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SUMMARY

Bicknell Town has submitted a request for a special use permit amendment to the U.S. Forest
Service (USEFS)-Fremont River Ranger District for authorization to develop a new spring and
redevelop five existing springs in the Fishlake National Forest and also submitted an application for
a Right-of-Way (ROW) amendment to the U.S. Department of the Interior (USDI) Bureau of Land
Management (BLM)-Richfield Field Office for authorization to construct a 250,000-gallon water
storage tank and a chlorination building adjacent to an existing 350,000-gallon water storage tank on
BLM-administered public lands. Also, an underground power line would be installed to provide
power to the new chlorination building. Additionally, Bicknell Town plans to replace some sections
of small diameter distribution pipeline and install valves and hydrants to meet fire suppression needs
within the limits of the incorporated Bicknell Town. The Town also plans to replace the existing
metering system to better manage its water resources. The project would be partially funded by the
Utah Drinking Water Board from the Federal State Revolving Fund (SRF) Loan.

This Environmental Assessment (EA) analyzes the potential effects of the proposed project. The
USFS-Fremont River Ranger District is the lead agency and the BLM-Richfield Field Office is a
participating agency. This EA assists the USFS-Fremont River Ranger District, the BLM-Richfield
Field Office and funding agencies in project planning and ensuring compliance with the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

The analysis evaluates the following alternatives in detail:

e Alternative 1 (No Action): This alternative would not provide for construction of the
proposed water system improvement project. There would be no environmental effects
associated with construction or operation of the new facilities. However, the advantages of
the proposed new water system could not be realized. The water supply in the area would
remain as it is currently constructed. Bicknell Town would continue to operate its current
water supply system short of meeting demands for the present and projected fire
suppression, and indoor and outdoor uses. This alternative is not acceptable.

e Alternative 2 (Proposed Action): A new spring would be developed and five existing springs
would be re-developed on forest land. A new water storage tank and a chlorination building
would be constructed, and an underground power line would be installed to provide power
to the chlorination building on BLM-administered public land. Some smaller diameter
distribution pipelines would be replaced, and valves and hydrants would be installed within
the limits of the incorporated Bicknell Town.

Based on the analysis of the alternatives, USES and BLM will decide whether, under terms and
conditions, to authorize the construction of proposed project components on public lands, and the
funding agencies will decide whether to release funds for the construction of the proposed project.

The proposed project may have minor adverse impacts on land use, vegetation, wildlife resources,
special status species, water quality, air quality, noise, transportation, soils and visual resources.
These impacts are summarized in subsequent sections and are more fully discussed in Chapter 3:
Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences.
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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED

1.1 Introduction

This EA has been prepared to analyze the effects on the human environment of the water system
improvement project proposed by Bicknell Town, the Proponent of the proposed action. The
Proponent has proposed to redevelop five existing springs to improve their production and develop
a new spring to obtain additional water on the Fishlake National Forest administered by the USFS-
Fremont River Ranger District. The Proponent has also proposed to construct a new 250,000-gallon
water storage tank and a new chlorination building to replace the existing one, and install a buried
electric line to provide power to the new chlorination building adjacent to an existing 350,000-gallon
water storage tank on public lands administered by the BLM-Richfield Field Office. Additionally, the
Proponent has proposed to replace approximately 2,000 feet of existing distribution lines and the
existing metering system within the boundaries of the incorporated Bicknell Town. Approximately
20 valves and 9 hydrants would also be installed in the same area within the town. The proposed
project would be partially funded by the Utah Drinking Water Board from the Federal SRF Loan.

The USFS-Fremont River Ranger District is the lead agency for this EA and the BLM-Richfield
Field Office is a participating agency. This EA also meets requirements of funding agencies.

The EA assists the USFS-Fremont River Ranger District, BLM-Richfield Field Office and funding
agencies in project planning and ensuring compliance with NEPA, and in making a determination as
to whether any “significant” impacts could result from the analyzed actions. “Significance” is
defined by the NEPA and is found in regulation 40 CFR 1508.27. An EA provides evidence for
determining whether to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or a statement of
“Finding of No Significant Impact” (FONSI).

1.2 Background

Bicknell is a town located between the Dixie National Forest and the Fishlake National Forest in
Rabbit Valley, south central Utah. The Town of Bicknell owns and operates a public culinary water
system that serves residents in Bicknell, Utah. The water sources for the system are six springs. Five
of the springs are located on Thousand Lake Mountain, and the other (the Brinkerhoff Spring) is
located approximately 1.5 miles southwest of the town and originates from the Awapa Plateau. The
water quality of the Brinkerhoff Spring cannot always meet the drinking water standard set forth by
the Utah Division of Drinking Water. As a result, the Brinkerhoff Spring is used primarily as a
backup to the culinary system. The production of the five existing springs on Thousand Lake
Mountain has decreased from a maximum of 150 gallons per minute (gpm) in the past to a
maximum of 80 gpm at the present time. Sunrise Engineering (2012) completed a 5-point analysis of
Bicknell Town’s water system based on a projected annual population growth rate of 1% over the
next 20 years. The analysis indicates the following:

e The system does not have adequate water sources to meet the current need for indoor,
outdoor and fire suppression water uses.

Purpose and Need 1-1
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e The system will not have adequate storage capacity as well as water sources to meet future
indoor, outdoor and fire suppression water needs.

e The existing water system does not have the capacity to continuously disinfect the mountain
spring water. The existing metering building needs to be replaced with a new chlorination
building.

e Within the boundaries of the incorporated Bicknell Town, some distribution lines are too
small, and additional valves and hydrants are needed to meet normal water supply and fire
suppression requirements.

1.3 Purpose of and Need for Action

The purpose of the proposed project is to upgrade the water supply system owned and operated by
Bicknell Town to meet present and projected indoor, outdoor and fire suppression needs.

Presently, Bicknell Town owns water rights of 794 acre-feet/year (or 492.25 gpm). The current and
projected needs are 159 and 182 acre-feet/year, respectively. Therefore, Bicknell Town has enough
water rights for additional water source development.

Presently, the town has a minimum combined source capacity of 175 gpm. The majority of the
capacity (150 gpm) is produced from the Brinkerhoff Spring. As stated earlier, Bicknell Town would
like to use this spring as a backup water source due to the quality and taste of the spring water. The
current and projected source capacity needs are 240 and 335 gpm, respectively, in accordance with
relevant Utah Drinking Water Supply System Regulations. The system is now 65 to 160 gpm short
of meeting current and projected water source demands. The purpose of development of a new
spring and redevelopment of the existing springs is to increase production of Bicknell Town’s main
water sources to cover more of its source demands.

The current water storage capacity is 320,000 gallons. The current and projected storage capacity
needs are approximately 357,000 and 430,000 gallons, respectively. The purpose of constructing the

new storage tank is to increase the storage capacity to meet projected storage capacity requirements.

The purpose of replacing the chlorination building is to provide Bicknell Town with the ability to
disinfect its water sources.

The purpose of replacing some 4-inch diameter distribution pipelines with 6- and 8-inch diameter
PVC lines, replacing the existing metering system, and installing additional water meters, valves and

hydrants is to meet water supply and fire suppression requirements.

The proposed project is needed to provide Bicknell Town residents and visitors with an adequate

and safe culinary water system for the present and the future.
1.4 Proposed Action

The proposed action would consist of the following three components:
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1.5

Water Storage Tank and Chlorination Building: A new 250,000-gallon water storage
tank would be constructed adjacent to an existing 350,000-gallon water storage tank on
public lands administered by the BLM-Richfield Field Office. The tank would be
constructed of reinforced concrete. The existing metering building that sits near the existing
water storage tank would be replaced with a new building that would include chlorination
equipment. After the new tank and the new chlorination building are installed and connected
to the water supply system, the existing metering building would be disconnected from the
supply system and demolished. The existing access road would continue to be used for the
site access road to the new and existing tank site. This access road may need to be extended
a short distance to reach the new tank site. Short pipelines would also be installed to connect
the proposed new and existing tanks and the new chlorination building at the tank site. A
buried electric line would be installed along the existing water pipeline ROW on BLM land
and existing road ROW within Bicknell Town between 350 North 300 East and the
proposed chlorination building. The power line would provide power to the new
chlorination facility.

Spring Development and Redevelopment: The five existing springs on the Thousand
Lake Mountain would be redeveloped to improve their production and a new spring would
be developed to obtain additional water on the Fishlake National Forest administered by the
USFS—Fremont River Ranger District. Approximately 1,300 feet of 4-inch diameter PVC
pipeline would also be installed to connect the new spring to the existing pipeline which
transmits water from the existing springs to the existing water storage tank. Development of
the new spring and re-development of the existing springs would be accomplished using
backhoes for excavation and dump trucks for materials.

Replacement of Distribution Line and Metering System and Installation of
Additional Valves and Hydrants: Approximately 2,000 lineal feet of 4-inch diameter
distribution lines would be replaced with 8-inch diameter PVC pipes and the existing
metering system would be replaced with a new system within the boundaries of the
incorporated Bicknell Town. Twenty additional valves and 9 hydrants would also be installed
in the same area. All work within the Bicknell Town boundaries would be on existing road
ROW.

Decisions to Be Made

As a result of this EA, the following decisions will be made:

The USFS-Fremont River Ranger District, the Lead Agency for this EA, working together
with the BLM-Richfield Field Office, a participating agency, will determine whether to
prepare an EIS or a FONSI statement to approve the project.

The funding agencies (Utah Drinking Water Board and potentially USDA Rural
Development) will decide whether to release funds for the project.

Purpose and Need 1-3
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1.6 Public Involvement

The proposed project was presented to the Bicknell Town Council, the USFS-Fremont River Ranger
District and the BLM-Richfield Field Office. Under the guidance of the USFS-Fremont River
Ranger District, the proposed project was then provided to the public for comment during an
extended scoping period between March 20 and July 27, 2012. Scoping letters were sent to interested
individuals, and federal and state agencies according to a mailing list provided by the USFS-Fremont
River Ranger District.

The proposed project was also advertised in The Wayne and Garfield County Insider and on the
Utahlegals.com website on May 24, 2012. An Affidavit of Publication is attached in Attachment A.

The BLM-Richfield Field Office resource professionals also screened the proposed actions,
completed an interdisciplinary team analysis record checklist (Attachment B) and provided
recommendations regarding project design features that could avoid and minimize environmental
effects on public lands. The BLM-Richfield Field Office posted the proposed project on BLM’s
Environmental Notification Bulletin Board (ENBB), a website, on June 28, 2012 and assigned a log
number of DOI-BLM-UT-C0120-2012-028-EA.

The proposed project was posted on the Utah Governor’s Office of Planning & Budget’s Resource
Development Coordinating Committee (RDCC) website for state agencies’ comments on the
proposed project during the scoping period. RDCC is a clearinghouse for information on activities
affecting state and public lands throughout Utah. RDCC includes representatives from the state
agencies that are generally involved or impacted by public lands management. RDCC coordinates
the review of technical and policy actions that may affect the physical resources of the state and
facilitates the exchange of information on those actions among federal, state and local government
agencies. No comment was received from any state agencies after the comment period expired, as
stated in an email from Ms. Judy Edwards, Senior Policy Analyst and Director of RDCC. The email
is provided as Attachment C.

A letter dated April 9, 2012 was received from Mr. Mike Domeier, State Soil Scientist for the USDA
Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). Mr. Domeier indicates that the proposed project
would not impact important farmland resources in Utah and none of the soil map units would be
affected, including statewide, prime and unique. Mr. Domeier also indicates that the Soi/ Survey of
Loa-Marysvale Area, Utah does not indicate the presence of any hydric soils in the project area. The
NRCS letter is provided as Attachment D.

A letter dated April 17, 2012 was received from Ms. Karen Clementsen, Project Manager of the U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE)-St. George Regulatory Office. Ms. Clementsen mentioned that
the project is located near Shingle Mill Creek; that every effort should be made to avoid project
features which require the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States; and
that in the event it can be clearly demonstrated there are no practicable alternatives to filling waters
of the United States, mitigation plans should be developed to compensate for the unavoidable losses
resulting from project implementation. The USACE letter is provided as Attachment E.
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A letter dated March 27, 2012 was received from Mr. Verl Bagley, County Agent and Professor at
the Utah State University (USU) Wayne County Extension. Mr. Bagley stated that he had been
involved in promoting and securing funding for three different community drinking water projects
in the past five years and that he would rank the proposed Bicknell Town water project as the most
necessary among 17 drinking water systems with which he is familiar. Mr. Bagley also stated that he
could not identify any environmental or social consequences that should prevent the development
of the proposed project. The letter from Mr. Bagley is provided as Attachment F.

The Ute Indian Tribe was contacted but no comments were received from the tribe when this EA
was completed. Letters to the Ute Indian Tribe is provided as Attachment G.

On April 5, 2012, a USES fisheries biologist sent an email to Mr. Cody Clark, USFS Environmental
Coordinator, and Mr. Clark forwarded the email to Sunrise Engineering (Attachment H). The
fisheries biologist had concerns about the boreal toad. The boreal toad is currently listed as a
sensitive species by Utah and an endangered species by Colorado and New Mexico. The fisheries
biologist also recommended survey requirements for this species. His concerns are addressed in
Section 3 and Attachments I and J.

No comments were received from other interested parties when this EA was completed.
1.7 Issues

Through public scoping, discussion with USFS resource specialists and BLM’s interdisciplinary team
review, only a few issues (e.g., vegetation, noxious weeds, soils, wildlife resources, special status
species, cultural resources, visual quality, and wetlands) were identified. However, to meet the
funding agencies’ NEPA requitements, additional resources/environmental elements (land use,
floodplain, water quality, coastal resources, socio-economic/environmental justice, air quality,
transportation and noise) were analyzed in Section 3 — Affected Environment and Environmental
Consequences.

1.8 Relationship to Statutes, Regulations, or Other Plans

The proposed project is consistent with federal, state and local laws, regulations and plans to the
maximum extent possible. The proposed project would be initiated and maintained as mandated by
the following federal laws, statues and regulations:

e The Endangered Species Act of 1973 (P.L. 85-624; 16 U.S.C. 661, 664 1008)
e The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA, P.L. 91-190; 42 U.S.C. 4321)
e The Clean Air Act (as amended by P.L. 92-574; 42 U.S.C. 4901)

e Section 404, Federal Water Pollution Control Act/Clean Water Act of 1972 (P.L. 92-500; 33
U.S.C. 1344, as amended)

e Farmland Protection Act (P.L. 97-98 and 7 CFR Part 658)
e Section 201(a), Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (P.L. 94-579; 43 U.S.C.
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1701 et seq.)
e Section 106, National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (P.L. 89-665; 16 U.S.C. 407(f))
e American Indian Religious Freedom Act (920 Stat. 469; U.S.C. 1990)

e The Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974 (P.L. 86-253; as amended by P.L.
93291; 16 U.S.C. 469)

e Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act (P.L. 101-601)

e Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management (43 CFR 6030)

e Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands

e Executive Order 11514, Protection and Enhancement of Environmental Quality
e Executive Order 11593, Protection and Enhancement of Cultural Environment

e Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority
Populations and Low-Income Populations

e Executive Order 13007, Indian Sacred Sites

e 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508, CEQ Implementation of NEPA

e 36 CFR Part 800, as amended, Protection of Historic Properties

e 7 CIR Part 658, as amended, Prime and Unique Farmlands

e Title R317 — Environmental Quality, Water Quality

e Utah Safe Drinking Water Act, Title 19, Chapter 4

e Title 9, Chapter 8 — Antiquities, Historic Sites, Historical Preservation Act

e BLM-Richfield Field Office Resource Management Plan

e USFS-Fremont River Ranger District Fishlake National Forest Land and Resource

Management Plan
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2.0 ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING PROPOSED ACTION

This chapter focuses on the proposed action and a no action alternative. The no action alternative is
considered and analyzed to provide a baseline for comparison of the effects of the proposed action.
No other action alternatives were considered.

2.1 Alternatives
2.1.1 Alternative 1: No Action

The Code of Federal Regulations (CFR), at 40 CFR 1502.14, directs agencies to consider a “no action”
alternative in environmental impact statements, but does not provide similar direction for EA level
analysis. Analysis of a no action alternative establishes “a benchmark, enabling decision makers to compare
the magnitude of environmental effects of the action alternative” (40 CFR 1502.14). Therefore, the EA level
analysis includes a study of a no action alternative to serve as a baseline for evaluating effects related
to the proposed action.

This alternative would not provide for construction of the proposed water system improvement
project. There would be no environmental effects associated with construction or operation of the
new facilities. However, the advantages of the proposed new water system could not be realized.
The water supply in the area would remain as it is currently constructed.

If no improvements were made to the water supply system, the system would be inadequate and the
users of Bicknell Town’s water system currently and in the future would not have a safe and
adequate water supply system for fire suppression, and indoor and outdoor uses. This alternative is
not acceptable.

2.1.2 Alternative 2: Proposed Action

The proposed action would be constructed and operated by Bicknell Town (Proponent). During the
preliminary project design, the Proponent worked closely with the USFS-Fremont River Ranger
District and the BLM-Richfield Field Office. Environmental commitments were also developed to
be integral components of the proposal to avoid or minimize potential resource impacts.

A special use permit amendment request was submitted to the USFS-Fremont River Ranger District
for authorization to develop a new spring and redevelop existing springs. A ROW amendment
application was submitted to the BLM-Richfield Field Office for authorization to construct a new
tank and a chlorination building, associated pipelines to connect the new and existing tanks and
chlorination building and a buried electric line to provide power to the new chlorination facility. The
proposed project locations on public lands can be described as follows:
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Salt Lake Meridian

(Spring Development on Forest Iand)

T28S, R4E, Sec. 7, NV2SE4SWa, EVaNWVASE Y, SW/aNWV4SEYVa, NW/4NEVASEVs &
NWVs SWV4SEVa.

(Tank/Chlorination Building Construction on BLM Land)
T28S, R3E, Sec. 25,  SWVaNWa.

The proposed project would occur on public and private lands in Wayne County, Utah. The
proposed project would include the following components:

Water Storage Tank and Chlorination Building: As shown in Figure 1, a new 250,000-
gallon water storage tank would be constructed adjacent to an existing 350,000-gallon water
storage tank on public lands administered by the BLM-Richfield Field Office. The reinforced
concrete tank would be placed at an elevation of approximately 5,468 feet. The tank would
have a diameter of approximately 50 feet and a height of approximately 16 feet. All but the
top 1 foot of the tank would be buried using the original soil excavated for the tank
construction with a 3 : 1 (horizontal : vertical) slope around the perimeter. A new building
that would include chlorination equipment would be constructed north of the new tank so
that it would be less visible. The new building would replace the existing metering building
that sits near the existing water storage tank. After the new tank and the new chlorination
building are installed and connected to the water supply system, the existing metering
building would be disconnected from the supply system and demolished. Presently, the
Town of Bicknell has a permit to use a 330-foot by 330-foot ROW from BLM for the
existing water tank and the chlorination building. The ROW would need to be expanded to a
400-foot square to accommodate the proposed new tank, new chlorination building and
construction activities. The existing access road would continue to be used for the site access
road to the new and existing tank site. This access road may need to be extended a short
distance to reach the new tank site. Short pipelines would also be installed to connect the
proposed new and existing tanks and the new chlorination building. An approximately
1,200-foot long buried electrical line would also be installed to provide power to the
chlorination facility. The nearest distribution power source available for the proposed power
line is near 350 North 300 East Street where there is a power pole (see Figure 1). From the
existing overhead pole, an underground service tap would run in a trench that would have a
minimum depth of 48 inches. From this point, the power line would run along the west side
of 300 East Street for approximately 300 feet through the Bicknell Town incorporated area
into BLM land. The buried power line would continue on BLLM land for approximately 900
feet to the proposed chlorination building at the tank site. Presently, Bicknell Town has a 20-
foot wide and 700-foot long ROW for an existing water pipeline from the tank site to the
boundary between Bicknell Town and BLM land. A 30-foot wide ROW would be required
to excavate the trench far away enough from the existing water pipeline and to stockpile the
trench excavation material while the underground cable is being placed. A warming tape
would be placed one foot above the cable to provide warning for future excavation.
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Spring Development and Redevelopment: As shown in Figures 1 and 2, the five existing
springs on the Thousand Lake Mountain would be redeveloped to improve their production
and a new spring would be developed to obtain additional water on the Fishlake National
Forest administered by the USFS—Fremont River Ranger District. Approximately 1,300 feet
of 4-inch diameter PVC pipeline would also be installed to connect the new spring to the
existing pipeline which transmits water from the existing springs to the existing water storage
tank. Currently, Bicknell Town has a permit to operate and maintain culinary water facilities
which include five fenced areas of land for the five existing springs, each 60 feet wide and
180 feet long, and a strip of land 12 feet wide (6 feet on each side of the centerline) and
16,400 feet long for a water transmission line. Redevelopment of the five existing springs
would occur on the permitted area for the springs that had previously been disturbed for the
construction of the springs, along with a 20-foot buffer around the existing fenced areas.
Springs #4 and #5 would be expanded to the north and west to collect adjacent areas to the
spring site. Additional area needed for Springs #4 and #5 would be approximately 0.2 acre.
Development of the proposed new spring and installation of the new pipeline would require
about 0.6 acre of additional forest land (an area of 60 feet wide and 180 feet long for the new
spring and a strip of land 12 feet wide and 1,300 feet long for the new pipeline).
Development of the new spring and redevelopment of the existing springs would not result
in the removal of any trees. Materials to be used for spring development/redevelopment
would include washed gravel, bentonite, 4- and 6-inch diameter PVC piping, concrete
manholes, 40-mil high density polyethylene (HDPE) liner, geotextile fabric, filter fabric
fence and barb wire fencing materials. Equipment would include one backhoe and one
trackhoe for ground grubbing and excavation, two dump trucks to haul materials to and
from the site, two flatbed trucks to transport manholes and pipes to the spring site and two
personal vehicles to haul materials and personnel. The spring development/redevelopment
would consist of the following:

e Pothole potential collection sites with a backhoe and then clear and grub the
identified areas for excavation.

e Filter fabric fence would be placed within 20 feet of the work zone in order to
provide erosion protection and to control any unnecessary excavation outside the
identified collection areas.

e FExcavated material would be stockpiled within the existing spring development area
to be utilized in rehabilitation work.

e The collection area would be identified and 40-mil HDPE liner as well as filter fabric
would be installed to protect the collection zone. The zone would be sloped in a
manner to collect the spring water into perforated 4- and 6-inch diameter collection

pipes.
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e Approximately 3-4 feet of %4-inch to 2-inch drain gravel would then be placed in the
collection area to provide a non-restrictive flow path to the collection pipe. The filter
fabric would be wrapped around the collection zone, and the native material which
was stockpiled previously would be placed over the filter fabric. The HDPE liner
would be placed a few feet below the existing grade to protect the spring collection
zone. Surface drains would surround the spring site to protect the spring from
surface-influenced water. Fencing would be placed around the spring site to protect
the spring zone from damage and contamination. All debris and excess materials
would be hauled from the site to a certified location for disposal. All improvements
and practices would be in accordance with the State of Utah Rules for Public
Drinking Water Systems.

No access road construction is required for spring development/redevelopment.
Development of the new spring would use an existing road where the transmission line
would be installed. There are existing access roads to the existing springs. However,
redevelopment of the existing springs may require cross country travel from one spring to
another. Where necessary, disturbed areas would be re-vegetated using a seed mix approved
by USEFS after the spring development/redevelopment work is completed.

Replacement of Distribution Line and Metering System and Installation of
Additional Valves and Hydrants: Approximately 2,000 lineal feet of 4-inch diameter
distribution lines would be replaced with 6- and 8-inch diameter PVC pipes to meet fire flow
requirements and the existing metering system would be replaced with a new system within
the boundaries of the incorporated Bicknell Town in Sections 25, 26, 35 and 36, Township
38 South, Range 3 East, Salt Lake Meridian. Twenty additional valves and 9 hydrants would
also be installed in the same area to meet fire suppression requirements. All the work would
be conducted within ROW of existing roads.

Total surface disturbance required for the proposed project is summarized in Table 2-1.

Table 2-1 Summary of Project Disturbance

Land Status Project Disturbance (acre) Remarks
Component Temporary Permanent

BLM Tan‘k Construct{on 0.9 0.3
Buried Power Line 0.1 ~0

USFS Spring Development 0.8 ~0

Private Pipeline Replacement 0.5 ~0 On previously disturbed
Buried Power Line ~0 ~0 road ROW
Total 2.3 ~0.3

Construction of the tank and chlorination building, trenching for the buried power line and pipeline
replacement, installation of valves and hydrants, and development of the springs could result in a
total soil excavation of approximately 11,000 cubic yards. Excavated soils from trenching would be
approximately 2,800 cubic yards and would be used for backfilling the trenches. Generally, there is a
10% soil loss. Excavated soil for the tank and chlorination building would be approximately 7,500
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cubic yards and would be used to bury the tank. Excavated soils for spring development could be
approximately 700 cubic yards and would be re-used for spring development.

After construction of the project is complete, the disturbed area would be restored to the existing
contour as much as practically possible. Where necessary, re-vegetation would occur on disturbed
areas.

2.2 Environmental Protection Measures for Proposed Action

The Proponent (Bicknell Town) is committed to implementation of the following environmental
protection measures, including a number of best management practices (BMPs) that are intended to
reduce short- and long-term impacts, as required components of the proposed action:

A. The proposed project would be constructed in strict compliance with the Plans and
Specifications approved by the Utah Division of Drinking Water.

B. Waste materials including trash, garbage, petroleum products, etc. would be collected and
sent for prompt disposal at an appropriate waste disposal site. Accidental fuel/oil spills
would be cleaned up immediately, removed from the project area for disposal at an
appropriate site.

C. BMPs (e.g., silt fences) would be used to minimize soil erosion and prevent the introduction
of non-native invasive weeds on public lands. The Proponent would continue to monitor,
control and/or eradicate any non-native invasive weeds on public lands after the project is
complete and as long as the project components on public lands are in operation.

D. All project components would be designed and constructed in accordance with pertinent
seismic codes and standards (e.g., the International Building Code).

E. Fugitive dust and vehicle emissions would be controlled according to the Utah Department
of Environmental Quality requirements for construction projects.

F. Local ordinances would be followed as they relate to public safety and could include a notice
of closure of use in the area during construction phases, barricades for open trenches,
signing, etc.

G. Implementation of the proposed project would comply with all applicable federal and state
laws, and local zoning and building ordinances during all phases of project construction.

H. Excavation activities for construction of the project, including the manner of supporting
excavation and provision for access to excavations, would be in strict compliance with the
current provisions for access to the excavations, as determined by regulations of the
Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA). The maximum amount of open
trench in any location would be 500 feet or the amount necessary to accommodate the lineal
feet of pipe or cable that can be installed in a single day, whichever is greater.

I.  Construction workers and inspectors would be required to wear hearing devices in
accordance with OSHA regulations when necessary during the construction phase.

J. Every effort would be made to minimize impacts on the natural landscape, native plants and
animal species. All unnecessary destruction or scarring of the natural surroundings in the
vicinity of the work would be prevented. Movement of crews and equipment would be
limited within the areas defined in the Plans and Specifications.
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2.3

K. If paleontological resources are discovered during the construction phase, all work in the

vicinity of the discovery will immediately cease, and Bicknell Town, BLM or USFES, the Utah
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and the Utah Division of Drinking Water
notified. Work will not resume in that portion of the project area until the discovery has
been professionally evaluated and a “Notice to Proceed” issued by appropriate agencies.

Should previously undetected archeological sites or human remains be discovered on public
lands during project activities, all work in the vicinity of the discovery would immediately
cease and appropriate agencies notified. Work would not resume in that portion of the
project area until the discovery has been professionally evaluated, consultations with
American Indian Tribes and SHPO conducted, appropriate site treatments completed, and a

“Notice to Proceed” issued by appropriate agencies.

. Flagmen would be provided, if required by the Utah Department of Transportation, to

ensure motor vehicle safety during construction activities along public roads and highway.

. Construction activities in the incorporated area would be limited to normal daylight working

hours and exclude weekends and holidays to minimize the effects of construction-related
noise levels. Standard noise control devices would be required on all construction
equipment.

. Disturbed areas around the tank site would be restored to the natural contour of the land

and, where necessary, re-vegetated with a native seed mix approved by a BLM Authorized
Officer. Topsoil would be stockpiled for the rehabilitation process.

Disturbed areas around each spring development locale would be restored to the natural
contour of the land and, where necessary, re-vegetated with a native seed mix approved by a
USES Authorized Officer. Topsoil would be stockpiled for the rehabilitation process.

. During construction activities, any evidence of the presence of an endangered and/or

threatened and/or candidate species or their critical habitat should be brought to the
attention to Bicknell Town and appropriate agencies. Construction should be temporarily
halted pending the notification process and further directions issued by Bicknell Town and
appropriate agencies after consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and
the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR).

Construction activities on USFES lands would not occur during winter months or summer
months to minimize potential impacts on winter range and summer range species.

Comparison of Alternatives

This section provides a summary of the effects of implementing each alternative. Information in

Table 2-2 is focused on activities and effects where different levels of effects or outputs can be

distinguished quantitatively or qualitatively between alternatives.
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Table 2-2 Comparison of Alternatives

Issue Alternative 1: No Action Alternative 2: Proposed Action

Land Use No effect Temporary disturbance of 2.3 acres and
permanent disturbance of 0.3 acre

Floodplain No effect No effect

Wetlands No effect No effect

Cultural Resources No effect No effect

Vegetation No effect Temporary removal of 1.7 acres of
vegetation and permanent removal of 0.3
acre of vegetation

Noxious Weeds No effect Minor short-term effect

Wildlife Resources No effect Permanent loss of 0.3 acre of sparse
vegetation on BLM land and short-term
minor impact on wildlife resources during
construction

Special Status Species No effect Minor short-term impact on special status
species

Water Quality Bicknell Town would not Minor short-term impact on water quality

have adequate good-quality ~during spring development/redevelopment
water.
Coastal Resources No effect No effect

Socio-Economic/

Bicknell would not have

Minor to moderate short- and long-term

Environmental Justice ~ adequate water supply. beneficial effects from project. No impact
on minority or poor

Air Quality No effect Minor short-term impact due to fugitive
dust from construction

Noise No Effect Minot short-term impact during
construction

Transportation No effect Minor short-term impact due to potential
road closure during construction

Soils No effect Minor short-term impact due to soil
excavation of 11,000 cubic yards and 2.3
acres of surface disturbance

Visual Resources No effect Minot short-term impact during
construction
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The analysis of Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences has been combined in this
section to simplify the document. Relevant resource issues related to the Proposed Action are
discussed below in Sections 3.1 through 3.16.

Environmental consequences are discussed in terms of effects of the alternatives on the resource.
Impacts and effects are used interchangeably throughout this document and have the same meaning.
The following terms will be used to describe effects:

e No Effect: A change to a resource’s condition, use, or value that is not measurable or
perceptible

e Beneficial Effect: An action that would improve the resource’s condition, use, or value
compared to its current condition, use, or value

e Minor Adverse Effect: A measurable or perceptible localized degradation of a resource’s
condition, use, or value that is of little consequence

e Moderate Adverse Effect: A localized degradation of a resource’s condition, use, or value
that is measurable and of consequence

e High Adverse Effect: A measurable degradation of a resource’s condition, use, or value
that is large and/or widespread and could have permanent consequences for the resource.

e Short-term Effect: An effect that would result in the change of a resource’s condition, use,
or value lasting less than one year

e Long-term Effect: An effect that would result in the change of a resource’s condition, use,
or value lasting more than one year and probably much longer.

Effects will also be described in terms of indirect or direct effects:

e Direct Effects: are caused by the action and occur at the same time and place.

e Indirect Effects: are caused by the action and are later in time and farther removed in
distance, but are still reasonably foreseeable. Indirect effects may include growth-inducing
effects and other effects related to induced changes in the pattern of land use, population
density or growth rate, and related effects on air and water and other natural systems,
including ecosystems.

Cumulative Effects: Cumulative effects were analyzed for each resource. Cumulative effects are
defined as:

The impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions

regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other
actions (40 CFR 1508.7).

Cumulative effects most likely arise when a relationship exists between the effects of a Proposed

Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 3-1



Bicknell Town Water System Improvement Project Environmental Assessment

Action or Alternative and the effects of other actions in the same location during the same time
period.

For the proposed spring development on the USES lands, no other actions are anticipated at the
present time and no reasonably foreseeable future actions are expected. The existing springs and
associated conveyance pipelines are the result of past actions on the forest land.

For the proposed tank construction on BLM lands, no other actions are anticipated at the present

time and no reasonably foreseeable future actions are expected. The existing tank, chlorination
building and the associated pipelines and access road are the result of past actions on BLM lands.

For the proposed replacement of distribution line and metering system and installation of additional
valves and hydrants in the incorporated area, normal road improvements and residential
development are considered ongoing present, past and reasonably foreseeable future actions. These
actions are addressed under the cumulative effects sections at the end of each resource area
described.

3.1 Land Use

3.1.1 Affected Environment

The lands involving the proposed project would include public lands administered by USFS and
BLM and private lands within the incorporated Bicknell Town boundaries.

According to correspondence with NRCS (Attachment A), there is no important farmland,
including statewide, prime and unique.

None of the Formally Classified Lands (Table 3-1) are identified within the proposed project areas:

Table 3-1 Formally Classified Lands

National parks and monuments Wild, scenic and recreational rivers
National natural landmarks Wildlife refuges

National battlefield park sites National seashores, lake shores and trails
National historic sites and parks State parks

Wilderness areas

3.1.2 Environmental Consequences

3.1.2.1 No Action Alternative

There would be no project-related effects on land use under the no action alternative.
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3.1.2.2 Proposed Action

The proposed project would have minor direct effects on land use during the construction phase
due to temporary surface disturbance of approximately 2.3 acres, of which 0.3 acre would remain
permanent because re-vegetation on the tank and the chlorination building would not be likely after

construction activities are complete.

The BLM lands that would be affected by the proposed construction at the tank site are located
within the BLM-Richfield Field Office Resource Management Plan (RMP) approved on October 31,
2008. The proposed construction at the tank site would be in conformance to this Land Use Plan,
even though it is not specifically provided for, because it is consistent with the language in the
Management Considerations in the RMP Record of Decision (Page 31), and the Desired Outcomes
(Goals and Objectives, page 128) in the approved RMP which states: “Provide effective public land
management and to improve land use, productivity, and utility through the authorization of
legitimate uses of public land by processing use authorizations, such as right-of-way, leases, permits,
and state lan