union 1983). During migration,
southwestern willow flycatchers use a variety of habitats and may be encountered in all but the most
sparsely vegetated desert habitats (CH2MHill 2008h).

The only marginally suitable habitat for the southwestern willow flycatcher is known along Meadow
Valley Wash (MP 370.5) and the Muddy River (MP 374). The USFWS and BLM visited Meadow
Valley Wash and the Muddy River in 2001 to assess the quality of habitat in these locations as part
of the second Kern River pipeline project. They determined at that time that habitat for the species
was mostly absent from the project area and was only marginally suitable where present. The BLM
and USFWS noted that the proposed Kern River pipeline crossing locations did not support suitable
southwestern willow flycatcher habitat (USFWS 2002). UNEV proposes to cross these drainages
immediately adjacent to the existing Kern River crossings. Surveys conducted in February 2007
confirmed that habitat conditions at Meadow Valley Wash and the Muddy River are unchanged
(CH2M HILL 2006/2007 surveys). The proposed alignment does not cross any suitable southwestern
willow flycatcher breeding habitat on the Muddy River or in Meadow Valley Wash (C. Manville,
USFWS, personal communication, 2008). UDWR (2008) identified one observation at 2 miles from
MP 324 of the proposed route in Utah. No date was given for this observation; however, it is greater
than 10 years and most likely a migrant. The nearest known nesting locations in Nevada are located
downstream on the Muddy River in the Overton Wildlife Management Area, over 10 miles southeast
of MP 370 (C. Manville, USFWS, personal communication, 2008) (CH2MHill 2008h).

Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo

The western yellow-billed cuckoo is a distinctive neotropical migrant that nests in dense, deciduous,
streamside forests. Most nesting in the west occurs within relatively large patches (25+ acres) of
riparian forest containing cottonwoods or willows. Yellow-billed cuckoos require a humid, shady
environment for nesting to protect eggs and fledglings from the otherwise unsuitably dry and hot
desert conditions. Nesting typically begins in mid-June and lasts less than three months, which is the
shortest incubation and nestling period of any bird. Yellow-billed cuckoos eat a wide variety of
insects, including caterpillars that are toxic to most other animals (Rodriguez 2008). Western yellow-
billed cuckoos are unlikely to occur along the alignment but marginal habita is present along the
Sevier River and occurrence is possible.

Fish
Virgin River Chub

The Virgin River chub (Gila seminuda), an Endangered fish species, is a silvery, medium-sized
minnow that averages about 8 inches in total length, but may grow to exceed 18 inches. The Virgin
River chub was listed as endangered (54 FR 35305) on August 24, 1989 and critical habitat was
designated on January 26, 2000 (65 FR 4140). Critical habitat has been designated for this species in
the Virgin River and its 100-year floodplain from the confluence with La Verkin Creek in Utah
downstream to Halfway Wash in Nevada. Although very little is known of the life history of Virgin
chub, they are apparently adapted to swift, shallow, turbid, sand-bottomed streams. Virgin chubs are
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most often associated with deep runs or pool habitats of slow to moderate velocities with large
boulders or instream cover, such as root snags. Adults and juveniles are often associated together
within these habitats. Chubs are omnivorous, showing considerable dietary shifts with age. In
general, young Virgin River chubs feed on macroinvertebrates, small fish, and debris. As they get
older, their diet shifts more to vegetative debris. Adult thermal preference is approximately 75° F
(CH2MHill 2008h). Spawning is known to occur in the spring, and ripe females have been reported
during the months of April, May, and June (Hickman 1987). It is likely that Virgin River chub live
for many years, perhaps for decades, but they mature rapidly and probably spawn in their second or
third year of life (Williams and Deacon 1998).

The Virgin River chub historically occurred in the main stem Virgin River from La Verken Springs,
Utah, downstream to the confluence with the Colorado River in Nevada (Virgin River Fishes
Recovery Team 1985). The present distribution of this species includes the main stem Virgin River
from La Verkin Springs, Utah, downstream to near the Mesquite Diversion, Nevada. Another distinct
population, which is isolated by Lake Mead, occurs in the middle and upper portions of the Muddy
River in Nevada. The only water body this species inhabits that is crossed by the proposed pipeline
route is the Muddy River (Jon Sjoberg, NDOW, 2001; in USFWS 2002) (FERC and CSLC 2002).
The nearest recorded observation of this species is 20 miles from the proposed project alignment,
south of Saint George on the Virgin River (UDWR 2008). (CH2MHill 2008h)

Mammals
Utah Prairie Dog

The Utah prairie dog (Cynomys parvidens) was down-listed from Endangered to Threatened status
by the USFWS in 1984 (49 FR 22330-22334). It is also a Utah-listed threatened species. The UDWR
has it listed in four counties (Beaver, Millard, Iron, and Washington) through which the pipeline
would pass. It is one of three prairie dog species found in Utah, occurring in the southwestern part of
the state. Populations have declined dramatically from historic levels due to factors such as habitat
loss, intentional control efforts, and the plague (UDWR 2003). (CH2MHill 2008h)

Utah prairie dogs once occurred in at least ten distinct areas across southwestern and south central
Utah, in the southern Bonneville Basin and on high-elevation plateaus of central Utah (UDWR
2003). The species’ range is currently limited to the southwestern quarter of Utah concentrated in
three recovery population areas: 1) the Awapa Plateau (predominantly in Wayne County), 2)
Paunsaugunt Plateau (Garfield County), and 3) West Desert (much of Iron and Beaver counties).
Habitat factors important to the species include an elevation below 9,000 feet, water availability in
addition to precipitation, heterogeneity of plant community, less than 10 percent of the vegetation
cover composed of “tall” (12 inches) vegetation, and non-alkaline soils (Collier 1975). They
primarily feed on grasses and forbs and, therefore, are restricted to relatively open plant communities
with short-stature vegetation. Utah prairie dogs prefer short grass prairie where vegetation height is
low enough to allow standing prairie dogs to scan their environment for predators and sparse enough
to enable them to see through it (UDWR 1998). (CH2MHill 2008h)

According to UDWR data, High Value Habitat for the Utah prairie dog may occur near the proposed
pipeline route in Beaver and Iron counties. High Value Habitat is defined as an area that provides for
“intensive” use by wildlife species. Distribution records from 1983 indicate known occurrences in
the counties in which the proposed pipeline route passes are concentrated in Iron County (UDWR
2003). Iron County also contains the highest concentration of High Value Habitat. The majority of
Utah prairie dog habitat in Iron County is between Cedar City and Beaver, east of the proposed
pipeline route. The nearest recorded observation of a Utah prairie dog is 1.4 mile from MP 170 of the
proposed alignment recorded in 1996 (UDWR 2008). (CH2MHill 2008h)

During the overall environmental field survey of the proposed route in 2007, no individuals or
colonies of Utah prairie dogs were observed. Active season surveys for Utah prairie dog were
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conducted in August 2007 on the proposed route in lron and Beaver counties, and along Highway
257 in southern Millard County. The proposed route is east of UDWR identified High Value Habitat
in Washington County; therefore, the route in Washington County was not surveyed specifically for
Utah prairie dogs. The majority of the proposed pipeline route in Iron, Beaver, and southern Millard
counties consists of mixed shrubs and grasses, with little potential prairie dog habitat. Little potential
Utah prairie dog habitat was found within the proposed pipeline ROW (CH2MHill 2008h); however
prairie dogs may still occur near the project area in Iron or Beaver counties.

Reptiles
Desert Tortoise

The southern desert portion of the project area is located within desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizi)
habitat. The desert tortoise is federally listed as a Threatened species (USFWS 1990). As a federally
listed Threatened species it is therefore included on the Utah Sensitive Species List and is protected
under NRS 501 in Nevada. The desert tortoise is one of four gopher tortoises in North America. The
desert tortoise is distinguished by a high-domed shell with prominent growth rings on both the
carapace (upper portion of the shell) and the plastron (lower portion of the shell; Stebbins 1985). The
desert tortoise is completely terrestrial and requires firm, suitable substrates for digging burrows and
nest sites or providing other shelter sites, such as rock crevices. Throughout the Mojave Region,
desert tortoises occur on flats and bajadas with soils ranging from sand to sandy-gravel, and they
occur on rocky terrain and slopes (USFWS 1994a). They require sufficient suitable plants for forage
and cover. Preferred vegetation is usually scattered shrubs and abundant inter-shrub space for growth
of herbaceous plants. The most common plant associated with their habitat is creosote bush. Desert
tortoises often place their burrows directly under creosote bushes, taking advantage of the substrate
stability created by the creosote bush roots. Desert tortoises are primarily herbivores, foraging on
grasses, forbs, cacti, and the flowers of annual plants. They live to be 30 to 100 years of age and
reach sexual maturity at 12 to 30 years (Woodbury and Hardy 1948). Females lay an average of 4.2
eggs per clutch inside the burrow and have an average of 1.9 clutches per year (Turner and Berry
1984). Their variable reproductive success is correlated with environmental conditions (USFWS
1994b). (CH2MHill 2008h)

Activity patterns of the desert tortoise are closely tied to ambient temperatures and forage
availability. Desert tortoises spend much of their lives in burrows, emerging to feed and mate during
late winter and early spring. They remain active through the spring and portions of the summer
through late fall. Their active season is typically defined as being from March 1 through October
31(CH2MHill 2008h).

Threats to this species include direct and indirect human-caused mortality. Impacts such as
destruction, degradation, and fragmentation of their habitat from urbanization, agricultural
development, livestock grazing, mining, roads, vehicle-oriented recreational use, and losses from
human take and disease have contributed to population declines (USFWS 1994b). The primary
impetus for listing the Mojave populations was the documentation of an outbreak of a virulent
respiratory disease and heavy predation by ravens (Corvus corax) on juvenile tortoises which,
combined, were believed to be causing dramatic declines in some subpopulations (CH2MHill
2008h).

Within tortoise habitat, the proposed pipeline alignment closely parallels the two existing Kern River
pipelines. The pipeline trench would be located within the area of previous disturbance. Extensive
surveys for desert tortoises were conducted in 1990 prior to installation of the first Kern River
pipeline. Based on these surveys, the proposed pipeline alignment would traverse desert tortoise
habitat from approximately MP 315 south 84 miles to the project terminus in Nevada at MP 399. Of
this total, approximately 13.5 miles are in Utah, and 70.5 miles are in Nevada (CH2MHill 2008h).
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In Utah, tortoises occupy blackbush shrub/Joshua tree woodlands and creosote bush shrub habitats.
Blackbush shrub/Joshua tree intergrades with pinyon-juniper woodland at higher elevations with
creosote bush shrub and calcareous rocky outcrops at lower elevations. In general terms, tortoise
habitat starts at the edge of the pinyon-juniper habitat. Survey results indicated densities of less than
10 adult tortoises per mile in Utah but tended to increase to 10 to 45 adult tortoises per square mile
near the Nevada border. Most areas in Nevada were estimated to have less than 10 adult tortoises per
square mile with relatively smaller areas reaching densities of 45 to 140 adult tortoises per square
mile (Dames & Moore 1990 in USFWS 2002). Much of the blackbush shrub/Joshua tree woodlands
in Utah and creosote bush shrub in Nevada was severely burned subsequent to the 1990 surveys and
the habitat value to tortoises is likely reduced and tortoise humbers may have decreased. All tolled,
approximately 20 miles of the proposed alignment have been impacted by fire. For the second Kern
River pipeline the USFWS, BLM, and state agencies in Utah and Nevada did not require desert
tortoise surveys to estimate numbers of tortoises within the project area (USFWS 2002). (CH2MHill
2008h)

Critical habitat has been designated for the desert tortoise (USFWS 1994b). The designation of
critical habitat is used to identify areas where federal agencies need to exercise special care to avoid
damage to a species’ habitat. These areas are considered to be essential to the long-term survival and
recovery of a species. Critical habitat does not preclude all modification of habitat in the designated
area. In Utah, the proposed alignment traverses the Beaver Dam Slope Critical Habitat Unit (CHU)
for 9.1 miles. In Nevada, it crosses the Beaver Dam Slope CHU for 13.5 miles and the Mormon
Mesa CHU for 23.3 miles for a total of 36.8 miles. All tolled the proposed alignment traverses 45.9
miles of desert tortoise critical habitat (USFWS 2002). (CH2MHill 2008h)

Plants

Shivwitz Milkvetch

Shivwitz milkvetch is endemic to Washington County and is known from only a few scattered
locations. The species is restricted to unstable gypsiferous subsrates of the Chinle Formation in warm

desert shrub and juniper communities (Franklin 2005). This species has been found in the vicinity of
the alignment and could occur within the proposed construction disturbance area.

Ute ladies’-tresses orchid

On January 17, 1992, the USFWS designated the Ute ladies’-tresses orchid as Threatened across its
entire range. Within the area covered by this listing, this species now occurs or once occurred in
Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nebraska, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming (CH2MHill 2008h).

This or