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Both alternatives would require extensive excavation (about 300,000 cubic yards) to construct 
the rail line because a high ridge separates the Mills area from I-15.  Moreover, because of 
design maximum grade constraints (1 percent maximum grade), deep cuts and imported fill 
would be necessary to construct these alternatives.  At the ridge peak, the cut depth would be 
over 50 feet.  Near the southwestern corner of Chicken Creek Reservoir, the UPRR track 
crosses under I-15 and continues westward toward Lynndyl, Utah.  Consequently, new track 
from Alternative N1a or N1b would have to cross over I-15 via a new grade-separated 
crossing that would be about 30 feet higher than the I-15 grade.   

Field reconnaissance of the Mills area found potential wetlands and other Waters of the U.S. 
that would be affected by Alternatives N1a and N1b.  The required new siding for both 
alternatives would affect Chicken Creek and an adjacent wetland area (about 0.5 acre) located 
along the creek where it runs on the south side of the existing UPRR tracks.  In addition, the 
Alternative N1b alignment and the required new siding might affect potential wetland areas in 
the Mills Meadow wetland complex. 

Near the northern terminus, Alternatives N1a and N1b would also affect other unnamed 
intermittent and ephemeral drainages as well as irrigation ditches that divert water from 
Chicken Creek Reservoir and Chicken Creek.  The connection of these waters to the Mills 
Meadow wetland complex and the Sevier River, which would make these waterways 
jurisdictional, has not been determined by USACE.  Therefore, OEA concludes that the 
wetland impacts associated with Alternatives N1a and N1b would be similar (about 0.5 acre) 
to those from Alternative B3. 

The Utah Division of Wildlife Resources discovered the least chub (Iotichthys phlegothontis) 
in the Mills Meadow wetland complex in 1996 (UDWR 2007).  The least chub is a fish 
classified as a sensitive species by the State of Utah and is a candidate species for listing 
under the Endangered Species Act by USFWS.  Contrary to previous speculation by the 
Division, populations have not been identified in the Chicken Creek Reservoir or the Sevier 
Bridge Reservoir (UDWR 2013).  Therefore, compared to Alternatives B and B3, Alternatives 
N1a and N1b have a higher potential to affect this sensitive species. 

The impacts of a connection at Mills include: 

• Slight reduction in highway traffic safety caused by a new rail bridge. 

• Impact to about 0.5 acre of wetlands adjacent to an existing track. 

• Extensive excavation to meet design rail grade limitations.  

• Increased project costs for constructing a new siding and a new rail bridge over I-15. 

• Increased operating costs for maintaining a bridge over I-15. 

• Increased impacts to wildlife resources caused by new construction of rail line in the 
Mills Valley and the associated new siding.  Specifically, there would be potential 
direct impacts to least chub habitat, a potential to change the hydrologic conditions of 
the Mills Meadow wetland complex due to the impacts to Mills-area waterways 
(potential Waters of the U.S.), and a potential to conflict with planned conservation 
measures for the least chub in the Mills Valley.  
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Given these construction and operational concerns and the expected environmental impacts, 
the alternatives at Mills (Alternatives N1a and N1b) were eliminated from further detailed 
consideration in the Draft EIS.  Additional information about Alternative N1 is provided in 
Appendix B, Corridor and Alternative Identification, of this Supplemental Draft EIS.  
Because of these issues, this Supplemental Draft EIS also eliminates these alternatives as not 
reasonable and practicable for this project.  Mindful of USACE’s concerns regarding wetland 
impacts, OEA notes that the alternate northern alignment Alternative B3 would affect the 
same amount of wetlands (0.5 acre) as Alternatives N1a and N1b, but Alternative B3 would 
have fewer impacts on other natural resources and safety. 

ES.7.4 Southern Alternatives 

For the southern portion of the study area, OEA also directed the Applicant to develop an 
alternative that reduced impacts on wetlands.  Alternative B from the Draft EIS on the south 
was not carried forward because it would have the greatest impact on wetlands (10.8 acres in 
the southern portion).  The two new southern alternatives (Alternatives B1 and B2), 
developed by modifying and redesigning Alternative B, were carried forward for review in 
this Supplemental Draft EIS. 

ES.7.4.1 Alternatives B1 and B2 

For Alternatives B1 and B2, the proposed alignment was moved farther to the west, and 
additional curvature was designed into the alignments to avoid high-value wetlands along the 
Sevier River.  Alternatives B1 and B2 follow a similar route with minor differences to reduce 
wetland impacts.  Alternative B1 would fill 5.2 acres of wetlands, and Alternative B2 would 
fill 1.6 acres.  Alternative B1 was eventually dismissed because it closely follows the route of 
Alternative B2 but would have greater wetland impacts.  Impacts to pasture and cropland 
would be about the same, about 50 acres, for the two southern alternatives.  

Alternative B2 has been retained for detailed evaluation in this Supplemental Draft EIS as 
part of the Applicant’s current Proposed Action and the Environmentally Preferred 
Alternative, as described in Section ES.7.6, Alternatives Analyzed in Detail in This 
Supplemental Draft EIS, of this chapter.  Alternative B2 is not without impacts on wetlands 
and other natural resources.  However, alternatives that would meet the project’s purpose and 
need and avoid or minimally impact wetlands and other natural resources is limited by the area’s 
geography and engineering design elements for construction of a safe and viable rail line.  

ES.7.5 No-Action Alternative (Alternative A) 

CEQ’s regulations implementing NEPA [40 CFR 1502.14(d)] require consideration of a 
No-Action Alternative.  The No-Action Alternative provides a basis for comparing the other 
project alternatives. 

With the No-Action Alternative for this project, no new rail line or terminal facilities would 
be constructed.  No new train operations through Juab, Sevier, or Sanpete Counties would be 
conducted, and rail operations on the UPRR line would not change.  Coal-haul trucks would 
continue to use highways in the project area to transport coal from the SUFCO mine to the 
existing UPRR mainline south of Nephi near Juab.  The No-Action Alternative would avoid 
the potential environmental impacts of the action alternatives but would not meet the purpose 
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of and need for the project and would not provide the potential benefits of the rail line versus 
truck transportation for the coal shipments at issue in this case. 

ES.7.6 Alternatives Analyzed in Detail in This Supplemental Draft EIS 

ES.7.6.1 Applicant’s Proposed Action in This Supplemental Draft EIS – 
Alternative B/B2 (Combination of Alternative B on the North 
and Alternative B2 on the South)   

The Applicant’s current Proposed Action (Alternative B/B2, the combination of Alternative B 
on the north and Alternative B2 on the south; see Figure ES-2 above) would still connect to 
the UPRR mainline at the Juab siding11 on the north and continue southward past the Yuba 
Lake Recreation Area to cross the Sevier Bridge Reservoir at Yuba Narrows, where the 
reservoir narrows.  This crossing would be adjacent to a high-voltage transmission line in an 
area known as the Juab Plain.  The Juba Plain consists of the valley between two foothills and 
mountainous areas on the east and west.  

After crossing the reservoir at Yuba Narrows, Alternative B/B2 continues southward on the 
west side of the Sevier River Valley where the foothills intersect with irrigated farmlands.  It 
crosses U.S. 50, U.S. Highway 89 (U.S. 89), and the Sevier River southwest of Salina, where 
it terminates at a proposed new loading facility north of Interstate 70 (I-70) near Salina’s 
industrial park.  The crossing of U.S. 89 would be via a new, grade-separated structure.   

For this Supplemental Draft EIS, the southern portion of the Applicant’s proposed route was 
modified to avoid impacts on wetlands adjacent to the Sevier River south of the U.S. 50 
crossing west of Salina.  The Applicant shifted the original alignment proposed in the Draft 
EIS about 300 feet west and, in so doing, was able to reduce the impacts on wetlands from 
about 10.8 acres to 1.6 acres.  This shift is referred to as Alternative B2.   

Alternative B/B2 would fill 3.1 acres of wetlands, consisting of about 1.6 acres on the 
southern end and about 1.5 acres on the northern end near the connection with the UPRR 
mainline.  It would also convert 66 acres of irrigated cropland and 126 acres of non-irrigated 
and sub-irrigated cropland to rail right-of-way.  Of this farmland, 37 acres are prime farmland 
and 11 acres are farmland of statewide importance.   

Additional information on project-related construction and operation activities for this 
alternative can be found in Section 2.2.2.1, Proposed Action Construction, of Chapter 2, 
Proposed Action and Alternatives, in the Draft EIS (which discusses Alternative B) and in 
Chapter 3, Environmental Consequences, of this Supplemental Draft EIS (which discusses 
both Alternatives B and B2). 

                                                 
11 The Applicant states in a letter of March 6, 2008, that the northern terminus was designed to avoid wetlands to 

the greatest extent possible and to skirt the edges of important private farmland.  
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