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1.0 PURPOSE AND NEED 
 

1.1. Introduction and Background 
This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared to analyze resource impacts relative to a 

proposed pipeline extension.  The EA is a site-specific analysis of potential impacts that could 

result with the implementation of a proposed action or alternatives to the proposed action.  The 

EA assists the BLM in project planning and ensuring compliance with the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and in making a determination as to whether any 

“significant” impacts could result from the analyzed actions.  “Significance” is defined by 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).  A Decision Record (DR), which includes a FONSI statement, is a 

document that briefly presents the reasons why implementation of the selected action will not 

result in “significant” environmental impacts (effects) beyond those already addressed in the EA.  

If the decision maker determines that this project has “significant” impacts following the analysis 

in the EA, then an EIS would be prepared for the project. If not, a Decision Record may be 

signed for the EA approving the alternative selected. 

 

1.2. Background 
The Sink Valley Pipeline project is located on three allotments: the Upper Sink Valley allotment, 

the Lower Sink Valley allotment, and the Cottonwood Springs allotments, all allotments consists 

of federal land and private land.  The project is located south of Alton Utah.  Original NEPA to 

authorize construction of the Sink Valley pipeline occurred in 1985. In 2010 the permittee on the 

Lower Sink Valley allotment ran a temporary pipeline above ground from the original point of 

diversion to the spring source approximately .3 a mile to the North East to the spring source in an 

effort to change the point of diversion. Because the issues in the area have changed and so much 

time has passed since the original EA was completed it was determined that a new short form EA 

would need to be completed before additional ground disturbance took place to bury the pipeline 

and set it on a permanent continuous grade to avoid airlocks. 

 

1.3. Purpose and Need for the Proposed Action 
The purpose of this project is to provide clean, silt free water to the Sink Valley Pipeline by 

diverting water from the spring source and eliminating the old point of diversion.  The need for 

this project was identified by the permittees as they have struggled to keep the pipeline clear of 

silt and operating efficiently over the last 20 years.  The proposed project would allow only clean 

water to enter the pipeline providing for a better operating system requiring less maintenance. 

 

1.4. Conformance with BLM Land Use Plan(s) 
The Kanab Resource Management plan provides for the Sink Valley Pipeline extension project 

through the following decisions. 

 

 

 

GRA-9 

Design grazing systems and range improvements to achieve and maintain healthy rangelands. 
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WL-22 

Develop present use area water needs for wildlife as capabilities exist; maintain water throughout 

the spring and fall in existing and new livestock range improvements (e.g., tanks and pipelines). 

 

WL-20 

Authorize construction of wildlife habitat improvement projects (including water developments 

and vegetation treatments) to meet wildlife goals and objectives, provided that the project 

complies with NEPA, ESA, and other applicable laws and policies. 

 

WL-19 

Continue to work with UDWR and conservation organizations to establish additional water 

developments, subject to NEPA consideration, and maintain existing water developments to 

improve wildlife distribution and encourage habitat use by native wildlife species and introduced 

non-native species. 

 

1.5. Relationship to Statutes, Regulations, or other Plans 
Taylor Grazing Act of (TGA) of 1934 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) 

Public Rangelands Improvement Act (PRIA) of 1978 

43 CFR 4100 Grazing Administration-Exclusive of Alaska 

Standards of Quality for Waters of the State, R317-2-6, Utah Administrative Code, December 

1997 

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (as amended) 

Executive Order 11988 (floodplains) 

Executive Order 11990 (wetlands) 

Executive Order 12898 (environmental justice) 

Executive Order 13186 (Migratory Bird Treaty Act) 

Clean Air Act of 1970 (As Amended) 

 

 

1.6. Identification of Issues 
Identification of issues for this assessment was accomplished by considering the resources that 

could be affected by implementation of the alternatives, as well as through involvement with the 

public and input from the interdisciplinary team.  Public involvement consisted of posting the 

proposal on the Utah BLM Environmental Notification Bulletin Board on 10/26/2015, on the 

BLM e-planning website on 1/14/16, and through continued contact with permittees that could 

be affected by the actions proposed. 

 

1.6.1. Critical Elements of the Human Environment and other Resources/Concerns 

Critical elements of the human environment as identified in BLM Handbook 1790-1 must be 

considered.  Those critical elements of the human environment and resource which are not 

present, or are not affected by the Proposed Action or alternatives, are included as part of the 

Interdisciplinary team checklist. These issues will not be discussed further. 
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Those critical elements of the human environment and resources which may be affected by the 

Proposed Action and/or alternatives are carried forward throughout this analysis, and are 

discussed briefly as follows: 

 
1.6.1.1.Range 

This project would have a positive impact on Range by providing reliable water to the Sink 

Valley Pipeline.   

 
1.6.1.2.Wildlife 

This project would have a positive impact on mule deer by providing a reliable water source in 

the Lower Sink Valley Area. Also a short term negative impact could be expected because 

wildlife would temporarily be displaced during construction.  Also a small acreage of 

disturbance is expected to install the pipeline. 

 

 

1.7. Summary 
This chapter has presented the Purpose and Need of the Proposed Action, as well as the relevant 

issues (i.e., those elements that could be affected by implementation of the Proposed Action). In 

order to meet the purpose and need of the Proposed Action in a way that resolves the issues, the 

BLM has developed a range of alternatives. These alternatives, including the No Action 

Alternative, are presented in Chapter 2. The potential environmental impacts or consequences 

resulting from the implementation of each alternative are then analyzed in Chapter 4 for each of 

the identified issues. 
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2.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING PROPOSED 
ACTION 

 

2.1. Introduction 
The alternatives found in this chapter have been developed by an interdisciplinary team to 

provide reliable water on the Upper Sink Valley, Lower Sink Valley and Cottonwood Springs 

allotments for cattle and wildlife. 

 

2.2. Alternative A – Proposed Action 
Alternative A would be to install approximately .3 of a mile of 2 inch pipe approximately 24” 

deep in the ground from the existing diversion to the spring source.  Pipeline would be installed 

using a dozer with a ripper and a backhoe where needed. Care would be taken to route the 

pipeline on the side hill and away from the existing stream channel to avoid impacts to the 

current water delivery system used by the private landowner adjacent to the proposed project. 

 

 

2.3. Alternative B – No Action 
Under this alternative the proposed pipeline would not be installed.  Pipeline maintenance would 

continue to be a struggle and water would remain unreliable throughout the system. 

 
2.4. Additional Components Common to All Action Alternatives 

All clearances would be completed prior to ground disturbing activities or as required (wildlife, 

archaeology, cadastral, paleontology).  
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3.0   AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
This chapter presents the potentially affected existing environment (i.e., the physical, biological, 

social, and economic values and resources) of the impact area as identified in the 

Interdisciplinary Team Analysis Record Checklist and presented in Chapter 1 of this assessment.  

This chapter provides the baseline for comparison of impacts/consequences described in Chapter 

4.  

 

3.1. General Setting 
The site for the proposed project is located within the Upper Sink Valley allotment South of 

Alton Utah (T40S R5W SEC 5).  It is located in Kane County.  

 

3.2. Affected Environment – Resources/Issues Brought Forward for 
Analysis 

 

3.2.1. Range 

Currently livestock use the Upper Sink Valley, Lower Sink Valley and Cottonwood Springs 

allotments in conjunction with private lands June 1 through October 31 each year.  Livestock on 

the three allotments combined are permitted a total of 1,114 AUM’s annually. 

 

3.2.2.     Wildlife 

Wildlife currently use the area analyzed in this EA year round but more concentration takes 

place in the Spring, Summer, and Fall months because deer and elk typically winter further to the 

south. 

 

3.2.3.  Geology and Paleontology 

The bedrock geology in the project area consists of the Tropic Shale Formation overlying the 

Dakota Formation. Both of these units are Cretaceous in age and are known to contain numerous 

marine fossils. The bedrock ridges are usually capped with Quaternary alluvial gravels and the 

valley bottoms are made up of Quaternary alluvial valley fill. 
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
 

4.1. Introduction 
This chapter summarizes the physical and biological aspects of the project area and the effects of 

implementing each alternative on the environment. It also presents as appropriate the scientific 

and analytical basis for the comparison of each alternative. Affected environments, in which 

issues have been identified include: 1) range and 2) wildlife. This chapter also contains the 

cumulative impacts for the above resources with the implementation of the alternatives. 

 

4.1.1. Range 

Alternative A – Proposed Action 

The proposed action would have a beneficial impact on livestock grazing and Range in all of the 

allotments by providing a reliable water source for each allotment.  The current pipeline and 

system has required a large amount of maintenance the last ten years.  With implementation of 

the preferred alternative it is anticipated that the system would not require as much maintenance 

and would operate more efficiently providing reliable water for livestock and allowing for an 

even distribution of livestock across the allotments. 

 

Alternative B – No Action 

Under this alternative the pipeline would not be extended.  The problem of silt in the line would 

remain and the cost of maintenance on the line would remain high preventing the system from 

operating efficiently.   

 

 

Mitigation Measures 

No mitigation measures have been identified other than those incorporated as part of the 

Proposed Action. 

 

4.1.2. Wildlife 

Alternative A – Proposed Action 

The proposed action would have a long term positive impact to wildlife in the area and a short 

term negative impact.  The Short term negative impact would consist of temporary animal (mule 

deer) displacement during construction and installation of the pipeline.    This displacement 

would be minor in nature and limited to construction and installation of the pipeline, 

approximately 2 weeks.    In addition to a short displacement, there would be a minor loss of 

cover where vegetation would be cleared to facilitate the installation of the pipeline by a dozer 

and backhoe.   

 

The long term positive impact to wildlife would be the reliable water source the project would 

provide especially during the fall migration when the area is generally dry. 

 

Alternative B – No Action 

Under the no action alternative impacts would remain the same as current conditions.     

 

Mitigation Measures 

1.  Limit excessive soil/vegetation disturbance to that necessary for pipeline installation. 
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2.  Follow existing roads and trails where possible.  Vehicle travel off existing roads will be 

limited to that necessary to construct and install the pipeline. 

 

3.  No trash or waste material resulting from construction operations shall be left on site. 

 

4.  Escape ladders or ramps will be installed in all troughs and tanks to provide escape access for 

small mammals, birds and/or bats. 

 

4.1.3. Geology and Paleontology 

Alternative A – Proposed Action 

The proposed action could have a negative impact on paleontological resources where the water 

line will be buried from the water diversion site to the valley floor. This section of the pipeline 

will need to be entrenched into bedrock, namely the Tropic Shale and the Dakota Formations. 

These formations are known to contain numerous fossils. It is possible that fossils could be 

impacted and destroyed by the heavy equipment required to bury the pipeline. 

 

In the Quaternary-age deposits located on the ridge tops and in the valley bottoms, the likelihood 

of encountering in situ fossils is remote and not an issue. 

 

Alternative B – No Action 

Under the no action alternative impacts would remain the same as current conditions.     

 

Mitigation Measures 

1.  Conduct a foot survey as the pipeline route is being created, before any excavation takes 

place, paying special attention for any in-place paleontological resources. 

 

2.  During heavy equipment use in the Tropic Shale and Dakota Formations, have a specialist on 

site that can monitor for any paleontological material and stop or reroute the pipeline to avoid 

damage to any resource. 

 

 

4.2. Cumulative Impacts Analysis 
“Cumulative impacts” are those impacts resulting from the incremental impact of an action when 

added to other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable actions regardless of what agency or 

person undertakes such other actions. 

 

All resource values have been evaluated for cumulative impacts.  It has been determined that 

cumulative impacts from any other foreseeable connected actions would be negligible as a result 

of these alternatives.  All impacts associated with these alternatives have been identified above in 

“Direct and Indirect Impacts”. 
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5.0  CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 
 

5.1. Introduction 
The issue identification section of Chapter 1 identifies those issues analyzed in detail in Chapter 

4.  The issues were identified through the public and agency involvement process described in 

sections 5.2 and 5.3 below. 

 

5.2. Persons, Groups, and Agencies Consulted 
UDWR- Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 

UPCD- Utah Partners for Conservation Development 

Linda Kollander- Adjacent private landowner 

 

5.3. Summary of Public Participation 
Notice of the preparation of this EA consisted of posting the proposal on the Utah BLM Kanab 

Field Office Environmental Notification Bulletin Board (ENBB) on10/26/2015, on the BLM e-

planning website on 1/14/16, and through continued contact with permittees that could be 

affected by the actions proposed. No comments were received. 

 

5.3.1. List of Preparers 

 

Carson Gubler (Range, Invasive, Non-native Species, Threatened, Endangered or Candidate 

Plant Species) – Rangeland Management Specialist, Kanab Field Office 

John Reese (Range, Vegetation) –Rangeland Management Specialist, Kanab Field Office 

Lisa Church (Wildlife, Riparian) – Wildlife Biologist, Kanab Field Office 

Laurel Glidden (Cultural Resources) – Archeologist, Cedar City District Office 

James Holland (Geology/Hydrology) – Geologist, Kanab Field Office 

Clay Stewart (Recreation Planner)- Kanab Field Office 
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6.0 REFERENCES, GLOSSARY AND ACRONYMS 
 

6.1. References Cited 
 
BLM Documents - Available for review at the Kanab Field Office 

Kanab Field Office RMP & ROD October 31, 2008 

 

ID Team Checklist- Found in Appendices 7.1.3 
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7.0 APPENDICES 
 

7.1.1. Map 1.  
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7.1.2. ID Team Checklist 
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