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CHAPTER 4. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

4.1. INTRODUCTION 

This chapter presents the results of environmental impact analysis for the various resources 
introduced in Chapter 3 of the EIS.  

This chapter includes the following: 

• Section 4.1 provides an introduction to the chapter, and the definitions for terms used to 
describe environmental effects, a discussion of impairment and unacceptable impacts to 
National Park resources, and effects associated with removal of the existing transmission line.  

• Sections 4.2–4.16 discuss the environmental consequences for Paleontological Resources, 
Soils, Water Resources, Vegetation, Forest Products, Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat, Special 
Status Species, Range Resources, Land Use, Distinctive Land Areas, Recreation, Visual 
Resources, Cultural Resources, Socioeconomics, and Transportation. 

• Sections 4.17-4.19 discuss irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources, the 
relationship between short-term uses and long-term productivity of resources, and cumulative 
effects by resource. 

• Section 4.20 provides a brief summary of green house gas emissions and global climate 
change  

4.1.1. Impact Assessment 
The Proposed Action and alternatives outlined in Chapter 2 may cause, directly or indirectly, 
changes in the human environment. This EIS assesses and analyzes these potential changes and 
discloses the effects to the decision-makers and public. This process of disclosure is one of the 
fundamental aims of NEPA. 

Many concepts and terms used when discussing impacts assessment may not be familiar to the 
average reader. The following sections attempt to clarify some of these concepts. 

4.1.1.1. Effects/Impacts 
The terms “effect” and “impact” are synonymous under NEPA. Effects may refer to ecological, 
aesthetic, historical, cultural, economic, social, or health-related phenomena that may be caused by 
the Proposed Action or alternatives. Effects may be direct, indirect, or cumulative in nature. 
Cumulative effects are analyzed at the end of this chapter. 

4.1.1.2. Direct Effects 
A direct effect occurs at the same time and place as the action. Direct and indirect effects are 
discussed in combination under each affected resource. 

4.1.1.3. Indirect Effects 
Indirect effects are reasonably foreseeable effects that occur later in time or are removed in distance 
from the action. Direct and indirect effects are discussed in combination under each affected resource. 

4.1.1.4. Cumulative Effects 
Effects to a resource are cumulative when the effects from the proposed project are added to the 
effects (anticipated effects) from other past, present, or future projects in the cumulative effects area 
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for the project. The cumulative effects area may be larger than the direct effects area. Cumulative 
effects are discussed in detail in Section 4.18 below. 

4.1.1.5. Significance 
The word “significant” has a very particular meaning when used in a NEPA document.  

Significance is defined by CEQ as a measure of the intensity and context of the effects of a major 
federal action on, or the importance of that action to, the human environment. Significance is a 
function of the beneficial and adverse effects of an action on the environment. 

Intensity refers to the severity or level of magnitude of impact. Public health and safety, proximity to 
sensitive areas, level of controversy, unique risks, or potentially precedent-setting effects are all 
factors to be considered in determining intensity of effect. This EIS will primarily use the terms 
Major, Moderate, Minor, or Negligible in describing the intensity of effects. 

Context means that the effect(s) of an action must be analyzed within a framework, or within physical 
or conceptual limits. Resource disciplines; location, type, or size of area affected (e.g., local, regional, 
national); and affected interests are all elements of context that ultimately determine significance. 
Both long- and short-term effects are relevant.  

4.1.1.6. Indicators 
Use of the term “significant” when referring to effects indicates some threshold for a particular 
impact indicator is exceeded. An impact indicator is an element or parameter used to determine 
change (and the intensity of change) in a resource. Working from an established existing condition 
(i.e., baseline conditions described in Chapter 3), this indicator is used to predict or detect change in 
a resource related to causal effects of proposed actions. 

4.1.2. Environmental Effect Categories 
The following environmental effect categories (Table 4.1-1) are presented to define relative levels of 
effect intensity and context and to provide a common language when describing effects. The 
definitions in the table below are general. The descriptors are specifically defined for each resource 
discussed below. 

Table 4.1-1. Summary of Terms Used to Describe Effects in the EIS 

ATTRIBUTE OF EFFECT DESCRIPTION 

Magnitude (Intensity) 

Negligible  No measurable change in current conditions. 

Minor  A small, but measurable change in current 
conditions. 

Moderate An easily discernable and measurable change 
in current conditions. 

Major A large, easily measurable change in current 
conditions. 

Duration 
Short-term During construction up to 10 years. 

Long-term More than 10 years. 

Note: Descriptions are typical, but may vary by resource. 

4.1.3. Impacts to Bryce Canyon National Park Resources 
NPS’s Management Policies, 2006 require analysis of potential effects to determine whether or not 
actions would impair park resources. The fundamental purpose of the national park system, 
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established by the Organic Act and reaffirmed by the General Authorities Act, as amended, begins 
with a mandate to conserve park resources and values. NPS managers must always seek ways to 
avoid, or to minimize to the greatest degree practicable, adversely impacting park resources and 
values. However, the laws do give the NPS the management discretion to allow impacts to park 
resources and values when necessary and appropriate to fulfill the purposes of a park, as long as the 
impact does not constitute impairment of the affected resources and values. Although Congress has 
given the NPS the management discretion to allow certain impacts within parks, that discretion is 
limited by the statutory requirement that the NPS must leave park resources and values unimpaired, 
unless a particular law directly and specifically provides otherwise. The prohibited impairment is an 
impact that, in the professional judgment of the responsible NPS manager, would harm the integrity 
of park resources or values. An impact to any park resource or value may constitute an impairment, 
but an impact would be more likely to constitute an impairment to the extent that it has a major or 
severe adverse effect upon a resource or value whose conservation is: 

• Necessary to fulfill specific purposes identified in the establishing legislation or proclamation 
of the park, 

• Key to the natural or cultural integrity of the park, or 

• Identified as a goal in the park’s general management plan or other relevant NPS planning 
documents. 

Impairment may result from NPS activities in managing the park, visitor activities, or activities 
undertaken by concessioners, contractors, and others operating in the park. Determinations on 
impairment are made for natural and cultural resource topics. 

The impact threshold at which impairment occurs is not always readily apparent. Therefore, the NPS 
will apply a standard that offers greater assurance that impairment will not occur. The Service will do 
this by avoiding impacts that it determines to be unacceptable. These are impacts that fall short of 
impairment but are still not acceptable within a particular park’s environment. Park managers must 
not allow uses that would cause unacceptable impacts; they must evaluate existing or proposed uses 
and determine whether the associated impacts on park resources and values are acceptable. 

Virtually every form of human activity that takes place within a park has some degree of effect on 
park resources or values, but that does not mean the impact is unacceptable or that a particular use 
must be disallowed. Therefore, for the purposes of these policies, unacceptable impacts are impacts 
that, individually or cumulatively, would   

• Be inconsistent with a park’s purposes or values, or 

• Impede the attainment of a park’s desired future conditions for natural and cultural resources 
as identified through the park’s planning process, or 

• Create an unsafe or unhealthful environment for visitors or employees, or 

• Diminish opportunities for current or future generations to enjoy, learn about, or be inspired 
by park resources or values, or 

• Unreasonably interfere with  

o Park programs or activities, or 

o An appropriate use, or 

o The atmosphere of peace and tranquility, or the natural soundscape maintained in 
wilderness and natural, historic, or commemorative locations within the park, or 

o NPS concessioner or contractor operations or services. 
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In accordance with management policies (NPS 2006), park managers must not allow uses that would 
cause unacceptable impacts to park resources. To determine if unacceptable impact could occur to the 
resources and values of BRCA, the impacts of proposed actions in this environmental analysis were 
evaluated based on the above criteria.  

A determination on impairment and unacceptable impacts is made at the end of the impacts analysis 
for each of the natural and cultural resource topics evaluated. The determination for physical and 
cultural resources are listed only under Alternative B, as it is the only alternative that would impact 
BRCA park lands. The visual resources of BRCA could be impaired under any of the Action 
Alternatives; therefore determinations on impairment and unacceptable impacts are made at the end 
of the analysis of impacts for each alternative for that resource. 

4.1.4. Effects from Removal of 69 kV Transmission Line 
Effects of removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line are evaluated under each Action 
Alternative under each resource. Acreages of disturbance for Alternatives A and C are the same; thus 
in many cases so are the impacts. Acreages of disturbance for removal of the 69 kV transmission line 
under Alternative B are included in the disturbance acreages for construction of the proposed 138 kV 
transmission line. Alternative B impacts analysis includes a separate heading for discussion of 
impacts related to transmission line removal, but no acreages will be cited. For some resources, the 
impacts from transmission line removal would be similar enough under the Action Alternatives that 
those impacts are discussed under “Impacts Common to All Action Alternatives.” 

4.2. PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

4.2.1. Indicators and Methods 
For the purpose of this analysis and in accordance with BLM policy, scientifically significant 
paleontological resources are defined as: vertebrate fossils that are identifiable to taxon and/or 
element, noteworthy occurrences of invertebrate and plant fossils, and vertebrate trackways.  

For this analysis, paleontological resources within the Project Area are classified in one of two 
categories: (1) those which have already eroded onto the ground surface and are thus visible (surface 
fossils); and (2) those that are still buried within rock strata and are not visible (subsurface fossils).  

Surface fossils may be located during a field survey, evaluated, and salvaged by paleontologists prior 
to a surface-disturbing action. Impacts on occurrences of previously documented surface fossils at 
individual fossil localities under each alternative represent the only paleontological resources that are 
quantifiable for this analysis.  

Subsurface fossils, which are not visible, cannot be located and evaluated prior to ground disturbance. 
Any estimates of adverse effects to subsurface fossils can only be predicted by determining the 
number and types of fossils which should occur in the Project Area, based on projections derived 
from similar areas. The existence of subsurface fossils can only be definitively determined by 
monitoring excavations during surface-disturbing actions. An effect of many excavations, particularly 
where the site is highly erodible, is the unintended unearthing and accelerated erosion of nearby and 
adjacent fossils and artifacts. 

This analysis is based primarily upon paleontological data maintained by the USGS and the Potential 
Fossil Yield Classification (PFYC) rankings of the geologic units within the Project Area. Only 
surface fossils that have already been inventoried are available for this analysis, with the exception of 
field survey results for the portion of the Project Area that occurs within the GSENM (Section 3.2, 
Field Survey). An unknown number of surface fossils and fossils buried within paleontologically 
sensitive geologic units could be adversely impacted by ground disturbance within the Project Area. 
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4.2.2. Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative 
For this analysis, the total number of disturbance acres in the Project Area (short- and long-term) 
within paleontologically sensitive geologic units was calculated for each alternative. These 
calculations were used to estimate indirect and direct effects to paleontological resources due to 
project-related ground-disturbing activities. The discussions under each alternative summarize these 
calculations for each of the three project Action Alternatives.  

4.2.2.1. Impacts Common to All Action Alternatives 

Construction 
Direct adverse effects on surface or subsurface paleontological resources are the result of destruction 
by breakage and crushing, typically in construction-related excavations. Without mitigation, these 
fossils, as well as the paleontological data they could provide if properly salvaged and documented, 
could be adversely impacted (destroyed), rendering them permanently unavailable. 

Appropriate mitigation often lessens impacts to a less than significant level. Mitigation also creates a 
beneficial effect because it results in the salvage of fossils that may never have been unearthed via 
natural processes. With mitigation, these newly salvaged fossils become available for scientific 
research, education, display, and preservation in perpetuity at a public museum.  

Operations and Maintenance 
Indirect adverse effects may result from the management and standard operations of numerous 
facilities within the Project Area. They also occur as the result of the access routes in previously less 
accessible areas. This increased public access increases the likelihood of the damage or loss of 
paleontological resources through vandalism and unlawful collecting.  

Additional losses occur when erosion due to human foot traffic is increased. As the erosion of soils 
increases, the uncovering of fossils intensifies, increasing the rate at which fossils degrade due to 
weathering. Most indirect effects are difficult to mitigate to a less than significant level, but they can 
be greatly reduced by increasing public awareness about the scientific importance of paleontological 
resources through education, community partnerships, and interpretive displays, as well as informing 
the public about penalties for vandalism and unlawful collecting of these resources from public lands.  

Removal of 69 kV Transmission Line 
No substantial ground disturbances would be associated with the removal of the 69 kV transmission 
line, and the existing access route would be utilized for removal activities without any improvements 
or additional disturbance. No adverse effects to paleontological resources would occur as a result of 
removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line under any of the Action Alternatives. 

4.2.2.2. Alternative A: Proposed Action 

Construction 
Under Alternative A, the proposed transmission line Project Area would contain 22.07 acres of Class 
1 units, 182.42 acres of Class 2 units, 21.01 acres of Class 3 units, 134.82 acres of Class 4 units, and 
122.91 acres of Class 5 units. As discussed in Chapter 3, geologic units with a PFYC of Class 1 or 
Class 2 are not likely to contain significant fossil resources and are considered to have a “low” 
paleontological resource potential. Under this alternative, a total of 278.74 acres associated with 
construction of the transmission line would be within paleontologically sensitive units (PFYC Classes 
3, 4, and 5).  

Under Alternative A, short- and long-term ground disturbances within and outside of the rights-of-
way would occur in 7.64 acres of Class 1 units, 100.03 acres of Class 2 units, 23.73 acres of Class 3 
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units, 63.64 acres of Class 4 units, and 54.44 acres of Class 5 units. A total of 141.81 short- and long-
term disturbance acres would be within paleontologically sensitive units (PFYC Classes 3, 4, and 5).  

In total, 249.48 acres of disturbance is anticipated under Alternative A. Overall impacts to 
paleontological resources under Alternative A would be minor with implementation of mitigation 
measures specified in Section 4.2.3. 

4.2.2.3. Alternative B: Parallel Existing 69 kV Route 

Construction 
Under Alternative B, the Project Area would contain 57.03 acres of Class 1 units, 189.48 acres of 
Class 2 units, 48.94 acres of Class 3 units, 73.99 acres of Class 4 units, and 48.65 acres of Class 5 
units. A total of 171.58 acres associated with the transmission line would be within paleontologically 
sensitive units (PFYC Classes 3, 4, and 5). 

Under this alternative, short- and long-term ground disturbances associated with construction would 
occur in 29.08 acres of Class 1 units, 116.20 acres of Class 2 units, 24.01 acres of Class 3 units, 24.10 
acres of Class 4 units, and 23.47 acres of Class 5 units. A total of 71.58 acres associated with 
construction of the transmission line would be within paleontologically sensitive units (PFYC Classes 
3, 4, and 5). 

In total, 216.86 acres of disturbance is anticipated under Alternative B. Overall impacts to 
paleontological resources under Alternative B would be minor with implementation of mitigation 
measures specified in Section 4.2.3. 

Substation Distribution Lines 
Approximately half of the disturbance from distribution lines that would be required in conjunction 
with elimination of the Tropic Substation would impact Class 5 units while the remainder would 
impact Class 1 units. 

Disturbance from construction of distribution lines that would be required in conjunction with either 
of the new Bryce Substation options would mostly impact Class 1 units, with some Class 3 units also 
impacted, all on private lands. 

National Park Service Statement of Impairment or Unacceptable Impacts 
Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) a 
necessity to fulfill specific purposes identified in the park’s establishing legislation, (2) key to the 
natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the park, or (3) identified 
as a goal in the park’s general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there 
would be no impairment of park resources or values related to Paleontological Resources. 
Implementation of this alternative would not result in any unacceptable impacts and is consistent with 
§1.4.7.1 of NPS Management Policies 2006. 

4.2.2.4. Alternative C: Cedar Fork Southern Route 

Construction 
Under Alternative C, the Project Area would contain 22.07 acres of Class 1 units, 219.46 acres of 
Class 2 units, 21.00 acres of Class 3 units, 98.65 acres of Class 4 units, and 137.25 acres of Class 5 
units. A total of 256.90  acres associated with construction of the transmission line would be within 
paleontologically sensitive units (PFYC Classes 3, 4, and 5).  

Under this alternative, short- and long-term ground disturbances associated with construction would 
occur in 6.46 acres of Class 1 units, 134.16 acres of Class 2 units, 21.69 acres of Class 3 units, 56.53 
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acres of Class 4 units, and 71.05 acres of Class 5 units. A total of 149.27 short- and long-term 
disturbance acres would be within paleontologically sensitive units (PFYC Classes 3, 4 and 5).  

In total, 289.89 acres of disturbance is anticipated under Alternative C. Overall impacts to 
paleontological resources under the Alternative C would be minor with implementation of mitigation 
measures specified in Section 4.2.3. 

4.2.2.5. Interconnect Options 
Under the North-South Interconnect Option, the Project Area would contain 11.07 acres of Class 4 
units and 16.16 acres in Class 5 units. A total of 27.23 acres associated with construction of the 
transmission line would be within paleontologically sensitive units (PFYC Classes 3, 4, and 5). Under 
this option, short- and long-term ground disturbances associated with construction would occur in 
12.49 acres of Class 4 units and 4.19 acres of Class 5 units.  

Under the East-West Interconnect Option, the Project Area would contain 7.94 acres of Class 2 units 
and 40.73 acres in Class 5 units. A total of 40.73 acres associated with construction of the 
transmission line would be within paleontologically sensitive units (PFYC Classes 3, 4, and 5). Under 
this option, short- and long-term ground disturbances associated with construction would occur in 
6.39 acres of Class 2 units and 24.43 acres of Class 5 units. 

Overall impacts to paleontological resources under the Interconnect Options would be minor with 
implementation of mitigation measures specified in Section 4.2.3. 

4.2.2.6. Alternative D: No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, no new transmission line would be constructed and the existing 69 
kV line would continue to operate. Further, there would be no associated substation 
construction/expansion or access route improvements. The existing transmission line would be 
overhauled including the possible replacement of conductor wire and the majority of the poles. 
Ground disturbance and resulting impacts to paleontological resources would be similar to, but 
somewhat less than, that described above for construction under Alternative B. Future maintenance 
and line operations would be similar to current levels.  

4.2.2.7. Summary 
The potential for indirect and direct effects to paleontological resources is best estimated by the 
amount of ground disturbance within paleontologically sensitive units (PFYC Classes 3, 4, and 5) 
associated with a proposed action (Tables 4.2-1 and 4.2-2). Thus, the higher amount of surface 
disturbance within paleontologically sensitive geologic formations, the greater the potential for 
Project-related impacts to paleontological resources. The following tables summarize the proposed 
acreages of maximum anticipated ground disturbance in the Project Area (short- and long-term) for 
each of the three Action Alternatives per PFYC Class ranking. 
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Table 4.2-1. Summary of Project Area Acreage by PFYC Class 

PFYC 
RANKIN

G 

ALTERNATIVE 
A 
 

ALTERNATIVE 
B 
 

ALTERNATIVE 
C 
 

INTERCONNECTS 69 KV LINE 
REMOVAL, ALTS 

A & C NORTH- 
SOUTH 

EAST- 
WEST 

Class 1  22.07 57.03 22.07 0.00 0.00 4.98 

Class 2 182.42 189.48 219.46 0.00 7.94 32.02 
Class 3 21.01 48.94 21.00 0.00 0.00 2.30 
Class 4 134.82 73.99 98.65 11.07 0.00 10.31 

Class 5 122.91 48.65 137.25 16.16 40.73 0.00 
Total 
Class 3-
5 

278.74 171.58 256.90 27.23 40.73 12.61 

Total 
Project 
Area 
Acres* 

483.23 418.09 498.43 27.23 48.67 49.61 

*Includes most but not all short- and long-term ground disturbances related to project components outside of the 
right-of-way. 

 

Table 4.2-2. Summary of Proposed Disturbance Acreage 

PFYC 
RANKING ALTERNATIVE A ALTERNATIVE B ALTERNATIVE C

INTERCONNECTS 69 KV LINE 
REMOVAL 

ALTS A & C 
NORTH- 
SOUTH 

EAST-
WEST 

Class 1 7.64 29.08 6.46 0.00 0.00 4.98
Class 2 100.03 116.20 134.16 0.00 6.39 32.03
Class 3 23.73 24.01 19.69 0.00 0.00 2.30
Class 4 63.64 24.10 56.53 12.49 0.00 10.32
Class 5 54.44 23.47 71.05 4.19 24.43 0.00
Total 
Class 3-5 141.82 71.58 147.27 16.68 24.43 12.62

Total 
Disturba
nce 
Acres* 

249.48 216.86 287.89 16.68 30.82 49.63

* Includes short- and long-term disturbance calculated using GIS as well as estimated power pole disturbance 
acreage. Due to subtle differences in GIS data files, there are slight discrepancies between disturbance 
acreages listed here and those in general disturbance tables found in Chapter 2. 
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4.2.3. Mitigation 
4.2.3.1. Bureau of Land Management 

Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument 
The GSENM Monument Plan specifies the following with regard to protection of paleontological 
resources, as it relates to the proposed project: 

• PAL-2. A monitoring program will be used to assess management needs of sensitive sites and 
areas. All proposed projects will be required to include a paleontological site inventory, and 
appropriate strategies will be used to avoid sensitive sites, restrict access to the sensitive 
resource (i.e., construct barriers), or as a last resort, excavate and curate the resource.  

Kanab Field Office 
The Kanab Field Office Resource Management Plan specifies the following measures for protection 
of paleontological resources, as it relates to the proposed project: 

• Require on-the-ground paleontological inventories (field surveys) prior to permitting surface-
disturbing activities in paleontological Class I areas.  

• Require paleontological assessments (formal analysis of existing data) prior to permitting 
surface-disturbing activities in paleontological Class II areas. 

4.2.3.2. National Park Service 
To conform to the National Park Service Management Policies (2006), prior to ground disturbance, a 
preconstruction surface assessment would be performed in PFYC Class 3/4/5 areas within BRCA. For 
any occurrences noted, or when the site may yield paleontological resources, the site would be 
avoided if possible for the resources to be, if necessary, collected and properly cared for before 
construction begins. Areas with potential paleontological resources would also be monitored during 
construction projects. 

4.2.4. Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
It is possible that paleontological resources could be lost during excavation for poles and grading at 
sites for new or expanded substations. However, with the implementation of the proposed mitigation 
measures, there would be negligible potential for unavoidable adverse impacts to paleontological 
resources. Project Action Alternatives operations could result in negligible unavoidable adverse 
impacts if additional activities (such as equipment operation or foot traffic) are required before 
ground disturbance has been fully reclaimed (revegetated with mature vegetation) or if future ground-
disturbing activities would occur. 

4.3. SOILS 

4.3.1. Indicators and Methods 
Environmental conditions as presented in Section 3.3 are described as baseline conditions.  

Table 4.3-1 identifies five indices and corresponding measurement criteria used to determine the 
extent and degree of commitment for soil resources that would occur with implementation of the 
Proposed Action or Alternatives.  
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Table 4.3-1. Indicators to Determine Soil Resource Commitment 

INDICATOR MEASURE 
Amount of total soil disturbance  and detrimental 
soil displacement 

Acres that constitute long-term and short-term 
disturbance soil resources; acres of detrimental 
soil displacement 

Detrimental soil  compaction Acres of soil disturbance that result in root-
limiting bulk density 

Ground cover and coarse woody debris Changes in the average amount of effective 
ground cover 

Sensitive soils Disturbance occurring on sensitive and/or highly 
erodible soil types 

Amount of potential erosion Estimated soil loss in pounds of sediment per 
year from centerline access routes based on 
area soil types and access route conditions 

 

Soil disturbance as a result of the project could range from superficial surface disturbance to long-
term mixing or removal of soil horizons. The USFS Soil Management Handbook (USDA 2003c) 
indicates that no more than 15 percent of an activity area should have detrimentally disturbed soil. 
The handbook describes detrimentally disturbed soil as soil that has been detrimentally displaced, 
compacted, puddled or severely burned. Detrimental impacts to soils affect the long-term productivity 
of the soils. The proposed project would have the potential to detrimentally displace or compact soil, 
however not all soil disturbance associated with the proposed project would be detrimental to the 
long-term productivity of the soils. Table 4.3-2 describes the magnitude and duration of impact levels 
for overall disturbance and erosion as well as detrimental impacts from displacement or compaction 
resulting from the proposed project.  

Table 4.3-2. Description of Soils Impacts Levels  

ATTRIBUTE OF EFFECT DESCRIPTION 

Magnitude (Intensity) 

Negligible  

General Disturbance: No measurable change 
in soils disturbance and/or erosion 
Detrimental Displacement or Compaction: <1 
percent change. 

Minor  

General Disturbance: A small, but measurable 
change in soils disturbance and/or erosion 
Detrimental Soil Displacement or Compaction: 
1-5 percent change. 

Moderate 

General Disturbance: A moderate, measurable 
change in soils disturbance and/or erosion.  
Detrimental Displacement or Compaction: 6-15 
percent change. 

Major 

General Disturbance: A large, easily 
measurable change in soils disturbance and/or 
erosion. 
Detrimental Soil Displacement or Compaction: 
>15 percent change. 
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ATTRIBUTE OF EFFECT DESCRIPTION 

Duration 
Short-term During construction up to 10 years. 

Long-term More than 10 years. 

4.3.1.1. Soil Disturbance and Displacement 
Soil disturbance is represented by the number of acres of various soil types that would be affected by 
activities such as vegetation removal, digging, and compaction by heavy equipment.  

Soil productivity for areas that receive short-term disturbance would recover following construction 
and revegetation. These areas would include those disturbed with pole placement and temporary work 
spaces; areas that would be rehabilitated upon project completion. Long-term disturbance includes 
facilities or activities that would be a resource commitment of more than 10 years, including denuded 
pole foundations, creation of access routes and improvements to existing access routes; and substation 
sites. Section 4.3.2 below discusses the total amount of proposed soil disturbance for the Proposed 
Action and Action Alternatives, identifying the number of acres and type of disturbance. Detailed 
information on soil map units and corresponding acreages (obtained from project maps overlaid with 
digital NRCS and DNF soil data) are included in the Soils Specialist Report in the project record. 

Detrimental soil displacement occurs in areas where either 5 cm or half of humus enriched top soil (A 
horizon), whichever is less, would be lost (USDA 2003c). It is assumed that detrimental soil 
displacement would occur in areas of pole placement and substation construction. 

4.3.1.2. Compaction 
Detrimental soil compaction occurs in areas where increased soil density (weight per unit volume) 
and strength restricts root growth, reduces soil aeration and inhibits water movement (USDA 2003c). 
Soils that have been compacted to harden the surface have very low infiltration rates, which can lead 
to increased runoff from these surfaces. Water leaving the compacted surface would encounter 
uncompacted soils, which could contribute to erosion. For purposes of this analysis, substation and 
substation access road construction activity would result in root limiting bulk density. These acres of 
impacts would be classified as detrimental soil compaction.  

4.3.1.3. Ground Cover and Coarse Woody Debris 
All vegetation in the right-of-way would be removed or trimmed to no more than 4 feet high during 
construction, and maintained near this height for the life of the project to allow safe operation of the 
transmission line. Vegetation at pole placement locations would be crushed, and would be removed 
from temporary work spaces. These actions would reduce coarse woody debris and ground cover in 
the short term. Herbicide use would limit vegetation growth around pole placements for an 
approximate 10-foot radius. This would limit accumulation of course woody debris in these locations, 
resulting in long-term impacts to ground cover and coarse woody debris. Short- and long-term 
disturbance area acreages are calculated for each alternative. 

4.3.1.4. Sensitive Soils 

Highly Erodible Soils  
Disturbance to highly erodible soils is represented by the number of acres of highly erodible soil 
types that would be affected by activities such as vegetation removal, digging, and compaction by 
heavy equipment. 

Soil Biological Crusts 
The Kanab BLM RMP (2008a) states that there is no clear “biological crust yardstick” that can be 
applied on a site-specific basis to allow for sound and reasoned decisions on this subject to quantify 
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the appropriate amounts and distribution of biological soil crusts (BLM 2008a). There are no GIS 
data layers providing project-wide information on presence of biological soil crusts within the Project 
Area. Transcon point data (2008c) collected in the field suggest relative abundance of biological soil 
crusts but do not represent a comprehensive inventory. Consequently, impacts to biological soil crusts 
will be evaluated qualitatively. 

4.3.1.5. Erosion 
The Water Erosion Prediction Project (WEPP) is a general model utilized to predict erosion for a 
variety of situations, soils, climates, and conditions. The original WEPP model was developed by an 
interagency group of scientists including the USFS, Agricultural Research Service, NRCS, BLM, and 
USGS. The USFS has developed a WEPP version to specifically calculate forest road erosion based 
on climate, soil texture, percent rock, gradient, width and length of road, and road design.  

WEPP incorporates processes such as infiltration, runoff, soil detachment, transport and deposition, 
plant growth, residue decomposition, effects of tillage processes, and soil consolidation to evaluate 
erosion and sediment delivery potential. Actual erosion rates are highly variable due to large 
variations in local topography, climate, soil properties, and vegetative properties. The accuracy rates 
of a predicted runoff or erosion rate is, at best, within 50 percent (plus or minus), since these 
predicted values is only an estimate of a portion of a highly variable process.  

The WEPP model does not predict the actual amount of surface erosion that would occur but provides 
a method of comparison for alternatives in terms of relative risk for erosion or sedimentation. WEPP 
calculations are being utilized in this document to present a numerical prediction of the percentage of 
change in erosion for the individual alternatives, in order to show differences and make evaluations, 
and should not be considered accurate quantitative predictions. 

Tables in the Soils Specialist Report in the project record show the results of WEPP modeling to 
predict annual soil loss on roads and access routes within the proposed Project Area. The WEPP 
model for the Proposed Action and Alternatives was run with local climate data in order to take into 
account annual precipitation patterns, elevation, and temperatures to calculate the effects of runoff. 
Dominant soil types in the area are loams, including sandy loams and silt loams. The slope length of 
the disturbance was held constant at 50 feet for all of the alternatives. Slope percentage was set at 4 
percent, 10 percent, and 25 percent for various models, with rock percentages set at 0 percent, 10 
percent, and 35 percent to reflect the coarse nature of the majority of soils in the Project Area.  

The WEPP model identified road types as outsloped/unrutted and outsloped/rutted, which correspond 
to the proposed upgraded roadways, and as insloped/bare surface and insloped/vegetated roads to 
correspond with new disturbance along the 10-foot-wide access roads. Models were run using 30-year 
mean annual averages, and results are expressed as pounds of sediment per year.  

Calculated soil loss quantities identified are intended to demonstrate the potential difference in 
erosion rates for two types of proposed road, versus the No Action Alternative (generally representing 
the existing condition), under similar conditions. Since many soils within the Project Area contribute 
very small acreage amounts, the analysis in the project record represents a simplified prediction of 
soil types, conditions, and erosion amounts that would occur. 

Slope, percentage of rock fragments, and soil textures are variables utilized to model road erosion for 
the Proposed Action. WEPP 30-year model predictions indicate that the potential for erosion on a 
natural surface road with low traffic, located on 4 percent slopes in loamy soil containing 10 percent 
rock fragments, would yield 3.85 pounds of sediment annually. For purposes of this analysis, existing 
condition is represented by the No Action Alternative. In this example, under the No Action 
Alternative, the potential annual erosion from a similar undisturbed area would yield 3.19 pounds of 
sediment, resulting in an estimated sediment loss of less than 1 pound per year.  
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4.3.2. Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative 
4.3.2.1. Impacts Common to All Action Alternatives 

Construction 
Approximately an 80-foot radius surrounding each new structure site would be disturbed by the 
movement of vehicles, assembly of structure elements, and other activities during construction, 
operation, and maintenance activities in areas outside the limited access areas. With the exception of 
BRCA and locations near riparian areas, a radius of 10 feet around each pole foundation would 
receive herbicides to prevent future vegetation growth, resulting in reduction of soil productivity.  

Installation of the pole foundation would result in 0.0012 acre of long-term disturbance for each 
structure, or approximately 0.37 acre per mile. Short-term disturbance at each pole structure location 
would occur within an 80-foot radius of the structure during construction, for a total of approximately 
4.23 acres of short-term disturbance per mile. These acreages are based on approximately 10 pole 
locations per mile. Total disturbance from pole structure placement would yield approximately 4.6 
acres per mile. Disturbed soil outside of the 10-foot radius at each structure would be reclaimed after 
the structures are in place. 

The short-term use of soil resources generally would not affect long-term productivity where BMPs 
are appropriately applied. Resource protection measures for soils are detailed in Section 2.3.6. 

Soil Health and Displacement. Detailed data identifying projected impacts by soil map unit is 
available in the Soils Specialist Report in the project record, but because there are so many soil types 
and exact pole locations are not known, pole disturbance associated with each soil type is not include 
in this analysis. The KFO RMP indicates that project design and proper construction can ensure water 
drainage from the compacted surfaces would not result in significant impacts caused by excessive 
erosion (BLM 2008a).  

Compaction. Soil compaction would occur to varying degrees within all disturbed areas of the 
project. Driving of vehicles along the centerline access route would compact soils in that location. 
Operation of equipment and worker activity would compact soils in proximity to pole placements. 
Soils at pole foundations would be deliberately compacted around to support H-Frame structures and 
reduce erosion due to denudation. Soils in temporary work spaces would be compacted by vehicles, 
equipment, activity, and storage of materials. Effects of compaction can be short-or long-term, 
however, upon project completion most of these areas would be revegetated. Evaluation of impacts 
from this type of compaction would be part of general disturbance. Detrimental compaction of soils 
would only occur at the substation sites and substation access roads.  

Ground Cover and Course Woody Debris. Field surveys conducted by Transcon indicate that 
sufficient ground cover exists for all sampled soil map units, limiting soil erosion to natural erosion 
rates. There are numerous ecological types present within the Project Area and the minimum amount 
of ground cover or woody debris necessary to protect the soil would vary depending on site-specific 
conditions. Where possible, disturbance activities would avoid or reduce the amount of woody debris 
to be removed. Disturbed areas may be reseeded and reclaimed, or left in place as defined by the 
policies of the managing agencies. Vegetation cover types, extent and health of vegetation, and 
recovery predictions are more thoroughly described in Section 3.5, Vegetation. 

Sensitive Soils. Soil disturbing activities on sensitive or fragile soils may pose a higher risk of failure 
of reclamation activities (BLM 2008a) 

• Highly Erodible Soils. Removal of vegetative cover or surface crusts would expose some 
highly erodible soils to wind and water erosion. Limiting disturbance within areas of highly 
erosive soils, implementation of BMPs and revegetation of disturbed areas would minimize 
long-term impacts to these sensitive soil types. 
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• Soil Biological Crusts. Physical disturbance such as construction activities would negatively 
affect biological crusts. Although they tolerate harsh growing conditions, biological crusts are 
not well adapted to physical disturbances. Sandy, coarse-textured soils with low stability, 
fertility, and water-holding capacity tend to recover more slowly than fine-textured soils with 
high silt or clay content. The potential for soil erosion by wind and water increases when the 
crusts are diminished. BMPs would be employed to avoid disturbance to biological soil crusts 
where possible. 

Erosion. Localized soil erosion would occur during construction of laydown yards, conductor pulling 
sites, and conductor splicing sites. Application of herbicide and removal of trees at the pole locations 
would also cause increased erosion in those locations. Herbicides would be applied to pole 
foundations, and compacted to reduce the potential erosion on denuded areas. 

Clearing of trees during construction of the project features would reduce woody cover and increase 
compaction, thereby increasing soil erosion on the cleared areas. Affected ground surface would be 
restored to its original grade, and access routes no longer used for the old right-of-way would be 
reclaimed or left in place as defined by the policies of the managing agencies. 

Detailed data in the Soils Specialist Report in the project record identify the selected map units that 
contribute the largest amount to road disturbance acreage.  
Operations and Maintenance 
Operations and maintenance of the proposed 138 kV transmission line under all Action Alternatives 
would result in negligible to minor soil disturbance from vehicle usage by crushing vegetation, 
generally compacting and disturbing soils, and contributing to erosion. The soils would be expected 
to recover as the use would be irregular and intermittent. Soil disturbance would not be detrimental.  

4.3.2.2. Alternative A: Proposed Action 

Construction 
Soil Health and Displacement. Table 4.3-4 summarizes the total amount of proposed soil disturbance 
for each segment of Alternative A. 

Table 4.3-4. Acres and Type of Disturbance for Alternative A   

ALTERNATIVE A SEGMENT DISTURBANCE ACRES 
SHORT-

TERM 
LONG-TERM TOTAL  

A-1 120.72 34.78 155.50
A-2 14.21 2.87 17.08
A-3 67.37 15.47 82.84

Alternative A Total 202.29 53.12 255.41
 

The total Project Area for Alternative A would be 483.46 acres. Short-term disturbance of 202.29 
acres (up to 41.8 percent) would result in a moderate to major short-term impact. In the long term, 
53.12 acres of soils (11.0 percent) would be disturbed under Alternative A, which would be a minor 
impact to soils from general disturbance. 

Detrimental soil displacement under Alternative A would occur on 11.23 acres that would be 
disturbed in the long term for placement of poles and on 5.06 acres for new substations and substation 
access, for a total of 16.29 acres. Compared to the Project Area, detrimental disturbance would 
represent 3.4 percent, which would be a minor long-term impact. 
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Compaction. Impacts from detrimental compaction under Alternative A would affect 3.04 acres at the 
East Valley Substation, 0.02 acres for the substation access road, and 2 acres for the Hatch Substation 
expansion, for a total of 5.06 acres. Compared to the Project Area, detrimental compaction would be 
1.0 percent, resulting in a minor long-term impact. 

Ground Cover and Coarse Woody Debris. Woody and vegetative cover would be crushed at the pole 
foundation locations (117.76 acres) and removed during construction of 8 laydown yards and 
35conductor pulling sites (82.21 acres), resulting in short-term disturbance. Herbicides applied at pole 
foundations would prevent the future growth of vegetation, resulting in long-term impacts to 11.23 
acres of ground cover.  

Sensitive Soils.  

• Highly Erodible Soils. Under Alternative A, 53.37 acres of highly erodible soils would be 
disturbed in the short term within the Project Area. In the long term, 12.28 acres would be 
disturbed by centerline access, pole foundations, and substations and their access. 

• Biological Soil Crusts. Transcon field data (2008c) identified 19 points of biological soil 
crusts along the Alternative A route. Approximately 2 miles of the route contain biological 
soil crusts. Biological soil crusts were not found in Project Areas outside the proposed right-
of-way (substation sites, etc.).  

Erosion. Table 4.3-5 summarizes estimated average annual access route and road erosion losses that 
would occur to the various segments of Alternative A.  

Table 4.3-5. Erosion Prediction for Majority Soils on Alternative A Roads and Access 
Routes  

ALTERNATIVE A SEGMENT 

ACRES OF 
ROAD/ 

ACCESS 
ROUTE 

 
 

TOTAL PREDICTED 
SOIL LOSS1 

AVERAGE PREDICTED 
SOIL LOSS IN  POUNDS 
PER ACRE PER YEAR 

Segment A-1 15.38 92.49 6.01
Segment A-2 0.53 1.50 2.83
Segment A-3 6.77 34.74 5.13

Alternative A Total 22.68 128.73 5.68
1 Number of acres of each soil type multiplied by estimated WEPP calculation for that soil type. 

An estimated 128.73 pounds of sediment would be lost annually from road surfaces in selected map 
unit areas along Alternative A, resulting in an average sediment loss of approximately 5.68 pounds 
per acre per year. 

Removal of 69 kV Transmission Line 
Removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line would result in approximately 49 acres of soil 
disturbance. This would be a minor short-term impact. After revegetation, erosion would likely 
diminish, resulting in a long-term minor beneficial impact. 

4.3.2.3. Alternative B: Parallel Existing 69 kV Route 
The acreage of the Project Area for Alternative B varies by substation option selected due to slight 
differences in the acreage impacted by substation access roads. For Option 1 the Project Area is 
416.35 acres; for Option 2 the Project Area is 416.19. In many cases in the analysis below no 
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distinction is made between the differences in acreages as the amount is so slight that it does not 
affect the overall percentages. 

Construction 
Soil Health and Displacement. Short-term disturbance to approximately 168.91 acres of soil resources 
would occur during construction activities, which would be up to 40.6 percent of the Project Area 
under either substation option; a moderate to major short-term impact from general soil disturbance. 

Implementation of Alternative B would result in the long-term loss of approximately 46 acres of soil 
resources regardless of the substation Option selected. Soil loss under either substation option would 
be 11.0 percent of the Project Area; a minor impact. Total general soil disturbance for Alternative B 
would be approximately 215 acres under either substation alternative. 

Detrimental soil displacement under Alternative B would occur on 10.77 acres that would be 
disturbed in the long term for placement of poles and on 7.5 or 7.37 acres for new substations and 
substation access (depending on the option selected), for a total of 18.27 or 18.14 acres. Compared to 
the Project Area, detrimental disturbance would represent 4.4 percent, which would be a minor long-
term impact. 

Compaction. Impacts from detrimental compaction under Alternative B would affect 3.06 acres at the 
East Valley Substation (including access), and 2 acres for the Hatch Substation expansion. Either 
substation option specific to Alternative B would result in detrimental compaction to 2.07 acres, 
however the substation Option 1 would require 0.37 acres for access while the substation Option 2 
would require 0.24 acres for access. Total detrimental compaction with the Option 1 Substation 
would be 7.5 acres; for the substation Option 2 total acres would be 7.37 acres. Detrimental 
compaction under either substation option would be 1.8 percent of the Project Area, resulting in a 
minor long-term impact. 

Ground Cover and Coarse Woody Debris. Woody and vegetative cover would be crushed at the pole 
foundation locations (96.23 acres) and removed during construction of 7 laydown yards and 29 
conductor pulling sites (72.68 acres), resulting in short-term disturbance. Herbicides applied at pole 
foundations would prevent the future growth of vegetation, resulting in long-term impacts to 10.77 
acres of ground cover.  

Sensitive Soils.  

• Highly Erodible Soils. Under Alternative B, 17.36 acres of highly erodible soils would be 
disturbed in the short term within the Project Area. In the long term less than 8 acres would 
be disturbed by centerline access, pole foundations, and substations and their access under 
either substation option. Construction of distribution lines required in conjunction with 
removal of the existing Tropic Substation and either of the new Bryce Substation options 
would likely impact highly erodible soils. Resource protection measures described in Section 
2.3.6 would be employed to minimize impacts to soils resources. 

• Biological Soil Crusts. Transcon field data (2008c) identified 2 points of biological soil 
crusts along the Alternative B route. Biological soil crusts were not found in Project Areas 
outside the proposed right-of-way (substation sites, etc.).   

Erosion. An estimated 116.02 pounds of sediment would be lost annually from road surfaces in 
selected map unit areas along the Alternative B route, resulting in an estimated sediment loss of 
approximately 3.60 pounds per acre per year.  

National Park Service Statement of Impairment or Unacceptable Impacts.  
While major short-term impacts to soils are predicted to occur under Alternative B due to overall 
disturbance and to ground cover and coarse woody debris, no major impacts to soil resources are 
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anticipated within BRCA. BRCA is a limited access area thus no centerline access would be created 
within the park. No herbicide would be applied to pole foundations within the park, meaning there 
would be less impact to ground cover and coarse woody debris in the park than for the rest of the 
Project Area. There would also be minimal detrimental soil disturbance or compaction within BRCA. 

Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is 1) a 
necessity to fulfill specific purposes identified in the park’s establishing legislation, 2) key to the 
natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the park, or 3) identified 
as a goal in the park’s general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there 
would be no impairment of park resources or values related to Soils Resources. Implementation of 
this alternative would not result in any unacceptable impacts and is consistent with §1.4.7.1 of NPS 
Management Policies (2006a). 

Removal of 69 kV Transmission Line 
Acreage of soil disturbance from removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line under Alternative B 
is included in acreage disturbance analyzed under construction, above. Because the entire 69 kV 
transmission line would be removed under Alternative B, there would be a slight increase in affected 
acreage over Alternative A. However impacts to soils resources would still be estimated to be minor 
to moderate short-term impacts. After completion of reclamation activities erosion is likely to reduce, 
resulting in a long-term minor to moderate beneficial impact to soils. 

4.3.2.4. Alternative C: Cedar Fork Southern Route 

Construction 
Soil Health and Displacement. Table 4.3-6 identifies the number of acres of soil disturbance for each 
segment of Alternative C, including acres of short- and long-term soil disturbance.  

Table 4.3-6. Acres and Duration of Disturbance for Alternative C   

ALTERNATIVE C SEGMENT 
DISTURBANCE ACRES 

SHORT-
TERM 

LONG-TERM TOTAL ACRES 

Segment C-1 147.52 31.41 178.93
Segment C-2 21.69 3.92 25.61
Segment C-3 74.22 16.33 90.55

Alternative C Total 243.43 51.66 295.10
 

The total Project Area for Alternative C would be 495.61 acres. Short-term disturbance of 243.43 
acres (49.1 percent) would result in a moderate to major adverse short-term impact. In the long term, 
51.66 acres of soils (10.4 percent) would be disturbed, which would be a minor impact to soils from 
general disturbance. 

Detrimental soil displacement under Alternative C would occur on 11.02 acres that would be 
disturbed in the long term for placement of poles and on 5.06 acres for new substations and substation 
access, for a total of 16.08 acres. Compared to the Project Area, detrimental disturbance would be 3.2 
percent, which would be a minor long-term impact. 

Compaction. Impacts from detrimental compaction under Alternative C would be the same as those 
described for Alternative A as the same substation sites and substation access would be involved.  

Ground Cover and Coarse Woody Debris. Woody and vegetative cover would be crushed at the pole 
foundation locations (117.64 acres) and removed during construction of 8 laydown yards and 41 
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conductor pulling sites (118.1 acres), resulting in short-term disturbance. Herbicides applied at pole 
foundations would prevent the future growth of vegetation, resulting in long-term impacts to 11.02 
acres of ground cover.  

Sensitive Soils.  

• Highly Erodible Soils. Under Alternative C, 53.33 acres of highly erodible soils would be 
disturbed in the short term within the Project Area. In the long term, 11.29 acres would be 
disturbed by centerline access, pole foundations, and substations and their access. 

• Biological Soil Crusts. Transcon field data (2008c) identified 12 points of biological soil 
crusts along the Alternative C route. Approximately 2 miles of the route contain biological 
soil crusts. Biological soil crusts do not appear to be found in Project Areas outside the right-
of-way (substation sites, etc.).  

Erosion. Table 4.3-7 summarizes erosion predictions for Alternative C.  

Table 4.3-7. Erosion Prediction for Majority Soils on Alternative C Roads and Access 
Routes  

ALTERNATIVE A SEGMENT 

ACRES OF 
ROAD/ 

ACCESS 
ROUTE 

 
 

TOTAL PREDICTED 
SOIL LOSS1 

AVERAGE PREDICTED 
SOIL LOSS IN  POUNDS 
PER ACRE PER YEAR 

Segment C-1 7.72 33.60 4.35
Segment C-2 1.83 13.47 7.36
Segment C-3 7.09 34.74 4.90

Alternative C Total 16.64 81.81 4.92
1 Number of acres of each soil type multiplied by estimated WEPP calculation for that soil type. 

An estimated 81.81 pounds of sediment would be lost annually from road surfaces in selected map 
unit areas along Alternative C, resulting in an average sediment loss of approximately 4.92 pounds 
per acre per year. 

Removal of 69 kV Transmission Line 
Impacts to soils resources from the removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line under Alternative 
C would be the same as those described under Alternative A. 

4.3.2.5. Interconnect Options 

Construction 
Soil Health and Displacement. Implementation of the interconnect options could result in the short-
term general disturbance to 13.78 acres of soil resources for the North-South option and 24.97 acres 
for the East-West option during construction activities. Long-term loss of approximately 2.91 acres of 
soil resources would be expected for the North-South option and 5.85 acres for the East-West option. 
Total commitment of soil resources for the interconnects would be 16.69 acres of soil resources for 
the North-South option and 30.82 acres for the East-West option.  

Detrimental soil displacement under the interconnect options would occur on 0.68 acres on the North-
South Interconnect, and 1.37 acres on the East-West Interconnect that would be disturbed in the long 
term for placement of poles. Compared to the Project Area, detrimental disturbance on the North-
South Interconnect would represent 2.5 percent, and 2.8 percent on the East-West Interconnect, which 
would be a minor long-term impact. 
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Compaction. No detrimental compaction impacts would be associated with either of the interconnect 
options as detrimental compaction is associated with substation sites and substation access. 

Ground Cover and Coarse Woody Debris. Acreages of impacts to ground cover and woody debris 
under the interconnect options are detailed in Table 4.3-8.  

Table 4.3-8. Disturbance to Ground Cover and Coarse Woody Debris for Interconnect 
Options 

INTERCONNECT 
SHORT-TERM 
DISTURBANCE 

– POLE 
LOCATIONS 

SHORT-TERM 
DISTURBANCE 
– LAYDOWN 

AND SPLICING 

TOTAL SHORT-
TERM 

DISTURBANCE 

LONG-TERM 
DISTURBANCE 

– POLE 
LOCATIONS 

North-South 7.78 6.00 13.78 0.68
East-West 15.65 9.32 24.97 1.37

 

Woody and vegetative cover along the North-South Interconnect would be crushed at the pole 
foundation locations (7.78 acres) and removed during construction of lay-down yards and conductor 
pulling sites (6.0 acres) resulting in short-term disturbance. Herbicides applied at pole foundations 
would prevent the future growth of vegetation, resulting in long-term impacts to 0.68 acre of ground 
cover.  

Woody and vegetative cover along the East-West Interconnect would be crushed at the pole 
foundation locations (15.65 acres) and removed during construction of lay-down yards and conductor 
pulling sites (9.32 acres) resulting in short-term disturbance. Herbicides applied at pole foundations 
would prevent the future growth of vegetation, resulting in long-term impacts to 1.37 acres of ground 
cover. 

Sensitive Soils.  

• Highly Erodible Soils. Under the North-South Interconnect Option, 2.25 acres of highly 
erodible soils would be disturbed in the short term within the Project Area. In the long term, 
0.95 acre would be disturbed by centerline access and pole foundations. 

Under the East-West Interconnect Option, 12.53 acres of highly erodible soils would be 
disturbed in the short term within the Project Area. In the long term, 2.95 acres would be 
disturbed by centerline access and pole foundations.  

• Biological Soil Crusts. Each interconnect option contains one point identified by Transcon 
field data (2008c) as having biological soil crusts. 

Erosion. Soil loss calculations were not conducted for the interconnect options since there is no long-
term road disturbance associated with these alternatives.  

4.3.2.6. Alternative D:  No Action 
The existing 69 kV transmission line would continue to operate and the new transmission line would 
not be constructed. The existing transmission line would be overhauled including the possible 
replacement of conductor wire and the majority of the poles. Ground disturbance and resulting 
impacts to soils resources would be similar to, but somewhat less than that described above for 
construction under Alternative B. Future maintenance and line operations would be similar to current 
levels. 
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4.3.2.7. Summary 
Table 4.3-9 provides a comparison of soil disturbance acreage for activities that would occur with 
implementation of the Proposed Action or Alternatives. For this analysis, detrimental soil disturbance 
is defined as resulting from road construction and/or upgrades to roads. This type of disturbance 
represents less than 15 percent of the total project activity area and would be within the DNF and 
Regional 4 USFS Soils Standards and Guidelines for detrimental soil disturbance levels for all 
alternatives. 

Four management areas have been identified in the DNF LRMP that specify direction for soil 
resource management:  fish and aquatic habitat (LRMP 4A), riparian management (LRMP 9A), 
intensive riparian management (LRMP 9B), and municipal water supply watersheds (LRMP 10B). 
The main management concerns identify avoidance of compaction and minimization of disturbance in 
riparian areas, and rehabilitation of disturbed soils. None of the Action Alternatives traverse any of 
these management areas. 

Table 4.3-9. Summary of Long-term and Short-Term Soil Disturbance Acreage by 
Alternative and Activity  

ACTIVITY 

ALTERNATIVE (AMOUNT, PERCENTAGE OF PROJECT AREA, IMPACT 
LEVEL) 

69 KV 
REMOVAL, 

ALTS A & C A 

B, INCL 
REMOVAL 
OF 69 KV 

LINE C 

NORTH-
SOUTH 
INTER-

CONNECT 

EAST-WEST 
INTER-

CONNECT 
TOTAL 
DISTUR-
BANCE 
(ACREAGE,
PERCENT 
OF 
PROJECT 
AREA) 

SHORT
-TERM 

202.29 
41.8% 
Mod to 

Major 

168.91
40.6%
Mod to 

Major

243.43
49.1%
Mod to 

Major

13.78
50.5%
Major

24.97 
51.3% 
Major 

49.00
10.0%
Minor 

Adverse
LONG   
-TERM 53.12 

11.0% 
Minor 

45.85-
45.62

11.0%
Minor

51.66
10.4%
Minor

2.91
10.6%
Minor

5.85 
12.0% 
Minor 

49.00
10.0%
Minor 

Beneficial
DETRIMENTAL 
DISPLACEMENT 
(ACREAGE, PERCENT 
OF PROJECT AREA) 

16.29 
3.4% 
Minor 

18.27-
18.14
4.4%
Minor

16.08
3.2%
Minor

0.68
2.5%
Minor

1.37 
2.8% 
Minor 

N/A

DETRIMENTAL 
COMPACTION 
(ACREAGE, PERCENT 
OF PROJECT AREA) 

5.06 
1.0% 
Minor 

7.50-7.37
1.8%
Minor

5.06
1.0%
Minor

0.00 0.00 N/A

GROUND 
COVER 
AND 
COARSE 
WOODY 
DEBRIS 
(ACREAGE) 

SHORT-
TERM 

199.97 
 

168.91 235.74 13.78 24.97 
 

N/A

LONG-
TERM 

11.23 
 

10.77 11.02 0.68 1.37 
 

N/A

HIGHLY 
ERODIBLE 

SHORT-
TERM 

36.56 
 

22.87 55.75 4.1 17.26 
 

N/A
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ACTIVITY 

ALTERNATIVE (AMOUNT, PERCENTAGE OF PROJECT AREA, IMPACT 
LEVEL) 

69 KV 
REMOVAL, 

ALTS A & C A 

B, INCL 
REMOVAL 
OF 69 KV 

LINE C 

NORTH-
SOUTH 
INTER-

CONNECT 

EAST-WEST 
INTER-

CONNECT 
SOILS 
(ACREAGE) 

LONG-
TERM 

7.97 
 

3.74-3.04
 

4.68 1.53 4.07 
 N/A

BIOLOGICAL SOIL 
CRUSTS 
(OBSERVATION 
POINTS) 

19 
Points 2 Points 12 Points 1 Point 1 Point N/A

EROSION (AVERAGE 
POUNDS PER ACRE 
PER YEAR) 

5.68 3.60 4.92 N/A N/A N/A

 

4.3.3. Mitigation 
No mitigation measures beyond the construction techniques, BMPs, and other Resource Protection 
Measures discussed in Section 2.3.6 have been identified.  

4.3.4. Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
Localized soil erosion would occur during construction of all project alternatives at lay down areas 
and conductor pulling and splicing sites. Limited denudation from application of herbicides and 
removal of trees at the pole foundations and access routes may also slightly increase erosion in those 
locations. Limited disturbances to Project Area soils as a result of the construction of the Proposed 
Action or any of the Action Alternatives would present unavoidable adverse impacts.  

4.4. WATER RESOURCES 

4.4.1. Indicators and Methods 
In order to evaluate impacts to water resources, the following indicators were established for analysis: 

• Number and types of drainage crossings within the Project Area. 

• Acreage of surface disturbance in highly erodible soils within 300 feet of a drainage, which 
may contribute to erosion and degradation of water quality. 

• Acreage of surface disturbance to federally jurisdictional waters of the U.S., including 
wetlands. 

• Compliance with applicable state and federal water quality discharge regulations. 

• Compliance with existing water right allocations in the vicinity of the project, should these 
water rights be used for construction water supply. 

Table 4.4-1 describes the relative degree and temporal duration by which impacts to water resources 
were assessed. 
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Table 4.4-1. Description of Water Resources Impacts Levels  

ATTRIBUTE OF EFFECT DESCRIPTION RELATIVE TO WATER RESOURCES 

Magnitude 

Negligible  A change in current conditions that is too small to be physically 
measured using normal methods or perceptible to a trained human 
observer. There is no noticeable effect on the natural or baseline setting. 
There are no required changes in management or utilization of the 
resource. 

Minor  A change in current conditions that is just measurable with normal 
methods or barely perceptible to a trained human observer. The change 
may affect a small (<10%) portion of a resource but does not result in a 
modification of the overall value or productivity of the resource. 

Moderate An easily measurable change in current condition that is readily 
noticeable to a trained human observer. The change affects between 25 
and 75% of the resource, which may lead to modification or loss in 
viability or productivity of the resource. There are some required 
changes in management or utilization of the resource. 

Major A large measurable change in current conditions that is easily 
recognized by all human observers. The change affects more than 75% 
of the resource, which leads to significant modification in the value or 
productivity of the resource. There are profound or complete changes in 
management or utilization of the resource. 

Duration 
Short-term 10 years or less (including during construction) 
Long-term More than 10 years 

 
Impacts to water resources were evaluated in a number of manners. For those indicators where linear 
footage or acreage of disturbance was used as the metric of analysis, linear footages and acreages 
were generated by utilizing the short- and long-term disturbance GIS layers superimposed onto the 
resource of interest. Compliance with state and federal water quality regulations was conducted by 
evaluating potential direct or indirect effects on state-listed 303(d) imperiled waters or those waters 
where TMDLs have been established. In order to evaluate compliance with existing water rights, the 
number of water rights within 1 mile of the area of analysis was reviewed in accordance with water 
supply activities, as described in Chapter 2. 

4.4.2. Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative 
4.4.2.1. Impacts Common to All Action Alternatives 
Drainages, wetlands, and highly erodible soils in limited access areas were not included in 
inventories under alternative discussions below because there would be no centerline access created 
in the limited access areas, and therefore no impacts would be expected within the limited access 
areas. 

Construction 
Surface Water Resources. 

• Drainages. Short-term construction impacts to drainage systems as a result of the Action 
Alternatives were considered as the linear footage of drainage impacts, and the number and 
types of drainage crossings that would occur as a result of the project. These impacts could 
result from the construction and/or improvement of access routes and existing roads, the 
installation of transmission line pole structures, or the construction of substations. Short-term 
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impacts include areas such as temporary work spaces and construction zones required for 
ancillary facilities (i.e., substations), the removal of facilities, and temporary construction 
drainage crossings by the centerline/maintenance access. Impacts to drainage systems 
affected by any permanent crossings along the centerline/maintenance access are included in 
long-term impacts, as these features would remain after the construction phase is complete. 
The majority of crossings are temporary in nature. 

For the purposes of this analysis, long-term low water crossings and culverted crossings were 
assumed to be 10 feet in width, which is the minimum width necessary for maintenance 
vehicle access along the right-of-way.  

Direct project effects to drainage systems would occur in the form of road crossings by the 
centerline access/maintenance two-track road or other access routes to ancillary facilities or 
construction areas (transmission line pole structures and ancillary facilities would not be 
placed in any drainage system, and existing roads would be used to access the right-of-way). 
Crossing types are as follows:  

1. Unimproved Drainage Crossing: The majority of drainage crossings would occur 
via this method. This type of crossing would be used at all dry crossings and 
intermittent drainages with infrequent flows, unless the physical capabilities of 
construction equipment and/or local topography of the drainage make it unsafe to 
cross without earth grading (or federal regulations and/or specific EIS mitigation 
measures require additional work). In general, this type of crossing would be possible 
at drainages with defined bank slopes less than 25 percent or incised banks 18 inches 
or less in depth, with crossing of wide drainages (>50 feet) with steeper banks with a 
height less than 4 feet also possible. Impacts associated with unimproved drainage 
crossings would primarily be in the form of surface soil disturbance within and 
adjacent to the drainage system, resulting in increased erosion potential. Some minor 
bank grading may also occur in drainages with incised banks, and temporary bed 
rutting may occur (which is expected to stabilize following the next runoff event). 
Vegetation removal and/or blading in drainages is not anticipated with this crossing 
type. 

2. Temporary Log Crossing: This type of crossing would be used at drainages with 
narrow (less than 10 feet wide), moderately deep (6+ feet deep) incised banks during 
the construction phase, at locations where maintenance activities can easily be 
performed by accessing the right-of-way without crossing the drainage following 
construction. Log crossings would be installed during the right-of-way clearing phase 
of construction and removed at the completion of construction. Drainage impacts 
associated with temporary log crossings would be in the form of some minor bank 
alterations and/or vegetation clearing due to temporary log placement; no bed 
alterations would occur. Erosion and hydrologic alteration potential with this crossing 
type would be negligible. Upon removal of the temporary log crossing, it is 
anticipated that bank structure and bank vegetation would reestablish within 1-2 
years.  

3. Low Water Crossing – Consolidated Bed: This is the preferred method of crossing 
where bank grading would be required but no alterations to bed surface are 
anticipated (i.e., an Unimproved Drainage Crossing is not feasible). This crossing 
method would be used at locations where grading of drainage banks would be 
required to cross but where the existing drainage bed substrate consists of material 
sufficient to support construction equipment without any improvements. The 
appropriate agency contact would be consulted to determine the specific 
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requirements for each crossing requiring bank grading. In general, drainages with 
defined bank slopes greater than 25 percent or incised banks deeper than 18 inches 
and bank to bank width of more than 8 feet with drainage beds of gravel, cobble, or 
other solid material (or bank slopes less than 25 percent or incised banks less than 18 
inches and a width of less than 8 feet with this bed material) would require this type 
of crossing. Impacts associated with this crossing type would include bank alteration 
to reduce approach angles, which may also result in some vegetation clearing from 
drainage banks. Increased erosion potential is likely, as is some bank erosion over 
time. BMPs (as described below) would be implemented to prevent sediment 
transport or hydrologic alteration. This crossing type would be permanent and would 
remain for long-term maintenance activities. 

4. Low Water Crossing – Unconsolidated Bed: This is the preferred method of 
crossing where bank grading and bed improvements would be required (i.e., an 
Unimproved Drainage Crossing is not feasible). This crossing method would be used 
at locations where grading of drainage banks would be required to cross and where 
the drainage bed substrate requires the placement of gravel, grid material, and/or 
geotextile fabric (or similar stabilization method). The appropriate agency contact 
would be consulted to determine the specific requirements for each crossing requiring 
grading and bed alterations. In general, drainages with defined bank slopes greater 
than 25 percent or incised banks deeper than 18 inches and bank to bank width of 
more than 8 feet and drainage beds with sandy, unconsolidated material (or bank 
slopes less than 25 percent or incised banks less than 18 inches and a width of less 
than 8 feet with this bed material) would require this type of crossing. Impacts 
associated with this crossing type include bank alterations, bed alterations (placement 
of fill material), and possible vegetation clearing. Increased erosion potential is 
likely, and some slight modification in hydrology is possible, depending on the bed 
stabilization method. This crossing type would be permanent and would remain for 
long-term maintenance activities. 

5. Culvert Crossing: Unimproved Drainage Crossings or Low Water Crossings would 
be used at all possible locations, and Culvert Crossings would only be installed if 
absolutely necessary based on drainage/bank depth and bank integrity. Culvert 
placement may be temporary at locations where maintenance actives can easily be 
performed by accessing the right-of-way without crossing the drainage. Culverts 
would be installed during the right-of-way clearing phase of construction and 
removed at the completion of construction. If channel grading is required, the 
appropriate agency contact would be consulted to determine the specific 
requirements for each crossing requiring grading. Culvert placement would require 
fill material, and possibly headwall construction, in the drainage system. Culverts 
would be limited to the minimum width required for construction equipment to cross 
the drainage system, and they would be designed, sized, and placed to maintain the 
existing hydrology and flow rates of the drainage system and to prevent headcutting, 
scouring, or other erosional activities. In general, drainages with defined bank slopes 
greater than 25 percent or incised banks deeper 18 inches and a width of less than 8 
feet would be crossed via culvert, although only in cases where a Low Water 
Crossing is not feasible. Impacts associated with culvert placement include possible 
hydrologic alteration, channel fill, and increased erosion potential due to channel 
manipulation. 

Typical section drawings of each crossing type can be found in the project record. The 
number of crossings by alternative are discussed under each alternative analysis below. 
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Crossing types are anticipated based on recent site conditions and evaluations by Transcon 
(2008b); however, it is possible that slight modifications to the proposed crossing methods at 
individual locations may occur during construction as site conditions dictate. These 
modifications are not expected to change the length or degree of impact for any alternative.  

Presently, there are no Culvert Crossings anticipated for the Proposed Action or 
alternatives/interconnect options. This crossing method would only be used in unique 
circumstances where drainage channel conditions and/or bank morphology at the time of 
construction preclude the use of one of the other crossing methods. The Culvert Crossing 
description is provided for reference only, as a disclosure of potential impact types that could 
occur should individual site conditions dictate during construction. Any culvert placement 
would be in compliance with the stated BMPs and environmental protection measures, as 
well as all state and federal regulations. 

In order to minimize runoff and sedimentation, a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) would be completed and implemented for the chosen alternative, and a Stream 
Alteration Permit would be obtained from the Utah Division of Water Rights. Crossings 
would be designed in accordance with Forest Service Handbook 7709, Transportation 
Engineering Handbook guidelines. 

The State of Utah and the National Forests in Utah have agreed, through a 1993 
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU), to use Forest Plan Standards & Guidelines and the 
Forest Service Handbook No. 2509.22, Soil & Water Conservation Practices (SWCP [USFS 
1988]) to meet the water quality protection elements of the Utah Nonpoint Source 
Management Plan. BMPs outlined in the SWCP would be followed to mitigate potential 
erosion and sedimentation impacts. Structures would be designed to avoid obstruction of the 
drainage course, including the floodplain, and fill would be stabilized and kept to a minimum.  

Specifically, the following BMPs would be employed in the placement and design of culverts 
and low water crossings: 

o Deposit erodible materials well away from the drainage channel. 

o Remove any material stockpiled on floodplains in order that rising waters would not 
reach them. 

o Construction activities in or adjacent to drainages would be limited to specific times to 
protect beneficial water uses, and construction periods shall be as short as practicable. 

o Install culverts or pipe arches across small drainages to conform to the natural drainage 
bed and slope on streams that support fish or seasonal fish passage. 

o Place culverts slightly below normal drainage grade to avoid culvert outfall barriers, and 
do not alter drainage channels upstream from culverts unless necessary to protect fill or to 
prevent culvert blockage. 

o Install culverts to prevent erosion of fill. Compact the fill material to prevent seepage or 
failure, and armor the inlet and/or outlet with rock or other suitable material where 
needed. 

o Align any structures or low water crossings perpendicular to stream flow. 

• Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. In order to assess construction impacts to wetlands and 
waters of the U.S. (as regulated by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act), the acreage of short-
term and long-term disturbance to potentially jurisdictional drainages was calculated by 
multiplying the approximate width of the drainage crossing by 10 feet, which is the maximum 
width of the centerline access where crossing types 4 and 5 above would result in permanent 
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fill (no other wetlands or waters of the U.S. would be impacted, since existing access routes 
would be utilized and Unimproved Drainage Crossings and Low Water Crossings – 
Consolidated Bed would not violate Section 404). 

Wetland and riparian areas would be avoided by design (through reroute, placing in a 
different location, or spanning) where possible (Transcon 2008b). Pole structures would be 
located not less than 100 feet from any wetland or riparian area (the sensitive area would be 
spanned), and access/maintenance roads would be routed around any wetland areas where 
possible. Impacts to jurisdictional drainage systems would be the same type as those 
described in the Drainages section above, primarily due to access/maintenance road 
crossings of ephemeral channels. Short-term impacts to wetlands, if unavoidable, would be in 
the form of wetland vegetation and soil disturbance, potentially including rutting. This may 
reduce the capability of that wetland to provide habitat function for a short period of time 
during construction, although these temporarily affected areas would be restored to their pre-
existing condition after construction was completed. Wetland habitat function may be 
reduced while vegetation re-establishes. Smaller wetlands (such as Drainage Numbers 324 
and 385; see Figure 3.4-3) would be avoided and would have no effect or short-term loss of 
function, while larger wetlands (such as Drainage Numbers 139, 310, 381, and 471; see 
Figure 3.4-3) may experience some rutting and crushing of vegetation when conductor is 
strung across them. However, by virtue of the fact that these wetlands are larger in size, their 
functional habitat capacity would be only minimally affected, as other parts of the wetland 
could be used for refuge during construction. 

Permitting of impacts would likely fall under the Corps’ Nationwide Permitting program, for 
those jurisdictional drainage and/or wetland systems that were deemed unavoidable. All 
activities under any of the Action Alternatives would be allowable under Nationwide Permit 
No. 12 – Utility Line Activities, which considers activities required for the construction, 
maintenance, and repair of utility lines and associated facilities in waters of the U.S. 
(including wetlands), up to a limit of 0.5 acre. If long-term impacts were to exceed 0.5 acre, 
an Individual Permit from the Corps would be required. Any temporarily disturbed areas 
would be restored to the pre-existing conditions. Construction impacts would be short-term 
and minor, and long-term impacts would also be minor. If long-term impacts exceeded the 
0.5-acre limit, and therefore required an Individual Permit, then these impacts would be 
considered moderate. 

• Floodplains. In order to mitigate adverse effects to floodplains, the proponent has committed 
to placing or rerouting structures not less than 100 feet outside of any floodplain, where 
feasible (Transcon 2008b). Since base floodplain data are not available for the Project Area, a 
qualified environmental inspector would identify potential floodplain areas during the 
construction phase for avoidance.  

• Highly Erodible Soils. To assess potential construction impacts from the Proposed Action to 
drainage systems that are particularly sensitive to erosion, the acreage of short-term 
disturbance to highly erodible soils in the vicinity of drainage systems was evaluated. These 
impacts could result from the construction of access and maintenance routes, the installation 
of transmission line pole structures, or the construction of substations.  
During the construction phase, disturbances in highly erodible soils would occur in the form 
of vegetation clearing and blading for structures and access roads, exposing highly erodible 
soils to precipitation and increased runoff rates, as well as travel across these soils by 
construction equipment causing an increase in dust and further destabilizing native soil 
material. This exposure and destabilization could lead to increased, unnatural sediment 
loading in nearby drainages, although the implementation of a SWPPP, BMPs, and disturbed-
area rehabilitation efforts (as described above and in Transcon [2008b]) are likely to mitigate 
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these impacts, resulting in their being short-term and minor. Long-term impacts would be 
negligible to minor, since the proponent intends to actively reclaim surface disturbance areas 
(such as pole sites, stringing locations, and construction areas surrounding ancillary facilities) 
after the construction period, and the centerline access would not be bladed and would remain 
as a two-track overland travel route. Erosion control devices established during the 
construction phase would remain in place until disturbed areas in the vicinity of drainages 
systems were stabilized. 

Groundwater Resources. Construction impacts to groundwater resources as a result of the Action 
Alternatives could include releases of oil, gas, and/or hydraulic fluid from construction equipment, 
particularly in temporary work spaces, where hazardous material has the potential to leach through 
permeable soils into groundwater aquifer systems. The release of these materials could contaminate 
groundwater aquifers if spills were not identified, contained, and the polluted soil removed in an 
expedient manner. 
A Spill Prevention Plan (SPP) would be developed for all construction areas where hazardous 
materials would be stored or utilized, and all construction personnel operating equipment would be 
trained in identifying spills and in the proper notification/cleanup procedures. The SPP would include 
guidance on storage, refueling, and lubrication procedures and locations, as well as BMPs regarding 
spill prevention and cleanup procedures. BMPs should include the following, at a minimum: 

• Refueling and storing potentially hazardous materials should not occur within a 200-foot 
radius of any private water well and a 400-foot radius of any municipal or community water 
supply well. 

• Storing of fuel, lubricant, or hazardous materials within 100 feet of waterbody or wetland 
boundary or within a designated municipal watershed shall be prohibited, unless the location 
is designated for such use by an appropriate governmental authority (this applies to storage of 
these materials and does not apply to normal operational equipment use). 

• No potentially hazardous materials, other than essential equipment fuels or standard 
lubricants, shall be transported onto the right-of-way or construction area without 
coordination and approval by the project environmental inspector. 

• Heavy equipment used in the Project Area would be inspected daily for leaks. No leaking 
equipment may be used within 100 feet of any surface water feature, including wetlands. 

Potential impacts to groundwater as described above are the worst case scenario and are unlikely 
assuming the SPP and BMPs are implemented. Impacts are anticipated to be negligible as surface 
soils in the area tend to have low permeability and aquifers are deep, ranging in depth from several 
hundred to over a thousand feet (Section 3.2.5). 

Temporary work spaces and BMPs for the construction phase would be considered accordingly to 
minimize the potential for groundwater contamination. In addition to the above BMPs, no permanent 
storage, refueling, or application of petrochemicals, including fuel, oil, hydraulic fluid, lubricants, or 
other petrochemicals would occur within 0.25 mile of springs. Any temporary usage of these 
materials should have a secondary containment system to prevent spills and exposure of shallow 
groundwater to these materials. Impacts to groundwater would be negligible with implementation of 
the SPP and BMPs. 

Water Quality. Construction impacts to water quality could occur locally on a small scale, where 
increased erosion and sedimentation as a result of surface disturbance could contribute to turbidity 
levels in surface drainages outside of state regulations, or they could occur regionally, where 
contributions from several surface water systems affect drainages listed on the state’s 303(d) list 
(Section 3.4, Water Quality). Surface disturbance associated with placement of pole structures, use of 
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herbicides, and construction of ancillary facilities, as well as for the centerline access/maintenance 
road, would occur in the form of vegetation clearing. This could expose soils to splash erosion and 
increased runoff and increase sedimentation rates to nearby drainages. Erosion control measures and 
BMPs, as discussed in Drainages above, would serve to mitigate these potential impacts. 

• Sevier River. The Action Alternatives would cross the Sevier River within the reach 
designated as Category 5A, where the pollutants of concern are total phosphorus and habitat 
alteration. As discussed in the Drainages section above, the Sevier River would be spanned 
by the transmission line conductors, and the proponent would locate any structures or 
disturbance areas not less than 100 feet from riparian areas if feasible to avoid impact. 
Similarly, no crossing structures would be utilized for the Sevier River; rather, it would be 
approached from either side to prevent disturbance. 

Water Rights. In regards to potential reduced capacity or rate of water for potentially affected water 
rights during the construction phase, the Proponent anticipates using water tankers for construction 
water needs, thereby resulting in no effect on water rights for water supply purposes. If any water 
rights in the area are to be used for construction water, the Proponent would negotiate legal authority 
for access and consumption of any water rights with the owner prior to usage. Impacts to surface and 
groundwater are discussed in the sections above. The number of water rights in proximity to the 
Proposed Action and Action Alternatives provides the relative amount of potential exposure to the 
impacts described above. If BMPs are properly utilized, there should be no effect on water rights. 
Operations and Maintenance 
Surface Water. 

• Drainages. Operations and maintenance impacts to drainage systems as a result of the 
Proposed Action and Action Alternatives could result from the maintenance of pole 
structures, transmission lines, substation facilities, and access/maintenance roads. Since 
culverts and/or low water crossings would be placed during the construction phase, additional 
impacts to drainage systems beyond those discussed above would be unlikely. In the event 
that culvert repair or repair of engineered low water crossings is necessary, short-term and 
negligible disturbances to the drainage system may occur in the form of bank grading and 
replacement of fill material surrounding the culvert or gravel in the low water crossing. 
However, additional indirect effects beyond the immediate surface disturbance area would be 
minimized by BMPs, as discussed in the Water Quality section below. 

• Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. As with the drainage systems discussed above, operation 
and maintenance impacts to wetlands and waters of the U.S. as a result of the Proposed 
Action and Action Alternatives are anticipated to be short-term and negligible, since all long-
term impacts would occur during the construction phase. Impacts to jurisdictional wetlands 
and waters of the U.S. as a result of maintenance activities could be permitted under 
Nationwide Permit No. 03 – Maintenance, which allows for activities related to the repair, 
rehabilitation, or replacement of any previously authorized structure; discharges of dredged 
or fill material, including excavation, to remove accumulated sediments in the vicinity of 
existing structures or the placement of riprap to protect the structure; and/or discharges of 
dredged or fill material, including excavation, associated with the restoration of upland areas 
damaged by storm, flood, or other event, including the construction, placement, or installation 
of upland protection structures. 

• Floodplains. No impacts to floodplains would be anticipated to result from operations and 
maintenance of the proposed 138 kV transmission line under any of the Action Alternatives. 

• Highly Erodible Soils. Operations and maintenance impacts to highly erodible soils within 
300 feet of surface water systems would be short-term and negligible as a result of surface 
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disturbance associated with pole structure maintenance or maintenance of transmission and 
substation facilities, as well as access road maintenance. The majority of impacts to highly 
erodible soils would occur during the construction phase, and any additional disturbance 
would be easily managed with BMPs during operation and maintenance. 

Ground Water. Operations and maintenance impacts to ground water would be unlikely in regards to 
potential hazardous materials spills with implementation of the SPP and BMPs.  

Water Quality. Operations and maintenance impacts to water quality would be the result of drainage 
crossings, primarily in the form of short-term increases in erosion and sedimentation. Those drainages 
that were crossed via culvert or low water crossing during the construction phase would not see 
additional impacts, as these are permanent structures. Those drainages crossed via unimproved 
crossings would experience the same types of impacts to water quality as during the construction but 
at reduced frequency. All water quality impacts are expected to be minimized by implementation of 
the BMPs as described above. 
Water Rights. Potential operation and maintenance impacts to water rights as a result of the Action 
Alternatives would be the same as for the construction phase. However, impacts to water rights are 
not anticipated. 
Removal of 69kV Transmission Line 
Surface Water. 

• Drainages. The centerline access associated with the existing 69 kV transmission line crosses 
and has impacted ephemeral drainages as well. Currently the access is only used occasionally 
for maintenance and operations. Utilization of the centerline access for removal of the 69 kV 
line would likely result in negligible adverse impacts to ephemeral drainages along the 
centerline access route in the short term, as the route does not currently see much use. Upon 
completion of removal of the 69 kV transmission line the centerline access would be 
rehabilitated and would not be authorized for use, which would result in long-term negligible 
to minor beneficial impacts to water resources. 

• Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. The centerline access associated with the existing 69 kV 
transmission line currently impacts approximately 0.22 acre of potentially jurisdictional 
drainages. Removal of the 69 kV transmission line upon completion of construction of the 
proposed 138 kV line would likely result in negligible adverse impacts to potentially 
jurisdictional drainages as the centerline access would see increased activity and heavy 
equipment movement. The centerline access would be rehabilitated upon project completion, 
which should result in long-term negligible to minor beneficial impacts to potentially 
jurisdictional drainages. 

• Floodplains. No impacts to floodplains would be anticipated to result from removal of the 
existing 69 kV transmission line under any of the Action Alternatives. 

• Highly Erodible Soils. Existing access routes would be utilized for the removal of the 
existing 69 kV line; therefore no new surface disturbance to areas of highly erodible soils 
within 300 feet of a drainage are anticipated. Some improvements to the access routes could 
be necessary, resulting in short-term and negligible increase in erosion potential; however, 
these access routes would be allowed to revegetate and stabilize long-term, resulting in minor 
beneficial impacts. There is only a small amount of highly erodible soils within 300 feet of a 
drainage in the vicinity of the existing 69 kV line, near the southeastern terminus, as shown 
on Figure 3.4-2. 
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Ground Water. Any impacts to ground water associated with the removal of the 69 kV line as a result 
of any hazardous material spills from removal equipment would be unlikely after implementation of 
the SPP and BMPs. 
Water Quality. Impacts to water quality as a result of the removal of 69 kV line would be short-term, 
minor increases to erosion and sedimentation during surface disturbance activities; however, the 
implementation of environmental protection measures and BMPs is anticipated to mitigate erosion 
and sedimentation during surface disturbance. Long-term minor beneficial effects are anticipated as 
the right-of-way is allowed to revegetate and stabilize, preventing future sedimentation. 
Water Rights. No impacts to water rights as a result of the 69 kV line removal are anticipated, beyond 
those discussed above under construction, operations, and maintenance common to all Action 
Alternatives. 

4.4.2.2. Alternative A: Proposed Action 

Construction  
Surface Water Resources  

• Drainages. Alternative A would cross a total of 183 drainages. Unimproved drainage 
crossings would be used for 52 drainages; 12 drainages would be crossed via Low Water 
Crossing – Unconsolidated Bed; and 13 would be crossed using Low Water Crossing – 
Consolidated Bed. No temporary log crossings or culverts would be utilized for drainage 
crossings.  

Utilizing crossing lengths provided in Transcon (2008b), as a result of construction of 
Alternative A a total of up to 1,303 LF of ephemeral drainage would be crossed. Of this, 98 
LF would be via Low Water Crossing – Unconsolidated Bed, 219 LF would be via Low 
Water Crossing – Consolidated Bed, and the remainder would be via Unimproved Drainage 
Crossing. For the perennial and intermittent drainages of the Sevier River, Tropic Ditch, and 
portions of Hillsdale and Cedar Fork Canyons, and North Creek, crossing impacts would not 
occur; the transmission line right-of-way would be accessed from either side of the drainage, 
the riparian area would be spanned by the conductors, and the drainage would not be 
disturbed. For the intermittent drainages of North Creek, East Fork Sevier River, and Cedar 
Fork Canyon, the Low Water Crossing – Consolidated Bed method would be used. Several 
drainages are also located in limited access areas within Segments A-1 (near Cedar Fork 
Canyon) and A-3 (east of Hillsdale Canyon) and would not be disturbed. For many of the 
proposed crossings in Segment A-1, the existing 230 kV line access route would be used 
where possible and, depending on pole locations, fewer new crossings would be required. 
This represents the maximum potential disturbance. 

As a result of Alternative A, a total of 317 LF of ephemeral drainage would be impacted 
long-term via permanent crossing types. 

With nearly 70 total miles of ephemeral drainages located within 0.5 mile of the center line of 
the Proposed Action, direct construction impacts to drainage systems would be short-term 
and negligible to minor, relative to the overall amount of drainage systems present in the area, 
with implementation of BMPs listed in Section 4.4.2.1, above, and Resource Protection 
Measures specified in Section 2.3.6. Indirect effects of these direct drainage impacts are 
discussed in Water Quality below. 

• Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. Short-term and long-term disturbance values for 
potentially jurisdictional drainages were calculated at the drainage crossing width (from 
Transcon [2008b]) times 10 feet, which is the maximum disturbance width necessary for 
construction equipment; however, only those systems that are potentially jurisdictional and 
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would be crossed via either Low Water Crossing – Unconsolidated Bed or Culvert Crossing 
methods were used, as these are the locations where permanent fill material would be placed. 

As a result of Alternative A, up to 0.022 acre of waters of the U.S., including wetlands, could 
be impacted. These impacts would be in the form of long-term placement of fill within the 
jurisdictional channels, although they would be negligible due to the overall amount of 
jurisdictional waters within the Study Area. These impacts would qualify for permitting under 
Nationwide Permit No. 12 – Utilities. 

• Floodplains. Garkane anticipates placement of one or two structures in a potential floodplain 
area due to the proximity of the Sevier River to U.S. 89, as well as several structures in a 
potential floodplain within Cedar Fork and Hillsdale Canyons. With mitigation, the impacts 
to floodplains would be negligible, as the permanent placement of pole structures is not 
anticipated to alter floodplain capacity or function. 

• Highly Erodible Soils. The acreage of highly erodible soils within 300 feet of drainage 
systems that would be disturbed by Alternative A was identified by Transcon (2008b). Short- 
and long-term disturbance values for highly erodible soils were calculated in the same fashion 
as with drainage systems, discussed above. 
Within the Project Area for Alternative A, 34.89 acres of highly erodible soils are within 300 
feet of a drainage system. As a result of Alternative A, approximately 4.51 acres (12 percent) 
of the highly erodible soils within 300 feet of a drainage system would be temporarily 
disturbed, while 3.03 acres (10 percent) would be disturbed long-term.  

Groundwater Resources. One spring was identified near Hillsdale Canyon, approximately 250 feet 
northeast of the center line of Alternative A (outside of the right-of-way); therefore, it is likely a 
shallow aquifer exists in this particular area, making sensitivity to hazardous releases higher in this 
general vicinity. Impacts to groundwater would be unlikely with implementation of the SPP and 
BMPs. 
Water Quality. Alternative A traverses the Sevier River, the East Fork Sevier River, and the Upper 
Paria River watersheds in which 303(d)-listed waters occur. 

• Sevier River. Given the mitigation measures proposed, including those outlined in the 
Drainages section, it is unlikely that Alternative A would contribute to either increasing total 
phosphorus or further altering habitat to this reach of the 303(d)-listed Sevier River. The 
implementation strategy for this TMDL includes grazing management, streambank 
restoration, and irrigation efficiency and buffers, none of which Alternative A would interfere 
with. Overall short- and long-term adverse impacts to the Sevier River would be negligible. 

• East Fork Sevier River. The East Fork Sevier River is listed as Category 5A, or TMDL 
required, although the listed reach occurs approximately 30 miles downstream of the Study 
Area. It is unlikely that construction activities associated with Alternative A would contribute 
to increased levels of phosphorus, as erosion control measures (described in Drainages 
above) would prevent increased sediment loading to the East Fork Sevier River reach crossed 
by Alternative A. The transmission line would span the East Fork Sevier River, and no new 
crossings of the river would be created, during either construction or maintenance. Overall 
short- and long-term adverse impacts to the East Fork Sevier River would be negligible.  

• Paria River. Two reaches of the Paria River are listed as Category 5A also; however, the 
pollutant of concern for this water body includes TDS. According to UDWQ (2004b), the 
Paria River reach occurring in the Study Area (from the confluence with Rock Springs Creek 
to the headwaters) exceeds TDS criteria primarily due to natural sources, with no specific 
excess TDS loading associated with irrigation and agricultural practices (which are common 
in the area). Other contaminant sources included off-road recreational vehicle use, 
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particularly in areas not designated for recreational use or where existing roads are not 
present. 
Alternative A would span North Creek, an intermittent tributary to the Paria River, in the 
middle of East Valley, near the eastern extent of the Study Area. North Creek discharges to 
the Paria River approximately 4 miles downstream of this crossing location. In addition to the 
North Creek crossing location, Alternative A would cross approximately 100 additional 
small, ephemeral drainages within the upper Paria River watershed. While North Creek 
would not be disturbed and no permanent crossing structures would be placed, it is possible 
that construction activities, particularly those involving disturbance to surface water systems 
and to highly erodible soils in the vicinity of surface water systems (as described in 
Drainages above), could contribute to increased levels of TDS within the 303(d)-listed Paria 
River reach. In addition to drainage crossings, the centerline access within the watershed 
could be illegally traveled by recreational off-road users, contributing to increased runoff and 
sedimentation, thereby negatively affecting TDS conditions. If erosion control measures and 
BMPs (as discussed above and in Chapter 2) are implemented, potential TDS impacts could 
be minimized; however, Alternative A is likely to negatively affect the 303(d)-listed Paria 
River area. Overall short- and long-term adverse impacts to the Paria River would be minor.  

Water Rights. There are 104 active water rights within a 1-mile buffer of the Proposed Action (Table 
3.4-8). It is unlikely that these water rights would be affected by any activities associated with 
Alternative A (beyond impacts to surface and ground water, as discussed above).  
Operations and Maintenance 
Surface Water. 

• Drainages. Operations and maintenance impacts to drainages as a result of Alternative A 
would come as a result of re-crossing some drainages via the Unimproved Drainage Crossing 
method. Permanent crossings established during construction would not experience any 
additional impacts. Any disturbance would be short-term and negligible. 

• Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. Operations and maintenance impacts to wetlands and 
waters of the U.S. would be short-term and negligible, since these areas would already have 
been permanently impacted during construction. Any alterations would be covered under 
Nationwide Permit No. 3 – Maintenance. 

• Highly Erodible Soils. The types of impacts to highly erodible soils resulting from 
operations and maintenance activities under Alternative A would be the same as for the 
construction phase, although at a reduced scale. The disturbance would only occur along the 
centerline access route, and the implementation of environmental protection measures and 
BMPs would make these impacts short-term and negligible. 

Ground Water. Potential operation and maintenance impacts to groundwater resources as a result of 
Alternative A would be similar in type to the construction impacts, although at a much-reduced scale. 
Maintenance equipment would be minimal and would be unlikely to be stationed at any one location 
long enough to release amounts of oil, gas, and/or hydraulic fluid that would impact ground water. If 
releases were to occur, they would be small and could be easily cleaned up. Impacts to groundwater 
resources as a result of operation and maintenance would be short-term and negligible with the 
implementation of the SPP and BMPs. 

Water Quality. Operations and maintenance impacts to water quality would occur in the form of 
temporary disturbance to unimproved drainage crossings, resulting in short-term and negligible 
increases in erosion and sedimentation. 
Water Rights. No impacts to water rights from operation and maintenance are anticipated, beyond 
those discussed above. 
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Removal of 69 kV Transmission Line 
Surface Water. 

• Drainages. There are several existing drainage crossings along the existing 69 kV line and 
associated access route. The removal of this line would cause short-term, minor surface 
disturbance and potential increase in erosion and sedimentation to these drainages at the 
crossing location. However, upon removal of the line and rehabilitation of the access route, 
negligible to minor beneficial effects would occur, as no more maintenance crossing of these 
drainages would occur. 

• Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. There are a few jurisdictional drainages located along the 
existing 69 kV line, although no permanent fill is present in any of them. There could be 
short-term, negligible disturbance to one wetland that is spanned by the existing line, 
although long-term effects to the area are expected to be beneficial as with Drainages above. 
There would be no change to the majority of wetlands and waters of the U.S. following 
removal of the existing line. 

• Floodplains. No impacts to floodplains would be anticipated from removal of the existing 69 
kV transmission line. 

• Highly Erodible Soils. Existing access routes would be used for the removal of the existing 
69 kV transmission line. Although some new ground disturbance may occur, and there are 
large areas of highly erodible soils along the line, there are only two drainages within 300 feet 
of a highly erodible soil along the existing line; therefore, erosion potential is negligible. The 
implementation of environmental protection measures and BMPs would make any impacts 
short-term and negligible. 

Ground Water. Impacts to ground water as a result of the removal of the existing 69 kV transmission 
line would be similar to those described for construction impacts in Section 4.4.2.1, Impacts 
Common to All Action Alternatives.. 
Water Quality. Impacts to water quality as a result of the removal of the existing 69 kV transmission 
line would be short-term and negligible to minor with the implementation of BMPs. These would 
primarily occur in the form of unimproved drainage crossings, as described above. 
Water Rights. There are 131 active water rights within a 1-mile buffer of the existing 69 kV 
transmission line. There would be no impacts to water rights from removal of the existing 
transmission line, beyond those discussed above.  

4.4.2.3. Alternative B: Parallel Existing 69 kV Route 

Construction 
Surface Water Resources. 

• Drainages. Alternative B would cross 63 or 65 drainages, depending on which substation 
option were selected. Under either substation option, unimproved drainage crossings would 
be used for 60 drainages and 2 drainages would be crossed via Low Water Crossing – 
Unconsolidated Bed. With substation option B1, 1 drainage would be crossed using Low 
Water Crossing – Consolidated Bed; with substation option B2, 3 drainages would be crossed 
using this method. No temporary log crossings or culverts would be utilized for drainage 
crossings.  
Utilizing crossing lengths provided in Transcon (2008b), Alternative B would impact 417 LF 
of intermittent/ephemeral drainages. Of this, 39 LF would be via Low Water Crossing – 
Unconsolidated Bed, 23 LF would be via Low Water Crossing – Consolidated Bed, and the 
remainder would be via Unimproved Drainage Crossing. There are existing access and 

Draft EIS and GSENM Plan Amendment Page 4-33 



Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences 

limited access areas throughout the majority of BRCA; therefore no drainage crossings are 
proposed there. There are also no new access routes proposed on the private land located near 
the southeastern terminus of Alternative B, and therefore no new crossings would occur in 
this location either. 
As a result of Alternative A, a total of 62 LF of ephemeral drainage would be impacted long-
term via permanent crossing types (as described above). 

As with Alternative A, direct construction impacts to drainage systems would be short-term 
and negligible to minor due to the large amount of drainage linear footage within the Study 
Area, with implementation of BMPs listed in Section 4.4.2.1, above, and Resource Protection 
Measures specified in Section 2.3.6. Indirect effects of these direct drainage impacts are 
discussed in Water Quality below. 

• Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. Disturbance values for potentially jurisdictional drainages 
were calculated in the same fashion as with Alternative A, discussed above. Under either 
substation option, Alternative B could impact 0.009 acre of potentially jurisdictional waters 
of the U.S. These impacts would be in the form of long-term placement of fill within the 
jurisdictional channels, although they would be negligible due to the overall amount of 
jurisdictional waters within the Study Area. These impacts would qualify for permitting under 
Nationwide Permit No. 12 – Utilities. 

• Floodplains. There would be no impacts to floodplains from construction anticipated under 
Alternative B. 

• Highly Erodible Soils. The acreage of highly erodible soils within 300 feet of drainage 
systems under Alternative B was identified by Transcon (2008b). Short-term and long-term 
disturbance values were calculated in the same fashion as with drainage systems, discussed 
above. 
Alternative B would temporarily impact 0.92 acre of highly erodible soils within 300 feet of a 
drainage. Overall, the terrain for Alternative B is steeper and has more erodible soil than the 
Proposed Action, although much of this area is not within 300 feet of a drainage or is 
proposed for limited access construction methods. Alternative B would have long-term 
impacts to either 1.09 acres or 1.90 acres of highly erodible soils within 300 feet of a 
drainage, depending on the location of the substation. Construction-related impacts would be 
short-term and negligible to minor, and long-term impacts would also be negligible to minor.  

Groundwater Resources. There are no known springs located in the vicinity of Alternative B. 
Contamination of groundwater from hazardous materials releases would be unlikely with 
implementation of the SPP and BMPs; any impacts would be negligible.  
Water Quality. Similar to the Proposed Action, Alternative B would have transmission line crossings 
of the Sevier, East Fork Sevier, and Paria Rivers where TMDLs are proposed. The Alternative B 
crossing of the Sevier River would also be within the 303(d)-listed reach, and the types of impacts 
would be the same as for the Proposed Action (the Sevier River would be spanned by the conductors 
and no crossings would be placed). The East Fork Sevier River crossing would occur further 
upstream from the 303(d)-listed reach than the Proposed Action, and no impacts to this listed reach 
are anticipated. The Paria River tributary of North Creek would be crossed 2 miles upstream of the 
confluence with the Paria River. In addition to the North Creek crossing, approximately 14 small, 
ephemeral drainage crossings within the upper Paria River watershed would occur with Alternative B. 
Overall short- and long-term impacts to the Sevier and East Fork Sevier Rivers would be the same as 
for Alternative A. Short- and long-term impacts to the Paria River would be negligible due to the 
small number (14) of ephemeral drainage crossings within the watershed. 
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Water Rights. Alternative B has 218 active water rights within a 1-mile buffer of the Alternative B 
alignment, although none are proposed for construction usage. Should impacts as discussed above 
occur, they would likely be long-term and minor to major. 
Substation Distribution Lines 
Construction of distribution lines in conjunction with removal of the existing Tropic Substation could 
potentially involve crossing of two streams/rivers and three intermittent drainages and highly erodible 
soils, and it could potentially impact one surface point of diversion. Construction of distribution lines 
in conjunction with either of the new Bryce Substation options may potentially cross two intermittent 
drainages and highly erodible soils, and it could potentially impact Drainage #471. Three 
underground and two surface points of diversion are located near the existing Bryce Substation. 
Resource protection measures as described in Section 2.3.6 would be employed to minimize any 
impacts to water resources and erodible soils that might impact water resources. Streams and wetland 
areas would likely be spanned by the proposed distribution lines to minimize effects, and no 
permanent structures would be placed in any stream or wetland. 

Operations and Maintenance 
Surface Water. 

• Drainages. Impacts to drainages as a result of operation and maintenance of Alternative B 
would be of the same type and degree as for the Proposed Action, relative to the number of 
drainage crossings necessary within Alternative B. No additional operation and maintenance 
impacts are anticipated. Any impacts would be short-term and negligible. 

• Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. Impacts to waters of the U.S., including wetlands, as a 
result of operation and maintenance of Alternative B would be of the same type and degree as 
for the Proposed Action, relative to the number of new crossings of jurisdictional systems 
necessary, although all crossing impacts are expected to occur during the construction phase. 
Any impacts would be permitable under Nationwide Permit No. 3 – Maintenance. Any 
impacts would be short-term and negligible. 

• Highly Erodible Soils. Impacts to highly erodible soils within 300 feet of a drainage as a 
result of operation and maintenance of Alternative B would be of the same type and degree as 
for the Proposed Action, relative to the surface disturbance area within these areas. Any 
impacts would be short-term and negligible. The construction of Alternative B and the 
removal of the existing 69 kV line would occur simultaneously, and much of the route is 
shared, although the locations of highly erodible soils within 300 feet of a drainage along the 
Alternative B route are in areas where the existing line is not present. 

Ground Water. Impacts to ground water as a result of operation and maintenance of Alternative B 
would be of the same type and degree as for the Proposed Action. 

Water Quality. Impacts to water quality as a result of operation and maintenance of Alternative B 
would be of the same type and degree as for the Proposed Action. 

Water Rights. Impacts to water rights as a result of operation and maintenance of Alternative B would 
be of the same type and degree as for the Proposed Action.  

Removal of 69 kV Transmission Line 
The water rights impacted by removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line are included in 
construction impacts above. Impacts resulting from removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line 
under Alternative B would be the same as those described under Construction above.  
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National Park Service Statement of Impairment or Unacceptable Impacts 
Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) a 
necessity to fulfill specific purposes identified in the park’s establishing legislation, (2) key to the 
natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the park, or (3) identified 
as a goal in the park’s general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there 
would be no impairment of park resources or values related to Water Resources. Implementation of 
this alternative would not result in any unacceptable impacts and is consistent with §1.4.7.1 of NPS 
Management Policies (2006a). 

4.4.2.4. Alternative C: Cedar Fork Southern Route 

Construction 
Surface Water Resources. 

• Streams. Alternative C would cross a total of 200 drainages. Unimproved drainage crossings 
would be used for 70 drainages; 15 drainages each would be crossed via Low Water Crossing 
– Unconsolidated Bed and Low Water Crossing – Consolidated Bed; and 3 drainages would 
be crossed via temporary log crossings. No culverts would be utilized for drainage crossings.  

Utilizing crossing lengths provided in Transcon (2008b), Alternative C would impact 1,208 
LF of intermittent/ephemeral drainages. Of this, 24 LF would be via temporary log crossing, 
107 LF would be via Low Water Crossing – Unconsolidated Bed, 179 LF would be via Low 
Water Crossing – Consolidated Bed, and the remainder would be via Unimproved Drainage 
Crossing. As with Alternative A, for the intermittent drainages of North Creek, East Fork 
Sevier River, and Cedar Fork Canyon, the Low Water Crossing – Consolidated Bed method 
would be used. For the perennial drainages of the Sevier River and Tropic Ditch, crossing 
impacts would not occur; the transmission line right-of-way would be accessed from either 
side of the drainage, the riparian area would be spanned by the conductors, and the drainage 
would not be disturbed.  

Several drainages are also located in limited access areas within Segment C-1 (near Cedar 
Fork Canyon) and would not be disturbed. For many of the proposed crossings in Segment C-
1, the existing 230 kV line access route would be used where possible and, depending on pole 
locations, fewer new crossings would be required. This represents the maximum potential 
disturbance. 
As a result of Alternative A, a total of 286 LF of ephemeral drainage would be impacted 
long-term via permanent crossing types (as described above). 

As with Alternative A, direct construction impacts to drainage systems would be short-term 
and negligible to minor due to the large amount of drainage linear footage within the Study 
Area, with implementation of BMPs listed in Section 4.4.2.1, above, and Resource Protection 
Measures specified in Section 2.3.6. Indirect effects of these direct drainage impacts are 
discussed in Water Quality below. 

• Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. Short- and long-term disturbance values for potentially 
jurisdictional drainages were calculated in the same fashion as with Alternative A, discussed 
above. 

As a result of Alternative C, up to 0.025 acre of waters of the U.S., including wetlands, could 
be impacted. These impacts would be in the form of long-term placement of fill within the 
jurisdictional channels, although they would be negligible due to the overall amount of 
jurisdictional waters within the Study Area. These impacts would qualify for permitting under 
Nationwide Permit No. 12 – Utilities. 
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• Floodplains. Impacts to floodplains would be the same as for Alternative A, except no 
structures would be placed within Hillsdale Canyon. 

• Highly Erodible Soils. The acreage of highly erodible soils within 300 feet of drainage 
systems under Alternative C was identified by Transcon (2008b). Short-term and long-term 
disturbance values were calculated in the same fashion as with drainage systems, discussed 
above. 
The types of impacts to surface waters in the vicinity of highly erodible soils as a result of 
Alternative C would be the same as for the Proposed Action, and the mitigation measures 
would be the same also. Alternative C would temporarily impact 6.85 acres and 2.81 acres in 
the long term. Construction-related impacts would be short-term and negligible to minor, 
while long-term impacts would be negligible to minor. 

Groundwater Resources. Impacts to groundwater resources as a result of Alternative C would be the 
same as those associated with the Proposed Action.  
Water Quality. Similar to Alternatives A and B, Alternative C would have transmission line crossings 
of the Sevier, East Fork Sevier, and Paria Rivers, where TMDLs are proposed. The Alternative C 
crossings of the Sevier River and North Creek (as well as the ephemeral drainage crossings in the 
upper Paria River watershed) would be identical to Alternative A. The East Fork Sevier River 
crossing would occur further upstream from the 303(d)-listed reach than Alternatives A or B, and no 
impacts to this listed reach are anticipated.  
Water Rights. Alternative C has 138 active water rights within a 1-mile buffer of the Alternative C 
alignment. Should impacts occur, as discussed above, they would likely be long-term and minor to 
major. 
Operations and Maintenance 
Impacts to water resources under Alternative C from operations and maintenance activities would be 
the same as those described for the Proposed Action above. 
Removal of 69 kV Transmission Line 
Impacts to water resources under Alternative C from removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line 
would be the same as those described for removal of the transmission line under the Proposed Action 
above. 

4.4.2.5. Interconnect Options 

Construction 
Surface Water Resources. 

• Drainages. The East-West Interconnect Option would cross a total of 25 drainages. 
Unimproved drainage crossings would be used for 17 drainages; 2 drainages would be 
crossed via Low Water Crossing – Unconsolidated Bed; and 6 would be crossed using Low 
Water Crossing – Consolidated Bed. No temporary log crossings or culverts would be 
utilized for drainage crossings. The North-South Interconnect Option would cross a total of 5 
drainages, all of which would be crossed via unimproved drainage crossings. 

Utilizing crossing lengths provided in Transcon (2008b), the East-West Interconnect would 
impact 101 LF of intermittent/ephemeral drainages. Of this, 15 LF would be via Low Water 
Crossing – Unconsolidated Bed and the remainder would be via Unimproved Drainage 
Crossing. The North-South Interconnect would impact 20 LF of ephemeral drainages, all via 
Unimproved Drainage Crossing. 

As with Alternative A, direct construction impacts to drainage systems would be short-term 
and negligible to minor due to the large amount of drainage linear footage within the Study 
Area, with implementation of BMPs listed in Section 4.4.2.1, above, and Resource Protection 
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Measures specified in Section 2.3.6. Indirect effects of these direct drainage impacts are 
discussed in Water Quality below. 

• Wetlands and Waters of the U.S. Only two potentially jurisdictional drainages that would 
be crossed by Low Water Crossing – Unconsolidated Bed methods are present, both within 
the East-West Interconnect. A total of 0.003 acre of jurisdictional impact would occur within 
the East-West Interconnect, and none would occur within the North-South Interconnect. 
These impacts would be negligible. 

• Floodplains. No impacts to floodplains would be anticipated under either of the interconnect 
options. 

• Highly Erodible Soils. The acreage of highly erodible soils within 300 feet of drainage 
systems under the Interconnect Options was identified by Transcon (2008b). Short- and long-
term disturbance values were calculated in the same fashion as with drainage systems, 
discussed above. 
The East-West Interconnect has the potential to temporarily affect 0.96 acre and have long-
term effects to 0.13 acre of highly erodible soils within 300 feet of a drainage system, while 
the North-South Interconnect would have short-term effects to 0.46 acre and 0.16 acre of 
long-term effects to highly erodible soils within 300 feet of a drainage system. 

Groundwater Resources. There are no springs in the vicinity of either interconnect option, and ground 
water impacts would be the same types and degrees as with Alternative A.  
Water Quality. Both interconnect options would span an unnamed intermittent tributary of the East 
Fork Sevier River, although neither option crosses a reach that is listed for TMDL. The East Fork 
Sevier River is on the state 303(d) list for total phosphorus, although the listed reach is located 
approximately 30 miles downstream from the Project Area; therefore, neither interconnect option is 
anticipated to negatively affect water quality. 
Water Rights. The types of impacts to water rights as a result of the interconnect options would be the 
same as those associated with Alternative A, and the mitigation measures would be the same also. 
There are two underground water rights and one surface water right within a mile of the East-West 
option, and no water rights within a mile of the North-South option. 
Operations and Maintenance 
Surface Water 

• Drainages, Wetlands, and Waters of the U.S. Operations and maintenance impacts to 
drainages, wetlands, and Waters of the U.S. would be the same types and degrees of impacts 
as described for Alternative A with relative differences of scale. 

• Highly Erodible Soil. Operations and maintenance impacts to highly erodible soils would be 
the same as those described for Alternative A above.  

Ground Water, Water Quality, and Water Rights. Operations and maintenance impacts to ground 
water, water quality and water rights would be the same as those described for Alternative A above. 

4.4.2.6. Alternative D: No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed 138 kV transmission line and associated new 
infrastructure would not be constructed, and the existing 69 kV transmission line would remain in 
operation in its current location. The existing transmission line would be overhauled including the 
possible replacement of conductor wire and the majority of the poles. Ground disturbance and 
resulting impacts to water resources would be similar to, but somewhat less than, that described above 
for construction under Alternative B. Future maintenance and line operations would be similar to 

Page 4-38  Draft EIS and GSENM Plan Amendment 



   Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences 

 

current levels. Surface water, groundwater, water quality, and water rights would experience effects 
similar to the current level. 

Table 4.4-2. Summary of Short-Term and Long-Term Surface Water Impacts and 
Potentially Affected Water Rights 

WATER RESOURCE 

ALTERNATIVES 

ALT. A 

ALT. B (INCL. 69 
KV REMOVAL) 

ALT. C 

INTERCONNECT 
OPTIONS 

69 KV 
TRANSMISSION 
LINE REMOVAL 
(ALTS. A & C) B1 B2 

NORTH-
SOUTH 

EAST-
WEST 

Drainages 
Linear Feet 1,303 417 1,208 20 101 Minor, ST 

Neg to Min, LT, 
beneficial Number of Crossings 183 63 65 200 5 25 

Wetlands & Waters of the U.S. (acres) 
Short-term None* 

Long-term  0.022 0.009 0.009 0.025 0 0.003 Neg to Min, 
beneficial 

Floodplains 
Short-term None** 
Long-term Neg None Neg None None 

Highly Erodible Soils (acres) 
Short-term 4.51 0.92 6.85 0.046 0.96 Neg 
Long-term 3.03 1.09 1.90 2.81 0.16 0.13 Minor beneficial 

Ground Water 
Number of springs in 

proximity to Project 
Area 

1 0 1 0 Same as Alt. B 
Construction 

Water Quality 
Short-term Neg Neg Neg Neg 

None 
Minor, adverse 

Long-term Neg Neg Neg Neg Minor, beneficial
Water Rights 

Number of Water 
Rights within 1 mile of 

right-of-way 
104 218 138 0 3 131

*All construction of crossings or placement of fill would be maintained for the long term to allow for stream 
channel crossing for operations and maintenance. 

**All construction in floodplains would include long-term placement of poles; there would be no short-term 
impacts that would affect floodplain capacity or function.  

4.4.2.7. Summary 
Potential effects on water resources vary between the Proposed Action and Action Alternatives, 
especially in regards to surface water resources and available water rights. Although conditions vary 
somewhat between the alternatives in regards to groundwater and water quality, these variations are 
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negligible and are therefore not considered here. Table 4.4-2 provides a comparative summary of 
short-term and long-term surface water impacts and potentially affected water rights among the three 
alternatives. 

4.4.3. Mitigation 
No mitigation measures beyond the construction techniques, BMPs, and other Resource Protection 
Measures discussed in Section 2.3.6 have been identified.  

4.4.4. Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
Erosion control measures and BMPs would minimize negative effects to Project Area water 
resources. However, project construction activities would present short-term unavoidable adverse 
impacts to water quality. The construction of towers, excavation activities, and the movement of 
heavy equipment at, and adjacent to, water crossings would increase turbidity and sedimentation. 
Proposed mitigation measures would minimize the extent and duration of these impacts. Similarly, 
accidental releases of equipment fluids (e.g., gas, oil, hydraulic fluids) could occur during 
construction but would be reduced through the implementation of approved BMPs (e.g., SPP, 
SWPPP). 

4.5. VEGETATION 

4.5.1. Indicators and Methods 
The potential impacts to vegetative resources for each alternative were derived by comparing the 
relative abundance of each cover type with the estimated acres of disturbance to each vegetation 
cover type within that alternative’s Project Area. Results of this comparison are presented as a 
percentage of short-term and long-term disturbances to each vegetation cover type within the Project 
Area.  

The potential impacts that noxious or undesirable weeds present to vegetation resources were 
determined by the locations of certain species and their presence within the Project Area.  

Impact indicators include: 

• Acres of disturbance by vegetation type and relative abundance of that vegetation type within 
the Project Area. 

• Compliance with NPS Management Policies (NPS 2006a). 

• Proximity to known noxious or invasive weed invasions. 

• Proximity to areas with moderate to high risk of introducing or spreading noxious or invasive 
weeds. 

• Presence/absence of noxious or invasive weeds prior to and post construction. 

Table 4.5-1 defines the terms used to describe magnitude and duration of effects on vegetation 
resources. 

Table 4.5-1. Description of Vegetative Cover Types Impacts Levels 

ATTRIBUTE OF EFFECT DESCRIPTION RELATIVE TO VEGETATION RESOURCES 

MAGNITUDE 
Negligible  A change in current vegetative conditions that is too small to be 

physically measured using normal methods or perceptible to a trained 
human observer. There is no noticeable effect on the natural or baseline 
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ATTRIBUTE OF EFFECT DESCRIPTION RELATIVE TO VEGETATION RESOURCES 
setting. There are no required changes in management or utilization of 
the resource. 

Minor  A change in current vegetative conditions that is just measurable with 
normal methods or barely perceptible to a trained human observer. The 
change does not result in a modification in the overall population, or the 
value or productivity of the cover type. There are no required changes in 
management or utilization of the resource. 

Moderate An easily measurable change in current vegetative conditions that is 
readily noticeable to a trained human observer. The change may lead to 
modification or loss in persistence in the overall cover type, or the value 
or productivity of the cover type. There are some required changes in 
management or utilization of the resource. 

Major A large, measurable change in current vegetative conditions that is easily 
recognized by all human observers. The change may lead to substantial 
modification in the overall cover type, or the value or productivity of the 
cover type. There are profound or complete changes in management or 
utilization of the resource. 

DURATION 
Short-term Vegetative integrity restored within 20 years. 
Long-term Vegetative integrity remains impacted after 20 years. 

 

4.5.2. Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative 
The Red Canyon Research Natural Area and Red Canyon Botanical Area are located near the Project 
Area. Since none of the transmission line alternative alignments under the Proposed Action or Action 
Alternatives would pass through the Research Natural Area or Botanical Area, and there would be no 
anticipated surface disturbance to the vegetation of either area, they will not be part of the impacts 
analysis below. 

4.5.2.1. Impacts Common to All Action Alternatives 

Construction 
Direct and Indirect Effects to Plant Community Succession. The plant community types that would be 
disturbed by construction activities may or may not recover to similar plant communities. If recovery 
to similar plant communities does occur, rates of recovery would be variable depending on each 
disturbed site’s localized environmental conditions. However, taking into consideration the type of 
project implementation proposed and environmental conditions within the Project Area, it would 
likely take at least 10 years or more for full recovery to take place. Short-term (i.e., 20 years or less) 
recovery of plant communities is expected in the most ecologically resilient sites of the Project Area 
and would be directly related to the type, intensity, and duration of the disturbance. Long-term (i.e., 
greater than 20 years) recovery of plant communities may occur in less ecologically resilient sites or 
it may not occur at all. 

Direct and indirect effects to plant succession resulting from vegetation removal and/or disturbance 
would, in nearly all community types of the Project Area, move each plant community from a later 
successional stage to an earlier successional stage. In most cases, these effects would be adverse. 
However, there are some cases, where decadent stands of sagebrush occur or in dense stands of 
pinyon-juniper, where these effects may be beneficial. 

Direct and Indirect Effects from the Long-Term Use of Herbicides. Vegetation within an area 
measuring up to a 10-foot radius of each pole would be adversely affected. The long-term use of 



Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences 

herbicides in order to reduce fire hazard and compaction at the base of the poles would limit 
vegetation growth. These areas would slightly increase soil loss due to the lack of root retention and 
loss of effective ground cover. Microbial decomposition and nutrient cycling on these small areas 
around each power pole would be eliminated.  

Direct and Indirect Effects to Plant Communities. Although environmental interactions are too 
complex and disturbance regimes too variable for a detailed analysis of effects specific to each 
community type within the Project Area, general effects from vegetation removal or disturbance can 
occur that are common to all plant community types present within the Project Area. Direct and 
indirect effects from vegetation disturbance and removal in the Project Area include the following. 

• Loss of effective ground cover. Removing vegetation biomass would result in a loss of 
effective ground cover (vegetation, litter, biotic soil crusts). Reduction of ground cover would 
make soils more susceptible to splash erosion and reduce soil nutrient cycling. Also, without 
effective ground cover, nutrient cycling into the soil surface is reduced. Therefore, loss of 
effective ground cover from vegetation removal or disturbance would have an adverse impact 
to soils and, ultimately, recovering plant communities within the Project Area. 

• Changes in plant community composition and structure. Changes in plant community 
composition and structure would occur from removing or disturbing vegetation because the 
site would be moved to an earlier successional stage. Immediately following vegetation 
removal, new plants would be highly competitive pioneering plants. If the new plant 
community is environmentally favored, it will persist. If it is not favored, the new community 
would continue to evolve. 

• Introduction and/or perpetuation of invasive and weedy plants. Generally, bare soil and 
lack of competition on disturbed areas are ideal for invasive and weedy plants to establish. 
Noxious or undesirable weed infestations are found throughout the Project Area. The risk for 
the spread of these undesirable species is unquantifiable. Therefore, regardless of the 
alternative, it is assumed that the spread of weeds can and likely would occur. The magnitude 
of this spread would be directly related to the Resource Protection Measures (Section 2.3.6.1) 
and BMPs employed by the construction crews and enforced by the managing agencies. 
Garkane would take specific precautions to limit the spread of noxious or invasive weeds 
during construction and would monitor for and treat noxious weeds within the right-of-way 
bi-annually for the first 10 years following the end of construction. This would limit the 
spread of noxious or invasive weeds as disturbed areas are revegetated.  

• Reduction of reproductive capability and recruitment of perennial plants. Reproductive 
capability and recruitment of perennial plants would also be diminished in the Project Area 
where vegetation is disturbed or removed. This would adversely affect the recovering plant 
community because new perennial seedlings would germinate and establish at a slower pace 
in the short term if annuals dominate the site because of competition and lack of a perennial 
seed source. In the long-term, assuming that a perennial seed bank is present, effects to 
seedling and young age class perennial plants would be beneficial as early successional 
annual plants are replaced by mid-successional perennial plants because of the lack of 
competition from older perennial plants that were removed during construction. 

• Reduction of shrub/tree cover. Reduction of shrub and tree cover from vegetation removal 
and disturbance in the Project Area could have both adverse and beneficial effects depending 
on the resource objectives sought and the plant community where it is implemented. 
Reducing shrub and tree canopy cover would adversely affect ground cover in all community 
types in the short term in the Project Area except for pinyon-juniper. However, the effect 
could be beneficial in the long term if reduced shading from decreased canopy allows for 
increased perennial plant production and perennial recruitment. The replacing plant 
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community would need to have a naturally higher effective ground cover and be a desirable 
objective for this to be beneficial. In pinyon-juniper community types, where understory 
communities are naturally barren, opening the pinyon-juniper canopy up may release the 
suppressed understory and allow for naturally low effective ground covers (under the pinyon-
juniper community) to become higher. 

Operations and Maintenance 
Intermittent use of the centerline access for operation and maintenance activities under all Action 
Alternatives would continue to compact the soils along the access and crush or break vegetation 
directly in line with the access route, making it difficult for vegetative communities to recover for the 
duration of the transmission line. Herbicides would be periodically re-applied to pole locations and 
would limit revegetation in these areas. 

Vegetation within the right-of-way would be maintained at 4 feet high or less. This would have a 
slight impact on shrub/scrub species and sagebrush as they may not achieve their normal height, but 
as a vegetative community, they should still function normally. Effects to pinyon-juniper vegetation 
would be greater as they normally reach heights well over 4 feet. Trimming to minimize height 
growth would not eliminate the species from the right-of-way, but would compromise the normal 
functioning of the community within the right-of-way. Mixed conifer species may survive within the 
right-of-way with height restrictions, but would function more like smaller shrub/scrub species.  

Overall adverse impacts to vegetation from operations and maintenance of the proposed 138 kV 
transmission line would be long-term and negligible to moderate commensurate with construction 
impacts.  

4.5.2.2. Alternative A: Proposed Action  

Construction 
The short-term and long-term disturbance associated with Alternative A is shown in Table 4.5-2 
below. 

Table 4.5-2. Alternative A: Acres of Short- Term and Long-Term Disturbance to 
Vegetation Cover Types within the Project Area  

VEGETATION COVER TYPE 
ACRES OF SHORT-

TERM DISTURBANCE  
ACRES OF LONG-TERM 

DISTURBANCE  
Grass 1.08 0.15
Mixed conifer 0.00 0.00
Other 5.86 0.00
Pinyon-Juniper 30.07 6.05
Ponderosa Pine 49.77 8.59
Rock/Dune 10.94 1.75
Sagebrush 134.66 30.29
Shrub/Scrub 10.03 3.48
Spruce/Fir 0.32 0.03
Wetland/Riparian 0.26 0.09

Total Acres 243.00 50.44

Source: Table derived from land cover GIS data and may not match general disturbance layer. 
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Alternative A would result in minor to moderate short-term effects to ponderosa pine and sagebrush. 
Minor short-term effects would occur to the remainder of the vegetative cover types. There would be 
no short- or long-term impacts to mixed conifer as it is not present within the Project Area. 
Alternative A would result in minor long-term impacts to all vegetative cover types. 

Removal of 69 kV Transmission Line 
Removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line would require equipment accessing the centerline 
route (except for limited access areas) to remove the transmission line components. While the 
centerline route is accessed intermittently for inspection and/or transmission line repair, in general it 
does not see much use. Removal activities would involve intensive use of the centerline access in the 
short term, which would crush or break vegetation directly in line with the access route. Intensive 
short-term use may lead to an outbreak of noxious or invasive species, or expansion of existing 
populations in the short term. Resource protection measures specified in Section 2.3.6 would help to 
limit the spread of noxious or invasive species.  

A total of 47.19 acres of vegetation would be impacted in the short term by removal of the existing 69 
kV transmission line. Specifically, 4.69 acres of pinyon-juniper, 13.57 acres of ponderosa pine, 0.68 
acre of rock/dune, 26.34 acres of sagebrush, 0.03 acre of the wetland/riparian, and 1.88 acres of other 
cover type would be impacted.  

In the long term, the existing 69 kV transmission line right-of-way including the centerline access 
would be rehabilitated. Herbicides would no longer be applied and vegetation would be allowed to 
naturalize, potentially returning to native vegetative schemes. With implementation of Resource 
Protection Measures outlined in Section 2.3.6, the spread of noxious or invasive species would be 
prevented or limited in the long term. The height of vegetation along the right-of-way would no 
longer be maintained at or below 4 feet high and in the long term vegetation would be expected to 
return to natural stature. Beneficial long-term impacts to vegetation from rehabilitation of the existing 
69 kV transmission line right-of-way would be minor. 

4.5.2.3. Alternative B: Parallel Existing 69kV Route  

Construction 
The short-term and long-term disturbance associated with Alternative B is shown in Table 4.5-3 
below.  

Table 4.5-3. Alternative B: Acres of Short-Term and Long-Term Disturbance to 
Vegetation Cover Types within the Project Area 

VEGETATION COVER TYPE 
ACRES OF 
SHORT-TERM 
DISTURBANCE 
B1 & B2 

ACRES OF 
LONG-TERM 
DISTURBANCE 
B1 

ACRES OF 
LONG-TERM 
DISTURBANCE 
B2 

Grass 0.16 0.13 0.13
Mixed conifer 0.00 0.03 0.03
Other 11.35 1.35 1.54
Pinyon-Juniper 29.64 7.71 7.71
Ponderosa Pine 22.61 2.94 3.42
Rock/Dune 7.57 0.93 0.93
Sagebrush 94.30 29.44 27.70
Shrub/Scrub 1.70 0.70 0.70
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VEGETATION COVER TYPE 
ACRES OF 
SHORT-TERM 
DISTURBANCE 
B1 & B2 

ACRES OF 
LONG-TERM 
DISTURBANCE 
B1 

ACRES OF 
LONG-TERM 
DISTURBANCE 
B2 

Spruce/Fir 0.00 0.00 0.00
Wetland/Riparian 0.80 0.31 0.42

Total Acres 168.14 43.55 42.59

Source: Table derived from land cover GIS data and may not match general disturbance layer. 

This alternative would result in moderate short-term impacts to sagebrush. Minor short-term impacts 
would occur to the remainder of the vegetative cover types. There would be no short- or long-term 
impacts to spruce/fir as this cover type is not found within the Project Area for Alternative B. 

Substation Distribution Lines 
Construction of distribution lines in conjunction with elimination of the existing Tropic Substation 
would impact sage, shrub/scrub, grass, rock/dune, pinyon-juniper, and other vegetation types. Given 
the relative abundance of these vegetation types in the Project Area, any impacts to vegetation from 
construction of distribution lines would be minor. Construction of distribution lines in conjunction 
with either of the new Bryce Substation options would potentially impact ponderosa pine, sage, 
wetland/riparian, and other vegetation types. Impacts would be similar to those described for 
Construction. Resource protection measures (see Section 2.3.6) would be employed in 
wetland/riparian areas to minimize impacts to this sensitive vegetation type. 

Removal of 69 kV Transmission Line 
Acres of vegetation cover disturbed by removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line under 
Alternative B are included in the calculations of disturbance under Construction, above. Impacts to 
vegetation would be similar to those described under Alternative A. 

National Park Service Statement of Impairment or Unacceptable Impacts 
Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) a 
necessity to fulfill specific purposes identified in the park’s establishing legislation, (2) key to the 
natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the park, or (3) identified 
as a goal in the park’s general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there 
would be no impairment of park resources or values related to vegetation. Implementation of this 
alternative would not result in any unacceptable impacts and is consistent with §1.4.7.1 of NPS 
Management Policies (NPS 2006). 

4.5.2.4. Alternative C: Cedar Fork Southern Route  

Construction 
The short-term and long-term disturbance associated with Alternative C is shown in Table 4.5-4 
below.  

Table 4.5-4. Alternative C: Acres of Long-Term and Short-Term Disturbance to 
Vegetation Cover Types within the Project Area 

VEGETATION COVER TYPE ACRES OF SHORT-TERM 
DISTURBANCE 

ACRES OF LONG-TERM 
DISTURBANCE 

Grass 0.58 0.25
Mixed conifer 0.00 0.00
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VEGETATION COVER TYPE ACRES OF SHORT-TERM 
DISTURBANCE 

ACRES OF LONG-TERM 
DISTURBANCE 

Other 6.66 0.31
Pinyon-Juniper 29.96 5.30
Ponderosa Pine 58.10 9.79
Rock/Dune 14.35 1.72
Sagebrush 145.52 30.75
Shrub/Scrub 7.52 1.89
Spruce/Fir 0.08 0.03
Wetland/Riparian 2.59 0.79

Total Acres 265.35 50.83

Source: Table derived from land cover GIS data and may not match general disturbance layer. 

This alternative would result in minor to moderate short-term impacts to five vegetative cover types: 
pinyon-juniper, ponderosa pine, rock/dune, sagebrush, and scrub/shrub. Minor short-term impacts 
would occur to grass, spruce/fir, wetland/riparian, and other vegetative cover types. Minor long-term 
impacts would occur to all vegetative cover types present in the Alternative C Project Area. There 
would be no short- or long-term impacts to mixed conifer as it is not present in the Project Area.  

Removal of 69 kV Transmission Line 
Impacts to vegetation from the removal of the 69 kV transmission line under Alternative C, including 
acreage of disturbance, would be the same as those described for Alternative A. 

4.5.2.5. Interconnect Options 

Construction 
North – South Interconnect Option. The North-South Interconnect Option would disturb 13.78 acres 
of ponderosa pine, sagebrush, and pinyon-juniper communities in the short term. In the long term, a 
total of 2.91 acres of these same vegetative cover types would be disturbed, resulting in minor 
impacts to all.  
East – West Interconnect Option. The East-West Interconnect Option would disturb 24.96 acres of 
vegetation in the short term, including disturbances to grass, mixed conifer, ponderosa pine, pinyon-
juniper, and sagebrush. In the long term, 5.84 acres of vegetation would be disturbed, resulting in 
minor long-term impacts to all vegetative cover types.  

4.5.2.6. Alternative D: No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, construction of a new transmission line would not take place and 
the existing transmission line would continue to function in its current location. The existing 
transmission line would be overhauled including the possible replacement of conductor wire and the 
replacement of the majority of the poles. Ground disturbance and resulting impacts to vegetation 
would be similar to, but somewhat less than, that described above under Construction for Alternative 
B as (1) the amount of ground disturbance from pole placement would be less and (2) vegetation 
within the right-of-way is currently maintained at 4 feet in height or less. Future maintenance and line 
operations would be similar to current levels. Vegetative communities would continue to function in 
their current capacity. Noxious or undesirable weeds would continue to be managed in their current 
capacity and would likely continue to spread nominally through continued normal activities and 
practices. 



   Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences 

 

4.5.2.7. Summary 
Tables 4.5-5 and 4.4-6 provide a summary of the short- and long-term disturbance and magnitude of 
the alternatives presented for consideration. Supporting acreages are located in the Vegetation 
Specialist Report. While areas of short-term impact represent a large proportion of a given vegetative 
cover type within the Project Area for each alternative, it should be noted that all of these cover types 
are common with widespread acreages in the surrounding area. Impacts to all cover types would be 
minor as the relative proportion of the disturbance area to the abundance in the larger geographic area 
would be measurable but small, and would not affect the overall population, or the value or 
productivity of the cover type. 

Of the three Action Alternatives, Alternative B would result in the fewest acres of short-term and 
long-term disturbance to all vegetation cover types. Alternative A and Alternative C are similar in 
both total acreage of short-term and long-term disturbance and magnitude.  

Table 4.5-5. Comparison of Short-Term Disturbance to Vegetative Cover Types by 
Alternative 

VEGETATION 
COVER TYPE 

ACRES, PERCENTAGE OF PROJECT AREA AND IMPACT 
ALTERNATIVE 
A 

ALTERNATIVE 
B 

ALTERNATIVE 
C 

NORTH-SOUTH 
INTERCONNECT 

EAST-WEST 
INTERCONNECT

Grass 
1.08 

Minor 
0.16

Minor
0.58

Minor None Min - Mod

Mixed conifer 
0.00 

None 
0.00

None
0.00

None None Minor

Other 
5.86 

Minor 
11.35
Minor

6.66
Minor None None

Pinyon-
Juniper 

30.07 
Minor 

29.64
Minor

29.96
Minor Min - Mod Min - Mod

Ponderosa 
Pine 

49.77 
Min - Mod 

22.61
Minor

58.10
Moderate Min - Mod Min - Mod

Rock/Dune 
10.94 
Minor 

7.57
Minor

14.35
Minor None None

Sagebrush 
134.66 

Moderate 
94.30

Moderate
145.52

Moderate Min - Mod Min - Mod

Shrub/Scrub 
10.03 
Minor 

1.70
Minor

7.52
Minor None None

Spruce/Fir 
0.32 

Minor 
0.00

None
0.08

Minor None None

Wetland/Rip
arian 

0.26 
Minor 

0.80
Minor

2.59
Minor

 
None None

Total Acres 243.00 168.14 265.35 13.78 24.96
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Table 4.5-6. Comparison of Long-Term Disturbance to Vegetative Cover Types by 
Alternative 

VEGETATION 
COVER TYPE 

ACRES, PERCENTAGE OF PROJECT AREA AND IMPACT 

ALTERNATIVE 
A 

ALTERNATIVE B ALTERNATIVE 
C 

NORTH-SOUTH 
INTERCONNECT 

EAST-WEST 
INTERCONNECTB1 B2 

Grass 
0.15 

Minor 
0.13

Minor
0.13

Minor
0.25

Minor None Minor

Mixed 
conifer 

0.00 
None 

0.03
Minor

0.03
Minor

0.00
None None Minor

Other 
0.00 

None 
1.35

Minor
1.54

Minor
0.31

Minor None None

Pinyon-
Juniper 

6.05 
Minor 

7.71
Minor

7.71
Minor

5.30
Minor Minor Minor

Ponderosa 
Pine 

8.59 
Minor 

2.94
Minor

3.42
Minor

9.79
Minor Minor Minor

Rock/Dune 
1.75 

Minor 
0.93

Minor
0.93

Minor
1.72

Minor None None

Sagebrush 
30.29 
Minor 

29.44
Minor

27.70
Minor

30.75
Minor Minor Minor

Shrub/Scrub 
3.48 

Minor 
0.70

Minor
0.70

Minor
1.89

Minor None None

Spruce/Fir 
0.03 

Minor 
0.00

None
0.00

None
0.03

Minor None None

Wetland/Rip
arian 

0.09 
Minor 

0.31
Minor

0.42
Minor

0.79
Minor None None

Total Acres 50.44 43.55 42.59 50.83 2.91 5.84

4.5.3. Mitigation 
No mitigation measures beyond the construction techniques, BMPs, and other Resource Protection 
Measures discussed in Section 2.3.6 have been identified.  

4.5.4. Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
Vegetation that is removed within and adjacent to the right-of-way would cause unavoidable adverse 
impacts to vegetation communities as a result of project construction. Recovery times for resilient 
vegetation communities would be 10-20 years and longer for non-resilient communities. There would 
be increased susceptibility within the Project Area to noxious or invasive plant species as a result of 
project construction activities. Should noxious or invasive plant species spread within the Project 
Area, this would contribute to the spread of undesirable species in the area and would be an 
unavoidable adverse impact. The limited use of herbicides at the base of pole structures would cause 
unavoidable, though limited, loss of vegetation in these areas. 
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4.6. FOREST PRODUCT RESOURCES 

4.6.1. Indicators and Methods 
The following indicators would demonstrate the impact of the proposed project on forest product 
resources within the area of analysis: 

• Number of acres of public lands that would no longer be suitable for timber management 
under each alternative. 

• Number of acres gained that would be suitable for timber management on public lands over 
the life of the project resulting from removal of a portion of the existing line west of BRCA. 

• Estimated quantity, in board feet, of timber harvested from Project Area on public lands. 

• An estimate of the difference in board feet produced by logging the Project Area on public 
lands for the project, versus logging the Project Area as a part of a scheduled timber harvest 
in the future. 

Table 4.6-1 describes the range of aspects of quality, magnitude, and duration of any impacts 
resulting from the proposed project. 

Table 4.6-1. Description of Forest Products Impacts Levels 

ATTRIBUTE OF EFFECT DESCRIPTION RELATIVE TO TRANSPORTATION RESOURCES 

Magnitude 

Negligible  No measurable change in current conditions. 
Minor  A small, but measurable, change in current conditions. 
Moderate A moderate, measurable change in current conditions. 
Major A big, easily measurable change in current conditions. 

Duration 
Short-term During construction; 10 years or less. 
Long-term More than 10 years. 

 

Operation of the proposed transmission line would require ongoing maintenance involving trimming 
of trees along the right-of-way and removing any small trees that grow up within the right-of-way; 
thus the entire right-of-way would not be available for forest product production for the life of the 
project. 

4.6.1.1. Dixie National Forest 
Impacts to forest product resources on the DNF were analyzed using Forest-generated maps of lands 
suitable for timber management on the Forest. Areas suitable for timber management within the 
Project Area were identified and quantified. Bill Wais, Forester of DNF, prepared calculations of 
board-feet and estimated the value for the cut timber. Acreages impacted were compared against total 
acreages of the Project Area and acres of lands suitable for timber management within the Project 
Area to determine magnitude of effect. 

4.6.1.2. Kanab Field Office 
Impacts to forest product resources on BLM lands available for forest products utilization within the 
Project Area were analyzed by identifying and comparing total acreage of BLM lands within the 
Project Area and by identifying and calculating acreage of lands forested with pinyon-juniper species 
within the Project Area.  
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4.6.1.3. State Institutional and Trust Lands Administration 
Impacts to forest product resources on SITLA lands were analyzed by identifying acres of ponderosa 
pine within the Project Area that would be cut and comparing the result with the total acreage within 
the Project Area. 

4.6.2. Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative 
There are currently two forestry product areas located in the GSENM: Rock Springs Bench area and 
Buckskin Mountain area. Maps identifying areas open to harvest of forest products were compared 
with Action Alternative routes proposed under this EIS. Neither of the forestry products areas are 
within the Project Area; therefore timber resources within the GSENM would not be impacted by the 
project and will not be analyzed further in this section. 

The NPS Management Policies (2006a) state, “Natural resource products that accumulate as a result 
of site clearing for development, hazard tree removal, vista clearing, or other management actions 
will be recycled through the ecosystem when practicable.” Therefore, all trees that may be downed 
within BRCA as a result of the Proposed Action or any of the Action Alternatives would not be 
considered timber for the purpose of this analysis and would be left in place. These impacts are 
evaluated in Section 4.5, Vegetation and will not be analyzed further in this section. 

4.6.2.1. Impacts Common to All Action Alternatives 
Under all of the Action Alternatives all vegetation over 4 feet tall would be cut from the proposed 
rights-of-way. Restoration of the existing 69 kV transmission line right-of-way would include 
allowing vegetation currently maintained at less than 4 feet tall to return to a more naturalized 
condition, which would result in availability of trees for forest product utilization. 

Dixie National Forest. The acres of the project area suitable for timber management, and thus the 
disturbance to timber resources, under any of the Action Alternatives represents less than 0.01 percent 
of the total acreage suitable for timber management on the DNF. 

Operations and Maintenance 
Impacts to forest product resources from operation and maintenance would be the same for the 
following agency lands under all Action Alternatives. Impacts would also be the same for the 
interconnect options as those options lie exclusively on DNF lands. 

Dixie National Forest. Maintenance of the proposed 138 kV transmission line would involve 
trimming of vegetation within the right-of-way to keep vegetation below 4 feet tall. This would limit 
growth of woody vegetation within the right-of-way in such a way that it would not be useful for 
forest products for the life of the project. Impacts to forest products would be the same as those 
described for construction.  

Kanab Field Office. Impacts to forest product resources on BLM lands from operation and 
maintenance of the 138 kV transmission line would be the same as those described for the DNF 
above.  

Removal of 69 kV Transmission Line 
Under all alternatives, impacts to DNF and State lands would be the same as these lands are all west 
of BRCA and this segment of the existing 69 kV transmission line would be removed under all 
Action Alternatives. The existing 69 kV transmission line does not cross any GSENM-managed BLM 
lands. 

Dixie National Forest. It is assumed that vegetative conditions within the right-of-way for the existing 
69 kV transmission line are maintained in ways similar to those described for the proposed project; 
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vegetation, including trees, is maintained at a height of 4 feet or smaller. Therefore, all species 
suitable for forest products within the right-of-way have been removed. Removal of the existing 69 
kV transmission line would not disturb any existing commercial forest product resources.  

Allowing the right-of-way to return to natural conditions over time would produce species suitable for 
forest products similar to those in surrounding areas. Acreages of species utilized for forest products 
on the DNF that could be harvested in the future are assumed to be similar to the Project Area for 
Alternative B since the proposed 138 kV transmission line would parallel the existing line. The 
Project Area for Alternative B contains 7.13 acres of ponderosa pine within areas designated as 
suitable for timber management. Relative to the magnitude of other timber sales on the Forest, 
restoration of approximately 7 acres of ponderosa pine as suitable for timber management would be a 
negligible beneficial impact to forest product resources. 

State Institutional and Trust Lands Administration. It is assumed that vegetative conditions within the 
right-of-way for the existing 69 kV transmission line are maintained in ways similar to those 
described for the proposed project; vegetation, including trees, is maintained at a height of 4 feet or 
smaller. Therefore, all pine, spruce, and fir vegetation within the right-of-way that would be usable 
for forest products has been removed. Removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line would not 
disturb any existing forest product resources.  

Allowing the right-of-way to return to natural conditions over time would produce ponderosa pine 
and mixed conifers vegetation that would be available for forest products. Acreages of ponderosa pine 
trees that could be harvested in the future are assumed to be similar to those in the Project Area for 
Alternative B since the proposed 138 kV transmission line would parallel the existing line. The 
Project Area for Alternative B contains 0.18 acre of ponderosa pine on SITLA lands, which would be 
a negligible beneficial impact to forest product resources on SITLA lands. 

4.6.2.2. Alternative A: Proposed Action 

Construction 
Dixie National Forest. Within the DNF, 11.28 acres suitable for timber management currently 
vegetated with ponderosa pine would be impacted by construction within the Project Area under 
Alternative A. Because the density of the stands that would be impacted is relatively low, it is very 
unlikely the timber would be commercially harvested in the future; therefore cutting of the trees in 
conjunction with the project would not result in any loss of future value. The amount of timber that 
would be cut, 11.28 acres, would yield approximately 10,000 board-feet of lumber with a value of 
approximately 560 dollars. Relatively speaking, cutting of timber in areas suitable for timber 
management under Alternative A would have a minor impact to forest products. It is possible that the 
timber would be sold for commercial firewood rather than for lumber; in that case the value of the 
timber cut would be approximately 93 dollars (Personal Communication, Bill Wais, August 28, 
2008). 

Because of the relatively remote location of most of the Project Area and the availability of conifer 
species on the Forest, no impacts to Christmas tree or firewood cutting would be anticipated from 
Alternative A. 

Kanab Field Office. Within the proposed Project Area, the majority of BLM lands are sagebrush 
steppe that provides limited opportunity for utilization of forest products. For purposes of this 
analysis, vegetation categories of Colorado Plateau Pinyon-Juniper Shrubland and Colorado Plateau 
Pinyon-Juniper Woodland were used. Because all vegetation 4 feet in height or greater would be 
removed from the Project Area, it is assumed that all pinyon-juniper within the Project Area that 
would be usable for fuelwood or posts/poles would be cut. Cut trees would be left on site in or 
adjacent to the Project Area for collection and use under BLM permits. Under Alternative A, 4.95 
acres of pinyon-juniper would be cut. Approximately 51.45 acres of BLM lands would fall within the 
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proposed Project Area; approximately 9.6 percent of the proposed Project Area is vegetated with 
species with any potential utility for forest products. Considering the species are not considered 
particularly valuable by the BLM and a relatively small proportion of the Project Area is vegetated 
with pinyon-juniper, removal of the Project Area from production associated with Alternative A 
would constitute a negligible impact to forest products. 

State Institutional and Trust Lands Administration. SITLA lands that would be impacted by the 
Project Area under Alternative A contain approximately 1 acre of ponderosa pine and no spruce or fir. 
Because the acreages of impact to timber species are small in comparison to the total of 
approximately 55.88 acres of SITLA lands that would be impacted within the proposed Project Area 
(approximately 1.7 percent), and the amount of marketable timber on that land is unknown, any 
impacts to harvesting of trees on SITLA lands would be negligible.  

Operations and Maintenance 
State Institutional and Trust Lands Administration. Operations and maintenance of the new 138 kV 
transmission line would have even less effect on forest product resources on SITLA lands than 
construction; therefore a negligible impact on forest products within the Project Area on SITLA lands 
is anticipated. 

Removal of 69 kV Transmission Line 
Kanab Field Office. Under Alternative A, 8.36 acres of KFO-managed BLM land would be disturbed 
through removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line. It is assumed that vegetative conditions 
within the right-of-way for the existing 69 kV transmission line are maintained in ways similar to 
those described for the proposed project; vegetation, including trees, is maintained at a height of 4 
feet or smaller. Therefore, all pinyon-juniper vegetation within the right-of-way that would be usable 
for forest products (fuelwood or posts/poles) has been removed. Removal of the existing 69 kV 
transmission line would not disturb any existing forest product resources. 

4.6.2.3. Alternative B: Parallel Existing 69 kV Route 

Construction 
Dixie National Forest. Within the DNF, 7.48 acres of ponderosa pine suitable for timber management 
would be impacted by Alternative B. Because the density of the stands that would be impacted is 
relatively low, it is very unlikely the timber would be commercially harvested in the future; therefore 
cutting of the trees in conjunction with the project would not result in any loss of future value. The 
amount of timber that would be cut under this alternative, 7.48 acres, would yield approximately 
14,000 board-feet of timber with a value of approximately 784 dollars (Personal Communication, Bill 
Wais, DNF, August 28, 2008). Despite the fact that fewer acres of lands suitable for timber 
management are involved under this alternative, the amount of board feet and value would be greater 
than under Alternative A. This could be attributable to higher timber volumes per acre. Impacts to 
forest products from the cutting of timber in areas suitable for timber management under Alternative 
B would be minor. 

Because of the relatively remote location of most of the Project Area and the availability of conifer 
species on the Forest, no impacts to Christmas tree or firewood cutting would be anticipated from 
construction of Alternative B. 

Kanab Field Office. Estimated Project Area and disturbance acreage under Alternative B includes 
removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line. Because the areas overlap in some cases and because 
the vegetation in the existing right-of-way is already impacted, the data provided for BLM lands 
under this alternative are slightly overstated. 

Assumptions used in analyzing impacts to forest products on BLM lands under Alternative B would 
be the same as those described under Alternative A. Under Alternative B, 55.92 acres of pinyon-
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juniper vegetation would be cut. The proposed Project Area would disturb approximately 115.61 
acres of BLM lands; therefore approximately half of the disturbed area would impact species that 
could be utilized for forest products. However, considering the species are not considered particularly 
valuable by the BLM, removal of these areas of pinyon-juniper from production associated with 
Alternative B would constitute a negligible impact to forest products. 

State Institutional and Trust Lands Administration. SITLA lands that would be impacted by the 
Project Area under Alternative A contain approximately 0.18 acre of ponderosa pine and no spruce or 
fir. Because the acreages of impact to timber species are small in comparison to the Project Area of 
approximately 55.88 acres, and because the amount of marketable timber in these areas is unknown, 
any impacts to harvesting of trees on SITLA lands would be negligible. 

Substation Distribution Lines 
Construction of distribution lines in conjunction with removal of the existing Tropic Substation 
would potentially impact areas of pinyon-juniper, which is used for posts, poles, and firewood. 
However, the marketability of these resources on private lands that would be crossed by the 
distribution lines is unknown. Construction of distribution lines in conjunction with either of the new 
Bryce Substation options would potentially cross areas of ponderosa pine. These areas of ponderosa 
pine vegetation could potentially have value as a timber resource, but the marketability of that 
resource on private lands that would be crossed by the distribution lines is unknown. Construction 
distribution lines would not impact any DNF areas suitable for timber management as all distribution 
lines would be anticipated to be constructed on private lands. 

Operations and Maintenance 
State Institutional and Trust Lands Administration. Operations and maintenance of the new 138 kV 
transmission line would have even less effect on forest product resources on SITLA lands than 
construction; therefore a negligible impact on forest products within the Project Area on SITLA lands 
is anticipated. 

Removal of 69 kV Transmission Line 
Kanab Field Office. The acreage of impact to forest products under Alternative B is included in the 
acreage of disturbance under Construction, above. Under Alternative B, the acreage of KFO-
managed BLM land would be slightly higher than for the other two Action Alternatives. Impacts 
would be the same as those described under Alternative A.  

4.6.2.4. Alternative C: Cedar Fork Southern Route 

Construction 
Dixie National Forest. Within the DNF, 16.71 acres suitable for timber management would be 
impacted by Alternative C. The areas suitable for timber management are currently vegetated with 
ponderosa pine and mixed conifers. Because the density of the stands that would be impacted is 
relatively low, it is very unlikely the timber would be commercially harvested in the future; therefore 
cutting of the trees in conjunction with the project would not result in any loss of future value. The 
amount of timber, 16.71 acres, that would be cut under this alternative would yield approximately 
21,000 board-feet of timber with a value of approximately 1,176 dollars (Personal Communication, 
Bill Wais, August 28, 2008). Given the proportionally small size of the timber harvest, the impact to 
forest products would be minor. 

Because of the relatively remote location of most of the Project Area and the availability of conifer 
species on the Forest, no impacts to Christmas tree or firewood cutting would be anticipated from 
construction of Alternative C. 

Kanab Field Office. Assumptions used in analyzing impacts to forest products on BLM lands under 
Alternative C would be the same as those described under Alternative A. Under Alternative C, 6.43 
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acres of pinyon-juniper vegetation would be cut. The proposed Project Area would disturb 
approximately 53.71 acres of BLM lands; therefore approximately 12 percent of the disturbed area 
would impact species that could be utilized for forest products. Considering the species are not 
considered particularly valuable by the BLM, removal of these areas from production associated with 
Alternative C would constitute a negligible impact to forest products. 

State Institutional and Trust Lands Administration. SITLA lands that would be impacted by the 
Project Area under Alternative C do not contain measurable quantities of ponderosa pine, spruce, or 
fir. Therefore no measurable impacts to forest product resources on SITLA lands would be 
anticipated. 

Operations and Maintenance 
State Institutional and Trust Lands Administration. Because no forest products are found on SITLA 
lands within the Alternative C Project Area, no impacts to forest products would be anticipated from 
operations and maintenance of the proposed 138 kV transmission line. 

Removal of 69 kV Transmission Line 
Kanab Field Office. Impacts to forest products on KFO-managed BLM lands under Alternative C 
would be the same as those described under the Proposed Action. 

4.6.2.5. Interconnect Options 
The potential locations for the interconnects are exclusively on DNF lands; therefore no analysis of 
impacts to BLM or SITLA lands is included below. 

Construction 
North-South Interconnect Option. Construction within the Project Area for the North-South 
Interconnect would disturb 1.26 acres suitable for timber management. The suitable timber 
management acreage is currently vegetated with ponderosa pine. The amount of marketable forest 
products on the identified acreage would be so small that the value cannot be estimated; therefore 
impacts to forest products from construction within the North-South Interconnect Project Area would 
be negligible.  

East-West Interconnect Option. Construction within the Project Area for the East-West Interconnect 
would disturb no lands designated as suitable for timber management; therefore no impacts to forest 
products from construction would be anticipated.  

4.6.2.6. Alternative D: No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative the proposed 138 kV transmission line and associated new 
infrastructure would not be constructed. The existing 69 kV transmission line would continue to 
operate in its current location and would continue to provide service west of Tropic, to the Hatch area. 
The existing transmission line would be overhauled including the possible replacement of conductor 
wire and the majority of the poles. Ground disturbance would be similar to that described above for 
construction under Alternative B; however, no impacts to forest products would be anticipated 
because vegetation within the right-of-way is currently maintained at 4 feet in height or less. Future 
maintenance and line operations would be similar to current levels. The existing right-of-way would 
be maintained in its current state with no impacts to forest products. 

4.6.2.7. Summary 
Table 4.6-2 provides a comparison summary of the three Action Alternatives. 

 



 

Table 4.6-2. Summary of Forest Product Impacts by Alternative 

MANAGING 
AGENCY GENERAL 

PROPOSED 
ACTION ALTERNATIVE B ALTERNATIVE C 

INTERCONNECT 
OPTIONS 

69 KV LINE 
REMOVAL 

DNF Negligible impacts 
to forest products 
from cutting of 
pinyon-juniper 
species 
Negligible impacts 
to Christmas tree 
or firewood cutting 

11.28 acres 
suitable for timber 
management 
impacted 
Approx. 10,000 
board-feet of 
timber 
Approximate value 
of $560  
Overall negligible 
impact 

7.48 acres suitable 
for timber 
management  
impacted 
Approx. 14,000 
board-feet of 
timber 
Approximate value 
of $784  
Overall negligible 
impact 

16.71 acres 
suitable for timber 
management 
impacted 
Approx. 21,000 
board-feet of 
timber 
Approximate value 
of $1,176  
Overall negligible 
impact 

North-South 
Interconnect 
impacts 1.26 acres 
suitable for timber 
management – 
negligible impact 
East-West 
Interconnect 
impacts no lands 
suitable for timber 
management 

No existing forest 
product resources 
impacted 
Reforestation could 
result in approx 7 
acres suitable for 
timber management 
restored 
Overall negligible 
impact 

KFO  Pinyon-juniper 
harvested for 
posts, poles, 
firewood, and 
Christmas trees; 
however, the 
species are not 
considered 
particularly 
valuable by the 
BLM  

4.95 acres pinyon-
juniper cut 
Overall negligible 
impact 

55.92 acres 
pinyon-juniper cut 
Overall negligible 
impact 

6.43 acres pinyon-
juniper cut 
Overall negligible 
impact 

No BLM lands 
impacted by 
interconnect 
options 

Revegetation 
estimated to result 
in approximately 50 
acres of pinyon-
juniper restored 
Overall negligible 
impact 

SITLA Ponderosa pine, 
spruce, and fir 
species are 
assumed to 
constitute valuable 
forest product 
resources on 
SITLA lands, 
commensurate 
with management 
by other agencies 
in Project Area. 

1 acre ponderosa 
pine cut 
Overall negligible 
impact 

0.18 acre 
ponderosa pine 
cut 
Overall negligible 
impact 

No ponderosa 
pine, spruce, or fir 
present 
No impact to forest 
product resources 
from construction, 
operations, 
maintenance 

No SITLA lands 
impacted by 
interconnect 
options 

Revegetation 
estimated to result 
in approximately 31 
acres of ponderosa 
pine 
Overall negligible 
impact 
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4.6.3. Mitigation 
No mitigation measures beyond the construction techniques, BMPs, and other Resource Protection 
Measures discussed in Section 2.3.6 have been identified.  

4.6.4. Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
Construction activities related to all Action Alternatives would present various impacts to forest 
product resources. Under all Action Alternatives trees would be cut and their future value as forest 
products, as posts and poles, Christmas trees, or timber, would be lost. Vegetation within the Project 
Area would be maintained at 4 feet or lower, resulting in a loss of production of trees that would have 
value as forest products for the life of the project. However, analysis in this section indicates these 
impacts would be negligible.  

4.7. WILDLIFE AND WILDLIFE HABITAT 

4.7.1. Indicators and Methods 
The magnitude and duration of impacts determinations in this analysis are based on the following 
general criteria (Table 4.7-1). 

Table 4.7-1. Description of General Impacts Levels 

ATTRIBUTE OF EFFECT DESCRIPTION RELATIVE TO WILDLIFE 

Magnitude 

Negligible  Not a perceptible change. 
Minor  A change perceptible to individuals of a particular species. 
Moderate A change that is large enough to affect many individuals of a species 

and may potentially affect a population. 
Major A change that would affect a population/s. 

Duration 

Temporary <1 year; during construction only. 
Short-term 1-10 years, time for most shrub and grassland habitats to regenerate. 
Long-term 10+ years; time needed for most forested (and some shrub) habitats to 

regenerate. 
 

For fish and wildlife, eight specific indicators were used to measure impacts. The specific criteria 
used for each indicator and the methods used for each part of the analysis are described below. 

Indicator (1): Acres of Habitat Disturbed 

Habitat loss was assessed to determine acres of direct disturbance of habitat and indirect habitat loss 
as compared to available habitat (Table 4.7-2). Habitat disturbances were analyzed in the context of 
the Project Area. The acreage of habitat disturbance was divided by the total acreage of that habitat in 
the Project Area. Impacts were determined directly from calculated percentages. 

Table 4.7-2. Description of Habitat Loss Impacts Levels 

ATTRIBUTE OF EFFECT DESCRIPTION RELATIVE TO WILDLIFE 

Magnitude 
Negligible  0-10 percent of a common habitat type; <1 percent of a habitat that is 

essential to a species for reproduction or survival 
Minor  11-33 percent of a common habitat type; 1-10 percent of a habitat that 
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ATTRIBUTE OF EFFECT DESCRIPTION RELATIVE TO WILDLIFE 
is essential to a species for reproduction or survival 

Moderate 34-100 percent of a common habitat; 11-25 percent of a rare or 
essential species habitat  

Major >25 percent of a rare or essential species habitat 
 
Indicator (2): Habitat Fragmentation 

Table 4.7-3 discusses criteria related to changes to habitat and populations attributable to habitat 
fragmentation. Known life histories and other critical information of species were used (e.g., 
migration patterns, home ranges, population sizes) to assess the impact of linear disturbances on 
habitat and populations. 

Table 4.7-3. Description of Fragmentation Impacts Levels 

ATTRIBUTE OF EFFECT DESCRIPTION RELATIVE TO WILDLIFE 

Magnitude 

Negligible  Would not impede the movements of individuals. 
Minor  One or a few corridors could be blocked and populations would not be 

isolated. 
Moderate Occupied habitat would be fragmented to the point that several 

corridors would be blocked but movements between areas would still 
be possible. Isolation of populations could occur. 

Major Occupied habitat would be fragmented to the point that no movements 
between fragmented parts were possible. 

 
Indicator (3): Noise Levels 

Table 4.7-4 discusses impact criteria related to noise levels. The predicted number and duration of 
visits were used as indicators of human disturbance, as well as information regarding noise levels for 
transmission line installation projects, to estimate the duration, frequency, and increases in noise 
levels above ambient. Documented influence distances from published literature were used to judge 
the probability of impacts to as many species of concern as best available science allowed.  

Table 4.7-4. Description of Noise Impacts Levels 

ATTRIBUTE OF EFFECT DESCRIPTION RELATIVE TO WILDLIFE 

Magnitude 

Negligible  Not above ambient noise levels and would not affect wildlife behavior. 
Minor  May be above ambient noise levels and could affect behavior of (e.g., 

displace) some individuals. 
Moderate Would be above ambient noise levels and wildlife populations may be 

affected (e.g., displaced). 
Major Would be far above ambient noise levels and would affect the 

reproductive rate of the population. 
 
Indicator (4): Invasive Plants 

Table 4.7-5 discusses the impact criteria related to the potential to increase invasive plant infestations 
in wildlife and fisheries habitats. Known invasive plant infestations were used to identify areas 
vulnerable to further infestation and as a possible source to spread weed seeds to new areas. Infested 
areas within current or proposed access rights-of-way were assumed to be the most likely sources of 
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increased infestation; areas crossed with potentially infested vehicles and equipment were assumed to 
be the most likely to contain a new invasive plant infestation. 

Table 4.7-5. Description of Invasive Plants Impacts Levels  

ATTRIBUTE OF EFFECT DESCRIPTION RELATIVE TO WILDLIFE 

Magnitude 

Negligible  Invasive plants would cover  <1 percent of the habitat with no 
possibility of spreading. 

Minor  Infestation in useable habitat but where containment is definitely 
possible or the infestation would not affect essential habitat 
characteristics. 

Moderate Infestation in a useable habitat where containment may not be 
possible or the infestation would affect essential habitat characteristics. 

Major Infestation in a useable habitat where containment is impossible or the 
habitat would no longer be suitable.  

 
Indicator (5): Reproductive Sites 

Table 4.7-6 discusses impact criteria related to areas by their proximity to known reproductive sites 
(e.g., raptor nests, big game calving areas). Maps of known raptor nests and other important sites 
found during surveys were used to compare these locations to the location of the alignment. More 
proximate nests in other reproductive areas were generally assumed to be most likely to be adversely 
impacted, depending on known sensitivities of each species to human proximity. 

Table 4.7-6. Description of Reproductive Sites Impacts Levels 

ATTRIBUTE OF EFFECT DESCRIPTION RELATIVE TO WILDLIFE 

Magnitude 

Negligible  Activities would not be within a perceptible distance to a reproductive 
site. 

Minor  Activities would be within a perceptible distance to a reproductive site 
but outside the recommended buffer for avoiding impacts to species. 

Moderate Activities would be within the recommended buffer for avoiding impacts 
to species. 

Major Activities would remove a reproductive site or be in close enough 
proximity to or within an actual reproductive site such that the site 
would no longer be useable. 

 
Indicator (6): Aquatic Habitat 

Table 4.7-7 discusses impact criteria related to the number and type of stream, riparian area, and 
wetland crossings. Impacts to aquatic species were evaluated by identifying areas of proposed stream 
or wetland crossings and by using current information about the status and persistence of aquatic 
species populations in the area to assess relative vulnerability to decline or fragmentation from a road 
crossing. Aquatic species that are sensitive to sedimentation impacts or that migrate between habitats 
were assumed to be most likely to be affected by road crossings. 
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Table 4.7-7. Description of Aquatic Habitat Impacts Levels 

ATTRIBUTE OF EFFECT DESCRIPTION RELATIVE TO WILDLIFE 

Magnitude 

Negligible  Any number of crossings that span the aquatic habitat so no direct 
disturbance to aquatic habitats occurs (e.g., bridges). 

Minor  Any number of crossings directly through aquatic habitat that are 
installed during low flow or when habitat is dry and only a few 
individuals of aquatic species may be affected during installation.  

Moderate Any number of crossings directly through aquatic habitat that are 
installed when water is flowing and could potentially affect many 
individuals or a population of an aquatic species by introducing 
sediment. 

Major Any number of crossings placed directly in aquatic habitat that blocks 
the natural movements of fish or amphibians or leads to the irretrievable 
degradation of the aquatic habitat (e.g., via sedimentation); any number 
of crossings that affect populations of aquatic species. 

 
Indicator (7): Compliance with Standards and Policies 

This category refers to impact criteria related to the project’s compliance with DNF Standards and 
Guidelines for Management Indicator Species (MIS), and required mitigation measures for project 
implementation within park boundaries. The LRMP (USFS 1986) was used to compare standards and 
guidelines for MIS within predicted impacts from the alternatives. NPS (2006a) was used to compare 
park service management policies for all wildlife with predicted impacts from the alternatives. Any 
relevant standard, guideline, or policy that would not be met was determined to be not in compliance. 
Relevant mitigation measures are discussed for sensitive raptors. 

Impacts were determined as either (1) “in compliance” or (2) “not in compliance” with management 
documents. 

Impacts to wildlife and fish species would be similar under all alternatives with the following 
exceptions: habitat disturbance, e.g., Indicator (1) (all species), and increases in road density, e.g., 
Indicator (6) (big game). Indicators that differ between alternatives are indented in the text below. All 
other impacts discussed apply to all the Action Alternatives.  

The two sub-alternatives of Alternative B, “B-1” and “B-2,” are equivalent in terms of impacts to 
wildlife and so are discussed as Alternative B (one alternative). When acres are presented, the sub-
alternative B-1 (substation on DNF) is analyzed because it involves slightly more disturbance. 

4.7.2. Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative 
4.7.2.1. Impacts Common to All Action Alternatives 

Construction 
Mammals and Reptiles. Direct impacts to small mammals and reptiles may occur during construction, 
when individuals are unable to move away from vehicles and other machinery used to install the 
transmission line. Mortality may occur when individuals are buried or run over by equipment; many 
small mammals and reptiles utilize small burrows underground so these impacts are particularly likely 
if individuals stay underground within the direct disturbance area instead of moving to adjacent 
habitat. In general, large mammals would not be directly impacted by construction equipment because 
they are likely to move away from the disturbance area or could be easily seen and avoided. 
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• Indicator (2): Fragmentation. Populations of small mammals or reptiles could be 
fragmented by the transmission line due to construction activities if heavy machinery directly 
removes a portion of the population and isolates the remaining cohort(s). This impact would 
be long-term and minor to moderate. Larger mammal populations are not likely to be 
fragmented by the transmission line because individuals could easily navigate around the 
disturbance area if necessary or could move through the area. Fragmentation impacts to larger 
mammals would be temporary and negligible to minor because some individuals would be 
forced outside of normal movement routes in order to avoid the disturbance.  

• Indicator (3): Noise. The impact of noise on mammals and reptiles depends on the ability of 
these animals to escape the noise and on their sensitivity to the sound. Larger animals such as 
mammal predators and big game could move away from loud construction noises and they 
would be displaced from the area for the duration of construction (short-term). This impact 
would be short-term and negligible if construction took place during a non-sensitive period 
(e.g., not during a breeding or early rearing period in the case of mammals). Impacts from 
noise during a more sensitive time would be minor. Smaller mammals and reptiles may not 
easily escape construction noises and could be impacted more adversely if individuals cannot 
find refuge underground and the hearing in some individuals is damaged. These types of 
impacts would be minor, and short- to long-term depending on the permanency of impacts to 
auditory organs (and the lifespan of the animal).  

Big Game (USFS MIS). As a result of any transmission line alignment, access routes into big game 
habitat would increase and provide access for recreationalists and hunters. Increased access would 
likely lead to increased rates of human-caused mortality throughout the year or disturbance to big 
game individuals during calving or other sensitive periods. 

• Indicator (2): Fragmentation. The transmission line along Alternative A is unlikely to 
fragment big game habitats because elk, mule deer, and pronghorn would not avoid the line 
when moving between seasonal ranges. Impacts to big game with regard to fragmentation 
would be short-term and negligible to minor. 

• Indicator (3): Noise. Noise during construction may disturb and displace some mule deer, 
elk, or pronghorn for the short term. Individuals would likely return to the area following the 
disturbance; impacts from noise would be negligible to minor. 

• Indicator (5): Proximity to reproductive sites. Mule deer fawning areas occur throughout 
Hatch Valley and in the western half of the alignments; thus the transmission line under the 
Alternative A route would pass through fawning habitat and may render these areas 
unsuitable while construction occurs and humans are present. Elk calving would be affected 
in areas where the rights-of-way provide calving habitat, such as in ponderosa pine. Impacts 
regarding proximity to reproductive sites under all alternatives would be long-term and 
minor, considering the abundance of fawning and calving habitats that are outside the 
disturbance areas and would not be disturbed by the transmission line.  

Migratory Birds. Some active songbird nests may be destroyed or abandoned if construction activities 
occur during the migratory bird nesting season (May-July 15). Some migratory birds may nest during 
the same breeding season if disturbed during construction activities. This impact would be minor and 
short-term because adjacent suitable habitats would be available for nesting the next season. The 
potential for construction activities to disturb nesting raptors would be avoided by implementation of 
Resource Protection Measures (see Chapter 2; pre-construction surveys for nests and implementation 
of construction restrictions if nests are found). Raptor electrocutions would be minimized by 
constructing the upgraded transmission line according to raptor-safe design standards, which meet or 
exceed recommendations from the Avian Power Line Interaction Committee APLIC (2006). 
Concerning collisions, mortality to some migratory birds may occur as a result of striking the 
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transmission line over the life of the line. Individual migratory bird mortalities would not necessarily 
lead to an adverse impact on any migratory bird species or population.  

• Indicator (2): Fragmentation. Habitats for migratory birds may be fragmented by the 
transmission line. Many migratory bird species require large, undisturbed areas of suitable 
habitat. Transmission lines, despite raptor/bird protection features, still pose a barrier for 
migratory flights and may reduce the security of the habitat (via increased predation along the 
edges, removal of cover, etc.), so that a large area of previously undisturbed habitat becomes 
two or more smaller areas of undisturbed habitat.  

Secondary impacts from the transmission line could also cause fragmentation, such as 
increases in cheatgrass infestations that may increase the risk of fire (see Indicator 4). 
Wildland fires are capable of removing large areas of habitat. Fragmentation impacts to 
migratory birds would be moderate if populations of migratory birds are affected by the loss 
of contiguous, undisturbed habitat. For many species, fragmentation impacts would be minor 
because populations are far-ranging and would therefore be able to find suitable alternative 
habitat areas away from those disturbed by the transmission line. All fragmentation impacts, 
if they occurred, would be long-term and moderate.  

For some migratory bird species that prefer “edge” (adjacent to open areas) or early-
successional habitats, the power line disturbance would increase the amount of suitable 
habitat and would have a long-term beneficial impact on these species. 

• Indicators (3) and (5): Noise and proximity to reproductive sites. Pre-construction 
surveys would be required during the nesting season (May – July for songbirds; a larger 
window would be required for many raptors) to document the presence or absence of nesting 
migratory birds, including raptors. If songbird nests are found, a general buffer may be 
implemented (May 15 – July 15) with exact dates determined by the applicable agency. For 
raptors, species-specific buffers following agency guidelines would be implemented if nests 
are found. USFWS species-specific buffers in the vicinity of known nests are considered the 
optimal stipulation to protect nesting and roosting activities under a wide range of conditions. 
Therefore, in the case of the transmission line under any alternative, the relatively short 
duration of proposed activities (use of heavy machinery and human disturbance for a few 
days, either for initial construction or possibly emergency maintenance) and the position of 
any topographic or vegetative features that may shield the disturbance from possible nesting 
raptors would be considered before implementing the recommended buffers. Buffers and 
methods for implementation are listed in Romin and Muck (2002) and are as follows: 

1. Determine appropriate species-specific spatial and seasonal buffer zones. 

2. Follow recommendations to avoid and/or minimize impacts at progressive points during 
the nesting chronology and within the spatial buffer. These include specific activities 
(e.g., recreational activity, industrial disturbance) that are or are not allowed at times such 
as courtship, incubation and brooding, and post fledgling dependency and where within 
the buffer zone the activities may be allowed (0, half, or full buffer). 

3. Apply the information obtained in (1) and (2) to specific guidelines for occupied and 
unoccupied nest sites. For occupied sites, activities may not occur within the spatial and 
seasonal buffer of any nest during courtship and nest site selection. If a nest site is 
deemed unoccupied after a certain time, generally later than May 30, human activity can 
be allowed within the nesting area.  

4. Establish and ensure implementation of post-project and post-mitigation monitoring plans 
(documentation of nesting success, use of historical roost concentration areas, recovery of 
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habitat and prey base) to determine possible impacts to the local raptor population as well 
as success of mitigation measures.  

Impacts with regard to noise and proximity to migratory bird nests would be short-term and 
negligible to minor because surveys would be conducted and avoidance measures followed if 
nests were found. Impacts to nests that were present but not found during surveys would be 
short-term and minor because only a few individuals of any one species would likely be 
affected. 

• Indicator (4): Invasive plants in wildlife habitats. Invasive plant infestations, particularly 
brome grasses (Bromus spp.), into migratory bird habitats directly remove the amount of 
nesting substrate for ground-nesting migratory bird species. Many species nest directly on the 
ground or under shrubs and rely on understory components to construct and maintain a viable 
nest. Brome grasses remove the amount of bare ground in grassland and shrub habitats and 
can also indirectly reduce the number of shrubs by increasing the risk of fire in shrublands 
that are not particularly fire resistant. The introduction of cheatgrass has drastically altered 
the natural fire regime of many sagebrush steppe areas, as increases in the frequency and 
intensity of rangeland fires strongly favor annual grasses and forbs to the detriment of many 
native grasses and perennial shrubs (Parrish et al. 2002).  

Resource Protection Measures (See Section 2.3.6) are designed to prevent construction 
vehicles from transporting invasive plant seeds to the disturbance areas by requiring vehicles 
to be washed before entering the disturbance areas. Many invasive plants are already present 
along the alignments and even with Resource Protection Measures, construction vehicles 
could facilitate the spread of these species. Seeds from other locations outside the disturbance 
areas could also spread along the alignments if Resource Protection Measures are not 
completely effective. Cheatgrass was found throughout the disturbance areas; thus increases 
in this invasive species caused by construction vehicle transport (including lightweight 
vehicles carrying the sock line down the length of the line) are possible in most areas. 
Impacts from the spread of cheatgrass into shrub and grassland habitats for migratory birds 
would be moderate because populations could be adversely affected by habitat changes 
caused by brome grass infestations. Impacts would be long-term because cheatgrass 
infestation is extremely hard to reverse due to the interaction with fire described above.  

Aquatic Species and Habitat. Channel disturbance and the clearing of vegetation for construction and 
use of access routes and in the vicinity of aquatic habitats could adversely impact aquatic habitat 
conditions. Adverse impacts could result from sedimentation, the introduction of hazardous materials, 
and loss of streamside vegetation (decreased bank stabilization and increased water temperature). 
These impacts, if they occurred, would depend on the quantity of sedimentation or hazardous 
materials introduced, the amount of vegetation removed, the type of aquatic habitat (river, stream, 
pond/wetland), and the current condition of the aquatic habitat. Since there is very little aquatic 
habitat along the alignments, there are very few areas where these impacts could occur and impacts 
would most likely be short-term and minor.  
Direct impacts (mortality) to amphibians could occur if construction takes place within wetlands or 
riparian areas (less than 1acre under each alternative; Table 4.7-10).  

• Indicator (2): Fragmentation. Fragmentation of aquatic habitat may occur after ephemeral 
drainages are crossed, if sedimentation or alteration of the drainage occurs (due to alterations 
made during the dry crossing) when the reach is flowing at a later time. Drainages would be 
crossed during low flow periods when fish and other aquatic species are least likely to be 
present in streams; thus there would be no direct impacts. Indirect impacts to aquatic species 
that are unable to pass through reaches during higher flow periods would be short-term and 
minor, as only a few individuals may be affected.  

Page 4-62  Draft EIS and GSENM Plan Amendment 



   Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences 

 

• Indicator (4): Invasive plants in aquatic habitats. An increase in invasive plant species 
would not perceptibly affect aquatic habitat because the Sevier River is wide enough that 
vegetation composition has a minimal effect on the river. Very little of the waterway is 
shaded because shrubs currently occur along the banks. Any invasive grasses or shrubs that 
invade the fisheries habitat would not change the functional characteristics of the banks in a 
perceptible way to aquatic species, such as by changing the water temperature or the stability 
of the bank (and possibly leading to increases in sediment). Invasive plant infestations along 
intermittent or ephemeral drainages would not affect aquatic habitat during flow periods. 
Impacts to aquatic habitats from increases in invasive plants would be negligible.  

• Indicator (6): Number/type of crossings. Crossings of aquatic habitats can lead to short-
term increases in sediment, which could have a negative effect on the aquatic biota present in 
the downstream systems or when flows increase after the crossing is used. Increased 
sedimentation can result in the loss of habitat for aquatic macroinvertebrates and fish, through 
the elimination of the interstitial spaces in the streambed and the filling of pools. These 
effects can lead to decreased abundance, diversity, and species composition within the 
aquatic biota community. Between 5 and 25 acres of highly erodible soils within 300 feet of a 
stream would be disturbed, depending on the alternative (Transcon 2008b). A severe erosion 
hazard would exist in these areas and the potential for sedimentation would be greatest. The 
number and location of crossings is not known. However, in general, impacts to aquatic biota 
from crossings would be negligible because crossings would occur when aquatic species are 
not present and indirect impacts during flow periods would be minimized by the use of 
stabilizing materials during the crossing. In the unlikely event that sediment introduced from 
a crossing does enter a stream system during higher flow periods when aquatic species are 
present, impacts would be short-term and minor. 

Trout Species (USFS MIS).  

• Indicator (6): Number/type of crossings. Culverts would not be used under any alternative 
and low-water crossings would be preferred. Perennial streams where trout may occur would 
be spanned and would not be crossed by vehicles or other motorized equipment. In 
intermittent drainages where trout may be downstream, trout may be affected by the level of 
sediment that may be introduced when flows occur through previously crossed areas. These 
impacts, if they occurred, would be short-term and minor. Trout are present far enough 
downstream from drainages in the disturbance area that indirect impacts are unlikely.  

All Wildlife and Aquatic Species.  
• Indicator (7): Compliance with National Park Service Guidelines and park mitigation– 

Alternative B. The Existing 69kV Route alternative would be compliant with NPS (2006) 
guidelines because all guidelines that are relative to wildlife would be followed. All Resource 
Protection Measures include measures that would be taken in BRCA (see Chapter 2 under 
Additional Construction and Operation Standards for Alternative B). In addition, Alternative 
B would be compliant with NPS (2006a) because the action would not lead to unacceptable 
or significant cumulative impacts within BRCA. The approval of a transmission line through 
BRCA is “discretionary and conditional upon a finding by NPS that the proposed use will not 
cause unacceptable impacts on park resources, values, or purposes” (NPS 2006a: 8.6.4.2). 

In order to comply with mitigation measures for BRCA, pre-construction surveys for all 
raptors would occur prior to disturbance and species-specific buffers would be implemented 
if nests are found. In addition, perch deterrents would be installed on power poles in Utah 
prairie dog, sage-grouse, and pygmy rabbit habitat (see Section 2.3.6) as required by 
agencies.  
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Dixie National Forest MIS.  
• Indicator (7): Compliance with Dixie LRMP. The LRMP (USFS 1986) Guidelines for MIS 

(Management Area 4B – Wildlife and Fish Resource Management; USFS 1986:4-84) and the 
likelihood of compliance with the Guidelines for all alternatives are summarized in Table 
4.7-8. 

Table 4.7-8. Wildlife and Fish Resource Management Guidelines for MIS (USFS 1986) 

GUIDELINE 

TERRESTRIAL SPECIES: 
MULE DEER, ELK, GOSHAWK, WILD 

TURKEY, AND FLICKER AQUATIC SPECIES (TROUT) 

Maintain habitat capability 
at a level at least 80% of 
potential capability for all 
emphasized species. 

WOULD COMPLY 
There would not be a loss of 
mature aspen in the disturbance 
areas. The loss of mature conifer 
communities would not be 
substantial enough to lower 
habitat capability below 80% for 
any MIS. 

WOULD COMPLY 
Construction would not directly 
affect perennial streams in the 
Project Areas where MIS trout 
may occur; thus current habitat 
capability would be maintained. 

Maintain habitat needed 
to support the 
coordinated population 
goals 

WOULD COMPLY 
Population goals are being met for 
MIS on the Dixie; terrestrial 
species have generally increased 
in the past few years due to 
increased precipitation. Levels of 
mortality that would affect 
population numbers are not 
expected under the alternatives; 
thus population goals for all MIS 
would continue to be met. 

WOULD COMPLY 
MIS fisheries are stable but 
currently below population goals 
on the DNF due to recent fires 
that have degraded habitat. 
However, because the 
alternatives would not directly 
affect (perennial) aquatic 
habitats, habitats would continue 
to recover along the expected 
trajectory to support population 
goals in the future. 

Maintain hiding cover 
along 75% of all road 
edges that hides 90% of 
an adult deer or elk from 
200 feet away. 

WOULD COMPLY 
Construction activities are unlikely 
to remove a substantial amount of 
vegetation along existing roads; 
thus 75% of hiding cover would be 
maintained. 

Not applicable 

In forested habitats, 
maintain 50% minimum 
hiding cover for deer and 
elk that is well distributed 
over the unit, and 
maintain 30% thermal 
cover in the unit. 

WOULD COMPLY 
Construction activities would not 
disturb a substantial portion of 
cover in any one area. Along each 
alternative, these proportions of 
hiding and thermal cover would be 
maintained considering the small 
amount of planned disturbance 
within forested habitats.  

Not applicable 

Operations and Maintenance 
Operation of the transmission line would not affect wildlife, with the exception of birds, raptors, and 
small mammals that are vulnerable to predation from ground predators along the centerline 
disturbance or from raptors perched on the transmission line. Small mammals and reptiles near the 
line would be vulnerable to increased predation (by perched raptors). Perch deterrents would be 
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installed on the new structures as required by the agencies. However, the effect that deterrents would 
have on the rates of raptor predation is not known; the most recent literature indicates they may not 
work. Some ground predators may become more common along the line due to facilitated access 
along the centerline route, so small mammals and reptiles could be vulnerable to increased predation 
by ground predators.  

Routine maintenance of facilities would not impact wildlife or fish if it can be scheduled outside of 
sensitive periods such as big game calving/fawning and migratory bird nesting. Human disturbance 
would be minimal in most cases and consist of single vehicle entries over established access routes.  

Unforeseen maintenance such as major or emergency repairs could have impacts similar to 
construction because heavy equipment would be necessary. However, it may not be feasible to 
schedule this type of emergency maintenance and repairs around sensitive periods; thus more adverse 
impacts to wildlife could occur relative to construction. Emergency maintenance activities that took 
place during migratory bird nesting periods or big game calving or fawning while these animals were 
present would have adverse impacts on wildlife reproduction. The reproductive rate of a population 
may decrease if many individuals are disturbed during a sensitive reproductive period; these impacts 
would be short-term and moderate. In general, noise during maintenance activities would disturb and 
displace wildlife in the vicinity, but most wildlife would return to the area following the disturbance.  

4.7.2.2. Alternative A: Proposed Action 

Construction 
Mammals and Reptiles.  

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. In total, 50.44 acres of all habitats (mostly 
sagebrush and ponderosa pine) would be disturbed in the long term under Alternative A. The 
Project Area contains 433.82 acres of vegetation, so these disturbances would make up 11.6 
percent of this area. Short-term disturbances in all habitats would total 195.81 acres, or 45.0 
percent of the Project Area. Although short-term habitat losses are substantial relative to the 
Project Area, habitat losses would be minor to moderate due to the abundance of similar 
habitats adjacent to the disturbance. Habitat losses would be short-term in grassland and some 
shrub habitats, and long-term for mature shrubland areas and forested areas (if trees are 
replanted). Impacts to smaller mammals and reptiles with small home ranges would be 
moderate because these animals may not utilize adjacent habitats as easily as larger, more 
mobile species. Impacts to larger mammal predators would be minor because most species 
use a variety of habitats and would not be as affected by displacement. 

Big Game (MIS).  
• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. For big game, habitats disturbed under 

Alternative A would include all suitable vegetation types for big game, UDWR-mapped big 
game ranges, and habitats used specifically for fawning (mule deer) or calving (elk, Table 
4.7-9). 

Table 4.7-9. Disturbances to Big Game Habitats by Alternative 

HABITAT TYPE 

ACRES OF PROJECT AREA DISTURBED 
ACRES OF LONG-TERM DISTURBANCE (PERCENTAGE OF PROJECT AREA) 
ACRES OF SHORT-TERM DISTURBANCE (PERCENTAGE OF PROJECT AREA) 

ALTERNATIVE  
A 

ALTERNATIVE  
B 

ALTERNATIVE  
C 

NORTH-SOUTH 
INTERCONNECT 

EAST-WEST 
INTERCONNECT

Mule deer 
habitat: 

409.41 
48.68 (12%)  

367.81
41.26 (11%)

434.00
48.88 (11%)

48.66 27.23
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HABITAT TYPE 

ACRES OF PROJECT AREA DISTURBED 
ACRES OF LONG-TERM DISTURBANCE (PERCENTAGE OF PROJECT AREA) 
ACRES OF SHORT-TERM DISTURBANCE (PERCENTAGE OF PROJECT AREA) 

ALTERNATIVE  
A 

ALTERNATIVE  
B 

ALTERNATIVE  
C 

NORTH-SOUTH 
INTERCONNECT 

EAST-WEST 
INTERCONNECT

Grassland, 
sagebrush, 
mountain brush, 
pinyon/juniper, 
aspen, and 
conifer 

181.57 
(44%) 

149.21 
(41%)

216.23 
(50%)

2.91 (6%) 

13.80 (28%) 

5.84 (21%)

25.00 (92%)

Rocky Mountain 
elk habitats: 
Grassland, 
aspen, and 
conifer 

91.39 
8.77 (10%) 

37.60 (41%) 

61.34
3.11 (5%)

22.70 (37%)

105.80
10.07 (10%)
53.85 (51%)

17.72 
1.64 (9%) 

6.80 (38%) 

15.28
2.22 (14%)

5.70 (37%)

Mule deer 
fawning habitat  

155.69 
10.30 (7%) 

40.90 (26%) 

160.78
9.80 (6%)

17.10 (11%)

140.52
9.80 (7%)

37.20 (26%)

27.23 
2.20 (8%) 

6.00 (22%) 

20.35
1.90 (9%)

4.00 (20%)
Elk calving 
habitat 

52.60 
2.30 (4%) 

9.60 (18%) 

19.01
0.1 (<1%)

3.20 (17%)

53.98
3.80 (7%)

11.90 (22%)

27.23 
2.20 (8%) 

6.00 (22%) 

20.35
1.90 (9%)

4.00 (20%)
Mule deer and 
elk winter range 

338.28 
16.30 (5%) 

33.20 (10%) 

344.79
13.70 (4%)

37.40 (11%)

370.65
16.10 (4%)

69.20 (19%)

0.00 
 

28.31
2.60 (9%)

5.30 (19%)
Mule deer and 
elk summer 
range 

135.6 
6.90 (5%) 

20.60 (15%) 

90.94
1.20 (1%)
4.10 (5%)

123.84
6.00 (5%)

18.80 (15%)

27.23 
2.20 (8%) 

6.00 (22%) 

20.35
1.90 (9%)

4.00 (20%)
Pronghorn 
habitat  

7.95 
0.50 (6%) 

3.60 (45%) 

80.97
7.30 (9%)

9.80 (12%)

7.94
0.50 (6%)

3.60 (45%)

0.00 0.00

 

The loss of suitable habitat for mule deer, elk, and pronghorn would be a moderate impact 
due to the large amount of short-term disturbance relative to the available habitat in the 
Project Area (up to 44 percent, for mule deer; Table 4.7-9). This large amount of short-term 
disturbance would limit the amount of habitat in the local area to the point that the local 
herd(s) is likely to relocate and population-level effects are possible as population densities in 
adjacent areas increase. Disturbance to deer and elk summer range would be minor (shot-term 
disturbance = 15 percent of the Project Area, for a common habitat type; Table 4.7-9). Only 
individuals would be affected by this level of disturbance because due to the season and 
normal extent of summer range and movements during this time, moving to adjacent areas 
should not create stress for an entire herd or population.  

Disturbance within mule deer fawning habitat would also be minor (short-term disturbance = 
26 percent of the Project Area; Table 4.7-9), as would disturbance within elk calving habitat. 
Disturbance within calving habitat would be minor because these areas are relatively limited 
and important to the persistence of elk populations. Short-term disturbance in elk calving 
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habitat would be 18 percent of all calving habitat in the Project Area. Disturbance in fawning 
habitat would be minor. Impacts would be long-term as a result of ongoing maintenance 
activities within the Project Area. Population-level (i.e., moderate) effects would be possible 
if these habitats were no longer suitable (e.g., far enough away from human disturbance). 

Habitat losses would be largely long-term because forested and many shrubland areas would 
not regenerate within ten years if disturbed. Impacts in other areas (e.g., grassland) would be 
short-term. 

Migratory Birds.  
• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Habitats disturbed under the alternatives would 

include many vegetation types suitable for migratory bird species. Loss of habitat would 
eliminate forage, hiding, and thermal cover and potential and future nest structures for 
migratory birds. The following migratory bird habitat disturbances are presented in order of 
abundance in the disturbance areas (Table 4.7-10). 

Table 4.7-10. Disturbances to Migratory Bird Habitats by Alternative 

HABITAT TYPE 

ACRES OF PROJECT AREA DISTURBED 
ACRES OF LONG-TERM DISTURBANCE (PERCENTAGE OF PROJECT AREA) 
ACRES OF SHORT-TERM DISTURBANCE (PERCENTAGE OF PROJECT AREA) 

ALTERNATIVE 
A 

ALTERNATIVE 
B 

ALTERNATIVE  
C 

NORTH-SOUTH 
INTERCONNECT 

EAST-WEST 
INTERCONNECT

Sagebrush 
(sagebrush 
steppe*+ and 
shrubland with 
dominant 
sagebrush 
component) 

232.31
30.29 (13%)

108.32 
(47%)

219.01
29.44 (13%)
94.30 (43%)

255.57
30.75 (12%)

127.03 
(50%)

11.75 
1.24 (11%) 

6.36 (54%) 

28.50
3.35 (12%)

15.53 (54%)

Ponderosa pine 
woodland 

89.08
8.59 (10%)

36.20 (41%)

56.48
2.94 (5%)

22.61 (40%)

103.78
9.79 (9%)

53.19 (51%)

15.28 
1.64 (11%) 

7.36 (48%) 

17.27
2.17 (13%)

7.90 (46%)
Pinyon/juniper 
woodland* 

58.01
6.05 (10%)

25.38 (44%)

78.54
7.71 (10%)

29.64 (38%)

50.36
5.30 (11%)

25.27 (50%)

0.20 
0.03 (15%) 

0.07 (35%) 

2.38
0.26 (11%)

1.35 (57%)
Cliff/canyon 14.19

0.85 (6%)
5.10 (36%)

21.8
0.00

0.68 (3%)

18.78
0.76 (4%)

7.50 (40%)

0.00 0.00

Other shrub or 
scrub (blackbrush, 
saltbrush, desert 
scrub,* mountain 
mahogany, or oak) 

26.97
3.48 (13%)

10.03 (37%)

6.24
0.70 (11%)
1.70 (27%)

15.39
1.89 (12%)
7.52 (49%)

0.00 0.00

Agriculture+ 0.00 11.80
B1: 1.10 

(9%)
B2: 1.30 

(11%)

2.44
0.20 (8%)

0.00

0.00 0.00
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HABITAT TYPE 

ACRES OF PROJECT AREA DISTURBED 
ACRES OF LONG-TERM DISTURBANCE (PERCENTAGE OF PROJECT AREA) 
ACRES OF SHORT-TERM DISTURBANCE (PERCENTAGE OF PROJECT AREA) 

ALTERNATIVE 
A 

ALTERNATIVE 
B 

ALTERNATIVE  
C 

NORTH-SOUTH 
INTERCONNECT 

EAST-WEST 
INTERCONNECT

0.00
Riparian/wetland*+ 0.73 

0.09 (12%) 
0.23 (32%) 

2.68
0.31 (12%)
0.80 (30%)

6.88
0.87 (13%)
2.56 (37%)

0.00 0.06
0.00
0.00

Grassland+ 1.26 
0.15 (12%) 
1.08 (86%) 

3.45
0.13 (4%)
0.16 (5%)

1.78
0.25 (14%)
0.58 (33%)

0.00 0.03 (15%)
0.07 (35%)

*Priority habitats deemed most important to migratory birds in Utah by Utah Partners in Flight (Parrish et al. 
2002).  

+Priority “A” habitats for migratory birds, or “habitats where conservation should occur in the next decade,” 
according to the Intermountain West Joint Venture (IWJV 2005).  

Disturbance to migratory bird habitats from transmission line construction would be long-term 
and minor because only some individuals would be displaced by this magnitude of disturbance 
relative to available habitat in the Project Area. Grassland disturbance would be short-term and 
moderate, due to the limited amount of this habitat within the Project Area and elsewhere. 
Disturbance to forest/shrub habitat would be long-term and moderate within most vegetation 
types (37-47 percent of the Project Area disturbed in the four most abundant habitats, Table 4.7-
10), due to the large amount of habitat disturbed relative to the available habitat in the Project 
Area and the value of these habitats to migratory birds for nesting sites. There would be no 
disturbance to agriculture vegetation under Alternative A, and very little riparian/wetland 
disturbance (0.1 acre total).  

Aquatic Species and Habitat.  
• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Intermittent aquatic habitats would be disturbed 

by each alternative transmission line (Table 4.7-11). Although perennial streams fall within 
the disturbance area, no perennial waters would be disturbed because streams would be 
spanned and not crossed by vehicles or other motorized equipment. All impacts to 
intermittent streams would be short-term and minor because only a few individuals would be 
affected by the small modifications or loss of intermittent stream habitat when the reaches are 
flowing, after being crossed (disturbed) during low-flow periods when aquatic species are 
least likely to be present.  
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Table 4.7-11. Disturbances to Perennial and Intermittent Streams and Ditches by 
Alternative 

AQUATIC 
HABITAT 

LINEAR FEET OF PROJECT AREA DISTURBED 
LINEAR FEET OF LONG-TERM DISTURBANCE (PERCENTAGE OF PROJECT AREA) 
LINEAR FEET OF SHORT-TERM DISTURBANCE (PERCENTAGE OF PROJECT AREA) 

ALTERNATIVE A ALTERNATIVE B 
ALTERNATIVE 

C 
NORTH-SOUTH 
INTERCONNECT 

EAST-WEST 
INTERCONNECT

Stream or 
braided 
stream 
(perennial)* 

2798.4 1,953.6 2,745.6 211.2 369.6

Ditch or 
canal (e.g., 
Tropic 
Ditch) 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Intermittent 
stream 

10,348.8 
1,535.3 (15%) 
2,123.1 (21%) 

4,593.6
704.0 (B1; 

15%)
764.0 (B2; 

17%)
100.9 (2%)

9,398.4
1,511.0 (16%)
1,522.3 (16%)

0.0 0.0

*Perennial streams would not be crossed or directly disturbed. 

Alternative A would cross four intermittent drainages (Transcon 2008b). There are over 
10,000 feet of intermittent stream in the Project Area. Fifteen percent of the intermittent 
stream length would be disturbed for the life of the transmission line (long-term) under 
Alternative A. Relative to other alternatives, Alternative A would involve the greatest amount 
of disturbance in intermittent streams (Table 4.7-11). 

Removal of 69 kV Transmission Line 
Transmission line removal would have short-term impacts from noise and human presence similar to 
construction activities. There would be no new permanent disturbance to wildlife habitat.  

Table 4.7-12. Short-Term Disturbances in Migratory Bird and Big Game Habitats from 
Removal of the 69kV Line. 

HABITAT TYPE 
SHORT-TERM DISTURBANCE 

ACRES 
Sagebrush (sagebrush steppe*+ and shrubland with dominant 
sagebrush component) 

26.34

Ponderosa pine woodland 13.57
Pinyon-juniper woodland* 4.69
Cliff/canyon 0.70
Other shrub or scrub (blackbrush, saltbrush, desert scrub,* 
mountain mahogany, or oak) 

0.00

Agriculture+ 0.00
Riparian/wetland*+ 0.03
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Grassland+ 0.00
Mule deer habitat: Grassland, sagebrush, mountain brush, 
pinyon-juniper, aspen, and conifer 

44.63

Rocky Mountain elk habitats: Grassland, aspen, and conifer 13.57
Mule deer fawning habitat  14.30
Elk calving habitat 3.20
Mule deer and elk winter range 35.00
Mule deer and elk summer range 4.10
Pronghorn habitat  5.00

 

Under Alternative A, short-term disturbance from removal of the 69kV line would total 47.19 acres, 
including 26 acres of sagebrush, 14 acres of ponderosa pine, and 5 acres of pinyon-juniper woodland 
(Table 4.7-12). Big game habitats would also be affected, particularly winter range (35 acres; Table 
4.7-12). 

Heavy machinery would be used along the existing 69kV right-of-way (except in limited access 
areas) to remove the line, which would disturb soils within the pole footprints. Construction vehicles 
transporting weeds to disturbed soils may increase invasive species along the 69 kV line right-of-way. 
However, Resource Protection Measures require that pre-construction weed inventories and 
treatments (if necessary) be performed prior to construction, and that vehicles be power-washed off-
site (see Section 2.3.6 regarding weed control) before entering the disturbance areas. Seeds from 
other locations outside the disturbance areas could spread along the 69kV removal alignment if 
Resource Protection Measures (e.g., vehicle washing) are not completely effective.  

After the transmission line is removed, beneficial impacts to wildlife species would be minor and 
long-term as intermittent vehicular traffic along the centerline access associated with transmission 
line operation and maintenance would cease, habitat is restored and the previously disturbed right-of-
way becomes less distinguishable from the surrounding vegetation. Native grasses and some shrub 
habitat would appear in the short-term; forests, woodland, and mature sagebrush may develop over 
the long term. Habitat connectivity across the right-of-way would increase after the line is removed 
and vegetation is reestablished. Raptor predation facilitated by the 69kV line would decrease after the 
line was removed; this would be a long-term and minor beneficial impact to small mammals and 
migratory birds. The abundance of ground predators may also decrease along the right-of-way once it 
becomes more densely vegetated; this would be a long-term and minor beneficial impact to small 
mammals and big game. 

Stream crossings would not be affected by removal of the 69kV line; thus aquatic species would not 
be directly affected. There would be a beneficial impact to aquatic species from the absence of the 
transmission line because maintenance would no longer be required and would no longer be a source 
of possible sedimentation into ephemeral or intermittent stream habitat. Overall beneficial impacts to 
aquatic species from line removal would be long-term and negligible. 

4.7.2.3. Alternative B: Parallel Existing 69 kV Route 

Construction 
Mammals and Reptiles. 

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. In total, approximately 43.55 acres of habitat 
would be disturbed for the long term by Alternative B, or 10.4 percent of the Project Area 
(418.26 acres). Temporary disturbances in all habitats would total 168.14 acres, or 40.3 
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percent of the Project Area. Habitat losses would be minor to moderate as described under 
Alternative A. 

Big Game (USFS MIS).  
• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Loss of suitable vegetation for mule deer and elk 

would be moderate because a large portion (>37 percent) of the habitat in the Project Area 
would be disturbed for the short term (Table 4.7-9). Disturbance in summer and winter 
ranges and in fawning habitat and pronghorn habitat, however, would be minor (12-31 
percent of the Project Area). Disturbance in elk calving habitat would be moderate as 
described under Alternative A. All habitat impacts would be short- to long-term, depending 
on the vegetation type, as described under Alternative A. 

Migratory Birds.  
• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Disturbance to migratory bird habitats would be 

long-term and minor, whereas construction disturbance would be short- to long-term 
(depending on the vegetation type) and moderate within sagebrush, pinyon-juniper, and 
ponderosa pine habitats, and negligible or minor in other habitats as described under 
Alternative A. Relative to other alternatives (Table 4.7-10), there would be very little 
disturbance to ponderosa pine, shrublands, cliff/canyon, and grassland habitats, and relatively 
more disturbance within pinyon-juniper and agricultural lands.  

Aquatic Species and Habitat.  
• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. The Existing 69kV Route would cross two 

intermittent drainages (Transcon 2008b). There are about 4,500 feet of intermittent stream in 
the Existing 69kV Route Project Area. Fifteen percent of the intermittent stream length in the 
Project Area would be disturbed for the long term. Relative to other alternatives, Alternative 
B would involve the least amount of disturbance in intermittent streams (Table 4.7-11). 

National Park Service Statement of Impairment or Unacceptable Impacts. Because there would be no 
major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) a necessity to fulfill specific 
purposes identified in the park’s establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of 
the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the park, or (3) identified as a goal in the park’s general 
management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of park 
resources or values related to Wildlife Resources. Implementation of this alternative would not result 
in any unacceptable impacts and is consistent with §1.4.7.1 of NPS Management Policies (2006). 
Substation Distribution Lines 
Construction of distribution lines in conjunction with removal of the existing Tropic Substation 
would result in general impacts to wildlife similar to those described for those species inhabiting 
sage, shrub/scrub, and grass habitat under Construction, above. Construction of the distribution lines 
would not impact big game summer or winter range, mule deer fawning areas, elk calving areas, or 
pronghorn habitat. Potentially two major streams/rivers and three intermittent streams may be 
crossed, which could result in impacts to aquatic species and habitat. Resource Protection Measures 
described in Section 2.3.6 would be employed, minimizing impacts to aquatic and riparian habitat 
and resulting impacts to aquatic species. 

Removal of 69 kV Transmission Line 
Acreages of impacts associated with removal of the 69 kV transmission line under Alternative B are 
included with the acreages of construction impacts. Descriptions of impacts would be the same as 
those provided for Alternative A as the areas through and east of BRCA would provide similar 
wildlife habitat.  
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4.7.2.4. Alternative C: Cedar Fork Southern Route 

Construction 
Mammals and Reptiles.  

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Under Alternative C, 50.91 acres of habitat, or 11 
percent (466.93 acres) of the Project Area would be disturbed for the long term. Short-term 
disturbances in all habitats would total 237.23 acres, or 51 percent of the Project Area. 
Habitat losses would be minor to moderate as described under Alternative A. 

Big Game (USFS MIS).  
• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Habitat impacts would be minor to moderate as 

described under Alternative A: moderate within suitable vegetation types (50-51 percent of 
the Project Area disturbed; Table 4.7-9) and within elk calving habitat (22 percent of the 
Project Area disturbed, for rare or important habitat; Table 4.7-9), and minor in other habitats 
(i.e., 15-26 percent of Project Area disturbed; Table 4.7-9). All habitat impacts would be 
short- to long-term as described under Alternative A. 

Migratory Birds.  
• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Impacts to migratory bird habitats would be very 

similar to Alternative A except there would be a larger amount of riparian/wetland 
disturbance (3.4 acres total) under Alternative C (Table 4.7-10). 

Aquatic Species and Habitat.  
• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Alternative C would cross four intermittent 

drainages (Transcon 2008b). There are about 5,600 feet of intermittent stream in the 
Alternative C Project Area. Sixteen percent of the intermittent stream length in the Project 
Area would be disturbed for the long term under Alternative C (Table 4.7-11). 

Removal of 69 kV Transmission Line 
Impacts from removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line would be the same as those described 
for Alternative A (removal). 

4.7.2.5. Interconnect Options 

Construction  
Both interconnect options contain vegetation communities in proportions similar to those along the 
alternative routes; thus general impacts to wildlife from habitat disturbance under the Action 
Alternatives would also apply to both interconnect options. The majority of disturbances would occur 
within sagebrush habitats along both interconnect options.  

Big game habitats within the North-South and East-West interconnects are similar to habitats along 
the alternative routes; thus impacts to big game would be the same as under Alternative A. Small 
differences between the habitats along the alternative routes and along the interconnects would not 
change the overall impacts to big game.    

Regarding migratory bird habitats within the North-South and East-West interconnect options, no 
disturbance would occur to riparian or wetland areas, agricultural fields, or cliff/canyon areas (Table 
4.7-10). Other migratory bird habitats (e.g., sagebrush and ponderosa pine) would be disturbed as 
under the alternative routes, and impacts would be the same as under Alternative A. 

There would be no impacts to aquatic species under the North-South or East-West interconnect routes 
because the interconnects would not disturb any intermittent, ephemeral, or perennial streams (Table 
4.7-11). 
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4.7.2.6. Alternative D: No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, the current 69 kV transmission line would continue to operate and 
the proposed 138 kV transmission line would not be constructed. The existing transmission line 
would be overhauled including the possible replacement of conductor wire and the majority of the 
poles. Ground disturbance and resulting impacts to wildlife and habitat would be similar to, but 
somewhat less than, that described above for construction under Alternative B. Future maintenance 
and line operations would be similar to current levels. 

4.7.2.7. Summary 
There would be no differences in impact determinations among the Action Alternatives. Habitats 
crossed by each alternative (A, B, and C) are similar, as shown in Table 4.7-10, and most wildlife 
species discussed utilize several different habitats and so blur the quantitative distinctions that can be 
made among alternatives. Further, although acres of disturbance between the alternatives do differ for 
many habitat types, these differences do not translate into different magnitudes (e.g., minor, 
moderate) for impact assessments. In summary, any Action Alternative would result in minor or 
moderate impacts on wildlife and aquatic species. Major impacts may occur in wildlife habitats if 
cheatgrass infestations are spread further as a result of any Action Alternative (A, B, or C). Impacts 
are summarized in Table 4.7-14.  



 

Table 4.7-14. Summary of Wildlife Impact Determinations  

RESOURCE INDICATOR 
ALTERNATIVE A 

 
ALTERNATIVE B 

 
ALTERNATIVE C 

 
NORTH- SOUTH 
INTERCONNECT 

EAST- WEST 
INTERCONNECT 

ALTERNATIVE D 
 

Small 
Mammals and 
Reptiles 

(1) Habitat Minor-
Moderate 
Short- and 
Long-Term 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Negligible 

 (2) 
Fragmentation 

Minor-
Moderate 
Long-Term 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Negligible 

 (3) Noise Negligible-
Minor 
Short-- and 
Long-Term 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Negligible 

Big game (1) Habitat Minor-
Moderate 
Short- and 
Long-Term 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Negligible 

 (2) 
Fragmentation 

Negligible-
Minor 
Short-Term 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Negligible 

 (3) Noise Minor 
Short-Term 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Negligible 

Migratory 
Birds 

(1) Habitat Minor-
Moderate 
Short- and 
Long-Term 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Negligible 

 (2) 
Fragmentation 

Moderate 
Long-Term 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Negligible 

 



 

 

 

RESOURCE INDICATOR 
ALTERNATIVE A 

 
ALTERNATIVE B 

 
ALTERNATIVE C 

 
NORTH- SOUTH 
INTERCONNECT 

EAST- WEST 
INTERCONNECT 

ALTERNATIVE D 
 

 (3) Noise and 
(5) Dist-nests 

Negligible-
Minor 
Short-Term 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Negligible 

 (4) Invasive Moderate-
Major 
Long-Term 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Negligible 

Aquatic 
Species 

(1) Habitat Minor-
Moderate 
Long-Term 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Negligible Negligible Negligible 

 (2) 
Fragmentation 

Minor 
Short-Term 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Negligible Negligible Negligible 

 (4) Invasive Negligible Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Negligible 

MIS Trout (6) Crossings Minor-
Moderate 
Short-Term 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Negligible Negligible Negligible 

All MIS (7) 
Compliance? 

Yes Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

Same as 
Alternative A 

-- 

All Wildlife (7) 
Compliance? 

-- Yes --  -- -- -- 
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4.7.3. Mitigation 
No mitigation measures beyond the construction techniques, BMPs, and other Resource Protection 
Measures discussed in Section 2.3.6 have been identified.  

4.7.4.  Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
Habitat fragmentation and loss, as a result of all Action Alternatives, would result in minor to 
moderate unavoidable adverse impacts. Disruption of wildlife species migration routes and bird 
flyways would present minor unavoidable adverse impacts. Removal of habitat and nesting, and 
roosting sites would present moderate unavoidable adverse impacts.  

4.8. SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES  

4.8.1. Indicators and Methods 
The magnitude and duration of impacts determinations in this analysis are based on the following 
general criteria (Table 4.8-1). 

Table 4.8-1. Description of General Impacts Levels 

ATTRIBUTE OF EFFECT DESCRIPTION RELATIVE TO SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES 

Magnitude 

Negligible  Not a perceptible change. 
Minor  A change perceptible to individuals of a particular species. 
Moderate A change that is large enough to affect many individuals of a species 

and may potentially affect the viability of a population. 
Major A change that would affect population viability. 

Duration 

Temporary <1 year; during construction only. 
Short-term 1-10 years; time for most grassland and shrub habitats to regenerate. 
Long-term 10+ years; time needed for most forested (and some shrub) habitats to 

regenerate. 

 

For special status species, six specific indicators were used to measure impacts. The specific criteria 
used for the first five indicators are the same as those used for wildlife and are described in Tables 
4.7-1 through 4.7-5. The specific criteria for all indicators and the methods for Indicator 6 are 
described below. 

Indicator (1): Acres of Habitat Disturbed 

Acres of direct disturbance of habitat and indirect habitat loss were compared to available habitat. 
Habitat disturbances were analyzed in the context of the Project Area. The acreage of habitat 
disturbance was divided by the total acreage of that habitat in the Project Area. Impacts were 
determined directly from calculated percentages.  

Indicator (2): Habitat Fragmentation  

Regarding changes to habitat and populations related to fragmentation, known life histories of species 
were used (e.g., migration patterns, home ranges, and population sizes) to assess the impact of linear 
disturbances on habitat and populations. 
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Indicator (3): Noise Levels 

The predicted number and duration of visits was used as an indicator of human disturbance as well as 
known information regarding noise levels for transmission line installation projects to estimate the 
duration, frequency, and increase in noise levels above ambient. Documented influence distances 
from published and gray literature were used to judge probability of impacts to as many species of 
concern as best available science allowed.  

Indicator (4): Invasive Plants in TES Habitat 

Known noxious weeds or invasive plant infestations were used to identify areas vulnerable to further 
infestation and spread of weed seeds to new areas. Infested areas within current or proposed access 
routes were assumed to be the most likely sources of increased infestation; areas crossed with 
potentially infested vehicles and equipment were assumed to be the most vulnerable to a new invasive 
plant infestation. 

Indicator (5): Reproductive Sites  

Maps of known raptor nests, leks, and other important sites found during surveys were compared to 
the location of the alignment. More proximate nests, leks, and other reproductive areas were generally 
assumed to be most likely to be adversely impacted, depending on known sensitivities of each species 
to human proximity. 

Indicator (6): Compliance with National Park Service Management Policies 

NPS Management Policies (2006a) was used to compare policy guidance with predicted impacts to 
special status species within park boundaries. Any relevant standard, guideline, or policy, including 
mitigation measures that would not be met under was determined to be not in compliance. Relevant 
mitigation measures are discussed for sensitive raptors. 

Impacts were determined as either (1) “in compliance” or (2) “not in compliance” with NPS 
Management Policies. 

4.8.2. Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative 
4.8.2.1. Impacts Common to All Action Alternatives 

Construction 
• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Direct disturbance of habitat would have an 

effect on any special status species that utilize the proposed disturbance areas. Disturbances 
in common and unique habitat types among the three proposed alternatives are summarized in 
Table 4.8-2. For the most abundant types (sagebrush and ponderosa pine), disturbances 
between Alternatives A and C alignments are similar, and are slightly greater than those 
under Alternative B. Special status species that may use these habitats include Utah prairie 
dog, burrowing owl, pygmy rabbit, greater sage-grouse, and ferruginous hawk (sagebrush 
habitat); and northern goshawk, flammulated owl, and Lewis’s woodpecker (ponderosa pine 
habitat; Table 4.8-2).  
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Table 4.8-2. Disturbance to the Most Common Habitats in the Project Area by 
Alternative 

SPECIES 
HABITAT 

TYPE 

ACRES OF PROJECT AREA DISTURBANCE 
ACRES OF LONG-TERM DISTURBANCE (PERCENTAGE OF PROJECT 

AREA) 
ACRES OF SHORT-TERM DISTURBANCE (PERCENTAGE OF PROJECT 

AREA) 

ALT A ALT B ALT C 
NORTH-
SOUTH  

EAST-
WEST  

Common Habitats 
Utah prairie 
dog,*  
Burrowing 
owl,  
Pygmy rabbit,  
Greater 
sage-
grouse,* 
Ferruginous 
hawk 

Sagebrush 232.31
30.29 
(13%)

108.32 
(47%)

219.01
29.44 (13%)
94.30 (43%)

255.57
30.75 
(12%)

127.03 
(50%)

11.75 
1.24 (11%) 

6.36 (54%) 

28.5
3.35 

(12%)

15.53 
(54%)

Northern 
goshawk,  
Flammulated 
owl,  
Lewis’s 
woodpecker 

Ponderosa 
pine 

89.08
8.59 (10%)

36.20 
(41%)

56.48
2.94 (5%)

22.61 (40%)

103.78
9.79 (9%)

53.19 
(51%)

15.28 
1.64 (11%) 

7.36 (48%) 

17.27
2.17 

(13%)

7.90 
(46%)

Ferruginous 
hawk 

Pinyon/ 
juniper 

58.01
6.05 (10%)

25.38 
(44%)

78.54
7.71 (10%)

29.64 (38%)

50.36
5.30 (11%)

25.27 
(50%)

0.20 
0.03 (15%) 

0.07 (35%) 

2.38
0.26 

(11%)

1.35 
(57%)

Peregrine 
falcon, 
Sensitive 
bats 

Cliff/ 
canyon  

 14.19
0.85 (6%)

5.10 (36%)

 21.8
0.00 

0.68 (3%)

 18.78
0.76 (4%)

7.50 (40%)

0.00 0.00

Unique Habitats 
Mexican 
spotted owl 

Designated 
Critical  
Habitat  

80.00
7.80 (10%)

14.70 
(18%)

0.00 81.81
7.80 (10%)

14.70 
(18%)

0.00 0.00

Utah prairie 
dog  

Existing 
colonies 

16.62
1.50 (9%)

2.90 (17%)

43.63
3.30 (8%)

14.30 (33%)

21.84
1.10 (5%)

13.40 
(61%)

0.00 0.00

Greater 
sage-grouse 

UDWR-
mapped 
Brooding  

223.43
20.80 (9%)

47.10 

223.37
21.30 (10%)
47.80 (21%)

257.01
21.70 (8%)

84.00 

7.57 
0.80 (10%) 

29.45
2.30 (8%)

5.30 
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SPECIES 
HABITAT 

TYPE 

ACRES OF PROJECT AREA DISTURBANCE 
ACRES OF LONG-TERM DISTURBANCE (PERCENTAGE OF PROJECT 

AREA) 
ACRES OF SHORT-TERM DISTURBANCE (PERCENTAGE OF PROJECT 

AREA) 

ALT A ALT B ALT C 
NORTH-
SOUTH  

EAST-
WEST  

habitat (21%) (33%) 0.90 (12%) (18%)
Greater 
sage-grouse 

 
Use areas 
(DNF and 
surrounding) 

126.59
10.60 (8%)

25.90 
(20%)

122.25
11.20 (9%)

14.50 (12%)

67.18
4.80 (7%)

14.50 
(22%)

0.00 0.00

Sensitive 
plants 

Mapped 
occurrences  
and suitable 
habitat (DNF 
only) 

62.46
5.00 (8%)

14.10 
(23%)

55.52
1.0 (2%)
3.2 (6%)

45.61
3.07 (8%)

13.50 
(30%)

27.23 
2.20 (8%) 

6.00 (22%) 

25.54
2.40 (9%)

4.30 
(17%)

*Note that a general habitat discussion alone is not representative of overall impacts to Utah prairie dog and 
greater sage-grouse among alternatives. Each of these species has occupied specifically mapped habitat 
along the alignments, and disturbance within these specific habitats is more indicative of how each alternative 
would impact these species. 

Substation Distribution Lines 
Construction of distribution lines in conjunction with removal of the existing Tropic Substation and in 
conjunction with either of the new Bryce Substation options has the potential to impact Utah prairie 
dog colonies and habitat. Impacts would be similar in type and duration to those described under 
Alternative B, as Utah prairie dog colonies are concentrated in this general area (Johnson Bench).  

Construction and maintenance of distribution lines would employ Resource Protection Measures as 
described in Section 2.3.6 to minimize impacts.  

Operations and Maintenance 
Operations and maintenance impacts on special status species would be similar under all Action 
Alternatives. Operation of the transmission line would not affect any special status species with the 
exception of greater sage-grouse, and sensitive raptors or other birds that are vulnerable to predation 
from ground predators along the centerline disturbance or from raptors perched on the transmission 
line (see Section 4.7.2.1). Routine maintenance of facilities would disturb any special status species 
in the vicinity of activities for the duration of the activity and individuals may be temporarily 
displaced. However, human disturbance would be minimal in most cases and consist of single vehicle 
entries over established access routes. Machinery noise would disturb any special status individual in 
the vicinity but displacement, if it occurred, would be short term and impacts would be negligible.  

Emergency maintenance has potential for adverse impacts because, due to public safety concerns, it 
cannot be scheduled around sensitive times such as breeding or nesting periods for TES species. In 
most cases, pre-activity surveys would not be feasible prior to emergency maintenance activities. 
Emergency maintenance impacts would be more adverse than construction impacts for most special 
status species due to the potential for disturbance during a sensitive period (i.e., greater sage-grouse 
during lekking or brood-rearing, all TES raptors during nesting, big game during calving or fawning). 
For all species, emergency maintenance impacts would be more adverse than for construction because 
the presence of a special status individual in the vicinity of activities is more likely (due to the 
infeasibility of pre-activity surveys).  
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4.8.2.2. Alternative A: Proposed Action 

Construction 
Utah Prairie Dog (T). Some Utah prairie dog colony areas (mapped by UDWR) would be disturbed 
by Alternative A: 1.5 acres would be lost for the long term (10 percent of colony areas in the Project 
Area), and 3 acres (17 percent of the Project Area) would be disturbed for the short term. Alternative 
A would pass through the Johns Valley and Johnson Bench areas that contain concentrations of Utah 
prairie dogs. Impacts to prairie dogs may include increased predation by raptors perched on power 
poles. Perch deterrents would be installed on poles only in Utah prairie dog, sage-grouse, and pygmy 
rabbit habitats, if deemed necessary by the agencies. Raptor perch deterrents would be expected to 
reduce but not altogether eliminate perching and predation associated with the transmission line; even 
with perch deterrents raptor predation may still increase in prairie dog habitats crossed by the 
transmission line.  

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Thirty-four acres of suitable habitat for Utah 
prairie dog (grassland, sagebrush, and scrub/shrub habitats) would be lost for the long term 
(13 percent of these habitats in the Project Area), including 30 acres of sagebrush. Including 
grassland, sagebrush, and other shrub habitats, 119 acres of suitable habitat (46 percent of 
these habitats in the Project Area) would be occupied for the short term during construction. 
Native grasses, which are the most important vegetative component of prairie dog habitat, 
would recover relatively quickly after reclamation. Habitat loss impacts would be moderate 
due to the large amount of temporary disturbance during construction. 

• Indicator (2): Fragmentation. Utah prairie dog families generally occupy territories about 1 
acre in size (Rodriguez 2008); thus the transmission line may reduce the size of potential 
territories if prairie dogs avoided the lines and limit the distribution or number of prairie dogs 
that could occupy a habitat area, or that could disperse into a new area. Prairie dog colonies 
are not likely to be adversely affected by fragmentation resulting from transmission line 
disturbances, however, because the species is attracted to disturbed soils and would be likely 
to use disturbed areas cleared of vegetation for new burrows. Impacts to Utah prairie dogs 
from fragmentation would be minor and short-term.  

• Indicator (3): Noise. Utah prairie dogs in the vicinity of the proposed transmission line 
would be temporarily disturbed by construction noise. The distance from which prairie dogs 
respond to human disturbance and noise is 350 feet (USFWS 2007c). Prairie dog 
vocalizations are an important part of survival (e.g., predator warnings); outside noise can 
mask these sounds and prevent warning systems and other communications between prairie 
dogs. Impacts caused by noise associated with construction of the transmission line would be 
short-term and minor, because only a few individuals would probably be affected by 
interrupted communications. These individuals may be displaced during construction by 
noise disturbances, although it is more likely that prairie dogs would retreat deeper into their 
burrows as a reaction to loud noises. Prairie dogs are not likely to enter hibernation early due 
to noise disturbances above-ground. However, impacts of early hibernation in a few 
individuals would be long-term and moderate, if it occurred, as the loss of some individuals 
could adversely affect reproductive success the following year. 

• Indicator (4): Invasive plants in TES habitats. Construction vehicles may transport 
invasive plant seeds to the disturbance areas, which could lead to increases in these 
undesirable species. As part of Alternative A, Resource Protection Measures require that pre-
construction weed inventories and treatments (if necessary) be performed prior to 
construction, and that vehicles be power-washed off-site (see Section 2.3.6 regarding weed 
control) before entering the disturbance areas. Invasive plants present on site or along access 
routes to the alignments that are not treated beforehand may be spread by construction 
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vehicles. Seeds from other locations outside the disturbance areas could also spread along the 
alignments if Resource Protection Measures (e.g., vehicle washing) are not completely 
effective.  

Along the Proposed Action route, infestations of thistle (Cirsium spp.), hoary cress (Cardaria 
draba), and brome grass (Bromus spp.) occur in suitable prairie dog habitat and further 
infestations may degrade prairie dog habitat by replacing native grasses and forbs with plants 
that do not provide the required nutrients and habitat structure (e.g., prairie dogs prefer the 
young shoots and leaves and flowers of certain forb species; USFWS 1991:10). These 
impacts would be long-term and moderate because suitable forage availability is an essential 
habitat characteristic and an important factor in Utah prairie dog survival (USFWS 1991, 
Rodriguez 2008). However, monitoring and treatment of invasive species during operation 
and maintenance, bi-annual surveys by Garkane for invasive species for 10 years after 
construction, and weed control where necessary would minimize the likelihood of invasive 
species spreading further into Utah prairie dog habitat. 

Mexican Spotted Owl (T).  
• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Eight acres of Designated Critical Habitat for 

Mexican spotted owl would be lost for the long term (10 percent of Critical Habitat in the 
Project Area), and 15 acres of Critical Habitat (18 percent of Critical Habitat in the Project 
Area) would be occupied for the short term during construction. Habitat losses for Mexican 
spotted owl from construction activities would be long-term because most habitats contain 
forests that would not reach their pre-disturbance condition within a 10-year timeframe. 
Construction-related disturbance of rock or cliff habitat components would be short-term 
because cliff areas could be used immediately after construction was completed. Impacts 
would be minor to moderate because Designated Critical Habitat is essential for the survival 
and reproduction of this species. Although Mexican spotted owls have not yet been detected, 
any losses could limit the likelihood of a spotted owl population establishing in the future or 
diminish the available habitat for existing, undetected populations. 

• Indicator (3): Noise. Noise from construction under Alternative A could disturb Mexican 
spotted owls that are roosting within 0.5 mile of activities. Pre-construction surveys in 
suitable habitats would document the presence of nesting spotted owls in the area (see 
committed mitigation measures outlined in Appendix A). Any spotted owls present in the 
area could be disturbed by the noises and be displaced or diverted for short distances for the 
duration of activities. These displacement impacts would be minor, if owls were roosting or 
foraging, because there would be no reproductive impacts (no nesting). Impacts to nesting 
owls would be short-term and moderate. 

Pygmy Rabbit (S). Impacts to pygmy rabbit in some areas may include destruction of burrows that are 
not detected before construction begins. Pygmy rabbit burrows tend to be shallow and would be 
removed by one pass of heavy machinery during construction or maintenance activities.  

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Thirty-four acres of pygmy rabbit habitats 
(sagebrush and other shrub/scrub) would be lost for the long term (13 percent of habitat in the 
Project area), and 118 acres of pygmy rabbit habitats (46 percent of suitable habitats in the 
Project Area) would be occupied for the short term during construction. According to suitable 
habitat designations by the DNF, less than 0.1 acre of suitable pygmy rabbit habitat would be 
disturbed for the long term and 2 acres would be disturbed for the short term. Pygmy rabbit 
habitat on BLM land in the Project Area is not mapped. Some habitat losses may be long-
term because tall sagebrush areas are less likely to regenerate within 10 years than less 
mature sagebrush. Impacts could be moderate due to the large amount of short-term 
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disturbance but would be minor to moderate depending on the suitability of the habitat 
disturbed.  

• Indicator (2): Fragmentation. The transmission line would fragment pygmy rabbit habitat if 
the line passed through a patch of suitable sagebrush for the species. The habitat patch near 
the proposed East Valley Substation (part of Alternative A) could be impacted by 
fragmentation during and after the substation is installed. Impacts to pygmy rabbits from 
fragmentation would be long-term and moderate because pygmy rabbit populations are 
generally vulnerable to isolation and local extinction due to their short dispersal distances and 
slow pace of re-colonization in new habitats (ONE 2008a); thus populations could be 
disturbed. 

• Indicator (3): Noise. Pygmy rabbits in the vicinity of the proposed transmission line would 
be disturbed by construction noise. Noise in the vicinity of burrows could interfere with 
rabbits’ ability to detect predators. Noise would have population-level impacts if activities 
took place in a high-density area and many pygmy rabbits were exposed to a predator; thus 
impacts from noise, although short-term, could be moderate. 

• Indicator (4): Invasive plants in TES habitats. Construction vehicles may transport 
invasive plant seeds to the disturbance areas and lead to increases in these undesirable 
species. As part of Alternative A, Resource Protection Measures (those pertinent to wildlife 
described in Appendix A to the Wildlife Specialist Report in the project record) require that 
pre-construction weed inventories and treatments (if necessary) be performed prior to 
construction, and that vehicles be power-washed off-site before entering the disturbance 
areas. Invasive plants present on site or along access routes to the alignments that are not 
treated beforehand may be spread by construction vehicles. Seeds from other locations 
outside the disturbance areas could also spread along the alignments if Resource Protection 
Measures (e.g., vehicle washing) are not completely effective. Along the Proposed Action 
route, infestations of thistle, hoary cress, and cheatgrass occur in suitable pygmy rabbit 
habitat. Invasive plants, particularly cheatgrass, would decrease the amount of functional 
habitat for pygmy rabbit, because brome grasses are not as nutritious a forage plant (it is only 
palatable for a short time while green) and cannot provide shelter or cover for pygmy rabbits. 
Cheatgrasses could replace sagebrush because the presence of a dense, dry layer of cheatgrass 
in the understory of sage habitat increases the risk of fire in these habitats that can lead to a 
rapid replacement of sagebrush with cheatgrass after fire (ONE 2008b). Impacts from the 
spread of invasive species, particularly cheatgrass, in native pygmy rabbit habitat would be 
long-term and moderate due to the relatively small amount of sagebrush habitat currently free 
of invasive species. Monitoring and treatment of invasive species during operation and 
maintenance, bi-annual surveys by Garkane for invasive species for 10 years after 
construction, and weed control where necessary (see Appendix A to the Special Status 
Species Specialist Report in the project record) would minimize the likelihood of invasive 
species spreading further into pygmy rabbit habitat. 

Sensitive Bats. No known maternity roosts, caves, or other possible reproductive sites would be 
disturbed by Alternative A. 

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. No USFS-mapped suitable bat habitat (on DNF 
only) would be disturbed by Alternative A. Across the entire Project Area (USFS, BLM, 
State, etc.), less than one (0.85) acre of cliff/canyon habitat would be lost for the long term (8 
percent of cliff/canyon in the Project Area), and 5 acres of cliff/canyon habitat would be 
occupied for the short term during construction (36 percent of cliff/canyon habitat in the 
Project Area). Impacts from construction-related habitat losses on rocky areas would be 
short-term because cliff areas could be used immediately after construction was completed. 
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Other suitable bat habitats such as grasslands and shrub habitats (used for foraging) that are 
disturbed may regenerate over the short-term after reclamation. Other habitats that bats may 
use for foraging (shrublands, forest, riparian) would be disturbed for the long term. Impacts to 
sensitive bats from habitat loss would be moderate due to the large amount of short-term 
disturbance.  

• Indicator (3): Noise. Sensitive bats that are roosting in the vicinity of the proposed 
transmission line would be disturbed by construction noise. Foraging bats would be less 
likely to be disturbed by such activities because their activity levels would not coincide with 
construction (daylight) hours. Foraging bats would not be measurably affected by small 
displacements caused by noise due to the wide variety of habitats suitable for foraging; 
impacts to foraging bats would be negligible. Impacts to roosting bats from construction and 
other heavy machinery noise would be short-term and minor to moderate, depending on the 
species and the number of roosting bats that were displaced (e.g., some bat species roost 
communally). 

Greater Sage-Grouse. Alternative A would pass through or close to important areas used by sage-
grouse for breeding and brood rearing in Johns Valley. Impacts to greater sage-grouse may include 
increased predation by raptors perched on power poles. Perch deterrents would be installed in sage-
grouse habitats, if deemed necessary by the agencies.  Raptor predation is currently impacting 
populations and this predation rate is likely to increase despite the implementation of perch deterrents. 
Predation impacts under Alternative A would be long-term and major because a decline in the local 
population is likely if the line was installed in this area of Johns Valley and increased the predation 
rate further. 

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Thirty acres of sagebrush would be disturbed for 
the long term (13 percent of sagebrush in the Project Area), and 108 acres of sagebrush (47 
percent of sagebrush in the Project Area) would be occupied for the short term during 
construction. There are 21 acres of brood-rearing habitat for greater sage-grouse that would 
be disturbed for the long term and 47 acres that would be disturbed during construction. 
Regarding use areas, 11 acres would be disturbed for the long term and 26 acres would be 
disturbed during construction. The Project Area for Alternative A contains 223 acres of 
brood-rearing habitat and 127 acres of use areas. All habitat losses, including losses of brood-
rearing habitat and use areas, would be long-term because sagebrush vegetation may not 
regenerate within 10 years if disturbed. Impacts would be moderate under Alternative A due 
to the amount of disturbance to greater sage-grouse habitats during construction. 

• Indicator (2): Fragmentation. The transmission line would fragment greater sage-grouse 
habitat if sage-grouse utilized the disturbed area less frequently than surrounding areas or 
avoided it altogether. The degree to which sage-grouse may avoid a transmission line is not 
known, but in general non-continuous habitat deters dispersal and normal migration patterns 
(Connelly et al. 2004). Many sage-grouse populations are migratory and populations that are 
non-migratory utilize large home ranges (Connelly et al. 2000); thus linear disturbances that 
isolate portions of habitat would disrupt seasonal movements or could prevent sage-grouse 
from using all parts of their habitat if transmission lines were avoided. Sage-grouse may be 
prevented from returning to a breeding or nesting area, for instance, as they tend to exhibit 
site fidelity. Impacts from fragmentation would be long-term and would most likely be minor 
if only a few individuals were restricted in their movements by the line. Alternative A passes 
through use areas for greater sage-grouse that includes leks; thus impacts would be major if 
most greater sage-grouse individuals avoid the line and are restricted in their movements.  

• Indicator (3): Noise. Greater sage-grouse in the vicinity of the proposed transmission line 
would be disturbed by construction noise and by possible emergency maintenance activities 
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that required heavy machinery (e.g., line replacement) and occurred during breeding or 
brood-rearing periods (emergency maintenance activities, due to human safety concerns, 
cannot be scheduled around breeding periods). In general, sage-grouse would be displaced by 
such activities but would probably return to the area after the disturbance, unless birds in the 
vicinity were nesting, in which case nesting activities could be disrupted and adverse 
reproductive effects could occur. Impacts from a disruption in nesting activities would be 
short-term and moderate because the reproductive rate of a population could be affected if 
many nests were impacted by noise. Alternative A would pass through or near important 
habitat areas for this species and thus would be in proximity to individuals. Noise impacts 
would be avoided by implementation of seasonal buffers during the nesting season wherever 
sage-grouse are nesting. Buffers and locations would be determined in the Biological 
Evaluation and in consultation with the DNF but would likely occur between May 1 and July 
15 (see committed mitigation measures outlined in Appendix A). With such restrictions, the 
impacts on nesting greater sage-grouse would be negligible or minor.  

• Indicator (4): Invasive plants in TES habitats. Construction vehicles may transport 
invasive plant seeds to the disturbance areas and lead to increases in these undesirable 
species. As part of Alternative A, Resource Protection Measures require that pre-construction 
weed inventories and treatments (if necessary) be performed prior to construction, and that 
vehicles be power-washed off-site before entering the disturbance areas. Invasive plants 
present on site or along access routes to the alignments that are not treated beforehand may be 
spread by construction vehicles. Seeds from other locations outside the disturbance areas 
could also spread along the alignments if Resource Protection Measures (e.g., vehicle 
washing) are not completely effective. Along the Proposed Action route, infestations of 
thistle and cheatgrass occur in greater sage-grouse habitat and could further diminish the 
value of the sagebrush habitat for sage-grouse if invasive species were to spread further. 
Invasive species do not provide the same level of nutritious forage as sagebrush plants, and 
invasive grasses facilitate fire, after which sagebrush plants that rely on seed to reestablish are 
out-competed by the abundance of brome grass seeds in the soil. Impacts of invasive species 
invading greater sage-grouse habitat would be long-term and moderate because essential 
qualities of the habitat would be lost, making the infested sagebrush less suitable for greater 
sage-grouse. Monitoring and treatment of invasive species during operation and maintenance, 
bi-annual surveys by Garkane for invasive species for 10 years after construction, and weed 
control where necessary (Appendix A to the Special Status Species Specialist Report in the 
project record) would minimize the likelihood of invasive species spreading further into 
greater sage-grouse habitat. 

• Indicator (5): Proximity to reproductive sites. Alternative A would pass to within 0.5 mile 
of an established lek (the John L. Swale lek; Transcon 2008d) and to within 0.25 mile of 
another lek (Lek 2; Transcon 2008d) in the Coyote Hollow area. Proximity to the John L. 
Swale lek would diminish lek attendance unless construction took place outside of the 
breeding period (part of March and April; see Appendix A). Installation of raptor perch 
deterrents would be expected to reduce but not altogether eliminate perching and predation 
associated with the transmission line; even with perch deterrents raptor predation may still 
increase in sag-grouse habitats crossed by the transmission line. Proximity to Lek 2 (and the 
John L. Swale lek) may increase the predation of non-raptor species by providing additional 
access for ground predators (coyotes and a killed grouse were observed during surveys of Lek 
2). Ground predation would increase at both leks under Alternative A. Impacts from 
decreased lek attendance at Lek 2 and the John L. Swale lek would be major and long-term, 
due to the chance for predation and other (human) access to increase via two-track access 
routes along the centerline in addition to raptor predation with or without the installation of 
perch deterrents.  
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All Sensitive Raptors.  
• Indicators (3) and (5): Noise and proximity to reproductive sites. The Utah Raptor Guide 

(Romin and Muck 2002) provides recommended spatial and seasonal buffer distances for 
raptor species in Utah, within which impacts to species’ reproduction (nesting) is possible. 
Dates and spatial buffers are listed in Table 4.8-3. 

Table 4.8-3. Nesting Periods and Recommended Buffers for Sensitive Raptors in the 
Proposed Disturbance Areas 

SPECIES 
SPATIAL BUFFER 

(MILE) NESTING PERIOD 

KNOWN NESTS WITHIN 
0.5-MILE OF PROPOSED 
TRANSMISSION LINES? 

Northern goshawk 0.50 03/01 – 08/15 Yes 
Burrowing owl 0.25 03/01 – 08/31 No, but expected 
Peregrine falcon 1.00 02/01 – 08/31 Potential  
Ferruginous hawk 0.50 03/01 – 08/01 No, but expected 
Bald eagle 1.00 01/01 – 08/31 No 
Flammulated owl 0.25 04/01 – 09/30 No, but expected 

 

Within the nesting period for each raptor species, noise disturbances that occur within the 
spatial buffer listed in Table 4.8-3 could impact the nesting raptor. Recommended buffers are 
considered the optimal stipulation to protect nesting and roosting activities under a wide 
range of conditions. Therefore, in the case of the transmission line under Alternative A, the 
relatively short duration of proposed activities (use of heavy machinery and human 
disturbance for a few days for initial construction), and the position of any topographic or 
vegetative features that may shield the disturbance from possible nesting raptors would be 
considered before implementing the recommended buffers. Surveys for nesting raptors would 
be conducted in the disturbance areas and spatial buffer (Table 4.8-3) prior to construction 
and species-specific buffers would be implemented if nests are found. All local factors (e.g., 
topography) would be taken into consideration before a buffer was implemented and would 
ultimately be decided by the appropriate agency. Impacts with regard to noise and proximity 
to raptor nests would be negligible to minor and short-term, depending on the location, 
because surveys would be conducted and avoidance measures followed if nests were found.  

Impacts specific to sensitive raptor species (e.g., habitat losses – Indicator (1)) are described 
below. 

Northern Goshawk. Along the Proposed Action route, a goshawk response was heard in Cedar Fork 
Canyon (Transcon 2008e); thus the alignment could pass within 0.5 mile of a goshawk nest in this 
area. Surveys prior to construction would verify the presence of goshawks or a nest within 0.5 mile at 
any point along Alternative A within suitable habitat. Construction would be modified or 
discontinued within the nesting period (1 March – 15 August; Table 4.8-3) in this area. The Post-
Fledging Area near Wilson’s Peak would not be disturbed by Alternative A. 

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Nine acres of goshawk habitats (mixed conifer 
and ponderosa pine) would be disturbed for the long term (10 percent of goshawk habitat in 
the Project Area), and 36 acres of goshawk habitat (40 percent of goshawk habitat in the 
Project Area) would be occupied for the short term construction. All habitat losses would be 
long-term because forested areas would not regenerate within 10 years. Impacts would be 
moderate due to the large amount of construction-related habitat disturbances. Some edge 
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habitat would be created by the linear disturbance, and foraging habitat for goshawk would be 
improved. Beneficial impacts of increased edge habitat would be long-term and minor.  

Burrowing Owl.  
• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Thirty-four acres of suitable habitats (grassland, 

sagebrush, and scrub/shrub habitats) would be lost for the long term (13 percent of suitable 
habitat in the Project Area) including 30 acres of sagebrush. Including grassland, sagebrush, 
and other shrub habitats, 119 acres of suitable habitat (46 percent of these habitats in the 
Project Area) would be occupied for the short term during construction. One acre of grassland 
habitat would be disturbed for the short term. Habitat losses in grassland and shrub or scrub 
areas that could regenerate within 10 years after reclamation would be short-term. Impacts 
within sagebrush may be long-term due to longer recovery times. Habitat impacts would be 
moderate due to the large amount of short-term habitat disturbance. 

Peregrine Falcon.  
• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Less than 1 (0.85) acre of cliff/canyon habitat 

would be lost for the long term (6 percent of cliff/canyon in the Project Area), and 5 acres of 
cliff/canyon habitat would be occupied for the short term during construction (36 percent of 
cliff/canyon habitat in the Project Area). Cliffs would be available immediately after 
construction. Impacts to peregrine falcon from habitat losses would be negligible because 
short-term disturbance of cliff/canyon habitat would not affect this species. 

Ferruginous Hawk.  
• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Forty acres of ferruginous hawk habitats (pinyon-

juniper, grassland, sagebrush, and other shrub/scrub) would be disturbed for the long term (13 
percent of these habitats in the Project Area), and 145 acres of ferruginous hawk habitat (46 
percent of these habitats in the Project Area) would be occupied for the short term during 
construction. Habitat losses would be minor and long-term because pinyon-juniper and some 
shrubland areas would not regenerate within 10 years. Short-term habitat disturbance impacts 
would be moderate due to the large area of habitat disturbed. 

Bald Eagle.  
• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Less than 1 (0.1) acre of riparian or wetlands 

would be disturbed for the long term by Alternative A (14 percent of the Project Area). Only 
0.23 acre of riparian/wetland (32 percent of the Project Area) would be occupied for the short 
term. No open water habitats would be disturbed, but tall trees in the vicinity of open water 
and near the line (between 0 and 300 feet, depending on tree height) may be removed if the 
tree occurs within the Hazard Tree Zone. Losses of roost trees would be long-term because 
the trees would be permanently removed. Impacts to bald eagle from roost tree removal 
would be minor as other suitable root trees are available, or major if it is a communal roost. 
No communal roosts are known along Alternative A project Area. Impacts from the loss of 
riparian/wetland habitats would be negligible to minor. Some edge habitat would be created 
by the linear disturbance, and foraging habitat for bald eagle would be improved. Beneficial 
impacts of increased edge habitat would be long-term and minor.  

Flammulated Owl.  
• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Nine acres of flammulated owl habitats (mixed 

conifer and ponderosa pine) would be lost for the long term (10 percent of the Project Area), 
and 36 acres of flammulated owl habitat (40 percent of these habitats in the Project Area) 
would be occupied for the short term during construction. According to DNF data, 3 acres of 
suitable flammulated owl habitat would be disturbed for the long term and 2 acres would be 
occupied during construction for the short term (6 percent of the USFS-mapped habitat in the 
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Project Area). All habitat losses would be long-term because forested areas would not 
regenerate within 10 years if disturbed. Impacts would be minor to moderate depending on 
the suitability of the habitat disturbed. Some edge habitat would be created by the linear 
disturbance, and foraging habitat for flammulated owl would be improved. Beneficial impacts 
of increased edge habitat would be long-term and minor.  

 

Three-Toed Woodpecker.  
• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Less than 1 (0.1) acre of three-toed woodpecker 

habitat (spruce-fir) would be lost for the long term, and no spruce-fir habitat would be 
occupied for the short term under Alternative A. Eighty snags (standing dead trees) were 
encountered along the Project Area and several may have been spruce or fir trees. Impacts to 
three-toed woodpecker from losses of snags within the Project Area would be negligible to 
minor and long term, depending on the number of spruce-fir snags that fall within the Hazard 
Tree Zone and need to be removed.  

• Indicator (3): Noise. Construction noise may interrupt communications between three-toed 
woodpeckers (Lohr 2008) if construction took place near snags, but probably would not 
affect nesting or breeding behavior or cause three-toed woodpeckers to be displaced. The 
impacts of noise on woodpeckers are not known but woodpeckers have sensitivity to noise 
similar to that of other small migratory birds (Lohr et al. 2000). If three-toed woodpeckers are 
detected during pre-construction surveys, a general nesting period restriction (dates between 
May and July) may be imposed on construction activities. Impacts to three-toed woodpecker 
are not expected because suitable habitat is scarce along the alignments; however, Alternative 
A passes near spruce-fir near Wilson Peak that is the largest patch of this habitat across the 
alternatives. Impacts are likely to be negligible but could be short-term and minor if three-
toed woodpeckers are present in this area.  

Lewis’s Woodpecker.  
• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Nine acres of ponderosa pine would be lost for 

the long term (10 percent of ponderosa pine in the Project Area), and 36 acres of ponderosa 
pine (40 percent of ponderosa pine in the Project Area) would be occupied for the short term 
during construction. Eighty snags (standing dead trees) were encountered along the Proposed 
Action route within the Project Area and it is likely that many were ponderosa pine trees. Any 
ponderosa pine snags within the Hazard Tree Zone would be removed and would reduce the 
available habitat for Lewis’s woodpecker. Habitat losses would be long-term because 
forested areas would not regenerate within 10 years if disturbed. Impacts would be moderate 
due to the large amount of short-term habitat disturbance. 

• Indicator (3): Noise. As for three-toed woodpecker, construction noise may interrupt 
communications between Lewis’s woodpecker individuals, if construction took place near 
snags. Lewis’s woodpeckers would probably not be displaced by construction noise; impacts 
would be short-term and minor. As for three-toed woodpecker, if woodpeckers are detected 
during pre-construction surveys for migratory birds, a general nesting period restriction may 
be imposed during dates in May, June, or July at the discretion of the appropriate agency. 
Impacts to the species would then likely be negligible. Ponderosa pine habitats are abundant 
across the Proposed Action route; thus the presence of the species is possible. If individuals 
are present but not found during surveys, noise impacts would be minor and short-term. 

Sensitive plants. Sensitive plants could be disturbed by construction activities because although lines 
may be sited to avoid sensitive plant populations, most populations of sensitive plants on Claron 
Limestone are relatively dense and locally abundant; thus avoiding all individuals would be 
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impossible in some areas. Along the Proposed Action route, sensitive plants occur in the areas north 
of the Pine Hills and in the Coyote Hollow area (Segment A-1), east of the East Fork Sevier River. 
Impacts from direct losses of individual plants would be long-term and minor because sensitive plants 
would not be affected at the population level, and thus the persistence of sensitive plant species would 
not be threatened by Proposed Action disturbances. 

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Five acres of USFS-mapped sensitive plant 
habitat would be lost for the long term (8 percent of habitat in the Project Area), and 14 acres 
of sensitive plant habitat (22 percent of these habitats in the Project Area) would be occupied 
for the short term during construction. Habitat losses would be long-term because sensitive 
plants may not establish again in disturbed areas until the original site characteristics return 
(probably longer than 10 years), and minor due to the large amount of sensitive plant habitat 
in the area. 

• Indicator (4): Invasive plants in TES habitats. Construction vehicles may transport 
invasive plant seeds to the disturbance areas and lead to increases in these undesirable 
species. As part of Alternative A, Resource Protection Measures require that pre-construction 
weed inventories and treatments (if necessary) be performed prior to construction, and that 
vehicles be power-washed off-site before entering the disturbance areas. Invasive plants 
present on site or along access routes to the alignments that are not treated beforehand may be 
spread by construction vehicles. Seeds from other locations outside the disturbance areas 
could also spread along the alignments if Resource Protection Measures (e.g., vehicle 
washing) are not completely effective. Along the Proposed Action route, infestations of 
thistle and cheatgrass occur in sensitive plant habitat. If invasive species were to spread 
further, their presence would diminish the likelihood that sensitive plants would establish, 
and that established populations of sensitive plants would expand into those areas. Invasive 
species take up space, water, and nutrients from sensitive plants species and generally out-
compete them. Impacts of invasive species invading sensitive plant habitat would be long-
term and moderate because essential qualities of suitable sensitive plant habitat would be lost 
if invasive species were present. Monitoring and treatment of invasive species during 
operation and maintenance, bi-annual surveys by Garkane for invasive species for 10 years 
after construction, and weed control where necessary (Appendix A to the Special Status 
Species Specialist Report in the project record) would minimize the likelihood of invasive 
species spreading further into sensitive plant habitat. 

Removal of 69 kV Transmission Line 
Transmission line removal would have short-term impacts from noise and human presence similar to 
construction activities. There would be no new permanent disturbance to habitat from removal of the 
69kV transmission line.  

Short-term disturbance from removal of the 69kV line would total 47.19 acres, including 26 acres of 
sagebrush, 14 acres of ponderosa pine, and 5 acres of pinyon-juniper woodland (Table 4.8-4). In 
addition, 14 acres of Utah prairie dog colony areas, 38 acres of greater sage-grouse brooding habitat, 
10 acres of greater sage-grouse use area, and 3 acres of sensitive plant habitat would be disturbed for 
the short term by the 69kV line removal (Table 4.8-4). 

Table 4.8-4. Short-Term Disturbances in Special Status Species’ Habitats from 
Removal of the 69kV line  

SPECIES HABITAT 69KV REMOVAL – SHORT-TERM DISTURBANCE ACRES

Common Habitats 
Utah prairie dog,*  Sagebrush 26.30
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SPECIES HABITAT 69KV REMOVAL – SHORT-TERM DISTURBANCE ACRES

Burrowing owl,  
Pygmy rabbit,  
Greater sage-grouse,*  
Ferruginous hawk 
Northern goshawk,  
Flammulated owl,  
Lewis’s woodpecker 

Ponderosa pine 13.57

Ferruginous hawk Pinyon-juniper 4.69
Peregrine falcon, 
Sensitive bats 

Cliff/canyon  0.70

Unique Habitats 
Mexican spotted owl USFWS Critical 

Habitat  
0.00

Utah prairie dog  Existing colonies 14.30
Greater sage-grouse Brooding habitat 37.80
 Use areas 9.50
Sensitive plants Mapped 

occurrences and 
suitable habitat 
(DNF only) 

3.20

*Note that a general habitat discussion alone is not representative of overall impacts to Utah prairie dog and 
greater sage-grouse among alternatives. Each of these species has occupied and specifically mapped habitat 
along the alignments, and disturbance within these specific habitats are more indicative of how each 
alternative would impact these species. 

Adverse impacts from invasive species establishing along the 69kV Project Area as a result of line 
removal would be as described under Alternative A in Wildlife, Section 4.7.2.2. Adverse impacts 
from noise during removal of the 69kV line would also be as described under Alternative A (Section 
4.7.2.2). 

After the transmission line is removed, beneficial impacts in TES species would be minor and long-
term as habitat is restored and the previously disturbed Project Area becomes less distinguishable 
from the surrounding vegetation. Utah prairie dog habitat would be suitable within 1-3 years after 
removal is complete. Sagebrush habitat would be suitable for greater sage-grouse over the long term, 
although some sagebrush plants may regenerate within a few years (short-term). Raptor predation on 
Utah prairie dog and greater sage-grouse facilitated by the 69kV line would be eliminated after the 
line was removed; this would be a long-term and minor beneficial impact to greater sage-grouse and 
Utah prairie dog as well as other small mammals such as pygmy rabbit. Beneficial impacts to other 
TES species would be negligible. 

4.8.2.3. Alternative B: Parallel Existing 69 kV Route 
The two substation location options of Alternative B, “B-1” and “B-2,” are equivalent in terms of 
impacts to special status species and so are discussed as Alternative B (one alternative). 

Construction 
Utah Prairie Dog (T). Three acres of Utah prairie dog colony areas would be lost for the long term 
under Alternative B (7 percent of colony areas in the Project Area), and 14 acres (32 percent of 
colony areas in the Project Area) would be occupied for the short term. Alternative B would not pass 
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through Johns Valley, but would pass through colonies in Hatch Valley and cross straight through 
Johnson Bench, thus bisecting an important habitat area for Utah prairie dog where populations are 
concentrated. Impacts to prairie dogs would include increased raptor predation as described under 
Alternative A.  

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Thirty acres of suitable habitat (grassland, 
sagebrush, and shrub/scrub) would be lost for the long term (13 percent of suitable habitats in 
the Project Area), and 96 acres of suitable habitat (42 percent of these habitats in the Project 
Area) would be occupied for the short term during construction. Impacts would be as 
described under Alternative A. 

• Indicator (2): Fragmentation. Fragmentation impacts would include those described under 
Alternative A because Utah prairie dog habitat is common along both alignments. 
Fragmentation impacts would be more adverse under Alternative B because this alternative 
bisects an area where Utah prairie dogs are concentrated, across Johnson Bench; thus impacts 
under Alternative B would be minor to moderate, depending on the location and number of 
prairie dogs present in the affected habitat. 

• Indicator (3): Noise. Noise impacts would include those described under Alternative A 
because Utah prairie dog habitat is common along all alignments and prairie dogs may occur 
in any area within suitable habitat on the Plateau and be disturbed by noise. Regarding the 
prairie dogs that were found along Alternative B, these individuals may be disturbed during 
construction because human disturbance and equipment noise would occur in proximity to 
colonies. However, prairie dogs would not be displaced from the area because such noises 
would not last for longer than a few days. Impacts would be minor unless mortalities 
occurred from early hibernation, as described under Alternative A.  

• Indicator (4): Invasive plants in TES habitats. General impacts to Utah prairie dog habitat 
from invasive plants would be as described under Alternative A. Under Alternative B, thistle 
infestations that are concentrated in the Hatch Valley area would be most likely to spread 
further in these areas if facilitated by construction vehicles and access routes along the 
centerline. The likelihood of cheatgrass invasions would be similar to Alternative A and the 
likelihood of salt cedar (Tamarisk spp.) and hoary cress infestations may be less severe 
because these species are concentrated in the GSENM and Cedar Fork Canyon, which 
Alternative B avoids. Overall impacts with regard to invasive plants in prairie dog habitat 
under Alternative B would be minor to moderate, depending on the location and severity of 
existing infestations along the alignment. 

Mexican Spotted Owl (T).  

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. No Critical Habitat would be disturbed under 
Alternative B, so no adverse impacts from Critical Habitat losses are anticipated. Impacts 
would be negligible. 

• Indicator (3): Noise – if present. Noise impacts would be as described under Alternative A 
because the likelihood of Mexican spotted owls being present is the same for all alternatives. 

Pygmy Rabbit (S). As under Alternative A, impacts to pygmy rabbits in some areas may include 
destruction of shallow burrows that are not detected prior to construction.  

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Thirty acres of suitable habitats (sage and other 
shrub/scrub) would be lost for the long term (13 percent of suitable habitats in the Project 
Area), and 96 acres of suitable habitat (43 percent of these habitats in the Project Area) would 
be occupied for the short term during construction. Less than 1 acre of DNF-mapped pygmy 
rabbit habitat would be disturbed for the long term, and less than 1 acre would be disturbed 
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for the short term. Impacts would be long-term and minor to moderate as described under 
Alternative A. Habitat specific to pygmy rabbit on BLM land is not mapped; all generally 
suitable habitats (including those on BLM) are included in the 30 acres of sagebrush/scrub 
disturbed. 

• Indicator (2): Fragmentation. The transmission line under Alternative B would fragment 
pygmy rabbit habitat if it passed through suitable sagebrush, and impacts would be as 
described under Alternative A. There may be less likelihood of fragmentation under 
Alternative B because known occupied habitat would not be crossed. However, a similar 
amount of suitable habitat would be crossed under all alternatives and this habitat may be 
occupied. Regardless, suitable habitat may be fragmented by the transmission line and may 
lessen the suitability of the habitat (i.e., reduce the patch size) and pygmy rabbits may be 
prevented from colonizing the habitat in the future. Impacts under Alternative B would be 
long-term and minor to moderate, depending on whether suitable habitat along the line is 
occupied (to be determined by pre-construction surveys).  

• Indicator (3): Noise. General impacts to pygmy rabbits from noise would be as described 
under Alternative A. Because no habitat is known to be occupied along Alternative B, 
however, short-term impacts would be moderate only if pygmy rabbits or sign is found near 
the line (to be determined by pre-construction surveys).  

• Indicator (4): Invasive plants in TES habitats. Impacts with regard to cheatgrass 
infestations in pygmy rabbit habitats would be as described under Alternative A because 
cheatgrass was widespread along all alignments and thus the probability of further 
infestations would be similar across alternatives. Cheatgrass infestations are the most likely to 
adversely affect pygmy rabbit habitat. No pygmy rabbit habitat occurs in areas where thistle 
infestations were found along Alternative B (Sevier River area in Hatch Valley). 

Sensitive Bats. No known maternity roosts, caves, or other possible reproductive sites would be 
disturbed by Alternative B. However, sensitive bats are likely to occur in BRCA. 

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Within the Project Area, there are no USFS-
mapped sensitive bat habitats on the DNF. Cliff/canyon habitats total 22 acres and are located 
mainly within Bryce Canyon and Red Canyon. No cliff/canyon habitat would be lost for the 
long term. Less than 1 acre of cliff/canyon habitat would be occupied for the short term 
during construction (3 percent of cliff/canyon in the Project Area). Impacts from these habitat 
losses would be minor. Less than one (0.16) acre of grassland (foraging) habitat would be 
disturbed for the short term under Alternative B. Other habitat impacts would be as described 
under Alternative A. 

• Indicator (3): Noise. Noise impacts would be as described under Alternative A because the 
likelihood of sensitive bats being present is similar for all alternatives. Bats may occur in 
Bryce Canyon (Alternative B) and also in Cedar Fork Canyon (Alternative A and Alternative 
C). 

Greater Sage-Grouse. Alternative B would pass through the Johnson Bench area and Hatch Valley, 
both of which contain important areas for greater sage-grouse that are used for breeding and brood 
rearing. Impacts to greater sage-grouse would include increased predation by raptors perched on new 
power poles, although perch deterrents would be installed (where necessary, as determined by the 
appropriate agency) and are expected to decrease the predation rate. In addition, the proposed route 
under Alternative B is surrounded by a larger number of natural perches (e.g., trees, cliffs); thus the 
predation rate increase caused by new power poles would not change the current rate.  

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Twenty-nine acres of sagebrush would be lost for 
the long term (13 percent of sagebrush in the right-of-way), and 94 acres of sagebrush (43 
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percent of sagebrush in the Project Area) would be occupied for the short term during 
construction. Twenty-one acres of brood-rearing habitat for greater sage-grouse would be 
disturbed for the long term and 48 would be disturbed during construction. Regarding use 
areas, 11 acres would be disturbed for the long term and 15 acres would be temporarily 
disturbed during construction. The Project Area for Alternative B contains 223 acres of 
brood-rearing habitat and 122 acres of use area. Impacts from habitat losses would be long-
term and moderate, as described under Alternative A. 

• Indicator (2): Fragmentation. Fragmentation impacts would be long-term and major, as 
described under Alternative A, because greater sage-grouse habitat is common along both 
Alternative A and Alternative B, and sagebrush could be fragmented in the same manner by 
the transmission line under both alternatives.  

• Indicator (3): Noise. Noise impacts would include those described under Alternative A 
because greater sage-grouse habitat is common in both Alternative A and Alternative B, and 
sage-grouse individuals present in proximity to disturbances would be disturbed by noise 
from construction and maintenance activities. Noise impacts would be reduced by restricting 
activities to outside the breeding and brood-rearing periods.  

• Indicator (4): Invasive plants in TES habitats. General impacts with regard to invasive 
plants in greater sage-grouse habitats would be as described under Alternative A. The 
Alternative B route contains thistle infestations in Hatch Valley that could affect sage-grouse 
habitats if these weeds were spread further by construction or other vehicles associated with 
the project. Salt cedar and hoary cress infestations may not impact sage-grouse populations 
under Alternative B because these infestations are mainly on GSENM and in Cedar Fork 
Canyon (east portion of Segments A-1 and C-1) and would not be disturbed by Alternative B. 
Cheatgrass is widespread along the Alternative B route and impacts with regard to this 
species spreading further in sage-grouse habitat would be as described under Alternative A. 
Cheatgrass would have the most adverse impact on greater sage-grouse habitat; impacts 
under Alternative B would be long-term and moderate, as under Alternative A. 

• Indicator (5): Proximity to reproductive sites. The Alternative B route would pass to 
within 1 mile of a Lek 1 (Transcon 2008d) and to within 0.20 mile of Lek 2 (Transcon 2008d) 
in the Coyote Hollow area. Proximity to Lek 1 would probably not affect lek attendance if 
construction took place outside of the breeding period (part of March and April; see 
Appendix A). Proximity to Leks 1 and 2 may increase predation rates by providing 
additional access for ground predators, as described in Alternative A. Raptor predation would 
also be expected to increase at these leks even if perch deterrents were installed as the 
deterrents would not completely eliminate perching and predation. Impacts from the close 
proximity between activities and Lek 2 would be moderate and long-term, due to increased 
predation and noise; impacts on Lek 1 would be negligible due to the larger distance between 
activities and the lek.  

All Sensitive Raptors. Impacts with regard to noise, Indicator (3), and proximity to reproductive sites, 
Indicator (5), would be as described under Alternative A for all raptors with the exception of 
burrowing owl. For burrowing owl, impacts would be less adverse under Alternative B because a 
high-density area in Johns Valley would be avoided under this alternative.  

Northern Goshawk. No goshawk responses were heard along the Alternative B route during surveys 
(Transcon 2008e). A known goshawk territory occurs approximately 0.5 mile south (up canyon) of 
the Alternative B route in Red Canyon. Surveys prior to construction would verify the presence of 
goshawks or a nest within 0.5 mile at any point along the Alternative B route, and if detected, 
construction would be modified or discontinued during the nesting period (1 March – 15 August; 
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Table 4.8-3) within a 0.5-mile radius of the nest. In general, goshawk habitat along the Alternative B 
line is considered marginally suitable, relative to habitat along Alternatives A and C. 

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Three acres of suitable habitat (mixed conifer and 
ponderosa pine) would be lost for the long term (5 percent of suitable habitat in the Project 
Area), and 23 acres of suitable habitat (39 percent of goshawk habitat in the Project Area) 
would be occupied for the short term during construction. In general, conifer habitat along the 
Alternative B alignment is less suitable for goshawk than that under Alternative A. For this 
reason, impacts would be minor despite the relatively large amount of habitat within the 
Project Area that would be disturbed. 

Burrowing Owl.  

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Thirty acres of suitable habitat (grassland, 
sagebrush, and shrub/scrub) would be lost for the long term (13 percent of suitable habitat in 
the Project Area), and 96 acres of suitable habitat (42 percent of these habitats in the Project 
Area) would be occupied for the short term during construction. Impacts from habitat loss 
would be moderate as described under Alternative A. 

Peregrine Falcon.  

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Within the Project Area, cliff/canyon habitats are 
located mainly within Bryce Canyon and Red Canyon. No cliff/canyon habitat would be lost 
for the long term. Less than 1 acre of cliff/canyon habitat would be occupied for the short 
term during construction (3 percent of cliff/canyon in the Project Area). Impacts from habitat 
loss would be negligible as described under Alternative A. 

Ferruginous Hawk.  

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Thirty-eight acres of suitable habitat (pinyon-
juniper, grassland, sagebrush, and other shrub/scrub) would be lost for the long term (12 
percent of habitats in the Project Area), and 126 acres of suitable habitat (41 percent of these 
habitats in the Project area) would be occupied for the short term during construction. 
Impacts would be moderate as described under Alternative A. 

Bald Eagle.  

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. No open water would be disturbed by Alternative 
B. Less than 1 acre (0.3) of wetland/riparian habitat would be lost for the long term (11 
percent of riparian/wetland in the Project Area), and less than 1 acre (0.8) of wetland/riparian 
habitat would be occupied for the short term during construction (30 percent of the Project 
Area). Roost trees near water may be removed; impacts would be minor, but could be major 
if a communal roost is removed. A communal roost may occur near the area where 
Alternative B route crosses the Sevier River. Riparian/wetland habitat losses would be 
negligible. 

Flammulated Owl.  

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Three acres of suitable habitat (mixed conifer and 
ponderosa pine) would be lost for the long term (5 percent of suitable habitat in the Project 
Area), and 25 acres of suitable habitat (39 percent of suitable habitat in the Project Area) 
would be occupied for the short term during construction. Less than 1 acre of DNF-mapped 
acres of suitable flammulated owl habitat would be disturbed for the long term and 2 acres 
would be temporarily disturbed. Impacts would be long-term and minor to moderate as 
described under Alternative A. 
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Three-Toed Woodpecker.  

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. No spruce-fir habitat would be disturbed by 
Alternative B and habitat losses would be negligible. Twenty-four snags were encountered 
along the Alternative B route within the Project Area but it is unlikely that many were spruce 
or fir trees due to the lack of habitat along this route. Impacts from losses of snags as 
potential habitat would be negligible. 

• Indicator (3): Noise. General noise impacts to three-toed woodpeckers would be as 
described under Alternative A. Noise impacts are less likely under Alternative B, however, 
because there is minimal spruce-fir habitat along the alignment and fewer snags were 
encountered along the Project Area. It is unlikely that many snags were spruce-fir trees 
considering the lack of spruce-fir habitat in the Project Area for Alternative B. Noise impacts 
to three-toed woodpecker under Alternative B would be negligible. 

Lewis’s Woodpecker.  

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Three acres of ponderosa pine would be lost for 
the long term (5 percent of ponderosa pine in the Project Area), and 23 acres of suitable 
habitat (41 percent of ponderosa pine in the Project Area) would be occupied for the short 
term during construction. Twenty-four snags were encountered along the Alternative B route 
within the Project Area and it is likely that many were ponderosa pine trees. Impacts from 
losses of snags and other ponderosa pine habitats would be moderate as described under 
Alternative A. 

• Indicator (3): Noise. General noise impacts to Lewis’s woodpeckers would be as described 
under Alternative A. Ponderosa pine habitats are the least abundant along the Alternative B 
route so the species is least likely to occur here; however, occurrence is possible and pre-
construction surveys would determine whether Lewis’s woodpecker is present. Impacts 
would be short-term and minor if the species is present (and not found during surveys) and is 
affected by construction noise. If the species is detected, a general restriction during the 
nesting season for migratory birds (May, June, or July) may be imposed and impacts would 
be negligible during the restricted period. 

Sensitive Plants. Sensitive plant individuals could be lost during construction in areas where sensitive 
plants are present, but populations and the persistence of species would not be adversely affected. 
Along the Alternative B route, sensitive plants occur in Bryce Canyon and in the Red Canyon area, 
which also have limited access restrictions (i.e., no access routes).  

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. One acre of sensitive plant habitat on the DNF 
would be disturbed for the long term under Alternative B (2 percent of sensitive plant habitat 
in the Project Area). Three acres of sensitive plant habitat would be occupied for the short 
term during construction (5 percent of the Project Area). Although habitats in BRCA could 
also be disturbed under Alternative B and are not reflected in these disturbance calculations, 
limited access areas in BRCA for short-term disturbance would limit the number of sensitive 
plants that could be lost. Impacts to sensitive plants under Alternative B would be long-term 
and negligible to minor. 

• Indicator (4): Invasive plants in TES habitats. General impacts with regard to invasive 
species invading sensitive plant habitats would be as described under Alternative A. 
However, fewer weed infestations are present along the Alternative B route in sensitive plant 
habitat (i.e., Red Canyon area and BRCA), relative to Alternative A; thus adverse impacts 
from weeds are less likely. Impacts would still be long-term and moderate if they occurred. 
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All Special Status Species.  

• Indicator (6): Compliance with NPS (2006) and park mitigation. Alternative B would be 
compliant with the NPS Management Guidelines (2006a) in traversing BRCA and would not 
lead to unacceptable or significant cumulative impacts within BRCA. An explanation of 
unacceptable impacts is presented in Section 4.1.7. The approval of a transmission line 
through BRCA is “discretionary and conditional upon a finding by NPS that the proposed use 
will not cause unacceptable impacts on park resources, values, or purposes (NPS 2006: 
8.6.4.2). 

In order to comply with mitigation measures for BRCA, pre-construction surveys for all 
(sensitive) raptors would occur prior to disturbance and species-specific buffers would be 
implemented if nests are found. In addition, perch deterrents would be installed on power 
poles. 

National Park Service Statement of Impairment or Unacceptable Impacts. Because there would be no 
major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) a necessity to fulfill specific 
purposes identified in the park’s establishing legislation, (2) key to the natural or cultural integrity of 
the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the park, or (3) identified as a goal in the park’s general 
management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there would be no impairment of park 
resources or values related to Special Status Species. Implementation of this alternative would not 
result in any unacceptable impacts and is consistent with §1.4.7.1 of NPS Management Policies 
(2006a). 

Removal of 69 kV Transmission Line 
Acreages of impacts associated with removal of the 69 kV transmission line under Alternative B are 
included with the acreages of construction impacts. Descriptions of impacts would be the same as 
those provided for Alternative A with additions for disturbances within BRCA and BLM lands east of 
BRCA. 

In addition to the impacts described under Alternative A above, removal of the 69 kV transmission 
line within BRCA under Alternative B would impact sensitive plants, peregrine falcon, bald eagle, 
sensitive bats, and goshawk due to the presence of cliff habitat, ponderosa pine woodlands, and 
Claron Limestone Formation. 

East of BRCA removal of the 69 kV transmission line would impact pygmy rabbit, burrowing owl, 
and Utah prairie dog due to disturbances to suitable sagebrush and desert scrub habitats. 

4.8.2.4. Alternative C: Cedar Fork Southern Route 

Construction 
Utah Prairie Dog (T). One acre of Utah prairie dog colonies would be lost for the long term under 
Alternative C (5 percent of colony areas in the Project Area), and 13 acres (60 percent of colony areas 
in the Project Area) would be temporarily disturbed.  

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Thirty-three acres of suitable habitats would be 
lost for the long term (12 percent of suitable habitats in the Project Area), and 187 acres of 
suitable habitat (50 percent of these habitats in the Project Area) would be occupied for the 
short term during construction. Impacts would be moderate as described under Alternative A. 

• Indicator (2): Fragmentation. Fragmentation impacts would be as described under 
Alternative A because Alternative C would pass through several mapped concentrations of 
Utah prairie dog colonies. Fragmentation impacts would be minor to moderate, depending on 
the location and number of prairie dogs present in the affected habitat. 
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• Indicator (3): Noise. Noise impacts would be of the same nature as those described under 
Alternatives A and B. Impacts from noise under Alternative C would be minor if Utah prairie 
dogs were present and moderate if mortalities occurred from early hibernation.  

• Indicator (4): Invasive plants in TES habitats. General impacts to prairie dog habitat from 
invasive plants would be as described under Alternative A. Under Alternative C, specific 
concerns with infestations in Cedar Fork Canyon and GSENM (east end of the alignments) 
would also be the same as Alternative A. Impacts with regard to invasive plants under 
Alternative C would be long-term and minor to moderate. 

Mexican Spotted Owl (T).  

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Eight acres of Critical Habitat would be lost for 
the long term (10 percent of Critical Habitat in the Project Area), and 15 acres of Critical 
Habitat would be occupied for the short term during construction (18 percent of Critical 
Habitat in the Project Area). Impacts would be minor to moderate as described under 
Alternative A. 

• Indicator (3): Noise. Noise impacts would be as described under Alternatives A and B 
because the likelihood of Mexican spotted owls being present is the same for all alternatives. 

Pygmy Rabbit (S). As under Alternatives A and B, impacts to pygmy rabbits in some areas may 
include destruction of shallow burrows that are not detected prior to construction.  

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Thirty-three acres of suitable habitats would be 
lost for the long term (12 percent of suitable habitats in the Project Area), and 135 acres of 
suitable habitat (50 percent of suitable habitat in the Project Area) would be occupied for the 
short term during construction. According to DNF data, 1 acre of suitable pygmy rabbit 
habitat would be disturbed for the long term and 2 acres would be temporarily disturbed. 
Impacts would be long-term and minor to moderate as described under Alternative A. 

• Indicator (2): Fragmentation. Fragmentation impacts to pygmy rabbit would be as 
described under Alternative A. 

• Indicator (3): Noise. Noise impacts would be as described under Alternative A. 

• Indicator (4): Invasive plants in TES habitats. Impacts with regard to cheatgrass 
infestations in pygmy rabbit habitat would be as described under Alternative A. Cheatgrass 
infestations would be the most likely to adversely impact pygmy rabbit. No pygmy rabbit 
habitat occurs in areas where thistle infestations were found along the Alternative C route 
(Blue Fly Canyon). 

Sensitive Bats. No known maternity roosts, caves, or other possible reproductive sites would be 
disturbed along the Alternative C route. 

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. No USFS-mapped bat habitat would be disturbed 
by Alternative C. Less than 1 acre (0.8) of cliff/canyon habitat would be disturbed for the 
long term (6 percent of cliff/canyon in the Project Area), and 8 acres of cliff/canyon habitat 
would be occupied for the short term during construction (40 percent of the Project Area). No 
grassland (foraging) habitat would be temporarily disturbed under Alternative C. Impacts 
would be moderate as described under Alternative A. 

• Indicator (3): Noise. Noise impacts would be as described under Alternative A. 

Greater Sage-Grouse. Alternative C would not pass through or near the Johns Valley area where 
there are use areas and brood-rearing habitat for sage-grouse, although it would pass through the 
Hatch Valley use area like Alternatives A and B. Alternative C would have the fewest impacts to use 
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areas for sage-grouse out of all the Action Alternatives. Predation impacts would be of the same 
nature as described under Alternative A, but would be less likely to occur under Alternative C and 
would be less adverse because they would not occur near leks.  

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Thirty-one acres of sagebrush habitat would be 
lost for the long term (12 percent of sagebrush in the Project Area), and 127 acres of suitable 
habitat (50 percent of sagebrush in the Project Area) would be occupied for the short term 
during construction. There would be 24 acres of brood-rearing habitat for greater sage-grouse 
disturbed for the long term and 127 acres disturbed temporarily during construction. 
Regarding use areas, 5 acres would be disturbed for the long term and 24 acres would be 
temporarily disturbed during construction. The Project Area for Alternative C contains 257 
acres of brood-rearing habitat and 67 acres of use area, which is the smallest amount of use 
habitat present among all three Action Alternatives. Habitat impacts would be minor under 
Alternative C due to the reduced amount of use area disturbed. This is the most important 
habitat for sage-grouse because it includes known breeding areas, and thus would determine 
the magnitude of impacts for Indicator (1). 

• Indicator (2): Fragmentation. Fragmentation impacts would be fewer than under 
Alternative A because Alternative C would not pass through the same quality of habitat as the 
other alternatives. Impacts from fragmentation under Alternative C would be moderate. 

• Indicator (3): Noise. Noise impacts would be fewer than under Alternative A because 
Alternative C would not pass through the same quality of habitat as the other alternatives and 
sage-grouse are less likely to be present in the vicinity of noise related to the transmission 
line. Impacts from noise under Alternative C would be negligible. 

• Indicator (4): Invasive plants in TES habitats. Impacts with regard to noxious weed or 
invasive plant infestations would be as described under Alternative A. 

• Indicator (5): Proximity to reproductive sites. Alternative C would pass to within 0.45 
mile of Lek 1 (Transcon 2008d). The half-mile proximity to Lek 1 would probably not 
diminish lek attendance because construction would take place outside of the breeding period  
(part of March and April; see Appendix A). Predation may increase on the lek from this 
distance, despite perch deterrents being installed. Impacts to Lek 1 under Alternative C would 
be negligible to minor. 

Northern Goshawk. Along the Alternative C route, a goshawk response was heard in Cedar Fork 
Canyon (same response as described under Alternative A) and at the top of Blue Fly Canyon 
(Transcon 2008e); thus the alignment could pass within 0.5 mile of a goshawk nest in these areas. 
Construction would be modified or discontinued (see Appendix A to the Special Status Species 
Specialist Report in the project record) within the nesting period (1 March – 15 August) in this area if 
goshawks are nesting. Surveys prior to construction would verify the presence of goshawks or a nest 
within 0.5 mile at any point along the Alternative C route within suitable habitat. The Post-Fledging 
Area near Wilson’s Peak would not be disturbed by Alternative C. 

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Ten acres of suitable habitat for goshawks would 
be lost for the long term (13 percent of goshawk habitats in the Project Area), and 53 acres of 
suitable habitat (51 percent of suitable habitat in the Project Area) would be occupied for the 
short term during construction. Impacts would be moderate as described under Alternative A. 

Burrowing Owl.  

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Thirty-three acres of suitable habitats would be 
lost for the long term (12 percent of suitable habitats in the Project Area), and 135 acres of 
suitable habitat (50 percent of these habitats in the Project Area) would be occupied for the 
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short term during construction. Due to the lower habitat quality for burrowing owl along the 
Alternative C route relative to the other alternatives, impacts would be minor despite the large 
amount of short-term disturbance in “suitable” habitat. 

Peregrine Falcon.  

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Within the Project Area, cliff/canyon habitats are 
located within Cedar Fork Canyon and Blue Fly Canyon. Less than 1 acre (0.8) of 
cliff/canyon habitat would be disturbed for the long term (4 percent of cliff/canyon in the 
Project Area), and 8 acres of cliff/canyon habitat would be occupied for the short term during 
construction (40 percent of the Project Area). Despite the large amount of short-term habitat 
disturbance, impacts to peregrine falcon would be negligible as described under Alternative 
A. 

Ferruginous Hawk.  

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Thirty-eight acres of suitable habitat would be 
lost for the long term (12 percent of suitable habitat in the Project Area), and 160 acres of 
suitable habitat (50 percent of suitable habitat within the Project Area) would be occupied for 
the short term during construction. Impacts would be moderate as described under Alternative 
A. 

Bald Eagle.  

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Less than 1 acre of riparian/wetland would be 
lost for the long term (18 percent of riparian/wetland in the Project Area), and 2.6 acres of 
riparian/wetland would be occupied for the short term during construction (38 percent of 
riparian/wetland in the Project Area). No open water would be disturbed but roost trees near 
water may be removed if they fall within the Hazard Tree Zone or are within disturbance 
areas. Impacts to bald eagles from removal of roost trees would be minor or major (if 
communal roost) as described under Alternative A. Impacts from the loss of riparian/wetland 
habitat would be negligible to minor. 

Flammulated owl.  

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Ten acres of suitable habitat would be lost for the 
long term (10 percent of suitable habitat in the Project Area), and 53 acres of suitable habitat 
(51 percent of suitable habitat in the Project Area) would be occupied in the short term during 
construction. According to DNF data, 3 acres of suitable flammulated owl habitat would be 
disturbed for the long term (10 percent of this habitat within the Project Area), and 11 acres 
would be temporarily disturbed (35 percent of the Project Area). Impacts to flammulated owl 
from habitat loss would be long-term and moderate. 

Three-Toed Woodpecker.  

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. The Project Area contains less than 1 acre of 
spruce-fir habitat. Less than one (0.08) acre would be lost for the long term and less than one 
(0.03) acre would be occupied for the short term. One hundred and forty-two snags were 
encountered along the Alternative C route within the Project Area and several may have been 
spruce or fir trees. Impacts to three-toed woodpecker from a possible loss of snag habitat 
would be negligible to minor, as described under Alternative A. 

• Indicator (3): Noise. Construction noise under Alternative C would have impacts to three-
toed woodpeckers similar to those described under Alternative A. However, Alternative C 
does not pass near the large concentration of spruce-fir habitat that Alternative A passes 
through (Wilson Peak area); thus the presence of three-toed woodpeckers is less likely along 
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this alternative. Impacts to three-toed woodpecker would most likely be negligible under 
Alternative C, and pre-construction surveys would determine the presence of any 
woodpeckers in suitable habitat. 

Lewis’s Woodpecker.  

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Ten acres of ponderosa pine habitat would be lost 
for the long term (10 percent of ponderosa pine in the Project Area), and 53 acres of suitable 
habitat (51 percent of ponderosa pine in the Project Area) would be occupied for the short 
term during construction. There were 142 snags encountered along the Alternative C route 
within the Project Area and it is likely that many were ponderosa pine trees. Impacts from a 
loss of snags and other ponderosa pine habitat would be moderate as described under 
Alternative A. 

• Indicator (3): Noise. Construction noise under Alternative C would have impacts to Lewis’s 
woodpeckers similar to those described under Alternative A. There is slightly more 
ponderosa pine habitat along this alignment than under any alternative. Pre-construction 
surveys would determine the presence of any woodpeckers in suitable habitat. If the species is 
found a general migratory bird restriction may be imposed (between May and July) and 
impacts to the species would likely be negligible. If individuals are present but not found 
during surveys, noise impacts would be short-term and minor. 

Sensitive Plants. Sensitive plant individuals would be lost during construction in areas where 
sensitive plants are present, but populations and the persistence of species would not be adversely 
affected. Along the Alternative C route, sensitive plants occur in the Ahlstrom Hollow area (Segment 
C-2, along a tributary to East Fork Sevier River). 

• Indicator (1): Acres of habitat disturbed. Four acres of suitable habitat would be lost for 
the long term (10 percent of suitable habitat in the Project Area), and 14 acres of suitable 
habitat (30 percent of these habitats in the Project Area) would be occupied for the short term 
during construction. Impacts would be minor as described under Alternative A. 

• Indicator (4): Invasive plants in TES habitats. General impacts with regard to invasive 
species invading sensitive plant habitats would be as described under Alternative A. Fewer 
weed infestations are present along the Alternative C route in sensitive plant habitat, relative 
to Alternative A; thus adverse impacts from weeds are less likely. However, impacts would 
still be long-term and moderate if they occurred. 

Removal of 69 kV Transmission Line 
Impacts from removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line would be the same as those described 
for Alternative A.  

4.8.2.5. Interconnect Options 

Construction 
Sagebrush habitats would make up the majority of the disturbance along both interconnects. The 
North-South Interconnect would disturb 1 acre of sagebrush for the long term and 7 acres of 
sagebrush for the short term. The East-West Interconnect would disturb 3 acres of sagebrush for the 
long term and 18 acres of sagebrush for the short term. Impacts to TES species that use sagebrush 
habitats, i.e., greater sage-grouse, burrowing owl, pygmy rabbit, sensitive raptors (foraging), and bats 
(foraging), would be long-term and minor or moderate, similar to those in Alternative A (Table 4.8-
4).  

Greater sage-grouse brooding habitat and sensitive plant habitat occur within the North-South and 
East-West interconnects and would be disturbed in similar proportion as the alternative routes; thus 
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impacts to greater sage-grouse brooding and sensitive plants would be similar to those in Alternative 
A. The North-South and East-West interconnects do not contain Mexican spotted owl Critical 
Habitat, and are unlikely to contain Utah prairie dog colony areas, or greater sage-grouse use areas 
(Table 4.8-2). There would be no impacts to these habitats from the interconnect routes. There are 
also no cliff/canyon areas along the interconnect routes and thus direct impacts to peregrine falcon 
habitat would be negligible. In addition, there would be negligible impacts to bald eagles and three-
toed woodpeckers due to a lack of suitable habitat along the interconnect options (Table 4.8-4).  

4.8.2.6. Alternative D: No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, the current 69 kV transmission line would continue to operate and 
the new transmission line would not be constructed. The existing transmission line would be 
overhauled including the possible replacement of conductor wire and the majority of the poles. 
Ground disturbance and resulting impacts to special status species and habitat would be similar to, but 
somewhat less than, those described above for construction under Alternative B. Future maintenance 
and line operations would be similar to current levels. 

4.8.2.7. Summary 
Among the Action Alternatives, impacts would be similar for most species and impact indicators with 
the exception of Utah prairie dog (Threatened) and greater sage-grouse (Sensitive). For Utah prairie 
dog and greater sage-grouse, impacts under Alternative C would be substantially less adverse than 
under Alternatives A or B (see Table 4.8-5).  

Although similar, impacts also differ slightly among alternatives for Mexican spotted owl, pygmy 
rabbit, burrowing owl, northern goshawk, sensitive bats, three-toed woodpecker, and sensitive plants.  



 

Table 4.8-5. Summary of Special Status Species Impact Determinations  

 

IMPACT INTENSITY 
DURATION 

AFFECTED SEGMENT 
RESOURCE INDICATOR ALTERNATIVE 

A 
ALTERNATIVE 
B 

ALTERNATIVE 
C 

NORTH-
SOUTH  
INTER-
CONNECT 

EAST-WEST 
INTER-
CONNECT 

69 KV LINE 
REMOVAL 

ALTERNATIVE 
D 

Utah prairie 
dog 

(1) Habitat Moderate     
Short- and 
Long-Term 
A-1, A-3 

Moderate     
Short- and 
Long-Term 

Moderate     
Short- and 
Long-Term 
C-1, C-3 

Minor 
Short- and 
Long-Term 

Minor 
Short- and 
Long-Term 

Minor 
Beneficial 
Short-Term 

Negligible 

(2) 
Fragmentation 

Minor 
Short-Term 
A-1, A-3 

Minor 
Short-Term 

Minor Short-
Term  
C-1, C-3 

Negligible Negligible Minor 
Beneficial 
Short-Term 

Negligible 

(3) Noise Minor-
Moderate 
Short-Term 
A-1, A-3 

Minor-
Moderate 
Short-Term 

Minor- 
Moderate 
Short-Term 
C-1, C-3 

Negligible Negligible Minor-
Moderate 
Short-Term 

Negligible 

(4) Invasive Moderate   
Long-Term 
A-1, A-3 

Minor-
Moderate 
Long-Term 

Minor-
Moderate     
Long-Term 
C-1, C-3 

Moderate     
Long-Term 

Moderate     
Long-Term 

Minor-
Moderate 
Long-Term 

Negligible 

Mexican 
spotted owl 

(1) Habitat Minor-
Moderate 
Long-Term 
A-1 

Negligible 
 

Minor-
Moderate 
Long-Term 
C-1 

Negligible Negligible Minor 
Beneficial 
Long-Term 

Negligible 

(3) Noise Minor 
Short-Term 
A-1 

Minor 
Short-Term 

Minor  
Short-Term 
C-1 

Negligible Negligible Minor 
Short-Term 

Negligible 

Pygmy (1) Habitat Minor-
Moderate 

Minor- Minor- Minor- Minor- Minor Negligible 

 



 

IMPACT INTENSITY 
DURATION 

AFFECTED SEGMENT 
ALTERNATIVE ALTERNATIVE ALTERNATIVE NORTH- 69 KV LINE ALTERNATIVE RESOURCE INDICATOR EAST-WEST 
A B C SOUTH  

INTER-
CONNECT 

INTER-
CONNECT 

REMOVAL D 

rabbit Short- and 
Long-Term 
A-1, A-3 

Moderate 
Short- and 
Long-Term 

Moderate 
Short- and 
Long-Term 
C-1, C-3 

Moderate 
Short- and 
Long-Term 

Moderate 
Short- and 
Long-Term 

Beneficial 
Long-Term 

(2) 
Fragmentation 

Moderate 
Long-Term 
A-1, A-3 

Minor-
Moderate 
Long-Term 

Moderate 
Long-Term 
C-1, C-3 

Moderate 
Long-Term 
 

Moderate 
Long-Term 
 

Minor-
Moderate 
Beneficial 
Long-Term 

Negligible 

(3) Noise Moderate 
Short-Term 
A-1, A-3 

Min-Mod 
Short-Term 
 

Moderate 
Short-Term 
C-1, C-3 

Moderate 
Short-Term 
 

Moderate 
Short-Term 
 

Minor-
Moderate 
Short-Term 

Negligible 

(4) Invasive Moderate 
Long-Term 
A-1, A-3 

Moderate 
Long-Term 

Moderate 
Long-Term 
C-1, C-3 

Moderate 
Long-Term 
 

Moderate 
Long-Term 
 

Moderate 
Long-Term 

Negligible 

Sensitive 
bats 

(1) Habitat Moderate 
Short- and 
Long-Term 
A-1 

Minor 
Short-Term 

Moderate 
Short- and 
Long-Term 
C-1 

Minor 
Short-Term 

Minor 
Short-Term 

Negligible Negligible 

(3) Noise Minor-
Moderate 
Short-Term 
A-1 

Minor-
Moderate 
Short-Term 
 

Minor-
Moderate 
Short-Term 
C-1 

Minor-
Moderate 
Short-Term 
 

Min-Mod 
Short-Term  

Negligible Negligible 

Greater 
sage-grouse 

(1) Habitat Moderate 
Short- and 
Long-Term 
A-1, A-3 

Moderate 
Short- and 
Long-Term 

Minor 
Short- and 
Long-Term 
C-1, C-2, C-3 

Minor 
Short- and 
Long-Term 
 

Minor 
Short- and 
Long-Term 
 

Minor 
Beneficial 
Short- and 
Long-Term 

Negligible 

 



 

IMPACT INTENSITY 
DURATION 

AFFECTED SEGMENT 
ALTERNATIVE ALTERNATIVE ALTERNATIVE NORTH- 69 KV LINE ALTERNATIVE RESOURCE INDICATOR EAST-WEST 
A B C SOUTH  

INTER-
CONNECT 

INTER-
CONNECT 

REMOVAL D 

(2) 
Fragmentation 

Minor-Major 
Short- and 
Long-Term 
A-1, A-3 

Minor-Major 
 
Short- and 
Long-Term 

Minor-
Moderate 
Short- and 
Long-Term 
C-1, C-2, C-3 

Minor-
Moderate 
Short- and 
Long-Term 
 

Minor-
Moderate 
Short- and 
Long-Term 
 

Minor-Major 
 Beneficial 
Short- and 
Long-Term 

Negligible 

(3) Noise Minor 
Short-Term 
A-1, A-3 

Minor 
Short-Term 
 

Negligible 
C-1, C-2, C-3 

Minor 
Short-Term  

Minor 
Short-Term  

Minor 
Short-Term 

Negligible 

(4) Invasive Moderate 
Long-Term 
A-1, A-3 

Moderate 
Long-Term 

Moderate 
Long-Term 
C-1, C-2, C-3 

Moderate 
Long-Term 
 

Moderate 
Long-Term 
 

Moderate 
Long-Term 

Negligible 

(5) Dist-leks Major 
Long-Term 
(John L. 
Swale, Lek 2) 
A-1 

Negligible 
(Lek 1); 
Major  
Long-Term 
(Lek 2) 

Negligible- 
Minor (Lek 1) 
C-1 

Negligible 
 

Negligible 
 

Major 
Beneficial 
Long-Term  

Negligible 

Sensitive 
raptors - all 

(3) Noise and 
(5) Dist-nests 

Neg-Min 
Short-Term 
A-1, A-2, A-3 

Neg-Min 
Short-Term 

Neg-Min 
Short-Term 
C-1, C-2, C-3 

Neg-Min 
Short-Term  

Neg-Min 
Short-Term  

Minor 
Beneficial 
Long-Term 

Negligible 

Northern 
goshawk 

(1) Habitat Moderate 
Long-Term 
A-1, A-2, A-3 

Minor 
Long-Term 

Moderate 
Long-Term 
C-1, C-2, C-3 

Moderate 
Long-Term 
 

Moderate 
Long-Term 
 

Minor 
Beneficial 
Long-Term 

Negligible 

Burrowing 
owl 

(1) Habitat Moderate 
Short- and 
Long-Term 
A-1, A-3 

Minor-
Moderate 
Short- and 
Long-Term 

Minor 
Short- and 
Long-Term 
C-1, C-3 

Minor 
Short- and 
Long-Term 

Minor 
Short- and 
Long-Term 

Minor 
Beneficial 
Short-Term 

Negligible 

 



 

IMPACT INTENSITY 
DURATION 

AFFECTED SEGMENT 
ALTERNATIVE ALTERNATIVE ALTERNATIVE NORTH- 69 KV LINE ALTERNATIVE RESOURCE INDICATOR EAST-WEST 
A B C SOUTH  

INTER-
CONNECT 

INTER-
CONNECT 

REMOVAL D 

Peregrine 
falcon 

(1) Habitat Moderate 
Short-Term 
A-1, A-3 

Moderate 
Short-Term 

Moderate 
Short-Term 
C-1, C-3 

Negligible 
 

Negligible 
 

Minor 
Beneficial 
Long-Term 

Negligible 

Ferruginous 
hawk 

(1) Habitat Moderate 
Short- and 
Long-Term 
A-1, A-2, A-3 

Moderate 
Short- and 
Long-Term 

Moderate 
Short- and 
Long-Term 
C-1, C-2, C-3 

Moderate 
Short- and 
Long-Term 
 

Moderate 
Short- and 
Long-Term 
 

Minor 
Beneficial 
Short-Term 

Negligible 

Bald eagle (1) Habitat Negligible-
Minor 
Long-Term 
A-3 

Negligible- 
Major 
Long-Term 

Negligible-
Minor 
Long-Term 
C-3 

Negligible Negligible Minor 
Beneficial 
Long-Term 

Negligible 

Flammulated 
owl 

(1) Habitat Moderate 
Long-Term 
A-1, A-2, A-3 

Moderate 
Long-Term 

Moderate 
Long-Term 
C-1, C-2, C-3 

Moderate 
Long-Term 
 

Moderate 
Long-Term 
 

Minor 
Beneficial 
Long-Term 

Negligible 

Three-toed 
woodpecker 

(1) Habitat Negligible-
Minor 
Long-Term 
 A-3 

Negligible Negligible-
Minor Long-
Term 

Negligible Negligible Minor 
Beneficial 
Long-Term 

Negligible 

(3) Noise Negligible-
Minor 
Short-Term 
A-2, A-3 

Negligible Negligible 
C-3 

Negligible 
 

Negligible-
Minor   Short-
Term 
 

Negligible Negligible 

Lewis’s 
woodpecker 

(1) Habitat Moderate 
Long-Term 
A-1, A-2, A-3 

Moderate 
Long-Term 

Moderate 
Long-Term 
C-1, C-2, C-3 

Moderate 
Long-Term 
 

Moderate 
Long-Term 
 

Minor 
Beneficial 
Long-Term 

Negligible 

(3) Noise Minor Minor Minor Minor Minor Minor Negligible 

 



 

 

IMPACT INTENSITY 
DURATION 

AFFECTED SEGMENT 
RESOURCE INDICATOR ALTERNATIVE 

A 
ALTERNATIVE 
B 

ALTERNATIVE 
C 

NORTH-
SOUTH  
INTER-
CONNECT 

EAST-WEST 
INTER-
CONNECT 

69 KV LINE 
REMOVAL 

ALTERNATIVE 
D 

Short-Term 
A-1, A-2, A-3 

Short-Term  Short-Term 
C-1, C-2, C-3 

Short-Term  
 

Short-Term  Short-Term 

Sensitive 
Plants 

(1) Habitat Minor 
Long-Term 
A-1 

Negligible-
Minor 
Long-Term 

Minor 
Long-Term 
C-2 

Minor 
Long-Term 

Minor 
Long-Term 

Minor 
Beneficial 
Long-Term 

Negligible 

(4) Invasive Moderate 
Long-Term 
A-1 

Moderate 
Long-Term 

Moderate 
Long-Term 
C-2 

Moderate 
Long-Term 

Moderate 
Long-Term 

Moderate 
Long-Term 

Negligible 

All Species (6) NPS plan, 
mitigation 

-- in compliance -- -- -- -- Negligible 

Note: Areas where impacts differ among the Action Alternatives are shaded gray.
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4.8.3. Mitigation 
Mitigation measures in addition to the construction techniques, BMPs, and other Resource Protection 
Measures discussed in Section 2.3.6 and Appendix A would include the following: 

• For TES species, under all Action Alternatives the BMPs and Conservation Measures listed 
in the KFO ROD/RMP (2008a: Appendix 1 and Appendix 9) and in the Biological Opinion 
for the KFO RMP (USFWS 2008) would be followed.  

4.8.4. Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
Direct and indirect disturbances to habitat, habitat loss, and fragmentation would have unavoidable 
adverse impacts to numerous special status species including: Utah prairie dog, pygmy rabbit, 
sensitive bats, greater sage-grouse, northern goshawk, burrowing owl, ferruginous hawk, flammulated 
owl, and Lewis’s woodpecker. Utah prairie dog colony areas would be disturbed by all alternatives, 
losing approximately 1.5 acres, 37 acres, and 1 acre for Alternatives A, B, and C, respectively. Long-
term disturbance for pygmy rabbit habitat would be similar for all alternatives: 34 acres, 30 acres, and 
33 acres for Alternatives A, B, and C, respectively. Greater sage-grouse habitat would also be similar 
for Alternatives A, B, and C with 29-31 acres of long-term disturbance. Noise generated by 
construction activities and / or emergency maintenance activities would adversely affect Mexican 
spotted owls, pygmy rabbit, sensitive bats, and greater sage-grouse. Unavoidable adverse impacts 
related to the introduction and spread of invasive plants would affect the greater sage-grouse and the 
Utah prairie dog habitat quality.  

4.9. RANGE RESOURCES  

4.9.1. Indicators and Methods 
In this section, effects will be described using indicators developed for each resource. Using the 
environmental conditions described in Section 3.9 as a baseline, indicators are used to predict or 
measure change in a resource related to effects of the Action Alternatives. Some indicators are 
quantitative and measure effects based on numerical thresholds, while other indicators involve a 
narrative to qualitatively describe any changes relevant to baseline conditions. Measurement 
indicators used for analysis included: 

• Number of acres in each grazing allotment that would be affected during the short- and long-
term under each alternative. 

• The estimated change in available forage, measured as available AUMs, on disturbed areas 
under each alternative, by allotment or timber area, during the short- and long-terms.  

• Effects to range improvements that would be affected under each alternative, and the number 
and type of range improvements affected. 

• Presence or absence of alternative allotments or pastures that could be used to provide 
additional forage resources for livestock displaced by construction, operation, or maintenance 
activities.  

The terms used to describe the quality, magnitude, and duration effects of the various alternatives for 
the Garkane Energy EIS are listed in Table 4.9-1 below. 

 
 

Page 4-106  Draft EIS and GSENM Plan Amendment 



   Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences 

Table 4.9-1. Description of Range Resources Impacts Levels 

ATTRIBUTE OF EFFECT DESCRIPTION RELATIVE TO RANGE RESOURCES 

Quality 
Beneficial An improvement in current conditions. 
Adverse A degradation in current conditions. 

Magnitude 

Negligible  Changes in acres per AUM, functioning of range improvements, 
and/or cattle distribution are not noticeable or measurable. 

Minor  Changes in acres per AUM, functioning of range improvements, 
and/or cattle distribution are measurable but the change is 
temporary. Changes in overall forage production for the affected 
area are within typical yearly fluctuation ranges. Any changes in 
cattle distribution requires very little planning or time for relocation. 

Moderate Changes in acres per AUM, functioning of range improvements, 
and/or cattle distribution are measurable. Changes in overall acres 
per AUM are beyond expected yearly fluctuations. Changes to 
cattle distribution result in short-term shifts in pasture and/or 
allotment use that requires measurable planning and time for 
relocation and extends over more than one season or rotation of 
use.  

Major Changes to large portions of the vegetation community of the 
affected allotment or pasture occur, and either eliminate or 
improve acres per AUM so that there can be a long-term change 
in the livestock use of the affected allotment or pasture. 

Duration 
Short-term 1 to 5 years in duration. 
Long-term More than 5 years in duration. 

 

The number of acres in each grazing allotment that would be affected during the short- and long-term 
under each alternative was determined using GIS mapping of the proposed and alternative routes. 
Because actual transmission pole locations are not known at this time, the average distance between 
poles and disturbance area per pole for short- and long-term disturbances were figured based on 
information in the Plan of Development. These numbers were multiplied by the linear distance of the 
transmission line right-of-way to determine affected acreage. 

The number and type of range improvements affected under each alternative was determined by 
reviewing DNF, BLM, and GSENM data and GIS maps. BRCA data were not reviewed because there 
is no grazing within this park. A list was tallied (focusing on water supply facilities and fencing), and 
the magnitude of the potential effect was evaluated based on the proximity of remaining range 
improvements and the topography of the site in question. Range improvements outside of the Project 
Area were not considered in the impact analysis because impacts from construction and operation 
would be localized and the likelihood of impacts spreading beyond the Project Area is minute. 

A general picture of forage production was determined for lands within the Project Area short- and 
long-term disturbance areas by allotment, and by pasture within these allotments where applicable. 
This was accomplished by dividing the total acreage of the allotment or pasture by the available 
AUMs in that allotment or pasture to get acres per AUM. The change in available forage was 
measured by the change in total AUMs available due to construction or operation disturbance. This 
was determined by dividing total acres affected due to project development by the number of acres 
per AUM in that allotment or pasture.  
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Presence or absence of alternative grazing allotments or pastures that could be used to provide 
additional forage resources for displaced livestock was determined by map interpretation and 
discussion with the appropriate BLM or USFS personnel.  

4.9.2. Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative 
4.9.2.1. Impacts Common to All Action Alternatives 

Construction 
Analysis of AUMs lost during construction does not include the effects of re-seeding the transmission 
line right-of-way after construction is complete. Forage volumes could increase if seeded areas grew 
in well, which would decrease the acres required per AUM. However, such an increase would be 
negligible compared to the total amount of forage produced per acre, the number of acres required to 
provide 1 AUM of forage, and the total number of AUMs supported in each allotment. 

Because livestock utilize each allotment for only part of the year (see Table 3.9-1 for Season of Use), 
livestock may not be on affected allotments while construction activities are occurring; thus, no 
impacts would occur. If livestock were utilizing allotments while construction took place, Garkane 
would be required to coordinate construction activities and dates with existing permittees so that 
cattle could be moved to other areas (if necessary). Effects of construction activities on livestock 
would be negligible. 

Removal of 69kV Transmission Line 
There are no grazing allotments within BRCA or east of BRCA; therefore impacts to range resources 
from removal of the 69kV line would result from removal of the line west of BRCA, and would be 
the same for all Action Alternatives. 

Surface disturbance would occur in each allotment and pasture within the 100-foot right-of-way and 
the temporary disturbance area would include use of the centerline access and areas immediately 
surrounding each pole site. No structures would be left in place under this option, and work sites 
associated with transmission line removal would be re-seeded if required by the managing agency.  

Removal of the existing 69kV transmission line would have negligible impacts on range resources. 
There would be no adverse long-term impacts from transmission line removal. Short-term disturbance 
on the DNF would include 34.2 acres, affecting less than 0.5 percent of any allotment. Short-term 
disturbance on BLM lands would include 9.0 acres. Less than 0.1 percent of any allotment would be 
affected. 

The amount of forage lost due to removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line would be the 
equivalent of less than 1 AUM, except on the East Fork/Crawford allotment where just over 1 AUM 
of forage would be lost. Overall adverse effects to range resources from removal would be negligible. 
Beneficial impacts to range resources could result if forage volumes increased from seeded areas 
growing in well. However, such an increase would be negligible compared to the total amount of 
forage produced, and the total number of AUMs supported in each allotment. 

Re-seeded areas would generally re-establish vegetative cover within 1 to 5 years of planting. 
Depending on the success of re-seeding efforts, long-term effects could be either an increase or a 
decrease in the forage produced per acre. The change in forage production would be affected mostly 
by the number of acres seeded and the precipitation occurring in the years around when seeding took 
place. 

There is one water supply facility on the existing 69kV right-of-way in the north-central portion of 
the North Unit of the Blue Fly C&H allotment. It is on a pipeline that connects numerous water 
supply facilities in the Blue Fly and Pines allotments. The flexibility inherent in electric transmission 
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line construction allows avoidance of small ponds, water tanks, and other water sources. It is expected 
that this water supply facility can be avoided. Effects to water supply facilities would be negligible. 

The right-of-way parallels a fence located in the northwest side of the Blue Fly C&H Allotment – 
North Unit. Resource protection measures detailed in Chapter 2 require Garkane to identify and 
protect any range improvements (e.g., fences, water developments, corrals, cattle guards) from 
damage and to provide timely repair of all structures affected by project activities. If fences are 
repaired in a timely manner, effects would be negligible. 

4.9.2.2. Alternative A: Proposed Action 

Construction 
Alternative A crosses portions of nine allotments. Segment A-1 crosses five allotments (one GSENM, 
four DNF). Segment A-2 crosses portions of two DNF allotments and segment A-3 crosses two DNF 
and two KFO allotments. Alternative A would disturb a total of 142.13 acres of grazing allotments in 
the short term, which would be 0.20percent of the total allotment acreage. In the long term 
Alternative A would disturb a total of 33.24 acres, 0.05percent of the total allotment acreage. 

On DNF-managed lands, the Project Area for Alternative A would cover approximately 225.77 acres. 
Short-term disturbance to construct Alternative A would affect 95.60 acres on six allotments. Less 
than 0.47 percent of any allotment would be affected. Long-term disturbance would impact 21.50 
acres, less than 0.04 percent of the DNF allotments. The short- and long-term impacts to range 
resources would be negligible. 

On GSENM lands, the Project Area for Alternative A would cover approximately 50.56 acres. Short-
term disturbance would affect 23.30 acres. Approximately 0.22 percent of the allotment would be 
affected. Long-term disturbance would impact 6.80 acres, approximately 0.05 percent of the 
allotment. The effect of these losses would be negligible.  

On KFO-managed lands, the Project Area for Alternative A would cover approximately 53.74 acres. 
Short-term disturbance to construct Alternative A would affect 23.30 acres on two allotments. Less 
than 0.67 percent of any allotment would be affected. Long-term disturbance would impact 5 acres, 
less than 0.03 percent of the KFO allotments. The short- and long-term impacts to range resources 
would be negligible. 

The change in available forage for Alternative A is less than 1 AUM would be lost during 
construction activities for all allotments except two. Construction on the Pines C&H Allotment 
(DNF) would result in the loss of 2 AUMs, and on the Sevier River Allotment (KFO) would result in 
the loss of 2.25 AUMs. In total less than 12 AUMs would be lost during construction activities under 
Alternative A. The resulting impacts to range resources would be negligible. 

There is one water supply facility on Alternative A. The flexibility inherent in electric transmission 
line construction allows avoidance of small ponds, water tanks, and other water sources. It is expected 
that this water supply facility can be avoided. Effects to water supply facilities would be negligible.  

There are 12 fence crossings on the Alternative A Project Area. Garkane is required to provide timely 
repair of all structures affected by construction, operation, and maintenance. With installation of stock 
gates at fence crossings, effects would be negligible.   

Operations and Maintenance 
The acreage analyzed as disturbed during operation and maintenance includes only newly disturbed 
lands and does not include pre-existing roadways or other disturbances. Long-term disturbance 
associated with Alternative A on DNF-managed land would affect approximately 21.5 acres on six 
allotments, or approximately 0.08 percent of the acreage of the allotments affected in all segments.  
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On GSENM lands, long-term disturbance would affect 6.8 acres, or 0.07 percent of lands in the 
Upper Paria allotment. The effect of this loss would be negligible. 

On KFO-managed lands, long-term disturbance would affect approximately 5 acres in two allotments. 
Percentage of allotment acres affected for all segments and all disturbance types is less than 0.14 
percent on each allotment. The effect of these losses would be negligible. 

Operations and maintenance under the Proposed Action would impact seven allotments. Each 
segment would only result in loss of less than 1 AUM per allotment. In total, the Blue Fly C&H 
allotment could lose less than 3 AUMs under the Proposed Action as it would be impacted by all 
three segments. This loss would be negligible. In addition, there would be no anticipated effects to 
water developments or fences during operation. There would be no anticipated need to find alternate 
grazing lands; thus there would be no effect on livestock.  

4.9.2.3. Alternative B: Parallel Existing 69 kV Route 
BRCA is not included in this analysis because there is no livestock grazing in the park; thus there 
would be no effect to livestock-related range resources.  

Construction 
Alternative B crosses portions of 6 allotments; 3 each on DNF and BLM lands.  Alternative B would 
disturb a total of 109.13 acres of grazing allotments in the short term, which would be 0.13percent of 
the total allotment acreage. In the long term Alternative B would disturb a total of 22.71 acres, 
0.03percent of the total allotment acreage. 

On the DNF, the Project Area for Alternative B covers approximately 114.7 acres. Short-term 
disturbance would affect 63.80 acres. Three allotments would be affected. The percentage of any 
allotment affected would be less than 0.48 percent in all cases. The effect of this loss would be 
negligible. On BLM lands, the Project Area for Alternative B would cover approximately 101.90 
acres. Short-term disturbance would affect 45.3 acres on three allotments. The percentage of any 
allotment affected would be less than 0.13 percent in all cases. The effect of this loss would be 
negligible. Alternative B does not pass through GSENM lands; thus there would be no effects. 

Total number of AUMs lost during construction would be less than 1 AUM except in the East 
Fork/Crawford Allotment, Dave’s Hollow Pasture (DNF), where approximately 1.5 AUMs of forage 
would be lost, Sunset Cliffs (BLM), where approximately 1 AUM of forage would be lost, and South 
Canyon (BLM), where 1.2 AUMs of forage would be lost. In total less than 6.7 AUMs would be lost 
during construction activities under Alternative B. The resulting impacts to range resources would be 
negligible. 

There is one water supply facility on the Alternative B Project Area. It is on a pipeline that connects 
numerous water supply facilities in the Blue Fly and Pines allotments. The flexibility inherent in 
electric transmission line construction allows avoidance of small ponds, water tanks, and other water 
sources. It is expected that this water supply facility can be avoided. Effects to water supply facilities 
would be negligible. 

There is one fence crossing at the east boundary of the Blue Fly C&H. As committed to in Chapter 2, 
range improvements (e.g., fences, water developments, corrals, cattle guards) would be identified and 
protected from any damage associated with project activities. Garkane is required to provide timely 
repair of all structures affected by construction operations and maintenance. With installation of stock 
gates at fence crossings, effects would be negligible.  

Substation Distribution Lines 
Construction of distribution lines in conjunction with removal of the existing Tropic Substation 
would not disturb any identified pastures or grazed areas; therefore there would be no impacts to 
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range resources. Identified land uses on private lands potentially crossed by distribution lines to be 
constructed in conjunction with either of the new Bryce Substation options included pasture, which 
could potentially impact range resources on private lands. The number of AUMs that these pastures 
support is unknown. Given the minimal amount of long-term ground disturbance associated with 
transmission line construction as discussed under Construction above, impacts to these range 
resources would be minor.  

Operations and Maintenance 
None of the allotments crossed by the Proposed Project under Alternative B would see more than 
approximately 0.1 percent of the total acreage affected, which is less than 1 AUM worth of forage in 
each allotment. The effect of these losses would be negligible.  

In addition, there would be no anticipated effects to water developments or fences during operation. 
There would be no anticipated need to find alternate grazing lands; thus there would be no effect on 
livestock. 

4.9.2.4. Alternative C: Cedar Fork Southern Route 

Construction 
Alternative C crosses portions of six allotments. Segment C-1 crosses one allotment on GSENM and 
two on DNF. Segment C-2 and C-3 cross portions of two DNF allotments and two KFO allotments. 
Alternative C would disturb a total of 155.34 acres of grazing allotments in the short term, which 
would be 0.19 percent of the total allotment acreage. In the long term Alternative C would disturb a 
total of 27.36 acres, 0.03percent of the total allotment acreage. 

On the DNF, the Project Area for Alternative C, Segments C-1, C-2, and C-3 would cover 
approximately 212.5 acres. Short-term disturbance would affect approximately 112.5 acres for 
Alternative C. The right-of-way and short-term disturbance would affect three allotments and one 
pasture in each allotment. No pasture or allotment would see more than 0.67 percent of its acreage 
affected. The loss of this acreage would have negligible effect on range resources. On GSENM-
managed lands, the Project Area for Alternative C, Segments C-1, C-2, and C-3 would cover 
approximately 44.6 acres. Short-term disturbance would affect 23.3 acres. This would affect 
approximately 0.22 percent of the pasture. On KFO-managed lands, the Project Area for Alternative 
C, Segments C-1, C-2, and C-3 would cover approximately 38.2 acres. Short-term disturbance would 
affect 19.6 acres on two allotments. No pasture would see more than 0.51 percent of its acreage 
affected. The loss of this acreage would have negligible effect on range resources. The loss of this 
acreage would have negligible effect on range resources. 

Construction disturbance would be short-term (generally one growing season or less) and forage 
production would likely approach, and could slightly exceed, pre-disturbance levels in 1 to 5 years. 
Forage loss would not exceed 1 AUM except on the East Fork/Crawford allotment (1.9 AUMs) and 
the Sevier River allotment (1.7 AUMs). In total less than 6.6 AUMs would be lost during 
construction activities under Alternative C. The resulting impacts to range resources would be 
negligible. 

There is one water supply facility on Alternative C on Segment C-2. The flexibility inherent in 
electric transmission line construction allows avoidance of small ponds, water tanks, and other water 
sources. It is expected that this water supply facility can be avoided. Effects to water supply facilities 
would be negligible. 

There are 11 fence crossings on Alternative C. As committed to in Chapter 2, range improvements 
(e.g., fences, water developments, corrals, cattle guards) would be identified and protected from any 
damage associated with project activities. Garkane is required to provide timely repair of all 
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structures affected by construction operations and maintenance. With installation of stock gates at 
fence crossings, effects would be negligible.  

Operations and Maintenance 
Long-term disturbance associated with Alternative C on DNF land would affect approximately 15.5 
acres on three allotments. The percentage of each allotment affected is 0.06 percent or less. The effect 
of these losses to allotment acreage would be negligible. On BLM lands, long-term disturbance would 
affect approximately 5.2 acres in two allotments. The percentage of each allotment affected is 0.15 
percent or less. The effect of these losses to allotment acreage would be negligible. On GSENM 
lands, long-term disturbance would affect 6.7 acres, or 0.06 percent of lands in the Upper Paria 
allotment. The effect of these losses to allotment acreage would be negligible. 

The change in available forage due to right-of-way disturbances would be long-term; however, in 
each case the loss would be the equivalent of less than 1 AUM. This loss would be negligible.  

There would be no anticipated effects to water developments or fences during operation. There would 
also be no anticipated need to find alternate grazing lands; thus there would be no effect on livestock.  

4.9.2.5. Interconnect Options 

Construction 
The North-South Interconnect would have 13.8 acres of short-term disturbance in one DNF allotment. 
The East-West Interconnect would have 25 acres of short-term disturbance on one allotment on the 
DNF. The percent of affected land in each pasture for each allotment is negligible.  

The total number of AUMs lost during construction for interconnect option in each allotment is less 
than one.  

There are no water supplies on the North-South Interconnect. There are two water supply facilities on 
the East-West Interconnect. The flexibility inherent in electric transmission line construction allows 
avoidance of water sources. It is expected that these water supply facilities can be avoided. Effects to 
water supply facilities would be negligible. 

There would be one fence crossing for the North-South Interconnect. With installation of stock gates 
at fence crossings, effects would be negligible.   

Operations and Maintenance 
Long-term disturbance associated with the North-South Interconnect would be approximately 2.9 
acres on one allotment. Long-term disturbance associated with the East-West Interconnect would be 
approximately 5.9 acres in one allotment. The effect of these losses to allotment acreage would be 
negligible.  

4.9.2.6. Alternative D:  No Action 
The BLM and DNF both predict that permitted livestock use will remain stable. The GSENM goal is 
to “Support a healthy livestock industry that, in turn, supports the local communities” (BLM 2000). 
There is no grazing within BRCA. Under the No Action Alternative there would be no change to 
livestock distribution or forage resources associated with the construction and operation of an electric 
transmission line. No range improvements would be impacted by access routes or structures. There 
would be no change in the number of people or vehicles accessing remote rangelands that can occur 
when a backcountry road is upgraded to allow access to an installation such as the electric 
transmission line.  

The existing transmission line would be overhauled including the possible replacement of conductor 
wire and the majority of the poles. Ground disturbance and resulting impacts to range resources 
would be similar to, but somewhat less than, that described above for construction under Alternative 
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B. Future maintenance and line operations would be similar to current levels. With routine operation 
and maintenance of the line, range conditions would remain similar to what they are today, or with 
proper range and livestock management as committed to in the agencies’ management plants, range 
conditions would continue to slowly improve. 

Conversely, no re-seeding would occur on the transmission line right-of-way created by the project. 
While not certain to occur, it is possible that the re-seeding associated with reclamation work could 
improve forage production on some weedy or degraded rangelands that the right-of-way passes over. 
This would be a potential positive effect from the project that would not occur if the project did not 
go through. 

4.9.2.7. Summary 
The proposed Garkane Energy project would pass through four DNF grazing allotments if Alternative 
A were chosen and three allotments if Alternatives B or C were chosen. One grazing allotment in the 
GSENM would be affected if the A or C Alternative were chosen. The project would pass through 
two KFO grazing allotments if Alternative A or B were chosen, and three allotments if Alternative C 
were chosen. Alternative B does not pass through the GSENM. There is no grazing in the BRCA.  

Under each alternative, less than 1 percent of the land area within each allotment, and less than 1 
percent of the forage in each allotment would be affected by construction or operation of the Garkane 
Energy project. Permittees would be contacted prior to any activities and livestock and would not 
likely be present within allotments when construction activities take place. Operations and 
maintenance activities would be infrequent and transient and similar in nature to activities that 
typically occur on open rangelands.  

Resource protection measures specified in Section 2.3.6 should adequately protect the small acreage 
of rangeland that would be affected by the project.  

The magnitude of effects of project construction and operation on range resources and livestock 
would be negligible, with minor effects possible only if cattle were utilizing the same area at the same 
time as construction crews.  

4.9.3. Mitigation 
No mitigation measures beyond the construction techniques, BMPs, and other Resource Protection 
Measures discussed in Section 2.3.6 have been identified.  

4.9.4. Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
Given BMPs and Resource Protection Measures included as part of Alternative A and because less 
than 1 percent of the land area and forage within any given allotment would be affected by the 
Proposed Action and alternatives, unavoidable adverse impacts to range resources are anticipated to 
be negligible. 

4.10. LAND USE 

4.10.1. Indicators and Methods 
The resource impact indicators for land use are: 

• Relative proportion of an entity's lands on which the long-term management would change as 
a result of the proposed project. 

• Compliance with land management plans and zoning. 
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• Conflict with existing rights-of-way or other authorized uses. 

Table 4.10-1 describes effects as they relate to land use. 

Table 4.10-1. Description of Land Use Impacts Levels 

ATTRIBUTE OF EFFECT DESCRIPTION RELATIVE TO LAND USE 

Magnitude 

Negligible  No measurable change in acreage of long-term management and 
no conflicts with applicable land management policies, plans, 
zoning or existing rights-of-way or other authorized uses. 

Minor  A small, but measurable change in acreage of long-term 
management that does not conflict with applicable land 
management policies, plans, zoning or existing rights-of-way or 
other authorized uses. 

Moderate A moderate measurable change in acreage of long-term 
management and/or conflicts with applicable land management 
policies, plans, zoning or existing rights-of-way or other authorized 
uses that are resolved through management changes. 

Major Big, easily measurable change in acreage of long-term 
management and/or unresolvable conflicts with applicable land 
management policies, plans, zoning or existing rights-of-way or 
other authorized uses. 

Duration 
Short-term Less than 10 years. 
Long-term 10 years or more. 

 

The amount of acres under each alternative was broken out by land management agency. Each 
alternative was qualitatively analyzed to discern whether the alternative is consistent with or 
conforms to agency plans. Acreage of disturbance is included in the analysis below for comparison 
between alternatives. Impacts to Distinctive Land Areas are handled exclusively in Section 4.11 and 
are not considered in the analysis of impacts to land use in this section. 

4.10.2. Direct and Indirect Effects by Land Ownership or Management 
Table 4.10-2 details land disturbance by ownership/management and alternative. 

Table 4.10-2. Comparison of Alternatives by Disturbance and Land 
Ownership/Management 

ALTERNATIVE 
DISTURBANCE (ACRES) 

PRIVATE SITLA KFO GSENM DNF BRCA TOTAL 

Alternative A 

Long-
Term* 7.97 6.70 5.23 6.74 26.47 0.00 53.12
Short-
Term** 17.94 25.10 28.14 23.27 107.84 0.00 202.29

Alternative B  
(Depending 

on 
Substation 
location; 

includes 69 

Long-
Term*  19.36-

21.30 5.74 13.12 0.00
4.52-
6.59 1.04 

45.62-
45.85 

Short-
Term** 75.38 20.19 54.08 0.00 18.48 0.78 168.91
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ALTERNATIVE 
DISTURBANCE (ACRES) 

PRIVATE SITLA KFO GSENM DNF BRCA TOTAL 
kV line 

removal) 

Alternative C 
Total 

Long-
Term* 16.19 3.26 5.42 6.74 20.04 0.00 51.66
Short-
Term** 70.47 14.18 29.34 23.27 106.18 0.00 243.44

North-South 
Interconnect 

Long-
Term* 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.91 0.00 2.91
Short-
Term** 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 13.78 0.00 13.78

East-West 
Interconnect 

Long-
Term* 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 5.85 0.00 5.85

Short-
Term** 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 24.97 0.00 24.97

69 kV 
Removal – 
Alternative A 

Short- and 
Long-
Term 27.44 3.94 8.37 0.00 9.89 0.00 49.64

69 kV 
Removal – 
Alternative C 

Short- and 
Long-
Term 6.35 3.94 8.37 0.00 9.89 0.00 28.55

*Includes long-term disturbance associated with power poles, substations, substation access roads, existing 
access road upgrades, and a 10-foot-wide centerline access route. 

**Includes short-term disturbance associated with pulling and splicing sites, lay-down areas, and power pole (H-
structure) installation. Some overlap between disturbance areas exists because a single area could be used for 
multiple alternatives. Limited access areas were not analyzed for short-term disturbance associated with pole 
installation. 

4.10.2.1. Dixie National Forest 
The Project Area under all Action Alternatives and interconnect options would be 0.02 percent or less 
of the DNF. Under all Action Alternatives the short- and long-term disturbance would be less than 
0.01 percent of the DNF. Acreage of DNF for which a right-of-way would be issued would only be a 
portion of the Project Area, therefore the right-of-way under any of the Action Alternatives would 
occupy less than 0.02 percent of the DNF. 

The authorization of a transmission line right-of-way under all Action Alternatives conforms to DNF 
land use management policies. Under the Forest Multiple Use Goals and Objectives outlined in the 
DNF LRMP, the USFS “will provide access to National Forest land for public use administration and 
permittee activities” (USFS 1986). Lands meeting standards for potential corridor designation were 
identified in the LRMP and include a route through Cedar Fork Canyon. In addition to corridors, 
acceptable window areas have been identified by the DNF. The window areas are “critical segments 
of terrain through which energy transportation and utility ROWs [rights-of-way] could pass in 
traversing the Forest.”  

Alternatives A and C would traverse the DNF in the John’s Valley and Upper Valley window areas 
through Cedar Fork Canyon on the Escalante Ranger District. Alternative A would be 3.98 miles in 
length while Alternative C would be 3.29 miles in length through this area. Currently a Rocky 
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Mountain Power/PacifiCorp 230 kV transmission line already exists within the South Johns Valley 
and Cedar Fork window area; impacts to current land uses would be minor. 

In addition, a 7.79-mile portion of Alternative C would traverse the DNF within the Hillsdale 
Canyon-Ahlstrom Hollow window area identified in the LRMP. 

Overall long-term impacts to land use on DNF lands under any of the Action Alternatives would be 
minor. 

4.10.2.2. Bureau of Land Management 

Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument.  
Under Alternative A and C the Project Area includes approximately 50.58 acres within the GSENM. 
The Project Area would be less than 0.01 percent of the GSENM. Acreage of GSENM for which a 
right-of-way would be issued would only be a portion of the Project Area, therefore the right-of-way 
under any of the Action Alternatives would occupy less than 0.01 percent of the GSENM.  

Alternatives A and C would place the proposed transmission line in an area designated as Primitive 
Zone. Plan decision Land-7 states: “In the Primitive Zone, utility rights-of-way will not be permitted. 
In cases of extreme need for local (not regional) needs and where other alternatives are not available, 
a plan amendment could be considered for these facilities in the Primitive Zone.”  

Under Alternative A, amendment of the GSENM Management Plan would designate a 100-foot wide 
Passage Zone through the designated Primitive Zone that would allow the proposed 138 kV 
transmission line to pass through the Passage Zone, and change the existing VRM Management Class 
designation from Class II to Class III within the Passage Zone. This would remove approximately 
44.58 acres from Primitive Zone designation. Impacts to Distinctive Land Areas are detailed in 
Section 4.11. With revision of the GSENM Management Plan the Proposed Project would conform to 
the plan. Considering the need for a plan amendment to bring the proposed right-of-way into 
compliance, the overall long-term impacts to existing GSENM land use under Alternative A would be 
moderate. 

Under Alternative B, no land uses would be impacted within the GSENM as this route would not 
cross Monument lands.  

Under Alternative C, amendment of the GSENM Management Plan would designate a 300-foot wide 
Passage Zone through the designated Primitive Zone, and to change the existing VRM Management 
Class designation from Class II to Class III within the Passage Zone. The amendment would provide 
a Passage Zone for the Rocky Mountain Power/PacifiCorp for a 230 kV transmission line adjacent to 
the proposed right-of-way. The proposed plan amendment would conform this existing right-of-way 
to the GSENM Management Plan. This would remove approximately 133.81 acres from Primitive 
Zone designation. Impacts to Distinctive Land Areas are detailed in Section 4.11. With revision of 
the GSENM Management Plan the Proposed Project would be consistent with the plan. Considering 
the need for a plan amendment to bring the proposed right-of-way into compliance, the overall long-
term impacts to existing GSENM land use under Alternative C would be moderate. 

Kanab Field Office.  
The Project Area under all Action Alternatives would be 0.01 percent or less of KFO-managed lands. 
Acreage of KFO lands for which a right-of-way would be issued would only be a portion of the 
Project Area, therefore the right-of-way under any of the Action Alternatives would occupy less than 
0.01 percent of KFO lands. 
According to the lands and realty objectives in the KFO RMP, the BLM will “make public lands 
available for community growth and expansion needs, recreation, and public purposes as well as other 
infrastructure needs.” The KFO has further stated that its objectives regarding land use include 
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“improving our energy transportation network” and making public lands available for rights-of-way, 
permits, and leases (BLM 2008a). Therefore, issuance of a right-of-way for the Proposed Project 
would not conflict with the KFO RMP under any of the Action Alternatives. 

Provided the Action Alternatives adhere to the BLM’s site-specific mitigation for Utah prairie dog, 
impacts to existing land uses on KFO managed land would be negligible. 

4.10.2.3. National Park Service 
Alternatives A and C do not enter BRCA, so there would be no impacts to existing land uses within 
the Park. The existing 69 kV that runs through the park would not be removed under Alternative A or 
C. Therefore, the direct disturbance associated with the existing transmission line related uses would 
be identical to existing conditions.  

Under Alternative B the Project Area includes approximately 34.44 acres within BRCA. The Project 
Area would be approximately 0.02 percent of BRCA. Alternative B would disturb 4.44 acres of 
existing land uses within BRCA over the long term, which would be inconsistent with NPS 
Management Polices (2006a), which state that a right-of-way for a utility will only be issued if “there 
is no practicable alternative to such use of NPS lands.” Given no other resource constraints, 
Alternatives A and C would provide other feasible routes outside of BRCA. This would constitute a 
long-term major and unacceptable impact to park resources.  
4.10.2.4. Federal Aviation Administration  
Under Alternative A, there is a potential for adverse impacts to existing land uses at the Bryce 
Canyon Airport. The proposed transmission line, which would stand 65 feet tall and 32 feet wide, 
would be located 2,250 feet from the airport runway at its nearest point. Mitigation efforts would be 
implemented in order to avoid adverse impact to the existing airport use and safety. Under Alternative 
A, the transmission line and poles would be marked with orange balls and high-intensity, flashing 
white lights in order to comply with FAA obstruction and lighting regulations (USDOT 2007). The 
implementation of the mitigation measures would have negligible adverse impacts to airport 
operations.  

Under Alternative B the new line would not be located in the vicinity of the Bryce Canyon Airport; 
therefore no adverse impacts to the current land use are anticipated. 

Under Alternative C, the proposed route parallels SR 22 to the east, on private land, and is 
approximately 1.5 miles from the runway. Therefore, no adverse impacts to land uses associated with 
the FAA are anticipated under Alternative C.  

4.10.2.5. State of Utah School and Institutional Trust Lands 
The Project Area under Alternative A includes approximately 59.82 acres within SITLA lands. 
Within the Project Area approximately 25.10 acres would be disturbed in the short term, and 6.70 
acres of SITLA lands would be disturbed in the long term.  

The Project Area under Alternative B includes approximately 45.84 acres of SITLA lands. Within the 
Project Area approximately 20.19 acres would be disturbed in the short term and 5.74 acres of SITLA 
lands would be disturbed in the long term.  

The Project Area under Alternative C includes approximately 32.97 acres of SITLA lands. Within the 
Project Area approximately 14.18 acres would be disturbed in the short term and 3.26 acres of SITLA 
lands would be disturbed in the long term. 

According to SITLA’s management goals, SITLA would optimize and maximize trust land uses for 
support of beneficiaries over time. The proposed project would be consistent with management 
objectives as it would “permit other land uses or activities not prohibited by law which do not 
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constitute a loss of trust assets or loss of economic opportunity” (State of Utah 1991). The grant of a 
right-of-way under any of the Action Alternatives is consistent with the management objectives of the 
SITLA. Provided the right-of-way does not “constitute a loss of trust assets or loss of economic 
opportunity” and is consistent with agency rules and trust responsibilities, impacts to land uses on 
SITLA lands are anticipated to be minor under any of the Action Alternatives.  

4.10.2.6. Garfield County 
Garfield County Ordinance states that right-of-way access is permitted within all zoning districts in 
the County, thus there would be no impacts under all Action Alternatives. 
4.10.2.7. Private Lands 
The establishment of a transmission line right-of-way through existing private agricultural lands may 
require modifications of ranching practices outside of the proposed 100-foot right-of-way. In order to 
consider potential indirect impacts to privately owned agricultural lands, a 0.5-mile buffer on both 
sides of the transmission line was applied to the total long-term disturbance acres per alternative. 
While the proposed project is consistent with local government ordinances, existing land uses, such as 
range pasture or alfalfa fields, may be directly impacted as productivity of the agricultural land within 
the right-of-way could be slightly diminished. Under all Action Alternatives, farmers may have to 
modify irrigation systems in order to accommodate the right-of-way. However, according to Section 
3.4, there were no existing water wells or irrigation ditches found along any of the Action 
Alternatives. Although there are several surface water and point-to-point water rights within a 1-mile 
buffer of the alternatives, proper implementation of BMPs and erosion-control measures would 
mitigate any potential effects to lands within the 1-mile buffer, therefore adverse impacts to access to 
existing water rights would be negligible. See Section 4.4 for more details on impacts to water 
resources within the Project Area.  

The establishment of a transmission line right-of-way through existing private lands may also affect 
property values. The magnitude of those effects would vary widely based on a number of factors, thus 
potential impacts to property values can’t be estimated. 

Under Alternative A the Project Area includes approximately 62.56 acres of private land. The private 
lands within the Project Area would comprise approximately 10.4 percent of the private lands within 
the 1 mile buffer of the proposed transmission line. Approximately 7.97 acres of private land would 
be disturbed by the Proposed Project over the long term. According to State of Utah water-related 
land use data, 1.09 acres of range pasture would be directly impacted over the long term. Long-term 
impacted acreage would be 0.55 percent of the range pasture within the 1-mile buffer of the proposed 
transmission line, and 0.18 percent of all private lands within the buffer. Overall long-term impacts to 
private lands and agricultural uses under Alternative A would be minor.  

Under Alternative B the Project Area includes 144.13 or 146.04 acres of private land depending on 
the location of the substation. The private lands within the Project Area would comprise 
approximately 7.5 percent of the private lands within the 1 mile buffer of the proposed transmission 
line. Approximately 19.36 or 21.30 acres of private land would be disturbed by the Proposed Project 
over the long term depending on the substation option selected. Approximately 1.09 acres of range 
pasture would be impacted under Alternative B, which would be 0.19 percent of the range pasture 
within the 1-mile buffer and 0.12 percent of all private lands within the buffer. Overall long-term 
impacts to private lands and agricultural uses under Alternative B would be minor. 

Under Alternative C the Project Area includes 129.76 acres of private land. The private lands within 
the Project Area would comprise approximately 21.6 percent of the private lands within the 1 mile 
buffer of the proposed transmission line. Approximately 16.19 acres of private land would be 
disturbed by the Proposed Project over the long term. Of the 16.19 acres of disturbance, 
approximately 2.53 acres of pasture land would be impacted, which would be 0.29 percent of the 
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pasture lands within the buffer and 0.42 percent of the private lands within the 1-mile buffer. Overall 
long-term impacts to private lands and agricultural uses under Alternative C would be minor. 

4.10.2.8. Alternative D - No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, no new transmission line would be constructed. Garkane would 
continue to operate the existing 69 kV transmission line located in the existing right-of-way. There 
would be no additional impacts on existing land uses from continued operation or anticipated 
overhaul activities. The No Action Alternative would minimize future development around in and 
around Hatch. Specifically, future development in the Long Valley area between Panguitch and Mt. 
Carmel Junction and the Cedar Mountain area would be constrained without the establishment of the 
new transmission line. Without additional power, the communities would be unable to accommodate 
the new residential, commercial, and industrial growth that the area is currently zoned for.  

4.10.2.9. Operations and Maintenance 
Operations and maintenance activities under all Action Alternatives would be conducted within the 
authorized rights-of-way and in accordance with any agreements with the issuing agencies and land 
owners. No additional impacts regarding land use (ownership, administration and management of 
lands, as analyzed in this section) would be anticipated. 

4.10.2.10. Removal of 69kV Transmission Line  
Removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line upon completion of the proposed project under any 
of the Action Alternatives would result in relinquishing the existing rights-of-way. Land previously 
occupied by the rights-of-way associated with the 69 kV transmission line and associated 
infrastructure (DNF 67.96, KFO 55.77, SITLA 28.16, and private 45.08 for a total of 196.97 acres) 
would be available for other land uses. Long-term beneficial impacts to land use would be minor. 

4.10.2.11. Substation Distribution Lines (Alternative B Only) 
Construction of distribution lines in conjunction with removal of the existing Tropic Substation 
would disturb some private lands currently under alfalfa production. Impacts from construction and 
long-term presence of the distribution lines would reduce the productivity of the areas cultivated with 
alfalfa (due to ground and vegetation disturbance in the short term, and potentially due to application 
of herbicides and spread of noxious weeds or invasive plants in the long term); however these impacts 
would be anticipated to be negligible. The overall land use would not be affected therefore impacts 
would not be significant. 

Construction of distribution lines in conjunction with either of the new Bryce Substation options 
would impact private land areas with the following land uses: Grass and hay production; 
commercial/industrial; pasture; and residential. Agricultural uses of lands may experience some 
reduction in productivity in both the short and long term, but overall the land use should not be 
impacted. Future commercial/industrial and residential uses of lands crossed by the distribution lines 
may be affected by the presence of the transmission lines and the right-of-way. However, as Garfield 
County Ordinance states right-of-way access is permitted within all zoning districts in the County, 
any impacts to land use should be minor.  

4.10.2.12. Summary 
The amount of lands affected and the relative proportion of DNF and KFO lands affected varies by 
alternative. The proposed project would not conflict with DNF LRMP or the KFO Management Plan, 
and overall impact to management of the affected federal lands by these entities is negligible. 
Selection of Alternatives A or C would require the amendment of the GSENM Management Plan 
creating a Passage Zone; affected acreage of GSENM would be 44.58 acres under Alternative A or 
132 acres under Alternative C. Selection of Alternative B would result in the right-of-way for the 
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proposed transmission line crossing BRCA, resulting in unacceptable impacts to park resources. 
Varying amounts of SITLA lands would be affected by the various alternatives, however the 
proposed project appears consistent with agency rules and trust responsibilities, and no adverse 
impacts to existing land uses on SITLA lands are anticipated. Garfield County Ordinance states that 
right-of-way access is permitted within all zoning districts in the County; therefore none of the Action 
Alternatives would conflict with Garfield County zoning. Selection of any of the Action Alternatives 
would result in impacts to agricultural uses on private lands with acreages varying by alternative, 
however the acreages impacted would be nominal and impacts to agriculture in relation to area 
agricultural use would be negligible. Table 4.10-3 summarizes overall impacts to land use by federal 
and state agencies, and private land owner. 

Table 4.10-3. Summary of Land Use Impacts 

ALTERNATIVE DNF GSENM KFO NPS FAA SITLA PRIVATE 
A Minor Moderate Negligible None Negligible 

– with 
mitigation 

Minor Minor 

B Minor None Negligible Major None Minor Minor 
C Minor Moderate Negligible None None Minor Minor 
D Negligible Negligible Negligible Negligible Negligible Negligible Negligible

4.10.3. Mitigation 
No mitigation measures beyond the construction techniques, BMPs, and other Resource Protection 
Measures discussed in Section 2.3.6 have been identified.  

4.10.4. Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
All disturbance specified in Table 4.10-2 would constitute unavoidable adverse impacts to land use, 
on the acres specified regardless of ownership/management. 

Unavoidable adverse impacts to the GSENM Primitive Zone from Alternatives A and C are discussed 
in Section 4.11.5.  

Alternative B would be inconsistent with the NPS Management Policies (2006) and would cause 
unavoidable adverse impacts to existing land use within BRCA.  

4.11. DISTINCTIVE LAND AREAS 

4.11.1. Indicators and Methods 
The analysis of the impacts of the Proposed Action and Action Alternatives on the distinctive land 
areas that occur along the various alignments was prepared using a typical “cause and effect” 
analysis. The analysis examined the location of surface disturbance that would be created by each 
element of construction and operation of the transmission line, as guided by agency policy for 
management of the distinctive land areas.  

4.11.1.1. Wilderness Characteristics 
The resource impact indicators that will be analyzed for the various categories of lands with 
wilderness characteristics include a quantitative measure of acres of roadless or natural characteristics 
lost due to surface-disturbing actions and placement of human-made structures on the landscape, the 
percentage of the total acreage with wilderness characteristics; and a qualitative judgment of lost 
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opportunities for experiences of solitude and participation in primitive recreational activities in the 
short- and long-term (Table 4.11-1).  

A short-term loss of wilderness characteristics will be considered a “minor” impact, and typically 
include short-term loss of opportunities for solitude or primitive recreation due to the presence and 
noise of construction. Once construction activities are over, these effects would end. Impact on the 
natural characteristics of lands with wilderness characteristics would normally not be considered 
“minor,” as rehabilitation would be required to restore natural landscapes, and restoration would 
likely take longer than the construction time period (up to 12 months).  

A short-term loss of wilderness characteristics will be considered a “moderate” impact, and typically 
include surface disturbance that requires reclamation – recontouring of the land and revegetation. 
This effect would be “moderate” as time would be needed (up to 5 years) for successful revegetation 
to restore the natural landscape.  

A long-term or permanent loss of wilderness characteristics will be considered a “major” impact and 
may include surface disturbances or placement of structures on the landscape and changes to the 
undeveloped setting required to support opportunities for solitude and primitive recreation activities. 
Agency policies mandate protection of the wilderness characteristics of all of these lands, except for 
Box Canyon non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics. Box Canyon, however, is located in the 
Primitive Zone of BLM’s GSENM, which requires protection of values similar to wilderness 
characteristics (see Table 4.11-2).  

Table 4.11-1. Description of Wilderness Characteristics Impacts Levels 

ACRES OF NATURAL 
CHARACTERISTICS LOST; 

OPPORTUNITIES FOR SOLITUDE OR 
PRIMITIVE RECREATION LOST 

DESCRIPTION RELATIVE TO DISTINCTIVE LAND AREAS – 
WILDERNESS CHARACTERISTICS 

Magnitude 

Negligible  A minimal effect on wilderness characteristics either 
temporally or spatially. 

Minor  A short-term loss of wilderness characteristics typically 
opportunities for solitude or primitive forms of recreation. 

Moderate A short-term loss of wilderness characteristics including 
roadless character, natural characteristics, or opportunities 
for solitude or primitive forms of recreation.  

Major A long-term loss of wilderness characteristics including 
roadless character, natural characteristics, or opportunities 
for solitude or primitive forms of recreation. 

Duration 

Short-term During construction and rehabilitation following construction; 
up to 5 years. 

Long-term Permanent loss of wilderness characteristics; greater than 5 
years. 

 

4.11.1.2. Primitive Zone Management Objectives 
The resource impact indicators that will be analyzed for the Primitive Zone of the GSENM include a 
quantitative measure of acres of the Project Area, under each alternative, that would be inconsistent 
with the prohibition on facility development in the Primitive Zone resulting from surface disturbance 
for construction of roads and location of human-made facilities; and the percentage of the total 
acreage of the Primitive Zone. The impact analysis will also include a qualitative judgment of loss to 
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a primitive and self-directed visitor experience resulting from construction and operation of a 
transmission line (Table 4.11-2). 

A short-term inconsistency with primitive area objectives will be considered a minor impact, and 
typically include short-term loss of primitive and self-directed visitor experiences due to the presence 
and noise of construction. Once construction activities are over, these effects would end. Impacts on 
the undeveloped setting of the Primitive Zone would normally not be considered minor, as 
rehabilitation would be required to restore natural landscapes, and restoration would likely take 
longer than the construction time period (up to 12 months).  

A short-term inconsistency with primitive area objectives will be considered a moderate impact, and 
typically include surface disturbances that require reclamation – recontouring of the land and 
revegetation. This effect would be moderate as time would be needed (up to 5 years) for successful 
revegetation to restore the natural landscape.  

A long-term or permanent inconsistency with primitive area objectives will be considered a major 
impact and may include surface disturbances or placement of structures on the landscape and changes 
to the undeveloped setting required to support primitive and self-directed visitor experiences. The 
GSENM management plan requires compliance with these objectives.  

Table 4.11-2. Description of Primitive Zone Management Objectives Impacts Levels 

ACRES OF LANDS IN THE PRIMITIVE 
ZONE WHERE OBJECTIVES WOULD 
NOT BE ACCOMPLISHED 

DESCRIPTION RELATIVE TO DISTINCTIVE LAND AREAS – 
PRIMITIVE MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES 

Magnitude 

Negligible  A minimal effect on the primitive or undeveloped setting 
and/or self-directed visitor experience either temporally or 
spatially. 

Minor  A short-term inconsistency with primitive management 
objectives. 

Moderate A short-term inconsistency with primitive management 
objectives.  

Major A long-term or permanent inconsistency with primitive 
management objectives. 

Duration 

Short-term During construction and rehabilitation following construction; 
up to 5 years. 

Long-term Inconsistency with primitive management objectives for 
greater than 5 years. 

 

The quantitative analysis was performed using GIS technology, overlaying areas of physical 
disturbance with distinctive land areas. The qualitative analysis was based on the professional 
judgment and experience of the ID team member with expertise in special areas management. 

4.11.2. Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative 
4.11.2.1. Impacts Common to All Action Alternatives 
Construction of distribution lines in conjunction with removal of the existing Tropic Substation or 
either of the new Bryce Substation options would not impact distinctive land s as all distribution lines 
are anticipated to be located on private property. 
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4.11.2.2. Alternative A: Proposed Action 

Impacts as a Result of Amending the GSENM Management Plan 
The GSENM Management Plan decision LAND-7 states: “In the Primitive Zone, utility rights-of-way 
will not be permitted. In cases of extreme need for local (not regional) needs and where other 
alternatives are not available, a plan amendment could be considered for these facilities in the 
Primitive Zone.”  

The GSENM Management Plan would be amended to designate a 100-foot-wide Passage Zone 
through the existing Primitive Zone, and to change the existing VRM objectives from Management 
Class II to Class III within this Passage Zone. Designation of the Passage Zone to include only 
Garkane’s 138 kV line would reduce the size of the Primitive Zone by 44.58 acres, as well as affect 
the natural character of the area, which would be less than 0.01 percent of the entire Primitive Zone. 

Creation of the 100-foot-wide Passage Zone along the eastern boundary of the Box Canyon non-WSA 
lands with wilderness characteristics to include the proposed Garkane line would also reduce the size 
and wilderness characteristics of the Box Canyon non-WSA area that has wilderness characteristics. 
Development of the proposed right-of-way would occupy 100 feet of the Passage Zone, reducing the 
natural characteristics, primitive recreational setting, and size of Box Canyon non-WSA lands with 
wilderness characteristics by 20.48 acres, which would be approximately 0.7 percent of Box Canyon 
non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics. 

Under Alternative A, the amendment would not provide a Passage Zone for the existing Rocky 
Mountain Power/PacifiCorp right-of-way averaging 130 feet wide for the 230 kV transmission line 
across the Monument adjacent to the route proposed for the Garkane transmission line. 

Construction 
Under Alternative A, 30.41 miles of 138 kV transmission line would be constructed from Tropic to 
Hatch, Utah. Along its length, the line would cross the Primitive Zone of the GSENM, including Box 
Canyon non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics; Table Cliffs – Henderson Canyon and 
Shakespear Point IRAs; and the Table Cliffs – Henderson Canyon, Shakespear Point, and Red 
Canyon South unroaded/undeveloped areas. The line would be located adjacent to, or within 1 mile 
of, other distinctive land areas including The Blues WSA, the smaller NPS-recommended wilderness 
area, and Red Canyon South IRA.  

To support construction of the transmission line, pulling sites would also be constructed along the 
alignment adjacent to each of these areas. Existing travel routes would be improved as needed to 
provide access for construction. Due to the steep and rugged nature of the land, access and 
construction would be provided by helicopter in the central portion of Cedar Fork Canyon and in the 
southeastern corner of Red Canyon South unroaded/undeveloped area.  

U.S. Forest Service Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs). Under this alternative, surface disturbance 
associated with construction of the transmission line and placement of the transmission line in Cedar 
Fork Canyon, construction of pulling sites, and improvement of existing routes to provide access for 
construction would degrade the landscape character and integrity of a portion of the Shakespear Point 
and Table Cliffs – Henderson Canyon IRAs. The presence and noise of people, vehicles, equipment, 
and aircraft would result in a short-term minor conflict with primitive and semi-primitive classes of 
recreation in portions of these IRAs, as well as the southern portion of Red Canyon South IRA. While 
removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line from the Bryce Substation near Bryce Canyon City to 
the Hatch Mountain Substation north of Hatch would restore long-term landscape character and 
integrity adjacent to the northern boundary of the Red Canyon South IRA, the noise and presence of 
people, vehicles, equipment, and aircraft needed to remove that portion of the line would also create a 
short-term minor conflict with primitive and semi-primitive classes of recreation.  
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Authorizing this project would establish a long-term right-of-way through 2.9 acres of the Shakespear 
Point IRA and 36.6 acres of the Table Cliffs – Henderson Canyon IRA. Establishing the right-of-way 
and constructing the transmission line would result in long-term disturbance or effects to the 
landscape character or integrity of the Shakespear Point IRA. Placement of power poles and 
conductors in the IRA would degrade the natural landscape character and integrity of the IRA and 
result in the long-term major disturbance of 0.01 acre of the IRA. Transmission line construction and 
access improvement would result in 4.8 acres (0.02 percent) of long-term, major disturbance to the 
Table Cliffs – Henderson Canyon IRA, including placement of human-made structures on the 
landscape. This disturbance and these structures would degrade the landscape character and integrity 
of this portion of the IRA, but no more so than the existing Rocky Mountain 230kV transmission line, 
which is adjacent to the proposed right of way. Soil leveling and vegetation clearing needed for the 
creation of pulling sites and construction of power poles would result in surface disturbance that 
would cause the minor short-term and moderate long-term loss of landscape character and integrity of 
19.64 acres of the Table Cliffs – Henderson Canyon IRA; 1.14 acres of short-term minor disturbance 
would occur in the Shakespear Point IRA under this alternative. 

The presence and noise of people, vehicles, equipment, and aircraft needed for construction of the 
transmission line would result in a temporary minor conflict with primitive and semi-primitive forms 
of recreation. The effect on a visitor’s desired recreation experience would vary with each individual. 
The disruption of the desired recreation experience would be short-term and fleeting to some visitors 
but more lasting to others, affecting a person’s entire trip or experience. The noise and presence of 
construction would eventually end upon completion of the project.  

Construction of the transmission line and upgrading of roads to provide access for construction and 
operation of the line under Alternative A would separate seven portions (areas) of the Table Cliffs – 
Henderson Canyon IRA from the main body of the IRA and one portion (area) of the Shakespear 
Point IRA from the main body of that IRA. In Table Cliffs – Henderson Canyon IRA, placement of 
the transmission line and upgrading of access roads would increase the presence of structures and 
other human development, reducing the undeveloped character of the IRA by 140.3 acres (0.72 
percent). In the Shakespear Point IRA, placement of the transmission line would reduce the 
undeveloped character of the IRA by 4 acres (0.53 percent). These would be long-term major impacts 
on the undeveloped character of the IRAs. Even with the exclusion of areas that would lose their 
undeveloped character by construction of the transmission line and re-construction of access roads, 
the remaining main body of each of the IRAs would still be large enough to consider for management 
of undeveloped values (see Figure 4.11-1). 

Construction, expansion, and removal of substations, as part of this alternative, would have no effect 
on IRAs as none of the substations are located in or near the IRAs.  

U.S. Forest Service Unroaded and Undeveloped Areas. The effects of construction and operation of 
the proposed 138 kV transmission line on the values of the Table Cliffs – Henderson Canyon, 
Shakespear Point, Red Canyon South, and Red Canyon North unroaded and undeveloped areas would 
be the same as described above for the corresponding IRAs, as the location, size, and configuration of 
unroaded areas generally coincides with the IRAs. Surface disturbance and placement of the 
transmission line structures on the land would have generally the same effect on the undeveloped 
character of the unroaded areas as the landscape character and integrity of the IRAs. The effect of 
construction and operation of the transmission line on the desired recreation experiences of the 
unroaded areas would also be generally the same as described for the primitive and semi-primitive 
recreation objectives of the IRAs. There are, however, some exceptions. 
Since the boundary of the Table Cliffs – Henderson Canyon unroaded area and the Shakespear Point 
unroaded area follows the existing Rocky Mountain Power/PacifiCorp 230 kV transmission line, 
most of the proposed 138 kV transmission line disturbance and all of the right-of-way would be 
located in the Shakespear Point unroaded area. Under this alternative, the right-of-way would cross 
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36.99 acres of the Shakespear Point unroaded area, but 0.0 acres of the Table Cliffs – Henderson 
Canyon unroaded area. 

Figure 4.11-1. Alternative Routes in Relation to IRAs in the Project Area 

 
 

The short-term moderate disturbance for pulling and splicing areas and/or construction of power poles 
would disturb 0.60 acre of the Table Cliffs – Henderson Canyon unroaded area and 17.2 acres of the 
Shakespear Point unroaded area. Long-term major disturbance from improvement of access to the 
Project Area and/or placement of power poles would affect 0.41 acre (0.002 percent) of the Table 
Cliffs – Henderson Canyon unroaded area and 4.25 acres (0.3 percent) of the Shakespear Point 
unroaded area. 

Under this alternative, the proposed 138 kV transmission line would cross the southeastern and 
southwestern portions of the Red Canyon South unroaded area. Most of the line in the southeastern 
portion of the unroaded area would be constructed by helicopter due to rugged and remote terrain. 
The right-of-way would cross 17.38 acres of the unroaded area. Surface disturbance for pulling and 
splicing areas and construction and placement of power poles would result in a short-term moderate 
reduction of the undeveloped character of 9.08 acres of the unroaded area. Long-term disturbance 
resulting from improvement of access to the Project Area and placement of power poles would reduce 
the undeveloped character of 1.41 acre (0.03 percent) of the unroaded area.  
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The noise and presence of people, vehicles, equipment, and helicopters used for construction of the 
transmission line would have the same effect on the desired recreation experience of Table Cliffs – 
Henderson Canyon, Shakespear Point, Red Canyon South, and Red Canyon North unroaded areas as 
described for the respective IRAs above.  

Construction of the transmission line and upgrading of roads to provide access for construction and 
operation of the line under Alternative A would separate five portions (areas) of the Table Cliffs – 
Henderson Canyon unroaded/undeveloped area from the main body of the unroaded area, eight 
portions (areas) of the Shakespear Point unroaded/undeveloped area from the main body of that 
unroaded area, and two portions (areas) of the Red Canyon South unroaded/undeveloped area from 
the main body of that unroaded area. In the Table Cliffs – Henderson Canyon unroaded area, 
upgrading of access roads would increase the presence of human development, reducing the 
undeveloped character of the unroaded area by 34.14 acres (0.25 percent). In the Shakespear Point 
unroaded area, placement of the transmission line and re-construction of access roads would reduce 
the undeveloped character of the unroaded area by 115.25 acres (9 percent). In the Red Canyon South 
unroaded areas, placement of the transmission line would reduce the undeveloped character of the 
unroaded areas by 238.95 acres (4.3 percent). Even with the exclusion of areas that would lose their 
unroaded and undeveloped character by construction of the transmission line and re-construction of 
access roads, the remaining main body of each of the three unroaded areas would still be large enough 
to consider for management of unroaded and undeveloped values (see Figure 4.11-1). 

BLM Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs). Under this alternative, no right-of-way, surface disturbance, or 
placement of transmission line structures or access would occur in The Blues WSA. Under BLM’s 
mandate to preserve the wilderness characteristics of the WSA (through the IMP), these disturbances 
and developments would not be permitted. Thus, there would be no degradation of the roadless or 
natural characteristics of the WSA. 
However, the presence and noise of people, vehicles, and equipment needed for construction and 
occasional maintenance or emergency repair of the transmission line adjacent to the western boundary 
of the WSA would diminish opportunities for solitude, making it difficult for a visitor to find 
seclusion and isolation from the developed world. This would only be during construction and the 
impact would be short-term and minor.  As described under Forest Service IRAs above, the effect on 
a visitor’s desired experience would vary with each individual. For some visitors, the disruption of 
quiet and solitude would be short-term and fleeting. To other visitors, the effects would be lasting due 
to the short length of a visitor’s trip, affecting their entire trip and experience. The noise and presence 
of construction would end upon completion of the project. 
While construction of the transmission line adjacent to the western boundary of the WSA would have 
an effect on opportunities for solitude and primitive forms of recreation, the effect would be short-
term and minor. Since there would be no impact on the natural or roadless character of the WSA, or 
lasting impact on opportunities for solitude or primitive recreation, construction of the transmission 
line under this alternative would not disqualify the WSA for consideration as wilderness or constrain 
Congress from making that decision.  

BLM Non-WSA Lands with Wilderness Characteristics. Under this alternative, surface disturbance 
associated with construction of the transmission line and the location of the line on BLM lands would 
degrade the natural characteristics of the Box Canyon non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics. 
The presence and noise of people, vehicles, and equipment would temporarily diminish opportunities 
for solitude and conflict with primitive recreational activities in the non-WSA lands with wilderness 
characteristics.  
Authorizing this project would establish a long-term right-of-way through 20.48 acres of the eastern 
portion of the Box Canyon non-WSA lands that have wilderness characteristics. Establishing the 
right-of-way, building the transmission line, and improving access would result in 2.8 acres of long-
term major surface disturbance and the location of a human-made structure that would reduce the size 

Page 4-126  Draft EIS and GSENM Plan Amendment 



   Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences 

by 20.48 acres (0.7 percent) and natural characteristics of 0.1 percent of the non-WSA lands with 
wilderness characteristics. Soil leveling and vegetation clearing needed for the creation of temporary 
work spaces and pulling/splicing areas and pole placement would result in surface disturbance that 
would cause the short-term minor to moderate loss of natural characteristics of 7.79 acres of the non-
WSA lands with wilderness characteristics.  

As discussed in The Blues WSA analysis above, the presence and noise of people, vehicles, and 
equipment needed for construction of the transmission line would also reduce opportunities for 
solitude in the Box Canyon non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics. These visual and audible 
intrusions would make it difficult for a visitor to find seclusion and isolation from the developed 
world, though the degree of impact would vary with each individual visitor. The noise and presence, 
however, would eventually end with completion of construction. The presence of a transmission line, 
however, would modify the undeveloped setting needed to support opportunities for solitude and 
primitive forms of recreation on the eastern edge of the non-WSA lands with wilderness 
characteristics.  

Construction of the transmission line inside the eastern boundary of the Box Canyon non-WSA lands 
with wilderness characteristics would result in the expansion of the right-of-way and long-term and 
major surface disturbance and placement of facilities that would disqualify 20.48 acres (0.7 percent) 
of the non-WSA lands consideration as wilderness. Surface disturbance and placement of the 
transmission line in the non-WSA lands would reduce the natural characteristics and the setting 
required to support opportunities for solitude and primitive recreation in this portion of Box Canyon 
non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics. While 20.48 acres would lose their wilderness 
characteristics and no longer be eligible for consideration as wilderness, it should be noted that BLM 
does not manage this portion of the GSENM to preserve its wilderness values. These lands are 
managed similarly to achieve Primitive Zone objectives under the GSENM management plan (see the 
following section for effects on Primitive objectives).  

Construction, expansion, and removal of substations, as part of this alternative, would have no effect 
on the non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics, as none of the substations are located in the 
two non-WSA areas.  

BLM Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument Primitive Zone. The Primitive Zone of the 
GSENM, in the Project Area, includes The Blues WSA and the Box Canyon non-WSA lands with 
wilderness characteristics. Because the management objectives for the Primitive Zone are comparable 
to management objectives for protection of wilderness characteristics, the effects of transmission line 
construction and operation on the primitive objectives of the GSENM can be compared to the effects 
on wilderness characteristics. However, since the right-of-way and transmission line would not be 
located in the WSA (as per the IMP), the analysis of effects of the project on the wilderness values of 
the WSA will not be considered. Under this alternative, the effects of construction of the transmission 
line on the primitive characteristics of the GSENM would be the same as described under the Box 
Canyon non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics analysis above. The long-term right-of-way, 
however, would encumber 44.58 acres of the Primitive Zone (0.004 percent); long-term major surface 
disturbance would affect 6.74 acres of the Primitive Zone; and short-term minor uses would disturb 
23.27 acres of the Primitive Zone.  
Construction, expansion, and removal of substations, as part of this alternative, would have no effect 
on the Primitive Zone of the Monument, as none of the substations are located in the Primitive Zone 
of the Monument.  

National Park Service Recommended Wilderness. Under this alternative, surface disturbance 
associated with construction of the 138 kV transmission line would have no effect on the roadless or 
natural characteristics of the two areas recommended for wilderness in BRCA. The transmission line, 
under this alternative, would not be located across or in proximity to these areas.  
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A short segment of the transmission line on the DNF in Cedar Fork Canyon would be located within 
about 0.25 mile of the smaller recommended wilderness on the park (see Figure 3.11-1). Thus, the 
presence and noise of people, vehicles, equipment, and aircraft needed for construction of that 
segment of the transmission line would result in a short-term minor reduction in opportunities for 
solitude, making it difficult for a visitor to find seclusion and isolation from the developed world, as 
described above in the analysis for the BLM WSA and non-WSA lands with wilderness 
characteristics.  

Construction, expansion, and removal of substations, as part of this alternative, would have no effect 
on recommended wilderness in the park, as none of the substations are located in or near the 
recommended areas. 

Operations and Maintenance 
U.S. Forest Service Inventoried Roadless Areas. Use of motorized vehicles and equipment for 
operation of the transmission line would periodically result in a short-term minor conflict with 
primitive and semi-primitive forms of recreation. The effect on a visitor’s desired recreation 
experience would vary with each individual. The disruption of the desired recreation experience 
would be short-term and minor, fleeting to some visitors but more lasting to others, affecting a 
person’s entire trip or experience. The noise and presence of construction would be intermittent and 
short-lived. While motorized uses may be permitted in IRAs, the occasional use of vehicles for 
operation and maintenance of the transmission line would result in a short-term minor conflict with 
the desired primitive and semi-primitive recreation objectives. These visual and audible effects would 
occur on the perimeter of the IRAs. Visitors seeking these types of recreation experiences would be 
expected to move away from the sights or sources of noise and presence, and the effect would lessen 
and eventually disappear as they move deeper into the core of the IRAs. The presence of a 
transmission line would also modify the undeveloped setting needed to support opportunities for 
primitive and semi-primitive forms of recreation.  

U.S. Forest Service Unroaded and Undeveloped Areas. The noise and presence of people, vehicles, 
and equipment used for operation and maintenance of the transmission line would have the same 
effect on the desired recreation experience of Table Cliffs – Henderson Canyon, Shakespear Point, 
Red Canyon South, and Red Canyon North unroaded areas as described for the respective IRAs 
above.  
BLM Wilderness Study Areas. Use of motorized vehicles and equipment for operation and 
maintenance of the transmission line would periodically introduce short-term minor impacts as 
described for the IRAs above. The use of motorized and mechanical vehicles and equipment would 
also conflict with primitive (non-motorized) forms of recreation desired by visitors to areas with 
wilderness characteristics. These visual and audible effects would occur, however, on the western 
edge of the WSA, and visitors would be expected to move away from the sources of the sight and 
noise, further into the WSA. Thus, the effect would lessen and eventually disappear. 

BLM Non-WSA Lands with Wilderness Characteristics. Use of motorized vehicles and equipment for 
occasional or periodic maintenance of the transmission line would periodically introduce short-term 
minor impacts as described under IRAs above, and would conflict with primitive forms of recreation 
desired by wilderness visitors. These visual and audible effects would occur on the perimeter of the 
non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics, and as visitors move deeper into the non-WSA lands 
with wilderness characteristics, away from the source of noise, the effect would lessen and eventually 
disappear. 

BLM Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument Primitive Zone. Under this alternative, the 
effects of operation and maintenance of the transmission line on the primitive characteristics of the 
GSENM would be the same as described under the non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics 
analysis above. 
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National Park Service Recommended Wilderness. The presence and noise of people, vehicles, 
equipment, and aircraft needed for operation and maintenance of that segment of the transmission line 
in proximity to NPS-Recommended Wilderness would reduce opportunities for solitude, making it 
difficult for a visitor to find seclusion and isolation from the developed world, as described above in 
the analysis for the BLM WSA and non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics. The use of 
motorized vehicles and equipment for operation and maintenance of the transmission line would 
reintroduce these impacts periodically and result in a short-term minor conflict with primitive forms 
of recreation often desired by visitors to areas with wilderness characteristics.  

Removal of 69kV Transmission Line 
U.S. Forest Service Inventoried Roadless Areas and Unroaded and Undeveloped Areas. Removal and 
reclamation of the 69 kV transmission line from the existing Bryce Substation near Bryce Canyon 
City to the Hatch Mountain Substation north of Hatch would restore the landscape character and 
integrity to lands adjacent to the northern boundary of the Red Canyon South IRA, enhancing the 
undeveloped landscape character of the IRA in the long term. The presence and noise of people, 
vehicles, equipment, and aircraft needed to remove the line, however, would disrupt opportunities for 
primitive and semi-primitive recreation experiences in the northern part of the IRA, a short–term 
minor impact. During removal of the line, the sights and sounds of people and motorized equipment 
would conflict with primitive and semi-primitive (non-motorized) forms of recreation visitors seek 
when visiting the IRA. Since the existing transmission line is separated from the Red Canyon North 
IRA by SR 12, removal of the line would have no effect on the landscape character and integrity of 
Red Canyon North IRA. However, given the proximity of the transmission line being removed under 
this alternative to the southern boundary of the Red Canyon North IRA, there would be short-term 
minor disruption of desired primitive and semi-primitive recreation experiences in the southern part 
of the IRA. Like in Red Canyon South, however, visitors would likely move away from the source of 
noise and presence of people, equipment, and aircraft to find the desired experience further north in 
the IRA.  
BLM Wilderness Study Areas. Removal of the 69kV transmission line under Alternative A would 
have no impact on the BLM WSA because it is located a few miles west of the WSA. 
BLM Non-WSA Lands with Wilderness Characteristics and Natural Areas. Removal of the 69 kV 
transmission line from the existing Bryce Substation near Bryce Canyon City to the Hatch Mountain 
Substation north of Hatch would have no effect on the wilderness characteristics of the Box Canyon 
non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics or East of Bryce natural area as the portion of the 
existing transmission line to be removed is approximately 3 to 5 miles west of the non-WSA lands 
with wilderness characteristics.  
BLM Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument Primitive Zone. Removal of the 69 kV 
transmission line from the existing Bryce Substation near Bryce Canyon City to the Hatch Mountain 
Substation north of Hatch would have no effect on the management objectives of the Primitive Zone 
of the GSENM as that segment of the line does not pass through or near the Monument lands.  
National Park Service Recommended Wilderness. Removal of the 69 kV transmission line from the 
existing Bryce Substation near Bryce Canyon City to the Hatch Mountain Substation north of Hatch 
would have no effect on the wilderness characteristics of the two areas recommended for wilderness 
in BRCA. The section of the existing line slated for removal is west of the park and the areas 
recommended for wilderness.  
Alternative A Summary 
Table 4.11-3 summarizes right-of-way and disturbance acres for each distinctive land area under 
Alternative A. 

Draft EIS and GSENM Plan Amendment Page 4-129 



Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences 

Table 4.11-3. Right-of-Way and Disturbance Acres for Alternative A 

DISTINCTIVE LAND AREA 

LONG-TERM 
PASSAGE 

ZONE ACRES 

LONG-TERM 
RIGHT-OF-WAY 

ACRES 

LONG-TERM 
DISTURBANCE 

ACRES 

SHORT-TERM 
DISTURBANC

E ACRES 
Shakespear Point IRA 0.00 2.90 0.01 1.14
Table Cliffs - Henderson Canyon 
IRA 

0.00 36.60 4.80 19.64

Red Canyon South IRA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Red Canyon North IRA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Shakespear Point 
Unroaded/Undeveloped Area 

0.00 36.99 4.25 17.20

Table Cliffs - Henderson Canyon 
Unroaded/ Undeveloped Area 

0.00 0.00 0.41 0.60

Red Canyon South 
Unroaded/Undeveloped Area 

0.00 17.38 1.41 9.08

Red Canyon North 
Unroaded/Undeveloped Area 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

The Blues WSA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Box Canyon non-WSA1 20.48 20.48 2.80 7.79
East of Bryce natural area 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
GSENM Primitive Zone1 44.58 44.58 6.74 23.27
NPS Recommended Wilderness 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

1 The right-of-way acres and disturbance acres of Box Canyon non-WSA are also counted in the figures for 
GSENM Primitive Zone acres, as the non-WSA lands are located in the Primitive Zone of the GSENM. 

Table 4.11-4 summarizes the acres of undeveloped or natural characteristics of distinctive land areas 
separated from the main body of the distinctive land area as a result of construction of the 
transmission line and re-construction of access roads.  

Table 4.11-4. Loss of Undeveloped or Natural Character under Alternative A 

DISTINCTIVE LAND AREA 
ACRES OF UNDEVELOPED OR 
NATURAL CHARACTER LOST 

PERCENTAGE OF 
DISTINCTIVE LAND AREA 

Table Cliffs – Henderson Canyon 
IRA 

140.30 0.72

Shakespear Point IRA 4.00 0.53
Red Canyon North IRA  0.00 0.00
Red Canyon South IRA  0.00 0.00
Table Cliffs – Henderson Canyon 
Unroaded/ Undeveloped Area 

34.14 0.25

Shakespear Point 
Unroaded/Undeveloped Area 

115.25 9.00

Red Canyon North 
Unroaded/Undeveloped Area 

0.00 0.00

Red Canyon South 238.95 4.30
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DISTINCTIVE LAND AREA 
ACRES OF UNDEVELOPED OR 
NATURAL CHARACTER LOST 

PERCENTAGE OF 
DISTINCTIVE LAND AREA 

Unroaded/Undeveloped Area 
The Blues WSA 0.00 0.00
Primitive Zone of the GSENM 44.58 0.004
Box Canyon non-WSA Land with 
Wilderness Characteristics 

20.48 0.70

East of Bryce natural area 0.00 0.00
NPS Recommended Wilderness 0.00 0.00

 

4.11.2.3. Alternative B: Parallel Existing 69 kV Route 

Construction 
Under this alternative, the proposed transmission line would be 29.11 miles in length, generally 
following the existing 69 kV line from Tropic to Hatch, through BRCA. Upon construction of the 
new 138 kV line and energizing of the new line, the old line from about the Tropic Substation west to 
the Hatch Mountain Substation would be removed. Under this alternative, the two recommended 
wilderness areas in BRCA, the Forest Service Red Canyon South and Red Canyon North IRAs, the 
Forest Service Red Canyon South and Red Canyon North unroaded and undeveloped areas, and 
BLM’s East of Bryce natural area would be affected by construction and operation of the new 
transmission line and removal of the existing line (see Figure 3.11-1).  

U.S. Forest Service Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs). At the western end of this alternative 
alignment, the transmission line passes between the Red Canyon South and Red Canyon North IRAs. 
It is anticipated that construction would be confined to the right-of-way outside the two IRAs and 
there would be no physical disturbance to the undeveloped landscape of the IRAs. Given the highly 
dissected nature of the landform, however, it may not be possible to safely locate the new 138 kV line 
in the existing 69 kV right-of-way, prior to decommissioning the existing 69 kV line. Thus, it may be 
necessary to place some portion of the new 138 kV line within the northern portion of the Red 
Canyon South IRA. Since this portion of the line would be constructed with use of a helicopter, there 
would be no anticipated short-term minor or long-term major surface disturbance in the IRA. There 
would, however, be the potential for placement of pole structures and conductors in the IRA. The 
placement of this human-made structure would have a long-term major negative effect on the 
landscape character and integrity.  
During construction, the presence and noise of people, vehicles, other equipment, and aircraft would 
diminish opportunities for the desired primitive and semi-primitive recreation experiences in the 
northern portion of Red Canyon South IRA and the southern portion of Red Canyon North IRA. 
These impacts would be short-term and minor, lasting only during construction. During that time, 
visitors seeking a primitive recreation experience in an undeveloped setting would likely venture 
deeper into the heart of each IRA to escape the noise and presence of transmission line construction. 

Construction, expansion, and removal of substations under this alternative would have no effect on 
the IRA values, as none of the substations are located in or near the IRAs. 

U.S. Forest Service Unroaded and Undeveloped Areas. The effects of construction and operation of 
the proposed 138 kV transmission line on the values of the Red Canyon South and Red Canyon North 
unroaded and undeveloped areas would be the same as described above for the corresponding IRAs, 
as the location, size, and configuration of unroaded areas are generally the same as the IRAs. Possible 
placement of the transmission line structures in the northern portion of Red Canyon South unroaded 
area would have generally the same effect on the undeveloped character of the unroaded area as the 
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landscape character and integrity of the IRA. The effect of construction and operation of the 
transmission line on the desired recreation experiences of the unroaded areas would also be generally 
the same as described for the primitive and semi-primitive recreation objectives of the IRAs. 
The noise and presence of people, vehicles, equipment, and helicopters used for construction of the 
transmission line would have the same effect on the desired recreation experience of Red Canyon 
South and Red Canyon North unroaded areas as described for the respective IRAs above.  

BLM Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs). Construction of the transmission line under this alternative and 
removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line west of the Tropic Substation would have no effect 
on the wilderness characteristics of The Blues WSA. The proposed alignment under this alternative 
would not cross the WSA. Thus, there would be no surface disturbance associated with construction 
or placement of structures that would affect the natural characteristics of the WSA. Further, the line 
would be far enough removed from the WSA that there would be little to no short-term effect of noise 
and presence of construction or rehabilitation on the opportunities for solitude or primitive recreation. 
Construction, expansion, and removal of substations under this alternative would have no effect on 
the wilderness values, as none of the substations are located in or near the WSA.  
BLM Non-WSA Lands with Wilderness Characteristics and Natural Areas. The existing 69 kV right-
of-way lies a few hundred feet to the north of that portion of the East of Bryce natural area. Under this 
alternative, the existing transmission line right-of-way would be expanded to accommodate the new 
transmission line, but would be located outside (north) of the natural area. There would be no 
reduction in the size of the natural area and no surface disturbance associated with the placement of 
power pole structures.  
Because of the proximity of the transmission line project to the East of Bryce natural area, and the 
Box Canyon non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics less than 1 mile north of the line, the 
presence and noise of people, vehicles, construction equipment, and aircraft associated with 
construction would have the same impacts to opportunities for solitude and primitive forms of 
recreation as described above for BLM non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics under 
Alternative A. 

The Tropic Substation is located near SR 12 and the town of Tropic; therefore opportunities for 
solitude and primitive experiences in the area adjacent to the substation are already somewhat 
compromised by the noise and presence of people and equipment used in the operation of the 
substation. The presence and noise of people, vehicles, and equipment needed to remove the Tropic 
Substation under this alternative would have some affect on opportunities for solitude and primitive 
recreation of the non-WSA lands, similar to those described for construction of the transmission line 
and removal of the existing transmission line, but lower in intensity as it would take less time (thus 
less effect on opportunities for solitude and primitive recreation) to remove the substation than to 
construct the new transmission line and remove the existing line. 

BLM Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument Primitive Zone. The Primitive Zone of the 
GSENM, in the Project Area, coincides with The Blues WSA and the Box Canyon non-WSA lands 
with wilderness characteristics. Under this alternative, construction of the transmission line would 
have no effect on the undeveloped landscape objectives of the GSENM Primitive Zone, as the right-
of-way and transmission line would not be located in the GSENM. The presence and noise of people, 
vehicles, equipment, and aircraft required for construction of the proposed 138 kV transmission line 
would have the same effects on the primitive and self-directed visitor experience desired in the 
Primitive Zone of the GSENM as identified for opportunities for solitude and primitive recreation in 
the Box Canyon non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics above under this alternative. The 
degree of effect would vary by individual visitor and most visitors would be expected to travel north, 
further into the heart of the Primitive Zone to escape the intrusion of construction on their desire 
experience.  
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The East Valley Substation would be located outside the GSENM by approximately 1 mile. 
Construction of the East Valley Substation and removal of the Tropic Substation under this 
alternative would create noise and presence of people, vehicles, and equipment that could conflict 
with primitive forms of recreation provided for on lands in the GSENM in the vicinity of 
construction. It is expected, however, that visitors would easily move north, further into the 
Monument, to escape the noise and presence of these intrusions. 

National Park Service Recommended Wilderness. Under this alternative, the transmission line 
crossing BRCA would be constructed within the Natural Environment Subzone, adjacent to the 
existing right-of-way. A portion of the proposed transmission line would be constructed contiguous 
with the existing right-of-way for about 1.25 miles south of Mossy Cave, but would not be located in 
the adjacent recommended wilderness area. Following this alignment, the new line would result in no 
surface disturbance to the recommended wilderness south of SR 12 and east of the main park road 
and, thus, there would be no adverse impacts to the natural characteristics of the recommended 
wilderness area.  
There would be no vehicles or mechanized construction equipment permitted within the right-of-way 
on lands managed by BRCA. People and equipment would be transported on foot or by helicopter, 
and motorized hand augers and hand tools would be used to install the power poles. The presence and 
noise of people, vehicles, equipment, and helicopters used in installation of the new transmission line 
would temporarily diminish opportunities for solitude and conflict with primitive forms of recreation 
in the northern portion of the recommended wilderness south of SR 12. The noise of helicopters and 
motorized equipment would make it difficult for visitors to find a location to be alone and secluded 
from the outside sights and sounds of the developed world. And the presence of a helicopter and 
motorized equipment would conflict with the setting needed to support primitive forms of recreation 
visitors expect to encounter and experience in lands with wilderness values. The recommended 
wilderness is large, and visitors would be expected to move farther south into the heart of the 
recommended wilderness to escape this temporary degradation of opportunities for solitude and 
primitive recreation. 

A second, smaller area of BRCA is also recommended for wilderness designation and being managed 
to preserve those values north of SR 12. Because this area is separated from the current right-of-way 
by SR 12, construction of a new transmission line in the existing right-of-way would have no effect 
on the natural landscape and characteristics of this Park Service–recommended wilderness. However, 
because this area is just a short distance north of the existing right-of-way and the new transmission 
line, under this alternative, the noise and presence of construction would have the same effects on 
opportunities for solitude and primitive recreation as described above for the larger recommended 
wilderness. Eventually, upon completion of construction, these opportunities would return with no 
lasting effects on either the natural landscape or opportunities for solitude and primitive forms of 
recreation.  

Construction, expansion, and removal of substations under this alternative would have no effect on 
the wilderness characteristics of the recommended wilderness areas, nor the adjacent Natural 
Environment Subzone, as none of the substations are located in or near these areas.  

Operations and Maintenance 
U.S. Forest Service Inventoried Roadless Areas. During operation and maintenance activities within 
the right-of-way, the presence and noise of people, vehicles, and other equipment would diminish 
opportunities for the desired primitive and semi-primitive recreation experiences in the northern 
portion of Red Canyon South IRA and the southern portion of Red Canyon North IRA. These impacts 
would be intermittent and short-term and minor, lasting only during operations and maintenance 
activities. During that time, visitors seeking a primitive recreation experience in an undeveloped 
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setting would likely venture deeper into the heart of each IRA to escape the noise and presence of 
operation and maintenance activities. 

U.S. Forest Service Unroaded and Undeveloped Areas. The noise and presence of people, vehicles, 
and equipment used for operation and maintenance of the transmission line within the right-of-way 
would have the same effect on the desired recreation experience of Red Canyon South and Red 
Canyon North unroaded areas as described for the respective IRAs above. 
BLM Wilderness Study Areas. Operations and maintenance of the transmission line within the right-
of-way under this alternative would have no effect on the wilderness characteristics of The Blues 
WSA, as the line does not cross through or near the WSA. 

BLM Non-WSA Lands with Wilderness Characteristics and Natural Areas. Because of the proximity 
of the transmission line project to the East of Bryce (on the northern boundary) natural area, and the 
Box Canyon non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics less than 1 mile north of the line, the 
presence and noise of people, vehicles, and equipment associated with operation and maintenance 
activities within the right-of-way would have the same impacts to opportunities for solitude and 
primitive forms of recreation as described above for BLM non-WSA lands with wilderness 
characteristics under Alternative A. 

BLM Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument Primitive Zone. While the right-of-way and 
transmission line would not be located in the GSENM under this alternative, the line would lie about 
1 mile south of the Monument. The presence and noise of annual overflights and people, vehicles, and 
equipment needed for operation and maintenance activities within the right-of-way would have the 
same impacts to the undeveloped and self-directed objectives as described for the Primitive Zone 
under Alternative A.  

National Park Service Recommended Wilderness. As with construction, there would be no vehicles or 
mechanized construction equipment permitted within the right-of-way on lands managed by BRCA 
for operation and maintenance of the proposed transmission line. The line, however, would be flown 
annually to determine maintenance needs. While the recommended wilderness is large, on those 
occasions when operations and maintenance within the right-of-way outside BRCA creates 
disturbances perceivable within the recommended wilderness, visitors would be expected to move 
farther south into the heart of the recommended wilderness to escape this temporary degradation of 
opportunities for solitude and primitive recreation. 

Removal of 69kV Transmission Line 
U.S. Forest Service Inventoried Roadless Areas. Upon completion of construction and energizing of 
the new line, the existing line would be removed. With the presence of the new transmission line, 
removal of the old line would provide no net benefit to the landscape character and integrity of the 
lands adjacent to the IRAs. The continued noise and presence of people, vehicles, equipment, and 
aircraft needed for removal of the old line would extend the short-term minor reduction in 
opportunities for primitive and semi-primitive recreation experiences in the IRAs. Once the impacts 
of removal of the old line and rehabilitation of the right-of-way are complete, the impacts would be 
gone and the desired recreation setting and experience would return to the northern portion of the Red 
Canyon South IRA and the southern portion of the Red Canyon North IRA. 

U.S. Forest Service Unroaded and Undeveloped Areas. The removal of the 69 kV transmission line 
under this alternative would have the same effect on the Red Canyon South and Red Canyon North 
unroaded areas as described for those same two IRAs above.  

BLM Wilderness Study Areas. Under Alternative B, removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line 
west of the Tropic Substation would have no effect on the wilderness characteristics of The Blues 
WSA as the line removal would begin about 3 miles west of the WSA. 
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BLM Non-WSA Lands with Wilderness Characteristics and Natural Areas. Because of the proximity 
of the existing 69 kV transmission line to the East of Bryce natural area (on the northern boundary) 
and the Box Canyon non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics (less than 1 mile north of the 
line), the presence and noise of people, vehicles, and equipment associated with removal of the 
existing transmission line would result in a short-term, minor reduction in opportunities for solitude 
and conflict with the desired setting for primitive recreation activities. It is expected, however, that 
visitors would move deeper into the heart of adjacent lands with wilderness characteristics to escape 
the effects of the presence and noise of people and equipment. Once the line removal and right-of-
way rehabilitation are complete, these impacts on opportunities for solitude and primitive recreation 
would cease and the opportunities would return.  

BLM Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument Primitive Zone. Impacts to the Primitive Zone 
within GSENM from removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line would be the same as those 
described for the BLM non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics above, as the Primitive Zone 
generally coincides with these lands. 

National Park Service Recommended Wilderness. Upon completion of construction and energizing of 
the new line, the existing line would be removed. With the presence of the new transmission line, 
removal of the old line would provide no net benefit to the natural character of the lands adjacent to 
the recommended wilderness areas. The continued noise and presence of people, vehicles, equipment, 
and aircraft needed for removal of the old line would extend the short-term minor reduction in 
opportunities for solitude and primitive recreation experiences in the two recommended wilderness 
areas. Once the impacts of removal of the old line and rehabilitation of the right-of-way are complete, 
the intrusions would be gone and opportunities for solitude and primitive recreation would return to 
the northern portion of the larger recommended wilderness and the southern portion of the smaller 
recommended wilderness. 

National Park Service Statement of Impairment or Unacceptable Impacts 
Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) a 
necessity to fulfill specific purposes identified in the park’s establishing legislation, (2) key to the 
natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the park, or (3) identified 
as a goal in the park’s general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there 
would be no impairment of park resources or values relative to Distinctive Land Areas, which in this 
case include recommended wilderness within BRCA. Implementation of this alternative would not 
result in any unacceptable impacts and is consistent with §1.4.7.1 of NPS Management Policies 
(2006a). 

Alternative B Summary 
Under Alternative B, it is not anticipated that construction of the transmission line would reduce or 
degrade the wilderness or primitive values of any of the distinctive land areas as the right-of-way and 
transmission line would not cross any of the areas with these values. Given the nature of the 
landform, however, it may not be possible to safely locate the new 138 kV line in the existing 69 kV 
right-of-way adjacent to the Red Canyon South IRA and Red Canyon South unroaded area, prior to 
decommissioning the existing 69 kV line. If that is the case, it may be necessary to place some of the 
138 kV line within the northern portion of the IRA and unroaded area. Placement of power poles in 
the IRA/unroaded area would reduce the landscape character and integrity of the area in the long-
term. The presence and noise of people, aircraft, vehicles, and equipment needed for construction, 
operation, and maintenance activities within the adjacent right-of-way would diminish opportunities 
for the desired primitive and semi-primitive recreation experiences and setting in portions of several 
of the distinctive land areas. These impacts would be short-term and minor, lasting only during the 
construction or maintenance operation. During those times, visitors seeking a primitive recreation 
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experience in an undeveloped setting would likely venture deeper into the heart of each distinctive 
land area to escape the noise and presence of the operation. 

4.11.2.4. Alternative C: Cedar Fork Southern Route 

Impacts as a Result of Amending the GSENM Management Plan 
The existing Rocky Mountain Power/PacifiCorp right-of-way for 230 kV transmission line averaging 
130 feet wide across the Monument forms the western boundary of The Blues WSA and the eastern 
boundary of Box Canyon non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics. While this right-of-way is 
within the Primitive Zone, it is not within either The Blues WSA or Box Canyon non-WSA lands 
with wilderness characteristics. 

Under Alternative C, the GSENM Management Plan would be amended to designate a 300-foot-wide 
Passage Zone through the existing Primitive Zone, and to change the existing VRM objectives from 
Management Class II to Class III within the Passage Zone. The amendment would provide a Passage 
Zone for the existing Rocky Mountain Power/PacifiCorp right-of-way and 230 kV transmission line 
across the Monument adjacent to the right-of-way proposed for the Garkane transmission line. The 
plan amendment would bring this existing right-of-way and the proposed right-of-way into 
conformance with the plan objectives and decisions. Designation of the Passage Zone to include of 
the existing Rocky Mountain Power/PacifiCorp 230 kV transmission line and Garkane’s 138 kV line 
would reduce the size of the Primitive Zone by 133.82 acres, which would be approximately 0.01 
percent of the entire Primitive Zone.  

Creation of the 300-foot-wide Passage Zone along the eastern boundary of the Box Canyon non-WSA 
lands with wilderness characteristics to include the existing Rocky Mountain Power/PacifiCorp 230 
kV transmission line and proposed Garkane right-of-way would also reduce the size and wilderness 
characteristics of the Box Canyon non-WSA area that has wilderness characteristics. The existing 
Rocky Mountain Power/PacifiCorp right-of-way, averaging 130 feet wide, already forms the 
boundary of the non-WSA lands, so inclusion of this right-of-way in the Passage Zone would have no 
additional effect on the wilderness characteristics of Box Canyon. Development of the proposed 
right-of-way would occupy 100 feet of the Passage Zone adjacent to the Rocky Mountain 
Power/PacifiCorp right-of-way, further reducing the natural characteristics, primitive recreational 
setting, and size of Box Canyon non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics by 20.48 acres. 
Currently, there are no proposals to develop the remaining 70 feet of the Passage Zone, so there 
would be no further effect on the wilderness characteristics of Box Canyon. However, in the future, if 
an additional utility line(s) is proposed in the Passage Zone, establishing a right-of-way and 
developing that right-of-way would further reduce the size and wilderness characteristics of the Box 
Canyon non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics by as much as another 14.34 acres. 

Construction 
The proposed transmission line under Alternative C generally follows the same alignment as 
Alternative A where it passes through or adjacent to the Primitive Zone of the GSENM, including the 
Box Canyon non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics, The Blues WSA, Table Cliffs – 
Henderson Canyon and Shakespear Point IRAs, and Table Cliffs – Henderson Canyon and 
Shakespear Point unroaded/undeveloped areas. Under this alternative the alignment of the 
transmission line does not cross through the Red Canyon South unroaded/undeveloped area, but 
passes within 0.25 mile of the southern boundary of the unroaded area. The methods of construction 
of the transmission line through and adjacent to distinctive land areas would be the same as described 
for Alternative A. The line would be 29.78 miles long. 

Because construction of the transmission line would generally follow the same alignment across and 
adjacent to the Primitive Zone of the GSENM, The Blues WSA, Box Canyon non-WSA lands with 
wilderness characteristics, Table Cliffs – Henderson Canyon and Shakespear Point IRAs, and Table 
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Cliffs – Henderson Canyon and Shakespear Point unroaded/undeveloped areas as the Proposed 
Action and because the transmission line would be constructed using the same methods as under 
Alternative A, the effects on the wilderness characteristics, roadless area values, 
unroaded/undeveloped values, and primitive values would generally be the same as described under 
Alternative A. The acres of lands affected under Alternative C, however, would be similar, but not 
identical, to the number of acres disturbed under Alternative A. 

U.S. Forest Service Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs). Construction of the transmission line and 
upgrading of access for construction of the line under the Alternative C would separate eight portions 
(areas) of the Table Cliffs – Henderson Canyon IRA from the main body of the IRA and two portions 
(areas) of the Shakespear Point IRA from the main body of that IRA. In the Table Cliffs – Henderson 
Canyon IRA, placement of the transmission line and upgrading of access would introduce or increase 
the presence of structures and access roads, reducing the undeveloped character of the IRA by 160.7 
acres (0.82 percent). In the Shakespear Point IRA, placement of the transmission line would reduce 
the undeveloped character of the IRA by 11.3 acres (1.5 percent). Even with the exclusion of areas 
that would lose their undeveloped character by construction of the transmission line and re-
construction of access roads, the remaining main body of each of the IRAs would still be large 
enough to consider for management of undeveloped values (see Figure 4.11-1). 

U.S. Forest Service Unroaded and Undeveloped Areas. The proposed 138 kV transmission line under 
Alternative C would pass within 0.25 mile of the southern boundary of the Red Canyon South 
unroaded/undeveloped area, but not cross through it as in Alternative A. Thus, there would be no 
right-of-way, short-term minor or long-term major surface disturbance, or placement of power poles 
in the unroaded/undeveloped area. The presence and noise of people, vehicles, equipment, and 
aircraft needed for construction of the transmission line along this portion of the alignment, however, 
would result in a short-term minor reduction of the opportunities for primitive forms of recreation, 
and the setting required to support those recreation activities in the southern portion of the 
unroaded/undeveloped area. These impacts would be short-term, lasting only during the construction 
period, and minor in magnitude. During that time, visitors seeking a primitive recreation experience 
in an undeveloped setting would likely venture further north into the heart of the unroaded area to 
escape the noise and presence of transmission line construction. 
Construction of the transmission line and re-construction of access for construction of the line under 
the Alternative C would separate five portions (areas) of the Table Cliffs – Henderson Canyon 
unroaded/undeveloped area from the main body of the unroaded area and nine portions (areas) of the 
Shakespear Point unroaded/undeveloped area from the main body of that unroaded area. In the Table 
Cliffs – Henderson Canyon unroaded area, re-construction of access would increase the presence of 
access roads, reducing the undeveloped character of the unroaded area by 34.14 acres (0.17 percent). 
In the Shakespear Point unroaded area, placement of the transmission line and re-construction of 
access would reduce the undeveloped character of the unroaded area by 123.9 acres (9.7 percent). 
Even with the exclusion of areas that would lose their unroaded and undeveloped character by 
construction of the transmission line and re-construction of access roads, the remaining main body of 
each of the unroaded areas would still be large enough to consider for management of unroaded and 
undeveloped values (see Figure 4.11-1). 

BLM Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs), BLM Non-WSA Lands with Wilderness Characteristics, 
Natural Areas, and BLM Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument Primitive Zone. Impacts to 
these BLM distinctive land areas under Alternative C would be the same as those described for 
Alternative A, as the Segment C-1 follows the same route as Segment A-1 through or adjacent to 
these areas. 
National Park Service Recommended Wilderness. Impacts to National Park Service Recommended 
Wilderness under Alternative C would be similar to those under Alternative A. Under this alternative, 
surface disturbance associated with construction of the 138 kV transmission line would have no effect 
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on the roadless or natural characteristics of the two areas recommended for wilderness in BRCA. The 
transmission line, under this alternative, would not be located across these areas.  
A portion of Alternative C would circumnavigate the northern boundary of BRCA, approximately 
0.50 mile north of the smaller recommended wilderness on the park (see Figure 3.11-1). Thus, the 
presence and noise of people, vehicles, equipment, and aircraft needed for construction of that 
segment of the transmission line would result in a short-term minor reduction in opportunities for 
solitude, making it difficult for a visitor to find seclusion and isolation from the developed world, as 
described above in Alternative A analysis for the BLM WSA and non-WSA lands with wilderness 
characteristics.  

Construction, expansion, and removal of substations, as part of this alternative, would have no effect 
on recommended wilderness in the park, as none of the substations are located in the recommended 
areas. 

Operations and Maintenance 
U.S. Forest Service Inventoried Roadless Areas. Operations and maintenance of the proposed 138 kV 
transmission line under Alternative C would result in impacts similar to those described under 
Alternative A as the Segment C-1 follows a route similar to that of Segment A-1 through this area. 

U.S. Forest Service Unroaded and Undeveloped Areas. Intermittent operations and maintenance 
activities within the right-of-way in Segment C-3 south of the Red Canyon South unroaded area 
boundary could disrupt visitors’ primitive experiences, as described for Red Canyon South unroaded 
area under Alternative A. However, visitors could easily travel north deeper into the unroaded area to 
escape the disruption. 
BLM Wilderness Study Areas, BLM Non-WSA Lands with Wilderness Characteristics, and BLM 
Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument Primitive Zone. Operations and maintenance activity 
impacts on these BLM distinctive land areas would be the same as those described under Alternative 
A. 

National Park Service Recommended Wilderness. Intermittent operations and maintenance activities 
within the right-of-way under Alternative C would occur in proximity to the smaller area of 
recommended wilderness within BRCA; noise and activity could potentially disrupt the wilderness 
experience of visitors, but would not jeopardize the wilderness designation of this area. 

Removal of 69kV Transmission Line 
Removal of the 69 kV transmission line from the Bryce Substation to the Hatch Mountain Substation 
would have the same effects on distinctive land areas and values as described under Alternative A.  

Alternative C Summary 
Table 4.11-7 summarizes right-of-way and disturbance acres for each distinctive land area under 
Alternative C. 

Table 4.11-7. Passage Zone, Right-of-Way and Disturbance Acres for Alternative C 

DISTINCTIVE LAND AREA 

LONG-TERM 
PASSAGE 

ZONE ACRES 

LONG-TERM 
RIGHT-OF-

WAY ACRES 

LONG-TERM  
DISTURBANC

E ACRES 

SHORT-TERM 
DISTURBANCE 

ACRES 
Shakespear Point IRA 4.30 0.14 0.47
Table Cliffs - Henderson Canyon 
IRA 

0.00 33.80 4.55 23.25

Red Canyon South IRA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Red Canyon North IRA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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DISTINCTIVE LAND AREA 

LONG-TERM 
PASSAGE 

ZONE ACRES 

LONG-TERM 
RIGHT-OF-

WAY ACRES 

LONG-TERM  
DISTURBANC

E ACRES 

SHORT-TERM 
DISTURBANCE 

ACRES 
Shakespear Point 
Unroaded/Undeveloped Area 

0.00 35.63 4.08 18.70

Table Cliffs - Henderson Canyon 
Unroaded/ Undeveloped Area 

0.00 0.00 0.41 1.41

Red Canyon South 
Unroaded/Undeveloped Area 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Red Canyon North 
Unroaded/Undeveloped Area 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

The Blues WSA 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Box Canyon non-WSA1 20.48 20.48 2.80 7.79
East of Bryce natural area 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
NPS Recommended Wilderness 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
GSENM Primitive Zone1 133.82 44.58 6.74 23.27

1 The right-of-way acres and disturbance acres of Box Canyon non-WSA are also counted in the figures for 
GSENM Primitive Zone acres, as the non-WSA lands are located in the Primitive Zone of the GSENM. 

Table 4.11-8 summarizes the acres of undeveloped or natural characteristics of distinctive land areas 
separated from the main body of the distinctive land area as a result of construction of the 
transmission line and re-construction of access roads.  

Table 4.11-8. Loss of Undeveloped or Natural Character under Alternative C 

DISTINCTIVE LAND AREA 
ACRES OF UNDEVELOPED OR 
NATURAL CHARACTER LOST 

PERCENTAGE OF 
DISTINCTIVE LAND AREA 

Table Cliffs – Henderson Canyon IRA 160.70 0.82
Shakespear Point IRA 11.30 1.50
Red Canyon North IRA  0.00 0.00
Red Canyon South IRA  0.00 0.00
Table Cliffs – Henderson Canyon 
Unroaded/ Undeveloped Area 

34.14 0.17

Shakespear Point 
Unroaded/Undeveloped Area 

123.90 9.70

Red Canyon North 
Unroaded/Undeveloped Area 

0.00 0.00

Red Canyon South 
Unroaded/Undeveloped Area 

0.00 0.00

The Blues WSA 0.00 0.00
Primitive Zone of the GSENM 44.58 0.004
Box Canyon non-WSA Land with 
Wilderness Characteristics 

20.48 0.70

East of Bryce natural area 0.00 0.00
NPS Recommended Wilderness 0.00 0.00
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4.11.2.5. Interconnect Options 

Construction 
Neither of the interconnect options would be located in any distinctive land area. Thus, there would 
be no surface disturbance or placement of power poles that would affect the roadless character or 
degrade the natural character and integrity of these areas, including IRAs; Forest Service 
unroaded/undeveloped areas; and recommended wilderness, WSAs, or non-WSAs with wilderness 
characteristics. The western end of the East - West interconnect touches on the boundary of the Red 
Canyon South unroaded/undeveloped area. Given its proximity to the boundary of the unroaded area, 
the noise and presence of transmission line construction along this alignment would result in a short-
term minor reduction of opportunities for primitive forms of recreation and the desired recreation 
experience. Once construction is complete, these intrusions would cease, and opportunities for these 
recreational activities and experiences would return. It is anticipated that during construction, visitors 
seeking a primitive recreation experience in an undeveloped setting would likely venture further north 
into the heart of the unroaded area to escape the noise and presence of transmission line construction. 

Operations and Maintenance 
Because the interconnect options would occur only on DNF-managed lands, and are not in proximity 
to any distinctive land areas on lands managed by other agencies, only USFS distinctive land areas 
could potentially be affected. 

Both the North-South and East-West Interconnects intersect Alternative A in proximity to the Red 
Canyon South IRA and unroaded/undeveloped area. Impacts to these distinctive land areas from 
operations and maintenance activities within the right-of-way of the interconnect options would be 
the same as those described under Alternative A.  

4.11.2.6. Alternative D: No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative, no new transmission line would be constructed. Garkane Energy 
would continue to operate the existing 69 kV transmission line located in the existing right-of-way. 
Since this line does not cross any of the distinctive land areas in the Project Area, there would be no 
effects on the natural characteristics of the lands with wilderness characteristics or to the undeveloped 
landscape that is a part of the Forest Service IRAs and unroaded/undeveloped areas, or the Primitive 
Zone of BLM’s GSENM. The existing transmission line would be overhauled including the possible 
replacement of conductor wire and the majority of the poles. Future maintenance and line operations 
would be similar to current levels. The use of motorized vehicles, equipment, and aircraft to inspect 
the transmission line and the occasional need to use motorized and mechanized equipment to 
maintain a portion of the existing line would result in a presence and noise that would create a short-
term minor reduction in opportunities for solitude in lands with wilderness values and characteristics 
and conflict with primitive non-motorized and self-directed recreation uses of the distinctive land 
areas adjacent or in proximity to the right-of-way. 

4.11.3. Summary 
Table 4.11-9 provides a summary of right-of-way and disturbance acres by alternative. 



 

Table 4.11-9. Summary of Right-of-Way and Disturbance Acres  

DISTINCTIVE 
LAND AREA 

LONG-TERM PASSAGE 
ZONE ACRES 

LONG- TERM RIGHT-OF-
WAY ACRES 

LONG-TERM 
DISTURBANCE ACRES 

SHORT-TERM 
DISTURBANCE ACRES 

ALT. A 
ALT. 
B2 ALT. C ALT. A ALT. B ALT. C ALT. A ALT. B ALT. C ALT. A ALT. B ALT. C

Shakespear 
Point IRA 

0.0 N/A 0.0 2.90 0.0 4.30 0.01 0.0 0.14 1.14 0.0 0.47

Table Cliffs - 
Henderson 
Canyon IRA 

0.0 N/A 0.0 36.60 0.0 33.80 4.80 0.0 4.55 19.64 0.0 23.25

Red Canyon 
South IRA 

0.0 N/A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Red Canyon 
North IRA 

0.0 N/A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Shakespear 
Point Unroaded/ 
Undeveloped 
Area 

0.0 N/A 0.0 36.99 0.0 35.63 4.25 0.0 4.08 17.2 0.0 18.7

Table Cliffs – 
Henderson 
Canyon 
Unroaded/ 
Undeveloped 
Area 

0.0 N/A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.41 0.0 0.41 0.60 0.0 1.41

Red Canyon 
South 
Unroaded/ 
Undeveloped 
Area 

0.0 N/A 0.0 17.38 0.0 0.0 1.41 0.0 0.0 9.08 0.0 0.0

Red Canyon 
North Unroaded/ 
Undeveloped 
Area 

0.0 N/A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
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DISTINCTIVE 
LAND AREA 

LONG-TERM PASSAGE 
ZONE ACRES 

LONG- TERM RIGHT-OF-
WAY ACRES 

LONG-TERM 
DISTURBANCE ACRES 

SHORT-TERM 
DISTURBANCE ACRES 

ALT. A 
ALT. 
B2 ALT. C ALT. A ALT. B ALT. C ALT. A ALT. B ALT. C ALT. A ALT. B ALT. C

The Blues WSA 0.0 N/A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Box Canyon 
non-WSA1 

20.48 N/A 20.48 20.48 0.0 20.48 2.80 0.0 2.80 7.79 0.0 7.79

East of Bryce 
natural area 

0.0 N/A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

NPS 
Recommended 
Wilderness 

0.0 N/A 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

GSENM 
Primitive Zone1 

44.58 N/A 133.81 44.58 0.0 44.58 6.74 0.0 6.74 23.27 0.0 23.31

1 The right-of-way acres and disturbance acres of Box Canyon non-WSA are also counted in the figures for GSENM Primitive Zone acres, as the non-WSA lands 
are located in the Primitive Zone of the GSENM.  

2 The Alternative B route would not pass through GSENM therefore there would be no Monument Management Plan Amendment and no Passage Zone acreage 
under this alternative.
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Table 4.11-10 provides a summary of acres of undeveloped or natural characteristics of distinctive 
land areas separated from the main body of the distinctive land area (lost) as a result of construction 
of the transmission line and re-construction of access roads. 

Table 4.11-10. Summary of Loss of Undeveloped or Natural Character  

DISTINCTIVE LAND AREA 
ACRES OF UNDEVELOPED OR NATURAL CHARACTER LOST 

ALTERNATIVE A ALTERNATIVE B ALTERNATIVE C 
Table Cliffs – 
Henderson Canyon IRA 

140.30 0.00 160.70

Shakespear Point IRA 4.00 0.00 11.30
Red Canyon North IRA  0.00 0.00 0.00
Red Canyon South IRA  0.00 0.00 0.00
Table Cliffs – 
Henderson Canyon 
Unroaded/ 
Undeveloped Area 

34.14 0.00 34.14

Shakespear Point 
Unroaded/Undeveloped 
Area 

115.25 0.00 123.9

Red Canyon North 
Unroaded/Undeveloped 
Area 

0.00 0.00 0.00

Red Canyon South 
Unroaded/Undeveloped 
Area 

238.95 0.00 0.00

The Blues WSA 0.00 0.00 0.00
Primitive Zone of the 
GSENM 

44.58 0.00 44.58

Box Canyon non-WSA 
Land with Wilderness 
Characteristics 

20.48 0.00 20.48

East of Bryce natural 
area 

0.00 0.00 0.00

NPS Recommended 
Wilderness 

0.00 0.00 0.00

 

4.11.4. Mitigation 
No mitigation measures beyond the construction techniques, BMPs, and other Resource Protection 
Measures discussed in Section 2.3.6 have been identified.  

4.11.5. Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
Under Alternative A the transmission line would be constructed across or adjacent to several of the 
distinctive land areas. Even with implementation of planned Resource Protection Measures and 
prescribed mitigation measures, placement of the power poles and conductors there would result in 
unavoidable effects to the natural landscape character and integrity of the Table Cliffs – Henderson 
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Canyon and Shakespear Point IRAs and the unroaded and undeveloped character of the Table Cliffs – 
Henderson Canyon, Shakespear Point, and Red Canyon South unroaded/undeveloped areas. 
Placement of the transmission line and construction of access roads across the GSENM would also 
result in long-term, major impacts to the natural characteristics of the Box Canyon non-WSA lands 
with wilderness characteristics, and the undeveloped objectives of the Primitive Zone of the 
Monument. See the direct and indirect effects analysis for Alternative A above for a measure of the 
acres of each distinctive land area affected.  

Following construction, Garkane would annually monitor the line to determine maintenance needs. 
Access for monitoring would be by foot, motorized vehicle, and aircraft. The periodic noise and 
presence of people and equipment across and adjacent to the Table Cliffs – Henderson Canyon and 
Shakespear Point IRAs; Table Cliffs – Henderson Canyon, Shakespear Point, and Red Canyon South 
unroaded/undeveloped areas; The Blues WSA; Box Canyon non-WSA lands with wilderness 
characteristics; the northern NPS-recommended wilderness area; and Primitive Zone of the GSENM 
would result in a short-term, minor unavoidable reduction in opportunities for solitude and conflict 
with primitive and non-motorized form of recreation. While these effects would be short-term and 
minimal, they would occur on regular intervals for the life of the transmission line.  

Under Alternative B, the transmission line would be constructed across or adjacent to East of Bryce 
natural area, the two NPS-recommended wilderness areas, Red Canyon South and Red Canyon North 
IRAs, and Red Canyon South and Red Canyon North unroaded/undeveloped areas. Following 
construction, annual monitoring of the transmission line on foot or with motorized vehicles and 
aircraft would create periodic noise and presence of people and equipment that would result in a 
short-term, minor unavoidable reduction in opportunities for solitude and conflict with primitive and 
non-motorized forms of recreation in all of the distinctive land areas listed above. 

Under Alternative C the transmission line and access road improvement would occur across or 
adjacent to Table Cliffs – Henderson Canyon and Shakespear Point IRAs; Table Cliffs – Henderson 
Canyon, Shakespear Point, and Red Canyon South unroaded/undeveloped areas; The Blues WSA; 
Box Canyon non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics; the northern NPS-recommended 
wilderness area; and the Primitive Zone of the GSENM. The unavoidable effects of placement of the 
transmission line through the GSENM and down Cedar Fork Canyon would have the same effect on 
the natural character and integrity and natural characteristics of the Table Cliffs – Henderson Canyon 
and Shakespear Point IRAs, Table Cliffs – Henderson Canyon and Shakespear Point 
unroaded/undeveloped areas, Box Canyon non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics, and the 
Primitive Zone of the GSENM as described for Alternative A above, but for different acreages of 
lands. See the direct and indirect effects analysis for Alternative C above for a measure of the acres of 
each distinctive land area affected. The unavoidable effects of annual monitoring and maintenance of 
the transmission line on opportunities for solitude and primitive forms of recreation in the distinctive 
land areas affected under Alternative C would be the same as described for these areas under 
Alternative A above.  

4.12. RECREATION 

4.12.1.  Indicators and Methods 
4.12.1.1. Indicators 
The potential impacts to recreation resources are primarily derived by comparing the foreseeable 
impacts that construction, operation, and maintenance activities would have on the management 
direction and recreational attributes described in Section 3.12. The indicators that were used to 
evaluate impacts to recreation resources are: 
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• Acres of ROS settings where construction, facilities, and operations and maintenance would 
conflict with setting indicator characteristics. 

• Change in pattern of use and quality of the recreation experience for dispersed activities or at 
developed sites. 

4.12.1.2. Methods of Analysis 
NEPA requires that effects be discussed in terms of context and intensity. Context refers to the 
location, type, or size of the area to be affected relative to each resource component. Intensity refers 
to the severity or level of magnitude of impact. Intensity of effects is defined as Major, Moderate, 
Minor, or Negligible. In addition, the duration of effects can be short-term or long-term. These terms 
are described more specifically in Table 4.12-1. 

Table 4.12-1. Description of Recreation Impacts Levels 

ATTRIBUTE OF EFFECT DESCRIPTION RELATIVE TO RECREATION RESOURCE 

Magnitude 

Negligible No measurable change in current conditions. 
Minor A small, but measurable change in current conditions. 

Moderate A moderate, measurable change in current conditions. 
Major A large, easily measurable change in current conditions. 

Duration 
Short-term During construction; 10 years or less. 
Long-term More than 10 years. 

 

Unless otherwise noted, all of the tables in this section include the estimated acreage of long-term and 
short-term disturbance associated with power pole structures. 

4.12.2. Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative 
4.12.2.1. Impacts Common to All Action Alternatives 

Construction 
Section 4.15 details impacts to transportation systems that would occur as a result of implementation 
of the Proposed Action or any of the Action Alternatives. Impacts to the roads within the Project Area 
would also impact the recreational experience of visitors to public lands. While the specific roads 
impacted vary by alternative, relative impacts to recreation would be similar for all alternatives. 

Visitors traveling within the Project Area on U.S. 89 or SR 12, 22, or 63 may experience traffic stops 
and delays during construction in locations where the transmission line would need to be erected 
across the road. Should heavy equipment associated with project construction need to be transported 
during the main tourist season, slow-moving vehicles could back up traffic on roadways, resulting in 
increased travel times. Mitigation, such as arranging for movement of heavy equipment outside peak 
traffic times, would reduce impacts to recreation. 

Visitors traveling on forest roads within DNF that would be used to access Project Areas may 
encounter construction-related traffic on forest roads – an increased level of traffic or types of 
vehicles and/or equipment that would not be expected while traveling forest roads. Some forest roads 
could be closed to traffic during construction, which would temporarily limit recreational access in 
some areas. Such closures would be limited to 30 to 60 minutes, a negligible to minor impact given 
the range of recreational opportunities available and the limited extent to which access would be 
affected. 
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In the long term the visual intrusion of the transmission line in SPNM areas would conflict with some 
of the SPNM indicator characteristics; however, the intrusion would only be perceived in areas where 
the transmission line is visible and the number of recreationists impacted in these areas is anticipated 
to be low.  

Operations and Maintenance 
Dixie National Forest. Once the proposed transmission line is constructed, disturbance to visitors 
would be limited to vehicular traffic associated with routine inspections of the line and traffic and 
noise resulting from scheduled or unscheduled maintenance as well as periodic trimming and removal 
of vegetation. Maintenance or repair activities would occur intermittently over the life of the project; 
however. the impacts would be short-term as the impacts would cease upon completion of the 
maintenance or repair activity. 
Substation Distribution Lines 
Construction of distribution lines in conjunction with removal of the existing Tropic Substation or 
either of the new Bryce Substation options would be anticipated to occur in private lands. Therefore, 
construction of distribution lines would not be expected to impact recreation. 

Removal of 69kV Transmission Line 
Dixie National Forest. Removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line would impact DNF-managed 
lands west of the Bryce Substation under all Action Alternatives. The magnitude of short-term 
impacts to DNF-managed lands from removal of the 69kV transmission line would be similar to those 
described under “Construction” for Alternative B. Upon completion of removal the right-of-way 
would be rehabilitated. With time, vegetation would recover and the former right-of-way would not 
be noticeable. In areas where the 69 kV transmission line right-of-way is in the same immediate 
vicinity as the proposed 138 kV transmission line right-of-way, rehabilitation would have virtually no 
impact on recreation in the long term. In areas where the two rights-of-way are physically separated, 
rehabilitation of the 69 kV right-of-way would have a long-term negligible to minor impact on 
recreation in that immediate area as the line and its right-of-way would no longer be an intrusion on 
the landscape. 

Bureau of Land Management 

• Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument. The existing 69 kV transmission line is 
not located on GSENM-managed lands, and therefore there would be no impacts from 
removal of the existing transmission line. 

• Kanab Field Office. The construction of the proposed transmission line under any of the 
Action Alternatives could cause the temporary closure of several roads that are used for 
recreational driving and OHV use. Much of the BLM land that the right-of-way would 
occupy under any of the Action Alternatives is adjacent to U.S. 89 and private land that has 
been developed and is primarily utilized by OHV enthusiasts. Project-related activities may 
temporarily disrupt OHV activities in the area. 

4.12.2.2.  Alternative A: Proposed Action 

Construction 
Short- and long-term disturbance associated with Alternative A is discussed below, by land 
management agency.  

Dixie National Forest. Tables 4.12-2 and 4.12-3 show the acres of long-term and short-term 
disturbance to each ROS class associated with Alternative A for lands on the DNF. A summary of 
impacts associated with Alternative A is included in the discussions immediately following these two 
tables. 
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Table 4.12-2. Acres of Long-term Disturbance by ROS Class for Alternative A within 
the Dixie National Forest 

ROS CLASS SEGMENT A-1 SEGMENT A-2 SEGMENT A-3 ALTERNATIVE  
A TOTAL 

SPNM 4.39 0.00 0.51 4.90
SPM 1.60 2.31 4.38 8.29
RN 11.73 0.17 0.00 11.90

Total 17.71 2.48 4.89 25.09
 

Table 4.12-3. Acres of Short-Term Disturbance by ROS Class for Alternative A within 
the Dixie National Forest 

ROS CLASS SEGMENT A-1 SEGMENT A-2 SEGMENT A-3 
ALTERNATIVE  

A TOTAL 
SPNM 15.75 0.00 4.68 20.43
SPM 4.91 13.75 18.83 37.49
RN 49.67 0.45 0.00 50.12

Total 70.33 14.20 23.51 107.95
 

• Segment A-1. Road improvements, operation of equipment, presence of construction 
personnel, blasting, and helicopter activities could result in a short-term noise and visual 
disturbance to persons seeking solitude in areas classified as SPNM. Within Cedar Fork 
Canyon, the terrain is exceedingly rough and steep and it is likely that the only recreationists 
who go there are hikers and backpackers. Other visitors to this area could be disturbed by 
construction-related noise and the presence of equipment, personnel, blasting, and 
helicopters. These disturbances would conflict with some SPNM ROS setting indicator 
characteristics on 15.75 acres; short-term impacts to recreation would be minor. In the long 
term the presence of the transmission line would be a man-made fixture on the landscape that 
would detract from the sense of remoteness and isolation of the area, thus conflicting with 
some of the SPNM indicator characteristics on 4.39 acres. Long-term adverse impacts to 
recreation within the SPNM area would be minor. 
Visitors in SPM or RN ROS classes would not have the same level of expectations with 
regard to solitude as visitors to SPNM areas and therefore would likely perceive less of a 
disturbance from said construction activities. Construction-related disturbances in SPM or 
RN areas would not conflict with some of the ROS setting indicator characteristics and would 
be negligible. Because evidence of human activity can be observed within SPM areas, the 
presence of the transmission line on the landscape would not conflict with the SPM ROS 
setting indicator characteristics; no long-term impacts to recreation would be expected. 

• Segment A-2. This short segment would be located entirely within SPM areas of the Powell 
Ranger District. Over 3 miles of this segment right-of-way follows Forest Road 31149 and is 
nearby Forest Road 3011. Increased traffic and noise from construction equipment could 
disturb visitors engaging in scenic driving or OHV use on these two roads. Visitors in this 
SPM area likely would not have an elevated level of expectations with regard to solitude due 
to the fact that this segment is located along Forest Roads 31149 and 3011 (which are suitable 
for passenger cars). Therefore visitors would expect to hear some motorized noise and the 
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effects of construction would not conflict with the ROS setting indicator characteristics. 
Visitors present during the construction of Segment A-2 would likely experience negligible  
effects due to the presence of construction-related noise, equipment, and personnel. These 
activities would be considered normal for the SPM ROS setting indicator characteristics 
described in Section 3.12.3. Because evidence of human activity can be observed within 
SPM areas, the presence of the transmission line on the landscape would not conflict with the 
SPM ROS setting indicator characteristics; no long-term impacts to recreation would be 
expected. 

• Segment A-3. Approximately 1 mile of Segment A-3 would include a limited access area 
within an SPNM area. This limited access area would be constructed by transporting poles 
and equipment through non-motorized transport methods or by helicopter. These activities, 
particularly the noise and activity level associated with helicopter use, could conflict with 
some of the ROS setting indicator characteristics for SPNM areas on 4.68 acres and would 
result in short-term minor adverse impact to recreation. In the long term the presence of the 
transmission line would be a man-made fixture on the landscape that would detract from the 
sense of remoteness and isolation of the area, thus conflicting with some of the SPNM 
indicator characteristics on 0.51 acre. Long-term adverse impacts to recreation within the 
SPNM area would be minor. 
The vast majority of Segment A-3 would be located within SPM areas. This segment would 
cross the Grandview Trail within an SPM area. This portion of the trail is located less than 
0.25 mile from Forest Road 30642 and within 0.50 mile of Forest Roads 31148 and 3023, and 
is also adjacent to privately owned property. Therefore, Grandview Trail visitors would likely 
expect to hear some level of motorized noise while on this segment of the trail. Because 
visitors to SPM areas do not have an elevated level of expectations with regard to solitude, 
and the effects of construction would not conflict with the ROS setting indicator 
characteristics, a short-term and negligible level of impact to recreation from construction 
activities would result. These activities would be considered normal with regard to the SPM 
setting indicator characteristics. 

Bureau of Land Management.  
• Grand Staircase – Escalante National Monument. The portion of Segment A-1 that falls 

within GSENM would be located entirely within the Primitive Zone and would be 
constructed adjacent to the Rocky Mountain Power/PacifiCorp transmission line access. This 
access is currently closed to the public and therefore construction would not alter the current 
level of recreational use of this area. Approximately 23.27 acres would be disturbed in the 
short term and 6.74 acres would be disturbed in the long term from implementation of 
Alternative A. Primitive Zone visitors within auditory or visual distance of construction 
activities may experience a decreased level of satisfaction due to the presence of equipment 
and associated noise. Visitor use within this area of the Primitive Zone is minimal; the quality 
of the experience may be somewhat reduced, but large numbers of recreationists would not be 
impacted. The Blues WSA is located directly to the east of Segment A-1. Impacts concerning 
the wilderness qualities of this area are analyzed in Section 4.11, Distinctive Land Areas.  

• Kanab Field Office. Alternative A would disturb BLM lands managed by the KFO in 
Segment A-3 totaling approximately 28.14 acres in the short term, and 5.23 acres in the long 
term. Impacts to recreation from construction activities would be negligible; they likely 
would not alter current use or reach a level of significance.  

National Park Service. No lands administered by BRCA would be directly affected under Alternative 
A.  
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Operations and Maintenance 
Dixie National Forest. The acres of ROS settings where operations and maintenance would conflict 
with some of the setting indicator characteristics would be the same as those indicated above for 
construction. Levels of disturbance to the recreational setting would also be similar in intensity to 
those described above for construction. Operations and maintenance activities would be irregular and 
intermittent. While the activities would occur periodically over the lifespan of the project they would 
be short-lived and therefore short-term. 
Bureau of Land Management. 

• Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument, Segment A-1. As mentioned above, the 
Rocky Mountain Power/PacifiCorp transmission line access is currently closed to the public 
and therefore maintenance activities would not alter the current level of recreational use of 
this area. Visitors within auditory or visual distance of maintenance activities may experience 
a decreased level of satisfaction due to the presence of equipment and associated noise. The 
Blues WSA is located directly to the east of Segment A-1. Impacts concerning the wilderness 
qualities of this area are analyzed in Section 4.11, Distinctive Land Areas.  

• Kanab Field Office, Segment A-3. The operations and maintenance of Segment A-3 may 
require the temporary closure of roads. These activities may prevent OHV and recreational 
driving activities from occurring during these times. Road closures are not anticipated to be 
longer than 30 minutes in duration.  

Bryce Canyon National Park. Under Alternative A the existing 69 kV transmission line would not be 
removed east of the Bryce Substation. Operations and maintenance of the existing 69 kV transmission 
line would continue as would be expected under the No Action Alternative. 
Removal of 69kV Transmission Line 
Dixie National Forest. Under Alternative A, 2.27 acres of DNF-managed lands designated SPNM and 
4.83 acres designated RN would be disturbed in the short term during removal of the existing 69 kV 
transmission line. In the short term activities associated with removal of the existing transmission line 
would conflict with some indicator characteristics for the SPNM area, resulting in a minor impact. In 
the long term the visual intrusion of the existing transmission line would be removed, and operations 
and maintenance activities would not occur in this area, resulting in a minor beneficial impact. 

Bureau of Land Management. Removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line west of the Bryce 
Substation would impact approximately 8.36 acres of KFO-managed lands in the short term. Short-
term adverse impacts to recreation would be similar to those described under “Construction” for 
Alternative B. As described above, the right-of-way would be rehabilitated after the transmission line 
is removed with long-term impacts ranging from none to negligible and beneficial. 

Bryce Canyon National Park. Under Alternative A the existing 69 kV transmission line would be 
removed from the Bryce Substation west to Hatch. No BRCA-managed lands would be impacted. 
Noise and activity associated with removal of the transmission line west of BRCA may be perceived 
within the park boundary and may adversely impact visitor experience of the natural environment and 
solitude in this relatively remote area of the park; however, these impacts would be short-term and 
negligible.  

4.12.2.3. Alternative B: Parallel Existing 69 kV Route 

Construction 
Dixie National Forest. Table 4.12-4 shows the acres of short- and long-term disturbance to each ROS 
class acreage associated with Alternative B. Alternative B would require that a substation be built just 
west of BRCA. Under Alternative B, Option 1 for the Bryce Substation would be located on SPM 
lands administered by DNF, and Option 2 for the Bryce Substation would be located on private land 
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just north of DNF. The acres of short-term disturbance would be the same regardless of the location 
selected for the Bryce Substation. A summary of impacts associated with Alternative B is included in 
the discussions immediately below the table. 

Table 4.12-4. Acres of Disturbance by ROS Class for Alternative B within the Dixie 
National Forest 

ROS CLASS 

Alternative B, 
Substation Option 

1, Long-term 

Alternative B, 
Substation Option 

2, Long-term 

ALTERNATIVE B 
Short-term* 

SPNM 1.00 1.00 6.44
SPM 2.12 0.05 0.41
RN 3.47 3.47 11.48

TOTAL 6.59 4.52 18.33

*Includes removal of the 69kV Line 

A portion of Alternative B would include approximately 3.5 miles of limited access in the Red 
Canyon Geographic Area. This limited access area would likely be constructed by transporting poles 
and equipment through non-motorized transport methods or by helicopter. The Thunder Mountain 
Bike trail, Golden Wall trail, and the paved bike path that parallels SR 12 (Section 3.12.3) are located 
along the Alternative B alignment. In order to ensure the safety of Red Canyon visitors, portions of 
these trails would need to be temporarily closed during construction. Trail closures could result in a 
moderate impact to recreation, but would be short-term, only enduring as long as necessary to 
complete construction. Construction-related noise and/or helicopter activities could result in short-
term visual and auditory disturbance to persons seeking solitude in areas classified as SPNM. 
Construction-related impacts to recreation would be short- and long-term and minor due construction 
activity conflicts with some of the SPNM ROS setting indicator characteristics on 6.44 acres in the 
short term and 1 acre in the long term.  

The Coyote Hollow Equestrian Campground is located just south of the Alternative B alignment in an 
RN area. Forest Road 30113 also accesses the Coyote Hollow Trailhead (Thunder Mountain Trail) 
and the Fremont OHV Trail travels along this road. It is likely that this road would need to be closed 
during construction activities in order to ensure visitor safety. Road closures are not anticipated to be 
longer than 30 minutes in duration. The closure of this road could result in a negligible impact to 
recreation and would be short-term, only enduring as long as necessary to complete construction. 
Campers in the equestrian campground, and visitors to all other SPM or RN areas along Alternative 
B, would not have the same level of expectations with regard to solitude as visitors to SPNM areas 
and therefore would likely perceive less of a disturbance from construction activities. Construction-
related disturbances in SPM or RN areas would be short-term and negligible and would be considered 
normal for the ROS setting indicator characteristics.  

Alternative B would cross Forest Road 30087 south of SR 12 approximately 3 miles west of the 
intersection of SR 12 and SR 63. Similar to Forest Road 30113 above, Forest Road 30087 may need 
to be closed for short periods of time to allow for construction, negligibly impacting recreation. Forest 
Road 30087 accesses King Creek Campgrounds, Tropic Reservoir, the Paunsaugunt OHV Trail, and 
the Grand View Trail, located within an RN area approximately 6 miles south of the Alternative B 
alignment. Because of the distance from proposed construction, noise impacts to the recreational 
experience from construction would be negligible at most. 

Bryce Canyon National Park. Alternative B is the only alternative alignment situated within BRCA. 
The existing 69kV line is highly visible near the Ruby’s Inn area and crosses SR 63. This area is on 
private land that is highly developed. Therefore, the continued presence of the existing line and/or the 
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introduction of the Alternative B line are unlikely to negatively or positively affect visitor 
satisfaction.  

Within BRCA Alternative B would disturb 0.78 acre within the Natural Environment Subzone in the 
short term and 4.44 acres in the long term. The existing 69kV line is barely visible to the naked eye 
from the Fairyland Trail and Overlook. These Park facilities are at a great enough distance that should 
Alternative B be constructed it is unlikely that it would cause any readily apparent visual disruption 
or reduce visitor satisfaction. 

Helicopters could be employed in order to construct Alternative B. In some national parks helicopter 
traffic is uncommon (or prohibited) and could be considered a nuisance to visitors. However, guided 
helicopter tours are commonplace at BRCA and several overflights per hour occur during peak 
visitation. Helicopter traffic during construction of the line would be limited to the northernmost 
reaches of the Park and therefore would not be visible or audible to the vast majority of Park visitors.  

Park visitors hiking the Mossy Creek Trail would be in very close proximity to the construction zone; 
however, the Natural Environment Subzone sees minimal visitation. The visual and audible presence 
of construction personnel, equipment, and/or helicopters could result in a decrease in visitor 
satisfaction. The vast majority of existing and proposed transmission lines are not visible from the 
trail. Visitor safety would need to be carefully considered and closure of just the southern-most 
portion of the trail may be necessary during construction. This closure could result in a temporary 
disturbance to visitors wishing to utilize this portion of the Park. The magnitude of this disturbance 
would not likely exceed a negligible level because the majority of the trail would remain open, the 
closed portion of the trail would only be closed for one to three days, and visitor use would be 
limited.  

Bureau of Land Management. 

• Grand Staircase – Escalante National Monument. No lands administered by GSENM 
would be affected under Alternative B. 

• Kanab Field Office. Construction under Alternative B would disturb 13.12 acres managed 
by KFO in the long term, and 54.08 acres in the short term (including 69 kV transmission line 
removal). Overall impacts to recreation resources on lands managed by the KFO would be 
short-term and minor. Due to the fact that there is already an existing transmission line in this 
area and no roads or trails are expected to be permanently closed due to the selection of 
Alternative B, selection of this alternative is not likely to alter current use or result in any 
long-term impacts to recreational use.  

Operations and Maintenance 
Dixie National Forest. The acres of ROS settings where operations and maintenance would conflict 
with some of the setting indicator characteristics would be the same as those indicated above for 
construction. Levels of disturbance to the recreational setting would also be similar in intensity to 
those described above for construction. Operations and maintenance activities would be irregular and 
intermittent. While the activities would occur periodically over the lifespan of the project they would 
be short-lived and therefore short-term. 

Bryce Canyon National Park. Maintenance activities would be infrequent and occur in limited access 
areas that would be accessed via helicopter or by foot. Because the trails and overlooks within the 
main portion of the Park are not in close proximity to the Alternative B alignment, helicopter-assisted 
maintenance activities would probably go unnoticed by visitors in these areas. In the event that 
helicopters would be necessary to carry out maintenance activities near the Mossy Creek Trail, 
visitors could be temporarily prevented from accessing the trail or could be temporarily disturbed by 
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noise and the presence of equipment and personnel. Due to the infrequent nature of maintenance this 
disturbance would not be expected to exceed a negligible level.  

Bureau of Land Management 

• Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument. No lands administered by GSENM would 
be affected under Alternative B. 

• Kanab Field Office. The operations and maintenance of Segment A-3 may require the 
temporary closure of roads and trails. These activities may prevent OHV and recreational 
driving activities from occurring during these times.  

Removal of 69kV Transmission Line 
Dixie National Forest. Acreages for disturbance to DNF lands associated with the removal of the 
existing 69 kV transmission line are included in the construction disturbance acreages above. Impacts 
are described in the “Impacts Common to All Action Alternatives” section above. 

Bureau of Land Management. BLM lands managed by the KFO east of BRCA would be impacted by 
removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line under Alternative B. Short-term adverse impacts 
would be similar to those described for “Construction” above; the construction acreages include the 
disturbance for line removal. In the long term, the right-of-way for the existing transmission line 
would be rehabilitated; however, long-term beneficial impacts to recreation would be none to 
negligible as the right-of-way for the proposed 138 kV transmission line would be in the same 
immediate area, if not contiguous with the existing right-of-way. 

Bryce Canyon National Park. Under Alternative B the existing 69 kV transmission line would be 
removed from within BRCA and the right-of-way would be rehabilitated. Short-term adverse impacts 
to recreation from transmission line removal would be similar to those described under 
“Construction” above. In the long term, no beneficial impacts to recreation resulting from removal of 
the line and rehabilitation of the right-of-way would occur as the right-of-way for the proposed 138 
kV transmission line would be in the same immediate area of, if not contiguous with, the existing 
right-of-way.  

4.12.2.4. Alternative C: Cedar Fork Southern Route 

Construction 
Dixie National Forest. Tables 14.12-5 and 4.12-6 show the acres of long-term and temporary 
disturbance to each ROS class associated with Alternative C. A summary of impacts associated with 
Alternative A is included in the discussions immediately following these two tables. 

Table 4.12-5. Acres of Long-Term Disturbance by ROS Class for Alternative C within 
the Dixie National Forest 

ROS CLASS 
SEGMENT 

C-1 
SEGMENT 

C-2 
SEGMENT 

C-3 ALTERNATIVE  C TOTAL 

SPNM 4.39 0.00 0.29 4.68

SPM 1.97 3.92 6.70 12.60

RN 2.71 0.00 0.00 2.71

Total 9.07 3.92 6.99 19.99
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Table 4.12-6. Acres of Short-Term Disturbance by ROS Class for Alternative C within 
the Dixie National Forest 

ROS CLASS 
SEGMENT 

C-1 
SEGMENT 

C-2 
SEGMENT 

C-3 ALTERNATIVE  C TOTAL 

SPNM 17.70 0.00 6.37 24.07

SPM 15.90 21.68 29.81 67.39

RN 14.07 0.00 0.00 14.07

Total 47.67 21.68 36.18 105.53

 

• Segment C-1. The portions of Forest Roads 30149 and 30149B outside the limited access 
area within DNF would likely be widened and improved in order to facilitate vehicle access. 
These roads are currently classified as Closed Classified and Administratively Open and 
therefore would not disrupt recreational driving or OHV use since public access is not 
permitted. Excavations in the limited access area would be dug manually or aided by small 
gas-powered augers. Some pole locations may be situated in areas that are too hard to be dug 
manually or by auger. In these areas explosives may be necessary. Once each pole site has 
been prepared, helicopters would be employed to fly in the materials and equipment for each 
structure.  

Road improvements, operation of equipment, presence of construction personnel, blasting, 
and helicopter activities could result in a temporary noise and visual disturbance to persons 
seeking solitude in areas classified as SPNM. Within Cedar Fork Canyon, the terrain is 
exceedingly rough and steep and it is likely that the only recreationist who ever goes there 
would be the rare hunter. Garkane would likely attempt to avoid disturbance to hunters by 
planning the construction of this segment outside the hunting season. Other visitors to this 
area including hikers and backpackers could be disturbed by construction-related noise and 
the presence of equipment, personnel, blasting. and helicopters. These short-term 
disturbances would conflict with some of the SPNM ROS setting indicator characteristics on 
17.70 acres, and would be minor in magnitude. In the long term the presence of the 
transmission line would be a man-made fixture on the landscape that would detract from the 
sense of remoteness and isolation of the area, thus conflicting with some of the SPNM 
indicator characteristics on 4.39 acres. Long-term impacts to recreation within the SPNM 
area would be minor. 

Visitors in SPM or RN ROS classes would not have the same level of expectations with 
regard to solitude as visitors to SPNM areas and therefore would likely perceive less of a 
disturbance from said construction activities. Construction-related disturbances in SPM or 
RN areas would be short-term and negligible, and would be considered normal for the ROS 
setting indicator characteristics. 

Similar to Alternative B, Segment C-1 would cross Forest Road 30087. Construction impacts 
to recreation experiences at developed sites under Alternative C would be the same as those 
described under Alternative B. 

• Segment C-2. This short segment would be located entirely within SPM areas of the Powell 
Ranger District. The entire length of Segment C-2 follows Forest Road 30194. Increased 
traffic and noise from construction equipment could disturb or prevent visitors engaging in 
scenic driving or OHV use on this road. Visitors in SPM areas do not have an elevated level 
of expectations with regard to solitude and therefore would likely experience a short-term and 
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negligible level of disturbance from construction activities. These activities would be 
considered normal for the SPM ROS setting indicator characteristics. 

• Segment C-3. Segment C-3 would include two separate limited access-SPNM areas totaling 
a little over a mile in length. The vast majority of Segment C-3 would be located within SPM 
areas. This segment would cross the Grandview Trail within an SPM area. This portion of the 
trail is located approximately 0.25 mile from Forest Road 31148 and is also adjacent to 
privately owned property. Therefore, Grandview Trail visitors would likely expect to hear 
some level of motorized noise while on this segment of the trail. Because visitors to SPM 
areas do not have an elevated level of expectations with regard to solitude, they would likely 
experience a short-term and negligible level of disturbance from construction activities. 
These activities would be considered normal with regard to the SPM ROS setting indicator 
characteristics. 

Bryce Canyon National Park. No lands administered by BRCA would be directly affected under 
Alternative C. As mentioned before, should this alternative be selected as the preferred alternative, 
the construction of the line would require the temporary closure of SR 12 and 22. These closures 
could prevent, delay, or divert recreational visitors from entering BRCA.  

Bureau of Land Management.  

• Grand Staircase – Escalante National Monument. Impacts within GSENM from 
construction of Segment C-1 would be the same as described for segment A-1. Primitive 
Zone visitors within auditory or visual distance of construction activities may experience a 
decreased level of satisfaction due to the presence of equipment and associated noise. Visitor 
use within this area of the Primitive Zone is minimal; the quality of the experience may be 
somewhat reduced, but large numbers of recreationists would not be impacted.  

• Kanab Field Office. Construction of Segment C-3 would disturb 5.42 acres managed by 
KFO in the long term, and 29.34 acres in the short term. Construction activities would result 
in short-term minor impacts to recreation resources, but would not likely alter current use or 
result in any long-term impacts to recreational use.  

Operations and Maintenance 
Dixie National Forest. The acres of ROS settings where operations and maintenance would conflict 
with some of the setting indicator characteristics would be the same as those indicated above for 
construction. Levels of disturbance to the recreational setting would also be similar in intensity to 
those described above for construction. Operations and maintenance activities would be irregular and 
intermittent. While the activities would occur periodically over the lifespan of the project they would 
be short-lived and therefore short-term. 

Bryce Canyon National Park. No lands administered by BRCA would be directly affected under 
Alternative C.  
Bureau of Land Management. 

• Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument, Segment C-1. Impacts to GSENM-
managed lands from implementation of Alternative C would be the same as those described 
for Alternative A.  

• Kanab Field Office, Segment C-3. The operations and maintenance of Segment C-3 may 
require the temporary closure of roads. These activities may prevent OHV and recreational 
driving activities from occurring during these times.  
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Bryce Canyon National Park. Impacts from operation and maintenance would be the same as those 
described under the Proposed Action.  

Removal of 69kV Transmission Line 
Dixie National Forest. Under Alternative C, 2.27 acres of DNF-managed lands designated SPNM and 
4.83 acres designated RN would be disturbed in the short term during removal of the existing 69 kV 
transmission line. Impacts would be the same as those described under Alternative A.  

Bureau of Land Management. 

• Kanab Field Office. Impacts to BLM lands managed by the KFO under Alternative C would 
be the same as those described for Alternative A. 

Bryce Canyon National Park. Impacts to BRCA-managed lands under Alternative C would be the 
same as those described under Alternative A. 

4.12.2.5. Interconnect Options 

Construction 
Both the North-South and East-West Interconnect Options are located entirely on lands administered 
by DNF. Table 4.12-7 shows the acres of long-term and short-term disturbance to each ROS class 
associated with the North-South Interconnect Option. A summary of impacts associated with each 
option is included in the discussions immediately following the tables. 

Table 4.12-7. Acres of Long-Term Disturbance by ROS Class for the North-South 
Interconnect Option within the Dixie National Forest 

ROS CLASS/DISTURBANCE 
TYPE 

LONG-TERM 
DISTURBANCE 

SHORT-TERM 
DISTURBANCE 

SPNM 0.00 0.00 
SPM 2.75 10.95 
RN 0.16 2.83 

Total 2.91 13.77 
 
Table 4.12-8 shows the acres of long-term and short-term disturbance to each ROS class associated 
with the East-West Interconnect Option.  

The East-West Interconnect Option would be visible from SPNM, SPM, and RN ROS Classes. 
Section 4.13, Visual Resources provides details concerning the relevance of these impacts with 
regard to recreation. 

Table 4.12-8. Acres of Long-Term and Short-Term Disturbance by ROS Class for the 
East-West Interconnect Option within the Dixie National Forest 

ROS CLASS/DISTURBANCE TYPE 
LONG-TERM 

DISTURBANCE 
SHORT-TERM 
DISTURBANCE 

SPNM 0.00 0.00
SPM 1.37 24.97
RN 4.48 0.00

Total 5.85 24.97
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Neither of the interconnect options would involve SPNM areas; therefore none of the proposed 
project activities or components would conflict with some of the ROS setting indicator 
characteristics. The vast majority of the acreage under the interconnect options would be located 
within SPM areas. Visitors in SPM and RN areas do not have an elevated level of expectations with 
regard to solitude and therefore would likely experience a short-term and negligible level of a 
disturbance from construction activities. These activities would be considered normal or fully 
compatible with regard to the SPM and RN ROS setting indicator characteristics. 

Operations and Maintenance 
Once constructed, disturbance to visitors would be limited to vehicular traffic associated with routine 
inspections of the line and traffic and noise resulting from scheduled or unscheduled maintenance as 
well as periodic trimming and removal of vegetation. For SPM and RN areas these activities would 
result in short-term negligible disturbance to visitors and would be considered normal for the ROS 
setting indicator characteristics for these areas.  

4.12.2.6. Alternative D: No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative none of the other alternatives would be constructed and the existing 
69kV line would remain in place. The existing transmission line would be overhauled including the 
possible replacement of conductor wire and the majority of the poles. Ground disturbance and 
resulting impacts to recreation would be similar to, but somewhat less than, that described above for 
construction under Alternative B. Future maintenance and line operations would be similar to current 
levels.  

4.12.2.7. Summary of Impacts  

Dixie National Forest 
Alternatives A and C are very similar to each other when considering impacts to recreation resources 
because the portions of Segments A-1 and C-1 that occur on Forest lands are nearly identical and 
Segments A-3 and C-3 are located in close proximity to each other and occur in areas with similar 
landscape features and recreational appeal. Segment C-2 would be situated on more SPM area than 
Segment A-2, which would occupy more RN Area. Because visitors to SPM areas have slightly 
higher expectations for solitude than visitors to RN areas, Alternative A would have slightly less 
impact based on ROS indicator characteristics alone. 

Although Alternative B would be situated on less Forest Service land than Alternatives A or C, this 
alternative would pass through Red Canyon. Because of the popularity of this tourist destination and 
the potential for temporary trail closures here, Alternative B could have a greater adverse effect on 
Forest Service visitor satisfaction than Alternatives A and C and both Interconnect Options. 

Impacts associated with the North-South and East-West Interconnect options would be very similar to 
each other. The interconnect options would also be similar to the impacts associated with both 
Alternative A and C. 

Bureau of Land Management 
Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument. Only Alternatives A and C would occupy lands on 
GSENM. The portions on Segments A-1 and C-1 that occupy GSENM lands are identical.  

No GSENM lands would be affected under Alternative B. 

Kanab Field Office. Alternatives A and C would effectively occupy the same BLM lands on the 
western edge of the Project Area. The impacts to recreation resources for Alternatives A and C would 
be the same. 
Alternative B would occupy more BLM lands than either Alternative A or C. However, the proposed 
138 kV transmission line right-of-way would be in the same immediate area or contiguous with the 
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existing 69 kV transmission line right-of-way. Temporary trail closures associated with the 
construction of this alternative would have a greater impact to OHV enthusiasts than Alternatives A 
or C.  

This alternative would also be located on the northern edge of a small area east of Bryce Canyon that 
is classified as non-Wilderness Study Area land with wilderness characteristics (Section 3.12). This 
alternative follows an existing transmission line, so additional long-term impacts to this area would 
not be expected to exceed a negligible level. This portion of the alignment is located very close to SR 
12, so visitor expectations for solitude would not be as high as in the southern portion. Therefore, 
construction-related noise and the presence of equipment and personnel would not be expected to 
exceed a negligible level. 

Bryce Canyon National Park 
Alternative B would be much more impactful to BRCA than Alternatives A and C. These impacts are 
described above under Alternative B. 

Tables 4.12-9 compares the disturbance acreages and impacts associated with the Proposed Action 
and Alternatives. 



 

Table 4.12-9. Acres of Disturbance and Impacts to Recreation by Alternative 

INDICATOR ALT A ALT B, 
SUBSTATION 

OPTION 1 

ALT B, 
SUBSTATION 

OPTION 2 

ALT C NORTH -
SOUTH 
INTER-

CONNECT 

EAST-WEST 
INTER-

CONNECT 

DNF 
SPNM Short-term Disturbance (acres) 

Impact 
22.69
Minor

6.44 
Moderate 

6.44
Moderate

24.07
Minor

24.39
Minor

24.65
Minor

Long-term Disturbance (acres) 
Impact 

4.90
Minor

1.0 
Moderate 

1.00
Moderate

4.68
Minor

4.68
Minor

4.91
Minor

ROS Characteristics Compatibility Conflicts 
SPM Short-term Disturbance (acres)  

Impact 
37.49

Negligible
0.41 

Minor 
0.41

Minor
67.39

Negligible
45.67

Negligible
59.70

Negligible
Long-term Disturbance (acres) 
Impact 

8.29
Negligible

2.12 
Minor 

0.05
Minor

12.60
Negligible

11.05
Negligible

7.72
Negligible

ROS Characteristics Compatibility Normal 
RN Short-term Disturbance (acres) 

Impact 
54.95

Negligible
11.48 

Moderate 
11.48

Moderate
14.07

Negligible
57.33

Negligible
18.90

Negligible
Long-term Disturbance (acres) 
Impact 

11.90
Negligible

3.47 
Moderate 

3.47
Moderate

2.71
Negligible

11.90
Negligible

7.19
Negligible

ROS Characteristics Compatibility Compatible 
Total - DNF Short-term Disturbance (acres) 115.13 18.33 18.33 105.53 127.39 103.25

Long-term Disturbance (acres) 25.09 6.59 4.52 19.99 27.62 19.82
BLM  
GSENM 
Primitive 
Zone 

Short-term Disturbance (acres) 23.27
Negligible

0.00 
None 

0.00
None

23.27
Negligible

N/A N/A

Long-term Disturbance (acres) 6.74
Minor

0.00 
None 

0.00
None

6.74
Minor

N/A N/A

KFO Short-term Disturbance (acres) 36.50
Negligible

62.44 
Negligible 

62.4
Negligible

37.70
Negligible

N/A N/A

 



 

 

INDICATOR ALT A ALT B, 
SUBSTATION 

OPTION 1 

ALT B, 
SUBSTATION 

OPTION 2 

ALT C NORTH -
SOUTH 
INTER-

CONNECT 

EAST-WEST 
INTER-

CONNECT 

Long-term Disturbance (acres) 5.23
Negligible

13.12 
Negligible 

13.12
Negligible

5.42
Negligible

N/A N/A

NPS – BRCA  
Natural 
Environment 
Subzone 

Short-term Disturbance (acres) 0.00
None

0.7  
Moderate 

0.78
Moderate

0.00
None

N/A N/A

Long-term Disturbance (acres) 0.00
None

4.44 
Moderate 

4.4
Moderate

0.00
None

N/A N/A
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4.12.3. Mitigation 
No mitigation measures beyond the construction techniques, BMPs, and other Resource Protection 
Measures discussed in Section 2.3.6 have been identified.  

4.12.4. Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
Total long-term disturbance within ROS inventoried areas would be approximately 25, 5, and 20 
acres for Alternatives A, B, and C, respectively. There would be unavoidable adverse effects from 
construction-related activities and potential conflicts with ROS setting characteristic indicators as 
discussed above. Road closures, though expected to be minimal and limited in duration (30-45 
minutes at a time) would also constitute an unavoidable adverse impact on recreation.   

4.13. VISUAL RESOURCES 

As discussed, a GIS-based viewshed analysis of Project Area visibility from the major Project Area 
thoroughfares (U.S. 89, SR 12, SR 63, and CR 22) was conducted to determine the extent of potential 
impacts to visual resources. A map of the analysis is included in the Maps Appendix to the Visual 
Resources Specialist Report in the project record. In general, the conclusion derived from the analysis 
was that, with the exception of several areas, all of the Project Area would potentially be visible to 
motorists traveling along these routes. The areas of exception (where the proposed transmission lines 
would not likely be visible) are (1) portions of Segments A-1 and C-1 in East Valley, and adjacent 
areas in the GSENM and DNF; (2) the southern and central portions of the Pink Cliffs in BRCA; (3) 
most of Segments A-2 and C-2 and the interconnects; and (4) the southern-most portions of Segments 
A-3 and C-3. These areas were not surveyed for potential viewpoint and visual analysis locations.  

4.13.1. Indicators and Methods 
The following table shows the levels of impacts (and their definitions) used to assess the degree of 
impacts to visual resources within the Project Area. As discussed above, the contrast analysis method 
is applied from the perspective of chosen viewpoints, using the terms and concepts, and visual 
resource objectives applicable to each federal agency. The range of effects shown below in Table 
4.13.1 is a more generalized, simplified range, derived from those agency classes, for use in preparing 
the analysis. 

Table 4.13-1. Description of Visual Resources Impacts Levels 

ATTRIBUTE OF EFFECT DESCRIPTION RELATIVE TO VISUAL RESOURCES 

Magnitude 

No Impact  Would not produce obvious changes in landscape contrasts. 
Minor  Project-related visual impacts that would retain the existing 

character of the landscape, create a low level of change, and while 
seen, not attract the attention of the casual viewer. 

Moderate Visual impacts that would partially retain the existing character of the 
landscape, and while attracting the attention of the casual viewer, 
would not dominate the view. 

Major Project-related impacts that would create a high degree of change 
within the existing landscape, dominate the view, and be a focus of 
viewer attention. 

Duration 
Short-term Duration of construction to 5 years. 
Long-term Greater than 5 years. 
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As discussed in the description of the contrast analysis method (Section 3.13.2), visual impacts are 
the increases in line, form, color, and texture contrasts imposed on the existing landscape. These 
contrasts can result from (but are not limited to) surface disturbances (e.g., from road and structure 
construction), loss of vegetation, visual intrusions (e.g., vehicles, equipment in the viewing area), and 
loss of long-distance viewing caused by vehicle exhaust emissions and fugitive dust. Low impacts 
would be those contrasts that tend to blend in with the existing landscape; high impacts would be 
highly visible and not blend in with the existing landscape. Unnatural, man-made contrasts are 
generally considered to have a degrading effect on scenic quality because they introduce 
unharmonious landscape features into the natural landscape. The magnitude of those introduced 
features is classified according to the degree to which they attract the attention of the casual viewer 
and the length of time that they would be visible to viewers. The following visual analysis uses these 
degrees of introduced project-related visual contrasts to determine whether the magnitude of contrast 
meets or exceeds USFS, BLM, and NPS visual resource management goals. 

Short-term impacts to scenic quality would include those project-related activities and surface 
disturbances that introduce contrasts on the existing landscape that are visible to the casual viewer for 
less than 5 years; long-term impacts would be those introduced contrasts that persist for longer than 5 
years. Short-term impacts would be those that exist during construction of the new transmission line 
and during the removal of the existing line. 

The indicators for impacts to visual resources within the Project Area are:  

• Consistency with and conformity to NPS and USFS scenic quality management or integrity 
objectives. 

• Consistency with and conformity to designated BLM visual resource management class 
objectives. 

Through the NEPA process, threshold values have been developed to assist the evaluator in 
determining if a project’s activities would constitute an impairment of visual resources. The threshold 
values used for the Garkane project within BRCA are described below. Note that a Major 
determination would constitute an impairment of the resource as described in Section 4.1.7.  

Table 4.13-2. NPS Visual Resource Impacts Threshold Values 
Threshold 

values No Impact Minor Moderate Major 

 No short-term or long-
term changes to the 
views of the right-of-
way would occur. 
Some transient 
(temporary) visual 
changes may occur, 
caused by temporary 
alterations in vehicular 
traffic patterns or by 
the movement of 
equipment. 

Changes to visual 
resources would be 
short-term and non-
substantive only, and 
would be limited to 
the immediate right-
of-way. Only limited 
mitigation or 
interpretive 
measures would be 
required. 

Short-term changes 
to visual resources 
may occur both 
within and beyond 
the right-of-way. 
Long-term changes 
would be limited to 
the right-of-way. 

 

Both short-term 
and long-term 
changes may occur 
both within and 
beyond the right-of-
way, and some of 
these changes may 
be substantive 
throughout. 

 

          

Source: NPS 2003. 
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4.13.2. Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative 
4.13.2.1. Impacts Common to All Action Alternatives 
Vegetation clearing for the right-of-way would create a linear element in the landscape. This would 
be more pronounced in forested areas of the Project Area where vegetation above 4 feet would be 
removed. However, mitigation would ensure that vegetation along the edge of the right-of-way and 
extending outside of the proposed right-of-way would be selectively cleared so as to create irregular 
edges and open spaces that would mimic the natural vegetative patterns in the immediate area. The 
result would be to minimize the obvious linear edge often associated with utility rights-of-way. 

Longer-term disturbance that would be visible to viewers would include the two-track centerline route 
that would be used for ongoing operation and maintenance activities, and the denuded ground 
immediately around the base of each pole. Visual impacts would also vary by season and time of day 
as light conditions change, foliage changes color and falls, and snow creates a light, homogenous 
backdrop that may contrast more with project elements.  

Specific impacts associated with each of the viewpoints for all alternatives are discussed below. 

Construction 
All alternatives would involve the use of construction equipment, helicopters, and work crews which 
would cause temporary visual intrusions in the landscape to the casual viewer. During construction 
these impacts would be more intense, as there would likely be more equipment visible for longer 
durations. Short-term, unavoidable adverse impacts to scenic quality would also be created by 
fugitive dust raised during line construction. 

Each alternative would also have short-term visual impacts from construction-related disturbance 
around pole structures that would effectively remove ground cover and expose soils. This would 
create temporary visual contrasts with surrounding landscape colors and textures until the areas are 
revegetated.  

Operations and Maintenance 
During operations and maintenance activities, the presence of equipment and personnel would be less 
noticeable than during construction as they would be present for a short time and in smaller numbers 
at a given location. 

  

4.13.2.2. Alternative A: Proposed Action 
Simulations for selected viewpoints are included in Appendix B. 

Impacts as a Result of Amending the GSENM Management Plan 

Alternative A would require the amendment of the GSENM Management Plan (2000) by designating 
a 100-foot-wide Passage Zone through a designated Primitive Zone, and changing the existing VRM 
Management Class designation from Class II to Class III within the Passage Zone. The proposed 138 
kV line would be consistent with the VRM Management Class III objectives however the existing 
Rocky Mountain Power/PacifiCorp 230 kV transmission line would be outside the Passage Zone and 
would not be consistent with VRM Management Class II objectives.  

Construction 
Viewpoint 1 (U.S. 89 Scenic Byway). From this viewpoint, Segment A-3 of the transmission line 
would be clearly in view as it approaches U.S. 89 from the east and comes across the foothills and 
plain, and then crosses the roadway. Short-term, visually intrusive color, line, and form contrasts 
would be created by the presence of construction vehicles and equipment, and from exposed soil 
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surface disturbances in the middle and foreground around poles and along the centerline access route. 
Long-term color and line contrast-related visual impacts would be produced by the 100-foot long-
term right-of-way: the edge effect created by removal of vegetation over 4 feet tall within the right-
of-way would be mitigated by clearing additional vegetation outside of the right-of way to create 
irregular edges and adjacent open spaces to mimic existing vegetative patterns. Right-of-way clearing 
would create minor to moderate visual impacts, particularly noticeable from the U.S. 89 byway on 
vegetation-cleared west-facing foreground and middleground slopes where color contrasts would be 
created between brightly colored soil and green vegetation.  

Short-term, adverse impacts to scenic quality would also be created by fugitive dust (PM10, PM2.5) 
raised during line construction in surface-disturbed areas of the right-of-way. While the impacts 
would be short-term, long-distance viewing of scenery and landscapes would likely be diminished by 
obscuring fugitive dust. It should be noted that under all of the Action Alternatives, surface 
disturbances during transmission line construction and existing line removal would likely create 
fugitive dust impacts, as described above. 

The transmission line structures would create moderate form and texture contrasts with the 
surrounding landscape by superimposing tall power poles on a relatively flat and smooth-textured 
landscape. Transmission line structures would have strong form contrasts when viewed to the west of 
the roadway because of the power poles’ and transmission lines’ silhouettes against the background 
sky. Under the KFO RMP, the viewshed is designated as VRM Management Class III, which allows 
a moderate impact to scenic quality.  

The impacts described above would likely not meet the VRM Management Class III objectives near 
the roadway because as the line approaches the scenic byway and attracts viewer attention, the visual 
disturbances would dominate the view of the casual observer (i.e., southbound motorists) approaching 
this viewpoint, and would likely exceed the objectives of VRM Management Class III. A Plan 
amendment may be required. As described in the Affected Environment (Section 3.13.3), there is 
very little surface disturbance or land development from this south-viewing perspective, so the impact 
of the transmission line on the landscape would not be reduced by existing structures or surface 
disturbances. It is recommended that a visual simulation be produced for this viewpoint to show the 
degree of visual impacts.  

The construction of this line would indirectly cause the existing transmission line (approximately 4 
miles to the north) to be removed, and the right-of-way reclaimed. This would have minor adverse 
impacts on scenic quality from this viewpoint because of the long viewing distance that would only 
be observable for northbound motorists.  

Viewpoint 2 (SR 12-U.S. 89 Junction). This area is designated as VRM Management Class III under 
the KFO RMP. The Proposed Action route would have minor impacts on visual resources from this 
perspective because of the long viewing distance. The line (in Segment A-3) would be constructed 
approximately 4 miles to the south, which would reduce any visual contrasts created by surface 
disturbances and transmission line structures in the short-term and long-term. As described in the 
Affected Environment, the area in the foreground and middleground of the intersection has been 
disturbed by road and building construction, and by road signs and light posts that reduce scenic 
quality. Therefore, long-distance (approximately 4 miles) transmission line construction disturbances 
would likely not attract the casual viewer attention of motorists entering the intersection from the 
north or passing through the intersection. Therefore, this level of impact would meet the KFO RMP 
designated VRM Management Class III objectives.  

Under this alternative, the existing transmission line south of SR 12 would be removed, and the right-
of-way reclaimed. The impacts to scenic quality would be beneficial, but minor, in the long-term as 
the existing line is not highly visible from this viewpoint and the existing surface disturbances and 
development at the junction would continue to detract from scenic quality. 

Draft EIS and GSENM Plan Amendment Page 4-163 



Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences 

Viewpoint 3 (Red Canyon Eastbound). Alternative A would have minor impacts on scenic quality 
from this perspective as Segment A-3 would be constructed at least 3.5 miles to the south of this 
viewpoint. The viewing distance would likely reduce any visual contrasts to the casual viewer (who 
would likely be looking to the east toward the highly scenic Red Canyon geologic formations). This 
level of impact would meet the VRM Management Class III objectives in the KFO RMP.  

There would be minor, long-term beneficial impacts to scenic quality from removal of the existing 
transmission line south of SR 12 and reclamation of the right-of-way. There would be short-term, 
minor, adverse impacts from visually intrusive line removal equipment and vehicles. 

Viewpoint 4 (Red Canyon Westbound). Segment A-3 would have minor impacts on scenic quality 
from this perspective because, as discussed under Viewpoint 3, the proposed transmission line would 
be constructed at least 3.5 miles to the south. The viewing distance between the line and SR 12 would 
reduce any visual contrasts to a degree not obvious to the casual viewer. This level of impact would 
meet the VRM Management Class III and IV objectives in the KFO RMP. 

There would be minor, beneficial impacts from the removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line 
south of SR 12 and reclamation of the existing right-of-way on forested slopes west of U.S. 89. In the 
long-term, the existing line and color contrasts within the forest-cleared areas of the existing right-of-
way would diminish, and the viewscape would be beneficially restored to a more natural and 
undisturbed setting. 

Viewpoint 5 (Golden Wall Trail). Under Alternative A, the transmission line would be constructed 
between approximately 2.5 to 4 miles to the south of the Red Canyon area (in Segments A-2), so 
there would be no impacts in the short term and long term on existing scenic quality along the trail.  

The long-term, indirect impacts of construction along this route would be beneficial to scenic quality 
because the existing 69 kV transmission line along the Golden Wall trail would be removed, the right-
of-way would be reclaimed, and all existing surface-disturbance visual impacts from the existing line 
would gradually diminish. 

Viewpoint 6 (USFS Boundary along SR 12). The viewscape from this observation point along SR 12 
lies within an area designated as High for foreground scenic integrity management and is also 
classified as a Concern Level 1 Travelway (an area where people have a high concern for scenic 
resources). There are few disturbances and structures within view on this topographically flat 
landscape, except for the roadway and highway right-of-way fencing. Construction of Alternative A 
(in Segments A-1 and A-2) to the north of the roadway and then across SR 12 near this viewpoint 
would have adverse short-term and long-term form, texture, and line contrasts on the existing 
landscape. The large, tall vertical and horizontal members of the transmission line support structures 
and transmission lines would create strong and adverse contrasts in texture and form with the 
predominantly flat grassland in the foreground and middleground; the exposed soil and darker colors 
of the transmission line structures would create strong color contrasts within an essentially light green 
landscape. Non-specular conductor would be used within the High SIO area on DNF land. This would 
reduce visual impact of the transmission line, especially when seen from a distance. As motorists 
approach the transmission line right-of-way from either direction, the structures would visually 
dominate the view because (1) the line would lie directly in front of them as it crosses the roadway, 
and (2) there are no areas of high scenic quality in the foreground or middleground to distract or 
capture the attention of the viewer. Also, under this alignment the transmission line would extend 
perpendicular to and on either side of the roadway for approximately 0.25 mile to the north and over 
0.5 mile south of the road (all within the High scenic integrity area). Views to the north of SR 12 
would be visually dominant as the transmission line crosses wooded areas and then spans the road. 
Views to the south would be partially obscured by topography. As described above, the USFS SMS 
levels of visual resource management under the current High integrity level requires that "the 
landscape appear natural to the majority of viewers, the landscape character appears intact, and while 
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deviations may be present, they are not evident." Therefore, it is likely that the construction of 
Alternative A in this area would exceed the designated High scenic integrity management level in the 
short-term and long-term. A Plan amendment may be required. A visual simulation is recommended 
for this viewpoint to graphically show the potential contrasts created by line construction. 

A beneficial impact on scenic quality would be that the existing transmission line would be removed 
after the Proposed Action line was constructed and operational. However, the beneficial impacts 
would be minor because the existing line is not immediately or obviously visible to the casual viewer 
nor does it capture the attention of the viewer traveling in either direction along SR 12.  

Viewpoint 7 (USFS Scenic Backway [East Fork of the Sevier River Road]). Under Alternative A, 
there would be no impacts to scenic quality from the perspective of the backway because the 
transmission line would be constructed along a right-of-way to the north and west of the byway (in 
Segment A-1); the proposed line would not likely be visible to travelers on the backway.  

Removal of the existing transmission line (between Hatch Mountain and Bryce Canyon) and 
reclamation of the right-of-way would have long-term, minor, and beneficial impacts on scenic 
quality because the line and form contrasts created by this line would be removed from the 
viewscape. There would be minor impacts created during removal and reclamation of the existing line 
from visually intrusive line-removal vehicles and equipment and during reclamation and re-vegetation 
activities, but these would be short-term. 

Viewpoint 8 (Bryce Airport Wayside). Alternative A would be constructed to the north of UT 12, 
across a relatively flat landscape administered to the northeast by the State of Utah and to the north 
and northwest by the DNF. The USFS has designated the area for a Moderate level of scenic 
management. From the perspective of motorists stopping at the wayside to view the interpretive signs 
and study the landscape, the impacts of the Proposed Action Route would be visible in the distance as 
it crosses Johns Valley in the middleground from approximately the boundary of the Escalante 
Ranger District (to the east-northeast) to an approximate point where the line enters the Powell 
Ranger District and becomes topographically hidden behind the Pine Hills (to the northwest). The line 
would create short-term line, form, and color contrasts within the existing landscape because of the 
unobstructed views of line construction, right-of-way surface disturbances, vegetation clearing in 
west-sloping forested areas adjacent to the Escalante Ranger District, transmission line structures, 
vehicles, and transmission lines that would attract the attention of the casual viewer.  

In the long-term, the power poles and transmission lines would have minor line, form, and color 
impacts on scenic quality, as the transmission line would attract the attention of the wayside viewer 
because of the length of time that the structures would be in view and because of the length of the 
transmission line that would be visible to wayside viewers studying the landscape.  

To ensure aviation safety, the FAA may require orange balls be mounted on the transmission lines 
and high-intensity lights mounted on the power poles for that segment of the line that lies within the 
airport’s flight approach. The impact on daytime viewing of the landscape from the wayside would be 
moderately adverse because the flashing strobe lights on the power poles would likely attract viewer 
attention. There would likely be minor impacts to night sky viewing to the north because of the 
increased potential for skyglow and light pollution from the upward-directed, unshielded power pole 
lights; however, it should be noted that this viewpoint is not likely to be visited by casual viewers at 
night, that the existing airport parking and structure lighting already impacts night sky viewing, and 
that the viewpoint is approximately 1 mile from the well-lit SR 12-SR 63 junction and Bryce Canyon 
City.  

The transmission line would likely meet the designated Moderate scenic management objectives for 
the area to the north and northwest of the viewpoint because the transmission line would remain 
subordinate to the existing landscape even though it would attract casual viewer attention.  
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Viewpoint 9 (Junction of SR 12/SR 63). Under Alternative A, the transmission line (in Segment A-1) 
would be constructed no less than 1.5 miles to the north of the intersection. There would be minor, 
adverse, long-term impacts to scenic quality, as the transmission line would be visible, but the 
viewing distance to the transmission line from SR 12 would reduce all visual contrasts and impacts to 
meet the USFS-designated Moderate scenic management objectives to the north and northwest of the 
viewpoint. Under this scenic integrity objective level, the impacts of transmission line construction 
may be visible, but be subordinate to the landscape character. To ensure aviation safety, the FAA may 
require orange balls be mounted on the transmission lines and high-intensity lights mounted on the 
power poles for that segment of the line that lies within the airport’s flight approach. From this 
perspective, the proposed transmission line would potentially be visible in the middle ground to the 
casual viewer and present minor line contrasts with the existing landscape, but would not attract the 
attention of the casual viewer because of the long viewing distance from the roadway. If strobe lights 
are required on the spans just north of the airport, then these would cause minor adverse impacts at 
night, when taken in conjunction with all of the other visual intrusions of human-made structures, 
transmission lines, etc. in the foreground at the intersection. 

An impact would be the removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line. This would have minor, 
beneficial, long-term impacts on the existing scenic quality because the transmission line is not 
presently a substantial visual intrusion within the existing viewscape, and because the loss of this 
feature would not likely reduce the degree of existing surface disturbances and land development in 
this area. 

Viewpoint 10 (Park Boundary along SR 12). Similar to the discussion under Viewpoint 6, Alternative 
A would follow an alignment no less than approximately 2.25 miles to the north of this viewpoint (in 
Segment A-1), with minor, long-term impacts on scenic quality because of the viewing distance and 
obscuring topography. From this perspective, the transmission line would likely be visible to viewers 
traveling west out of Tropic Canyon and approaching the SR 12-SR 63 junction, but the viewing 
distance would reduce visual impacts to a low level. Similarly, for motorists traveling east along SR 
12, the visual impacts would be minor, because of the viewing distance from the roadway to the 
proposed line and because of topographic shielding.  

The construction of this transmission line would indirectly cause the removal of the existing 
transmission line that lies south of this viewpoint near Bryce Canyon City, but as discussed above 
under Viewpoint 6, the beneficial long-term impacts to scenic quality caused by removing the line 
would be minor because of the existing level of other surface disturbances and visually intrusive 
structures present in and around the intersection. 

Viewpoint 11 (SR 12 Wayside). From the wayside viewpoint, Alternative A (in Segment A-1) would 
have no impact on scenic quality within the Park because the proposed transmission line would 
follow a route well beyond the Park boundary to the northwest, through East Valley and portions of 
the GSENM and the Escalante Ranger District. Under this alternative, the existing 69 kV line would 
remain operational within the existing right-of-way and continue to have a very low (minor) impact 
on visual quality.  

Viewpoint 12 (Fairyland Overlook). Alternative A would lie no less than 4.5 miles to the north of the 
Park boundary. There would be no impacts to scenic quality from this viewpoint, as the viewing 
distance to the proposed transmission line would obscure from casual view all contrasts with the 
surrounding landscape.  

Under this alternative, the existing 69 kV line would not be removed from the right-of-way that lies 
within the Park boundary. However, there would be no impacts on scenic quality from maintaining 
this line because of the long viewing distance to that line and because, from this perspective, most of 
the existing line is and would remain topographically hidden behind foreground and middleground 
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ridges and canyons. Therefore, it is unlikely that scenic quality within the Park from this viewpoint 
would be degraded and/or impaired, either in the short-term or long-term. 

Viewpoint 13 (Mossy Cave Trail). There would be no impacts on scenic quality along the Mossy 
Cave Trail from Alternative A (in Segment A-1). All short-term and long-term landscape contrasts 
created by line construction would not be visible within this area because the high, steep canyon walls 
would block all contrasts from view.  

Under this alternative, the existing 69 kV transmission line in this area would not be removed. 
However, the existing line is not obviously visible to the casual trail hiker, so there would be no 
impacts on visual quality from either the existing line or Alternative A.  

Viewpoint 14 (North of Tropic along SR 12). From this viewpoint, Alternative A (in Segment A-1) 
would have minor, adverse, long-term impacts on existing scenic quality. The proposed transmission 
line would be constructed in an area topographically hidden from viewers traveling north and south 
along SR 12 between Tropic Canyon and the town of Tropic. Prominent landscape features in this 
viewshed are the Backbone ridge and cliffs, and adjacent cliffs and canyons. The proposed line would 
lie behind these tall, view-obscuring formations in the middleground. Those portions of the Segment 
A-1 that lie south of these cliffs and ranges, within the GSENM, in East Valley, would potentially be 
visible from SR 12. However, the line is no less than approximately 3.5 miles from the roadway, 
which would reduce potential line and form contrasts to a minor degree because the viewing distance 
would substantially diminish these contrasts for the casual viewer traveling along SR 12. 

Under this alternative, the existing 69 kV transmission line that presently crosses East Valley, 
converges on and crosses SR 12, and proceeds northwest into BRCA would remain operational. The 
line presently creates a moderately strong, adverse visual impact on scenic quality because it becomes 
increasingly visible and is directly in view of northbound motorists as it converges on and then 
crosses SR 12.  

Viewpoint 15 (GSENM Primitive Road). Under this alternative, Alternative A would be constructed 
adjacent to the existing transmission line and primitive access road. The impacts on scenic quality 
would be adverse, but minor, because scenic quality from this perspective is already adversely 
impacted by the existing transmission line and an additional, adjacent transmission line would not 
substantially change the view. The GSENM Management Plan requires the use of non-specular 
conductor and this would reduce visibility of transmission line within this area of the Monument. 
Also, surface disturbances would be minimized by creating spur roads to the new line from the 
existing primitive access road, and it is unlikely that right-of-way vegetation clearing would be 
conducted within the viewscape because the low-lying shrubs and grasses in this locale would not 
constitute a danger tree or hazard tree clearing zone. This level of impact would not likely meet VRM 
Management Class II objectives to retain the existing character of the landscape and not attract the 
attention of the casual observer. However, Alternative A would likely meet VRM Management Class 
III objectives as it would not dominate the view of the casual observer, given the existence of the 
Rocky Mountain Power/PacifiCorp 230 kV transmission line right-of-way that it would follow. 

4.13.2.3. Alternative B: Parallel Line Route Alternative 
Simulations for selected viewpoints are included in Appendix B. 

Construction 
Viewpoint 1 (U.S. 89 Scenic Byway). From this viewpoint, Alternative B would have minor impacts 
on visual resources because of the long viewing distance. The transmission line may attract the 
attention of the casual viewer because of its additional height and size (when compared to the existing 
line), but it would not dominate the view because the proposed line would be constructed 
approximately 4 miles to the north. This viewing distance would reduce the construction and 
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structural visual contrasts to a degree that would likely meet the designated VRM Management Class 
III objectives in the KFO RMP.  

The removal of the 69 kV line would have negligible impacts on scenic quality when seen from this 
viewpoint, as Alternative B would follow the existing right-of-way, with the same impacts to scenic 
quality as discussed above under Alternative A. 

Viewpoint 2 (SR 12/U.S. 89 Junction). Under this alternative, the transmission line would follow the 
existing transmission line route right-of-way that lies to the south of SR 12. From this perspective, 
there would be increased moderately adverse line and color contrasts in the short-term from increased 
surface disturbance activities that would expose more soil, remove more vegetation, and create 
stronger line contrasts from more visible soil-vegetation edge effects from an expanded right-of-way. 
Short-term form contrasts would be created by visually intrusive construction vehicles and equipment 
within a naturally flat and uniformly vegetated landscape. Long-term form and texture contrasts 
would be created by the erection of the transmission line towers and lines that would project above 
the generally flat landscape. However, the visual impacts would be consistent with the viewscape in 
and around the junction because of the existing surface disturbances and landscape development to 
the south and east.  

The long-term impacts would be moderately adverse, but would likely meet existing and proposed 
VRM management class objectives because of the presence of existing road signs, tall light posts, and 
commercial development that lie between the viewer traveling south or east and the proposed 
transmission line. 

Viewpoint 3 (Red Canyon Eastbound). The Alternative B route would be constructed along the 
existing 69 kV transmission line route, within the area designated as VRM Management Class III. 
From this perspective, the right-of-way clearing would be visible on lands within the KFO on the 
west-facing slopes at the entrance to Red Canyon, but would likely not be visible within the Powell 
Ranger District because of topographic shielding behind the foreground ridges. Construction of this 
line would adversely widen and intensify the color and line contrasts that already exist along the 
transmission line clearing in the wooded slopes approaching Red Canyon to a moderate degree. This 
would be somewhat mitigated by the proposed vegetation removal along the edge of the right-of-way 
to create ragged, more natural-appearing patterns. 

Stronger line, form, and texture contrasts in the long-term would be created on the sagebrush flats 
below the slopes from the increased height and larger structural supports than are presently visible. 
Short-term, adverse color and form contrasts would be created by construction equipment, vehicles, 
and structures in the right-of-way during removal of the existing line. Short-term, adverse, 
disturbance-related impacts would also be caused by construction of the new line adjacent to the 
existing transmission line, effectively doubling the right-of-way disturbance width that would be 
visible from this viewpoint.  

In the long term, the visual disturbances would be as described above because the existing line would 
be removed and the existing right-of-way reclaimed; however, the removal of dangerous and 
hazardous trees within the new, expanded right-of-way would adversely increase the visual contrasts 
and impacts to scenic quality to a moderate degree from this viewpoint. The increased long-term 
visual impacts from construction of the larger Alternative B line (and reclamation of the existing line) 
would likely meet VRM Management Class III objectives because (1) the line would be located 
approximately 0.5 mile south of SR 12 so there would be a loss of visual contrasts caused by the 
viewing distance, and (2) the increased visual contrasts would likely attract casual viewer attention 
but not dominate the view because of the more visually interesting and scenically attractive views at 
the entrance to Red Canyon directly in front of viewers traveling east along SR 12. So, the long-term 
impacts of replacing the existing line with the Alternative B line would likely meet VRM 
Management Class III objectives when viewed from this viewpoint along SR 12. 
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Viewpoint 4 (Red Canyon Westbound). Alternative B would be constructed along the existing line 
right-of-way. From this viewpoint perspective, looking south and west into the KFO-designated VRM 
Management Class III areas, the impacts on scenic quality would be moderately adverse. The larger, 
taller line support structures and expanded right-of-way would heighten the existing line and color 
contrasts in the forested slope clearing; the proposed line construction would also heighten line and 
form contrasts along the right-of-way parallel to SR 12. There would be heightened line and color 
contrasts along the cleared areas to the west of U.S. 89 in the middleground from the expanded right-
of-way where vegetation clearing would be required to remove hazardous and dangerous trees within 
the right-of-way. However, the increased visual contrasts would meet VRM management class 
objectives because (1) the area has existing surface disturbances and visual intrusions from an 
existing transmission line, and (2) the viewing distances to the existing and proposed line would tend 
to reduce visual contrasts to a degree that, while potentially attracting the attention of the casual 
viewer, would not dominate the view. 

Viewpoint 5 (Golden Wall Trail). Alternative B would be constructed along the existing 69 kV line 
route, which passes directly overhead and along stretches of the trail. Short-term impacts from 
construction of the line would create increased color and form contrasts from exposed soil, disturbed 
vegetation, and power pole construction equipment during erection of the new line and removal of the 
older, existing line. The proposed line would be constructed adjacent to the existing line, doubling the 
right-of-way width and creating color and form contrasts that would be clearly visible in the short-
term until the existing line was removed and the right-of-way was successfully reclaimed. The trail 
lies within an area designated for High SIO; however, the long-term impacts to existing scenic quality 
from construction of larger, taller transmission line structures within the canyon, a maintained 100-
foot-wide right-of-way across the canyon floor and slopes, and visual intrusions from periodic 
maintenance and/or repair would likely exceed the designated High objectives for this area. The 
larger structure and greater right-of-way surface disturbance would introduce long-term texture 
impacts from increased power pole height; greater form contrasts would be produced by larger 
support structures; and color and line contrasts would be intensified by a wider, obviously maintained 
right-of-way. Non-specular conductor would be used in this area and would help reduce visual 
impacts in the middleground and background. These introduced visual contrasts would likely exceed 
High scenic integrity management objectives that allow deviations from the natural landscape, but 
also require that these deviations should not be evident. 

Viewpoint 6 (USFS Boundary along SR 12). Construction of Alternative B along the existing 
transmission line right-of-way would have minor to moderate, adverse impacts on scenic quality from 
this viewpoint perspective. The proposed transmission line would run generally parallel to the 
roadway, approximately 0.50 to 0.75 mile to the south of SR 12 in an area designated as Moderate 
SIO. The amended LRMP designates the SR 12 Travelway as Concern Level 1 (with High SIO) up to 
0.5 mile from the highway, meaning that a small portion of the line would traverse the High SIO 
Travelway Zone and require the use of non-specular conductor. At that distance, this would reduce 
the visual impact of the transmission line. There would be short-term, minor form contrasts from 
visually intrusive construction equipment and vehicles in the foreground; minor to moderate form, 
line, and texture contrasts would be created by the larger transmission line structures in the long-term. 
However, the densely wooded, conifer slopes in the middleground would tend to absorb these 
contrasts and reduce the impacts, causing the structures and lines to remain visually subordinate to the 
existing landscape and meet the Moderate scenic integrity level of the area. It should also be noted 
that as this proposed transmission line route approaches the area of High scenic integrity to the west 
of the viewpoint, the line becomes hidden behind conifers and then topographically hidden behind a 
ridge, thus having no impacts in this area.  

Viewpoint 7 (USFS Scenic Backway [East Fork of the Sevier River Road]). The Alternative B route 
would be constructed along the existing transmission line route, south of SR 12. The proposed line 
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would be constructed along and adjacent to the existing right-of-way, with moderate short- and long-
term impacts to scenic quality from this perspective because the viewing distance to this larger 
transmission line (a distance of approximately 1 mile) would likely reduce the line and form contrasts 
to a level that could attract casual viewer attention, but not dominate the view. 

Viewpoint 8 (Bryce Airport Wayside). The Alternative B route would be constructed to the south of 
SR 12, adjacent to the existing transmission line, and beyond the wayside viewscape. It should be 
noted that the wayside information/interpretive signs direct the viewer’s attention toward the historic 
Bryce Airport and geologic features to the north. There would be no impacts to viewpoint scenic 
quality because (1) the line would not be constructed within the viewpoint’s area of scenic interest 
and focus, and (2) the proposed line would be constructed approximately 1 mile to the south of the 
viewpoint and along an existing transmission line route. 

Viewpoint 9 (Junction of SR 12/SR 63). The Alternative B route would follow an existing 
transmission line right-of-way that lies to the southeast of the junction. This line would have no 
impacts on scenic quality at this viewpoint because the short-term and long-term line and form 
contrasts created by construction would not be obviously visible to the casual viewer: the viewscape 
to the south of the junction is of low scenic quality caused by visually intrusive commercial 
development near Ruby’s Inn. 

Viewpoint 10 (Park Boundary along SR 12). The construction of Alternative B along the existing 
transmission line right-of-way would have no impacts on scenic quality from this viewpoint as the 
line would not be visible.  

Viewpoint 11 (SR 12 Wayside). Alternative B would be constructed adjacent to the existing 69 kV line 
through Tropic Canyon. The short-term impacts to scenic quality would be adverse and moderate 
because helicopter activity and line structures and lines would be visible to and attract the attention of 
wayside viewers during the period of line construction. The long-term impacts of line construction on 
scenic quality would also be moderately adverse because the larger power poles would be more 
clearly visible (and visually intrusive) as the line rises out of the canyon to the west and onto the Pink 
Cliffs rim and the Paunsaugunt Plateau, which would likely attract the attention of the casual viewer 
studying the landscape at this wayside. Right-of-way clearing for the proposed line would likely have 
adverse, but minor, impacts on scenic quality because of the opportunities for topographically hiding 
the zone of vegetation clearing within the canyon.  

An indirect impact of this alternative would be the removal of the existing line and reclamation of the 
existing right-of-way. There would be short-term, minor, adverse impacts from visually intrusive line 
removal equipment and vehicles within the wayside viewscape. There would be minor, long-term 
beneficial impacts to scenic quality from removal of the existing transmission line and the visible 
power pole at the canyon rim, and reclamation of the right-of-way.  

Viewpoint 12 (Fairyland Overlook). Under this alternative, Alternative B would follow the existing 
transmission line route. There would be minor impacts to scenic quality from construction of the 
proposed transmission line because (1) the viewing distance to the proposed line is approximately 
1.75 miles to the north, so form and line contrasts would be substantially reduced, with the dark, 
wooden support structures tending to blend in with the middleground conifers, and (2) from this 
perspective, most of the proposed line would be topographically hidden behind foreground and 
middleground ridges and canyons. Therefore, it is unlikely that the surface disturbances and visual 
intrusions caused by construction would attract the attention of the unaided casual viewer. Overlook 
visitors using binoculars would likely be able to see segments of the proposed line; however, it is 
unlikely that scenic quality within the Park from this viewpoint would be noticeably degraded and 
impaired for the casual viewer and Park visitor because topographic shielding, the viewing distance, 
and the angle of view would diminish transmission line contrasts with the existing landscape.  
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Viewpoint 13 (Mossy Cave Trail). The impacts of constructing the larger, taller Alternative B support 
structures adjacent to the existing 69 kV transmission line right-of-way would have no impacts in the 
long-term because the proposed right-of-way and transmission line would lie to the south of the trail, 
and be topographically hidden from the view of trail hikers and other Park visitors. Short-term 
adverse impacts would likely be created by visually intrusive helicopter activity and line-stretching 
activities near and overhead of the Mossy Cave hiking destination and along the lower portions of the 
trail where the power pole and lines are also visible. There would also be short-term, adverse impacts 
to visual quality from removal of the existing 69 kV line, caused by vehicles, helicopters, and 
personnel during this phase of the project. There would be a beneficial and minor impact from the 
removal of the existing 69 kV line as some of the existing structures are visible from the trail and near 
the mouth of the cave. 

Viewpoint 14 (North of Tropic along SR 12). The impacts to scenic quality and visual resources from 
construction of Alternative B along the existing 69 kV transmission line right-of-way would have 
long-term, moderate, adverse impacts on the existing viewscape because of the heightened line and 
form contrasts created by the larger, taller transmission support structures. Short-term visually 
intrusive form and color impacts would be produced by construction equipment and vehicles.  

Viewpoint 15 (GSENM Primitive Road). Under Alternative B, the transmission line would be 
constructed outside of the GSENM boundary. The proposed line would originate at a substation on 
private land within the East Valley and proceed westward across the valley and thence into BRCA. 
Therefore, there would be no impacts to scenic quality within the Monument.  

National Park Service Statement of Impairment or Unacceptable Impacts 
Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) a 
necessity to fulfill specific purposes identified in the park’s establishing legislation, (2) key to the 
natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the park, or (3) identified 
as a goal in the park’s general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there 
would be no impairment of park resources or values related to Visual Resources. Implementation of 
this alternative would not result in any unacceptable impacts and is consistent with §1.4.7.1 of NPS 
Management Policies 2006. 

4.13.2.4. Alternative C: Cedar Fork Southern Route Alternative 
Simulations for selected viewpoints are included in Appendix B. 

Impacts as a Result of Amending the GSENM Management Plan 

Alternative C would require the amendment of the GSENM Management Plan (2000) by designating 
a 300-foot-wide Passage Zone through a designated Primitive Zone, and changing the existing VRM 
Management Class designation from Class II to Class III within the Passage Zone. The existing 
Rocky Mountain Power/PacifiCorp 230 kV transmission line right-of-way would be consistent with 
VRM Management Class III objectives. By extension, the proposed 138 kV line would be consistent 
with the Class III objectives as well.  

Construction 
Viewpoint 1 (U.S. 89 Scenic Byway). The impacts would be the same as discussed for Alternative A 
because the transmission line alignment, location, and dimensions would be the same along Segment 
C-3.  

Viewpoint 2 (SR 12/U.S.89 Junction). The impacts would be the same as discussed for Alternative A 
because the transmission line alignment, location, and dimensions would be the same (along Segment 
C-3).  
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Viewpoint 3 (Red Canyon Eastbound). The impacts would be the same as discussed for Alternative A 
because the transmission line alignment and dimensions would be similar, with some portions of 
Segment C-3 further away from this viewpoint than Alternative A.  

Viewpoint 4 (Red Canyon Westbound). The impacts on visual quality would be the same as discussed 
above for Alternative A because the alignments, dimensions, and construction activities would be the 
same. 

Viewpoint 5 (Golden Wall Trail). The impacts would be the same as discussed for Alternative A 
because the transmission line alignment and dimensions would be the same, with most portions of 
this alignment (in Segments C-2 and C-3) further away from this viewpoint than the Proposed Action 
route.  

Viewpoint 6 (USFS Boundary along SR 12). The impacts would be similar to those discussed above 
for Alternative B because the size, right-of-way width, and construction activities (in Segment C-2) 
would also be similar.  

Viewpoint 7 (USFS Scenic Backway [East Fork of the Sevier River Road]). The landscape 
surrounding this viewpoint has been designated as and is managed for High scenic integrity. The 
existing transmission line that lies across the backway (and runs from east of Bryce Canyon City to 
Wilson Peak) meets the objectives of this scenic integrity level because, while evident to the majority 
of backway travelers, it is subordinate to the natural landscape: the power poles are low in 
comparison to the surrounding forest and both lines and poles blend in with the dense middleground 
and background conifer stands. Segment C-2 would have short-term and long-term, adverse impacts 
on scenic quality and would likely not meet the High scenic integrity level of the surrounding 
landscape which requires that it appear "natural to the majority of viewers; the landscape character 
appears intact, and while deviations may be present, they are not evident." This is because the higher, 
larger support structures would present moderate to major form and line contrasts that would be 
evident in the foreground to travelers along the backway, and would be particularly visible where the 
line crosses the backway. Non-specular conductor would be used in the High SIO area, which would 
reduce visibility of the transmission line in the middleground and background. 

Viewpoint 8 (Bryce Airport Wayside). Under this alternative, the transmission line would be 
constructed to the east of the wayside viewpoint, from the USFS Escalante Ranger District to CR 22 
and then south along the BRCA boundary. The impacts would be the same as discussed for 
Alternative A because the transmission line would be clearly in view from the waypoint as it crosses 
Johns Valley, follows the CR 22 roadway south, and crosses SR 12 as it follows the Park boundary.  

Viewpoint 9 (Junction of SR 12 and SR 63). From this perspective, Alternative C would be visible 
along the Park boundary to motorists traveling east along SR 12 and traveling north along SR 63 to 
the intersection. The short- and long-term impacts to scenic quality would be moderately adverse, but 
consistent with the level of existing surface disturbances, structures, and landscape modifications. 
Short-term impacts would be caused by construction vehicles, heavy equipment, and the potential 
production of fugitive dust; long-term impacts would be caused by right-of-way clearing and the 
presence of the power poles and lines. The impacts would likely attract casual viewer attention, but 
the proposed line would not dominate the view nor would it substantially detract from existing scenic 
quality because of the existing surface disturbances and structures.  

Viewpoint 10 (Park Boundary along SR 12). Construction of Alternative C would have short- and 
long-term, moderate line and form contrast-related impacts on scenic quality. When viewed from the 
west toward the east along SR 12, strong line and form contrasts and their landscape impacts, created 
by the highly visible poles and transmission lines, would be visible to motorists traveling along SR 12 
as they approach the head of Tropic Canyon. Similarly strong line and form contrasts would also be 
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visible to motorists traveling west on SR 12 as they exit Tropic Canyon and travel toward the SR 
12/SR 63 junction and the Park entrance.  

Short-term impacts would be caused by right-of-way surface disturbances and power pole 
construction activities visible in the foreground. Long-term impacts (and potential impairments to 
Park scenic quality) would be produced by (1) the highly visible transmission lines and poles on 
either side of the roadway as motorists emerge from Tropic Canyon, and (2) by the abrupt change 
from a relatively undisturbed viewscape with high scenic quality visible within Tropic Canyon to 
visually intrusive structures and surface disturbances within the viewscape as motorists emerge from 
the canyon. A visual simulation is recommended for this viewpoint because of visual sensitivity 
within the Park. 

It should be noted, however, that most travelers westbound along this roadway would pass the area of 
disturbance quickly, so the effect on viewers would be brief: the transmission line would not likely be 
visible to westbound motorists until vehicles exit Tropic Canyon at the top of the road slope. Also, it 
should be noted that scenic quality approaching the SR 12/SR 63 junction is of low quality, caused by 
road infrastructure near the junction and by commercial structures related to Bryce Canyon City 
development south of the junction. These conditions would tend to reduce the likelihood of Park 
resource impairment, when viewed from the west.  

Viewpoint 11 (SR 12 Wayside). The impacts of the proposed Cedar Fork Southern Route (in Segment 
C-1) on scenic quality at this viewpoint would be similar to the impacts described for Alternative A 
because the alternatives would follow similar right-of-way alignments, with a portion of Segment C-1 
being approximately 1 mile closer to the viewpoint. It is assumed that the same FAA requirements for 
runway approach safety would be applicable to this alignment, with the same impacts to night sky 
viewing and light pollution as discussed under Alternative A. 

Viewpoint 12 (Fairyland Overlook). The impacts for Alternative C would be the same as Alternative 
A for the same reasons: the viewing distance and topography between this line and the Fairyland 
viewpoint would obscure or reduce visual contrasts to a level that would not be noticeable by the 
casual viewer. There would be no impacts to scenic quality from this perspective.  

Viewpoint 13 (Mossy Cave Trail). Alternative C would have no impacts on scenic quality along the 
trail for the same reasons as discussed for Alternative A: all impacts to the viewscape and to scenic 
quality would be topographically hidden from view by the high canyon walls that border the trail.  

Viewpoint 14 (North of Tropic along SR 12). The impacts would be the same as those discussed 
above under Alternative A because the alignments, transmission line dimensions, and construction 
activities would be the same within this easternmost portion of the Project Area. 

Viewpoint 15 (GSENM Primitive Road). The impacts to the primitive road area within the GSENM 
would be the same as discussed under Alternative A because the proposed transmission line route 
alignments would be the same. 

4.13.2.5. Interconnect Options 
As discussed in Section 4.13 above, the interconnect areas were determined to have low visibility to 
the casual viewer, based on the GIS viewshed analysis and on the relative remoteness of Segments A-
2 and C-2. Therefore, it is likely that there would be no impacts to scenic quality within the 
interconnect portions of the Project Area. 
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4.13.2.6. Alternative D: No Action 

Viewpoint 1 (U.S. 89 Scenic Byway) 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no impacts to visual resources, and the viewscape 
would remain, subject to existing trends and conditions, as no existing transmission line is present 
within the viewscape. 

Viewpoint 2 (SR 12-89 Junction) 
The impacts would be the same as Viewpoint 1, as the existing line is not obviously in view. 

Viewpoint 3 (Red Canyon Eastbound) 
The existing right-of-way line clearing would continue to be visible on the westward-facing lower 
slopes leading into Red Canyon, and would attract viewer attention with moderately adverse impacts 
on scenic quality, but would meet designated VRM Management Class III objectives. 

Viewpoint 4 (Red Canyon Westbound) 
The existing transmission line is visible to westbound motorists on SR 12, and would continue to 
have moderately adverse impacts on scenic quality because of the obvious visibility of the right-of-
way clearing on the landscape. The impacts, however, do not dominate the view.  
Viewpoint 5 (Golden Wall Trail) 
The impacts of the existing transmission line would continue to have moderately adverse impacts on 
scenic quality because of its high visibility from the trail in an area designated for High scenic 
quality.  
Viewpoint 6 (USFS Boundary along SR 12) 
The existing transmission line would remain along its present route south of SR 12 and continue to 
have no impacts on scenic quality for motorists traveling along this roadway. There would be no 
impacts because the line does not attract viewer attention.   
Viewpoint 7 (USFS Scenic Backway [East Fork of the Sevier River Road]) 
The existing transmission line, crossing the backway and running to Wilson Peak, would remain 
along its present route south of SR 12 and continue to have minor adverse impacts on scenic quality 
for motorists traveling along this backway designated for High scenic quality. The impacts would be 
minor because the line is visible to the casual viewer, but is generally well screened by background 
vegetation. 

Viewpoint 8 (Bryce Airport Wayside) 
Under this alternative, there would be no change from existing conditions and trends, and no impacts 
to day time scenic quality. Views to the north of historic Bryce Canyon Airport and the highly scenic 
geologic formations would be unaffected. Night sky and lighting conditions would remain under 
current conditions, adversely affected by existing lighting conditions at the airport, the SR 12-Route 
63 intersection, and Bryce Canyon City development.  

Viewpoint 9 (Junction of SR 12 and Route 63) 
The existing transmission line would remain along its present alignment within the Park, and continue 
to have no impacts on scenic quality for motorists traveling along this roadway. There would be no 
impacts to scenic quality from transmission line because it blends in with the existing roadway 
structures, surface disturbances, advertising billboards, and existing commercial development north of 
Bryce Canyon City and along the approach to the Park.  

Viewpoint 10 (Park Boundary along SR 12) 
The impacts would be the same as for Viewpoint 1. 
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Viewpoint 11 (SR 12 Wayside) 
Under this alternative, the existing line would remain in its current conditions and continue to have 
minimal (minor) adverse impacts on scenic quality. As described under the Affected Environment 
section, the existing line is only visible at the point where the line rises out of the canyon onto the 
Pink Cliffs rim. The visibility of the line at this point is indistinct and not likely to be obvious to most 
casual viewers.  

Viewpoint 12 (Fairyland Overlook) 
The existing transmission line would remain along its present alignment to the south of Tropic 
Canyon, and continue to have no impacts on scenic quality for viewers experiencing the high scenic 
quality along the Pink Cliffs because the existing transmission line cannot be seen by the casual 
viewer. 

Viewpoint 13 (Mossy Cave Trail) 
The impacts would be the same as for Viewpoint 1. A small portion of the existing transmission line 
and a single power pole is visible, but not likely to be visible to the casual viewer hiking along the 
trail. 

Viewpoint 14 (North of Tropic along SR 12) 
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no change from existing conditions and trends. The 
existing transmission line would remain along its present alignment, crossing East and Tropic Valley, 
and SR 12 before proceeding into BRCA. The existing line and structures would continue to have 
minor to moderately adverse visual impacts on scenic quality for motorists traveling north from 
Tropic into Tropic Canyon. 

Viewpoint 15 (GSENM Primitive Road) 
The existing transmission line within the Monument would continue to have no impacts on scenic 
quality because the line is in a remote location, and not visible to the casual viewer, and along an 
undesignated roadway that is not open for general public use.  

National Park Service Statement of Impairment or Unacceptable Impacts 
Because there would be no major adverse impacts to a resource or value whose conservation is (1) a 
necessity to fulfill specific purposes identified in the park’s establishing legislation, (2) key to the 
natural or cultural integrity of the park or to opportunities for enjoyment of the park, or (3) identified 
as a goal in the park’s general management plan or other relevant NPS planning documents, there 
would be no impairment of park resources or values related to Visual Resources. Implementation of 
this alternative would not result in any unacceptable impacts and is consistent with §1.4.7.1 of NPS 
Management Policies 2006. 

4.13.2.7. Summary 
The following table summarizes the impacts discussed above in Section 4.13.3. As discussed in 
Section 4.13.1, analyses of impacts to the interconnect options, the far eastern portion of the Project 
Area, and the southernmost portions of Segments A-3 and C-3 were not done because the results of 
the viewshed analysis showed that these areas would not be visible from the major thoroughfares 
within the Project Area. 
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Table 4.13-3. Visual Resources Summary of Impacts 

VIEWPOINTS ALTERNATIVE A ALTERNATIVE B ALTERNATIVE C ALTERNATIVE D 

1 – U.S. 89 
Scenic Byway 

Short-term adverse 
impacts from 
construction; long-
term, adverse 
impacts that would 
likely exceed VRM 
Management Class 
objectives at and 
near the U.S. 89 
Byway crossing. 
Minor, short-term, 
adverse impacts 
from removal of 
existing line. 

Minor, long-term, 
adverse impacts. 
Minor, indirect, 
beneficial long-
term impacts from 
existing line 
removal. 

Same as 
Proposed Action. No impact. 

2 -  SR 
12/U.S. 89 
Junction 

Minor, adverse 
short-term and 
long-term impacts 
that would meet 
VRM Management 
Class III objectives. 
Minor, beneficial 
impacts from 
removal of existing 
line. 

Short-term and 
long-term, 
moderately 
adverse impacts, 
but consistent with 
VRM management 
objectives 
because of 
existing 
disturbances in 
the area. 

Same as 
Proposed Action. No impact. 

3 – Red 
Canyon 
Eastbound 

No impacts 
because of viewing 
distance. 
Short-term, minor 
adverse impacts 
from existing line 
removal; long-term, 
minor beneficial 
impact to scenic 
quality. 

Short-term and 
long-term, 
moderate impacts, 
but would meet 
VRM Management 
Class III 
objectives. 

Same as 
Proposed Action. 

Moderately 
adverse impacts 
from existing line 
visibility. 

4 – Red 
Canyon 
Westbound 

No impacts from 
line construction 
west of Red 
Canyon. 
Minor, beneficial 
long-term impacts 
from existing line 
removal. 

Moderate, 
adverse, long-term 
impacts from line 
construction along 
existing route.  

Same as 
Proposed Action. 

Moderately 
adverse impacts 
from line visibility.

5 – Golden 
Wall Trail 

No impacts to 
scenic quality 
within Red 
Canyon. 
Long-term, 

Short-term and 
long-term, 
adverse, 
substantial 
impacts from line 

Same as 
Proposed Action. 

Moderately 
adverse impacts 
from existing line 
visibility. 
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VIEWPOINTS ALTERNATIVE A ALTERNATIVE B ALTERNATIVE C ALTERNATIVE D 
beneficial impacts 
from existing line 
removal.  

construction, 
which would likely 
exceed High SIO 
level. 

6 – USFS 
Boundary at 
SR 12  

Short-term and 
long-term, adverse 
impacts to High 
SIO along SR 12. 
This would likely 
exceed USFS 
management 
objectives. 
Beneficial, minor 
impacts from 
existing line 
removal. 

Minor to 
moderate, adverse 
impacts on scenic 
quality. 

Same as 
Alternative B No impact. 

7 – USFS 
Scenic 
Backway 

No impacts. 
Long-term, minor, 
beneficial impacts 
from existing line 
removal.  

Moderate short-
term and long-
term, adverse 
impacts from line 
construction. 

Short-term and 
long-term, 
moderate, 
adverse impacts 
from construction 
in High SIO area 
along scenic 
backway. 

Minor, adverse 
impacts on 
scenic quality 
along existing 
line near scenic 
backway in High 
SIO area. 

8 – Bryce 
Airport 
Wayside 

Moderate, adverse, 
long-term scenic 
quality impacts. 
Minor, adverse 
long-term impacts 
to night sky from 
FAA safety 
devices. 
 

No impacts. Same as 
Proposed Action. 

No scenic quality 
impacts. 
Continued 
adverse impacts 
to night sky 
impacts from 
Airport, Bryce 
Canyon City, and 
SR 12-Route 63 
intersection 
development. 

9 – SR 12/SR 
63 Junction 

Minor, adverse 
long-term impacts. 
Minor, beneficial 
long-term, indirect 
impacts from 
existing line 
removal. 

No impacts. 

Moderately 
adverse impacts, 
but consistent 
with existing level 
of scenic quality. 

No impact. 

10 – Park 
Boundary at 
SR 12 

Minor, long-term, 
adverse impacts.  
Minor, long-term, 
beneficial indirect 
impacts from 
existing line 
removal. 

No impacts. 

Moderate, 
adverse short-
term and long-
term impacts 
from line 
construction.  

No impact. 

11 – SR 12 
Wayside 

No impacts. 
Long-term, minor, 

Moderate, adverse 
short-term and 

Same as 
Proposed Action. 

Minor impacts 
from maintained 
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VIEWPOINTS ALTERNATIVE A ALTERNATIVE B ALTERNATIVE C ALTERNATIVE D 
adverse impacts 
from maintained 
existing line. 

long-term impacts. 
 

existing line. 

12 – Fairyland 
Overlook 

No impacts to 
scenic quality from 
Park overlook. 
 

Minor, adverse 
impacts on scenic 
quality.  

Same as 
Proposed Action. No impact. 

13 – Mossy 
Cave Trail 

No impacts along 
Mossy Cave Trail.  
 

Short-term, 
adverse impacts 
from line 
construction and 
removal across 
trail.  
No impacts in the 
long-term. 

Same as 
Proposed Action. No impact. 

14 – North of 
Tropic 

Minor, adverse 
long-term impacts 
on scenic quality. 
Moderate, adverse, 
impacts from 
maintenance of 
existing line. 

Long-term, 
moderate, adverse 
impacts from 
increased visual 
contrasts within 
the viewscape. 

Same as 
Proposed Action. 

Minor to 
moderate, 
adverse impacts 
from existing line 
impacts on the 
viewscape. 

15 – GSENM 
Primitive Road 

Minor, long-term, 
adverse impacts. No impacts. Same as 

Proposed Action. No impact. 

 

4.13.3. Mitigation 
No mitigation measures beyond the construction techniques, BMPs, and other Resource Protection 
Measures discussed in Section 2.3.6 have been identified.  

4.13.4. Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
Transmission line structures would have strong form contrasts when viewed to the west of the 
roadway because of the power poles’ and transmission lines’ silhouettes against the background sky. 
Under the KFO Final RMP and EIS, the viewshed is designated as VRM Management Class III, 
which allows a moderate unavoidable adverse impact to scenic quality. Short-term, unavoidable 
adverse impacts to scenic quality would also be created by fugitive dust raised during line 
construction in surface-disturbed areas of the right-of-way. There would be short-term, minor, 
unavoidable adverse impacts from visually intrusive line removal equipment and vehicles.  

For Alternative A there would be moderate, unavoidable adverse impacts for Viewpoint 8 as the 
transmission line would have minor impacts on line, form, and color impacts on scenic quality, as the 
transmission line would attract the attention of the wayside viewer because of the length of the line 
that would be visible to wayside viewers studying the landscape. Distance from the wayside would 
mitigate this, but the presence of FAA-required orange balls and strobe lights would create a 
noticeable visual intrusion on the landscape. For Viewpoint 14, the existing 69 kV line that presently 
crosses East Valley and crosses SR 12 would remain operational. The line presently creates a 
moderately strong, adverse visual impact on scenic quality because it becomes increasingly visible 
and is directly in view of northbound motorists. 
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Under Alternative B, there would be moderately adverse unavoidable impacts for Viewpoint 2, but 
would likely meet existing and proposed VRM management class objectives because of the presence 
of existing road signs, tall light posts, and commercial development that lie between the viewer 
traveling south or east and the proposed transmission line. For Viewpoints 3 and 4, there would be 
unavoidable moderate visual impacts associated with the right-of-way clearing across forested slopes. 
For Viewpoint 5, there would be unavoidable visual impacts associated with color and line contrasts 
from right-of-way clearing and greater form contrasts would be produced by larger support structures. 
These visual contrasts would likely exceed the High SIO for this area. For Viewpoint 11, line 
construction would present moderate unavoidable adverse impacts to scenic quality because the larger 
power poles would be more clearly visible (and visually intrusive) as the line rises out of the canyon 
to the west and onto the Pink Cliffs rim and the Paunsaugunt Plateau, which would likely attract the 
attention of the casual viewer studying the landscape at this wayside. For Viewpoint 13, there would 
also be short-term, minor unavoidable adverse impacts to visual quality from removal of the existing 
69 kV line, caused by vehicles, helicopters, and personnel during the construction phase of the 
project. 

Under Alternative C, there would be unavoidable moderate impacts to line, form, and color at 
Viewpoint 7 where Segment C-1 would cross the scenic backway. Use of nonspecular conductor and 
feathering the vegetative clearings along the right of way would be required to meet the High SIO for 
the area. 

Under Alternatives A and C, there would be unavoidable moderate impacts at Viewpoint 1 where 
Segments A-3 or C-3 would cross the valley to the east of U.S. 89 and eventually converge with the 
road and cross it. 

4.14. CULTURAL RESOURCES 

4.14.1. Indicators and Methods 
Construction activities have the potential for impacting cultural resource sites. Surveys prior to 
ground disturbing activities associated with the proposed project identify those areas that may be 
impacted by these activities.  

The pedestrian survey of the proposed project was conducted by Transcon Environmental prior to any 
ground disturbing activities and included all alternative rights-of-ways, substations, pulling areas, and 
lay-down areas. Those previously recorded sites found though the file searches were relocated within 
the APE. No access roads were surveyed as none have been yet identified which would require new 
construction. No Historic Properties are eligible due to their integrity of setting have been identified 
within the APE; thus changes to the landscape scene (visual impacts) will not be an impact indicator. 
Indirect visual impacts to Historic Properties outside of the APE were also considered. Several 
potential sites were identified but were found to be too far from the project alignments to be further 
considered.  

The Hopi Tribe of Arizona considers ancestral prehistoric archaeological sites to be Traditional 
Cultural Properties (TCPs) and requested consultation to determine whether this proposed action 
would adversely affect these significant areas.  Matt Zweifel of the KFO contacted the Hopi Tribe and 
indicated that a determination of No Adverse Effect had been concurred on by the Utah SHPO and 
the Federal Agencies. The Tribe concurred and no further action is required.  

4.14.1.1.  Summary 
This project is consistent with all plans, policies and directives that were outlined in Section 1.5. An 
appropriate level of research for previously recorded sites and survey for newly identified sites was 
undertaken in this process. Efforts for the identification of resources are primary in all agency 
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directives, followed by attempts to avoid, wherever possible, impacts to identified resources.  Under 
all Alternatives construction activities were rerouted or redirected to avoid all sites. A Determination 
of No Adverse Effect was concurred upon by the Utah SHPO. There will be no effects to Historic 
Properties as outlined in this proposed project report.   

4.14.2. Mitigation 
Consultation with the Utah SHPO has determined that there will be no adverse effect to any Historic 
Properties along the proposed APE. Pole locations can be moved to avoid those areas of the sites. An 
archaeological monitor will be present during construction activities near the Historic Properties 
ensure avoidance. All Historic Properties will be flagged for avoidance, prior to construction, to 
ensure that the sites are avoided by all construction activities. 

4.14.3. Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
During any construction project the potential for the location of previously unrecorded subsurface 
cultural resources is possible.  The initial pedestrian surveys were conducted to identify the majority 
of potential cultural resources within the APE as seen from surface indicators.  Pole locations can be 
moved and an in-the-field monitor will be on-site near the identified Historic Properties during the 
construction activities. In the remote possibility that an undiscovered buried resource is found during 
construction the crew will be notified that work must cease in that location until a qualified 
archaeologist can access the resource and the necessary Federal Agency is notified.   

4.15. SOCIOECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

4.15.1. Indicators and Methods 
The following indicators will be evaluated for the Action Alternatives and compared with the No 
Action Alternative as the means of determining the nature and extent of potential impacts from the 
project. 

• Estimated temporary and permanent increases in local employment (jobs) and wages ($) 
associated with construction and operation of the transmission line, including direct, indirect, 
and induced effects. 

• Estimated influx of skilled labor workers from outside the area and associated impacts to the 
local economy and local services. 

• Projected short-term and long-term impacts on housing, including property values and 
reduced availability of tourist accommodations that are occupied by construction workers. 

• Estimated impacts on local infrastructure and community services, including education. 

• Changes in demographics. 

• Projected increases in collection of property taxes and sales and use tax, during both 
construction and operations phases. 

• Effect on rate structure to determine impact on rate payers as they relate to project 
construction and operation costs over the lifetime of the project (planned to be 30 years). 

• Estimated number of additional households, commercial enterprises, and geographic service 
area that could be accommodated due to increased capacity or improved reliability of service. 

• Estimated effect on county property valuations (both increases and decreases). 
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Table 4.15-1 lists the terms used to describe the magnitude and duration of effects on socioeconomic 
resources. 

Table 4.15-1. Description of Socioeconomics Impacts Levels 

ATTRIBUTE OF EFFECT DESCRIPTION RELATIVE TO SOCIOECONOMIC RESOURCES 

Magnitude 

Negligible  No measurable change from current conditions 
Minor  A small but measurable change from current conditions 
Moderate A moderate, measurable change in current conditions 
Major An easily measurable, obvious change from current conditions 

Duration 
Short-term Five years or less 
Long-term More than five years 

 

For each Action Alternative and the No Action Alternative, this section will estimate the social and 
economic effects of the project within the Study Area during both construction and operation phases. 
Effects of resource impact indicators for Action Alternatives will be compared with those of the No 
Action Alternative to determine percentage of change or impact. 

The U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis Regional Input-Output Modeling 
System (RIMS II) was used to determine economic impacts to the area of analysis (Garfield County). 
The model is based on “interindustry relationships within regions” (BEA 1997) and uses multipliers 
determined through recent economic activity to estimate indirect and induced effects of any given 
project on the modeled area beyond the direct expenditures. “Indirect effects,” as the term is used in 
economics, includes additional employment and wages resulting from spending by the construction 
companies, while “induced effects” are increased employment and wages resulting from the 
economic growth associated with increased spending by workers in the area.  

Garkane has said that no new employees would be required for operations after the construction is 
complete, for either operations or removal of lines that would be replaced; consequently, these phases 
could not be modeled in RIMS II and are analyzed qualitatively. For the construction phase of the 
project, RIMS II was used to estimate direct, indirect, and induced economic impacts quantitatively. 
These impacts may include new short-term or long-term employment, wages, and overall economic 
growth (or decline). In every case, results are compared with the baseline data provided in Section 
3.15 as a means of determining whether the impacts would be major, moderate, minor, or negligible.  

4.15.2. Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative 
4.15.2.1. Impacts Common to All Action Alternatives 

Construction 
The proponent estimates that the least number of employees would be used during clearing of the 
right-of-way, which should take approximately 10 workers. The maximum number of workers would 
be determined by the construction contractor, the timing of the permitting process, and permit 
conditions; the proponent estimates the maximum number of construction workers at one time would 
be 20, plus 4 additional for helicopter access tasks. Right-of-way clearing is estimated to take 
approximately 3 months; line construction would take 12 months; and substation construction would 
take 24 months, primarily because of the lead time for manufacture of some of the substation 
equipment. Garkane estimates that 90 percent of the construction crew would be from outside the 
local area. One hundred percent of the replaced line removal and substation construction crew would 
be local (Personal Communication, B. Shakespear, Garkane Energy, July 21, 2008). 
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The RIMS II model estimated that a total of 46 jobs would be generated across all sectors ( 
construction, retail, lodging, real estate, etc.) in Garfield County; it is important to note the temporary 
nature of this employment, as it relates to a short-term project (i.e., the term of construction). 

Using the economic indicators, as described in (Section 4.15.1) above, the following level of impact 
to Garfield County may be expected under all alternatives: 

• Up to 46 new temporary jobs would be created with approximately half (23) of those filled by 
residents. This is a 1.8 percent increase over net jobs in 2006. 

• Approximately 22 workers would be from outside the local area and would live in the area 
for the duration of construction (1 year); this would represent an increase in the population, of 
0.45 percent (2007 data) (Table 3.15-2). With a county-wide average household size of 2.92, 
it is expected that the increase in population would be approximately 1.35 percent. This is 
only slightly higher than the average annual growth rate for Garfield County, which is 
predicted to be 1.3 percent for the period 2000 to 2060 (Table 3.15-2) and was estimated at 
2.1 percent between 2006 and 2007 (Table 3.15-2). 

• If each of 22 workers from outside the local area rented a house or other housing unit (e.g., 
mobile home, RV) in the county, it would have a minimal impact on local housing. As shown 
in Table 3.15-6, as of the 2000 Census, there were 2,767 housing units in Garfield County of 
which 1,191 were considered vacant (43 percent). Deducting the 965 housing units that were 
classed as “Seasonal, Recreational, or Occasional Use” leaves 226 vacant housing units, or 
8.2 percent of vacant housing.  

• More typically, construction workers from outside an area would bring their own recreational 
vehicles (RVs) to use during a project, or they would stay in short-term housing such as 
hotels or motels. Due to the presence of several national parks and recreation areas, Garfield 
County has a relatively large number of accommodations compared to its population. The 
American Automobile Association (AAA) 2008 Southwestern Campbook shows the 
following number of RV hook-ups: Ruby’s Inn, 226; BRCA, 223; Panguitch, 260; Torrey 
(Capitol Reef), 160; Escalante, 82; Tropic, 12; and Cannonville, 87. Use of these sites for an 
extended period would make them unavailable to tourists, but it would also use the sites 
during the off-season when they would likely go unused otherwise. Given that there are at 
least 1,050 RV hookups, if all 22 non-local workers used RV hook-ups, it would represent 2.1 
percent of the total available. This is without considering hotels, motels, and other 
accommodations. 

• Local property values are unlikely to be impacted by either upgrading the existing line or 
building a new transmission line, since very little of the line crosses private land. Property 
values may stagnate or decline if future development is limited by restriction on new power 
hook-ups. 

• Impacts on local infrastructure and community services would likely be negligible to minor, 
given the small size of the workforce and dispersed nature of the work (i.e., work would 
occur at several locations along the project right-of-way simultaneously). School enrollment 
has declined from 1,167 in 1995 to 933 in 2007 (Table 3.15-7), suggesting that the school 
system has the capacity to accommodate additional students.  

• Given the small number of construction workers and their temporary tenure, it is unlikely that 
they would change the demographics of the county. 

• The proponent estimates that Garkane would purchase approximately $7 million worth of 
materials on which sales or use tax would be paid. A percentage of this tax would go to 
county and local governments. 
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Overall, the net adverse effect of the construction phase of the project on county services and 
economics under any of the Action Alternatives would be negligible to minor and the net benefit of 
this phase, based on increased money in the economy and increased tax collections, would be minor 
to moderate. 

Operations and Maintenance 
Labor projections of the Garkane Project do not anticipate hiring any additional staff for operations 
after construction is complete and the new line and substations are in operation (Personal 
Communication, Shakespear 2008). 

The project would be financed over 30 years at the prevailing interest rate at the time of funding. This 
amount would be paid by ratepayers through a rate increase. Garkane is in the process of completing 
a rate increase application that would raise company revenues by 7.88 percent, which would increase 
an average residential bill (750 kwh) by $3.37 per month to cover anticipated costs of rising interest 
rates, materials, and fuel (Personal Communication, Shakespear 2008). 

Using its existing transmission facilities, Garkane can safely transmit 8 MVA and serve 
approximately 3,500 meters/customers of various size and demand. The proposed line could safely 
transmit 30 MVA and serve an additional 9,500 meters/customers with a similar energy use profile 
(13,000 customers total). 

The State would assess the value of the new line for property tax purposes and may or may not 
increase the valuation for tax purposes (Personal Communication, Bob Davis, Garfield County 
Assessor’s Office, August 5, 2008). 

Overall, any of the Action Alternatives would have a minor adverse impact to Garkane customers by 
increasing the cost of their service. At the same time, the project would have a minor to moderate 
beneficial effect by increasing reliability of service to current customers and facilitating economic 
growth through infrastructure that would allow an increased number of electrical connections, which 
in turn would allow for development and economic expansion. Increased development may lead to 
increased property values and commensurate increases in property taxes. 

Removal of 69kV Transmission Line 
After the new facilities are put into operation, Garkane would use existing employees to remove the 
transmission line and other facilities that are replaced by the project. Thus, while the budget for line 
removal is $1.01 million, none of that money can be considered new spending for wages or salary. 
Line removal is expected to take 2 to 3 years as crews are available, using two journeymen linemen 
and four apprentice linemen (Table 4.15-1), with a labor cost of $85,440 (Personal Communication, 
Shakespear 2008). One hundred percent of the replaced line removal crew would be hired locally (see 
Table 4.15-2).  

4.15.2.2. Alternative A: Proposed Action 

Construction 
Alternative A would require approximately 31 miles of new line, 2.51 miles of construction in limited 
access areas using helicopters (25 structures), and two new/expanded substations. Estimated costs 
include $1.90 million for clearing of the right-of-way, $14.95 million for line construction, $1.01 
million for removal of replaced line, and $4.00 million for substations for a total estimated project 
cost of $22 million (Personal Communication, Shakespear 2008). 

Table 4.15-2 shows the estimated labor costs for Alternative A by task and workers’ wage classes. 
These estimates would vary depending on the contractor. Several assumptions have been made in 
developing these estimates. First, it is assumed that the 2.51 miles of limited access (helicopter) 
construction would take the helicopter crew of four approximately 1 month, assuming all holes for the 
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supporting structures would be hand-dug by regular construction crews before the helicopter is 
employed (optimization of helicopter use). The cost of the helicopter and its crew ($2,000/hour) has 
not been counted under labor costs, since labor costs are not separated in the overall rental cost. 
Second, the average work week for construction workers is estimated to be 50-60 hours/week; in the 
table, it is assumed the average week would be 55 hours and that workers would earn time-and-a-half 
for hours over 40 per week. Third, based on the relative cost of labor to total cost in the other tasks, it 
is assumed that the cost of labor for clearing the right-of-way is one-eighth the overall cost estimate 
of $1.9 million for right-of-way clearing. Finally, while the substations are estimated to require 24 
months to complete, the table assumes that, for half that time, no construction would occur because 
crews would be waiting for delivery of specialized equipment.  

Table 4.15-2. Estimated Labor Costs, Proposed Action 

# OF WORKERS $/HOUR 
HOURS
/WEEK $/WEEK (CREW) # OF WEEKS TOTAL 

Clearing Right-of-Way 
10 Assume Labor Costs 1/8 Total Cost of $1.9 Million $237,000 

Construction, Regular Crew 
5 Journeymen $35 55 $10,937.50 52 $568,750 
8 Apprentices $27 55 $13,500.00 52 $702,000 

5 Equipment Operators $25 55 $7,812.00 52 $406,250 
2 Project Foremen/Managers $40 55 $5,000 52 $260,000 

Construction, Helicopter Crew 
1 Journeyman $35 55 $2,187.50 4.5 $9,844 
3 Apprentices $27 55 $5,062.50 4.5 $22,781 

 Transmission Line Construction Total $1,969,625 
Removal of Replaced Line 

2 Journeymen $35 40 $2,800 12 $33,600 
4 Apprentices $27 40 $4,320 12 $51,840 

  Line Removal Total $85,440 
Substation Construction 

2 Journeymen (Linemen) $35 40 $2,800 52 $145,600 
2 Apprentices (Linemen) $27 40 $2,160 52 $112,320 

2 Journeymen (Substation) $35 40 $2,800 52 $145,600 
2 Apprentices (Substation) $27 40 $2,160 52 $112,320 

  Substation Total $515,840 
  Total Labor, Project $2,808,405 
  Total Labor, Local $1,035,743 
  Total Labor, Non-Local $1,772,662 

Source: Personal Communication, Shakespear 2008. 

The RIMS II model was run for Alternative A to estimate its impacts to the Garfield County 
economy. Using the total project cost of $22 million, the model estimated total economic activity 
generated by Alternative A across all industries would be $29,352,400, including the $22 million 
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from the project, indicating that approximately $7,352,400 additional dollars of economic activity 
would be generated in Garfield County. Based on initial earnings of $2,808,405 paid to construction 
workers for all phases of the project (Table 4.15-2), the RIMS II model projected overall earnings 
generated by the project in Garfield County at $3,470,346.  

Operations and Maintenance 
The company estimates additional annual maintenance costs of $40,000 (Personal Communication, 
Shakespear 2008). 

Removal of 69kV Transmission Line 
Alternative A would require approximately $1.01 million for removal of the replaced 69 kV 
transmission line.  

4.15.2.3. Alternative B: Parallel Existing 69kV Route 

Construction 
Alternative B would require approximately 26 miles of new line, 6.07 miles of construction in limited 
access areas using helicopters (61 structures), and 4 new/expanded substations. Estimated costs 
include $1.6 million for clearing of the right-of-way; $24.5 million for line construction; $1.87 
million for removal of replaced line; and $8.00 million for substations for a total estimated project 
cost of $36 million (Personal Communication, Shakespear 2008).  

Table 4.15-3 shows the estimated labor costs for Alternative B by task and workers’ wage classes. 
Further analysis of the construction of Alternative B is similar to Alternative A with the exception of 
the following: 

• Line construction would take 18 months. 

• It is estimated that Alternative B would contain 6.07 miles of limited access (helicopter) 
construction line. 

• The helicopter construction crew would require approximately 10.9 weeks to finish the 
helicopter construction line. 

• The projected cost of labor for clearing the Alternative B right-of-way is one-eighth the 
overall cost estimate of $1.6 million for right-of-way clearing.  

• Finally, the two substations were expected to require only half the overall completion time 
(12 months) for Alternative A; for the four substations in this alternative, it is assumed that 
construction crews would be working the entire 24 months.  

Table 4.15-3. Estimated Labor Costs, Alternative B 

# OF WORKERS $/HOUR HOURS/WEEK 
$/WEEK 
(CREW) 

# OF 
WEEKS TOTAL 

Clearing Right-of-Way 
10 Assume Labor Costs 1/8 Total Cost of $1.6 Million $200,000 
Construction, Regular Crew 
5 Journeymen $35 55 $10,937.50 52 $568,750 
8 Apprentices $27 55 $13,500.00 52 $702,000 
5 Equipment Operators $25 55 $7,812.00 52 $406,250 
2 Project 
Foremen/Managers 

$40 55 $5,000 52 $260,000 
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# OF WORKERS $/HOUR HOURS/WEEK 
$/WEEK 
(CREW) 

# OF 
WEEKS TOTAL 

Construction, Helicopter Crew 
1 Journeyman $35 55 $2,187.50 10.9 $23,844 
3 Apprentices $27 55 $5,062.50 10.9 $55,181 
  Transmission Line Construction Total $2,016,025 
Removal of Replaced Line 
2 Journeymen $35 40 $2,800 12 $33,600 
4 Apprentices $27 40 $4,320 12 $51,840 
  Line Removal Total $85,440 
Substation Construction 
2 Journeymen (Linemen) $35 40 $2,800 104 $291,200 
2 Apprentices (Linemen) $27 40 $2,160 104 $224,640 
2 Journeymen (Substation) $35 40 $2,800 104 $291,200 
2 Apprentices (Substation) $27 40 $2,160 104 $224,640 
  Substation Total $1,031,680 
  Total Labor, Project $3,333,145 
  Total Labor, Local $1,518,723 
  Total Labor, Non-Local $1,814,422 

Source: Personal Communication, Shakespear 2008. 

The RIMS II model was run for Alternative B to estimate its impacts to the Garfield County 
economy. The results of the analysis of Alternative B are similar to Alternative A with the exception 
of the following: 

Using the total project cost of $36 million, the model estimated total economic activity 
generated by Alternative B across all industries would be $48,031,200, including the $36 
million from the project, indicating that approximately $12,031,200 additional dollars of 
economic activity would be generated in Garfield County. Based on initial earnings of 
$3,333,145 paid to construction workers for all phases of the project (Table 4.15-2), the 
RIMS II model projected overall earnings generated by the project in Garfield County at 
$4,118,767.  

Operations and Maintenance 
Alternative B operational costs associated with socioeconomic impacts are similar to Alternatives A 
and C, with the exception of the following: 

The company estimates additional annual maintenance costs of $33,000. Projected total 
project costs would be ($36 million) and would be financed by similar means as Alternative 
A and C. Because of the higher costs associated with this alternative, Garkane would need to 
seek additional funding beyond its current loan plan, which would require an additional rate 
increase. (Personal Communication, Shakespear 2008) 

Removal of 69kV Transmission Line 
Alternative B would require approximately $1.87 million for removal of the replaced 69 kV 
transmission line. 
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4.15.2.4. Alternative C: Cedar Fork Southern Route  

Construction 
Alternative C would require approximately 30 miles of new line, 1.98 miles of construction in limited 
access areas using helicopters (22 structures), and two new/expanded substations. Estimated costs 
include $1.80 million for clearing of the right-of-way; $13.10 million for line construction; $1.01 
million for removal of replaced line; and $4.00 million for substations for a total estimated project 
cost of $20 million (Personal Communication, Shakespear 2008). 

Table 4.15-4 shows the estimated labor costs for Alternative C by task and workers’ wage classes. 
Further analysis of the construction of Alternative C is similar to that for Alternative A and 
Alternative B, with the exception of the following: 

• Line construction would take 12 months.  

• It is estimated that Alternative C would contain 1.98 miles of limited access (helicopter) 
construction line. 

• The helicopter construction crew would require approximately 3.6 weeks to finish the 
helicopter construction line. 

• The projected cost of labor for clearing the Alternative C right-of-way is one-eighth the 
overall cost estimate of $1.8 million for right-of-way clearing.  

• Finally, while the substations are estimated to require 24 months to complete, the table 
assumes that, for half that time, no construction would occur because crews would be waiting 
for delivery of specialized equipment. 

Table 4.15-4. Estimated Labor Costs, Cedar Fork Southern Route Alternative 

# OF WORKERS $/HOUR HOURS/WEEK $/WEEK (CREW) # OF WEEKS TOTAL 
Clearing Right-of-Way 
10 Assume Labor Costs 1/8 Total Cost of $1.8 Million $225,000 
Construction, Regular Crew 
5 Journeymen $35 55 $10,937.50 52 $568,750 
8 Apprentices $27 55 $13,500.00 52 $702,000 
5 Equipment Operators $25 55 $7,812.00 52 $406,250 
2 Project 
Foremen/Managers 

$40 55 $5,000 52 $260,000 

Construction, Helicopter Crew 
1 Journeyman $35 55 $2,187.50 3.6 $7,875 
3 Apprentices $27 55 $5,062.50 3.6 $18,225 
  Transmission Line Construction Total $1,963,100
Removal of Replaced Line 
2 Journeymen $35 40 $2,800 12 $33,600 
4 Apprentices $27 40 $4,320 12 $51,840 
  Line Removal Total $85,440 
Substation Construction 
2 Journeymen $35 40 $2,800 52 $145,000 
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# OF WORKERS $/HOUR HOURS/WEEK $/WEEK (CREW) # OF WEEKS TOTAL 
(Linemen) 
2 Apprentices (Linemen) $27 40 $2,160 52 $112,320 
2 Journeymen 
(Substation) 

$35 40 $2,800 52 $145,000 

2 Apprentices 
(Substation) 

$27 40 $2,160 52 $112,320 

  Substation Total $515,840 
  Total Labor, Project $2,789,380
  Total Labor, Local $1,022,590
  Total Labor, Non-Local $1,766,790

Source: Personal Communication, Shakespear 2008. 

The RIMS II model was run for Alternative C to estimate its impacts to the Garfield County 
economy. The results of the analysis of Alternative C are similar to those for Alternative A and 
Alternative B, with the exception of the following: 

Using the total project cost of $20 million, the model estimate total economic activity 
generated by construction of Alternative C across all industries would be $26,684,000, 
including the $20 million from the project, indicating that approximately $6,684,000 
additional dollars of economic activity would be generated in Garfield County. Based on 
initial earnings of $2,789,380 paid to construction workers for all phases of the project 
(Table 4.15-3), the RIMS II model projected overall earnings generated by the project in 
Garfield County at $3,444,837.  

Operations and Maintenance 
Alternative C operational costs associated with socioeconomic impacts are similar to Alternatives A, 
and B with the exception of the following: 

The company estimates additional annual maintenance costs of $38,000. Projected total 
project costs would be $20 million, and would be financed by similar means as Alternative A 
and B. Because of the higher costs associated with this alternative, Garkane would need to 
seek additional funding beyond its current loan plan, which would require an additional rate 
increase. (Personal Communication, Shakespear 2008) 

Removal of 69kV Transmission Line 
Requirements for removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line would be the same as those 
described under Alternative A. 

4.15.2.5. Alternative D: No Action 
The No Action Alternative does not meet the purpose and need of Alternative A. Under the No 
Action Alternative, the existing transmission line would be overhauled including possible 
replacement of conductor wire on the majority of the poles. Total cost for the overhaul is estimated to 
be between 1.4 and 2.1 million dollars.  

Generators are currently used to temporarily increase capacity during peak loads (typically during 
higher demand times in the summer and winter). Increasing demand and limited capacity would cause 
safety equipment to shut down portions of the system more frequently, resulting in increased black 
outs and brown outs. If the project were not constructed, the continued operation of the existing 69 
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kV transmission line would mean that system reliability would continue to decrease even with major 
maintenance to the system. This would require increased use of additional diesel generators.  

Even with major maintenance to the existing 69 kV transmission line, the availability of new power 
hook-ups to the Project Area would continue to be limited by existing transmission capacity. Without 
the ability to increase capacity, Garkane may need to impose a moratorium on new services in Hatch, 
south to Cedar Mountain, and to outlying areas of Panguitch, which would hamper future 
socioeconomic development of the area.  

Increased demand over time would likely cause low voltage conditions below industry standards. 
This could cause damage to residential and commercial appliances and equipment and would be an 
adverse socioeconomic impact to Garkane customers. 

4.15.2.6. Summary 
From the standpoint of socioeconomics, among the three Action Alternatives, there would be 
negligible difference between Alternatives A and C. Alternative B would add approximately 64 
percent more economic activity to the Garfield County economy due to the construction costs and 
time for an additional substation; the increase would be distributed over a longer time period rather 
than at a higher rate; at the same time, Alternative B would increase rates customers pay for the 
higher costs. Overall, the project would have a beneficial effect on the Garfield County economy, 
regardless of the Action Alternative chosen. 

4.15.2.7. Environmental Justice 
No minority populations were identified as residing in or near the Project Area, nor is there a 
meaningfully greater percentage of individuals or families living at or below the poverty level than 
the general population of the region (southwestern Utah).  

As for analysis of direct and indirect effects of the Action Alternatives, CEQ and EPA guidelines for 
environmental justice compliance were applied with the following results: 

• Geographically, no concentrated minority population would be directly impacted, since none 
were identified. 

• Economically, overall impacts would be beneficial, not adverse. 

• The population of poor in Garfield County is not concentrated in any geographically 
identifiable area and would not experience any disproportionate adverse effects from the 
project during construction or operations. 

In general, the area is rural. The analysis of environmental justice is affected by the incremental 
effects of employment, income, governmental revenue, and other social and economic characteristics 
that may change over time. No disproportionately high and adverse impacts to an environmental 
justice population were identified under past, present, or the reasonably foreseeable future 
developments for the Proposed Action or Action Alternatives. Therefore, the overall projected effects 
of this project to identified minority and low income populations are beneficial impacts resulting from 
increased economic opportunity.  

4.15.3. Mitigation 
No mitigation measures beyond the construction techniques, BMPs, and other Resource Protection 
Measures discussed in Section 2.3.6 have been identified.  
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4.15.4. Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
Overall, the net adverse effect of the construction phase of the project on county services and 
economics would present negligible to minor unavoidable adverse impacts and the net benefit of this 
phase, based on increased money in the economy and increased tax collections, would be minor to 
moderate. Overall, Alternative A would have a minor adverse impact to Garkane customers by 
increasing the cost of their service. 

4.16. TRANSPORTATION 

4.16.1. Indicators and Methods 
The following indicators would demonstrate the impact of the proposed project on transportation 
within the area of analysis: 

• Estimated current level of use of affected roadways (vehicles per day). 

• Potential level of service (LOS) changes at critical intersections and along critical travel 
routes. 

• Estimated number of miles of new access road to be constructed. 

• Miles of local and USFS road repair/rehabilitation/reconstruction (long- and short-term). 

Table 4.16-1 describes the range of aspects of quality, magnitude, and duration of any impacts 
resulting from the proposed project. 

Table 4.16-1. Description of Transportation Impacts Levels 

ATTRIBUTE OF EFFECT DESCRIPTION RELATIVE TO TRANSPORTATION RESOURCES 

Quality 
Beneficial An improvement of current conditions. 
Adverse A degradation of current conditions. 

Magnitude 

Negligible  No measurable change in current conditions. 
Minor  A small, but measurable change in current conditions. 
Moderate A moderate, measurable change in current conditions. 
Major A big, easily measurable change in current conditions. 

Duration 
Short-term 10 years or less. 
Long-term More than 10 years. 

 

Analysis was performed by comparing existing traffic levels, including truck traffic, with projected 
amounts of construction-related traffic and consistency of proposed effects with management policies 
for the various transportation routes. Numbers and locations of crossings of various roads were 
considered in evaluating effects. Linear distances of roads impacted were estimated from GIS maps. 

4.16.2. Direct and Indirect Effects by Alternative 
4.16.2.1. Impacts Common to All Action Alternatives 

Construction 
As indicated in Table 3.16-1, traffic volume is measured on an annual basis as represented by the 
Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT); however, actual traffic volume has major seasonal 
fluctuations, resulting in high traffic volumes in the summer and relatively light traffic volumes in the 
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winter. Therefore, the relative impacts of Alternative A on traffic and transportation would vary by 
what season the work would be conducted in. In the winter, construction traffic would have an overall 
greater change on traffic volumes as winter traffic volumes are generally light. In the summer, the 
overall change in volume would be less, but because the volume is tourist related, motorists may be 
more sensitive to the increases, particularly increases in heavy truck traffic. Impacts to recreational 
experiences are addressed in Section 4.12, Recreation. 

Under all three Action Alternatives, the centerline two-track route would remain upon completion of 
construction and would be used by Garkane for operations and maintenance of the new 138 kV 
transmission line. Any culverts or low water crossings constructed would be maintained by the 
proponent in order that the route could continue to be used for maintenance and operations use only. 
There would be no new public access. All fence crossings would be replaced by locked gate thus 
restricting cross country travel by unauthorized users. The length of the route would vary by 
alternative, ranging from 26.88 miles under Alternative A, to 22.75 under Alternative B, to 27.80 
miles under Alternative C. While the route would facilitate the proponent’s management and repair of 
the transmission line within the right-of-way, there would be no benefit realized for overall 
transportation resources as there would be no public access. There would be no adverse impact to 
transportation resources from the route as the land management agencies would have no maintenance 
responsibilities for the route. 

Under all three alternatives the existing two-track centerline access routes in conjunction with the 
existing 69 kV transmission line would be rehabilitated and the area restored to natural conditions. 
However, this route provides access to the existing line only and is not open for public use. Therefore 
removal of this route would have no impact on transportation resources. 

Operations and Maintenance 
Maintenance and operation of the proposed 138 kV line under all Action Alternatives would be 
similar to the maintenance and operation of the existing 69 kV line and would be accomplished by 
existing crews. No new impacts to transportation resources would result from any of the Action 
Alternatives. 

4.16.2.2. Alternative A: Proposed Action 

Construction 
Calculations of estimated round trips of both passenger vehicle and heavy truck traffic associated 
with construction are included in Appendix A to the Transportation Specialist Report in the project 
record. The estimated increase in traffic would be assumed to affect U.S. 89, Utah highways, and 
Project Area roads equally. 

U.S. 89. Alternative A is estimated to generate approximately 6,800 construction-related round trips 
within the Project Area, during a construction period of approximately 18 months. This level of use 
equates to 13,600 single vehicle counts contributing to AADT, approximately 38 additional trips per 
day (thus increasing AADT). This would represent an increase in AADT of approximately 1.7 
percent. 

Alternative A is estimated to generate approximately 292 construction-related round trips of truck 
traffic within the Project Area. This would equate to approximately 1.6 trips per day over the course 
of an estimated construction period of 18 months. Table 3.16-1 indicates that 28 percent of the 
AADT of 2,185 was truck traffic, equating to 612 trips. Additional construction-related truck traffic 
would represent an increase in truck traffic of approximately 0.3 percent. However, because 
proportionally the increase in passenger vehicle traffic is much greater than that of truck traffic, the 
overall proportion of truck traffic would remain approximately 28 percent. 
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Aside from construction-related traffic increases, Alternative A would directly affect U.S. 89 in two 
ways: (1) By construction vehicles turning onto and off U.S. 89, and (2) by construction of lines 
crossing U.S. 89. Construction vehicles would be turning onto and off U.S. 89 at the Hatch Substation 
site, at the intersection of the access road to the existing Hatch Mountain Substation, and at least three 
other points to access the proposed right-of-way. Based on traffic estimates prepared for the project, 
the vast majority of additional traffic volume would be from passenger vehicles. Entrance and exit of 
heavy trucks onto/off U.S. 89 would be infrequent, averaging less than two per day. If intersections of 
side roads with U.S. 89 are well developed, no mitigation measures would be required to manage 
construction-related traffic. In areas of short sight distances or where intersections aren’t fully 
developed, standard construction procedures such as cautionary signage could be implemented to 
warn vehicles on U.S. 89 of merging construction traffic. 

Under Alternative A, the new 138 kV line would be constructed across U.S. 89 approximately 2 miles 
north of the Hatch Substation. During preparation of the right-of-way and construction of the 
proposed line, traffic on U.S. 89 could be impacted in both directions. Construction work 
immediately adjacent to the roadway may result in single-lane traffic if the work would encroach 
upon the roadway. During the actual stringing of the line across the roadway, traffic would be stopped 
in both directions for approximately 30 minutes. The Utah Department of Transportation would 
require an encroachment permit for the line crossing the highway. The permit would specify project 
requirements and mitigation required (Personal Communication with Steve Kunzler, August 21, 
2008). Standard construction practices such as marking work areas with cautionary signs, and using 
flaggers to control traffic would be implemented. Any damage to state highways would be repaired 
upon project completion. 

While the estimated amount of construction traffic is measurable in terms of effects to AADT, the 
anticipated effect on transportation on U.S. 89 under Alternative A is so small as to not be 
quantifiable and would be considered negligible. Direct construction impacts to transportation on U.S. 
89 would be short-term and negligible. 

Utah Highways (Secondary Roads). AADT on SR 12 would be anticipated to increase by 38 trips due 
to construction-related traffic over an estimated construction period of 18 months. For the segment of 
SR 12 between the junction with U.S. 89 and SR 63, this would represent a 1.5 percent increase in 
AADT. For the segment of SR 12 between the junction with SR 63 and Tropic, this would represent 
an increase in AADT of 2.0 percent. 

An addition of 292 construction-related truck traffic round trips would result in an increase of 584 
trips over an estimated construction period of 18 months. Table 3.16-1 indicates that 11 percent of 
the traffic between the junction with U.S. 89 and SR 63 would be truck traffic. The addition of 
approximately 1.6 truck trips per day would represent an increase in truck traffic of 0.6 percent; 
however, the overall percentage of truck traffic of AADT would remain approximately 11 percent. 

From the junction of SR 12 and SR 63 and the town of Tropic, an addition of an average of 38 trips 
per day over an 18-month construction period would represent a 2.0 percent increase in AADT. The 
addition of an average of 1.6 trips of truck traffic would increase truck traffic by 0.7 percent; 
however, the overall percentage of truck traffic of AADT would remain approximately 13 percent. 

Numerous forest roads along SR 12 could provide access to the right-of-way for Alternative A. The 
effect of construction traffic ingress and egress off SR 12 would be the same as that described for 
U.S. 89. 

The proposed 138 kV line would cross SR 12 approximately 5 miles west of the junction of SR 12 
with SR 22 and SR 63. Impacts to transportation on SR 12 would be similar to those described for 
U.S. 89. As an additional measure to standard construction practices and mitigation measures 
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specified above, work in this area would be scheduled to minimize impacts to summer tourist traffic 
accessing BRCA (prior to Memorial Day or after Labor Day) as resource constraints allow. 

Increases in AADT and truck traffic levels on Utah highways associated with project construction 
under Alternative A would be negligible. With standard construction practices and mitigation, 
construction impacts to Utah highways would be short-term, minor, and adverse given potential for 
ingress and egress issues and traffic stoppages. 

County Roads. Under Alternative A, CR 7960 would be used to access the proposed East Valley 
Substation site and the Rocky Mountain Power/PacifiCorp transmission line. The proposed 138 kV 
transmission line would be constructed along and crossing CR 7960. Traffic volumes, including 
heavy truck traffic, would increase on CR 7960 during construction, and may result in deterioration of 
road surface conditions. Traffic slow-downs and/or stoppages may occur during construction of the 
transmission line crossings of the road. County ordinance as stipulated by the county engineer would 
require an encroachment permit for CR 7960 and, upon completion of construction, repair to a 
condition equal to or better than prior to construction by the utility. All traffic control on CR 7960 
would be required to be in compliance with the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices. Should 
the transmission line need to be relocated in the future, relocation would be at the utility’s expense 
(Personal Communication, Brian Bremner, Garfield County Road Department, August 11, 2008). CR 
7960 is minimally used; therefore, with implementation of standard construction practices and 
mitigation, short-term adverse impact to county roads would be negligible to minor. There would be 
no long-term impacts to county roads from construction. 

Other Roads. Numerous forest roads would be used throughout the Project Area to access the 
proposed right-of-way. Increased levels of traffic would be expected on these roads in conjunction 
with the proposed project; however, the level of use of individual roads would not be anticipated to 
reach the levels estimated for U.S. 89 or Utah highways. While fewer numbers of individuals would 
be anticipated to be affected by use of these roads, the effects to the users would be greater than the 
effects to users of U.S. 89 or SR 12. Travelers on primary and secondary roadways expect to 
encounter traffic including a certain amount of heavy truck traffic. Tourists during the main tourist 
season expect a certain amount of congestion on roadways. However, users of forest roads are 
expecting to access less-used areas and a more primitive experience that would be compromised to a 
certain extent by encountering construction traffic and heavy equipment in these areas. Impacts to 
recreational experiences are addressed in Section 4.12, Recreation. 

Standard construction practices would be implemented with regard to construction impacts to forest 
roads. All roads affected by the proposed project would be adequately signed, warning users of 
construction activities and traffic when construction is underway in the area. Some segments of these 
roads parallel the proposed right-of-way and may be closed during construction in the immediate 
area. Closed areas would be signed and adequate temporary barriers erected to assure that entry by 
unauthorized individuals would be prohibited, in order to protect inadvertent exposure of individuals 
to construction area hazards. Signs would include estimated length of closure. In order to maintain 
necessary access for pickup trucks and equipment, some maintenance and repair of these roads may 
be required over the course of the project. Forest roads would be maintained or returned to their 
preconstruction maintenance level or better. Potential beneficial impacts to road conditions could 
result from the project. 

Forest Road 30419 and the Rocky Mountain Power/PacifiCorp transmission line access would be 
widened to allow equipment into the Project Area. However, the transmission line access within 
GSENM which provides access for maintenance of an existing transmission line per the GSENM 
Management Plan (2000) is not open to public motorized travel. Therefore these road improvements 
would have no effect on transportation resources. Effects of improvements to Forest Road 30419 and 
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the Rocky Mountain Power/PacifiCorp transmission line access, as they are located between IRAs, 
are discussed in Section 4.11, Distinctive Land Areas. 

Helicopter Use. Two segments of the right-of-way under Alternative A would not allow access 
improvement activities or creation of a centerline road, possibly requiring use of a helicopter for 
delivery and removal of materials. The section of the right-of-way with limited access areas located 
between the Rocky Mountain Power/PacifiCorp transmission line access and Forest Road 30419 is 
approximately 0.82 mile long. The segment of the right-of-way from the western end of the East-
West Interconnect to Forest Road 30223 is approximately 0.71 mile long and would have limited 
access. Construction and operating standards specific to helicopter use on the project are included 
below. Under Alternative A, no construction activities would occur within BRCA; however, use of 
helicopters for construction in limited access areas could infringe on the park and therefore general 
construction and operating standards are specified in Section 2.3.2.3, and park-specific standards are 
included in Section 2.5.3.3. 

With implementation of both general and park-specific construction and operation standards, 
helicopter use in conjunction with construction under Alternative A would have a short-term 
negligible impact on transportation resources. 

Removal of 69 kV Transmission Line  
U.S. 89. Under Alternative A, the existing 69 kV line would be removed between the Bryce Canyon 
Substation and the Hatch Mountain Substation. The existing 69 kV line would be removed by 
existing Garkane crews in 2- to 3-month increments after the construction and electrification of the 
138KV line during the summer season. Because the work would be accomplished by existing crews 
already working in the area, this would not represent an increase in traffic. Therefore no impacts to 
AADT on U.S. 89 are anticipated from removal. 

Because the work to remove the existing 69 kV line would be accomplished during the summer 
season and the roads that would be impacted in conjunction with the project are popular routes to 
tourist destinations, additional mitigation may be required. Work that would directly impact primary 
or secondary transportation routes, such as removal of the existing line where it crosses roadways, 
would be scheduled to occur when traffic on the roadway would be at a minimum. Impacts to 
recreational experiences are addressed in Section 4.12, Recreation. 

The existing 69 kV line crosses U.S. 89 approximately 6.5 miles north of the Hatch Substation. 
During removal of the line, traffic on SR 12 could be impacted in both directions. Temporary traffic 
stoppages to allow for movement of equipment or removal of line, for example, may be required, as 
described above for construction. Standard construction practices, such as marking work areas with 
cautionary signs and use of flaggers to control traffic, would be implemented. Stoppages would be 
held to less than 30 minutes. With implementation of standard construction practices and mitigation, 
impacts to U.S. 89 from removal of the existing 69 kV line would be short-term, negligible to minor, 
and adverse. 

Utah Highways (Secondary Roads). Under Alternative A the existing 69 kV line would be removed 
west of the existing Bryce Substation. The only place the 69 kV line crosses SR 12 is north of Tropic, 
east of the substation; therefore there would be no impacts to transportation on Utah highways from 
line removal. Impacts to AADT on Utah Highways from removal of the 69 kV line would be the 
same as those described for U.S. 89.  

SR 63 terminates within BRCA; therefore the vast majority of traffic on this road would be expected 
to be tourist traffic. The AADT for this road in Table 3.16-1 is noticeably higher than those for the 
surrounding Utah highways. One factor to consider is that because the road terminates within the park 
all traffic must leave the road the way it came in, via SR 12. The figure of AADT increased by 38 
trips resulting from construction-related traffic would not be an appropriate estimate for SR 63 as 
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heavy equipment would only be allowed one time access to one area of the right-of-way within the 
Park, and the only other traffic on this segment of road would be to deliver workers to the right-of-
way. While some increase from construction-related traffic cannot be estimated or quantified, that 
increase would be anticipated to be less than estimated for other Utah highways. No other 
construction-related impacts to SR 63 would be anticipated. 

County Roads. Under Alternative A, removal of the existing 69 kV line would not impact CR 7960 as 
the CR is east of the existing Bryce Canyon Substation. 

Other Roads. Several forest roads would be used to access the existing 69 kV line right-of-way in 
order to remove the line west of Bryce Substation. Impacts to other roads from line removal would be 
the same as those discussed under Construction, except Forest Road 30419 and the Rocky Mountain 
Power/PacifiCorp transmission line access would not be used for removal work. 

Helicopter Use. The existing 69 kV line right-of-way roughly between Forest Roads 30113 and 
30644, a total of approximately 3.55 miles, is designated a limited access area and may require use of 
a helicopter for removal of materials from the right-of-way. Construction and operation standards for, 
and impacts to, transportation resources from helicopter use under “Construction” would also apply 
for helicopter use for removal. 

4.16.2.3. Alternative B: Parallel Existing 69 kV Route 

Construction 
U.S. 89. Alternative B is estimated to generate approximately 8,700 construction-related round trips 
within the Project Area. Over an estimated construction period of 18 months, this would equate to 
17,400 single vehicle counts contributing to AADT, approximately 48 additional trips per day (thus 
increasing AADT). This would represent an increase in AADT of 2.2 percent. This alternative has the 
highest estimated number of construction round trips and thus the greatest impact on AADT of the 
three Action Alternatives, primarily due to the need for construction of the new Bryce Substation, 
which would not be required under either of the other Action Alternatives.  

The alternative is estimated to generate approximately 271 construction-related round trips of truck 
traffic within the Project Area. This would equate to approximately 1.5 trips per day over the course 
of an estimated construction period of 18 months. Table 3.16-1 indicates that 28 percent of the 
AADT of 2,185 was truck traffic, equating to 612 trips. Additional construction-related truck traffic 
would represent an increase in truck traffic of approximately 0.25 percent. However, because 
proportionally the increase in passenger vehicle traffic is much greater than that of truck traffic, the 
overall proportion of truck traffic would remain approximately 28 percent. 

The new 138 kV line would be constructed across U.S. 89 approximately 6.5 miles north of the Hatch 
Substation, and approximately 0.75 mile south of the intersection of U.S. 89 and SR 12, parallel to the 
existing 69 kV line. Direct construction and overall impacts to transportation on U.S. 89 from this 
alternative would be the same as those described under Alternative A. 

Because of the proximity of the road crossing to the intersection of U.S. 89 and SR 12, any traffic 
slow-downs or stoppages could impact the intersection should construction occur during periods of 
heavier traffic (traditionally during the summer months due to area tourism). Should stopped traffic 
build up to the point of impeding the intersection, additional mitigation measures, such as signage or 
flaggers, may be required at the intersection to allow the flow of traffic to continue from U.S. 89 onto 
SR 12.  

Utah Highways (Secondary Roads). AADT on SR 12 under Alternative B would be anticipated to 
increase by 48 trips due to construction-related traffic over an estimated construction period of 18 
months. For the segment of SR 12 between the junction with U.S. 89 and SR 63, this would represent 
a 1.9 percent increase in AADT.  
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An addition of 271 construction-related truck traffic round trips would result in an increase of 542 
trips over an estimated construction period of 18 months. Table 3.16-1 indicates that 11 percent of 
the traffic between the junction with U.S. 89 and SR 63 would be truck traffic. The addition of 
approximately 1.5 truck trips per day would represent an increase in truck traffic of 0.6 percent; 
however, the overall percentage of truck traffic of AADT would remain approximately 11 percent. 

Traffic stoppages on U.S. 89 from the construction of the transmission line crossing the highway 
south of the intersection of U.S. 89 and SR 12 could back up traffic north of the intersection, impede 
the flow of traffic from SR 12 southbound onto U.S. 89, and cause traffic backups on SR 12. 
Additional mitigation measures such as signage or flaggers may be required on SR 12 or at the 
intersection. Should the work in this vicinity occur during the main tourist season (summer months), 
traffic stoppages should be planned for periods of minimum traffic flow (early morning or late 
evening). 

From the junction of SR 12 and SR 63 and the town of Tropic, an addition of an average of 48 trips 
per day over an 18-month construction period would represent a 2.6 percent increase in AADT. The 
addition of an average of 1.5 trips of truck traffic would increase truck traffic by 0.6 percent; 
however, the overall percentage of truck traffic of AADT would remain approximately 13 percent. 

From the junction of SR 12 and SR 63 to its terminus within BRCA, an addition of an average of 48 
trips per day over an 18-month construction period would represent a 1.9 percent increase in AADT. 
The addition of an average of 1.5 trips of truck traffic would increase truck traffic by 0.6 percent; 
however, the overall percentage of truck traffic of AADT would remain approximately 5 percent. 

The new 138 kV line would be constructed across SR 63 approximately 1 mile south of the 
intersection of SR 63 and SR 12. As stated under the 69 kV Line Removal above, SR 63 terminates 
within BRCA; therefore the vast majority of traffic on this road would be expected to be tourist traffic 
that must enter and leave the park both by SR 63. Direct impacts to transportation on SR 63 from 
construction of the line crossing would be similar to those described previously for U.S. 89 under 
Alternative A. As SR 63 terminates within BRCA, construction in this area would mostly affect park 
visitors. In addition to standard construction practices and mitigation measures listed above, work in 
this area would be scheduled to minimize impacts to summer tourist traffic accessing BRCA (prior to 
Memorial Day or after Labor Day) as resource constraints allow. In addition, Alternative B would 
cross SR 12 approximately 2 miles north of the town of Tropic. This segment of SR 12 has the lowest 
AADT of all road segments analyzed, and thus would impact the least number of travelers. 

Numerous forest roads along SR 12 could provide access to the right-of-way for Alternative B. The 
effect of construction traffic ingress and egress off SR 12 would be the same as that described for 
U.S. 89 under Alternative A. 

Overall impacts to Utah highways from this alternative would be slightly less than those described 
under Alternative A as the crossing of SR 12 would occur in an area of lower AADT; however, those 
impacts would still be expected to be short-term, minor, and adverse. 

County Roads. CR 7960 would be impacted by this alternative as the proposed East Valley Substation 
would be located on the southeast side of CR7960, with the proposed 138 kV line crossing the road in 
a northeasterly direction. Some utilization of the CR for transport of workers and equipment would 
occur but would be less than the other alternatives. Standard construction practices and mitigation 
measures specified for Alternative A would apply to this alternative as well. 

Other Roads. Several forest roads would be used to access the proposed right-of-way for Alternative 
B. Impacts to other roads from project construction would be the same as those discussed under 
Alternative A, except Forest Road 30419 and the Rocky Mountain Power/PacifiCorp transmission 
line access would not be used for access. 
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Helicopter Use. Under Alternative B, there are 2 limited access areas that may require helicopter use 
totaling 6.07 miles. Construction and operation standards for transportation resources from helicopter 
use are specified in Sections 2.3.2.3 and 2.5.3.3; however, more helicopter use would be required for 
construction of the transmission line under this alternative than either of the other Action 
Alternatives. Impacts to transportation resources from helicopter use in conjunction with construction 
under this alternative would be short-term and negligible to minor. 

Substation Distribution Lines 
Construction of distribution lines in conjunction with removal of the existing Tropic Substation  
would primarily impact CR 7960 as this road provides access from the area of the proposed East 
Valley Substation to the town to Tropic, where the Tropic Substation is located. Construction-related 
traffic would also impact SR 12 with transportation of supplies and project labor to the Project Area. 
Given that the scale of the project for construction of the distribution lines is smaller than that of the 
proposed 138 kV transmission line, and the proposed transmission line project would only have 
negligible effects on transportation, similar or fewer effects could be expected from the construction 
of the distribution lines. 
Construction of distribution lines in conjunction with either of the new Bryce Substation options 
would be anticipated to primarily impact SR 63 as the distribution lines would need to cross this road 
to access either of the proposed substations from the existing Bryce Substation. SR 12 would also be 
impacted through the transportation of supplies and project labor to and from the construction area. 
Given that the scale of the project for construction of the distribution lines is smaller than the 
proposed 138 kV transmission line, and the proposed transmission line project would only have 
negligible effects on transportation, similar or less effects could be expected from the construction of 
the distribution lines. 
Removal of 69 kV Transmission Line  
Under Alternative B, the existing 69 kV line would be removed from approximately 1 mile west of 
the Tropic Substation to the Hatch Mountain Substation. A portion of this alternative lies within 
BRCA, and removal activities would be consistent with the requirements of the existing right-of-way. 
Within BRCA all access would be by foot or helicopter; thus no impacts to transportation resources 
beyond those detailed under Alternative A would be anticipated. Therefore, impacts to transportation 
resources from removal of the existing 69 kV line upon completion of the proposed 138 kV line 
would be similar to those described for removal of the 69 kV line under Alternative A. Under this 
alternative, helicopter use for removal would be greater than under the other two Action Alternatives 
as helicopter use would be required within BRCA.  

4.16.2.4. Alternative C: Cedar Fork Southern Route 

Construction 
U.S. 89. The Alternative C Route is estimated to generate approximately 6,700 construction-related 
round trips within the Project Area. Over an estimated construction period of 18 months, this would 
equate to 13,400 single vehicle counts contributing to AADT, approximately 37 additional trips per 
day (thus increasing AADT). This would represent an increase in AADT of 1.7 percent. 

The alternative is estimated to generate approximately 312 construction-related round trips of truck 
traffic within the Project Area. This would equate to approximately 1.7 trips per day over the course 
of an estimated construction period of 18 months. Table 3.16-1 indicates that 54 percent of the 
AADT of 2,085 was truck traffic, equating to 1,126 trips. Additional construction-related truck traffic 
would represent an increase in truck traffic of approximately 0.2 percent. However, the overall 
proportion of truck traffic would remain approximately 54 percent. 
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The new 138 kV line would be constructed across U.S. 89 in the same location as Alternative A. 
Direct construction and overall impacts to transportation on U.S. 89 from this alternative would be the 
same as those described under Alternative A. 

Utah Highways (Secondary Roads). AADT on SR 12 under Alternative B would be anticipated to 
increase by 37 trips due to construction-related traffic over an estimated construction period of 18 
months. For the segment of SR 12 between the junction with U.S. 89 and SR 63, this would represent 
a 1.5 percent increase in AADT.  

An addition of 312 construction-related truck traffic round trips would result in an increase of 624 
trips over an estimated construction period of 18 months. Table 3.16-1 indicates that 11 percent of 
the traffic between the junction with U.S. 89 and SR 63 would be truck traffic. The addition of 
approximately 1.7 truck trips per day would represent an increase in truck traffic of 0.6 percent; 
however, the overall percentage of truck traffic of AADT would remain approximately 11 percent. 

From the junction of SR 12 and SR 63 and the town of Tropic, an addition of an average of 37 trips 
per day over an 18-month construction period would represent a 2.0 percent increase in AADT. The 
addition of an average of 1.7 trips of truck traffic would increase truck traffic by 0.7 percent; 
however, the overall percentage of truck traffic of AADT would remain approximately 13 percent. 

The Alternative C route would cross SR 63 in the same location as the Alternative B route. In 
addition, this route would cross SR 12 approximately 1 mile east of the junction of SR 63 and SR 12. 
Direct construction impacts to Utah highways would be the same as those described for the 
Alternative B route. Should the potential exist for traffic to back up and impede the intersection of SR 
12 and SR 63, additional measures such as signage or flaggers may be required (similar to those 
described for intersections on U.S. 89 under Alternative B above).  

County Roads. Impacts to county roads would be the same as those described for Alternative A. 

Other Roads. Impacts to other roads along Alternative C from project construction would be the same 
as those discussed under Alternative A. 

Helicopter Use. Under Alternative C there are three areas totaling 1.98 miles where centerline access 
would be prohibited and that may require helicopter use. Construction and operation standards for 
transportation resources from helicopter use under Alternative A would also apply for helicopter use 
under this alternative; however, less helicopter use would be required for construction of the 
transmission line under this alternative than either of the other Action Alternatives. Impacts to 
transportation resources from helicopter use in conjunction with construction under this alternative 
would be short-term and negligible. 

Removal of 69 kV Line  
Impacts to transportation resources from removal of the existing 69 kV line under Alternative C 
would be the same as those described for removal of the 69 kV line under Alternative A. 

4.16.2.5. Interconnect Options 
Access to the vicinity of the interconnect options would be from SR 12 approximately 4 miles west of 
the junction with SR 63/22, then taking various forest roads. As impacts to AADT under all 
alternatives are negligible, utilization of either interconnect option would make no change to the level 
of impact. Selection of either interconnect option would not involve additional crossing of primary or 
secondary roadway and therefore would not create any additional impact to transportation resources 
from that angle. 

4.16.2.6. Alternative D: No Action 
Under the No Action Alternative the proposed 138 kV transmission line and associated new 
infrastructure would not be constructed. The existing 69 kV transmission line would continue to 
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function in its current location and would continue to provide service west of Tropic, to the Hatch 
area. In order to maintain system stability and reliability Garkane would need to overhaul the line, 
increasing the amount of trucks and heavy equipment utilizing roads and access routes during the 
period of time the line is being overhauled. Local traffic associated with future routine line 
maintenance and repair would be anticipated to continue at current levels. Impacts to transportation 
would be similar to those described for construction under Alternative B. 

4.16.2.7. Summary 
Table 4.16-2 provides a comparison of the three Action Alternatives. 

Table 4.16-2. Summary of Transportation Impacts 

ANALYSIS 
ELEMENT 

ALTERNATIVE 
A 

ALTERNATIVE 
B 

ALTERNATIVE 
C 

NORTH-
SOUTH 
INTER-

CONNECT 

EAST-
WEST 
INTER-

CONNECT 

69 KV 
TRANS-
MISSION 

LINE 
REMOVAL 

Approx. miles of 
additional 
centerline 
route1, 2 

27.9 22.8 27.8 1.84 3.70 NA

Approx. miles of 
route widened2 

7.8 0 7.8 0 0 0

Percentage 
increase in U.S. 
89 AADT 

1.7 2.2 1.7 Same as 
Alts. A & 

C 

Same as 
Alts. A & 

C 

0

Percentage 
increase in SR 
12 AADT – 
Junction with 
U.S. 89 to 
junction with SR 
63 

1.5 1.9 1.5 Same as 
Alts. A & 

C 

Same as 
Alts. A & 

C 

0

Percentage 
increase in SR 
12 AADT – 
Junction with 
SR 63 and 
Tropic 

2.0 2.6 2.0 Same as 
Alts. A & 

C 

Same as 
Alts. A & 

C 

0

Number of 
crossings of 
U.S. 89 

1 1
(near a 
critical 

intersection)

1 0 0 1

Number of 
crossings of SR 
12 in area of 
higher AADT 

1 0 0 0 0 0

Number of 
crossings of SR 
12 in area of 
lower AADT 

0 1 1
(near a 
critical 

intersection)

0 0 1
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ANALYSIS 
ELEMENT 

ALTERNATIVE 
A 

ALTERNATIVE 
B 

ALTERNATIVE 
C 

NORTH-
SOUTH 
INTER-

CONNECT 

EAST-
WEST 
INTER-

CONNECT 

69 KV 
TRANS-
MISSION 

LINE 
REMOVAL 

Number of 
crossings of SR 
63 (access to 
BRCA) 

0 1 1 0 0 1

Number of 
crossings of SR 
22 

1 0 0 0 0 0

1Does not include limited access areas. 
2Does not increase public access. 

 

Alternative A crosses SR 12 in an area of relatively higher AADT (compared with the other area of 
SR 12 for which AADT figures are available), and SR 22. Alternative B and Alternative C cross SR 
12 in an area of relatively lower AADT but also cross SR 63, which would impact BRCA visitors 
accessing the park. In terms of transportation, all three alternatives would have similar levels of 
impact to transportation. Alternative B and Alternative C may impact fewer individuals as they would 
involve areas of lower AADT. However, these alternatives would have a greater impact on a user 
group that is potentially more sensitive, visitors to BRCA. 

4.16.3. Mitigation 
No mitigation measures beyond the construction techniques, BMPs, and other Resource Protection 
Measures discussed in Section 2.3.6 have been identified.  

4.16.4. Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
Increased wear and tear on roadways used for access, slight increases in AADT, and brief traffic 
stoppages would all adversely impact transportation and would be unavoidable during construction. 
No unavoidable adverse impacts to transportation would be anticipated in the long term. 

4.17. IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE COMMITMENTS OF 
RESOURCES 

An irreversible commitment of resources occurs if the commitment cannot be changed once made. 
An irreversible commitment of resources occurs when resources are used, consumed, destroyed, or 
degraded during project construction and operation and cannot be reused or recovered. It effectively 
removes the option of future resource use. Irretrievable commitments of resources occur when there 
are long-term losses of resource production or use. These losses are not permanent and can be 
reversed in the long term if project facilities or land uses change.  

4.17.1. Paleontological Resources 
Paleontological resources would be irreversibly committed if removed or destroyed during project 
construction. The potential for this type of impact is reduced to negligible by implementation of 
mitigation.  
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4.17.2. Soils 
There would be an irreversible commitment of soil resources because of soil losses due to increased 
erosion associated with project-related disturbance. Irretrievable commitments of soils would occur 
where soil productivity is reduced because of the presence of aboveground facilities and at locations 
of detrimental soil compaction.  

4.17.3. Water Resources 
Surface water features, including wetlands, would be temporarily disturbed during construction and 
then again for short periods during sporadic maintenance activities. The types of impacts to water 
quality as a result of the Action Alternatives include potentially increased erosion rates and 
sedimentation as a result of vegetation clearing and ephemeral stream crossings requiring bank 
grading and/or culvert placement. These would not constitute irreversible or irretrievable losses. 

4.17.4. Vegetation 
Some vegetation communities would be disturbed in the long term, particularly those associated with 
project rights-of-way, maintenance access roads, and aboveground facilities. However, these areas 
could be revegetated if project elements were to change or be removed, indicating an irretrievable 
commitment of resources. Additionally, there are no unique or rare vegetation resources that would 
be committed as part of the project. Although invasive plant communities have the potential to 
increase, project mitigation measures would limit primary infestations. There would be no irreversible 
or irretrievable losses to vegetation. 

4.17.5. Forest Products Resources 
There would be an irretrievable commitment of forest product resources on lands associated with and 
adjacent to project rights-of-way that coincide with areas of suitable timber stands or other forest 
products. Trees harvested in areas of suitable timber stands prior to full maturity would result in the 
loss of forest product utilization that could never be recovered. These kinds of losses associated with 
the proposed project would be negligible as suitable timber is only minimally impacted under any of 
the Action Alternatives. 

4.17.6. Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat 
There would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of wildlife resources, except through 
incidental mortality of individuals. Any effects to habitat would be reduced with the implementation 
of mitigation measures to be developed further and agreed to in consultation with the regulatory 
agencies. 

4.17.7. Special Status Species 
There would be no irreversible or irretrievable commitment of special status species, except through 
incidental take. Any effects to critical habitat, sage-grouse use areas, or other sensitive habitat would 
be reduced with the implementation of mitigation measures to be developed further and agreed to in 
consultation with the regulatory agencies. Project encroachment on these areas may result in short-
term displacement of individuals, but would not be considered an irreversible or irretrievable 
commitment of resources. 

4.17.8. Range Resources 
There would not be irreversible or irretrievable commitments of range resources resulting from the 
proposed project or its alternative projects due to the quick recovery of palatable vegetation.  
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4.17.9. Land Use 
There would not be irreversible or irretrievable commitments of land use resulting from the proposed 
project or its alternative projects. Land use allocations and encumbrances could be reversed if project 
elements were removed in the future. 

4.17.10. Distinctive Land Areas 
There would be an irretrievable commitment of primitive areas of the GSENM under Alternatives A 
and C. Long-term disturbance to distinctive land areas can be restored when the transmission line is 
decommissioned, as required by the managing agencies; thus there would be no irreversible 
commitment of resources.  

4.17.11. Recreation 
The presence of aboveground project features associated with all of the Action Alternatives would 
constitute a long-term adverse impact to one type of recreation, but benefit other types of recreation 
resources because of their impact on recreation satisfaction and possible increased access to more 
remote areas for hikers and ATV users. These would not constitute irreversible or irretrievable losses. 

4.17.12. Visual Resources 
The presence of aboveground project features and cleared rights-of-way associated with all of the 
Action Alternatives would constitute a long-term (irretrievable) commitment of visual resources in 
areas inventoried as highly scenic. This would not constitute irreversible commitment of visual 
resources. 

4.17.13. Cultural Resources 
Cultural resources would be irreversibly committed if sites were inadvertently destroyed during 
project construction or as a result of increased human activity in the project areas after construction 
activities. Mitigation measures as outlined for the construction phase of the project reduces the 
potential risk to cultural resources to a low level. After construction of the project the area will be 
closed on federal lands to general public access this will also reduce the potential for impacts. 

4.17.14. Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 
Under any of the Action Alternatives, the social and economic structure of Garfield County would be 
slightly altered. Once the transmission line is operational, electrical capacity would be increased to 
communities west of Tropic, inviting additional development, land conversion, and an increased tax 
base. These impacts would likely constitute irreversible commitments to socioeconomic resources in 
the County as the availability of electricity would at least partially induce community growth and new 
development. Once an area is developed, it is unlikely that electric capacity would be reduced. 

4.17.15. Transportation 
There would be no irreversible and irretrievable commitments of resources expected with regard to 
transportation.  

4.18. RELATIONSHIP OF SHORT-TERM USES AND LONG-TERM 
PRODUCTIVITY OF RESOURCE 

This section discusses the relationship between local short-term uses of the environment and the 
maintenance and enhancement of long-term productivity. It describes the effects of the short-term use 
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of the public lands for the proposed transmission line and whether the immediate use under each 
alternative is likely to adversely affect the productivity of the resource and be sustainable without 
significant degradation of the environment.  

The commercial life of the proposed transmission line would be 30 years or longer. For purposes of 
this analysis, “short-term” is interpreted to include construction and the commercial life of the 
project. Long-term productivity would be the productivity of the resource at the conclusion of the 
commercial life of the project. Short-term uses and long-term productivity potential for most 
resources discussed below would be similar between the Proposed Action and Action Alternatives. 
The short-term resource uses described below may also be compared to the long-term productivity of 
increasing the transmission capacity and reliability of electrical power to public and private customers 
west of Tropic. Any exceptions are noted below as appropriate. 

4.18.1. Paleontological Resources 
In the short term paleontological resources could be inadvertently damaged or destroyed and could 
result in the loss of information, primarily through ground disturbance associated with construction. 
These impacts would be mitigated to the extent possible through data recovery or other appropriate 
treatment. Information and data retrieved through mitigation measures (i.e., data recovery) would 
represent short-term use of paleontological resources at the expense of future research opportunities. 
Therefore, long-term productivity could be lost. 

4.18.2. Soils 
In the short term soils would be disturbed in the Project Area as a result of construction. Loss of soil 
productivity in the form of detrimental disturbance, detrimental compaction, and erosion resulting 
from construction would be minimized through implementation of BMPs and revegetation. Impacts to 
soil productivity would be expected to continue through the life of the project along the centerline 
access where soils would be disturbed by the periodic operation of vehicles and equipment and at 
pole foundations where herbicides would be used to prevent vegetative growth. Soils at substation site 
and access roads would be detrimentally disturbed and compacted for the life of the project. Loss of 
soil productivity at substation sites and access roads could extend well beyond the life of the project 
as these areas would be detrimentally compacted for so many years that rehabilitation would be 
difficult.  

4.18.3. Water Resources 
Surface water features, such as wetlands or ephemeral streams, would be temporarily disturbed during 
construction due to crossings or temporary increases in sedimentation. The long-term condition and 
integrity of water resources in the Project Area would not be affected as the implementation of BMPs 
would minimize erosion and sedimentation, and prevent hazardous material spills. 

4.18.4. Vegetation 
In the short term, vegetation would be disturbed in the Project Area as a result of construction. Some 
disturbed areas associated with construction would be revegetated and would recover during the life 
of the project. The centerline access route and pole foundations (with ongoing use of herbicides) 
would continue to be impacted by the periodic operation of equipment and machinery. Short-term 
impacts to vegetation resources would also include the clearing or trimming of tall vegetation (over 4 
feet) within the right-of way and pruning of vegetation in the hazard zone adjacent to the right-of-
way. 

Upon removal of the transmission line and rehabilitation of the right-of-way, the structure and 
function of plant communities would eventually return. Areas where herbicide was applied would 
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eventually regain productivity and revegetate. Long-term impacts to vegetation would be apparent for 
many years after the completion of the life of the project; however, the overall long-term productivity 
of vegetation would eventually fully recover.  

4.18.5. Forest Products Resources 
Impacts to forest product resources would be similar to those described for vegetation. Vegetation 
damaged or removed as a result of construction activities involving species with value as forest 
products would have a long-term impact on the productivity of forest resources because the trees 
would likely not attain height or maturity to be used for forest products until the end or after the life 
of the project. Ultimately the long-term productivity of forest product resources would be restored as 
the vegetation would be allowed to return to structure and function. 

4.18.6. Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat 
The short-term removal or limiting height and growth of vegetation would displace some species 
to adjacent habitat. Longer-term impacts on habitat productivity for some species would be 
diminished. Ultimately, habitat would recover within the right-of-way and long-term effects to 
productivity of wildlife and associated habitat would be reduced. 

4.18.7. Special Status Species 
The short-term use and long-term productivity for special status species would be similar to that for 
wildlife and wildlife habitat. Of particular note are long-term losses of Utah prairie dog and greater 
sage-grouse habitats, as well as possible increased predation due to habitat fragmentation and 
proximity of pole structures. Alternatives A and C could also have long-term effects on designated 
critical habitat for Mexican spotted owl. Ultimately, habitat would recover within the right-of-way 
and  long-term effects to productivity of special status species and associated habitat would be 
reduced.  

4.18.8. Range Resources 
Short-term uses of range resources (i.e., negligible losses of allotment acreage and Animal Unit 
Months) would result from construction activities. Long-term losses in productivity of range resource 
would not be expected as forage would be restored with rehabilitation of the right-of-way at the end 
of the life of the project. 

4.18.9. Land Use 
Most short-term effects on land uses in the Project Area would result from the rights-of-way granted 
by various agencies and the subsequent encumbrance of the lands involved for any other uses. Long-
term impacts to land use would not be expected; future removal of the transmission line at the end of 
the life of the project would not preclude land use from reverting to previous uses or to be converted 
to new uses allowable under land use plans at the end of the life of the project. 

4.18.10. Distinctive Land Areas 
Most impacts to distinctive land areas would result from relatively short-term construction activities. 
The presence of the transmission line and access roads would result in the loss of natural and 
undeveloped character and integrity of small portions of IRAs, unroaded areas, non-WSA lands with 
wilderness characteristics, and the Primitive Zone of the GSENM from the implementation of 
Alternatives A and C for the operational life of the project. Long-term loss of productivity of 
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distinctive land areas s would not be expected as the characteristics of the affected distinctive land 
areas could be restored at the end of the life of the project. 

4.18.11. Recreation 
Most impacts on recreation resources would result from relatively short-term construction activities, 
but others (such as visual or visibility impacts) would persist for the operational life of the project. 
Visual disturbances created by the trimming or removal of vegetation within the right-of-way would 
persist for many years beyond the life of the project, but would fade as the structure and function of 
the natural vegetation was restored. Ultimately there would be no long-term impacts to the 
productivity of recreation resources. 

4.18.12. Visual Resources 
Short-term impacts on viewsheds in the Project Area would be tied to temporary visual intrusions 
from vehicles, equipment, vegetation clearing, and the structures themselves. The visual intrusion of 
transmission line structures; landscape contrast created by linear disturbances due to right-of-way 
clearing and overland access routes; and the presence of other facilities like substations would remain 
for the operational life of the project. Visual disturbance from the existing 69 kV transmission line 
would be removed (west of the Park for Alternatives A and C; through the Park for Alternative B) 
thus enhancing long-term integrity of the visual resource. Ultimately there would be no long-term 
impacts to the productivity of visual resources as structure of vegetative communities recovers in the 
years to come after removal of the transmission line and rehabilitation of the right-of-way. 

4.18.13. Cultural Resources 
The short-term use of the area during project activities could result in adverse effects to Historic 
Properties located within the Project Area. These potential impacts will be mitigated by avoidance of 
the sites through relocation of the poles and use of existing access routes. The potential for 
inadvertent damage or destruction of cultural sites during construction, operation, maintenance, or 
associated activities, will be mitigated by an onsite monitor during these activities near the identified 
Historic Properties. 

4.18.14. Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 
The short-term uses of workforce and resources (during construction) provide for short-term 
economic benefits through employment and purchasing within Garfield County. In the long term, 
socioeconomic productivity would be enhanced through expanded electrical capacity in western 
Garfield County allowing for growth. Any short- or long-term impacts to other resources (forest 
products, visual resources, or recreation, for example) would not be expected to adversely impact 
long-term socioeconomic productivity. The short-term uses would enhance the long-term economic 
and social stability of the area. 

No identifiable minority or disadvantaged populations would be impacted by the proposed project 
under any of the Action Alternatives; therefore there would be no short- or long-term impacts to 
Environmental Justice. 

4.18.15. Transportation 
The local short-term use of the roads and other routes within the Project Area would increase wear 
and traffic levels during construction. Local public access routes in the Project Area would be 
restored to conditions equal to or better than existed before the project. Long-term effects on 
transportation would not be expected as no additions or improvements to transportation resources are 
included as part of the project. 
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4.19. CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

This section addresses potential cumulative effects that would result from the effects of the Proposed 
Action or Action Alternatives when combined with the effects of other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future projects. Cumulative effects are incremental in nature. They can result from 
individually minor, but collectively significant, actions taken over a period of time. 

4.19.1. Cumulative Effects Area 
The general cumulative effects area (Figure 4.19-1) for the project for all resources except wildlife, 
special status species, and socioeconomics includes all HUC 12 (6th level) watersheds that come 
within 0.5 mile of the project components. The cumulative effects area encompasses 237,010 acres 
(Table 4.19-1). Land management agencies responsible for managing a range of uses on 204,559 
acres of public land are the DNF Powell and Escalante Ranger Districts, the KFO and GSENM, 
BRCA, and SITLA. Private land ownership accounts for 13.7 percent (32,451 acres) of land within 
the cumulative effects area. 

Table 4.19-1. Cumulative Effects Area – Acreage by Land Ownership/Management 

LAND OWNERSHIP/MANAGEMENT ACRES 
U. S. Forest Service - DNF 121,852.4
Bureau of Land Management – KFO 35,133.9
Bureau of Land Management – GSENM 11,981.5
National Park Service – BRCA 17,067.3
SITLA 18,524.1
Private 32,450.9

Total 237,010.1
 

The cumulative effects area for socioeconomics (Figure 4.19-3), unlike that for the other subject 
areas, includes the entire county. This difference is primarily because taxation, government agencies, 
law enforcement, and other services are generally administered by county unit, and socioeconomic 
statistics are reported by county or municipality. 

4.19.2. Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Actions 
National Forest lands and BLM lands administered by KFO are managed for multiple resource values 
and uses. In the cumulative effects area, past and present uses include timber and woodland product 
harvest; livestock grazing; and recreation uses including hunting, fishing, camping, picnicking, 
hiking, back country driving, and mountain biking. Lands are also available for mining, oil and gas 
development, and production of mineral materials (building stone and sand and gravel). Roads, 
transmission lines, pipelines, and communication sites are located on National Forest and other public 
lands. While these types of uses have resulted in an unknown amount of surface or subsurface 
disturbance and placement of human-made structures on the landscape, the National Forest and public 
lands still retain a largely undeveloped appearance. These lands are not characterized by urban or 
commercial development that is typical of cities and towns.  
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Figure 4.19-1. General Cumulative Effects Area 
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The GSENM is managed for a variety of resource values and uses, with a mandate from the 
Presidential Proclamation that established the Monument to protect myriad historic and scientific 
resources. To meet this objective, BLM manages the Monument to protect its primitive frontier state 
and safeguard its remote and undeveloped character. Further, BLM manages the Monument to 
provide opportunities for study of scientific and historic resources. Within this management focus, 
past and present uses of public lands in the Monument include livestock grazing, recreation, and 
realty actions. While the Monument is closed to mining and oil and gas development, roads, 
transmission lines, pipelines, and communication sites are located on these public lands. These uses 
have resulted in an undetermined amount of surface and subsurface disturbance and placement of 
human-made structures on the landscape, but public lands in the Monument still retain a largely 
undeveloped appearance. 

BRCA, on the other hand, is managed with an emphasis on protection and enhancement of its unusual 
scenic beauty and its value for science and education, and for the benefit and enjoyment of the public. 
Even with this focus on protection and preservation, some past and present development has occurred 
in the Park for management of visitor use and the protection of Park resources. A paved access road 
runs the length of the Park, providing access to many sites and facilities, including administrative 
offices and buildings, Bryce Canyon Lodge, campgrounds, trails, interpretive sites, and others. Other 
infrastructure, including transmission lines, is also present. Garkane’s existing 69 kV transmission 
line crosses the northern end of the park, as does State Route 12. However, even with this 
development, the vast majority of the Park in the cumulative effects area is undeveloped, and presents 
a natural landscape. 

State lands in the cumulative effects area are managed by SITLA to produce revenue for the State 
school system. State lands are managed for a variety of uses that produce revenue, and past and 
present uses include livestock grazing, recreation uses, roads, highways, utility lines, and other 
commercial uses. Lands are occasionally sold for private development. As with federal lands, these 
uses result in surface disturbances, but generally, State lands retain an undeveloped appearance. The 
current amount of surface and subsurface disturbance is unknown. 

Private lands in the cumulative effects area are used and developed for a variety of purposes, 
including residential, commercial, and industrial development in and adjacent to cities and towns. 
Many acres of private land are in farmland production, including irrigated pastures, range pastures, 
and hay, grain, and alfalfa. 

Reasonably foreseeable future actions within the cumulative effects area that are currently planned or 
under review include activities that fall into several broad categories: 

• Energy and communications 

• Transportation 

• Vegetation and fire fuels management 

• Habitat improvement 

• Land use and management 

• Recreation 

• Mining 

• Miscellaneous 

Table 4.19-2 shows activities currently planned, under review, or in permitting in Garfield County 
that may be pertinent to cumulative effects for one or more resource areas. Projects within Garfield 
County but outside the cumulative effects area for all resources (except socioeconomics) are labeled 
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“socio only.” The table is organized generally by project type (energy, transportation, forest fuels 
management, etc.), but many of the entries could easily fit into more than one classification.  

Table 4.19-2. Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions in the Cumulative Effects Areas 

PROJECT (LEAD 
AGENCY) LOCATION DESCRIPTION 

ESTIMATED 
DISTURBANCE 
(IF AVAILABLE) 

Energy & Communications 

Designation of 
Energy Corridors  
(USFS) 

Forest-wide 

Would designate energy corridors on the 
DNF and other federal land in 11 western 
states. Corridor 116-206 would be west of 
U.S. 89 in the cumulative effects area. 

 

Geothermal 
Leasing 
Programmatic 
EIS  (USFS) 

Forest-wide 

USFS and BLM are preparing a joint 
programmatic EIS to analyze leasing of 
federal lands with moderate to high 
potential for geothermal resources in 11 
western states 

 

Oil and Gas 
Leasing Analysis  
(USFS) 

Forest-wide 
EIS to evaluate all BLM and Forest 
Service administered lands for oil and gas 
leasing 

 

Panguitch Lake 
Power Line 
Realignment  
(DNF) 

Cedar City RD 
(Socio only) 

Authorization to PacifiCorp for the 
relocation of 1.2 miles of 12.5 kV power 
line. Work would involve construction of a 
new overhead power line and removal of 
the old line. Area is approximately 17 
miles southwest of Panguitch.  

 

South Central 
Utah Telephone 
Association 
(SCSRA) I-15 to 
U.S. 89 Fiber 
Optic Line (BLM) 

(Socio only) 
Fiber optic line from I-15 in Iron County to 
U.S. 89 in Garfield County 7.5 miles north 
of Panguitch requiring BLM right-of-way 

 

Oil and Gas 
Lease Sales 
(BLM) 

BLM  

Ongoing BLM program to lease lands 
suitable for oil and gas development, 
including lands in Garfield County 
classified as having high potential for oil & 
gas development 

 

Transportation 

DNF Motorized 
Travel Plan  
(DNF) 

Forest-wide 

To identify changes to the motorized 
travel system (roads) to meet 
administrative, fire, recreational, and 
resource needs; will generally prohibit 
cross-country (off-road) motorized travel 
on the Forest, but would remain open to 
hiking, horseback riding, cross-country 
skiing, and snowmobile use.   
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PROJECT (LEAD 
AGENCY) LOCATION DESCRIPTION 

ESTIMATED 
DISTURBANCE 
(IF AVAILABLE) 

Mammoth 
Highway 
Easement  (DNF) 

Cedar City  
RD 
(Socio only) 

Issuance of a right-of-way easement to 
Garfield and Kane Counties for Mammoth 
Highway (Forest Road 068), northeast of 
Duck Creek Village, between State 
Highways 14 and 143. 

 

Tropic Canyon 
Highway 
Stabilization 
Project (BRCA) 

BRCA 
Repair and stabilize SR 12 and introduce 
water diversion into Tropic Wash, west of 
Tropic 

210 linear feet 
of road 
shoulder; 5 
stream barbs in 
Tropic Wash 

SR-12 
Environmental 
Study 
(UDOT, FHWA, 
GSENM) 

Escalante to 
Boulder (Socio 
only) 

EA for project to obtain over 14 miles of 
right-of-way from BLM and generally 
upgrade State Route 12 

 

SR-12 Scenic 
Byway 
Improvements  
(UDOT, GSENM) 

State Route 12 
throughout 
Garfield County 

Improve overlooks, interpretive sites, and 
gateway features  

SR-12 Corridor 
Management 
Plan 
Implementation  
(UDOT, GSENM) 

State Route 12 
throughout 
Garfield County 

Corridor Management Plan 
Implementation  

US-89 from SR-
14 to Hatch 
(UDOT) 

SR-14 to Hatch Bituminous pavement, reconstruction, 
widen shoulders   

Notom Road 
(UDOT) (Socio only) 

Engineering and environmental study, 
preparatory to road improvements 
 

 

Vegetation and Fire Fuels Management 
Aerial application 
of fire retardant  
(DNF, KFO, 
GSENM) 

Forest-wide 

The Forest Service proposes to continue 
the aerial application of fire retardant to 
fight fires on National Forest System 
lands, including the DNF. 

 

Right-of-way 
Lakes Timber 
Management  
(DNF) 

Freemont River 
RD 
(Socio only) 

Fuels Management Reduction on 
approximately 600 acres of forested land 
to reduce the impacts of insects and 
disease 

600 acres 

Stump Springs 
Fire Treatments  
(DNF) 

Escalante RD 
(Socio only) 

Project uses prescribed fire treatments to 
disturb vegetation, slowly moving 
heterogeneous patches towards a fine-
grained landscape that is more resistant 
and resilient to fire and other disturbance. 

Approximately 
5,400 acres 
over 9 years 
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PROJECT (LEAD 
AGENCY) LOCATION DESCRIPTION 

ESTIMATED 
DISTURBANCE 
(IF AVAILABLE) 

Clayton Salvage  
(DNF) 

Escalante RD 
(Socio only) 

Timber salvage of 248 acres of dead and 
dying spruce on the Griffin Top Plateau. 

248 acres 
(2008) 
 

Pockets 
Vegetation 
Management  
(DNF) 

Escalante RD 
(Socio only) 

The Project is designed to reduce bark 
beetle risk and improve habitat for 
northern goshawk. It would include 
commercial timber harvest, pre-
commercial stand treatment, fencing, and 
travel management. The Project covers 
an area of 8,564 acres and would include 
commercial timber harvest on 4,721 acres 
of conifers and 2,647 acres of aspen, 
including 82 acres along the Antimony 
Creek drainage. Smaller areas would 
receive additional treatments. In addition, 
9 miles of new roads would be required, 
7.0 miles of unauthorized roads would be 
designated NFS roads, and 13.4 miles of 
existing NFS roads would be improved.  

8,564 acres 
9 miles of new 
roads 
7.0 miles 
added to 
system roads 
 

Toad Salvage  
(DNF) 

Escalante RD 
(Socio only) 

Salvage of dead and dying ponderosa 
pine within the perimeter of a Wildland 
Fire Use burn area. September 2007, 
1400 acres burned. 

230 acres 
 

Boulder Town 
Fire Protection  
(DNF) 

Escalante RD 
(Socio only) 

Boulder was identified as a community at 
risk and a Community Wildland Fire 
Protection Plan was developed. 65 acres 
of prescribed burns and 186 acres of 
vegetative treatments are planned to 
provide community protection. 

251 acres 
 

Bug Lake 
Salvage Project 
(DNF) 

Escalante RD 
(Socio only) 

Timber Salvage of dead and dying spruce 
on the Aquarius plateau will use existing 
Forest roads with approximately 1 mile of 
road reconstruction.  

228 acres 
(2007) 
 

Dugout/Tarantula 
Mesa Veg. 
Project (BLM) 

Richfield FO 
(Socio only) 

Utilize mechanical (chainsaw, handsaws, 
etc.) to cut, lop, and scatter the pinyon 
and juniper trees that have encroached 
into the existing chainings that were 
established in the 1960s 

 

North Wash 
Tamarisk Control 
Project (BLM) 

Richfield FO 
(Socio only) 

Removal and chemical control of 20 acres 
of tamarisk (salt cedar) approximately 30 
miles southeast of Hanksville in the 
Fiddler Butte Wilderness Study Area 

 

Bear Creek Fire 
Salvage and 
Reforestation, 
DNF,  CE 

Garfield County 
(Socio 
cumulative 
effects area 
only) 

Salvage fire killed and damaged trees 
within the 1400-acre Bear Creek burn 
area 
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PROJECT (LEAD 
AGENCY) LOCATION DESCRIPTION 

ESTIMATED 
DISTURBANCE 
(IF AVAILABLE) 

Corn Creek 
Salvage and 
Reforestation, 
DNF, EA 

Garfield County 
(Socio 
cumulative 
effects area 
only) 

Salvage dead and dying timber and 
reforest areas within burn with inadequate 
stocking in a 2270-acre burn 

 

Paunsaugunt 
Aspen Vegetation 
Management, 
DNF, EA 

Powell Ranger 
District 

Manage aspen stands to increase aspen 
regeneration, reduce conifer 
encroachment, and develop multi-aged 
aspen stands 

 

GSENM Plan 
Amendment & 
Rangeland Health 
EIS 

GSENM 

The Grand Staircase-Escalante National 
Monument Management Plan 
Amendment and Rangeland Health EIS 
describes and analyzes alternatives for 
management of livestock grazing on 
public lands administered by the BLM.  

2,168,726 
acres 
(GSENM, Glen 
Canyon NRA, 
& Kanab Field 
Office) 

Habitat Improvement 
Cooperative 
Fisheries 
Enhancement 
Projects  (DNF) 

Powell RD 

In cooperation with UDWR, re-establish 
native trout populations in 2 streams on 
the DNF (also 8 streams on the Fishlake 
National Forest) 

 

Marshall Canyon 
Pinyon-Juniper 
Removal  (DNF) 

Powell RD 
(Socio only) 

The Proposed Action is to treat up to 900 
acres within an existing chained area to 
improve wildlife habitat on the western 
portion of the Sevier Plateau (Mt. Dutton). 
The Proposed Action consists of the 
following actions: Remove pinyon pine 
and juniper mechanically on 
approximately 900 acres using a skid 
steer (bobcat) or other tractor type device, 
or through hand thinning with chainsaws. 
Broadcast seed into seedbed using forbs 
and grass mixture. Where needed, native 
seed will be part of this mixture.  

900 acres 
 

Antelope Springs 
Draw Sagebrush 
Steppe Habitat 
Enhancement  
(DNF) 

Escalante RD1 

(Socio only) 

Mow or brushbeat 500 acres of dense 
even-aged sagebrush and interseed a 
native grass and forb mixture. 

500 acres 
 

Dipping Vat 
Habitat 
Improvement 
Project  (DNF) 

Escalante RD 

Project would include the thinning of pine 
forests and the mechanical treatment of 
sagebrush for habitat improvement and 
fuels reduction in Johns Valley, 
approximately 7 miles north of Tropic. The 
Project would affect approximately 1,132 
acres.  

1,132 acres 
(2010) 
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PROJECT (LEAD 
AGENCY) LOCATION DESCRIPTION 

ESTIMATED 
DISTURBANCE 
(IF AVAILABLE) 

Boulder Creek 
Wildlife Habitat 
Improvement  
(DNF)  

Escalante RD 
(Socio only) 

Removing encroaching conifers to restore 
Aspen Grove wildlife habitat  

Aquatic 
Monitoring 
Amendment, DNF 

Forest-wide 
Proposal to amend the Aquatic 
Management Indicator Species (MIS) in 
the DNF LRMP 

 

East Fork Boulder 
Creek Fish 
Passage 
Improvement 
DNF, CE 

Garfield County 
(Socio 
cumulative 
effects area 
only) 

Replace a culvert that is inhibiting fish 
passage on Road 166 with a new span 
designed for high and low flow 
maintenance of all aquatic species 

 

Land Use and Management 

Resource 
Management 
Plan  (BLM) 

Richfield Field 
Office BLM 
(Socio only) 

Comprehensive Resource Management 
Plan for public lands and resources 
managed by the BLM Richfield Field 
Office 

 

Resources 
Management 
Plan (KFO) 

Kanab Field 
Office BLM 

FEIS and Resource Management Plan for 
public lands and resources managed by 
the KFO 

 

First Annual 
Centennial 
Strategy for Bryce 
Canyon National 
Park  (BRCA) 

Bryce Canyon 
National Park 

Reduce private vehicle use by providing 
public transportation for park visitors; 
planning addition of a bicycle 
transportation system in park; restore 
historic buildings; treat 193 acres of exotic 
weed infestation; inventory and assess 
condition of 224 identified archaeological 
sites 

 

Panguitch Lake 
Resort 

Panguitch Lake 
(Socio only) 

RV timeshare resort around Panguitch 
Lake that is under development  

Incorporation of 
Ruby’s Inn  Ruby’s Inn 

Ruby’s Inn was incorporated as Bryce 
Canyon City. Ruby’s Inn has a single land 
owner. The intention of incorporating is to 
prepare for subdivision and growth. 

 

Recreation 
Red Canyon bike 
trail extension  
(DNF) 

Powell RD 
Extend existing bike trail along SR 12 3.1 
miles east to the East Fork of the Sevier 
River Road.  

 

Canaan Mountain 
Reroute  (DNF)  

Escalante RD 
(Socio only) 

The Canaan Mountain Loop Trail 
approximately 14.5 miles southwest of 
Escalante would be rerouted to move it off 
a waterline, reduce its grade, and provide 
for improved maintenance.  
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PROJECT (LEAD 
AGENCY) LOCATION DESCRIPTION 

ESTIMATED 
DISTURBANCE 
(IF AVAILABLE) 

Mossy Cave Trail 
Rehabilitation and 
Resource 
Protection  
(BRCA) 

Bryce Canyon 
National Park 

Large boulders from Water Canyon 
adjacent to the trail will be moved to 
stabilize areas where the trail has eroded 
and footbridge abutments  

 

Grandview Trail 
Re-route (DNF) 

Powell Ranger 
District 

Construct several sections of non-
motorized trail to eliminate dual use by 
motorized and non-motorized 
recreationists 

 

King Creek 
Campground 
Non-commercial 
Thinning DNF, 
CE 

Powell Ranger 
District 

Thin heavily stocked ponderosa pine to 
improve vigor and forest health in a 
developed recreation area  

 

Mining 

Boulder Gravel 
Pit  (DNF) 

Escalante RD 
(Socio only) 

A gravel pit will be developed and 
managed to provide gravel for county and 
Forest needs. 

< 5 acres 
 

Troy M Mine 
Phase Two (BLM) 

Richfield FO, 
near Ticaboo 
(Socio only) 

Extend existing underground workings; 
construct mine shaft and waste rock 
storage area; construct ventilation shafts 
and expand existing evaporation pond for 
mine dewatering 

 

Phase II, 
Abandoned Mine 
Reclamation, 
(GSENM) 

GSENM 

EA to address potential environmental 
impacts associated with the Phase II 
Abandoned Mine Reclamation Project, 
which includes the Henrieville Prospect 
Site east of Tropic 

 

Reopening of 
Ticaboo uranium 
mill and mine 

Ticaboo/Bullfrog 
(Socio only) 

Garkane has been contacted regarding 
service to the Ticaboo/Bullfrog area for 
planned re-opening of the uranium mill; 
the mine has been re-opened and is 
supplying its own power with diesel 
generators  

 

Miscellaneous 

Wild and Scenic 
River Suitability 
Study – Utah  
(USFS) 

Pine Valley, 
Cedar City, and 
Escalante RDs 

A draft EIS has been prepared analyzing 
the suitability of 86 Utah river segments, 
including 8 on the DNF in Garfield 
County, for inclusion in the National Wild 
and Scenic River System 
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PROJECT (LEAD 
AGENCY) LOCATION DESCRIPTION 

ESTIMATED 
DISTURBANCE 
(IF AVAILABLE) 

West Dixie Water 
Improvement  
(DNF) 

Powell RD No Information 

3,000 acres 
(2007) 
2,000 acres 
(2008) 
2,000 acres 
(2009) 
2,000 acres 
(2010) 

West Deer Creek 
Grazing Allotment  
(DNF) 

Escalante RD 
(Socio only) 

Proposal to re-authorize livestock grazing 
on the West Deer Creek Allotment north 
of Boulder, Utah east of SR 12 

 

Ohio University 
Dinosaur 
Collection  
(GSENM) 

GSENM 
Proposal to excavate and remove 
remains of a horned dinosaur from Grand 
Staircase National Monument 

 

McGath Lake 
Dam  (DNF) 

Escalante RD 
(Socio only) 

The McGath Lake Dam is deteriorating 
and in need of repair. Without action the 
dam is likely to fail and destroy an 
important fishery. McGath Lake is located 
approximately 16 miles north of 
Escalante.  

 
 

Dinosaur 
Documentary 
Film (BLM) 

GSENM & BLM 

Various locations within the GSENM, 
Wolverine Petrified Forest, The Blues 
Area, Red Canyon, Cocks Comb Road, 
etc, 

 

 

4.19.3. Paleontological Resources 
The incremental loss of paleontological resources over a period of time as a result of project-related 
ground disturbance has the potential to result in cumulative effects because it could result in the 
destruction of non-renewable paleontological resources and irretrievable loss of scientific 
information. However, when paleontological monitoring and mitigation are implemented prior to and 
during project construction, fossils are protected and information is gained. All ground-disturbing 
activities described in Table 4.19-2 have the potential to impact paleontological resources; the 
magnitude of impact would depend on the resources present and therefore the impact level cannot be 
estimated. With the implementation of monitoring and mitigation, the cumulative effects to 
paleontological resources resulting from any of the Action Alternatives in conjunction with past, 
present, and reasonably activities would be negligible. Further, any scientifically significant fossils 
discovered prior to or during ground disturbances related to Alternative A would benefit the scientific 
community through an increase in knowledge associated with the fossils. 

Under the No Action Alternative, overhaul of the existing 69 kV transmission line would result in 
ground disturbance and potential impacts to paleontological resources. Cumulative impacts associated 
with Alternative D would be similar to but somewhat less than those described for Alternative B.  
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4.19.4. Soils 
Potential cumulative effects to soil resources include loss of productivity due to erosion and 
detrimental displacement and compaction. Impacts to soil resources from individual past, present, and 
reasonably foreseeable projects would be localized and limited to areas associated with project 
features. While it doesn’t appear that there would be overlap between various ground-disturbing 
projects resulting in cumulative effects to specific locations, adverse impacts to soils resources for 
each project could collectively result in limited loss of productivity of soils within the watershed. The 
proposed project, under any of the Action Alternatives, would result in short-term impacts to soils 
ranging from minor to major and in minor long-term impacts. Amounts and intensity of impacts 
associated with projects in the cumulative impacts scenario are unknown; however, the number of 
projects indicates the potential for widespread impacts to soils resources. Minimization of detrimental 
disturbance and earnest application of BMPs and mitigation measures would greatly reduce the scope 
and intensity of areas of lost productivity, resulting in minor long-term cumulative impacts to soils. 

Under the No Action Alternative, some additional soil resources disturbances would result from 
overhaul of the existing 69 kV transmission line, but at a lower level than described for any of the 
Action Alternatives. 

4.19.5. Water Resources 
Cumulative effects on surface water resources as a result of any of the Action Alternatives are likely 
to be similar in type to the direct and indirect effects, particularly in regards to disturbance of 
intermittent and ephemeral stream systems. While there are no specific past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable future actions that have a particular likelihood to cumulatively affect surface water 
resources in conjunction with any of the Action Alternatives, any actions that have required or will 
require ground disturbance in the vicinity of a surface water feature, especially those in highly 
erodible soil types, could serve to cumulatively affect streams in the same watersheds as the Action 
Alternatives. If proper BMPs and erosion control measures are implemented for these projects, it is 
unlikely that there would be adverse cumulative effects to intermittent and ephemeral streams as a 
result of any of the Action Alternatives.  

All of the alternatives would avoid wetland impacts by design wherever possible and any other 
projects within the cumulative effects area would require similar avoidance and minimization 
measures as outlined in Section 404, so cumulative effects to wetlands in the cumulative effects area 
are unlikely. Similarly, all Action Alternatives would avoid permanent impacts to floodplains, and 
therefore no contribution to cumulative impacts to floodplains are anticipated. 

Throughout both the Project Area and the cumulative effects area, groundwater aquifers are generally 
deep, often more than 1,000 feet below ground surface. Potential direct and indirect effects on 
groundwater resources are limited to spills of hazardous materials associated with construction 
equipment (e.g., fuel, oil, hydraulic fluid, etc.), and cumulative effects would include these 
direct/indirect effects in addition to other potential spills associated with other construction projects 
occurring in the cumulative effects area. 

The Action Alternatives would cross three waterways identified on Utah’s 303(d) list of impaired 
waters - the Sevier, East Fork Sevier, and Paria Rivers - as well as a number of tributaries of those 
rivers, although the listed reach of the East Fork Sevier River occurs well downstream of both the 
Project Study Area and the cumulative effects area. The Sevier River is listed for total phosphorus 
and habitat alteration, while the Paria River is listed for total dissolved solids. While past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions that have occurred or will occur in the cumulative effects 
area may contribute to phosphorus loading and/or habitat alteration of the Sevier River, no activity 
that would occur as a result of the Action Alternatives would affect the Sevier River, and therefore no 
cumulative effects to the Sevier River are anticipated. 
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The listed reach of the Paria River (and tributaries) occurs near the southeastern extent of the 
cumulative effects area within portions of BRCA, GSENM, BLM, and private land. Since the Paria 
River is listed for total dissolved solids, and surface disturbance associated with the Action 
Alternatives and other present and reasonably foreseeable future actions in this area could contribute 
total dissolved solids to the listed reaches, adverse cumulative effects to water quality in this area are 
anticipated. Projects such as BLM’s oil and gas lease sales, improvements to State Route 12 and the 
Tropic Canyon highway, livestock grazing within GSENM, and other recreational and land-
management activities within these areas, in conjunction with surface disturbance activities associated 
with the Action Alternatives, could exacerbate the total dissolved solids condition of the Paria River. 

The majority of water rights within the Project Area and the cumulative effects area are surface and 
groundwater rights; therefore, the potential types of effects to these water rights would be similar to 
those described for surface and groundwater features. Since effects to water rights as a result of the 
Action Alternatives would be mitigated by the utilization of BMPs, no cumulative adverse effects on 
water rights are anticipated. 

Since there are no surface water, groundwater, water quality, or water rights impacts associated with 
either interconnect option, there are similarly no cumulative effects anticipated for either interconnect 
option. 

Under the No Action Alternative, overhaul of the existing 69 kV transmission line would contribute 
to cumulative impacts to water resources similar to those described for Alternative B, but the overall 
contribution would be less as the scope of the overhaul effort would be less than replacement of the 
entire line. 

4.19.6. Vegetation 
Cumulative effects on vegetation in the cumulative effects area as a result of any of the Action 
Alternatives are likely to be similar in type to the direct and indirect effects previously discussed in 
the analysis of potential impacts resulting from the Proposed Project. Of the reasonably foreseeable 
projects in Table 4.19-2, development of utility corridors, has the greatest potential for adverse 
effects to vegetation resources as broad swaths of trees and brush could be cut and maintained at a 
low level for many years. Compaction of soils and direct disturbance to vegetation would also occur. 
Disturbed areas are also more susceptible to weed infestations.  

The Action Alternatives would make a minor to moderate contribution to adverse cumulative effects 
to vegetation due to short-tem disturbance within utility corridors and long-term suppression of 
natural vegetation schemes within utility corridors by maintaining vegetation at or below 4 feet in 
height. The magnitude of these adverse effects could be partially mitigated through planning for 
corridors to route through areas that have been previously disturbed, or in areas that have soils and 
vegetation more tolerant of disturbance and compaction. Employment and enforcement of BMPs and 
mitigation measures would greatly reduce the spread of weeds and help facilitate recovery in reseeded 
areas. Efforts toward fire prevention and suppression, and timber stand improvements offer the 
opportunity for long-term beneficial effects to vegetation resources. Vegetative clearing would not 
affect the overall plant species composition or productivity in the Project Area within the cumulative 
effects area. 

Vegetation within the right-of-way for the existing 69 kV transmission line is maintained at 4 feet 
high or lower and ongoing maintenance has some impact on vegetative growth along the centerline 
access. Overhaul of the transmission line under the No Action Alternative would result in damage or 
destruction of additional vegetation in the right-of-way, which would contribute to cumulative 
impacts. Cumulative impacts would be similar to those described for any of the Action Alternatives, 
but somewhat less due to the existing conditions within the right-of-way. 
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4.19.7. Forest Products Resources 
Of the projects in the cumulative impacts scenario, development of utility corridors has the greatest 
potential for adverse effects to forest product resources as broad swaths of trees could be cut and 
maintained at a low level for many years. The magnitude of this adverse effect could be mitigated 
through planning for corridors to route through areas that produce less valuable forest products. The 
adverse effect of cutting trees in forest areas managed for timber would contribute to long-term 
adverse effects to (reduction in) inventories of timber resources; however the contribution from this 
project would be negligible. Given the proportionally small acreage of the loss of harvestable timber 
and other forest products for all Action Alternatives, the impact to forest products would be negligible 
within the cumulative effects area.  

Efforts toward fire prevention and suppression, and timber stand improvements within the cumulative 
effects area offer the opportunity for long-term beneficial effects to forest products that at least offset, 
if not outweigh, adverse effects identified by virtue of the number of acres that would be treated. 

Because vegetation in the existing right-of-way for the 69 kV transmission line is already maintained 
at 4 feet high or less, overhaul of the transmission line under the No Action Alternative would not 
contribute to cumulative impacts to forest product resources. 

4.19.8. Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat 
Wildlife habitats in many parts of the cumulative effects area have been and are currently being 
modified, due to fires, development, invasions of exotic species, and direct human manipulation. 
Habitat changes that have occurred across the cumulative effects area (Figure 4.19-2) include (1) 
increases in shade-tolerant climax tree species on USFS land, as a result of fire suppression; (2) loss 
of native sagebrush and grassland, due to fire, exotic species invasions, and grazing; and (3) an 
overall loss of habitat and increased human presence, due to development, road construction, and an 
expansion of recreational activities. As a result of habitat changes, some wildlife species have been 
and are being forced into smaller areas of suitable habitat, which leads to adverse impacts on 
individual reproduction and can lower population growth.  

Reasonably foreseeable vegetation management and habitat improvement projects (Table 4.19-2) 
would have a neutral or beneficial impact on most wildlife species and habitat quality within the 
cumulative effects area.   

In general, there would be no cumulative impacts to terrestrial wildlife species as a result of this 
project because there are no past, present, or foreseeable future actions that would vastly affect these 
species. In addition, no cumulative impacts are anticipated for aquatic wildlife, because the 
alternatives would have a negligible effect on aquatic habitats. Wetlands and intermittent streams and 
washes would be crossed during low-flow periods and no long-term changes to these habitats would 
be made during crossings. Under any of the Action Alternatives, short-term and indirect impacts to 
aquatic habitats that are crossed, and those downstream of the crossings, would not lead to cumulative 
impacts to aquatic species.  

Overhaul of the existing 69 kV transmission line under the No Action Alternative could contribute to 
short-term cumulative impacts to wildlife through increased activity and noise within the existing 
right-of-way. Assuming working during sensitive time periods would be avoided, the contribution to 
cumulative effects would be negligible. No additional long-term impacts to wildlife would be 
anticipated from overhaul of the transmission line because the right-of-way is already cleared for the 
existing 69 kV line so no additional vegetative treatment would be required, new poles would replace 
existing poles in their current location, and no additional access routes would be required because 
there is existing centerline access. 
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4.19.9. Special Status Species 
Specific effects of past, present, and anticipated future activities on special status species cannot be 
anticipated as it is unknown at this time where future activities would occur in relation to sensitive 
habitat. General impacts to wildlife habitat are described in Section 4.19.8, and would similarly 
impact special status species within the cumulative effects area (Figure 4.19-2).  

Cumulative impacts may occur to greater sage-grouse that depend on native sagebrush/grassland 
habitats for year-round survival. Considering past, present, and foreseeable future impacts from fire, 
agricultural land conversion, pinyon-juniper encroachment, and activities that would increase 
cheatgrass infestation, moderate, long-term cumulative impacts could occur to greater sage-grouse if 
cheatgrass infestations spread further into native sagebrush/grassland habitats as a result of any 
Action Alternative. 

Due to the pace of current losses of sagebrush-grassland habitat to cheatgrass after fires, cumulative 
impacts within sagebrush/grassland habitats would be moderate and long-term if new cheatgrass 
infestations were introduced or if current infestations were spread further as a result of any Action 
Alternative. Many sage-grouse populations migrate between seasonal habitats (Connelly et al. 2000) 
and so rely on a large amount of sagebrush habitat throughout the year. A large-scale loss of habitat 
that would be caused by a fire would force sage-grouse to modify a wide range of behaviors because 
sage-grouse generally show a high fidelity to seasonal ranges (Connelly et al. 2000) and would not be 
able to return to the same area. Because the amount of behavioral flexibility varies between 
individuals, many sage-grouse individuals would not thrive at the same level in a new area and the 
reproductive rate of sage-grouse populations would be diminished. 

Overhaul of the existing 69 kV transmission line under the No Action Alternative could contribute to 
short-term cumulative impacts to special status species through increased activity and noise within the 
existing right-of-way. Assuming working in proximity to special status species populations during 
sensitive time periods would be avoided, the contribution to cumulative effects would be negligible. 
No additional long-term impacts to special status species would be anticipated from overhaul of the 
transmission line because the infrastructure is already in place. 
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Figure 4.19-2. Cumulative Effects Area for Wildlife and Special Status Species 
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4.19.10. Range Resources 
Although other past, present, or future actions within the cumulative effects area or within allotments 
affected by any of the Action Alternatives could have effects to range resources in and of themselves 
(e.g., removal or improvement of a large portion of the forage resource, elimination or addition of 
specific water supplies), the combined effect of any of the Action Alternatives and any single other 
action would be very unlikely to cause cumulative effects because the effect of the Garkane project 
on range resources is so small as to be negligible for all alternatives.  

However, the effects of multiple future actions within the cumulative effects area or allotments 
already affected by any of the Action Alternatives could become cumulative, even if all effects 
individually were small or negligible. For example, although less than 1 percent of forage resource is 
estimated to be affected by some of the Action Alternatives on each of the allotments within the 
Project Area, if ten projects occurred that affected 1 percent of the forage resource within one of the 
allotments in the Project Area, 10 percent of the forage resource would be affected. This could be a 
noticeable effect if the projects were closely spaced either temporally or geographically, and could 
cause a measurable change to the forage resource even if, on a per project basis, effects were 
negligible. 

It is most likely that projects would occur over a span of time, allowing some areas to recover after 
the initial disturbance. In addition, range improvement, reclamation, and reseeding efforts often have 
variable results due to climatic inconsistency, so it is likely that some lands affected by different 
projects would be positively affected (desirable forage production increased once the project was 
completed) while some affected lands would be negatively affected (desirable forage production 
decreased once the project was completed). Because present and future projects will most likely 
occur over a span of years under a variety of climatic conditions, the cumulative effects on range 
resources of this project combined with other projects over time would likely be negligible. 

Under the No Action Alternative, overhaul of the existing 69 kV transmission line would contribute 
negligibly at most to cumulative impacts to range resources as the existing right-of-way is already 
disturbed; little or no additional disturbance to range resources would be anticipated from the 
overhaul effort. 

4.19.11. Land Use 
While rights-of-way encumber agency land, that does not mean that the right-of-way would be 
committed solely for an exclusive use. However, the right-of-way would give legal rights to the 
holder and could limit future uses. Within the Study Area for land use, 37 rights-of-way currently 
exist (Section 3.10.3.3). Presumably all rights-of-way on public lands are issued in concert with 
existing approved land use plans, so there would be no overall change in planned land use. However, 
as the density of rights-of-way increases on the land, the ability to issue future rights-of-way may 
become more limited due to the potential for use conflicts. 

The proposed project would make a minor contribution to cumulative impacts to land use. Overall 
cumulative effects to land use would be minor to moderate. 

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no addition to the past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable land use commitments of the cumulative effects area because no additional lands would 
be affected by the overhaul of the Garkane transmission line within the existing right-of-way. 

4.19.12. Distinctive Land Areas 
There are 237,010 acres in the cumulative effects area. While an undetermined amount of land has 
been developed and modified over time, development has been considerable, especially on private 
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lands. There are ten areas in the cumulative effects area that are recognized for their undeveloped 
landscapes, including lands with wilderness characteristics, inventoried roadless areas, unroaded and 
undeveloped lands, and lands with primitive values. These lands total 57,287 acres, or 24.2 percent of 
the cumulative effects area.  

Under any of the Action Alternatives, construction of the transmission line would result in additional, 
long-term surface disturbance of distinctive land areas, including IRAs, unroaded/undeveloped areas, 
areas with wilderness characteristics, and lands with primitive values. Long-term disturbance includes 
the development and upgrading of access routes. Construction of the transmission line would also 
result in short-term disturbance, which typically includes temporary lay-down, splicing, and pulling 
areas and placement of power poles. Because of the relatively small amount of acreages involved, 
disturbances associated with the Proposed Project under any of the Action Alternatives would have a 
minor contribution to cumulative effects on distinctive land areas in the cumulative effect area. 

Neither of the interconnect options cross the distinctive land areas. Thus, they have no direct impacts 
on the values of these areas, and contribute nothing cumulatively to effects on the values of 
distinctive land areas in the cumulative effects area. 

Under the No Action Alternative, overhaul of the existing 69 kV transmission line may contribute to 
short-term effects to wilderness characteristics due to the presence and noise of people and 
equipment; however, the intensity of the overall short-term cumulative effect would depend on what 
other projects are occurring in the same time and space. Overhaul of the existing 69 kV transmission 
line would not be anticipated to contribute to long-term cumulative impacts to distinctive land areas 
as the line would be rehabilitated within its existing right-of-way with components replaced in kind. 

4.19.13. Recreation 
Overall short-term cumulative effects to recreation under all Action Alternatives would be governed 
by the timing of many of the projects in the cumulative impacts scenario. It is probable that some 
level of road improvement and stand treatment could take place concurrently with the proposed 
project, in which case the construction traffic from the proposed project would contribute to an 
overall minor adverse effect to recreational visitors.  

Exploration for and development of oil, gas, and geothermal resources in this rural and relatively 
remote area of southern Utah would result in an increase in traffic, most of which would be 
construction/development-related in the short term. Slight volume increases and presence of different 
types of vehicles (drilling rigs, for example) would be noticeable to local residents. Concurrent 
construction activities of the proposed transmission line may contribute an incremental increase in 
local traffic, noise, and visual intrusions that would cumulatively affect recreation opportunities and 
satisfaction within the cumulative effects area. These conditions would be short-term and would 
improve once construction of the transmission line was completed. 

Fire and stand treatments within the cumulative effects area have the potential to impact recreation, 
particularly tourist traffic, in the short term by increasing the number of vehicles using transportation 
systems causing congestion or perhaps delays due to slow-moving heavy equipment. Increases in the 
number of logging trucks would adversely impact recreation in the short term by creating areas of 
slow-moving traffic and may create hazards at ingress and egress points. In the longer term, 
recreational quality could be adversely impacted by perceptions of public lands being less natural 
feeling or appearing due to forest thinning or other vegetation management treatments. This would be 
true for all alternatives. 

BRCA plans to improve the Mossy Cave Trail. If Alternative B is selected, the Mossy Cave Trail 
would be closed for visitor safety during construction of the transmission line. Additional closures 
during the proposed trail improvements could contribute to diminished user satisfaction. However, 
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the same individual recreational visitors would not likely be affected. Cumulative effects could be 
partially mitigated if BRCA were able to plan the trail improvements to occur at the same time as the 
construction of the Alternative B line.  

Under the No Action Alternative, overhaul of the existing 69 kV transmission line may contribute to 
short-term effects to recreation resources due to the presence and noise of people and equipment or 
temporary closures; however, the intensity of the overall short-term cumulative effect would depend 
on what other projects are occurring in the same time and space. Overhaul of the existing 69 kV 
transmission line would not be anticipated to contribute to long-term cumulative impacts to recreation 
as the line would be rehabilitated within its existing right-of-way with components replaced in kind. 

4.19.14. Visual Resources 
Cumulative visual effects would be similar for all alternatives within the viewsheds of the cumulative 
effects area. Under the Proposed Action and Action Alternatives, there would likely be adverse 
impacts to viewsheds if visually intrusive transmission lines were constructed and vegetation was 
cleared in the rights-of-way in addition to the proposed Garkane transmission line. The addition of 
another cleared right-of-way would have a cumulative impact on the visual landscape within the 
cumulative effect area. 

Proposed UDOT scenic byway improvements would have beneficial impacts if improvements were 
made to scenic overlooks and roadside interpretive sites. Prohibitions placed on cross-country travel 
within the Forest would also be beneficial to scenic resources because surface disturbances from 
motorized OHV travel would be reduced. Proposed vegetation and fire fuels management projects 
would potentially have short-term, adverse impacts on scenic quality from color and line contrasts 
between unburned and burned areas on visibly exposed slopes. However, there would be no long-
term impacts because of vegetation re-growth within the disturbed areas. Abandoned mining 
reclamation would have short-term, adverse impacts in areas visible from travelways and/or 
recreation areas because of vehicles, equipment, and activities required for mine reclamation. 
However, the long-term impacts would be negligible because slope re-contouring, re-vegetation, and 
visual mitigation would reduce visual impacts and contrasts to a very low level. These past, present, 
and reasonably foreseeable effects would be minimal when combined with visual impacts from any of 
the Action Alternatives. 

Under the No Action Alternative, the potential cumulative impacts to scenic quality would be 
beneficially reduced when compared to the Action Alternatives because the existing 69 kV 
transmission line would be overhauled in the existing right-of-way. Alternative D would not be 
anticipated to contribute long-term visual impacts as the existing transmission line components (such 
as poles) would be replaced in kind.  

4.19.15. Cultural Resources 
Cumulative impacts from the Proposed Action or alternatives (including No Action) would be 
negligible. Cultural resources will continue to be impacted and disturbed due to natural erosion, 
illegal activities by the public and the potential for reasonably foreseeable futures development 
activities. All proposed reasonably foreseeable developments would be conducted under the oversight 
of Section 106 of the NHPA within federally managed land and the project impacts would be 
individually addressed on a site by site basis. Section 106 of the NHPA requires avoidance and/or 
mitigation of impacts to Historic Properties by federal undertakings. 
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4.19.16. Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 
Cumulative effects of any of the Action Alternatives in conjunction with past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable activities would be, overall, beneficial to Garfield County (Figure 4.19-3) and its 
residents.  

As noted in Chapter 3, the largest industries in Garfield County are tourism and government. Table 
4.19-2 demonstrates that ongoing and reasonably foreseeable actions planned for Garfield County 
show local, state, and federal investment in those industries. For example, linear projects such as 
those related to transportation, energy, and communications connect the county and its residents (and 
visitors) with the region and regional service providers. Projects related to vegetation management, 
fire fuels management, habitat improvement, recreation, and land use planning, all work towards 
maintaining and improving those features of the area that make it attractive for tourism, namely the 
relatively untouched natural environment, wildlife, and other recreational opportunities. Mining-
related projects might be perceived as being at odds with these directions, but most of the reasonably 
foreseeable mining projects are located in the Ticaboo area east of the Project Area and the tourism 
centers. Mining-related projects would bring needed diversity to the area economy. The most 
revealing aspect of Table 4.18-2 is the high percentage of projects that are federally (government) 
funded, as compared to state, county, or private; approximately 40 of the 58 projects are primarily 
funded through federal agencies (69 percent), although the federal-owned percentage of the land base 
is 89.6 percent. 

For the most part, the effects of other actions in Garfield County can be adequately discussed by their 
activity class, as used in Table 4.19-2, but several individual projects will have substantial impacts on 
the economy. Chief among these is the incorporation of Ruby’s Inn, which is now Bryce Canyon 
City. Although still owned essentially by one family, under state law incorporation entitles Bryce 
Canyon City to a share of taxes collected by the county that were previously dispensed at the county’s 
discretion. This change is likely to have a greater long-term effect on county services than the 
Proposed Action or Action Alternatives. 

BRCA and two BLM Field Offices are undergoing land use planning within Garfield County. These 
activities have the potential to impact the local economy and social structure to a far greater extent 
than the Proposed Action or Action Alternatives, depending on the management emphases that result.  

Under the No Action Alternative, overhaul of the existing 69 kV transmission line would make 
contributions to cumulative impacts to socioeconomics similar to the Action Alternatives, but 
somewhat less because the scope of the overhaul effort would not be as extensive. 

In summary any of the Action Alternatives, in the context of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
actions, would have a negligible to minor effect on the economy and social structure of Garfield 
County. The impact overall would be beneficial, facilitating increased services to residents and 
visitors alike. 
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Figure 4.19-3. Cumulative Effects Area for Socioeconomics and Environmental 
Justice 
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4.19.17. Transportation 
Overall short-term cumulative effects to transportation would be governed by the timing of many of 
the projects in the cumulative impacts scenario. It is probable that some level of road improvement 
and stand treatment could take place concurrent with the proposed project, in which case the 
construction traffic from the proposed project would contribute to a minor cumulative effect to 
transportation. The proposed project would contribute to long-term impacts to transportation. 

Exploration for and development of oil, gas, and geothermal resources in this rural and relatively 
remote area of southern Utah would result in an increase in traffic, most of which would be 
construction/development-related in the short term. Slight volume increases and presence of different 
types of vehicles would be noticeable to local residents who use the transportation system routinely, 
but when combined with the minor transportation effects from the Proposed Action or Action 
Alternatives, would not be expected to result in adverse impacts to transportation. 

Improvements to roads within the cumulative effects area, such as the Tropic Canyon Highway 
stabilization project and the reconstruction of U.S. 89, would either prevent deterioration of 
transportation resources or have beneficial impacts to transportation in the long term by making 
improvements to road surfaces and widths. In the short term, adverse effects to transportation could 
be anticipated in the form of construction traffic and possibly delays. Should these projects be 
conducted within the same timeframe as construction of the Proposed Action or Action Alternatives, 
minor cumulative effects to transportation could result as construction traffic and delays would be 
compounded. 

Incorporation of Ruby’s Inn as Bryce Canyon City may result in subdivision and growth in the area 
that could result in additional traffic utilizing the transportation system within the cumulative effects 
area. Construction in the area would precede population growth; thus short-term impacts to 
transportation would be increases in construction traffic, while long-term effects would be increases 
in passenger vehicle traffic. Should incorporation and development be concurrent with construction 
under Alternative A, cumulative effects in terms of compounding of volumes of construction traffic 
could occur. 

Under the No Action Alternative, overhaul of the existing 69 kV transmission line may contribute to 
short-term cumulative effects to transportation systems due to vehicles and equipment traveling the 
roadways to access the existing right-of-way; however, the intensity of the overall short-term 
cumulative effect would depend on what other projects are occurring in the same time and space. 
Overhaul of the existing 69 kV transmission line would not contribute to long-term cumulative 
impacts to transportation as ongoing maintenance would be anticipated to continue at current levels. 

4.20. GREEN HOUSE GAS EMISSIONS AND GLOBAL CLIMATE 
CHANGE 

4.20.1. Introduction 
Ongoing scientific research has identified the potential impacts of certain pollutants on global 
climate. These pollutants are commonly called “greenhouse gases” and include carbon dioxide (CO2), 
methane, nitrous oxide, water vapor, and several trace gases. Although levels of greenhouse gases in 
the atmosphere have varied for millennia, recent industrialization and the related burning of fuels 
from fossil carbon sources have caused CO2 concentrations in the atmosphere to increase 
dramatically. The use of fossil fuels such as oil, gas, and coal for generation of electricity, 
transportation, and heat is thought to be the greatest contributor to human-caused increases of 
greenhouse gases in the atmosphere.  
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In addition to the use of fossil fuels, other human activities such as the removal of vegetation (e.g., 
timber cutting, land development) are believed to contribute to climate change. Plants remove CO2 

from the atmosphere in the process of photosynthesis, and perennial vegetation helps build organic 
carbon in soils (“carbon sinks”). Human activities that reduce vegetative coverage result in a net 
increase in CO2 in the atmosphere. 

Through complex interactions on a regional and global scale, the increased presence of these 
greenhouse gases causes a net warming effect in the atmosphere, primarily by decreasing the amount 
of heat energy radiated by the Earth into space.  

The assessment of the relationship between greenhouse gas pollutant emissions and climate change is 
in its formative phase; therefore, it is not yet possible to predict with confidence the net impact of 
these pollutants on the global climate. However, the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change 
(IPCC) recently concluded that “warming of the climate system is unequivocal” and “most of the 
observed increase in globally average temperatures since the mid-20th century is very likely due to 
the observed increase in anthropogenic [man-made] greenhouse gas concentrations” (IPCC 2007). 
The lack of scientific tools designed to predict climate change on regional or local scales limits the 
ability to quantify potential future impacts of regional or local activities.  

Increased particulate matter in the atmosphere may also contribute to atmospheric warming and 
global climate change. Light-colored surfaces (e.g., snow and ice) reflect more solar energy from the 
Earth back into space than dark-colored surfaces. Dust and ash distributed into the atmosphere by 
human activities has the potential to darken glacial surfaces and snow packs, which then retain heat 
and and melt at an increased rate.  

4.20.2. Recent Agency Direction 
Federal agencies recognize the importance of climate change and the potential effects it may have on 
the natural environment. Several activities occur on public lands that may generate emissions of 
climate-changing pollutants. For example, oil and gas development, large fires, and recreation using 
combustion engines generate CO2 and methane. Wind erosion from disturbed areas and fugitive dust 
from roads, along with entrained atmospheric dust, may indirectly and cumulatively contribute to 
reductions in snow and ice cover. Other activities, such as managing vegetation to favor perennial 
grasses and increasing vegetative cover, may help sequester carbon.  

On January 16, 2009, the Washington Office of the USFS released guidance to USFS units regarding 
the incorporation of climate change science into project level NEPA documents to consider the effect 
of a project on climate change. 

Due to the inability to precisely quantify the emissions of the proposed project, the analysis will focus 
on the predicted changes to the greenhouse gas emission sources for the Action Alternatives and the 
No Action Alternative. These sources include energy production, transportation and construction 
vehicle use, and land use changes. 

4.20.2.1. Electricity Production  
A 138 kV transmission line currently supplies electricity from the Glen Canyon Dam (near Page, 
Arizona) to a location 1 mile east of the Tropic Substation; however, only a 69 kV transmission line 
provides connection between the Tropic Substation and the Hatch Substation. In the past 5 years, 
Garfield and Kane Counties have experienced a 66 percent increase in the demand for electricity. The 
existing Garkane Energy 69 kV electrical transmission system from Tropic to Hatch is operating at its 
capacity and cannot be modified to carry higher voltages due to physical limitations of the pole 
structures and conductors. Garkane Energy has found the existing system insufficient to meet 
electrical demand without the operation of temporary diesel generators. 
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Growth in the area around Hatch and Cedar Mountain is expected to continue regardless of upgrade 
of the current line. If the current line is not upgraded, Garkane would be required to meet the 
increasing demand by using diesel generators. 

The Proposed Action or any Action Alternative would allow construction of the 138 kV transmission 
line needed to supply the increase in electric demand with electricity produced by hydroelectric 
power from Glen Canyon Dam. Using its existing transmission facilities, Garkane can safely serve 
approximately 3,500 meters/customers of various size and demand. The proposed line could safely 
serve an additional 9,500 meters (i.e., customers) with a similar energy use profile (13,000 meters 
total). Meeting this increase in electrical demand using hydroelectric power would not add 
significantly to the Utah State total gross greenhouse gas emissions from generation of power, which 
are based on coal, natural gas, and oil electric-generating facilities. Building the transmission line 
would also eliminate the need for the use of back-up diesel generators, use of which adds appreciably 
to carbon emissions.  

If the No Action Alternative is selected (a new transmission line is not built), Garkane Energy would 
need to meet the demand for electricity by other means. Currently Garkane operates two diesel 
generators under State permit, one at the Todd’s Substation and another at Hatch. To meet current 
demand these generators operate for a 2- to 3-week period during November and December. For 
reference purposes each diesel generator uses approximately 100 gallons of fuel per hour of 
generation. Garkane estimates that each generator uses 10,500 gallons of fuel per 7-day period at 15 
hours of generation per day (7 pm to 10 am). As growth in Hatch and Cedar Mountain continues, the 
frequency and duration of use of these generators would increase. 

4.20.2.2. Vehicle Use 
Chapter 2, Table 2.3-2 provides assumptions of equipment required for construction of the 138 kV 
transmission line and substations. Some of the equipment would be used to perform multiple tasks, 
which would be conducted in stages; therefore all equipment would not be working on all tasks 
simultaneously or continuously throughout the project construction. Some work is seasonal in nature, 
and some construction activities would be precluded during specified times to comply with Resource 
Protection Measures (e.g., wildlife timing stipulations). 

The number of round-trip estimates are given for each alternative in Section 4.16. Estimates for 
construction-related round trips into and out of the Project Area are approximately 6,800, 8,700, and 
6,700, respectively, for Alternatives A, B, and C over a period of 18 months. This would be 
approximately 12–16 trips per day for construction vehicles. Alternative B would require more 
vehicles for construction of the two extra substations. In addition, Alternatives A and C would require 
the use of a helicopter for approximately 4.5 weeks of construction. Alternative B would require 10.9 
weeks of helicopter time. This is based on the amount of limited access areas within each alternative. 

For reference purposes it is assumed that a large digger line truck used to place poles consumes 10 to 
15 gallons of fuel on a normal work day (10 hours). A large commercial bulldozer consumes about 20 
gallons per hour. A five-seat turbine helicopter typically consumes about 25 to 30 gallons per hour. 

4.20.2.3. Land Use Changes  
The Center for Climate Strategies prepared a report for the UDEQ under an agreement with the 
Western Governors’ Association. The report contains an inventory and forecast of the State’s 
greenhouse gas emissions from 1990 to 2020. Estimates of carbon sinks within Utah’s forests and 
agricultural soils also were included in this report. For Utah forests, the current estimates are based on 
data from the USFS and indicate that about 12.3 million metric tons (MMt) of CO2 equivalents are 
sequestered annually in Utah forest biomass. However, there is a significant degree of uncertainty in 
the size of the forest sink in Utah. 

Draft EIS and GSENM Plan Amendment Page 4-231 



Chapter 4: Environmental Consequences 

Page 4-232  Draft EIS and GSENM Plan Amendment 

EPA’s Inventory of U.S. Greenhouse Gas Emissions and Sinks: 1990-2007, Chapter 7 provides an 
assessment of the net greenhouse gas flux resulting from the uses and changes in land types and 
forests in the United States. Land use, land-use change, and forestry activities in 2007 resulted in a 
net carbon sequestration of 1,062.6 million metric tons of CO2 equivalents (289.8 MMt C). This 
represents an offset of approximately 17.4 percent of total U.S. CO2 emissions. Total land use, land-
use change, and forestry net carbon sequestration increased by approximately 26 percent between 
1990 and 2007. This increase was primarily attributed to an increase in the rate of net carbon 
accumulation in forest carbon stocks. Net carbon accumulation in Forest Land Remaining Forest 
Land, Land Converted to Grassland, and Settlements Remaining Settlements increased, while net C 
accumulation in Cropland Remaining Cropland, Grassland Remaining Grassland, and landfilled yard 
trimmings and food scraps slowed over this period. Emissions from Land Converted to Cropland 
increased between 1990 and 2007. 

It is recognized that the Proposed Action or any of the Action Alternatives would alter vegetative 
growth on forested lands. Any Action Alternative would require a 100-foot right-of-way in which 
vegetation would be reduced to grasses and shrubs less than 4 feet tall. Resource commitments for 
each alternative are presented in Sections 4.3 and 4.5, which discuss soil disturbance and vegetation 
changes, respectively.  

For any Action Alternative, less than 55 acres would be disturbed in the long term along any route. 
These areas of long-term disturbance are associated with substation sites, substation access roads, a 
10-foot-wide centerline access route, and pole placement locations and would not revegetate during 
the life of the project. Removal of the existing 69 kV transmission line after the proposed 138 kV 
transmission line is constructed would allow that 100-foot right-of-way to revegetate to its natural 
state. 

Under the No Action Alternative, vegetation within the current 100-foot right-of-way for the existing 
69kV transmission line would continue to be maintained at or below 4 feet. 

Under any of the Action Alternatives there would be a very slight net reduction in Utah’s carbon 
sinks as the number of acres of reduced vegetation associated with any of the rights-of-way would be 
greater than the number of acres of vegetation restored in the area where the 69 kV transmission line 
would be removed. 

Both short- and long-term ground disturbance associated with any of the Action Alternatives would 
distribute particulate matter into the atmosphere; however, BMPs would minimize ground disturbance 
and erosion, and thus fugitive dust. There would be a slight increase in contributions to atmospheric 
particulate matter under any of the Action Alternatives as the number of acres of ground disturbance 
would be greater than the number of acres restored in the area where the 69 kV transmission line 
would be removed. Under the No Action Alternative, overhaul of the existing 69 kV transmission line 
would slightly increase erosion and fugitive dust in the short term but would not result in any 
additional long-term contributions to atmospheric particulate matter.  

4.20.3. Summary 
The building of a 138 kV transmission line from Tropic to Hatch under any of the Action Alternatives 
would increase vehicle use and fugitive dust over the short term (approximately 2 years). Any of the 
Action Alternatives would have a long-term adverse impact on vegetation across approximately 55 
acres of land, as well as a beneficial impact from eliminating diesel generator use. 

The No Action Alternative would result in increased consumption of fossil fuel and associated 
emissions for diesel power generation as well as increased emissions from vehicles needed to 
transport the fuel to the generators. 
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