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Comment Matrices

Table B-1. Comments on the Draft EIS

Last Name First Name Representing C'\?lerrgzrr\t NE?ngtia ;
Public Comments
Ahlquist Terry EI-3029 B-4
Anderson Doug Redmond Minerals, Inc. El-3057 B-4
Betar G. Joseph EI-3042 B-5
Christensen Kent EI-3058 B-5
Church Keith Snow College EI-3055 B-5
Gilbert Larry and Barbara EI-3129 B-6
Greenhalgh Glenn EI-3060 B-10
Hix Ronald Georgia-Pacific Gypsum EI-3145 B-10
Jensen Ed EI-3134 B-11
Jones Timothy El-3044 B-12
King Jodi EI-3059 B-12
Kramme Clyde EI-3111 B-13
Peterson David EI-3108 B-18
Peterson Kinley EI-3103 B-20
Reynolds Jim City of Salina EI-3113 B-20
Robinson Rick EI-3104 B-20
Sargent Shauna Sanpete County Travel EI-3053 B-21
Staples Brad EI-3054 B-21
Agency Comments
Christensen Kevin Sanpete County Economic Development EI-3056 B-22
Cowley Ivan Board of Sevier County Commissioners El-3154 B-23
Cowley Russ Six County Association of Governments EI-3105 B-24
Devine James U.S. Geological Survey EI-3107 B-25
Gipson Jason U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, EI-7178 B-27
Sacramento District
Greathouse Megan Consolidated Sevier Bridge Reservoir EI-17902 B-29
Company
Gregerson Lorraine Richfield Area Chamber of Commerce EI-3155 B-31
Harja John Resource Development Coordinating EI-3132 B-32
Committee
Heffernan Beverley Bureau of Reclamation, Provo Area EI-3037 B-36
Office
Jarrett Claudia Sanpete County Commission EI-3116 B-36
Kuwanwisiwma Leigh Hopi Tribe EI-3157 B-37
Mason Gary Board of Sevier County Commissioners El-3154 B-23
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Table B-1. Comments on the Draft EIS

Last Name First Name Representing Cl\tl):lmngzr:t Nz?ngtf:e r
Okerlund Ralph Board of Sevier County Commissioners El-3154 B-23
Poulson Kimball Richfield City Council EI-3043 B-39
Seddon Matthew Utah State Historic Preservation Office EI-3174 B-40
Stewart Robert U.S. Department of the Interior El-3112 B-43
Svoboda Larry U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, EI-3204 B-50
Region 8

Svoboda Larry U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, EI-7177 B-54
Region 8

Taylor Willie U.S. Department of the Interior EI-3182 B-56

Woodland Bryan Juab County EI-3106 B-58

Table B-2. Comments on the Supplemental Draft EIS
Last Name First Name Representing Cl\tl):lmngzr:t NE;gbeer
Agency Comments

Anderson Leigh Utah Division of Environmental El-20491 B-59
Response and Remediation

Bohan Suzanne U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, El-20465 B-60
Region 8

Kuhn Daniel Utah Department of Transportation El-20462 B-63

Stewart Robert U.S. Department of the Interior El-20464 B-64

Table B-3. Comments on Cultural Resources and the Programmatic Agreement

. . Comment Page
Last Name First Name Representing Number Number
Agency Comments
Kuwanwisiwma Leigh Hopi Tribe EI-20550 B-77
Elliott Michael U.S. Department of the Interior, National El-20552 B-78
Park Service
Joe, Jr. Tony Navajo Nation EI-20553 B-80
Moulton Stephanie Old Spanish Trail Association, Fish Lake EI-20904 B-81
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United States Department of the Interior e
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY TIJ:KEAEQIIE:EA
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Denver Federal Center, Building 56, Room 1003
Post Office Box 25007 (D-108)
Denver, Colorado 80225-0007

August 17, 2007

9043.1
ER 07/555

Phillis Johnson-Ball

Surface Transportation Board

395 E Street, SW

Washington, DC 20423-0001

Dear Ms. Johnson-Ball:

The U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the Six-County Association of Governments’ Proposed 43-Mile Rail Line

in Sanpete, Sevier, and Juab Counties, Utah, STB Finance Docket No. 34075 [AKA: Central
Utah Rail Project].

Project Description

The project proposes to construct, operate, and maintain a 43-mile rail line between Levan and
Salina, Utah, for the purpose of transporting coal and to alleviate truck traffic currently used for
transport.

Alternatives

The document analyzes three alternatives:

Alternative A - The No Action Alternative.

Alternative B - The Proposed Action- Includes 21 acres of Federal (BLLM administered)
Land

Alternative C — Alternative Route — Includes 51 acres of Federal (BLM Administered)
Land

We are providing the following comments for your consideration in evaluating this project.
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United States Department of the Interior N
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY TAKE PRIDE"
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance INAMERICA

Denver Federal Center. Building 67. Room 118
Post Oflice Box 25007 (D-108)
Denver, Colorado 80225-0007
June 20, 2014

9043.1
ER 14/300

Ms. Victoria Rutson, Director
Office of Environmental Analysis
Surface Transportation Board
309 E Street SW

Washington, DC 20423

Dear Ms. Rutson:

The Department of the Interior (Department) has reviewed the Supplemental Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Six County Association of Governments
Proposed Rail Line between Levan and Salina, Utah, and provides the following comments for
your consideration.

General Comments

We appreciate the addition of southern alternatives B1 and B2 and northern alternative B3 which
provide options for achieving the project purpose while incurring fewer impacts to fish and
wildlife resources. In the southern portion of the alignment, we support the selection of
Alternative B2 as it minimizes impacts to the riparian habitats of the Sevier River. Inthe
northern portion, we support the selection of Alternative B3, as it minimizes wetland impacts
adjacent to Chicken Creek reservoir. We note the presence of a mapped spring complex in close
proximity to Alternative B3; we recommend that the applicant provide field-level analysis of the
location of the springs relative to the alignment and identify measures to avoid impacts to these
important aquatic resources. We recommend the FEIS include a commitment to avoid
springheads by a minimum protective buffer of 100 meters.

We support the elimination of alternatives N1a and N1b in Mills Valley, which would have
direct impacts to least chub (lotichthys phlegethoniis) habitat. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS) found least chub warranted for listing under the Endangered Species Act on
June 22, 2010 (75 FR 35398); it is currently a candidate species.

Many of our comments on the original DEIS are still applicable but were not incorporated in this
Supplemental DEIS; therefore we are submitting them to you again by reference (letter dated
August 17, 2007; attached) for your consideration and urge that your FEIS integrate our
recommendations and/or provide specific responses relative to our comments. Our comments
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Ms. Victoria Rutson
We appreciate the opportunity to provide these comments. If you need further assistance, please
contact Betsy Herrmann, Ecologist, at (801) 975-3330 extension 139,

References

Romin, L A, and . A. Muck. 2002. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Utah field office guidelines
for raptor protection from human and land use disturbances.

Sincerely,

Robert F. Stewart
Regional Environmental Officer

cc: Phyllis Johnson-Ball
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United States Department of the Interior e
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY TIJ:KEAEQIIE:EA
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance
Denver Federal Center, Building 56, Room 1003
Post Office Box 25007 (D-108)
Denver, Colorado 80225-0007

August 17, 2007

9043.1
ER 07/555

Phillis Johnson-Ball

Surface Transportation Board

395 E Street, SW

Washington, DC 20423-0001

Dear Ms. Johnson-Ball:

The U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for the Six-County Association of Governments’ Proposed 43-Mile Rail Line

in Sanpete, Sevier, and Juab Counties, Utah, STB Finance Docket No. 34075 [AKA: Central
Utah Rail Project].

Project Description

The project proposes to construct, operate, and maintain a 43-mile rail line between Levan and
Salina, Utah, for the purpose of transporting coal and to alleviate truck traffic currently used for
transport.

Alternatives

The document analyzes three alternatives:

Alternative A - The No Action Alternative.

Alternative B - The Proposed Action- Includes 21 acres of Federal (BLLM administered)
Land

Alternative C — Alternative Route — Includes 51 acres of Federal (BLM Administered)
Land

We are providing the following comments for your consideration in evaluating this project.
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5. Where project work must occur during the migratory bird nesting season, project
proponents should survey those portions of the project area during the nesting season (but
prior to the project or action occurring) to determine if migratory birds are present and
nesting in those areas. These bird surveys should occur at least 7-10 days prior to when
project work is scheduled to occur in the area. In addition to conducting surveys during
the nesting season, entities may also benefit from conducting surveys during the previous
nesting season. Such surveys will serve to inform the likely presence of nesting
migratory birds in the proposed project or work area. While individual migratory birds
will not necessarily return to nest at the exact site as in previous years, a survey in the
nesting season the year before the project or action allows the company to become
familiar with bird species and numbers present in the project area well before the nesting
season in the year of proposed action. Migratory bird surveys also should be completed
during the best timeframe for detecting the presence of nesting migratory birds, using
accepted bird survey protocols. USFWS Offices can be contacted for recommendations
on appropriate survey guidance. Project proponents should also be aware that results of
migratory bird surveys are subject to spatial and temporal variability.

6. If no migratory birds are found nesting in proposed project or action areas immediately
prior to the time when construction and associated activities are to occur, then proceed
with your project activity as planned.

7. If migratory birds are present and nesting in the proposed project or action area, contact
your nearest USFWS Ecological Services Field Office and/or USFWS Regional
Migratory Bird Management Office for guidance on appropriate next steps to avoid and
minimize impacts to (and take of) migratory birds associated with the proposed project or
action. Although bald and golden eagles are protected under MBTA they are also
covered under BGEPA. Please consult USFWS if there are eagles or eagle nests in or
near your proposed project area ***,

* Note: these recommended conservation measures assume that there are no Endangered or
Threatened migratory bird species present in the project/action area, or any other Endangered or
Threatened animal or plant species, or any designated critical habitat for Endangered or
Threatened species present in this area. If Endangered or Threatened species or designated
critical habitat are present, or they could potentially be present, and the project/action may affect
these species or designated critical habitat for them, then consult with your nearest USFWS
Ecological Services Office before proceeding with any project/action.

#* The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) prohibits the taking, killing, possession, and
transportation, (among other actions) of migratory birds, their eggs, parts, and nests, except when
specifically permitted by regulations. While the MBTA has no provision for allowing
unauthorized take, the USFWS realizes that some birds may be killed during construction or
through other project activities, even if all known reasonable and efTective measures to protect
birds are used. The USFWS Office of Law Enforcement carries out its mission to protect
migratory birds through investigations and enforcement, as well as by fostering relationships
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