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Chapter 12:  Comments on the Draft EIS 

12.1 Introduction 
NEPA requires Federal agencies preparing an EIS to 
solicit comments on the Draft EIS from appropriate 
Federal, State, and local agencies; the project applicant 
(in this case, the SLO); and the public (CEQ NEPA 
regulations, Section 1503.1).  

EPA published a notice of availability for the Draft EIS 
in the Federal Register on March 18, 2011. This notice 
opened the official Draft EIS comment period. NRCS 
accepted comments on the Draft EIS through May 2, 
2011. Comments were collected by U.S. mail and e-mail 
and at a public open house on March 31, 2011. 

This chapter includes an index of comments received, copies of the comments and transcripts 
of oral comments, and NRCS’s responses to all comments received during the Draft EIS 
comment period. This chapter does not include copies of comments received before or after 
the official Draft EIS comment period. 

NRCS made changes to the EIS in response to some of the comments received. Please see 
Section S.1.2, Changes from the Draft EIS, for a summary of changes to the Draft EIS that 
are reflected in this Final EIS. 

12.2 Comment Index 
NRCS received a total of 57 comment letters, comment e-mails, and transcribed oral 
comments during the official Draft EIS comment period. Table 12-1 is an index of all 
comments received. 

What is included in this 
chapter? 

This chapter includes an index of 
comments received, copies of the 

comments and transcripts of oral 
comments, and NRCS’s responses 

to all comments received during 
the Draft EIS comment period. 
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Table 12-1. Listing of Commenters and Comment Identifiers 

Name Comment Number Name Comment Number 

Don Westenskow D-01 Lucy Peterson Watkins D-30 
William E. Piercy D-02  Clare Marler D-31 
Carl Malouf D-03 Don Younker D-32 
Karen Flessner D-04 Donald Hansen D-33 
Thad Box D-05 Virginia Hansen D-34 
Steven Hicken D-06 Arlene Younker D-35 
Michael Kuhns D-07 Kay Gillgen D-36 
Irene S. Eastmond D-08 Bruce Haslem D-37 
Charles Ashurst D-09 Pat Pearson D-38 
City of Smithfield D-10 Russel Goodwin D-39 
Clair C. Larkin D-11 Jon Meikle D-40 
Clyde M. Anderson D-12 Ralph Meikle D-41 
Kim Sullivan D-13 Jeffery Gittins D-42 
Anonymous  D-14 Valorie Byrnes D-43 
Debbie Roper D-15 Comment number not used D-44 
Wendi Hassan D-16 Lucy Peterson Watkins D-45 
Anonymous D-17 Jack Keller D-46 
Eric Hansen D-18 Brett Roper D-47 
Mark Christopherson D-19 City of Logan D-48 
Gordon Younker D-20 Lydia Embry D-49 
Anonymous D-21 Kerry Jordan D-50 
Bruce Pendery D-22 EPA – Region 8 D-51 
Frederic H. Wagner D-23 City of North Logan D-52 
Erik Ashcroft D-24 Jordy Guth D-53 
Lydia Embry D-25 Eric Joffs D-54 
C. Val Grant D-26 E. Bruce Godfrey D-55 
Lucy Peterson Watkins D-27 U.S. Forest Service D-56 
DOI Office of Environmental 

Policy and Compliance 
D-28 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers D-57 

Carey Walkins D-29 Russell Goodwin D-58 
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12.3 Comments and Responses for the Draft EIS 

 Comment D-1 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-1.1 
 
 

D-1.2 
 

D-1.1 

NRCS has identified the Purple Alternative as the preferred alternative. 
This alternative is not the most expensive option studied in the EIS. 

D-1.2 

Please see page 3-10 of the Final EIS for an explanation regarding why the 
LHPS Canal would need to be enclosed with the Purple Alternative; this 
same reasoning applies to the Orange Alternative. As noted in the text, 
enclosing the canal would prevent debris from accumulating along the canal 
alignments, which would help improve water quality and eliminate 
operational problems and flooding. Enclosing the canal would also enable 
separation of irrigation and stormwater, thus better protecting the water 
quality of irrigation water, much of which is used for crop production (and 
ultimately human consumption). 

NRCS also has standards for irrigation canals that specify construction 
standards and acceptable flow rates for different types of irrigation water 
delivery systems. As described on page 3-10 of the Final EIS, if the LHPS 
Canal were to remain open, the canal alignment would need to be 
substantially enlarged to safely convey (with respect to flow depth and 
water velocity) as much as 130 cfs of irrigation water as well as stormwater 
that is discharged into the canal in Logan and North Logan. The enlarged 
canal alignment would probably require more right-of-way, which means 
that it could encroach onto private properties that are currently set back 
from the existing canal easement. 

Please note that NRCS did consider an action alternative (the Blue 
Alternative) that would not enclose the LHPS Canal. Please review the 
description of the Blue Alternative beginning on page 3-20 of the Final EIS. 

The No-Action Alternative would not affect the LHPS Canal in any way. 
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 Comment D-2 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-2.1 
 
 
 
 

D-2.2 
 
 
 
 

D-2.3 
 
 
 
 
 

 
D-2.4 

 
 
 

D-2.1 

Comment noted. 

D-2.2 

Please note that NRCS considered, then eliminated, the Yellow Alternative 
from further analysis and therefore did not consider developing further 
detail about this option. See Section 3.4, Alternatives Eliminated from 
Detailed Study, on page 3-31 of the Final EIS for information about the 
alternative screening process. 

The commenter correctly states that the Yellow Alternative, as presented in 
the Draft EIS, would not require a change in the existing LN Canal POD 
and therefore would not result in any water-use conflicts between the Logan 
& Northern Irrigation Company and the Logan City Light and Power 
Department regarding water availability for hydropower generation. 

The modification to the Yellow Alternative suggested by the commenter 
(moving the LN Canal POD to First Dam and reducing the pipe size due to 
increased pressure) would be a new option. The alternatives that NRCS 
considered and presented in the Draft EIS are based on using existing 
system features to the extent possible and avoiding impacts to new areas. 
NRCS considered this new option and others during its review of Draft EIS 
comments. However, NRCS did not include any new options in the Final 
EIS because the existing action alternatives already meet project objectives. 
The option suggested by the commenter would not better achieve the 
project objectives. 

The Blue Alternative, which NRCS studied in detail, uses the existing LN 
Canal POD and existing canal easements and would deliver water to the 
same location (about 400 North in Logan), is in the same general area, and 
received broad public support during the NEPA scoping process. Because 
of this, NRCS did not consider any additional options in the Canyon Road 
area. 
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 Comment D-2 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 

D-2.5 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-2.6 

D-2.3 

Constructing the Yellow Alternative would require disconnecting a sewer 
line that serves people living along Canyon Road. People living in the 
affected area would need to be temporarily relocated during construction 
because they would not have basic sewer service. The temporary relocation 
does not have any relationship to the economic or social status of people 
living along Canyon Road. 

The EWPP is a program designed to assist private parties as well as public 
agencies. The EWPP states that “private entities or individuals may receive 
assistance only through the sponsorship of a governmental entity” (7 CFR 
624.6[a][1]). In the case of the proposed action, Cache County is 
sponsoring the project. The EWPP regulations do not specify the type of 
interest a private entity or individual can or cannot have related to the 
emergency for which the funds are requested. 

D-2.4 

Comment noted. 

D-2.5 

Much of the existing vegetation along the edge of the LHPS Canal would 
need to be removed during construction of the Orange Alternative to 
accommodate the box culvert and equipment. The EIS does not propose to 
re-establish the current pattern of vegetation, but, as described on page 3-18 
of the Draft EIS, some restoration of landscaping would occur. The Draft 
EIS has been corrected to describe this type of revegetation for the Orange 
Alternative. 

Cache County has stated that it would like to consider options to eventually 
develop a greenway, or linear park, along the canal with a footpath and 
some landscaping. In order to establish the greenway and facilitate 
re-establishment of vegetation along the canal, the box culvert proposed as 
part of the Orange Alternative would include components that would 
accommodate the installation of low-flow irrigation systems. If a greenway 
is established in the future, its planning and construction would be 
accomplished through a process external to the Logan Northern Canal 
Reconstruction project. Please see the section titled General Vegetation on 
page 5-50 of the Final EIS for the Purple Alternative; the same information 
applies to the Orange Alternative. 
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 Comment D-2 (continued) Response 
 
 

This space is intentionally blank. 

If constructed, the greenway would legally accommodate pedestrian and 
bicycle traffic along the canal. Under the current status of the canal, 
walking along and floating in the canal are unauthorized uses and, in most 
areas, people taking part in these activities are trespassing. 

Please see the response to comment D-1.2 for information regarding why 
the canal would need to be enclosed (and therefore would be unavailable 
for floating). 

D-2.6 

Cache County and canal operators have expressed a desire to lessen the 
drowning risk to both adults and children associated with an open canal. 
Many canal operators are justifiably concerned about children around open 
canals in particular. As referenced in Whipple v. American Fork Irrigation 
Company (Utah Supreme Court 1996), Restatement (Second) of Torts § 
333 (1965) states, “except as stated in §§ 334–339, a possessor of land is 
not liable to trespassers for physical harm caused by his failure to exercise 
reasonable care (a) to put the land in a condition reasonably safe for their 
reception, or (b) to carry on his activities so as not to endanger them. The 
exceptions stated in sections 334 to 339 deal generally with activities and 
artificial conditions highly dangerous to constant trespassers on a limited 
area or to known trespassers, controllable forces dangerous to known 
trespassers, and artificial conditions highly dangerous to trespassing 
children” (emphasis added). 

Comparing a roadway to a privately operated canal is not a fair comparison. 
Roads are generally public property, and entities manage roads for public 
use. For those segments of the canals used by the Cities for stormwater, the 
Cities have agreements with the canal company that operates each canal, 
but these agreements do not generally cover public use of or access to the 
canal. Please see the response to comment D-1.2 for an explanation 
regarding why NRCS is proposing to enclose the LHPS and LN Canals 
with the action alternatives. 
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 Comment D-3 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-3.1 
 
 
 
 

D-3.2 
 
 
 

D-3.3 
 
 
 

D-3.4 

D-3.1 

For the Purple and Orange Alternatives, NRCS would replace part of the 
existing LHPS Canal with a box culvert. As described on pages 3-10 
(Purple Alternative) and 3-17 (Orange Alternative) of the Final EIS, the box 
culvert would be sized to accommodate the combined flows for delivery to 
LN Canal and LHPS Canal shareholders. 

The final engineering design of the new conveyance system would consider 
options to modify operations of the canal system in the event of an 
emergency. 

D-3.2 

The modification to the Yellow Alternative suggested by the commenter 
(moving the LN Canal POD to First Dam and reducing the pipe size due to 
increased pressure) would be a new option. Please see the response to 
comment D-2.2 for a discussion about how NRCS considered new options 
presented during the Draft EIS comment period. 

Changes to the alignment of Canyon Road are outside the scope of this 
project. Any changes to the alignment of Canyon Road would need to be 
proposed and completed by the City of Logan. 

D-3.3 

All of the action alternatives include installing a pipeline from the existing 
LN Canal POD below First Dam to the Laub Diversion in order to supply 
water to shareholders along this reach of the canal. Because the LN Canal 
shares for users in this area would be delivered through this pipeline, 
creating a new irrigation company would not be necessary. Also, this water 
would be in a pipeline, so there would be no need to construct a vandal-
unfriendly dam. This pipeline segment would be short, so an additional 
shutoff (beyond the gate at the existing POD) would not be necessary. 

D-3.4 

Comment noted. 



Chapter 12: Comments on the Draft EIS 

 

August 2011 Logan Northern Canal Reconstruction Project
12-8 Final Environmental Impact Statement
 

 Comment D-4 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-4.1 
 
 
 
 

D-4.1 

The commenter’s property is downstream of the 2009 landslide at about 
800 North in Logan. Since the landslide occurred, the canal has continued 
to convey stormwater runoff from city streets and adjacent lots and to 
deliver some water to the shareholders via the temporary delivery system as 
described in Section 2.1.2.2, Operation of the LN and LHPS Canals, on 
page 2-4 of the Final EIS. 

The Logan & Northern Irrigation Company, the canal operator, has primary 
responsibility for maintaining the LN Canal and for addressing any 
problems related to maintenance of the canal. However, since the City uses 
the canal for stormwater conveyance, it has an interest in eliminating debris 
such as garbage that could block the flow of water, and the City works with 
the Logan & Northern Irrigation Company to maintain the canal. 

Mosquito abatement is not a responsibility of the Logan & Northern 
Irrigation Company and is beyond the scope of this project. However, all of 
the action alternatives would once again use the LN Canal alignment to 
convey irrigation water during the irrigation season. With the Blue 
Alternative, water would flow in an open canal as it did before the 
landslide. With the Purple and Orange Alternatives, most of the LN Canal 
water that is delivered to shareholders in this area would be placed in a 
pressurized pipeline system and in the canal. The existing canal structure 
would remain in place and would continue to be used to convey both 
stormwater and about 2 cfs of Logan & Northern Irrigation Company water 
during the irrigation season, which would prevent standing water during the 
summer. Outside of the irrigation season, the canal would function as it has 
historically and could continue to pond stormwater and non-stormwater 
flows. Funding for the proposed action from NRCS and the Utah Division 
of Water Resources requires developing long-term operation and 
maintenance plans and service agreements that identify responsible parties. 

With the No-Action Alternative, the Logan & Northern Irrigation Company 
would probably abandon the LN Canal easement, and the Cities of Logan 
and North Logan would probably take over maintenance of the canal 
structure as a stormwater conveyance facility.  
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 Comment D-5 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-5.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-5.2 
 
 
 

D-5.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

D-5.1 
Comments noted. 

D-5.2 
NRCS is proposing to acquire structures from 14 properties as part of all of 
the action alternatives. As noted in the NRCS EWPP manual, NRCS can 
buy the structures only if the buy-out is voluntary (Section 511.6[B]). The 
structures that would be acquired are within an area that has historically 
been susceptible to landslides. Since one of the focal points of the EWPP is 
to reduce hazards to life and property, NRCS determined that purchasing 
the structures is a cost-effective way to prevent future damage and/or loss 
of life in this historically unstable area. NRCS has not completed detailed 
studies on the stability of the slope, but evidence in existing literature and 
referred to in the EIS indicates that hazards to life and property exist along 
the Logan Bluff between about 750 East and 1100 East. Please see the 
discussion about the potential purchase on pages 3-7 through 3-9 of the 
Final EIS. Additional information about the geologic stability of the area is 
presented on pages 2-9 and 4-55 of the Final EIS. 

As noted in Section 511.6(B) of the NRCS EWPP manual, “NRCS may 
purchase (based on current value) and remove (which may include 
relocation or demolition) a structure when removing a building or similar 
structure is the least costly alternative and the buy-out is voluntary and does 
not involve a lessee or tenant.” NRCS’s cost share for such purchase, from 
willing sellers, cannot exceed 75%, so the County and/or City would 
probably need to participate in the purchase. 

NRCS recognizes that some property owners might not be willing to sell 
their properties. With the Purple and Orange Alternatives, the project could 
still be constructed even if property owners are not willing to sell. However, 
the soil buttress proposed as part of the Blue Alternative could be 
constructed only if the structures are removed. With the Blue Alternative, if 
the property owners are unwilling to sell, condemnation proceedings would 
occur. Because NRCS cannot fund the purchase of structures from 
unwilling parties, the SLO and its partners would be required to fund the 
acquisition of the properties through condemnation. Based on phone calls 
that the NRCS has received since it published the Draft EIS, it appears that 
many of the structure owners are not willing to sell their properties. The 
Final EIS has been updated to reflect how structure acquisition might affect 
the success of the Blue Alternative. 

D-5.3 
Comments noted.
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 Comment D-5 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-5.4 
 
 

D-5.5 

D-5.4 

The EIS describes the potential cost of hydropower lost in the context of 
comparing an option of pumping LN Canal water from the Logan River 
near First Dam up to the LHPS Canal to an option to divert LN Canal water 
upstream at the LHPS Canal POD below Second Dam, not as an analysis 
for compensation for the potentially lost hydropower due to implementing 
the Purple or Orange Alternatives. Since the Draft EIS was published, the 
Cache Highline Water Users’ Association (CHWUA or CHWA) and the 
City of Logan have established an agreement that identifies how potential 
effects on hydropower generation would be minimized and mitigated under 
the Purple and Orange Alternatives. See page 5-39 of the Final EIS for 
further discussion. 

The commenter is not specific in his comment about the acreage served and 
where the acreage is overstated. Comment noted. 

NRCS assumes that, when the commenter refers to the “environmental and 
historical ambiance to the people,” he is referring to quality of life and the 
historic nature of the canal system. The EIS discloses that some people 
might feel that changes associated with any of the action alternatives would 
reduce their quality of life (see pages 5-14 through 5-18 of the Final EIS). 
However, the EIS also discusses the fact that ongoing agricultural 
production, which relies on delivery of irrigation water using the canal 
system, is a positive contribution to quality of life in the study area. As 
stated on page 5-18 of the Final EIS, the proposed action is not expected to 
significantly improve or reduce the quality of life of residents in the study 
area. What some residents might find adverse, others might find positive. 

The EIS discloses that any of the action alternatives would affect historic 
resources in the study area. NRCS and Cache County would work with the 
State Historic Preservation Officer to ensure that impacts to historic 
resources (which can include the setting within which physical resources 
occur) are minimized and mitigated. 

D-5.5 

Comments noted. 
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 Comment D-6 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-6.1 

D-6.1 

Currently, the Purple and Orange Alternatives do not preclude the golf 
course operator from constructing a water feature in the golf course. If the 
Purple or Orange Alternative is selected, then the exact nature of the final 
system would be determined during the final design phase. The final design 
could accommodate the conveyance of irrigation and stormwater within the 
canal alignment, so some open water could still be present along the 
alignment. The golf course operator could use some of its water shares to 
add flow to the canal for aesthetic purposes or to create other types of water 
features. 

Since constructing recreation trailways for the general public is not part of 
the project, constructing water features for individual land owners is also 
not part of the project. If a trail or water feature were established in the 
future, it would be planned and constructed through a process external to 
the Logan Northern Canal Reconstruction project. 

The Blue Alternative would not affect the golf course’s water features.  
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 Comment D-7 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-7.1 
 
 
 
 
 

D-7.2 
 
 
 

D-7.3 
 

 

D-7.1 

The pipeline that would connect the LHPS Canal to the LN Canal with the 
Purple Alternative would consist of a 42-inch-diameter HDPE pipeline. 
This is the nominal diameter; the actual diameter would vary with pipe 
thickness as needed to meet pressure requirements. The pipeline would 
have air vents along the alignment. The terminal connection at the LN 
Canal would include a flow meter, pressure-reducing valve, and required 
connections to the LN Canal system. NRCS has proposed the design in 
order to reduce pressure so that water could be delivered to customers at an 
appropriate pressure. This would allow water delivery that would not 
jeopardize the operation of or damage individual sprinkler systems by 
delivering water at high pressure. 

With the Purple Alternative, the pipeline could be routed through 
Lundstrom Park to 1600 East, then constructed in the 1600 East roadway to 
1500 North and then in the 1500 North roadway west through the 
agricultural field to connect to the LN Canal. Another option would be to 
continue the concrete box culvert to 1500 North, start the pipeline at the 
LHPS Canal and 1500 North, and then construct the pipeline in the 1500 
North roadway west through undeveloped land before it connects to the LN 
Canal. 

D-7.2 

Comment noted. 

D-7.3 

The canal companies will pay for a portion of the project in accordance 
with the Federal and State project funding agreements. 

For more information about establishing future trails along the canal 
easements, please see page 5-26 of the Final EIS for the Purple Alternative, 
page 5-28 for the Orange Alternative, and page 5-29 for the Blue 
Alternative. If a trail were established in the future, it would be planned and 
constructed through a process external to the Logan Northern Canal 
Reconstruction project. 
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 Comment D-8 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-8.1 

D-8.1 

Please see the response to comment D-5.2. All of the action alternatives 
include purchasing structures along the north side of Canyon Road within 
an area that has historically been subject to landslides. NRCS understands 
that this action would affect people living in the affected area. 

Purchasing structures is not included in the No-Action Alternative. 

NRCS has not selected an alternative yet but has identified the Purple 
Alternative as its preferred alternative. NRCS plans to publish a record of 
its decision in the late summer or early fall of 2011. If NRCS selects the 
Purple Alternative for implementation, then NRCS, Cache County, and the 
City of Logan would work together to develop a schedule and pursue 
purchasing structures from willing sellers.  
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 Comment D-9 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-9.1 

D-9.1 

The effect of the Purple Alternative on hydropower generation is discussed 
on pages 5-38 and 5-39 of the Final EIS. The Purple Alternative could 
affect the production of an estimated maximum of 1,000 kW of 
hydropower, which is about 1% of the city’s summer demand. At the time 
the Draft EIS was completed, representatives of the Logan City Light and 
Power Department and members of CHWUA were in the process of 
negotiating an agreement regarding moving the LN Canal POD to the 
LHPS Canal POD below Second Dam. Since the Draft EIS was released, 
CHWUA and the City of Logan have established an agreement that 
identifies how potential effects on hydropower generation would be 
minimized and mitigated under the Purple Alternative. 

The purpose of the EIS is to identify and disclose effects due to the 
proposed action and project alternatives, not to determine if use of water for 
irrigation is more important than use of water for hydropower generation. 
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 Comment D-10 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-10.1 

D-10.1 

The Purple Alternative, which is the preferred alternative, would combine 
the flows of the LN Canal and the LHPS Canal between the LHPS Canal 
POD below Second Dam and return some LN flows to the LN Canal at 
about 1500 North in Logan. The Orange Alternative would combine the 
flows between the LHPS Canal POD and return some LN flows to the LN 
Canal at either 2900 North or 3100 North in North Logan. 
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 Comment D-10 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 

This space is intentionally blank. 



 Chapter 12: Comments on the Draft EIS

 

Logan Northern Canal Reconstruction Project August 2011
Final Environmental Impact Statement 12-17
 

 Comment D-11 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-11.1 

D-11.1 

Comment noted. 
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 Comment D-12 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-12.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-12.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-12.3 

D-12.1 

Comment noted. 

D-12.2 

NRCS did evaluate an alternative that would collect and convey water from 
seeps and springs along the Logan Bluff. The Blue Alternative, which is 
described beginning on page 3-20 of the Final EIS, would place the LN 
Canal in a pipeline and construct a separate drainage ditch alongside the 
pipeline to collect and convey the seep and spring water as well as 
stormwater runoff from US 89. The ditch would discharge into the LN 
Canal at about 400 North and 600 East. See the figure on the next page for 
a rendering of the new pipeline and drainage channel. Please note, however, 
that NRCS has not identified the Blue Alternative as the preferred 
alternative. 

The Purple and Orange Alternatives do not include any changes to the 
existing LN Canal POD structure. Both of these alternatives would include 
installing a pipeline in the LN Canal between the LN Canal POD below 
First Dam and the Laub Diversion to deliver water to shareholders in this 
area. The pipeline would be placed in the existing canal, and the canal 
would still capture water from seeps and springs and stormwater from 
US 89. Upstream of the landslide area, flowing water would be directed 
from the Laub Diversion into a ditch system. Downstream of the landslide, 
water collected in the canal would continue to flow in the LN Canal to the 
north to about 400 North. For the Purple and Orange Alternatives, irrigation 
water would be introduced into the canal at 400 North, and the canal would 
convey both irrigation water and stormwater downstream. However, 
upstream of 400 North, water could pond in the canal at times of very low 
flow (such as in summer). 

The Purple and Orange Alternatives would use the existing LN Canal 
downstream of the 2009 landslide to convey water from seeps and springs 
and stormwater. This would include the reach parallel to Canyon Road. 
Because the City of Logan would use the canal structure to collect and 
convey this water and the canal would also capture and convey stormwater 
from US 89, it is in the City’s and UDOT’s interest to maintain the canal in 
good working order.  
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 Comment D-12 (continued) Response 
 

This space is intentionally blank. 

D-12.3 

The Blue Alternative would collect and convey water from seeps and 
springs and stormwater. This alternative was not the most expensive option 
studied, nor was it the least expensive. Please see the response to comment 
D-5.2 and the discussions on pages 2-9 and 4-55 of the Final EIS for 
information about historic landslides along the Logan Bluff. 
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 Comment D-13 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-13.1 
 
 
 
 
 

D-13.2 
 

D-13.1 

All of the action alternatives would re-establish delivery of LN Canal 
shares to shareholders. The amount of water delivered to shareholders 
would be about the same as the amount delivered before the landslide. For 
the Purple and Orange Alternatives, a representative of the Logan & 
Northern Irrigation Company has stated that the company would supply 
water to the four shareholders just south (upstream) of 400 North using a 
small pipeline that would connect to the LN Canal pressure pipe 
downstream. Please see the discussion on page 3-11 of the Final EIS for 
detailed information. 

D-13.2 

The Blue Alternative could affect a part of the trail described by the 
commenter in the area of the soil buttress. The current trail that connects to 
USU is not a publicly maintained trail. Because detailed construction plans 
have not been developed for the Blue Alternative, it is not known whether 
the uphill trails along the bluff would remain available. It is possible that, 
after construction of the Blue Alternative, the trail might not be available 
for public use. 

The Purple and Orange Alternatives would not affect this trail. 
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 Comment D-14 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-14.1 

D-14.1 

Comment noted. 
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 Comment D-15 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-15.1 

D-15.1 

Comment noted. 
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 Comment D-16 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-16.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-16.2 
 
 

D-16.3 

D-16.1 

Please see the response to comment D-1.2 for an explanation regarding why 
NRCS is proposing to enclose part of the LHPS Canal as part of the Purple 
and Orange Alternatives. Also, please review the discussion at the top of 
page 5-26 of the Final EIS regarding Cache County’s intent to develop a 
recreation corridor along the canal and establish a way for people to legally 
use the easement for walking and bicycling. This information pertains to 
both the Purple and Orange Alternatives. 

D-16.2 

Constructing either the Purple or Orange Alternative would require clearing 
existing vegetation along the LHPS Canal between the golf course and 
Lundstrom Park/1500 North. Please see the section titled General 
Vegetation on page 5-50 of the Final EIS; this information pertains to both 
the Purple and Orange Alternatives. Some landscaping would be replaced 
following construction. As described in that section, the County has stated 
that it would like to consider options to eventually develop greenways, or 
linear parks, along canals in the region with a footpath and some 
landscaping. In order to accommodate a future greenway along the LHPS 
Canal and facilitate re-establishment of vegetation along the canal, the box 
culvert would include components that would accommodate the installation 
of low-flow irrigation systems. If a greenway were established in the future, 
it would be planned and constructed through a process external to the 
Logan Northern Canal Reconstruction project. 

D-16.3 

Comment noted. 
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 Comment D-17 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-17.1 
 
 
 
 
 

D-17.2 

D-17.1 

Any of the action alternatives would affect limited areas of riparian 
vegetation along the Logan River due to reconstruction of a POD structure. 
Cache County and its contractors intend to minimize impacts to riparian 
vegetation along the river. Work at the POD for the Purple or Orange 
Alternative would also be overseen by USFS consistent with a special-use 
permit for construction. For more information about impacts to riparian 
vegetation, please see pages 5-49 and 5-109 of the Final EIS for the Purple 
Alternative (which also applies to the Orange Alternative) and pages 5-53 
and 5-112 for the Blue Alternative. The No-Action Alternative would not 
affect any riparian vegetation. 

D-17.2 

Comment noted. 
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 Comment D-18 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-18.1 

D-18.1 

Comment noted.  
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 Comment D-18 (continued) Response 
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 Comment D-19 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-19.1 

D-19.1 

Only the Orange Alternative would enclose part of the LHPS Canal north 
(downstream) of Lundstrom Park/1500 North. The Purple, Blue, and No-
Action Alternatives would not affect the LHPS Canal north of Lundstrom 
Park/1500 North. As shown in Figure 3-3, Typical Cross-Section B, on 
page 3-6 of the Final EIS, the Orange Alternative would provide for some 
open water (stormwater) in the canal alignment north of Lundstrom Park. 
The Orange Alternative would not affect the LHPS Canal downstream of 
2900 North/3100 North. 

Please see the discussions about impacts to wildlife on pages 5-49 and 5-50 
of the Final EIS (these are discussions about the Purple Alternative that also 
apply to the Orange Alternative). 



Chapter 12: Comments on the Draft EIS 

 

August 2011 Logan Northern Canal Reconstruction Project
12-30 Final Environmental Impact Statement
 

 Comment D-20 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-20.1 

D-20.1 

Comment noted. 
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 Comment D-21 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-21.1 

D-21.1 

The Blue Alternative, as presented in the Draft EIS, is proposed in the 
existing LN Canal alignment in response to comments received during the 
EIS scoping process. Many members of the public asked NRCS to consider 
an alternative that would rebuild the LN Canal on its original alignment, 
and the evaluation of the Blue Alternative responds to this request. 

The modification to the Blue Alternative suggested by the commenter 
(moving the pipe from the existing alignment to the road and back to the 
alignment) would be a new option. The alternatives NRCS considered and 
presented in the Draft EIS are based on using existing system features. 
NRCS considered this new option and others during the review of Draft EIS 
comments but did not include any new options in the Final EIS because the 
existing action alternatives meet the project purpose and need and project 
objectives. The option suggested by the commenter would not better 
achieve the project purpose, need, or objectives. 

The Blue Alternative, which NRCS studied in detail, uses the existing LN 
Canal POD, would deliver water to the same location (about 400 North in 
Logan), is in the same general area, and received broad public support 
during the NEPA scoping process. Because of this, NRCS did not consider 
any additional options in the Canyon Road area. 

Please note that NRCS would pursue structure acquisition with any action 
alternative. NRCS determined that purchasing the structures is a cost-
effective way to prevent future damage and/or loss of life in this historically 
unstable area. While structure acquisition is included as part of the Purple 
and Orange Alternatives, those alternatives could still be constructed even 
if structure owners were unwilling to sell. This is not the case for the Blue 
Alternative; the soil buttress proposed as part of the Blue Alternative could 
be constructed only if the structures are removed. If structure owners are 
not willing to sell, then the properties would need to be condemned and the 
condemnation process could require extra time to complete. The 
condemnation process would also require additional funding from the 
project sponsors because NRCS cannot fund property acquisition through 
condemnation. 
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 Comment D-22 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-22.1 
 
 
 
 
 

D-22.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-22.3 
 
 

D-22.1 

Comment noted. 

D-22.2 

Please see page 3-53 of the Final EIS for a listing of reasons why NRCS 
has identified the Purple Alternative as the preferred alternative. NRCS 
fairly considered all of the action alternatives and a No-Action Alternative 
as part of the decision-making process. As described in Section 3.5, 
Preferred Alternative, of the Final EIS, NRCS found that the Purple 
Alternative would fulfill its statutory mission and responsibilities by giving 
consideration to economic, environmental, technical, and regulatory factors. 
NRCS is not aware of the considerable opposition to the Purple Alternative 
mentioned by the commenter, although we know that some people support 
other options over the Purple Alternative. 

NRCS considered the Blue Alternative at an equal level of detail as the 
Purple Alternative. 

For the reasons described on pages 3-52 and 3-53 of the Final EIS, NRCS 
eliminated the Yellow Alternative from detailed analysis. Please note that 
the Yellow Alternative is not along the existing canal alignment but rather 
is under Canyon Road and 600 East. 

D-22.3 

Existing vegetation along the LHPS Canal between the LHPS Canal POD 
below Second Dam and Lundstrom Park/1500 North would need to be 
removed during construction of the Purple Alternative in order to 
accommodate the box culvert and construction activity. Although the EIS 
does not propose to re-establish the current pattern of vegetation, some 
revegetation would occur. Cache County has stated that it would like to 
consider options to eventually develop a greenway, or linear park, along the 
canal with a footpath and some landscaping. In order to establish the 
greenway and facilitate re-establishment of vegetation along the canal, the 
box culvert proposed as part of the Purple Alternative would include 
components that would accommodate the installation of low-flow irrigation 
systems. If a greenway were established in the future, it would be planned 
and constructed through a process external to the Logan Northern Canal 
Reconstruction project. Please see the section titled General Vegetation on 
page 5-50 of the Final EIS. 
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 Comment D-22 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-22.4 
 

NRCS recognizes that many members the public (including people who do 
not live along the canals) like the vegetation along the canals and consider 
it an amenity. Not all of the 2.4 to 2.6 miles of LHPS Canal that would be 
placed into a culvert as part of the Purple Alternative support the type of 
vegetation described by the commenter. Enclosing 2.4 to 2.6 miles of canal 
would not affect the regional ambiance of Cache Valley. As the LHPS 
Canal operator, the Logan, Hyde Park and Smithfield Canal Company 
conducts routine maintenance of the canal to ensure that water shares can 
be delivered and that vegetation or debris do not obstruct flow or otherwise 
affect the amount of water that is delivered using the canal. This routine 
maintenance sometimes includes removing vegetation. 

The proposed action would not affect other canals in Cache Valley. 
Converting 2.4 to 2.6 miles of the over 400 miles of canal valley-wide 
would not affect the overall ambiance of the valley. The EIS discloses that 
“[r]esidents and landowners who associate a positive quality of life with the 
existing canal system might feel that these changes reduce their quality of 
life” (see pages 5-14 and 5-15 of the Final EIS). The EIS concludes that, 
overall, the proposed action is not expected to significantly improve or 
reduce the quality of life of residents living in the study area. 

D-22.4 

With the Purple Alternative, NRCS expects that water would be delivered 
to each shareholder at their current diversion points in order to meet 
shareholders’ use of either flood irrigation or a sprinkler system. With this 
alternative, the existing LN Canal would continue to capture stormwater 
runoff and deliver about 2 cfs of irrigation water during the irrigation 
season between 400 North and 1500 North. Because water would be 
available in the LN Canal or through the pressurized pipeline system, 
shareholders would be able to choose the type of method used to take water 
from the LN Canal.  
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 Comment D-23 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-23.1 

D-23.1 

Comment noted. 
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 Comment D-24 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-24.1 

D-24.1 

The commenter is correct regarding the pipe size for delivering water to 
shareholders between the LN Canal POD and the Laub Diversion. The 
Final EIS reflects a pipe diameter of 10 inches for this local delivery 
pipeline for all action alternatives. 
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 Comment D-25 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-25.1 
 
 
 
 

D-25.2 
 
 
 

D-25.3 
 

D-25.1 

The text in Section 2.1.2.1 has been modified to reflect the correction 
provided by the commenter. 

D-25.2 

Comment noted. 

D-25.3 

Please see the revised text on page 4-2 of the Final EIS that explains the 
difference between land use and zoning. 

The discussion in Section 4.2.1 generally addresses land uses in the parts of 
Logan, North Logan, Hyde Park, and unincorporated areas in the study area 
but focuses on land uses and zoning along the canal alignments only. 

Build-out is discussed only for Logan. As used in the EIS, build-out refers 
to land uses as described in the Logan General Plan. The text in this EIS is 
taken from that General Plan. According to the Logan General Plan: 

From 1952 to 1993, while the population of Logan increased by almost 100%, 
land consumption increased by over 200%. (Section 5.2.1, Page 5-2 of the 
Logan General Plan) 

and 
The scarce remaining land within Logan’s existing boundary is being 
developed for a variety of uses. Every year more than 900 new residents are 
added to the City accompanied by 300 new dwelling units and 600 new jobs. 
At this rate, the City has virtually reached residential build-out already. 
Commercial build-out will be reached by 2014 and there will be no more 
room for employment and manufacturing facilities by the year 2053. (Section 
5.2.1, Page 5-2 of the Logan General Plan) 

The EIS does not state that land in North Logan is built out. Page 4-4 of the 
Final EIS clearly states that about 3% of the land in North Logan is 
designated for agricultural use; NRCS recognizes that landowners might 
use land having other designations (such as residential) for agricultural 
production and that this is currently the practice in many parts of the study 
area. NRCS presents zoning designations in Tables 4-1 and 4-2 because 
zoning represents the development scenario expected by the Cities. NRCS 
recognizes that Cities can change zoning and that landowners often use land 
for purposes that are different than those described in the applicable zoning 
regulations. 
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 Comment D-26 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-26.1 
 
 
 
 
 

D-26.2 
 
 
 
 

D-26.3 

D-26.1 

NRCS has identified the Purple Alternative as the preferred alternative. 
Please see the discussion beginning on page 3-31 of the Final EIS that 
describes the alternative screening process. 

D-26.2 

Comment noted. 

D-26.3 

The EIS uses the term adverse because the decrease in water delivery did 
adversely affect shareholders compared to pre-landslide conditions during 
the 2010 irrigation season. Mr. Meikle’s statement does not prove that the 
effect was adverse, neutral, or beneficial or that the EIS exaggerates 
adversity. NRCS reached its conclusion about the adverse effect based on 
the fact that the LN Canal could not be used to deliver irrigation water to 
many shareholders and based on historic water delivery compared to 
delivery under the compromised system.  
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 Comment D-26 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 

D-26.4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-26.5 
 
 
 

D-26.6 

D-26.4 

Comment noted. 

D-26.5 

The commenter correctly states that some shareholders would not receive 
water with the action alternatives. Please see page 3-11 of the Final EIS, 
which discloses how the shareholders between the 2009 landslide area and 
400 North would be serviced. 

D-26.6 

Please note that NRCS eliminated the Yellow Alternative from further 
analysis and therefore did not consider developing further detail about this 
option. See Section 3.4, Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed Study, on 
page 3-31 of the Final EIS for a discussion of the alternative screening 
process. 

The modification to the Yellow Alternative suggested by the commenter 
(moving the LN Canal POD to First Dam and reducing the pipe size due to 
increased pressure) would be a new option. Please see the response to 
comment D-2.2 for a discussion about how NRCS considered new options 
presented during the Draft EIS comment period. 
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 Comment D-26 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-26.7 
 
 
 
 
 

D-26.8 
 
 

 
D-26.9 

D-26.7 

The EIS discloses that the Blue Alternative would not completely eliminate 
hazards to life and property. NRCS added this alternative to the list of 
initial alternatives considered and carried it forward for detailed analysis 
due to public comments raised during project scoping. 

D-26.8 

All of the action alternatives include the purchase of structures from 
14 properties along the north side of Canyon Road. Since one of the focal 
points of the EWPP is to reduce hazards to life and property, NRCS 
determined that purchasing the structures is a cost-effective way to prevent 
future damage and/or loss of life in this historically unstable area. If NRCS 
had studied the Yellow Alternative in detail in the EIS, structure acquisition 
would have been part of that alternative as well. The subject of structure 
acquisition would not have been treated differently for the Yellow 
Alternative than it was for the action alternatives that did not include any 
modifications to the Logan Bluff. 

D-26.9 

The Blue Alternative includes monitoring the Logan Bluff. 

As noted in Section 511.6(B) of the NRCS EWPP manual, NRCS may 
purchase and remove a structure when removing a building or similar 
structure is the least-costly alternative. Purchasing and removing the 
structures with the other action alternatives would be less costly than long-
term monitoring, and long-term monitoring would not provide the same 
level of risk reduction as removing the structures. 

CHWUA is incorporated with the combination of the Logan & Northern 
Irrigation Company and the Logan, Hyde Park and Smithfield Canal 
Company. Voting would be conducted in accordance with CHWUA articles 
of incorporation. 
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 Comment D-26 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-26.10 
 
 
 
 

D-26.11 
 
 

D-26.12 

D-26.10 

The Purple Alternative could affect, but would not eliminate, power 
generation by the City of Logan. Diverting some of the Logan & Northern 
Irrigation Company water at the LHPS Canal POD could reduce power 
generation at the City of Logan’s hydropower facility by up to about 
1,000 kW. This amount is about 1% of the city’s peak summer demand. 
Please see pages 5-38 and 5-39 of the Final EIS for a discussion regarding 
this alternative’s potential effect on power generation. 

NRCS considered the value of lost hydropower as part of the alternatives 
development process. This value was not added to the alternatives’ cost 
estimates because the effect would be considered an operating expense and 
could vary depending on actual diversions. River diversions are influenced 
by climatic and river conditions at the time of the diversion, and these 
conditions vary daily. The Final EIS has been updated to reflect an 
agreement between CHWUA and the City of Logan that identifies how 
potential effects on hydropower generation would be minimized and 
mitigated under the Purple and Orange Alternatives. 

Please see page 3-49 of the Final EIS for a discussion regarding the 
calculation of lost hydropower. The net present values presented in Table 
3-7 were calculated using a discount rate established by statutes and applied 
using rules governing NRCS’s analysis of net present values for water and 
related land resources implementation studies. NRCS uses the discount rate 
published by the Water Resources Council for Federal water projects 
(USDA NRCS 2011), which is calculated based on formulas specified by 
the White House Office of Management and Budget Circular A-94, 
Appendix C (OMB 2010). The commenter’s assertion that, over time, 
power rate escalation would always outpace general inflation and crop or 
water value increases is speculative. 

D-26.11 

The intent of the Purple Alternative is to deliver full shares to shareholders. 
NRCS and the SLO have proposed a system that would accomplish this 
intent. Please see page 3-11 of the Final EIS, which discusses how the 
shareholders between the 2009 landslide area and 400 North would be 
serviced. 

D-26.12 

Comment noted. 
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 Comment D-27 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-27.1 
 
 
 
 

D-27.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-27.3 
 

D-27.1 

NRCS determined that the alternatives studied in detail in the EIS are 
eligible for funding through the EWPP. Please see the discussion in the 
Final EIS in Section 1.1.2, Authority, beginning on page 1-1 and Section 
3.4.1.2, Step 2: NRCS Objectives, beginning on page 3-34. 

D-27.2 

The action alternative costs are stated in Section 3.2, Alternatives Studied 
in This EIS. Detailed cost estimates for the action alternatives are included 
in Appendix C1, Action Alternative Cost Estimates. 

NRCS prepared cost estimates for the purpose of this EIS so that it could 
compare the action alternatives and understand the estimated engineering 
and construction costs of the options. NRCS can provide up to 75% of the 
project funding for allowable costs. The remaining 25% is the responsibility 
of the SLO, which may in turn look to other non-Federal sources for 
assistance (such as grants, loans, in-kind services, and funding provided by 
local governments or funding provided by private entities). NRCS 
understands that the SLO expects CHWUA to provide the 25% through a 
State loan, local money (such as contributions from Cities in the area), and 
contributions from the Logan & Northern Irrigation Company and the 
Logan, Hyde Park and Smithfield Canal Company. 

NRCS and Cache County intend to begin the design and construction 
process as soon as possible after NRCS issues its Record of Decision 
(ROD) and would like to avoid delay. NRCS cannot control the match 
funding process but recognizes that delay could occur during that process. 
Speculating on the nature and length of delay related to the 25% match 
funding is beyond the scope of this EIS. 

D-27.3 

NRCS does not agree that the EIS process through which it evaluated the 
Orange Alternative (which is the same as the 3100 North alternate 
referenced by the commenter) was a waste of time or effort. NEPA requires 
lead agencies to evaluate a range of reasonable alternatives; NRCS 
determined that the Orange Alternative was a reasonable option. 
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 Comment D-27 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 

D-27.4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-27.5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-27.6 
 

D-27.4 

As described in the response to comment D-27.3, the NRCS funding 
agreement states that Cache County will provide a 25% match and that 
Cache County would look to CHWUA to establish the match. These other 
sources might include communities that benefit from the project in the 
study area. 

Please note that NRCS completed an EIS, not an Environmental 
Assessment (EA), and that the EIS contains extensive information about its 
preferred alternative, the Purple Alternative. Please see the discussion on 
page 3-49 of the Final EIS regarding potential effects to the Logan City 
Light and Power facility on the Logan River. See the response to comment 
D-5.4 for information about the associated water right and potential impact 
to hydropower. 

The EIS discusses easements in general, but detailed information about 
easements would not be known until the design phase of the project is 
complete. Please see the response to comment D-27.2 regarding project 
funding and timing. 

Please note that the Orange Alternative (called the 3100 North alternate by 
the commenter) is not NRCS’s preferred alternative. 

D-27.5 

NRCS cannot control the voting process of the canal companies. 

D-27.6 

Please note that Cache County would receive and manage the NRCS funds 
distributed through the EWPP, as stated on page S-1 of the Final EIS. 
Cache County would work with CHWUA and the canal companies, but 
CHWUA and/or the canal companies would not receive EWPP funding 
directly. However, Cache County has agreed to sponsor the effort because 
the project would benefit residents living in the county and would achieve a 
common, positive result. 

As stated in its response to comment D-27.1, NRCS determined that the 
alternatives studied in detail in the EIS are eligible for funding through the 
EWPP. The preferred alternative is the least-expensive action alternative 
studied in detail in the EIS. 
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 Comment D-27 (continued) Response 
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 Comment D-27 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 

D-27.7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-27.8 

D-27.7 

As the commenter is aware, NRCS completed an EIS for the proposed 
action. Alternatives considered are described in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of 
the EIS. As noted in the response to comment D-27.2, detailed cost 
analyses are presented in Appendix C1, Action Alternative Cost Estimates, 
of the EIS. 

D-27.8 

As noted in the response to comment D-27.1, NRCS determined that the 
alternatives studied in detail in the EIS are eligible for funding through the 
EWPP. Please see Appendix C1 of the EIS for detailed action alternative 
cost estimates. 
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 Comment D-27 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-27.9 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

D-27.9 

Please note that NRCS considered then eliminated the Yellow Alternative 
from further analysis and therefore did not consider developing further 
detail about this option. See Section 3.4, Alternatives Eliminated from 
Detailed Study, on page 3-31 of the Final EIS for a discussion of the 
alternative screening process. 

The letter correctly states that the Yellow Alternative, as presented in the 
Draft EIS, would not require a change in the existing LN Canal POD. This 
option would not affect where the Logan & Northern Irrigation Company 
uses the LN Canal water and therefore would not affect hydropower 
generation by the City of Logan. 

The modification to the Yellow Alternative suggested by the commenter 
(moving the LN Canal POD to First Dam and reducing the pipe size due to 
increased pressure) would be a new option. Please see the response to 
comment D-2.2 for a discussion about how NRCS considered new options 
presented during the Draft EIS comment period. NRCS made the decision 
to prepare an EIS and released a Notice of Intent to do so in July 2010. 
Once it made this decision, NRCS did not re-examine the type of document 
that would be prepared. Lead agencies do not normally revert to preparing 
an EA after considering alternatives. 

The EIS describes the expected impacts of the project alternatives, 
including potential impacts to hydropower generation by the City of Logan 
(beginning on page 5-37 of the Final EIS), seepage (beginning on page 5-90 
of the Final EIS), habitat associated with the canals (beginning on page 
5-48 of the Final EIS), and the Logan River (beginning on page 5-48 and 
page 5-70 of the Final EIS). NRCS did not complete a detailed analysis of 
effects on property values because such an analysis would require 
speculation about future market conditions. However, NRCS did consider 
how the alternatives could affect the social environment; these discussions 
begin on page 5-13 of the Final EIS. 
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 Comment D-27 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-27.10 
 

D-27.10 

Comment noted. 
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 Comment D-27 (continued) Response 
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 Comment D-27 (continued) Response 
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 Comment D-27 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-27.11 
 
 
 
 
 

D-27.11 

Comment noted. 
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 Comment D-27 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-27.12 
 

D-27.12 

Comment noted. 
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 Comment D-27 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-27.13 

D-27.13 

The scoping summary report is simply a summary of comments received. 
The purpose of the report was to help NRCS identify subjects that should 
be studied in the EIS. 

Please see the response to comment D-1.2 regarding why only closed/piped 
systems are considered in this EIS. 
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 Comment D-27 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-27.14 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-27.15 

D-27.14 

Comment noted. 

D-27.15 

NEPA does not require lead agencies to evaluate every conceivable 
alternative. Rather, NEPA directs agencies to evaluate a range of reasonable 
alternatives. NRCS concludes that the action alternatives studied in the EIS 
represent a range of reasonable alternatives. 

Please note that NRCS has identified the least-costly action alternative, the 
Purple Alternative, as its preferred alternative. 
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 Comment D-27 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-27.16 

D-27.16 

Comment noted.  
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 Comment D-27 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-27.17 

D-27.17 

Comment noted. 
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 Comment D-27 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-27.18 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-27.19 

D-27.18 

As described in the response to comment D-27.9, the EIS describes the 
expected impacts of the project alternatives on the City of Logan’s 
hydropower generation. The action alternative cost estimates included in 
Appendix C1 included estimated easement costs. 
Construction activity on 1500 North would be temporary. The road surface 
would be returned to preconstruction conditions after work in this area is 
completed. The contractor performing work in the roadway would develop 
and implement a maintenance of traffic plan that ensures continued access 
for people living in the area. 
Please see the alternatives description beginning on page 3-2 of the Final 
EIS. All of the action alternatives include a small-diameter pipeline to serve 
shareholders living along Canyon Road between the LN Canal POD and the 
Laub Diversion. See page 3-11 of the Final EIS for information about how 
the Purple Alternative would serve shareholders between the Laub 
Diversion and 400 North. 
NRCS has not identified any specific construction risks in Logan Canyon 
associated with modifying the POD structure just below Second Dam. If the 
Purple Alternative is selected, part of the design process would be 
identifying site-specific hazards and challenges. This is a normal part of any 
construction project. 
Canals in the study area are not unique, though many residents feel that 
they contribute positively to the ambience of the area. Based on the EIS 
analyses, NRCS did not find that converting about 2.4 to 2.6 miles of the 
LHPS Canal to a box culvert would significantly affect the overall 
ambience of Cache Valley. 
As stated in the response to comment D-27.1, NRCS determined that the 
alternatives studied in detail in the EIS are eligible for funding through the 
EWPP. Please see the discussion beginning on page 3-53 of the Final EIS 
regarding NRCS’s identification of the Purple Alternative as the preferred 
alternative. NRCS based its decision on EWPP requirements and the 
expected beneficial and adverse environmental consequences of each 
alternative. 

D-27.19 

NRCS began formulating and studying the action alternatives in August 
2010. NRCS was aware of some potential options for the Yellow 
Alternative, but after careful consideration chose to stay with its original 
decision to not evaluate the Yellow Alternative or any modifications of the 
Yellow Alternative in detail.
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 Comment D-27 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Please see the response to comment D-2.2 for a discussion about how 
NRCS considered new options presented during the Draft EIS comment 
period. 

NRCS understands that new options would have different easement 
requirements. NRCS considered easement requirements, but they were not 
a major factor in identifying a preferred alternative. New permanent 
easements would probably be required as part of any alternative. Please see 
the action alternative cost estimates in Appendix C1 for conceptual 
estimates of easement requirements. 

Although the Yellow Alternative or modifications of the Yellow 
Alternative would not require construction along 1500 North, they would 
require construction under or along Canyon Road. Because the City of 
Logan owns a sewer line in Canyon Road, construction would require 
temporarily shutting down this line and probably the culinary water system. 
The exact duration of the expected shutdown is unknown, but NRCS and 
Cache County estimate that the service interruption could last a number of 
weeks. This would require temporarily relocating people living in the area 
due to health and safety concerns. Therefore, as described on page 3-50 of 
the Final EIS, constructing the Yellow Alternative would be much more 
disruptive to people living along Canyon Road than the Purple Alternative 
would be to people living along 1500 North. Constructing the Purple 
Alternative might cause short-term effects to utility service in the area, but 
such effects would probably last hours rather than days or weeks. 

The Yellow Alternative and any new options resulting from modifications 
to the Yellow Alternative would probably also require a separate irrigation 
water delivery pipeline that is included as part of all of the action 
alternatives to serve shareholders along Canyon Road. The placement and 
operation of this pipeline with the Yellow Alternative would be the same as 
that with the Purple, Orange, and Blue Alternatives. Please see page 3-22 of 
the Final EIS for a description of how the Blue Alternative would serve 
shareholders between the Laub Diversion and 400 North. 

The commenter correctly states that the Yellow Alternative or any new 
options resulting from modifications to the Yellow Alternative would not 
affect hydropower generation by the City of Logan. 
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 Comment D-28 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-28.1 
 
 
 

D-28.2 
 
 

D-28.3 

D-28.1 

The reference noted by the commenter is a geodatabase and a shapefile that 
were obtained from the Utah Automated Geographic Reference Center 
(AGRC) but were originally published by USGS. This geodatabase is a 
compilation of information from several different agencies. The reference 
has been updated in the text and in Chapter 9, References, to reflect AGRC 
as the reference source. 

D-28.2 

The reference noted by the commenter is a geodatabase and a shapefile that 
were obtained from AGRC. The reference has been updated in the text and 
in Chapter 9, References, to reflect AGRC as the reference source. 

D-28.3 

The commenter is correct; the reference is Bjorklund and McGreevey 1971. 
The reference has been corrected in the Final EIS. 
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 Comment D-28 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 

This space is intentionally blank. 



 Chapter 12: Comments on the Draft EIS

 

Logan Northern Canal Reconstruction Project August 2011
Final Environmental Impact Statement 12-59
 

 Comment D-29 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-29.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-29.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-29.1 

Comment noted. 

D-29.2 

NRCS assumes that the commenter is referring to the February 2011 letter 
from Cache County to NRCS that states the County encourages more study 
of rebuilding of the LN Canal along Canyon Road and off the hillside. 

The alternatives NRCS considered and presented in the Draft EIS are based 
on using existing system features, to the extent possible, and avoiding 
impacts to new areas. The modification to the Blue Alternative suggested 
by the commenter (moving the pipeline to Canyon Road) would be a new 
option. A modification of the Yellow Alternative that would have moved 
the pipeline to the north along the toe of the Logan Bluff would also be 
considered a new option. This Yellow Alternative option would have 
required acquisition of the properties; this is similar to the Blue Alternative 
in that it could not be constructed unless the structures were removed. 
Based on phone calls that NRCS has received since it published the Draft 
EIS, it appears that many of the structure owners are not willing to sell their 
properties, which means that the properties would need to be acquired 
through condemnation. Because NRCS cannot fund purchase of structures 
from unwilling parties, the SLO and its partners would be required to fund 
the acquisition of the properties through the condemnation process. 

NRCS considered the new options during the review of Draft EIS 
comments but did not include any new options in the Final EIS because the 
existing action alternatives already meet the project purpose and need and 
objectives. The option suggested by the commenter would not better 
achieve the project purpose, need, and objectives. 

The Blue Alternative, which NRCS studied in detail, would use the existing 
LN Canal POD, would deliver water as it has historically, is in the same 
general area as the other initial alternatives in the southern part of the study 
area, and received broad public support during the NEPA scoping process. 
Because of this, NRCS did not consider any additional options in the 
Canyon Road area. 

The commenter correctly assumes that if it had been studied in detail, the 
Yellow Alternative could have included acquiring structures from 
14 properties. Like the Purple and Orange Alternatives, the Yellow 
Alternative described in Chapter 3, Alternatives, of the EIS could have been 
constructed even if the structure owners were not willing sellers. 
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 Comment D-29 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-29.3 

D-29.3 

The Purple Alternative would not change the LHPS or LN Canals 
downstream of about 1500 North, which is just at the North Logan city 
boundary. The canal systems downstream of 1500 North would continue to 
collect stormwater that runs off from land in North Logan and to convey 
stormwater from Logan. The EIS discloses that reaches of the LHPS Canal 
downstream of about 1500 North could still be overwhelmed during large 
storms (see page 5-83), a condition that occurs during storms under the 
LHPS Canal’s existing condition. 

Although the Purple Alternative would not construct additional stormwater 
capacity downstream of Lundstrom Park/1500 North, cities through which 
the canals pass would still benefit from the alternative. The LHPS Canal 
would continue to convey water for all shareholders, including water for 
irrigation and water exchange agreements. The cities would also benefit 
from an overall increase in efficiency and reliability of the canal 
conveyance structure due to structural improvements upstream. 

Please see the response to comment D-3.1 for a discussion of the system 
considerations for emergency planning. 

The Cities of Logan, North Logan, Hyde Park, and Smithfield all have 
municipal stormwater discharge permits that address stormwater discharges 
to receiving waters. These permits are consistent with Section 402 of the 
CWA, which is administered by the State of Utah. 

The EIS contains a measure that directs development of a stormwater 
management and maintenance program for the reach of the LHPS Canal 
between the Logan Golf & Country Club and Lundstrom Park/1500 North. 
Please see page 5-87 of the Final EIS for the text of this measure. 
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 Comment D-29 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-29.4 

D-29.4 

Comment noted. 
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 Comment D-29 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-29.5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-29.6 

D-29.5 

NRCS’s preferred alternative is the Purple Alternative. This alternative is 
the least costly of the action alternatives and is estimated to cost between 
$20.4 million and $22.4 million. Cost estimates for all of the action 
alternatives are included in Appendix C1, Action Alternative Cost 
Estimates, of the EIS. 

D-29.6 

Please note that NRCS and Cache County did not consider an easy, quick 
fix to the LN Canal to be a safe solution to the problem of needing to 
restore delivery of the LN Canal water. Furthermore, NRCS decided to 
prepare an EIS to evaluate the project options, a process that typically 
requires 1 to 2 years to complete. NRCS is working with Cache County to 
complete the process in a timely manner and consistent with Federal 
requirements. This EIS process is part of the Federal requirements.  
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 Comment D-30 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-30.1 

D-30.1 

The Orange Alternative, which is the same as the 3100 North plan referred 
to by the commenter, is one of the options that NRCS studied as part of the 
EIS process. NEPA requires NRCS to evaluate a range of reasonable 
alternatives; NRCS and Cache County concluded that the Orange 
Alternative is a reasonable alternative that would meet the purpose of and 
need for the project. Please note that the Orange Alternative is not NRCS’s 
preferred alternative.  



 Chapter 12: Comments on the Draft EIS

 

Logan Northern Canal Reconstruction Project August 2011
Final Environmental Impact Statement 12-65
 

 Comment D-30 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-30.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-30.2 

The EIS notes that construction of any of the action alternatives would 
require temporary easements. All of the alternatives would probably also 
require permanent easements, but NRCS and Cache County do not expect 
that a large number or area of permanent easements would be needed. 
Acquiring easements (temporary construction and/or permanent easements) 
is a common part of construction projects. 

Preliminary evaluations indicate that the Purple and Orange Alternatives 
would need minimal additional permanent easements; the proposed box 
culvert could be installed in a manner that would maximize use of the 
existing easement for project construction. The sections of the Blue 
Alternative that would be upstream and downstream of the soil buttress 
would also take advantage of existing easements. 

All of the action alternatives would require new permanent and temporary 
construction easements. See pages 5-99 through 5-101 of the Final EIS for 
information about easements required for construction. NRCS cannot 
speculate on how long acquiring the temporary and permanent easements 
might take. Acquiring easements would be one of many tasks that would 
need to be completed after issuance of the ROD if an action alternative is 
selected and the final design progresses. If an action alternative is selected, 
the County would develop a construction schedule that focuses on restoring 
water delivery to the LN Canal shareholders as quickly as practical. 
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 Comment D-30 (continued) Response 
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 Comment D-31 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-31.1 

D-31.1 

Comment noted. 
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 Comment D-32 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-32.1 
 
 
 
 

D-32.2 

D-32.1 

Comment noted. 

D-32.2 

Please see the response to comment D-1.2 for an explanation regarding why 
NRCS is proposing to enclose about 2.4 to 2.6 miles of the LHPS Canal as 
part of the Purple Alternative. Enclosing the canal would change the way 
wildlife such as deer and ducks use the canal. However, wildlife would still 
have access to other reaches of the canal and the Logan River. Enclosing 
2.4 to 2.6 miles of the LHPS Canal is not expected to significantly affect 
populations of common wildlife in the study area. Please see the discussion 
regarding common wildlife impacts beginning on page 5-49 of the Final 
EIS. 
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 Comment D-32 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-32.3 

D-32.3 

Comment noted. 
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 Comment D-33 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-33.1 

D-33.1 

The Blue Alternative would include structural features and control 
measures designed to capture and convey water flowing from seeps and 
springs along the Logan Bluff. The features would include subsurface 
drains. Please see the description of the Blue Alternative beginning on page 
3-20 of the Final EIS. 

The Purple and Orange Alternatives would not modify drainage along the 
Logan Bluff. NRCS cannot use EWPP funds to solve watershed problems 
that existed before the natural disaster (Title 390, Part 511.4[v]). 

In order to minimize future risks to life and property along the Logan Bluff, 
the Purple and Orange Alternatives include purchasing structures from 
14 properties along the historically unstable part of the bluff. If property 
owners are willing to sell and the structures are removed, then the risk of 
private property damage and of injury or death would be minimized in the 
event of another slope failure in the future. 

NRCS can purchase structures from willing sellers only. If the Purple or 
Orange Alternative is selected and property owners are unwilling to sell, 
then their properties would remain at risk of damage from future landslides 
along the Logan Bluff. Other parties might choose to make improvements 
to the Logan Bluff, but NRCS cannot do so through the EWPP. With the 
Blue Alternative, the 14 structures would need to be removed to construct 
the soil buttress. Because of this, the Blue Alternative would minimize 
future risks to life and property on the 14 properties. 
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 Comment D-33 (continued) Response 
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 Comment D-33 (continued) Response 
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 Comment D-33 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-33.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-33.3 
 

D-33.2 

The purpose of the project is to construct a system that will safely restore 
delivery of water that was diverted using the LN Canal before the 2009 
landslide (see pages 2-8 and 2-11 of the Final EIS). The Blue Alternative 
would modify the LN Canal between the LN Canal POD and about 400 
North before water flowing in the canal discharges to the existing canal 
structure. The Purple and Orange Alternatives would use a short reach of 
the LN Canal between the LN Canal POD and the Laub Diversion, but this 
use would be a small-diameter pipe placed in the canal. This pipe would 
deliver water to shareholders living along that reach. See page 3-11 of the 
EIS for information about how shareholders between the 2009 landslide 
area and 400 North would be serviced under the Purple and Orange 
Alternatives. 

The Purple and Orange Alternatives would also use the LN Canal 
downstream of 400 North for stormwater conveyance (between 400 North 
and 1500 North for the Purple Alternative and between 400 North and 
either 2900 North or 3100 North for the Orange Alternative). With the 
Purple and Orange Alternatives, the LN Canal irrigation water would be 
delivered to shareholders upstream of 1500 North or 2900 North/3100 
North using a pressure pipe or open ditch. None of the alternatives would 
affect the LN Canal downstream of 3100 North. The LN Canal would be 
used for irrigation water delivery and stormwater conveyance as it has 
historically. 

D-33.3 

Comment noted.  
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 Comment D-33 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-33.4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-33.5 

D-33.4 

Comment noted. 

D-33.5 

Comment noted. 

(Please see comment D-34.1 for the redacted section shown on this page.) 
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 Comment D-34 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-34.1 

D-34.1 

Comment noted. 



 Chapter 12: Comments on the Draft EIS

 

Logan Northern Canal Reconstruction Project August 2011
Final Environmental Impact Statement 12-77
 

 Comment D-35 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-35.1 

D-35.1 

The Final EIS has been revised to emphasize that the Purple Alternative 
allows for the new conveyance to be aligned through Lundstrom Park or 
extended in the LHPS Canal alignment to 1500 North. The Purple 
Alternative is now consistently referred to as conveying flows in the LHPS 
Canal alignment to Lundstrom Park/1500 North. Please see Figure 3-1, 
Purple Alternative, on page 3-5 and the discussion beginning on page 3-4 of 
the Final EIS for a description of this option.  
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 Comment D-36 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-36.1 

D-36.1 

Please see the response to comment D-35.1. 
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 Comment D-37 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-37.1 

D-37.1 

Comment noted. 
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 Comment D-37 (continued) Response 
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 Comment D-38 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-38.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-38.2 

D-38.1 

Comment noted. 

D-38.2 

Please see the response to comment D-33.1. 



Chapter 12: Comments on the Draft EIS 

 

August 2011 Logan Northern Canal Reconstruction Project
12-82 Final Environmental Impact Statement
 

 Comment D-38 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-38.3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-38.4 

D-38.3 

Comment noted. 

D-38.4 

The Blue Alternative would include measures to stabilize the LN Canal 
along the Logan Bluff. These measures would include horizontal drains for 
springs and seeps. The focus of the Blue Alternative would be to make sure 
the conveyance structure is as safe as possible. NRCS cannot use EWPP 
funds to solve larger watershed or natural problems—such as widespread 
problems associated with the historically unstable Logan Bluff—that 
existed prior to the landslide that damaged the LN Canal (EWPP Manual, 
Title 390, Part 511.4[v]). Please see the response to comment D-33.1.  
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 Comment D-38 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 

D-38.5 
 
 
 
 
 

D-38.6 
 
 
 

D-38.7 

D-38.5 

NRCS is aware of the historic nature of the canals in the study area. Please 
see the discussions beginning on page 4-41 and page 5-59 of the Final EIS. 

D-38.6 

Comment noted. 

D-38.7 

The Blue Alternative includes construction of a new channel to collect and 
convey water that has historically flowed into the canal from adjacent seeps 
and springs. The Blue Alternative would include a separate pipeline that 
would be used to deliver irrigation water to landowners upstream of the 
Laub Diversion. This would include service to the commenter’s property 
(assuming the commenter is a LN Canal shareholder). 

If NRCS selects the Blue Alternative, Cache County and its contractors 
would develop more detail about the drainage system. The design would 
need to consider and reasonably accommodate the needs of adjacent 
landowners. However, please note that the Blue Alternative is not NRCS’s 
preferred alternative. 

The Purple and Orange Alternatives would not affect the flow of water 
from seeps and springs along the Logan Bluff. These alternatives also 
include a pipeline to deliver LN Canal water to shareholders upstream of 
the Laub Diversion. 
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 Comment D-38 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-38.8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-38.9 
 

 

D-38.8 

Comment noted. 

D-38.9 

The Final EIS reflects a pipe diameter of 10 inches for the pipeline that 
would be used to deliver water to LN Canal shareholders upstream of the 
Laub Diversion. 
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 Comment D-39 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-39.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-39.2 

D-39.1 

The Blue Alternative would place the part of the LN Canal that travels 
through the 2009 landslide zone into a pipe. Please see the description of 
the Blue Alternative beginning on page 3-20 of the Final EIS. 

D-39.2 

The EIS recognizes previous use of the canal easements for recreation. 
Please note that the City of Logan did not manage any recreational uses 
along the canal and did not maintain the trail along the LN Canal before the 
landslide. 

Please see the discussion regarding public use of the canal easements 
beginning on page 4-17 of the Final EIS. Potential effects to this type of 
recreational use of the canal easements are described beginning on page 
5-23 of the Final EIS. 
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 Comment D-39 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-39.3 

D-39.3 

Comment noted. 
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 Comment D-39 (continued) Response 
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 Comment D-39 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-39.4 

D-39.4 

Please note that NRCS’s preferred alternative is the least-expensive action 
alternative studied. NRCS considers the preferred alternative cost estimate, 
as presented in the EIS, to be realistic. See Appendix C1, Action 
Alternative Cost Estimates, for more information about the Purple 
Alternative cost. 
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 Comment D-40 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-40.1 

D-40.1 

Comment noted. 
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 Comment D-41 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-41.1 

D-41.1 

Comment noted. 
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 Comment D-41 (continued) Response 
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 Comment D-42 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-42.1 

D-42.1 

Comment noted. 
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 Comment D-42 (continued) Response 
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 Comment D-42 (continued) Response 
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 Comment D-42 (continued) Response 
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 Comment D-43 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-43.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-43.2 

D-43.1 

This project does not involve any dams. 

D-43.2 

Please see the response to comment D-1.2 for information regarding why 
the LHPS Canal would need to be enclosed along Lundstrom Park/1500 
North as part of the Purple or Orange Alternatives. 
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 Comment D-43 (continued) Response 
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 Comment D-44 Response 
 
 

This comment number is not used. 
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 Comment D-45 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-45.1 

D-45.1 

The commenter is correct in that the Draft EIS did not contain any 
information about upgraded system controls for the Purple Alternative. The 
final engineering design of the new conveyance system would consider 
options to modify operations of the canal system in the event of an 
emergency. 

As noted in the response to comment D-29.3, although the Purple 
Alternative would not construct additional stormwater capacity downstream 
of Lundstrom Park/1500 North, cities through which the canals pass would 
still benefit from the alternative.  
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 Comment D-46 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-46.1 
 
 
 
 
 

D-46.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-46.3 

D-46.1 

Please see the discussion beginning on page 3-31 of the Final EIS regarding 
the alternatives screening process. NRCS determined that the alternatives 
studied in the EIS present a range of reasonable alternatives and that its 
analyses provide enough information to make a project decision. 

Please also see the response to comment D-2.2 for information regarding 
how NRCS considered new options suggested through Draft EIS 
comments, such as variations of the Yellow Alternative. 

D-46.2 

NRCS is not proposing to provide 75% of the project funding based solely 
on a benefit/cost analysis. Please see the discussion beginning on page 3-53 
of the Final EIS regarding why NRCS has identified the Purple Alternative 
as the preferred alternative. 

D-46.3 

NRCS assumes that “Element 13” refers to 7 CFR 624.6(b)(4), which states 
that “if the sponsor desires to increase the level of protection that would be 
provided by the EWP practice, the sponsor will be responsible for paying 
100 percent of the costs of the upgrade or additional work.” 

NRCS evaluated the action alternatives and determined that they meet the 
eligibility requirements for assistance through the EWPP. Although NRCS 
did study an alternative that focused on repairing the existing system (the 
Blue Alternative), it did not identify this alternative as the preferred 
alternative because the remaining risks to life and property could be 
avoided by choosing a different option. The Purple and Orange Alternatives 
would require improvements to the LHPS Canal; these alternatives could 
not be constructed without the improvements. NRCS’s focus is not on 
improving the LHPS Canal; rather, it is on restoring water delivery in a safe 
manner. In the case of the Purple and Orange Alternatives, restoring safe 
delivery would require modifying the LHPS Canal. 

Modifying the LHPS Canal would not directly address the problems 
associated with the Logan Bluff. If the SLO were to propose additional 
stabilization of the bluff as part of the Purple or Orange Alternatives, then 
NRCS would indeed consider this an increase in the level of protection and 
would not provide EWPP funding for the improvement. 
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 Comment D-46 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-46.4 

D-46.4 

The entry in Table 3-6, Comparison of Initial Alternatives, has been 
modified to give the Yellow Alternative a “yes” designation for item 2. 

For item 6, the Yellow Alternative was assigned a “maybe” designation 
because the extent to which the utility impacts and dewatering could add to 
construction cost and complexity is unknown. NRCS did not complete any 
detailed engineering analyses for the purposes of initial alternative 
evaluation. 

For item 7, the Yellow Alternative would not affect any land administered 
by USFS. This item does not apply to the Yellow Alternative. 

For item 8, the Yellow Alternative is assigned a “yes” designation because 
it would affect the Logan River at the LN Canal POD. The Logan River is a 
water of the U.S. Effects at the POD could not be avoided. 

With the change as a result of the commenter’s first item, the Yellow 
Alternative has been revised to have 3 total “yes” designations. 
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 Comment D-46 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 

D-46.5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-46.6 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-46.7 

D-46.5 

NEPA requires an analysis of impacts to water resources. The loss of canal 
seepage would reduce the amount of groundwater recharge. Please note that 
NRCS completed an analysis of seepage losses for all of the action 
alternatives using the best available data. Refer to Chapter 9, References, 
and the following entries: 

• Molina, Katerine N. (2008) 
• Weber, Ryan (2004) 

The data in these reports do not suggest that all water lost to seepage returns 
to the Logan River or is otherwise “saved.” 

D-46.6 

The commenter is correct. The cost estimates presented in Appendix C2, 
Alternatives Development Cost Estimates, and the economic analysis in 
Section 5.2.4, Economics, of the Draft EIS did not incorporate different 
escalation (inflation) rates for power revenue due to increased diversion of 
water at the LHPS Canal POD. The discount rate used by NRCS is 
mandated, and it is speculative to assume that power rate inflation will 
outpace crop and water values and general inflation over a 50-year study 
period. Please see the response to comment D-26.10 for a discussion of the 
methodology used to determine the present value of the potential loss of 
hydropower produced by the City of Logan. 

Please see the revised energy discussion beginning on page 5-37 of the 
Final EIS for a detailed discussion of the action alternatives’ effects on 
hydropower generation. The effect of the potential lost hydropower is 
considered an operating expense and would not be added to the capital cost 
of the Purple or Orange Alternatives. Since the Draft EIS was published, 
CHWUA and the City of Logan have established an agreement that 
identifies how potential effects on hydropower generation would be 
minimized and mitigated under the Purple and Orange Alternatives. This 
agreement is included in Appendix D3, Water Rights and Water Use 
Information, of the Final EIS.  
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 Comment D-46 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-46.8 
 
 
 
 

D-46.9 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-46.10 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-46.11 
 

D-46.7 

Please see the response to comment D-46.3 regarding eligibility under the 
EWPP. 

NRCS did consider an alternative (the Blue Alternative) that would restore 
service using only the LN Canal system. However, as described in the 
response to comment D-46.3, NRCS did not identify this alternative as the 
preferred alternative because the remaining risks to life and property could 
be avoided by choosing a different option. 

NRCS evaluated the action alternatives studied in the EIS and determined 
that they represent a range of reasonable alternatives. 

D-46.8 

NRCS received many comments supporting re-establishing the LN Canal 
on its historic alignment during scoping and therefore included the Blue 
Alternative on its list of initial alternatives. NRCS conducted a thorough 
alternatives screening process. Please review all of Section 3.4, Alternatives 
Eliminated from Detailed Study, for information regarding why NRCS 
chose to evaluate the Blue Alternative as an action alternative. 

NRCS disagrees that Table 3-6, Comparison of Initial Alternatives, presents 
a biased analysis. The text that follows the table explains the ratings in the 
table. Please see the response to comment D-46.4. 

NRCS prepared the cost estimates in Appendix C1, Action Alternative Cost 
Estimates, based on an equal level of limited engineering considerations; 
preparing very detailed cost estimates for all of the initial alternatives was 
not needed for NRCS to identify the action alternatives. It would not be in 
NRCS’s interest to prepare “misleading” cost estimates. NRCS prepared the 
preliminary cost estimates for consideration during the alternatives 
screening process. 

D-46.9 

NRCS disagrees that Table 3-6 presents a biased analysis. The text that 
follows the table explains the ratings in the table. Please see the response to 
comment D-46.4. 
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 Comment D-46 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-46.12 

D-46.10 

For the Blue and Yellow Alternatives, NRCS conceptually sized the 
systems to convey 80 cfs from the LN Canal POD. This amount of water is 
consistent with the existing water rights associated with the LN Canal POD. 

The Purple and Orange Alternatives were sized to convey LN Canal and 
LHPS Canal water from the LHPS Canal POD to shareholders. The flow 
rates used to size the conveyance system accounted for conveyance of 
water rights and operational flexibility to deliver water to shareholders. 
This operational flexibility would provide options for shareholders who 
own shares that were historically delivered using both canals. For example, 
if a shareholder historically diverted some water from the LN Canal and 
some water from the LHPS Canal, the combined flow under the Purple and 
Orange Alternatives would give the shareholder flexibility for delivery to 
his or her property. 

Please note that NRCS considered then eliminated the Yellow Alternative 
from further analysis and therefore did not develop further detail about this 
option. Please see Section 3.4, Alternatives Eliminated from Detailed 
Study, of the Final EIS for a description of the alternative screening process. 

D-46.11 

The modification to the Yellow Alternative suggested by the commenter 
(moving the LN Canal POD to First Dam and reducing the pipe size due to 
increased pressure) would be a new option. The alternatives NRCS 
considered and presented in the Draft EIS were based on using existing 
system features, to the extent possible, and the avoidance of impacts to new 
areas. NRCS considered this new option, and others, during the review of 
Draft EIS comments but did not include any new options in the Final EIS 
because the existing action alternatives already meet the project purpose 
and need and objectives. The option suggested by the commenter would not 
better achieve the project purpose, need, and objectives. 

The Blue Alternative, which NRCS studied in detail, uses the existing LN 
Canal POD, would deliver water to the same location as the Yellow 
Alternative, is in the same general area as the Yellow Alternative, and 
received broad public support during the NEPA scoping process. Because 
of this, NRCS did not consider any additional options in the Canyon Road 
area. 

 



 Chapter 12: Comments on the Draft EIS

 

Logan Northern Canal Reconstruction Project August 2011
Final Environmental Impact Statement 12-107
 

 Comment D-46 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-46.13 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-46.14 

D-46.12 

The commenter correctly states that the Yellow Alternative, as presented in 
the Draft EIS, would also require structure acquisitions. 

D-46.13 

The EIS has been modified to include this correction. 

D-46.14 

Comment noted. 
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 Comment D-46 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-46.15 
 
 

D-46.16 
 
 
 
 

D-46.15 

NRCS did not consider the Yellow Alternative in its identification of the 
environmentally preferable alternative because it eliminated this alternative 
from detailed analysis. It would be inappropriate to discuss the Yellow (or 
Green) Alternative in Section 3.6, Environmentally Preferable Alternative, 
of the EIS since NRCS did not study this option in detail and therefore 
could not make an equal comparison. 

D-46.16 

Comment noted. 



 Chapter 12: Comments on the Draft EIS

 

Logan Northern Canal Reconstruction Project August 2011
Final Environmental Impact Statement 12-109
 

 Comment D-47 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-47.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-47.2 
 
 
 
 
 

D-47.3 

D-47.1 

Comment noted. 

D-47.2 

Please see the response to comment D-46.6. 

D-47.3 

The cost estimate for the soil buttress included as part of the Blue 
Alternative is based on creating a soil structure an average of 40 feet tall 
with a 20-foot width at the top and a slope of 1.5 to 1 (horizontal to 
vertical). These details are provided in Figure 3-9, Proposed Soil Buttress, 
on page 3-26 of the Final EIS. See the response to comment D-12.2 for a 
photo simulation of the soil buttress. 

Foundation shafts would be installed along the canal alignment upstream 
and downstream of the buttress, not along the buttress. NRCS based its cost 
estimate for the Blue Alternative on a steel pipe being supported by the 
foundation shafts. NRCS did not consider a box culvert because it would 
require a more continuous substructure support.  
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 Comment D-47 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-47.4 
 

D-47.5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-47.6 
 
 
 
 

D-47.7 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-47.4 

With the Blue Alternative, the entire reach of the LN Canal between the LN 
Canal POD and about 400 North would need to be reconstructed in order to 
support a piped system. Upstream of the 2009 landslide area, the canal 
would need to be modified in order to transition to a more secure, piped 
flow through the historic landslide area. Leaving the canal in its current 
condition through the Logan Bluff area would not provide an adequate or 
safe water conveyance. Furthermore, NRCS evaluated the existing system 
and determined that continuing the canal in a closed system downstream of 
the 2009 landslide area would more efficiently convey the water up 600 
East to 400 North. 

D-47.5 

The commenter is correct in stating that the Blue Alternative would force 
condemnation if property owners are not willing to sell. Removing 
structures from the properties would be required to construct the soil 
buttress as described on page 3-26 of the Final EIS. 

The Purple and Orange Alternatives would be the safest for people living in 
the historically unstable area if all of the structures from the 14 properties 
were acquired. However, as the commenter points out, some residents 
might not be willing to sell their properties. NRCS cannot fund the 
purchase of structures from unwilling parties, so the County and its partners 
would be required to fund the acquisition of the properties through 
condemnation. 

Although the Blue Alternative would provide some assurance of safer water 
conveyance across the historically unstable areas of the Logan Bluff, the 
EIS acknowledges that there would be some remaining risk to life and 
property due to the canal carrying water across the bluff. 
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 Comment D-47 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-47.8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-47.9 
 
 
 

D-47.6 

The Purple Alternative alignment along 1500 North would not traverse a 
historically unstable area such as the Logan Bluff. Though this pipeline 
could fail in the event of a natural disaster such as an earthquake, it would 
not be damaged by a landslide such as those that have historically occurred 
along the Logan Bluff. The negative consequences of and damage from a 
failure of an underground pipeline along 1500 North would likely be less 
than what might be experienced along the Logan Bluff. Please see Section 
5.6, Hazard Potential of Each Alternative, in the Final EIS for a complete 
discussion of the hazards associated with the Purple Alternative. 

D-47.7 

The Purple and Orange Alternatives would not address repairing the 
landslide area along the Logan Bluff. The trail along the LN Canal through 
this area is not a maintained, legal public trail. Please see the discussion in 
Section 4.3.4.3, Other Recreation Resources, on page 4-17 of the Final EIS 
regarding hiking along the canals. People use this trail at their own risk. 

NRCS does not propose to repair the landslide area as part of the Purple or 
Orange Alternatives because of EWPP limitations. Repairing the landslide 
area (and trail) would not be the most cost-effective way of reducing risks 
to life and property. Please see Section 511.6(B) of the NRCS EWPP 
manual. NRCS has identified structure acquisition as the best means to 
reduce the risks; NRCS does not intend to change its approach if property 
owners choose not to sell. 

D-47.8 

The EIS discloses that the Purple and Orange Alternatives would require a 
change in the water right diversion for the Logan & Northern Irrigation 
Company and would require a USFS special-use permit. The State Engineer 
at the Utah Division of Water Rights has approved a change in the Logan & 
Northern Irrigation Company’s water rights that would allow diverting 
some LN Canal water at the LHPS Canal POD (see Appendix D3, Water 
Rights and Water Use Information). Potential effects to and mitigation for 
effects to the Logan River and flows (that are related to the USFS special-
use permit) are discussed beginning on page 5-71 of the Final EIS. 
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 Comment D-47 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-47.10 
 
 
 
 
 

 
D-47.11 

 
 

D-47.12 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-47.13 

The commenter notes that the lowest Logan River flows (below the LHPS 
Canal POD) occur in the fall and winter when no water is being diverted 
into either the LHPS Canal or the LN Canal. The primary reason why more 
flows are present in the river during the irrigation season is that water is 
being released from Second Dam to meet the downstream water rights. 

If the Purple or Orange Alternative is selected, USFS would require a 
determination of minimum Logan River flows to meet the beneficial use of 
the stream as part of its special-use permit process. This process and the 
criteria to be used to determine minimum Logan River flows are discussed 
beginning on page 5-72 of the Final EIS and on page 2 of Appendix C6, 
Compliance with the Standards and Guidelines in the Revised Forest Plan 
for the Wasatch-Cache National Forest. USFS is acting as a cooperating 
agency for this EIS and will issue its own ROD in support of its NEPA 
process for the special-use permit. NRCS has been working closely with 
USFS to provide documentation that would meet USFS’s needs if the 
Purple or Orange Alternative is selected and a special-use permit is 
required. 

Please see the energy discussion beginning on page 5-37 of the Final EIS 
for a detailed discussion regarding the potential project effects on 
hydropower generation by the City of Logan. At the time the Draft EIS was 
released, the Logan City Light and Power Department and the Logan & 
Northern Irrigation Company, a member of CHWUA, were negotiating an 
agreement regarding the potential loss of some hydropower generation if 
the Purple or Orange Alternative is implemented. The Final EIS has been 
updated to reflect the results of the negotiations, which is an agreement 
between the City and CHWUA. 

NRCS has determined that implementing the mitigation measure on page 
5-77 of the Final EIS and the expected USFS special-use permit conditions 
would adequately address the potential project impacts to the Logan River 
regarding Logan River flows during the irrigation season. 

D-47.9 

All of the alternatives would include installing a device to prevent fish from 
entering the canal system. Maintaining existing fish and riparian habitat is 
one of the beneficial uses that the Logan River flows requirement would 
support. Please see the discussion beginning on page 5-72 of the Final EIS. 
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 Comment D-47 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 

D-47.14 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-47.15 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-47.16 

The starting point of 5 cfs is based on discussions with USFS. The final 
amount required as part of the special-use permit might be more or less, 
depending on how various water levels meet the criteria specified. 

D-47.10 

Please see the response to comment D-26.10. 

D-47.11 

The commenter correctly states that many scoping comments stressed a 
desire to not enclose the canals. Please see the response to comment D-1.2 
for information regarding why NRCS is proposing to enclose the canals. 

D-47.12 

Please note that the canals are not public property, and the canal operators 
have no requirement to make them available for public use or enjoyment. 
Please see the response to comment D-2.6. 

D-47.13 

Please see the response to comment D-1.2 for information regarding why 
NRCS is proposing to enclose the canals. 

D-47.14 

Although parts of the LHPS Canal and/or LN Canal would not be available 
to wildlife if enclosed, wildlife including birds would still have access to 
other canals and the Logan River nearby. Enclosing parts of the canal 
system would not significantly affect local or regional populations of 
wildlife. 

D-47.15 

The proposals to enclose parts of the canals with the action alternatives are 
not related to nebulous concerns for safety. Please see the response to 
comment D-1.2 for information regarding why NRCS is proposing to 
enclose the canals. 



Chapter 12: Comments on the Draft EIS 

 

August 2011 Logan Northern Canal Reconstruction Project
12-114 Final Environmental Impact Statement
 

 Comment D-47 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-47.17 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-47.18 
 
 
 
 

D-47.19 
 
 
 
 

D-47.20 
 

D-47.21 

D-47.16 

The Logan, Hyde Park and Smithfield Canal Company has recorded 
easements on portions of the canal alignment. As the commenter notes, 
both irrigation companies have posted No Trespassing signs along the 
alignments in recent years. The Cities of Logan and North Logan and 
Cache County have not designated any official trails along the canals, 
although City planning documents show future trails along the canals. 

The County has indicated that it would like to consider options to 
eventually develop a greenway, or linear park, along the LHPS Canal with a 
footpath and some landscaping, and these options would be possible with 
the Purple and Orange Alternatives. If a greenway were established in the 
future, it would be planned and constructed through a process external to 
the Logan Northern Canal Reconstruction project. Please see the section 
titled General Vegetation on page 5-50 of the Final EIS. Once constructed, 
the greenway would legally accommodate pedestrian and bicycle traffic 
along the canal. 

D-47.17 

The text of the Final EIS has been revised to more clearly identify effects to 
unauthorized tubing. NRCS recognizes that enclosing the LHPS Canal 
would prevent floating in the canal on inner tubes. NRCS and Cache 
County maintain that this is currently an unauthorized use of the canal. 

D-47.18 

Both the LN Canal and the LHPS Canal would be used with all of the 
action alternatives. Both canals would be available to benefit agricultural 
uses in the study area. 

The commenter correctly states that, with the Purple or Orange Alternative, 
if the LHPS Canal were to fail in Logan Canyon, all of the water allocated 
to the LHPS Canal POD could not be delivered using the LN Canal POD 
below First Dam. In the unlikely event the LHPS Canal (which would be in 
a box culvert) were to fail, the Logan & Northern Irrigation Company and 
the Logan, Hyde Park and Smithfield Canal Company would need to 
identify alternate ways to deliver water to their shareholders. Identifying 
contingency, emergency plans is beyond the scope of this EIS. As noted on 
page 3-11 of the Final EIS, the Water Conveyance Facilities Safety Act 
requires preparation of an emergency response plan.  
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 Comment D-47 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 

D-47.19 

The purpose of the proposed action does not include improving the 
stormwater system to accommodate stormwater that could cause flooding. 
The EIS discloses that this hazard could remain. Please see the discussion 
beginning on page 5-141 of the Final EIS. 

D-47.20 

Please see the response to comment D-47.8. By providing a process to 
determine Logan River flows for beneficial uses with the Purple or Orange 
Alternatives, Logan River’s fish and riparian habitat would be sustained 
below the LHPS Canal POD. None of the action alternatives would affect 
legal angler access to the Logan River. 

D-47.21 

Please note that NEPA does not require a lead agency to base its preferred 
alternative on the project’s purpose and need. According to CEQ’s Forty 
Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s NEPA Regulations (46 Federal 
Register 18026), a preferred alternative is the alternative that a lead agency 
determines would fulfill its statutory mission and responsibilities 
considering economic, environmental, technical, and other factors. 

The purpose of and need for a proposed action are primary considerations 
when identifying feasible alternatives. As noted on page 3-1 of the Final 
EIS, the Purple, Orange, and Blue Alternatives would meet the purpose of 
and need for this proposed action. 

Please see the discussion beginning on page 3-53 of the Final EIS for a 
thorough description of why NRCS identified the Purple Alternative as the 
preferred alternative.  
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 Comment D-48 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
D-48.1 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-48.2 
 
 
 
 

D-48.1 

The Yellow Alternative was not carried forward for detailed analysis in the 
Draft EIS. NRCS determined that comments provided since the release of 
the Draft EIS did not provide new information in support of analyzing the 
Yellow Alternative, or other options presented, in detail in this Final EIS or 
in an addendum to the Draft EIS. 

The modifications to the Yellow Alternative suggested by the commenter 
would be new options or alternatives. Please note that NRCS considered 
new options or alternatives during its review of Draft EIS comments. 
However, NRCS did not include any new options or alternatives in the 
Final EIS because the existing action alternatives already meet project 
purpose and need and project objectives. The option suggested by the 
commenter would not better achieve the project purpose, need, or 
objectives than the alternatives presented in this Final EIS. 

D-48.2 

NRCS and Cache County have not developed any detailed designs, such as 
a post-construction landscaping plan, or finalized the easements associated 
with the Purple Alternative. Once the EIS process is complete, the County 
will pursue developing construction plans and finalizing easement 
requirements for the selected alternative. It would be in the County’s 
interest to limit the easements required and the effects to landscaping that is 
not within the canal easement. 

Please see the discussion on general vegetation beginning on page 5-50 of 
the Final EIS. NRCS cannot provide EWPP funding for enhancements such 
as running water in rocked swales, even if the City of Logan does commit 
some of its water to irrigation. If the City desires to see additional 
enhancements, it would need to pursue those enhancements outside of the 
Logan Northern Canal Reconstruction project. Cache County has indicated 
that it would like to consider options to eventually develop a greenway, or 
linear park, along the LHPS Canal with a footpath and some landscaping. 
The City’s desire for enhancements might be compatible with the County’s 
interest in establishing a linear park. If a greenway were established in the 
future, it could be a joint effort that is planned and constructed through a 
process external to the Logan Northern Canal Reconstruction project. 
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 Comment D-48 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 

 
 

D-48.3 

D-48.3 

The Draft EIS mentioned an option to use 1500 North directly from the 
LHPS Canal instead of routing the alternative through Lundstrom Park. The 
Final EIS has been updated to more clearly reflect this option as Lundstrom 
Park/1500 North. 
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 Comment D-49 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-49.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-49.2 

D-49.1 

The cost estimate for the Purple Alternative is included in Appendix C1, 
Action Alternative Cost Estimates, and Appendix C2, Alternatives 
Development Cost Estimates, of the Final EIS. If the Purple Alternative is 
selected, project costs would be covered by more than one source. Detailed 
cost distributions would be developed as part of implementing the project. 

The Blue Alternative is an option that would restore delivery using the LN 
Canal. The Blue Alternative would not rely on the LHPS Canal alignment. 
Please see the discussion beginning on page 3-20 of the Final EIS for a 
description of the Blue Alternative. 

Please see the response to comment D-46.10 regarding flow rates and the 
conveyance system. 

The purpose of the project is to restore delivery of irrigation water to 
shareholders. NRCS has determined that the action alternatives would meet 
the purpose of the project. The canal company’s management of the system 
to meet its obligations is beyond the scope of this EIS. 

D-49.2 

Canal system management is beyond the scope of this EIS. Operation of the 
system after construction would depend on existing and new project 
agreements. Please note that the LN Canal POD would still be used to 
deliver water to shareholders along Canyon Road upstream of the Laub 
Diversion. 

The EIS addresses impacts to historic resources, including the LHPS Canal. 
Please see the discussion beginning on page 5-59 of the Final EIS for a 
summary of impacts to cultural resources. 
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 Comment D-49 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
D-49.3 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-49.4 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-49.5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

D-49.3 

The commenter is correct that the area served by the LHPS and LN Canals 
is greater than the study area. Reviewing the entire service area was not 
necessary to identify project alternatives that would meet the purpose of 
and need for the project. 

The savings due to using pressurized system delivery for the Orange 
Alternative assume that all users between 1500 North and 3100 North 
would convert from pump-based flood irrigation to pressure-based sprinkler 
irrigation (an estimated potential savings of 1,000 hp; see page 5-40 of the 
Final EIS). The Purple Alternative does not include a pressurized pipeline 
system along this same reach, so the same savings would not apply to the 
Purple Alternative. LN Canal shareholders between 400 North and 1500 
North generally use their water on smaller parcels than shareholders 
downstream of 1500 North and therefore have less-extensive irrigation 
systems that function well using gravity (flood) irrigation. Because most of 
these users don’t currently rely on pumping, the change in delivery method 
would not affect energy use between 400 North and 1500 North. The Final 
EIS addresses this subject for the Purple Alternative on page 5-38. 

NRCS conducted a brief survey of water shares offered in the public open 
market in northern Utah and found share prices per acre-foot ranging from 
about $1,250 to $25,000. The average offering price for shares was $6,991. 
The cost of water used in the EIS of $6,000 per acre-foot is an estimated 
value based on a combination of market information and anecdotal reports 
from within the project area. 

D-49.4 

Please see the response to comment D-2.2 for a discussion of the Yellow 
Alternative and about how NRCS considered new options presented during 
the Draft EIS comment period. 

D-49.5 

NRCS considered the County’s objectives as part of its alternative 
screening process. Please see the discussion beginning on page 3-39 of the 
Final EIS.  
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 Comment D-50 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-50.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-50.2 
 

D-50.3 
 
 
 
 
 

D-50.4 
 

D-50.1 

Please see the response to comment D-47.7 regarding repair of the landslide 
area along the Logan Bluff. 

The purpose of the project is to restore water delivery to shareholders. 
Managing the water-conveyance alignment for public access is not part of 
the project purpose, nor is it within the scope of this EIS. As stated in the 
response to comment D-38.4, NRCS cannot use EWPP funds to stabilize 
the hillside to prevent landslides. 

D-50.2 

NRCS has not started negotiations with property owners because the project 
approval process has not been completed. Negotiations for property 
acquisition would begin after NRCS files its ROD. Please see the response 
to comment D-5.2. 

D-50.3 

NRCS did not complete an analysis of changes in air quality due to 
replacing hydropower with other sources of energy. However, because the 
agreement between the City of Logan and CHWUA will address continued 
hydropower production along the Logan River, the amount of electricity 
generated at the City of Logan’s Hydro 2 plant is not expected to change 
substantially or require substantial additional power generation using a 
method that would affect air quality. 

The effect of the Purple Alternative on hydropower generation is discussed 
on pages 5-38 and 5-39 of the Final EIS (this analysis also applies to the 
Orange Alternative). The Purple or Orange Alternative could affect the 
production of a maximum of 1,000 kW of hydropower, which is about 1% 
of the city’s summer demand. Since the Draft EIS was published, CHWUA 
and the City of Logan have established an agreement that identifies how 
potential effects on hydropower generation would be minimized and 
mitigated under the Purple and Orange Alternatives. Because the agreement 
addresses potential effects to downstream water users, NRCS did not 
conduct further analysis of the effect to City of Logan hydropower 
generation. 

D-50.4 

Please see the response to comment D-47.8 for a discussion of the effects to 
the Logan River from the Purple and Orange Alternatives and USFS 
special-use permit conditions. 



 Chapter 12: Comments on the Draft EIS

 

Logan Northern Canal Reconstruction Project August 2011
Final Environmental Impact Statement 12-121
 

 Comment D-51 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-51.1 

D-51.1 

The EIS specifies mitigation for potential Logan River flow effects 
associated with the Purple and Orange Alternatives. This mitigation would 
be in support of a USFS special-use permit. Potential effects to and 
mitigation for effects to the Logan River and flows are also discussed 
beginning on page 5-71 of the Final EIS. 

USFS requires a determination of minimum Logan River flows to meet the 
beneficial use of the stream as part of its special-use permit process. This 
process and the criteria to be used to determine minimum Logan River 
flows are identified on pages 5-72, 5-73, and 5-77 of the Final EIS and 
again on page 2 of Appendix C6, Compliance with the Standards and 
Guidelines in the Revised Forest Plan for the Wasatch-Cache National 
Forest. USFS is acting as a cooperating agency for this EIS and will issue 
its own ROD in support of a special-use permit if a special-use permit is 
required to construct the project. NRCS has been working closely with 
USFS to provide documentation that would meet USFS’s needs if the 
Purple or Orange Alternative is selected and a special-use permit is 
required. 

The Blue Alternative would not change Logan River flows because the 
diversion at the LN Canal POD would be the same as it has been 
historically. This alternative would not affect flows in the Logan River. The 
Blue Alternative would not require a USFS special-use permit. 

The EIS recognizes that canal seepage would be reduced with any of the 
alternatives. However, the exact amount of water that is currently lost by 
the canals through seepage and that travels to the Logan River is unknown 
(please see the discussion on page 4-76 of the Final EIS). NRCS used the 
best available data to conduct its analyses of seepage losses, but these data 
do not contain detailed information regarding the final destination of the 
seepage (either to groundwater or surface water). The proposed Logan 
River flows determination process, which is included as a mitigation 
measure in the Final EIS, would ultimately support the beneficial uses in 
the reach of the Logan River between the LHPS Canal POD and the City of 
Logan discharge point (see Figure 3-11, Logan River Diversions, in the 
Final EIS). NRCS does not propose additional mitigation for flow effects 
related to reductions in seepage.  
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D-51.2 
 
 
 

D-51.3 
 

D-51.2 

The Final EIS has been modified to include information about the TMDL 
analysis for the Middle Bear River watershed and Cutler Reservoir. 
Because none of the action alternatives would change the amount of flow 
overall in the Logan River, the project would not affect the assimilative 
capacity of the Logan River. 

D-51.3 

Please see the responses to comment D-51. 
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D-51.4 

D-51.4 

The preferred alternative would not affect the overall flows in the Logan 
River because it would not change the amount of water diverted, only the 
location of the diversion. However, as noted in the response to comment 
D-51.1, this alternative would require a change in the place of diversion of 
some of the LN Canal water. This change would affect the flow regime and 
therefore the amount of water in the reach between the LHPS Canal POD 
and the point where the City of Logan discharges water from its 
hydropower facility downstream. 

As noted in the response to comment D-51.1, NRCS used the best available 
data to conduct its analyses of seepage losses. These data do not include 
details about how much of the water lost from the canal due to seepage 
flows to the river and how much water flows to groundwater. NRCS 
assumes that both occur and that the directions of flow vary by the locations 
of the canals (that is, whether the canal reach is in Logan Canyon or along 
the edge of Cache Valley far from the river). 

The Final EIS has been updated to clarify the project’s effects on Logan 
River flow. As noted under the response to comment D-51.1, the Final EIS 
includes the disclosure of the effects of the Purple and Orange Alternatives 
on Logan River flow below the LHPS Canal POD and proposes a measure 
to mitigation the effect. This Final EIS includes a mitigation measure that 
describes the process that would be used to establish a minimum flow that 
would pass the LHPS Canal POD during the irrigation season (this 
information was included in Appendix C6 of the Draft EIS). Appendix C6 
also provides detailed information about the flow effects and the methods 
that would be used to determine a minimum Logan River flow as required 
by the USFS special-use permit that would be needed for the preferred 
alternative. 

NRCS does not intend to conduct additional seepage analyses on the LHPS 
Canal. NRCS relied on information available through previously completed 
research and determined that the research data are sufficient to support its 
EIS analysis of seepage. NRCS recognizes that the data do not provide 
details regarding the exact paths and timing of seepage flows; however, 
NRCS determined that conducting additional analyses to gain this 
information would not provide new information that would change the 
effects to and mitigation for effects to the Logan River.  
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D-51.5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-51.6 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-51.7 

D-51.5 

Please see the response to comment D-51.2. The Final EIS has been 
modified to include information about the TMDL analysis for the Middle 
Bear River watershed and Cutler Reservoir. Because none of the action 
alternatives would change the amount of flow overall in the Logan River 
watershed, the project would not change in the assimilative capacity of the 
river from direct diversions or affect attainment of the TMDL. 

D-51.6 

Cache County or its contractor would ensure compliance with the State’s 
construction stormwater permit requirements, including preparation of a 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP). The SWPPP would not 
be developed until the project moves into the construction phase, after 
NRCS issues its ROD. 

D-51.7 

The existing canals provide limited aquatic habitat during the irrigation 
season (April through October). In the winter and early spring, the 
headgates at the PODs are closed and the canal systems are dewatered. 
Because of this, the canals do not provide aquatic habitat when they are not 
conveying irrigation water. The canals carry runoff during winter storms 
and some of this runoff water might pond in the canals, but cold winter 
temperatures cause standing water to freeze. Since there is no reliable, 
consistent flow in the canals for 6 months of the year, the system cannot 
sustain any fish or other aquatic communities. 

NRCS did not inventory the LN and LHPS Canals for fish or 
macroinvertebrates because the canals do not continuously convey water 
and therefore do not provide a stable aquatic habitat. The canals convey 
irrigation and stormwater through soil- and concrete-lined canals through 
the study area and the canal owners conduct routine maintenance on the 
canals, which affects the types of material in the canals and vegetation 
along the canals (elements that contribute to aquatic habitat in a more 
natural system). Maintenance includes removing accumulated sediment and 
debris, lining or re-lining portions of the canals with concrete to increase 
efficiency, and removing vegetation to ensure that the canals can function at 
maximum flows. 
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(This space is intentionally blank) 

NRCS discussed the potential aquatic habitat of the canals with the SLO. 
The SLO has stated that the canals do not support populations of fish or 
provide habitat for fish on a yearly basis. Fish can be found in the canals 
during the irrigation season, but these fish are migrants from the Logan 
River and not permanent residents. 

EPA’s Rapid Bioassessment Protocols for Use in Streams and Wadeable 
Rivers (Barbour and others 1999) states that physical stream features can be 
indicators of the presence of diversity of macroinvertebrate communities. 
Stream features include streambed characteristics, channel morphology, 
bank structure, and riparian zone. The canals in the study area do not 
exhibit diverse substrate characteristics; do not have riffles, runs, and pools; 
and do not support a permanent riparian zone. Because of the canals’ 
artificial and interrupted flow regime and the lack of these features, NRCS 
determined that detailed or rapid assessment of macroinvertebrate 
populations that might use the canals was not necessary. 

Seasonally common insect species that might use the canals for part of their 
life cycles during the summer months would not be able to use the LHPS 
Canal between the POD and Lundstrom Park/1500 North if the preferred 
alternative were constructed. These common insects could use the Logan 
River and other canals in and near the study area. Enclosing 2.4 to 2.6 miles 
of the LHPS Canal would not affect regional populations of these types of 
invertebrates. 

As the commenter notes, the EIS recognizes that, without barriers, fish 
could enter the LHPS Canal at the POD on the Logan River. The canals do 
not provide suitable habitat for fish populations all year. Historically, any 
fish that remained in the canal system when the water was shut off in 
October became stranded. Installing a barrier such as that proposed in the 
EIS would prevent fish from entering the system and thus prevent them 
from being stranded when the water is shut off. 
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D-51.8 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-51.9 
 
 
 
 
 

D-51.10 
 
 

D-51.8 

NRCS has not completed project design to a level that could finalize the 
expected easements required for construction of the preferred alternative. 
Cache County or its contractor would complete final design after NRCS 
issues its ROD. 

Given the racial and ethnic population distribution along the Purple 
Alternative, NRCS did not find that construction would cause dispropor-
tionate effects to any environmental justice (EJ) populations. People of 
various races and incomes live along the canal, but data reviewed by NRCS 
and site visits did not indicate that there are any EJ concentrations or 
communities along the alternative alignment. Construction effects would 
apply to all residents regardless of race, ethnicity, language proficiency, or 
income. The EIS concludes that an effect to an isolated person of limited 
English proficiency does not constitute a disproportionate effect to an 
environmental justice community. When Cache County pursues temporary 
and construction easements, it will determine if language assistance is 
needed in order to fairly negotiate. The Final EIS has been modified to 
include this information. 

NRCS did not post advertisements in any language other than English. 
Given the racial and ethnic makeup of the study area, NRCS determined 
that interpreting scoping materials or materials used to advertise the Draft 
EIS into other languages was not necessary. 

D-51.9 

Please see the discussion beginning on page 5-90 of the Final EIS. Long-
term groundwater development in and near the project area is managed 
through the 1999 Interim Cache Valley Ground-Water Management Plan. 
This plan identifies management policy for groundwater withdrawals in 
Cache Valley. The EIS recognizes the potential cumulative impacts to 
groundwater resources as unavoidable. No mitigation is proposed. 

D-51.10 

The LN and LHPS Canals are seasonally dewatered when the diversion 
structures at the Logan River are closed (between October and April). Both 
canals would continue to carry water during the irrigation season. The reach 
of the LHPS Canal that would be enclosed would still discharge to the open 
portion of the canal downstream of Lundstrom Park/1500 North.  
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D-51.11 

D-51.11 

Please see the responses to comments D-51.1 and D-51.4 and Appendix C6, 
Compliance with the Standards and Guidelines in the Revised Forest Plan 
for the Wasatch-Cache National Forest, of the EIS. 
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 Comment D-52 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-52.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-52.2 

D-52.1 

Please see the response to comment D-2.2 for a discussion about how 
NRCS considered variations of the Yellow Alternative and other options 
during the Draft EIS comment period. 

D-52.2 

Acquiring structures from 14 properties is part of all of the action 
alternatives. NRCS recognizes that some property owners might not be 
willing to sell their properties. With the Purple and Orange Alternatives, the 
project could still be constructed even if property owners are not willing to 
sell.  
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D-52.3 
 
 
 
 
 

D-52.4 
 

D-52.3 

The effect of the Purple Alternative on hydropower generation is discussed 
on pages 5-38 and 5-39 of the Final EIS. Since the Draft EIS was published, 
CHWUA and the City of Logan have established an agreement that 
identifies how potential effects on hydropower generation would be 
minimized and mitigated under the Purple and Orange Alternatives. Costs 
for mitigation for potential loss of power were not included in the action 
alternatives cost estimates (Appendix C1) since these are considered annual 
operating costs. The agreement between the parties is now included in 
Appendix D3, Water Rights and Water Use Information, of the Final EIS. 

The commenter is correct; the Yellow Alternative would not affect 
hydropower generation on the Logan River. 

D-52.4 

Comment noted. 
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D-53.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-53.2 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-53.3 
 
 

D-53.1 

The modifications to the Blue Alternative suggested by the commenter 
could be a new option. Please see the response to comment D-2.2 for a 
discussion about how NRCS considered new options presented during the 
Draft EIS comment period. 

The Blue Alternative includes elements that NRCS determined would be 
needed to ensure the safe delivery of water through the historically unstable 
area. However, the EIS recognizes that risks to life and property would 
remain even after implementing the Blue Alternative as described in 
Chapter 3, Alternatives. 

D-53.2 

The commenter correctly states that the Blue Alternative would not affect 
hydropower generation on the Logan River. 

Please note that the Orange Alternative does not include pumping water 
back upstream on the LN Canal. Water would be delivered upstream (to 
400 North) using a pressure pipe. There would be no additional energy 
costs associated with moving water using the pressure pipe. Please see the 
description of the Orange Alternative’s structural features beginning on 
page 3-17 of the Final EIS. 

D-53.3 

The EIS discloses that the LN Canal is probably eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places and that any adverse effects to the 
structure would require mitigation. Please see the discussions beginning on 
pages 4-41 and 5-59 of the Final EIS. 
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D-53.4 

D-53.4 

Comment noted. 
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 Comment D-54 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-54.1 
 
 
 

 

D-54.1 

Comment noted. 
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 Comment D-55 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-55.1 
 
 
 
 

D-55.2 
 
 
 
 
 

D-55.3 

D-55.1 

The current LN Canal POD is below First Dam, not Third Dam as the 
commenter suggests. 

Since the Draft EIS was published, CHWUA and the City of Logan have 
established an agreement that identifies how potential effects on 
hydropower generation would be minimized and mitigated under the Purple 
and Orange Alternatives. Because the agreement addresses potential effects 
to downstream water users, NRCS did not conduct further analysis of how 
the Purple and Orange Alternatives might affect hydropower generation by 
the City of Logan. Please see the discussion beginning on page 5-39 of the 
Final EIS for a discussion of water rights and the agreement between 
CHWUA and the City of Logan. 

D-55.2 

Please see the response to comment D-5.2 regarding why NRCS is 
proposing to acquire structures from 14 properties along the Logan Bluff. 

The No-Action Alternative would not include acquiring the structures 
because this alternative assumes that nothing would be done to restore safe 
water delivery or to address the remaining hazards in the 2009 landslide 
zone. 

D-55.3 

The structural control measures proposed as part of the Blue Alternative 
would not be included in the Purple and Orange Alternatives because the 
control measures have been proposed to protect the conveyance structure, 
not stabilize the hillside. If the Blue Alternative is not chosen, then none of 
the structural control measures proposed as part of that alternative would be 
constructed as part of the project. Future stabilization could still take place 
if it was funded by another source that allows the use of funds for such 
work. This work could be pursued by another party that has an interest in 
stabilizing the hillside. 
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D-55.4 
 
 
 
 
 

D-55.5 
 
 

D-55.6 
 
 

D-55.7 
 
 

D-55.8 
 
 
 
 
 

D-55.9 

D-55.4 

As proposed, the Blue Alternative would not include making any 
improvements to the LHPS Canal. If the Blue Alternative or No-Action 
Alternative is chosen, then any improvements to the LHPS Canal would 
need to be funded through another (non-EWPP) source. 

D-55.5 

Page S-8 of the Final EIS states that the No-Action Alternative could affect 
municipal systems that rely on canal water exchanges as shareholders in the 
LN Canal. In other words, if a City relies on canal water exchanges to 
operate its culinary system(s), then this system, which supplies water to 
local residents, could be affected with the No-Action Alternative. Assigning 
a precise cost to such effects would be speculative. 

D-55.6 

The Final EIS has been modified to recognize potential land-use changes as 
a result of the No-Action Alternative. 

D-55.7 

Comment noted. 

D-55.8 

Please see the response to comment D-2.2 for a discussion of the Yellow 
Alternative and how NRCS considered other options presented during the 
Draft EIS comment period. 

Please see the discussion regarding alternatives eliminated from detailed 
study beginning on page 3-31 of the Final EIS. 
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D-55.10 
 
 
 
 

D-55.11 
 
 

D-55.12 
 
 

D-55.13 
 
 

D-55.14 
 

D-55.15 
D-55.16 

 

D-55.9 

The Final EIS has been modified to recognize the effects on shareholders 
who use the water for nonagricultural purposes. 

D-55.10 

Please see the discussion regarding energy savings associated with the change 
to a pressurized pipeline system beginning on page 5-40 of the Final EIS. 

D-55.11 

“Loss” refers to water that seeps from the canal. As described in the EIS, 
water that seeps out of the canal contributes to groundwater recharge. 
Please see the discussion on page 4-76 of the Final EIS. 

D-55.12 

At the beginning of the project, the Logan & Northern Irrigation Company 
stated that it intended to purchase the shares that were historically delivered 
to the reach of the LN Canal between the Laub Diversion and 400 North. 
However, the irrigation company is currently proposing a different means 
to meet these shareholders’ needs under the preferred alternative. Please see 
the discussion beginning on page 3-11 of the Final EIS for a discussion of 
service to the shareholders located along the LN Canal upstream of 400 
North. 

D-55.13 

The Final EIS has been modified to state that the market value of irrigated 
crops (not cropland) in Cache County was estimated to be $346.23 per acre 
in 2009. 

D-55.14 

Comment noted. 

D-55.15 

The 8-hour figure is an average estimate of use over the entire irrigation 
season. NRCS recognizes that some shareholders might pump for longer 
periods and that others might not pump at all on any given day. 

D-55.16 

The Final EIS has been modified to recognize that safflower can be used to 
break weed and disease cycles in cereal crops. 
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D-56.1 

D-56.1 

Comment noted. 
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 Comment D-57 Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-57.1 

D-57.1 

None of the action alternatives would affect wetlands or other special 
aquatic sites. Please see the discussion beginning on page 5-70 of the Final 
EIS. 

Because impacts to the Logan River at the POD structure with any of the 
action alternatives would be temporary and no area below the ordinary 
high-water mark would be filled, no mitigation is proposed for effects to the 
Logan River. Cache County and its contractors would strive to return the 
disturbed area to preconstruction conditions as closely as possible, but some 
area above the ordinary high-water mark would be permanently affected by 
reconstruction of the POD structure. According to the text of Nationwide 
Permit 37, which is a general permit intended for work done by or funded 
by NRCS through the EWPP, the project could be authorized under this 
Nationwide Permit. Any work at the POD structure will comply with the 
permit requirements of Nationwide Permit 37. 

As described on page 4-60 in the Final EIS, the LHPS and LN Canals meet 
the definition of waters subject to regulation under Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act. The preferred alternative would permanently affect 2.4 to 
2.6 miles of the LHPS Canal by converting the canal from an open structure 
to a box culvert. NRCS is not proposing to mitigate for this effect because 
the expected impacts are minor (a maximum of 0.03 acre) and because the 
canal is an artificial structure created in the upland and is not a special 
aquatic site. 

The Final EIS has been updated to include language that clearly 
summarizes the conclusions about impacts to waters of the U.S. 
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D-58.1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-58.2 

D-58.1 

Comment noted. 

D-58.2 

Comment noted. 
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 Comment D-58 (continued) Response 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-58.3 

D-58.3 

Comment noted. 
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 Comment D-58 (continued) Response 
 
 
 

D-58.4 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-58.5 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

D-58.6 
 
 
 

 

D-58.4 

Please see the discussion beginning on page 5-90 of the Final EIS regarding 
canal seepage. NRCS used the best available information and did not 
conduct further studies on how the canals affect Cache Valley wetlands, 
seeps, springs, and artesian wells. Previous studies note the seepage losses 
but do not provide detailed information about where the water that seeps 
into the ground travels. NRCS determined that enclosing short reaches of 
the LN Canal and/or LHPS Canal would significantly affect regional 
groundwater conditions. 

D-58.5 

The City of Logan’s diversion and pipeline from First Dam do not travel 
across the Logan Bluff. The Blue Alternative is in a different location with 
very different slope stability conditions. 

NRCS determined that the Blue Alternative, which is the alternative that the 
commenter refers to as the restoration of the middle canal, could meet the 
purpose of and need for the project as proposed. The Blue Alternative 
includes elements that would be needed for the safe delivery of water 
through the historically unstable area. These elements are not included to 
make the alternative grandiose or exorbitant; they are included to ensure 
that, if the alternative were selected, it would operate as safely as possible. 
However, the EIS recognizes that risks to life and property would remain 
even after implementing the Blue Alternative as described in Chapter 3, 
Alternatives. 

D-58.6 

NRCS understands that many people living in the project area have enjoyed 
recreational use of the canal system. However, the canals are not a public 
recreational resource; they are privately operated water-delivery structures. 
Addressing restoration of these structures as a recreational resource is 
outside the scope of activity allowed under the EWPP.  
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