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ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT  
 

 

NUMBER :  CO-110-2008-057-EA 

 

CASEFILE/PROJECT NUMBER :  

 
COC65768 COC64814 COC61138 COC57685 COC65555 

CP11D-18 CP13D-17 CP12D-23 CP08D-34 CP06D-30 CO11D-32 

CP14D-18 CP11D-17 CP01B-27 CP02D-34 CP04D-30 CP07D-32 
CP13D-18 CP14D-17 CP11D-23 CP01D-34 CP05D-30 CO01D-32 
CP12D-18 CP12D-17 CP13D-23 CP07D-34 CP03D-30 CO02D-32 

 

 

PROJECT NAME :  Six ConocoPhillipsô Well Pads; O18 596, K17 596, N23 496, H34 496, 

C30 496, G32 496 and 24 APDs (four wells per pad) 

 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION :   

 
Well Pad Well T R Sec. P.M. Quarter Section 

O18 596 

CP11D-18 

5 S. 96 W. 

18 

6
TH

 P.M. 

SW¼SE¼ 
CP14D-18 

CP13D-18 

CP12D-18 

K17 596 

CP13D-17 

17 NE¼SW¼ 
CP11D-17 

CP14D-17 

CP12D-17 

N23 496 

CP12D-23 

4 S. 96 W. 

23 SW¼SW¼ 
CP01B-27 

CP11D-23 

CP13D-23 

H34 496 

CP08D-34 

34 SE¼NE¼ 
CP02D-34 

CP01D-34 

CP07D-34 

C30 496 

CP06D-30 

30 NE¼NW¼ 
CP04D-30 

CP05D-30 

CP03D-30 

G32 496 

CO11D-32 

32 SW¼NE¼ 
CP07D-32 

CO01D-32 

CO02D-32 
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APPLICANT :  ConocoPhillips Company 

 

 

ISSUES AND CONCERNS: The White River Field Office (WRFO) received Notice of Staking 

(NOSôs) for the above referenced well pads on 7 August 2007 and on-site inspections were 

conducted on 30 August 2007.  A pipeline ROW application was not submitted with the APDôs.    

 

 

DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES :   

 

Background/Introduction:  The WRFO received 24 Applications for Permit to Drill (APDôs) by 

ConocoPhillips Company (COP) on 12 December 2007 for the wells referenced above.  Site 

characteristics for the proposed well pad locations are summarized in Table 1.   

 

Table 1. Site Characteristic for the proposed well pad locations 

 

Well Pad 
Surface 

Owner 

Unit 

Name 

Dominant 

Cover 

Type 

Elevatio

n (ft) 

Well 

Density
 

(wells/mi
2
) 

Road 

Density 

(roads/mi
2
) 

Watershed 
On-site 

Date 

O18 596 

BLM 

Story 

Gulch 

Mountain 

shrub  

8,471 

< 1 

2.10 West Fork 

Parachute 

Creek 

30 

August 

2007 

K17 596 8,295 1.88 

C30 496 8,038 3.05 

N23 496 
EnCana Oil 

& Gas 

8,042 3.56 
Stewart 

Gulch 

H34 496 8,291 4.37 Middle Fork 

Parachute 

Creek G32 496 G. Oldland 8,170 3.59 

 

 

Proposed Action: The proposed action includes constructing 6 well pads (Figure 1) and drilling 

4 wells on each pad (24 wells total; see Table 2 for pad dimensions and total area disturbed).  

The applicant would also construct 4.5 miles (23,760 feet, 10.4 acres total surface disturbance) of 

access road to access the proposed well pad locations.  Total split-estate acres disturbed 

including overburden to construct well pads and access roads would be approximately 16.9 

acres.  Total BLM acres disturbed would be approximately 14.9 acres.   

 

Table 2. Pad dimensions and acres disturbed for the proposed well pads and access roads.   

 

Well Pad 
Anticipated 

Construction Date 

Wells 

/Pad
a Pad Size (ft) 

Disturbance
b
 

(Acres) 

New 

Access 

(ft)  

Disturbance 

(Acres) 

O18 596 25 June 2008 28 265 x 510 4.5 5,808 2.1 

K17 596 18 July 2008 12 265 x 570 3.9 2,112 0.3 

N23 496 1 August 2008 28 265 x 570 3.7 1,320 2.0 

H34 496 15 May 2008 28 240 x 570 3.2 1,320 1.5 
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Well Pad 
Anticipated 

Construction Date 

Wells 

/Pad
a Pad Size (ft) 

Disturbance
b
 

(Acres) 

New 

Access 

(ft)  

Disturbance 

(Acres) 

C30 496 1 April 2008 12 220 x 380 2.5 8,976 1.6 

G32 496 1 February 2008 28 275 x 570 3.6 4,224 2.9 

Total  21.4  10.4 

Total Acres Disturbed
c
 = 31.8 

a
 This value represent the total number of wells that could be drilled on this location given the proposed pad 

dimensions and information that was included in the APD. 
b 
Estimate includes total acres disturbed for pad surface and overburden.   

c 
Estimate includes total acres disturbed for well pads, access roads and pipeline ROW.   

 

 

No Action Alternative: Under the no action alternative, the application would be denied and the 

well pads and access roads would not be constructed.   

 

 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT NOT CARRIED FORWARD :  None 

 

 

NEED FOR THE ACTION :  The purpose of the proposed action is to manage multiple uses on 

Public Lands in a manner that avoids, minimizes, reduces, or mitigates potential impacts to other 

resource values. 

 

 

PLAN CONFORMANCE REVIEW :  The Proposed Action is subject to and has been 

reviewed for conformance with the following plan (43 CFR 1610.5, BLM 1617.3):   

 

Name of Plan: White River Record of Decision and Approved Resource Management 

Plan (ROD/RMP). 

 

Date Approved:  July 1, 1997 

 

Decision Number/Page:  Page 2-5 

 

Decision Language:  ñMake federal oil and gas resources available for leasing and 

development in a manner that provides reasonable protection for other resource values.ò 

 

 

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT / ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES / 

MITIGATION MEASURES :   

 

STANDARDS FOR PUBLIC LAND HEALTH :  In January 1997, Colorado Bureau of Land 

Management (BLM) approved the Standards for Public Land Health.  These standards cover 

upland soils, riparian systems, plant and animal communities, threatened and endangered 

species, and water quality.  Standards describe conditions needed to sustain public land health 

and relate to all uses of the public lands.  Because a standard exists for these five categories, a 
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finding must be made for each of them in an environmental analysis.  These findings are located 

in specific elements listed below: 

 

 

CRITICAL ELEMENTS  

 

AIR QUALITY  

 

Affected Environment:  The entire White River Resource area has been classified as either 

attainment or unclassified for all air pollutants, and most of the area has been designated for the 

prevention of significant deterioration (PSD) class II.  The proposed action is more than ten 

miles from any special designation air sheds or non-attainment areas. Unfortunately, no air 

quality monitoring data is available for this area.  However, air quality conditions near the 

proposed location (Grand Junction, CO) indicate generally good air quality for this region. 

 

Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action:  The proposed action includes 

constructing 4 well pads (2 on BLM administered land and 2 on private), building 4.5 miles of 

access road and drilling activities for 24 wells.  Total disturbance on BLM lands will be at most 

14.9 acres.  Visible dust is likely to increase due to construction and vehicle traffic during 

drilling, completion, fracing and production activities.  The Surface Use Plan indicates there will 

be surfacing of the roads, new access roads will be compacted and surface with four inches of 

three-inch pit run gravel or crushed road.   

 

The proposed action would increase the level of inhalable particulate matter, specifically 

particles ten microns or less in diameter (PM10) associated with fugitive dust.  In addition, 

increases in the following criteria pollutants: carbon monoxide, ozone (secondary pollutant), 

nitrogen dioxide, and sulfur dioxide would also occur due to combustion of fossil fuels which 

will likely be the highest during construction and drilling activities.  Also, non-criteria pollutants 

such as visibility, nitric oxide, air toxics (e.g. benzene) and total suspended particulates (TSP) 

may also experience slight, temporary increases as a result of the proposed action (no national 

ambient air quality standards have been set for non-criteria pollutants).  The Colorado Air 

Pollution Control Division (APCD) estimates the maximum PM10 levels (24-hour average) in 

rural portions of western Colorado to be near 50 micrograms per cubic meter (ɛg/m
3
).  This 

project is not likely to exceed this western Colorado dust standard.   

 

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative:  No impacts would occur 

 

Mitigation:  These items should be added as conditions of approval (COAs). 

 

All access roads will be maintained according to BLM Manual Section 9113 standards for road 

shape and drainage features at all times during construction, drilling and production. 

 

The operator will submit a sundry notice specifying the source of surfacing material for the 

access roads into the location.  
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All access roads will be treated with water and/or a dust suppressant during construction and 

drilling activities so that there is not a visible dust trail behind vehicles.  All vehicles will abide 

by company or public speed restrictions during all activities.  If water is used as a dust 

suppressant, there should be no traces of oil or solvents in water.  Only water needed for abating 

dust should be applied; dust abatement should not be used as a water disposal option under any 

circumstances.   

 

 

CULTURAL RESOURCES  
 

Affected Environment:  ConocoPhillips proposed C30 496, G32 496, O18 596, K17 596, 

N23 496 and H34 496 well pads and access roads: these proposed well pad locations and access 

have been inventoried at the Class III (100% pedestrian) level (Metcalf 2007, Project Number 

07-54-09, Compliance Dated 12/13/207).  An additional inventory was completed for C30 496 

pad location and access road by Grand River Institute (Conner and Davenport 2006, Project 

Number 06-11-38, Compliance Dated 9/18/2006) No new cultural resources were identified in 

the project areas.   

 

Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action:  ConocoPhillips proposed C30 

496, G32 496, O18 596, K17 596, N23 496 and H34 496 well pads and access roads: these 

proposed well pads and access roads will not impact any known cultural resources.  However, 

there is a slight potential for previously undetected resources within 308 meters of the well 

location to be impacted by vibrations from construction and unauthorized collection due to 

improved access into the area. 

 

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative:  There would not be any new 

impacts to cultural resources under the No Action Alternative. 

 

Mitigation:  ConocoPhillips proposed C30 496, G32 496, O18 596, K17 596, N23 496 

and H34 496 well pads and access roads: The operator is responsible for informing all persons 

who are associated with the project operations that they will be subject to prosecution for 

knowingly disturbing historic or archaeological sites, or for collecting artifacts.  If historic or 

archaeological materials are uncovered during any project or construction activities, the operator 

is to immediately stop activities in the immediate area of the find that might further disturb such 

materials, and immediately contact the authorized officer (AO).  Within five working days the 

AO will inform the operator as to: 

 whether the materials appear eligible for the National Register of Historic Places 

 the mitigation measures the operator will likely have to undertake before the site can be 

used (assuming in situ preservation is not necessary) 

 a timeframe for the AO to complete an expedited review under 36 CFR 800-11 to 

confirm, through the State Historic Preservation Officer, that the findings of the AO are 

correct and that mitigation is appropriate. 

 

If the operator wishes, at any time, to relocate activities to avoid the expense of mitigation and/or 

the delays associated with this process, the AO will assume responsibility for whatever 

recordation and stabilization of the exposed materials may be required.  Otherwise, the operator 
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will be responsible for mitigation cost.  The AO will provide technical and procedural guidelines 

for the conduct of mitigation. Upon verification from the AO that the required mitigation has 

been completed, the operator will then be allowed to resume construction. 

 

Pursuant to 43 CFR 10.4(g) the holder of this authorization must notify the AO, by telephone, 

with written confirmation, immediately upon the discovery of human remains, funerary items, 

sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony. Further, pursuant to 43 CFR 10.4(c) and (d), you 

must stop activities in the vicinity of the discovery and protect it for 30 days or until notified to 

proceed by the authorized officer. 

 

 

INVASIVE, NON -NATIVE SPECIES  
 

Affected Environment:  An on-site inspection of the proposed well pads was made on 

August 30, 2007.  No specific infestations of noxious or invasive weed species were observed at 

these locations.  Principal noxious weeds of concern in the general area associated with the 

proposed action are houndstongue, musk thistle, black henbane, and spotted knapweed all of 

which are being treated by BLM, local ranchers and others.  A scattered presence of cheatgrass 

occurs along roadsides and disturbed sites throughout the area. 

 

Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action:  The disturbance associated with 

the proposed action could create a noxious weed problem by transporting seed on vehicles and/or 

equipment from existing noxious weed occurrences in the area.  Transported seeds would readily 

establish in disturbed areas. Any noxious weed seed production from disturbed sites could 

present an invasion threat to adjacent undisturbed plant communities. The cheatgrass that is 

likely to establish on the disturbed sites does not pose an invasion threat to the adjacent healthy 

plant communities, but does pose a threat to the success of reclaiming disturbed areas. 

 

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative: none 

 

 Mitigation:  The operator will clean all equipment to remove seed and soil prior to 

bringing equipment into the project area and prior to moving equipment between different well 

pad sites within the project area.  The operator will contact WRFO Botanist, Ken Holsinger via 

phone at 970-878-3838 to discuss in more detail the purpose, scope and extent of this 

requirement prior to bringing any equipment associated with the proposed action into the project 

area.   

 

The operator will eliminate any noxious plants that become established as a result of the 

proposed action before any seed production occurs.  The operator will contact WRFO Botanist, 

Ken Holsinger via phone at 970-878-3838 to discuss in more detail the purpose, scope and extent 

of this requirement prior to initiating a monitoring strategy.   

 

The operator shall be required to monitor disturbed areas for establishment of any noxious weed 

species. Monitoring should occur until successful reclamation efforts have been achieved (also in 

Vegetation Section).  The operator will contact WRFO Botanist, Ken Holsinger via phone at 
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970-878-3838 to discuss in more detail the purpose, scope and extent of this requirement prior to 

initiating a monitoring strategy.   

 

The operator shall be required to attain sufficient vegetative cover of reclamation species within 

three growing seasons that is comparable to that of nearby undisturbed plant communities (also 

in Vegetation Section).  The operator will contact WRFO Botanist, Ken Holsinger via phone at 

970-878-3838 to discuss in more detail the purpose, scope and extent of this requirement.  In 

addition, the operator will document the percent cover for the seeded species in the reclamation 

status report.   

 

 

MIGRATORY BIRDS   
 

Affected Environment:  The general project area is dominated by mountain big sagebrush 

(Artemisia tridentata pauciflora) but serviceberry (Amelanchier spp.), bitterbrush (Purshia 

tridentata), snowberry (Symphoricarpos albus), Gambel oak (Quercus gambelii), and aspen 

(Populus tremuloides) are also present. A variety of migratory songbirds, including Brewerôs 

sparrow (Spizella breweri), vesper sparrow (Pooecetes gramineus), and green-tailed towhee 

(Pipilo chlorurus), breed in sagebrush stands in the project area.  

 

There are no specialized or narrowly endemic species known to inhabit the project area. 

However, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) recognizes Brewerôs sparrow as a ñbird 

of conservation concernò (BCC). The BCC list identifies birds that, without conservation actions, 

may become candidates for listing under the Endangered Species Act (USFWS 2002).   

  

Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action:  Most songbirds return to summer 

breeding ranges in April, begin nesting in earnest in late May or early June, and have fledged 

young by mid-August. It is possible that nests may be destroyed or abandoned if construction 

activities occur during the nesting period. Long-term impacts to migratory songbird breeding 

habitat include direct habitat loss and loss of functional habitat due to avoidance of certain areas.  

Under natural succession regimes, it would take 20-30 years to replace the destroyed sagebrush 

habitat. Even after the initial disturbance associated with construction, it can be expected that 

nest densities may continue to be depressed. For example, nest densities of Brewerôs sparrows 

and sage sparrows were reduced by 39-60% within 100 m of roads in a natural gas field 

(Ingelfinger and Anderson 2004).   

 

It is unknown whether there will be considerable long-term impacts to local breeding populations 

of migratory birds within the Piceance Basin as the result of cumulative disturbance associated 

with increased energy development. However, it is unlikely that there would be a noticeable 

impact to regional breeding populations of migratory birds within the White River Resource 

Area. Even though Brewerôs sparrows are considered a bird of conservation concern, they are 

well distributed across the resource area in suitable sagebrush stands and are often the most 

abundant bird in those habitats (Kingery 1998).  

 

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative: There would be no 

conceivable influence on migratory birds under the no action alternative. 
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Mitigation: None. 

 

 

THREATENED, ENDANGERED, AND SENSITIVE ANIMAL SPECIES  (includes a 

finding on Standard 4) 

 

Affected Environment:  There are no threatened or endangered species known to inhabit 

or derive important use from the proposed project area. However, the Greater sage-grouse 

(Centrocercus urophasianus, hereafter ñsage-grouseò) does occur in the project area and is 

considered a sensitive species by the BLM. 

 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has been petitioned numerous times to list the 

greater sage-grouse as either threatened or endangered under the Endangered Species Act 

(Colorado-Greater Sage Grouse Conservation Plan Steering Committee 2008). In January 2005, 

the USFWS determined that listing the greater sage-grouse was not warranted, but identified 

energy development as having the greatest extinction risk to sage-grouse in Colorado (Federal 

Register 2005). On December 4, 2007, the U.S. District Court in Idaho ruled that the USFWSôs 

12-Month Finding was arbitrary and capricious and has remanded the case back to the USFWS 

for further review (Western Watersheds Project v. US Fish & Wildlife Service, Case No. CV-06-

277-E-BLW).  

 

All of the proposed well pads are located within 4 miles (6.4 km) of active or potentially active 

leks (i.e. documented use in the last five years). In Colorado, radio-telemetry research has 

documented that the majority of all nests are located within 4 miles (6.4 km) of leks (Colorado 

Greater-Sage Grouse Conservation Plan Steering Committee 2008). Ongoing radio-telemetry 

research conducted by the Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW) reveals considerable use by 

sage-grouse throughout the year in the project area.  

 
Well Pad Closest Lek Distance to Closest Lek 

C30 496 Cutoff Gulch Point ~ 2.5 km 

G32 496 North Parachute Ranch ~ 1.7 km 

N23 496 Bragg Spring ~ 2.4 km 

H34 496 Bragg Spring ~ 3.1 km 

O18 596 Oldland Cow Camp #2 ~ 4.2 km 

K17 596 North Parachute Ranch ~ 3.7 km 

 

Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action: All six of the proposed well pads 

are located on ridge tops and are in suitable and currently occupied sage-grouse habitat.  In order 

to fully evaluate the impacts, it is necessary to consider all the development planned for this area 

in the next few years rather than to look at a few well pads at a time. Presently, there at least 10 

approved well pads on either Federal land or split-estate (i.e. Federal minerals) in the area (CO-

110-07-139-EA and CO-110-08-013-EA). Including this proposed action and constructed fee 

pads, there are plans for at least another 29 well pads (including both Federal minerals and fee), 

for a total of at least 39 well pads operated by ConocoPhillips in Barnes Ridge/Divide 

Road/North Parachute Ranch area. 
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Critics contend that studies of the impacts of energy development elsewhere do not apply to the 

PPR population, primarily due to the unique topography of the Piceance Basin. The BLM knows 

of no plans by CDOW or other parties to conduct local research on the impacts on energy 

development on the PPR population and so it is reasonable and prudent to consider research 

conducted in other parts of the sage-grouse range. In some aspects, it is possible that the PPR 

population may be even more sensitive to energy development because of limited, fragmented 

habitat and because the population size of the PPR population is much smaller than some other 

populations that have been studied (e.g. Green River Basin and the Powder River Basin). In other 

aspects, it is possible that the PPR population may be more resilient to energy development if 

topography can insulate suitable habitat on a particular ridge from the influences of development 

occurring on adjacent ridges or drainage bottoms.   

 

Several studies have documented declines in lek attendance and even lek abandonment in 

association with increased energy development (Holloran 2005, Walker et al. 2007). Holloran 

considered leks with Ò 5 well pads within 5 km (3.1 miles) as having minimal gas field-related 

disturbance and leks with > 15 well pads within 5 km as being heavily impacted by energy 

development (Holloran 2005). On average, lek counts on heavily impacted leks declined 51% 

compared to a 3% decline on control leks during the same time period. Additionally, a couple of 

heavily impacted leks that were centrally located within the developing field became inactive 

(Holloran 2005). Considering the development plans in the area and particularly increased traffic 

along the Divide Road in close proximity to the Cutoff Gulch Lek, Oldland Cow Camp #2 Lek, 

and North Parachute Ranch Lek, there is reason for concern that leks may be abandoned as 

development intensifies.  

 

In addition to impacting lek attendance, there is evidence that energy development and 

associated disturbance can negatively influence vital rates. Disturbance from even relatively little 

traffic on a main haul road (<12 vehicles/day) can result in nest initiation rates that are 24% 

lower than in undeveloped areas (Lyon and Anderson 2003). In the PPR, there are BLM traffic 

counters on two main haul roads near the project area. Traffic (outside of the hunting season) on 

the Sprague Gulch Road ranges from 24 to 55 vehicles/day. Recently (i.e. 3/1/08 to 4/30/08) 

weekday traffic on the Middle Fork of Stewart Gulch Road has ranged from 42 to 152 

vehicles/day. Yearlings that were reared in areas with natural gas field infrastructure had visibly 

lower annual survival rates (52.5% for males and 69.4% for females) than yearlings reared in 

undeveloped areas (100% for both sexes) (Holloran et al. 2007). Over time, lower yearling 

survival rates and lower nest-initiation rates can negatively impact local populations. The PPR 

population may be even more sensitive to such changes in vital rates because it is a small 

population. In essence, every bird counts and it is important that every hen attempts to nest. 

 

Finally, energy development may cause sage-grouse to avoid otherwise suitable habitat. Hens 

captured on disturbed leks (main haul road within 3km of the lek) moved twice as far to nest 

compared to hens captured on undisturbed leks (Lyon and Anderson 2003). After controlling for 

habitat quality, Doherty et al. (2007) determined that sage-grouse were 1.3 times more likely to 

occupy winter habitat with no energy development.  

 

Management Strategies to Minimize Impacts: There is growing concern among sage-grouse 

researchers that BLM timing limitations and no surface occupancy restrictions are not enough to 
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prevent substantial impacts to sage-grouse populations in energy fields (Lyon and Anderson 

2003, Holloran 2005, Walker et al. 2007, Doherty et al. 2008). Increasing the size of NSO areas 

or expanding timing limitations would likely further minimize impacts, but it would not allow 

for development as guaranteed by existing lease rights and it is not likely to be integrated into 

best management practices that are used on private property. The majority of available habitat 

with Federal mineral rights in the PPR has already been leased. Even more importantly, most of 

the available sage-grouse habitat and almost all of the leks in the PPR are located on private 

property. Another strategy that has been suggested by researchers is to protect areas that could 

serve as refugia for the life of the field (Holloran et al. 2007). Since the PPR population is 

relatively small and isolated, there are no large ñcore areasò nearby that could effectively serve 

as a source area for natural recolonization of the developed areas. Despite such obstacles, the 

BLM White River Field Office, the Colorado Division of Wildlife, and ConocoPhillips have 

recently begun working on an innovative strategy that may better mitigate impacts to sage-

grouse than current stipulations and that would also be a model that would be practical to 

implement on private property. 

 

All the details of the strategy have not yet been developed, but the general concept is that 

development would be clustered and there would be a minimum time period of no activity in that 

area before additional wells could be drilled.  It may be possible to maintain the current 

distribution of sage-grouse in the PPR by taking advantage of topography and high site fidelity 

of adults. We are assuming that 1) topography can insulate a particular ridge from the influence 

of development activities occurring on adjacent ridges or in drainage bottoms, 2) sage-grouse 

will survive the initial drilling and completion activities (~6 months) and reproduce successfully 

afterwards, and 3) human activity associated with producing wells is minimal enough that 

yearlings reared in developed areas remain on site and reproduce successfully.  

 

Even with increasing levels of disturbance from energy development, adult birds appear to 

display high site fidelity in nesting habitat (Holloran 2005). Indeed, site fidelity by adult birds is 

thought to be a primary reason why there is a delay of 3-4 years before impacts of development 

are fully realized (Walker et al. 2007). Our strategy is to encourage yearling birds to develop 

strong site fidelity to natal areas with producing wells by effectively minimizing disturbance in 

those areas. ConocoPhillips and EnCana are utilizing cutting-edge technology in the Piceance 

Basin that would eliminate the vast majority of vehicle traffic associated with producing wells. 

At a maximum, only one vehicle trip (pick-up truck) per day would be needed. In addition, a 

minimum time period between drilling operations would be used to allow for several breeding 

seasons to occur with minimal disturbance at a particular site. The key concept is to use the 

tenacious site fidelity of adult birds to ensure that ridges remain occupied during all stages of 

development. 

 

Well Pads N23 496 and H34 496:  Of the six well pads in this proposed action, only N23 496 

and H34 496 are east of Barnes Ridge in the area identified for initial concentrated development. 

There are already several well pads in this area (M33 496, L27 496, E34 496, M34 496, and G35 

496) and approval of these two additional pads would allow for recovery of natural gas resources 

while also restricting development to a smaller portion of the Barnes Ridge/Divide road area. 

Approval of these two locations would result in 11.9 acres of direct habitat loss. To further 

minimize impacts to sage-grouse, access to these well pads should be from the Sprague Gulch 
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Road (as soon as the low-water crossing can be safely negotiated) rather than from the Middle 

Fork of Stewart Gulch Rd. Using the Sprague Gulch Road to access these two locations (rather 

than driving across the Divide Road) would reduce vehicle traffic along the Divide Road. As 

mentioned previously, traffic volumes on main haul roads within nesting habitat can seriously 

influence reproduction and survival. It is recommended that N23 496 and H34 496 be approved 

at this time. 

 

Well Pads C30 496, G32 496, O18 596, and K17 596: These well pads are located west of 

Barnes Ridge and south of the Divide Road on ridges that currently have no development. While 

there are other well pads near the proposed locations (e.g. E06 596, N07 596, and M33 496), 

these locations are in the final stages of drilling and completion so there should be little activity 

and disturbance associated with these locations in the near future. Delaying approval of these 

pads would be in line with the concepts presented in the clustered development plan since it 

would maintain an area of reduced disturbance on the east side of the project area. It is 

recommended that development of the C30 496, G32 496, O18 596, and K17 596 well pads be 

deferred until the clustered development plan for this area is formalized and signed by BLM, 

CDOW, ConocoPhillips, and EnCana (responsible for the gathering system to service these wells 

and the primary leaseholder). The management strategy to minimize potentially substantial 

negative impacts to greater sage-grouse from intensive energy development hinges upon a 

clustered development plan as explained previously. If a formal agreement for the clustered 

development plan can not be reached, a new analysis of impacts to greater sage-grouse based on 

different development schedules would be required.   

 

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative:  If none of the proposed well 

pads were approved, there would still be development in suitable sage-grouse habitat along the 

Divide Road, spur ridges east of Barnes Ridge, and fee property south of the Divide Road (see 

CO110-07-139-EA and CO110-08-013-EA).  

 

Mitigation: It is recommended that construction, drilling and completion activities 

associated with locations N23 496 and H34 496 locations be approved at this time. The access 

routes to these pads shall be from the Sprague Gulch Road as soon as it has reopened. The timing 

limitation designed to protect nesting habitat (i.e., no development activities from April 15 

through July 7) will not apply to these pads as long as they are developed in timeframes 

established in the clustered development plan.  If this is not possible, then the timing limitations 

shall apply.  

 

To lessen impacts to sage-grouse nesting and breeding activities, and in accordance with the 

conceptual agreement between ConocoPhillips, BLM and CDOW (see Appendix A), 

authorization of all actions associated with the C30 496, G32 496, O18 596, and K17 596 well 

pads should be deferred until the clustered development plan for this area is formalized and 

signed by BLM, CDOW, ConocoPhillips, and EnCana.    

 

To facilitate recovery of sage-grouse habitat that includes native grasses and forbs, the following 

prescribed seed mix and seeding rates shall be applied during reclamation: 
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Native Seed Mix 

Species 
Pure Live Seed 

(PLS) 
Total Seeds/Acre % of Seed Mix 

Western wheatgrass (Rosanna) 

Indian ricegrass (Rimrock) 

Bluebunch wheatgrass (Whitmar) 

Thickspike wheatgrass (Critana) 

Letterman needlegrass (ACLE9) 

Globemallow 

Blue flax (Maple Grove) 

Rocky mountain penstemon (Bandera) 

Arrowleaf balsamroot 

Utah sweetvetch 

2 lbs/ac 

1 lbs/ac 

2 lbs/ac 

2 lbs/ac 

1 lbs/ac 

0.5 lbs/ac 

0.5 lbs/ac 

0.5 lbs/ac 

1 lbs/ac 

1 lbs/ac 

220,000 

140,000 

234,000 

308,000 

150,000 

250,000 

210,000 

143,000 

58,000 

80,000 

0.12 

0.08 

0.13 

0.17 

0.08 

0.14 

0.12 

0.08 

0.03 

0.04 

Total lbs. PLS/Acre 11.5   

 

Finding on the Public Land Health Standard for Threatened & Endangered species:  The 

project area currently meets the public land health standards for threatened, endangered, and 

BLM sensitive species. It is possible that greater sage-grouse will be negatively and substantially 

impacted by intensive energy development. However, clustering development so that less of the 

landscape is experiencing disturbance at any one time and requiring a reclamation seed mix of 

native grasses and forbs aims to achieve a balance between maintaining sage-grouse distribution 

in the Piceance Basin and energy development. 

 

 

THREATENED, ENDANGERE D, AND SENSITIVE PLANT SPECIES (includes a finding 

on Standard 4) 

 

Affected Environment:  There are no plant species listed, proposed, or candidate to the 

Endangered Species Act, nor plants considered sensitive by the BLM, that are known to inhabit 

areas potentially influenced by the proposed action. 

 

Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action:  Power line installation would 

have no conceivable influence on special status species or associated habitats. 

 

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative:  There would be no action 

authorized that would have potential to influence special status species or associated habitats. 

 

Mitigation:  None 

 

Finding on the Public Land Health Standard for Threatened & Endangered species:  The 

proposed and no-action alternatives would have no influence on populations or habitats of plants 

associated with the Endangered Species Act or BLM sensitive species and, as such, would have 

no influence on the status of applicable land health standards.   

 

 

WASTES, HAZARDOUS OR SOLID 
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Affected Environment:  Fuels, oils, and lubricants will be used during the project, and 

solid waste (human waste, garbage, etc.) will be generated during activities.  There are no known 

hazardous or other solid wastes on the subject lands. No hazardous materials have been 

identified that will be used, stored or disposed of at sites included in the project area.  Garbage 

will be contained onsite and then hauled to an approved disposal site.  Sewage from trailers and 

portolets will be hauled to an approved disposal site.   

 

Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action:  Accidental spills or leaks 

associated with equipment failures, refueling or maintenance of equipment, and storage of fuel, 

oil, or other fluids could cause soil, surface water and/or groundwater contamination. With 

implementation of the mitigation measures described below and Conoco Phillipôs spill 

prevention program, impacts would likely be temporary.  Solid wastes would be properly 

disposed of offsite in an approved facility. 

 

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative:  No hazardous or other solid 

wastes would be generated under the no-action alternative. 

 

Mitigation:  The following items should be added as conditions of approval. 

 

 The operator shall submit an updated Spill Prevention Containment and Countermeasure 

(SPCC) plan to the authorized officer prior to construction activities. 

 

 Since the reserve pits may receive fluids from completion and facing activities it will be lined 

with at least a 12 mil liner.  The pit should be closed within 6 months after drilling and 

completion of these 24 wells, regardless if additional wells are planned for these pads.  

 

 The operator will submit an amendment to the current Surface Use Permit via Sundry Notice 

Form 3160-5 indicating that the water produced during drilling, completion and fracing 

activities will be disposed of via trucking to a disposal facility, as described in item 7.D.  

Produced water during production will still require approval from the AO as per Onshore 

Order no. 7 and described in item 4 A. item 5. 

 

 The release of any chemical, oil, petroleum product, produced water, or sewage, etc, 

(regardless of quantity) must be reported by the lease holder, to the Bureau of Land 

Management ï WRFO Hazardous Materials Coordinator at (970) 878-3800.   

 

 

WATER QUALITY, SURFACE AND GROUND (includes a finding on Standard 5)   

 

Affected Environment:  The proposed action includes constructing 4 well pads (2 on 

BLM administered land and 2 on private), building 4.5 miles of access road and drilling 

activities for 24 wells.  Total disturbance on BLM lands will be at most 14.9 acres.  This project 

is located in portions of the upper Colorado River Basin (1595.9 acres); Piceance Tributaries to 

the White River and the Stewart Gulch watershed.  The water quality classification of the 

Colorado River Basin (segment 11d), Piceance Tributaries to the White River (segment 16), and 
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Stewart Gulch (segment 17) below the project are Aquatic Life Warm 2, Recreation 2, 

Agriculture. 

 

Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action:  Construction of the roads and 

pads will result in temporary disturbance causing increased erosion and surface runoff until re-

vegetation efforts are successful.  No BMPs have been identified to reduce potential concentrated 

flows off the pad during storm events.  The Surface Use Plans all state that culverts and low 

water crossings will not be needed.  If adequate drainage is not used on the access road, it will 

require more maintenance and is likely to not function and will likely not meet BLM Manual 

Section 9113 standards for drainage features.  Inadequate road design would result in localized 

erosion and sediment production off the road surface and where surface runoff is concentrated 

due to inadequate drainage design.  Adequate access road construction on BLM administered 

land and private lands used to develop federal minerals will be evaluated and required as more 

information is presented by the operator.  

 

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative:  No impacts identified. 

 

Mitigation: The following should be attached as conditions of approval. 

 

Provide for erosion-resistant surface drainage by adding necessary drainage facilities and prior to 

rain or snow events.  When erosion in disturbed areas is anticipated, sediment barriers shall be 

constructed to slow runoff, allow deposition of sediment, and prevent it from leaving the site. 

 

Locate culverts or drainage dips (waterbreaks) in such a manner as to avoid discharge onto 

unstable terrain such as headwalls or slumps. Provide adequate spacing of these drainage features 

to avoid accumulation of water in ditches or road surfaces. Monitor culvert installations to ensure 

proper placement and adequate armoring of inlets and outlets. Patrol areas susceptible to road or 

watershed damage during periods of high runoff. 

 

Keep road inlet and outlet ditches, catchbasins, and culverts free of obstructions, particularly 

before and during spring runoff.  Routine machine-cleaning of ditches should be kept to a 

minimum during wet weather.  Leave the disturbed area in a condition that provides drainage 

with no additional maintenance. 

 

The new access roads should be built and maintained to BLM Manual Section 9113 standards for 

road shape and drainage features.  The inside slope of side ditches should be 3:1 or 2:1 and not 

the 4:1 listed in the SUP. Culverts, rolling dips and/or waterbars should be installed according to 

9113 standards and sized for the 10-year storm event with no static head and to pass a 25-year 

event without failing.  

 

The Plans for Reclamation of the Surface state that the site rehabilitation shall be completed 

within six months if the well(s) are producers.  Yet, the SUP states that there are potentially 28 

wells that could be drilled on each pad.  The operator will submit via Sundry Order an updated 

Plan for Reclamation of Surface that acknowledges the likely success of at least one of the initial 

four wells and will describe methods of site stabilization between drilling cycles pad located on 

public lands.  This updated plan should include methods for stabilizing soil piles, any additional 
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preparation of the drilling work surface to stabilize the area, stabilization of cut and fill slopes, 

and identifying interim reclamation that could be done, such as seeding barrow ditches on roads 

and removing spill containment features on the edge of pads, etc. 

 

For the access road and the pad, the operator should include via Sundry notice a detailed 

drainage plan including drainage features for roads and any BMPs that would be installed for the 

operatorôs stormwater management plan.  This plan should be reviewed by the WRFO 

Hydrologist and approved by the AO before production. The plan should describe: 

a. Construction methods planed for addressing on-site erosion to meet the operatorôs 

stormwater discharge permit requirements. 

b. Locations for implementing methods for stabilizing disturbed areas after drilling and 

proposed maintenance between drilling periods.  This description of stabilization 

methods should include the method for mulching and stabilizing soil piles (i.e. erosion 

fabric, tackifier or other method). 

c. Culvert, low-water crossings and/or waterdips with the sizing and placement noted. With 

4.5 miles of new roads it is extremely unlikely that no drainage features will be needed 

and still adequately achieve drainage standards in BLM Manual Section 9113.  The 

placement of these drainage features in addition to those needed to cross existing 

drainages should conform to the following table: 

 

Table: Spacing for Lateral Drains (Wing Ditches or Cross Drainage) 
 

  Recommended Spacing in Feet 
1
 

Gradient in 

percent 

Erosion Index
2
 

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

2 900 1225                 

3 600 815 1070 1205             

4 450 610 800 905 1015           

5 360 490 640 725 810 865 1000       

6 300 410 535 605 675 720 835 1010     

7 255 350 455 515 580 620 715 865 1030 1210 

8 225 305 400 450 505 540 625 755 900 1055 

9 200 270 355 400 450 480 555 670 800 940 

10 180 245 320 360 405 435 500 605 720 845 

11 165 220 290 330 370 395 455 550 655 770 

12 150 205 265 305 340 360 415 505 600 705 

13 140 190 245 280 310 335 385 465 555 650 

14 130 175 230 260 290 310 355 430 515 605 

15 120 165 215 240 270 300 335 405 480 565 

16 115 155 200 225 255 280 310 380 450 530 
  

2 Erosion Index 
Soil Types 

10-20 Silty sands, sand-silt mixtures, inorganic silts and very fine sands, silty or clayey fine sands 
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  Recommended Spacing in Feet 
1
 

Gradient in 

percent 

Erosion Index
2
 

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

30-40 

Inorganic silts, micaneous or datomaceous fine sandy or silty soils, elastic silts, organic silts and organic 

silty clays or low plasticity, inorganic clays of low to medium plasticity, gravely clays, sandy clays, silty 

clays, lean clays 

50-60 

Organic clays with medium to high plasticity, organic silts, inorganic clays of high plasticity, fat clays, 

clayey sands, sand-clay mixtures, silty-gravels, gravel-sand-silt mixtures 

70 Clayey gravels gravel-sand-clay mixtures 

80-90 Clean sands or clean gravelly sands 

100 Clean gravels or sand-gravel mixtures 

Source: Road Standards, Excerpts from BLM Manual Section 9113 
1 
Based on rainfall intensities of 1 to 2 inches/hour storms with a 25 year return interval 

 

Finding on the Public Land Health Standard for water quality:  It is unlikely that the 

access road and well pad construction, as well as drilling and production activities would result 

in an exceedence of state water quality standards.  Cumulative impacts from this activity and 

others may eventually impact sediment yields to the degree that they impact listing of the 

Piceance Creek or its tributaries. 

 

 

WETLANDS AND RIPARIAN ZONES (includes a finding on Standard 2) 

 

Affected Environment:  There are no wetlands or riparian areas in the immediate project 

areas.   Well pad O18-596 and K17-596 are both within a mile of an un-named tributary to the 

West Fork of Parachute Creek and the actual West Fork of Parachute Creek respectively.  West 

Fork of Parachute Creek is perennial, and aquatic habitat conditions are strongly influenced by 

agricultural practices.   Pad C30 496 is located on a ridge-top approximately ¼ mile east of an 

ephemeral tributary to Middle Stewart Gulch.  This tributary, while not maintaining a perennial 

flow, does support riparian vegetation.  Pads N23 496 and H34 496 are both located on ridge-

tops above ephemeral tributaries to the East Fork of Stewart Gulch.  These tributaries support 

upland vegetation.  Pad G32 496 is located on a ridge-top approximately ½ mile south of Bragg 

spring and approximately 1/3 mile southwest of Couch Spring and its associated tributary to 

Middle Stewart Gulch.   There is some riparian vegetation associated with these springs and 

adjacent areas but the tributary channel is ephemeral and supports upland vegetation. 

 

Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action:  Soil disturbance from pad and 

road construction will likely produce additional erosion and sedimentation, especially initially. In 

the short term it is conceivable that some additional sediment could reach the stream channels. 

After successful interim reclamation erosion rates and sediment loads should be reduced to near 

pre-disturbance levels.  Pads located above ephemeral drainages pose no conceivable influence 

on wetland or riparian areas.  The proposed action (as conditioned) would have no conceivable 

influence on the perennial stream (West Fork Parachute Creek) associated with this project or 

other downstream systems. 
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Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative:  There would be no 

conceivable influence on any wetland or riparian area.  

 

Mitigation:  See Water Quality section. 

 

Finding on the Public Land Health Standard for riparian systems:  The proposed and no 

action alternatives would have no reasonable potential to influence any riparian or wetland 

system.  Although the channel systems on these private lands have not been evaluated, in the 

context of the Land Health Standards, the function or condition of these systems would not be 

altered in any way by the proposed or no action alternatives.  

 

 

CRITICAL ELEMENTS NOT PRESENT OR NOT AFFECTED :   

 

No flood plains, prime and unique farmlands, Wilderness, or Wild and Scenic Rivers exist within 

the area affected by the proposed action.  There are also no Native American religious or 

environmental justice concerns associated with the proposed action.  

 

 

NON-CRITICAL ELEMENTS  

 

The following elements must be addressed due to the involvement of Standards for Public Land 

Health: 

 

SOILS (includes a finding on Standard 1) 

 

Affected Environment:  The proposed action includes constructing 1 well pad, building 

1,500 feet of access road and drilling activities for 10 wells.  Total disturbance will be at most 

13.3 acres.  Soils classifications that will be impacted by this project are shown in the table 

below.  The soils in this area have a moderate to high hazard of water erosion and runoff is 

medium.   

 

Sensitive Soil Classifications within 30 Meters of Surface Disturbance 

 
Type of Soil Concern Approx. Acres Impacted Stipulation 

Fragile Soils on slope >35% 34 CSU 1 

Slope > 40%  61 n/a 

 

Fragile soils are areas have been identified as having Controlled Surface Use (CSU 1) stipulation 

in the 1997 RMP.  The 1997 RMP requires that areas with fragile soils present an engineered 

construction/reclamation plan unless an exception has been granted based on additional soils 

information that shows soils do not meet the fragile soils criteria.  Since no further soils 

information was provided by the operator in the Surface Use Plan, a plan may be required: 

1. How soil productivity will be restored. 

2. How surface runoff will be treated to avoid accelerated erosion such as riling, 

gullying, piping and mass wasting. 
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Soil Types Within 30 meters of the Proposed Disturbance and Greater than 1 acre 

 
Soil Complex Acres Potentially Impacted 

Guben loam, 0 to 3 percent slopes 3 

Northwater loam, 5 to 50 percent slopes 39 

Nihill channery sandy loam, 5 to 50 percent slopes 88 

Patent loam, 3 to 8 percent slopes 6 

Moyerson stony clay loam, 15 to 65 percent slopes 58 

Lamphier-Tampico-Kamack loams, 5 to 60 percent slopes 24 

 

Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action:  If successful, stabilization and 

reclamation activities should minimize the risk of potential impacts past the construction phase 

of the project.  The potential for localized erosion during construction is the most likely source of 

impacts as well as inadequate or poorly executed stabilization and reclamation activities between 

drilling sequences.  If interim reclamation does not occur within six months the viability of 

topsoil piles and the success of stabilization efforts would be reduced.  Drainage features need to 

be properly designed to avoid unnecessary erosion.  Restoring the productivity of these soils will 

be entirely dependent on successful reclamation and proper construction practices.   

 

No special provisions have been identified to protect fragile soils and steep slopes in the project 

area.  Pads C30-496, O18-596, and K17-596 all will be constructed with a portion of the pad on 

fragile soils.  These also have access roads that will be constructed through areas identified as 

fragile soils and steep slopes on public lands.  

 

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative:  No impacts to soils would 

likely occur. 

 

Mitigation: The following should be attached as conditions of approval. 

 

The operator will submit an engineered construction/reclamation plan for fragile soils for public 

lands on pads C30-496, O18-596, and K17-596 and on portions of the access roads for these 

pads that cross public lands.  This plan can be combined with the plan to address the detailed 

drainage design asked for in the mitigation section for Water Quality.  This plan should be 

reviewed by the WRFO Hydrologist and approved by the AO before construction of the pads or 

access roads into these pads. 

 

Finding on the Public Land Health Standard for upland soils:  With mitigation this action 

is unlikely to reduce the productivity of soils impacted by surface disturbing activities on public 

lands. 

 

 

VEGETATION (includes a finding on Standard 3) 

 

Affected Environment:  The proposed pads and their access roads occur mostly in 

Mountain Loam and Brushy Loam ecological sites with some involvement of Loamy slopes and 

Dry Exposures. Vegetation on these upland sites is dominated by mountain big sagebrush, some 

serviceberry, a scattering of bitterbrush and a diverse understory of grasses and forbs.  All sites 



 

CO-110-2008-057-EA 19 

have an adequate composition of native plants and are rated mostly as late seral.  The following 

table shows the plant composition on each of these ecological sites. 

 

Ecological Site / 

Woodland Type 

Plant 

Community 

Appearance Predominant Plant Species in the Plant Community 

Brushy Loam Deciduous Shrub 

/ Grass Shrubland 

Serviceberry, oakbrush, snowberry, mountain brome, slender 

wheatgrass, western wheatgrass, Letterman and Columbia 

needle grasses 

Mountain Loam Grass / Open 

Shrub Shrubland 

Mountain brome, slender wheatgrass, western wheatgrass, 

Letterman and Columbia needle grasses, mountain big 

sagebrush, bitterbrush, low rabbitbrush, snowberry, serviceberry 

Loamy Slopes Mix Shrub / Grass 

Shrubland 

Mountain mahogany, bitterbrush, serviceberry,  mountain big 

sagebrush, beardless bluebunch wheatgrass, western 

wheatgrass, June grass, Indian rice grass 

Dry Exposure Grassland Beardless bluebunch wheatgrass, needle-and-thread, June grass, 

Indian rice grass, fringed sage, buckwheats 

 

 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action:  The actions proposed would 

remove all vegetation from the disturbed areas.  The primary threat to the health of the native 

plant communities in the project areas would be from potential establishment and proliferation of 

noxious and invasive weed species.  The total disturbance (approximately 33.65 acres) associated 

with construction of the well pads and access roads would be short-term as the pads remain non-

vegetated for only the drilling phase.  A portion of each well pad would be reclaimed following 

the drilling phase, leaving only the production area of the well pad and the travel surface of the 

access road non-vegetated.  As much as 75 percent of the original disturbance ( 25.23 acres) 

could be returned to production of desirable vegetation within three to five years. The remaining 

disturbance could remain non-vegetated for a considerable length of time depending upon the 

success and life expectancy of the wells at each location. 

 

Disturbances associated with the proposal would be subject to invasion by competitive weedy 

plants, some native, some not.  Invasion by weedy species could create problems for reclamation 

efforts.  It usually takes at least two growing seasons for weedy species to develop sufficient 

seed for dominance of the disturbed site.  The longer disturbed areas remain non-vegetated, the 

greater the chance for invasion and domination by these weedy plants.  Once the disturbance 

becomes dominated by weedy species, reclamation with desirable native perennial species 

becomes very difficult.  What should be a short-term impact could become a long-term invasion 

of weedy species that usually requires additional resources and strategies to control the unwanted 

vegetation before successful reclamation can be achieved.  

 

The greatest long-term impact on vegetation would be the loss of the native shrub component of 

the plant communities impacted. Basin and Mountain sagebrush would likely begin to return to 

reclaimed areas within 10 years; current cover levels would be regained within 20 to 25 years. 

Serviceberry and bitterbrush are not likely to return to reclaimed areas for at least 50 years. 

Attempts in the past to re-establish these shrub species have had only marginal success. 

 

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative: None 
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 Mitigation:  All areas of the well pads not used during any production phase, including 

cut and fill slopes, will be re-contoured as much as possible, and will have topsoil redistributed 

and re-vegetated with the native seed mixes listed in the Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive 

Animal Species section prior to the first full growing season following completion of drilling 

(unless the surface owner requests a different seed mix). 

 

Successful re-vegetation should be achieved within three years.  Any pads where it is evident 

that livestock grazing would impede successful reclamation will be fenced to exclude livestock 

until desirable vegetation is established.  Fences, gates and cattleguards installed for this purpose 

will be maintained in functional condition by the operator and will be removed by the operator 

upon approval by the WRFO BLM. 

 

Successful reclamation and re-vegetation is defined by the following: 

 

o A functioning vegetation community will present a minimum cover and composition 

of 80% of the Desired Plant Community as defined by the range site description or in 

relation to the seed mix applied.  In cases where wildlife objectives are dependent 

upon presence of forbs within the community BLM will require their presence at the 

80% calculation.   

o The functioning vegetation community established on the reclaimed site is capable of 

persisting on the site without continued intervention and will allow plant community 

successional processes to develop to the climax community. 

 

The operator will be required to monitor the project site for a minimum of three years after 

construction to detect the presence of noxious/invasive species.  Any such species which occur 

will be eradicated using materials and methods approved in advance by the Authorized Officer.   

 

Final reclamation of roads and well pads following abandonment will be achieved with the 

native seed mix noted above. Successful re-vegetation should be achieved within three years 

following final reclamation.  Operators are responsible for making repeated re-vegetation 

attempts until reclamation is successful. The operator is required to monitor these reclaimed sites 

for a minimum of three years post-construction to detect the presence of noxious/invasive 

species.  Any such species that occur will be eradicated.  

 

At the on-site for pad 018-596 it was agreed to move the access road to the north as much as 

possible and place a gate across the two-track road and reclaim and re-seed to eliminate it. 

 

 Finding on the Public Land Health Standard for plant and animal communities (partial, 

see also Wildlife, Aquatic and Wildlife, Terrestrial):  The project areas currently meet the 

standard and would continue to meet the standard after implementation of the proposed action 

and successful reclamation. 

 

 

WILDLIFE, AQUATIC  (includes a finding on Standard 3) 
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Affected Environment:  There are no wetlands or perennial riparian areas on BLM land 

within the project area that would support aquatic wildlife species.   

 

Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action:  There would be no conceivable 

impact to aquatic wildlife. 

 

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative:  There would be no 

conceivable impact to aquatic wildlife. 

 

Mitigation:  None. 

 

Finding on the Public Land Health Standard for plant and animal communities (partial, see 

also Vegetation and Wildlife, Terrestrial):  The public land health standards are not applicable since 

there are no aquatic wildlife species that inhabit or derive substantial use from BLM land within 

the project area.  

 

 

WILDLIF E, TERRESTRIAL  (includes a finding on Standard 3) 

 

Affected Environment:  The general project area is dominated by mountain big sagebrush 

(Artemisia tridentata pauciflora) but serviceberry (Amelanchier spp.), bitterbrush (Purshia 

tridentata), snowberry (Symphoricarpos albus), Gambel oak (Quercus gambelii), and aspen 

(Populus tremuloides) are also present.  

 

The project area is identified by the Colorado Division of Wildlife (CDOW) as summer range for 

both mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus) and elk (Cervus canadensis). The area around C30 496 

and N23 496 is also delineated as winter range for elk. Aspen stands around O18 596 may 

provide nesting habitat for raptors such as red-tailed hawks (Buteo jamicensis) and Cooperôs 

hawks (Accipiter cooperii).  

 

In 2005, CDOW commissioned a study to identify declining sagebrush-dependent wildlife 

species that are currently not covered under other conservation plans. Two small mammals, the 

sagebrush vole (Lemmiscus curtatus) and Merriamôs shrew (Sorex merriami), were identified as 

species of potential concern (Boyle and Reeder 2005) due to their association with sagebrush and 

the limited knowledge of their natural history and population status.   

 

There are no narrowly endemic terrestrial wildlife species known to inhabit the project area. 

 

Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action:  Wildlife may be directly impacted 

by well pad and access road construction due to direct loss of habitat and increases in mortality 

rates as the result of vehicle collisions and poaching. Indirectly, the proposed action can impact 

wildlife if behavioral avoidance results in the decreased use of preferred foraging and escape 

cover habitats and if there is a decrease in reproductive success as the result of physiological 

responses to stress. The proposed action represents an incremental increase in the amount of 

direct habitat loss (approximately 33.6 acres total or 14.7 acres on BLM surface) in an area 

where substantial energy development is planned.   
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There is evidence that some raptor species can tolerate limited energy development in foraging 

areas if their nest sites are protected from human disturbance (Squires et al. 1993). If nests are 

found in the aspen stands around O18 596, then the appropriate no surface occupancy (e.g. 1/8 

mile buffer around nests of non-listed raptor species) and timing limitation (e.g. no development 

activities within ¼ mile of the nests of non-listed raptor species from February 1 through August 

15, or until fledging and dispersal of young) restrictions shall apply.   

 

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative:  There would be no 

conceivable influence on terrestrial wildlife under the no action alternative. 

 

 Mitigation:  Raptor surveys will be conducted in aspen stands within 500 ft of O18 596 

and its access road. If nests are found, then the appropriate no surface occupancy (e.g. 1/8 mile 

buffer around nests of non-listed raptor species) and timing limitation (e.g. no development 

activities within ¼ mile of the nests of non-listed raptor species from February 1 through August 

15, or until fledging and dispersal of young) restrictions shall apply.  

  

Finding on the Public Land Health Standard for plant and animal communities (partial, 

see also Vegetation and Wildlife, Aquatic):  Only pads C30 496, O18 596, and K17 596 are on 

public land. Although the project area is being subjected to increasing levels of natural gas 

development, the project area meets the land health standards on a landscape scale. The proposed 

action is expected to incrementally reduce local habitat capacity over the life of the well field. 

However, clustering development, limiting activity during critical periods, and protecting nest 

sites would aid in minimizing the impact of the proposed action. 

 

 

OTHER NON-CRITICAL ELEMENTS :  For the following elements, only those brought 

forward for analysis will be addressed further. 

 
Non-Critical Element NA or 

Not 

Present 

Applicable or 

Present, No Impact 

Applicable & Present and 

Brought Forward for 

Analysis 

Access and Transportation  X  

Cadastral Survey X   

Fire Management  X  

Forest Management X   

Geology and Minerals   X 

Hydrology/Water Rights  X  

Law Enforcement  X  

Noise  X  

Paleontology   X 

Rangeland Management   X 

Realty Authorizations  X  

Recreation  X  

Socio-Economics  X  

Visual Resources   X 
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Non-Critical Element NA or 

Not 

Present 

Applicable or 

Present, No Impact 

Applicable & Present and 

Brought Forward for 

Analysis 

Wild Horses X   

 

 

GEOLOGY AND MINERALS  

 

Affected Environment:  The Uinta formation is the surficial geologic formation of all the well 

pads.  All of the proposed wells have a targeted zone is in the Mesaverde group.  During drilling 

potential water, oil shale and gas zones will be encountered from surface to the targeted zone.  

Well pads C30-496, K17-596 and O18-596 are located in an area identified in the White River 

ROD/RMP as available for oil shale leasing and development.  There is nonfederal mineral 

ownership associated with the remaining well pads N23 496, G32 496 and H34 496 from the 

surface to 200 feet below the Orange Marker Bed of the Green River Formation.  All mineral 

resources beneath this zone are federal minerals. 

 

Fresh water aquifers that may be encountered during drilling are; the Perched in the Uinta, the A-

groove, and B-groove in the Green River formation.  These geologic zones along with upper 

portion of the Wasatch are known for difficulties in drilling and cementing.  The wells will 

develop the natural gas resources on Federal oil and gas leases. 

 

 Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action:  Drilling and completion of these 

wells may adversely affect the fresh water aquifers if there is loss of circulation or difficulties 

encountered cementing the surface casing.  However, the proposed cementing and completion 

procedure of the proposed action isolates the formations and will prevent the migration of gas, 

water, and oil between formations.  Development of these wells will deplete the hydrocarbon 

resources in the targeted formation.  Well locations may prevent an orderly future development 

of oil shale resources. 

 

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative:  The natural gas resources in 

the targeted zones will not be developed at this time. 

 

 Mitigation:  ConocoPhillips needs to contact the nonfederal mineral owners of N23 496, 

G32 496 and H34 496 to inform them of their drilling plans. 

 

 

HYDROLOGY AND WATER RIGHTS 

 

Affected Environment:  Water will be used for construction, drilling, completion and 

fracing operations as part of this action.  Sources of water have not been identified in the Surface 

Use Plan (SUP).  

 

Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action:  This action could deplete water 

sources and has the potential to impact water rights if sources are not properly permitted for this 

use.  

 



 

CO-110-2008-057-EA 24 

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative:  no water would be used. 

 

Mitigation:  An estimate of the volumes of water that may be used for construction, 

drilling, completion, fracing and dust abatement will be provided to the WRFO hydrologist by 

well and by pad.  

 

As per Onshore Order #1 requirements, the operator will submit an amendment to the current 

Surface Use Permit via Sundry Notice Form 3160-5 before construction activities begin 

detailing: 

 The source of all water used for construction, drilling, completion and fracing operations  

 Any water haul routes that may be used 

 Municipal water provider,  the permit number or a copy of the water right permit being 

use for each water source (see http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/energy/oil_and_gas/ 

Onshore_Order_no1.html, section 2e for more information) 

 

 

PALEONTOLOGY  

 

Affected Environment:  For ConocoPhillips proposed well pads and access roads C30 

496, G32 496, O18 596, K17 596, N23 496 and H34 496: the proposed well pads and access 

roads are located in an area generally mapped as the Uinta Formation (Tweto 1979) which the 

WRFO, BLM has classified as a PFYC 5 formation meaning it is known to produce scientifically 

important fossil resources. 

 

Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action: For ConocoPhillips proposed well 

pads and access roads C30 496, G32 496, O18 596, K17 596, N23 496 and H34 496: If, for any 

reason, it becomes necessary to excavate into the underlying rock formation to construct the 

access road, level the well pad or excavate the reserve/blooie pit there is the potential to impact 

scientifically important fossil resources. 

 

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative:  There would be no new 

impacts to fossil resources under the No Action Alternative. 

 

Mitigation:  For ConocoPhillips proposed well pads and access roads C30 496, G32 496, 

O18 596, K17 596, N23 496 and H34 496: The operator is responsible for informing all persons 

who are associated with the project operations that they will be subject to prosecution for 

knowingly disturbing paleontological sites, or for collecting fossils.  If fossil materials are 

uncovered during any project or construction activities, the operator is to immediately stop 

activities in the immediate area of the find that might further disturb such materials, and 

immediately contact the authorized officer (AO).  Within five working days the AO will inform 

the operator as to: 

 whether the materials appear to be of noteworthy scientific interest  

 the mitigation measures the operator will likely have to undertake before the site can be 

used (assuming in situ preservation is not feasible) 

If the operator wishes, at any time, to relocate activities to avoid the expense of mitigation and/or 

the delays associated with this process, the AO will assume responsibility for whatever 

http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/energy/oil_and_gas/%0bOnshore_Order_no1.html
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/energy/oil_and_gas/%0bOnshore_Order_no1.html
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recordation and stabilization of the exposed materials may be required.  Otherwise, the operator 

will be responsible for mitigation cost.  The AO will provide technical and procedural guidelines 

for the conduct of mitigation.  Upon verification from the AO that the required mitigation has 

been completed, the operator will then be allowed to resume construction. 

 

If it becomes necessary to excavate into the underlying rock formation to build the access road, 

level the well pad or excavate the reserve/blooie pit an approved paleontological monitor shall be 

present for all such excavations. 

 

 

RANGELAND MANAGEMENT  

 

Affected Environment:   Proposed well pads C30-496, O18-596 and K17-596, are located 

on BLM administered surface and are in the 3
rd

 and 4
th
 pastures of the West Stewart allotment.  

These pastures are permitted to Oldland Brothers Ranch for livestock grazing from 6/21 through 

September 19 each year.  Proposed pad G32 496 is private surface owned by Oldland Brothers 

Ranch and is in the Beef Pasture which could be grazed by livestock for several weeks 

somewhere between 06/21 and 10/06. The remaining two proposed pads (N23 496 and H34 496 

occur on private surface.  This area is grazed during the summer and early fall by livestock 

owned by the Piceance Creek Ranch.  It appears as though there are no range improvement 

projects or livestock handling facilities that will be disturbed by construction of the proposed 

pads.  Proposed access roads could potentially affect fences.   

 

Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action:  Minimal forage loss for livestock 

is expected from this action.   In the short term there will be a net loss of forage between these 

two allotments of approximately 5 AUMs.  After successful interim reclamation and re-

vegetation this loss will be reduced to probably near 1 AUM per livestock operator.     

If reclamation efforts of the unused areas of the well pads and the proposed gathering pipeline 

are successful, a small increase in forage available to livestock could occur.  Final reclamation of 

the locations would likely result in a small increase in forage for livestock above current levels.  

Increased levels of noise and vehicle traffic may potentially affect livestock distribution in the 

areas around the proposed well pads if construction occurs during the timeframe livestock 

normally graze the affected areas. Fences are necessary for control of cattle to achieve grazing 

objectives and to keep cattle from straying into the wrong grazing use area. Damage to fences or 

gates left open would interfere with control of cattle and ultimately with proper utilization of the 

rangeland resource. 

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative: None 

 Mitigation:  Maintain any fences and gates encountered in a functional condition 

throughout construction.  Affected range improvement projects must be repaired to BLM 

specifications for the life of the project.  The access road in to Pad C30 496 shall be constructed 

to still allow the permittee use of the existing two-track jeep road. 

 

 

VISUAL RESOURCES 
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Affected Environment:  The proposed actions would be located in an area with a VRM III 

classification.  The objective of this class is to partially retain the existing character of the 

landscape.  The level of change to the characteristic landscape should be moderate.  Management 

activities may attract attention but should not dominate the view of the casual observer.  Changes 

should repeat the basic elements found in the predominant natural features of the characteristic 

landscape. 

 

Environmental Consequences of the Proposed Action:  The proposed actions for some of 

the well pads would be located on privately owned surface and not subject to the VRM 

management objectives of actions occurring on federally owned lands. The proposed actions for 

well pads O18 596 and K17 596 would be located on BLM lands in area that has limited access 

by a casual observer.  Access to the aforementioned well pads would be possible only by 

crossing private land that is not open to public travel.  The route most likely traveled by a casual 

observer would be RBC 5, which is located at a lower elevation along Piceance Creek.  The 

proposed actions would not be visible from this route.  Persons most likely viewing the 

disturbance associated with the proposed actions would be energy related personnel, the local 

ranchers/permittees, and seasonal big game hunters with permission to hunt on private land.  A 

casual observer traveling any of the routes open to the public would not be able to view the 

proposed actions.  By painting all above ground facilities on BLM lands Juniper Green to mimic 

and blend with the background vegetation, the level of change to the characteristic landscape 

would be less than moderate, and the objectives of the VRM III classification would be retained.   

 

Environmental Consequences of the No Action Alternative:  There would be no 

environmental impacts. 

 

 Mitigation:  All permanent (onsite for six [6] months or longer) structures, facilities and 

equipment on BLM lands placed above ground shall be painted Munsell Soil Color Chart Juniper 

Green, or equivalent within six months of installation. 

 

 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS S UMMARY:  This action is consistent with the scope of impacts 

addressed in the White River ROD/RMP.  The cumulative impacts of oil and gas activities are 

addressed in the White River ROD/RMP for each resource value that would be affected by the 

proposed action.   
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PERSONS / AGENCIES CONSULTED:   None 

 

 

INTERDISCIPLINARY REVIEW :   

 

 

Name Title  Area of Responsibility 

Bob Lange Hydrologist 

Air Quality, Wastes (Hazardous or Solids), Water 

Quality (Surface and Ground), Hydrology and 

Water Rights, and Soils 

Ken Holsinger Botanist 
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, 

Threatened and Endangered Plant Species 

Michael Selle Archeologist Cultural Resources, Paleontological Resources 

Mary Taylor 
Rangeland Management 

Specialist 

Invasive, Non-Native Species, Vegetation , 

Rangeland Management, Wetlands and Riparian 

Zones 

Heather Sauls Wildlife Biologist 

Migratory Birds, Threatened, Endangered and 

Sensitive Animal Species, Terrestrial and Aquatic 

Wildlife  

Chris Ham Outdoor Recreation Planner Wilderness, Access and Transportation, Recreation,  

Ken Holsinger Botanist Fire Management 

Ken Holsinger Botanist Forest Management 

Paul Daggett Mining Engineer Geology and Minerals 

Penny Brown Realty Specialist Realty Authorizations 

Keith Whitaker Natural Resource Specialist Visual Resources 

Melissa J. Kindall Range Technician Wild Horses 
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Finding of No Significant Impact/Decision Record 

(FONSI/DR) 
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FINDING OF NO SIGNIF ICANT IMPACT (FONSI) /RATIONALE : The environmental 

assessment and analysis of the environmental effects of the proposed action have been reviewed.  

The approved mitigation measures (listed below) result in a Finding of No Significant Impact on 

the human environment.  Therefore, an environmental impact statement is not necessary to 

further analyze the environmental effects of the proposed action. 

 

DECISION/RATIONALE :  It is my decision to approve the development of locations N23 496 

and H34 496 with the mitigation measures listed below.  All  vehicle traffic associated with 

construction, drilling and completion activities of these well pads and wells will use the Sprague 

Gulch Road as soon as it has reopened. The timing limitation designed to protect sage-grouse 

nesting habitat (i.e., no development activities from April 15 through July 7) will not apply to 

locations N23 496 and H34 496 as long as these well pads are developed in clusters and 

developed with the timeframes established in the cooperative development plan (see Appendix 

A).  If this is not possible, then the sage-grouse timing limitations shall apply.  To lessen impacts 

to sage-grouse nesting and breeding activities, and in accordance with the cooperative 

development plan between ConocoPhillips, BLM and CDOW, authorization of all actions 

associated with the C30 496, G32 496, O18 596, and K17 596 well pads will  be deferred until 

the clustered development plan for this area is formalized and signed by BLM, CDOW, 

ConocoPhillips, and EnCana. 

 

MITIGATION MEASURES :   

 

1. All access roads shall be maintained according to BLM Manual Section 9113 standards for 

road shape and drainage features at all times during construction, drilling and production. 

 

2. The operator shall submit a sundry notice specifying the source of surfacing material for the 

access roads into the location.  

 

3. All access roads shall be treated with water and/or a dust suppressant during construction and 

drilling activities so that there is not a visible dust trail behind vehicles.  All vehicles shall 

abide by company or public speed restrictions during all activities.  If water is used as a dust 

suppressant, there shall be no traces of oil or solvents in water.  Only water needed for 

abating dust shall be applied; dust abatement shall not be used as a water disposal option 

under any circumstances.   

 

4. ConocoPhillips proposed C30 496, G32 496, O18 596, K17 596, N23 496, and H34 496 well 

pads and access roads:  The operator is responsible for informing all persons who are 

associated with the project operations that they shall be subject to prosecution for knowingly 

disturbing historic or archaeological sites, or for collecting artifacts.  If historic or 

archaeological materials are uncovered during any project or construction activities, the 
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operator is to immediately stop activities in the immediate area of the find that might further 

disturb such materials, and immediately contact the authorized officer (AO).  Within five 

working days the AO shall inform the operator as to: 

 whether the materials appear eligible for the National Register of Historic Places 

 the mitigation measures the operator shall likely have to undertake before the site can be 

used (assuming in situ preservation is not necessary) 

 a timeframe for the AO to complete an expedited review under 36 CFR 800-11 to 

confirm, through the State Historic Preservation Officer, that the findings of the AO are 

correct and that mitigation is appropriate. 

If the operator wishes, at any time, to relocate activities to avoid the expense of mitigation 

and/or the delays associated with this process, the AO shall assume responsibility for 

whatever recordation and stabilization of the exposed materials may be required.  Otherwise, 

the operator shall be responsible for mitigation cost.  The AO shall provide technical and 

procedural guidelines for the conduct of mitigation. Upon verification from the AO that the 

required mitigation has been completed, the operator shall then be allowed to resume 

construction. 

 

5. Pursuant to 43 CFR 10.4(g) the holder of this authorization must notify the AO, by 

telephone, with written confirmation, immediately upon the discovery of human remains, 

funerary items, sacred objects, or objects of cultural patrimony. Further, pursuant to 43 CFR 

10.4(c) and (d), you must stop activities in the vicinity of the discovery and protect it for 30 

days or until notified to proceed by the authorized officer. 

 

6. The operator shall clean all equipment to remove seed and soil prior to bringing equipment 

into the project area and prior to moving equipment between different well pad sites within 

the project area.  The operator shall contact WRFO Botanist, Ken Holsinger via phone at 

970-878-3838 to discuss in more detail the purpose, scope and extent of this requirement 

prior to bringing any equipment associated with the proposed action into the project area.   

 

7. The operator shall eliminate any noxious plants that become established as a result of the 

proposed action before any seed production occurs.  The operator shall contact WRFO 

Botanist, Ken Holsinger via phone at 970-878-3838 to discuss in more detail the purpose, 

scope and extent of this requirement prior to initiating a monitoring strategy.   

 

8. The operator shall be required to monitor disturbed areas for establishment of any noxious 

weed species. Monitoring should occur until successful reclamation efforts have been 

achieved (also in Vegetation Section).  The operator shall contact WRFO Botanist, Ken 

Holsinger via phone at 970-878-3838 to discuss in more detail the purpose, scope and extent 

of this requirement prior to initiating a monitoring strategy.   

 

9. The operator shall be required to attain sufficient vegetative cover of reclamation species 

within three growing seasons that is comparable to that of nearby undisturbed plant 

communities (also in Vegetation Section).  The operator shall contact WRFO Botanist, Ken 

Holsinger via phone at 970-878-3838 to discuss in more detail the purpose, scope and extent 

of this requirement.  In addition, the operator shall document the percent cover for the seeded 

species in the reclamation status report.   
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10. The access routes to N23 496 and H34 496 well pads shall be from the Sprague Gulch Road 

as soon as it has reopened. The timing limitation designed to protect nesting habitat (i.e. no 

development activities from April 15 through July 7) shall not apply to these pads as long as 

they are developed in timeframes established in the clustered development plan (i.e. prior to 

development of other pads not already approved). If this is not possible, then the timing 

limitations shall apply.  

 

11. To lessen impacts to sage-grouse nesting and breeding activities, and in accordance with the 

conceptual agreement between COP, BLM and DOW (see Appendix A), authorization of all 

actions associated with the C30 496, G32 496, O18 596, and K17 596 well pads should be 

deferred until the clustered development plan for this area is formalized and signed by BLM, 

CDOW, ConocoPhillips, and EnCana.    

 

12. To facilitate recovery of sage-grouse habitat that includes native grasses and forbs, the 

following prescribed seed mix and seeding rates shall be applied during reclamation: 

Native Seed Mix 

Species 
Pure Live Seed 

(PLS) 
Total Seeds/Acre % of Seed Mix 

Western wheatgrass (Rosanna) 

Indian ricegrass (Rimrock) 

Bluebunch wheatgrass (Whitmar) 

Thickspike wheatgrass (Critana) 

Letterman needlegrass (ACLE9) 

Globemallow 

Blue flax (Maple Grove) 

Rocky mountain penstemon (Bandera) 

Arrowleaf balsamroot 

Utah sweetvetch 

2 lbs/ac 

1 lbs/ac 

2 lbs/ac 

2 lbs/ac 

1 lbs/ac 

0.5 lbs/ac 

0.5 lbs/ac 

0.5 lbs/ac 

1 lbs/ac 

1 lbs/ac 

220,000 

140,000 

234,000 

308,000 

150,000 

250,000 

210,000 

143,000 

58,000 

80,000 

0.12 

0.08 

0.13 

0.17 

0.08 

0.14 

0.12 

0.08 

0.03 

0.04 

Total lbs. PLS/Acre 11.5   

 

13. The operator shall submit an updated Spill Prevention Containment and Countermeasure 

(SPCC) plan to the authorized officer prior to construction activities. 

 

14. Since the reserve pits may receive fluids from completion and fracing activities it shall be 

lined with at least a 12 mil liner.  The pit should be closed within 6 months after drilling and 

completion of these 24 wells, regardless if additional wells are planned for these pads.  

 

15. The operator shall submit an amendment to the current Surface Use Permit via Sundry Notice 

Form 3160-5 indicating that the water produced during drilling, completion and fracing 

activities shall be disposed of via trucking to a disposal facility, as described in item 7.D.  

Produced water during production shall still require approval from the AO as per Onshore 

Order no. 7 and described in items 4 A. and 5. 

 

16. The release of any chemical, oil, petroleum product, produced water, or sewage, etc, 

(regardless of quantity) must be reported by the lease holder, to the Bureau of Land 

Management ï WRFO Hazardous Materials Coordinator at (970) 878-3800.   
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17. Provide for erosion-resistant surface drainage by adding necessary drainage facilities and 

prior to rain or snow events.  When erosion in disturbed areas is anticipated, sediment 

barriers shall be constructed to slow runoff, allow deposition of sediment, and prevent it from 

leaving the site.  

 

18. Locate culverts or drainage dips (waterbreaks) in such a manner as to avoid discharge onto 

unstable terrain such as headwalls or slumps. Provide adequate spacing of these drainage 

features to avoid accumulation of water in ditches or road surfaces. Monitor culvert 

installations to ensure proper placement and adequate armoring of inlets and outlets. Patrol 

areas susceptible to road or watershed damage during periods of high runoff. Keep road inlet 

and outlet ditches, catchbasins, and culverts free of obstructions, particularly before and 

during spring runoff.  Routine machine-cleaning of ditches should be kept to a minimum 

during wet weather.  Leave the disturbed area in a condition that provides drainage with no 

additional maintenance. 

 

19. The new access roads should be built and maintained to BLM Manual Section 9113 

standards for road shape and drainage features.  The inside slope of side ditches should be 

3:1 or 2:1 and not the 4:1 listed in the SUP. Culverts, rolling dips and/or waterbars should be 

installed according to 9113 standards and sized for the 10-year storm event with no static 

head and to pass a 25-year event without failing.  

 

20. The Plans for Reclamation of the Surface state that the site rehabilitation shall be completed 

within six months if the well(s) are producers.  Yet, the SUP states that there are potentially 

28 wells that could be drilled on each pad.  The operator shall submit via Sundry Order an 

updated Plan for Reclamation of Surface that acknowledges the likely success of at least one 

of the initial four wells and shall describe methods of site stabilization between drilling 

cycles on each well pad located on public lands.  This updated plan should include methods 

for stabilizing soil piles, any additional preparation of the drilling work surface to stabilize 

the area, stabilization of cut and fill slopes, and identifying interim reclamation that could be 

done, such as seeding barrow ditches on roads and removing spill containment features on 

the edge of pads, etc. 

 

21. For the access road and the pad, the operator should include via Sundry notice a detailed 

drainage plan including drainage features for roads and any BMPs that shall be installed for 

the operatorôs stormwater management plan.  This plan should be reviewed by the WRFO 

Hydrologist and approved by the AO before production.  

The plan should describe: 

a. Construction methods planed for addressing on-site erosion to meet the operatorôs 

stormwater discharge permit requirements. 

b. Locations for implementing methods for stabilizing disturbed areas after drilling and 

proposed maintenance between drilling periods.  This description of stabilization 

methods should include the method for mulching and stabilizing soil piles (i.e. 

erosion fabric, tackifier or other method). 

c. Culvert, low-water crossings and/or waterdips with the sizing and placement noted. 

With 4.5 miles of new roads it is extremely unlikely that no drainage features shall be 

needed and still adequately achieve drainage standards in BLM Manual Section 9113.  
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The placement of these drainage features in addition to those needed to cross existing 

drainages should conform to the following table: 

 

Table: Spacing for Lateral Drains (Wing Ditches or Cross Drainage) 

  Recommended Spacing in Feet 
1
 

Gradient in 

percent 

Erosion Index
2
 

10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 

2 900 1225                 

3 600 815 1070 1205             

4 450 610 800 905 1015           

5 360 490 640 725 810 865 1000       

6 300 410 535 605 675 720 835 1010     

7 255 350 455 515 580 620 715 865 1030 1210 

8 225 305 400 450 505 540 625 755 900 1055 

9 200 270 355 400 450 480 555 670 800 940 

10 180 245 320 360 405 435 500 605 720 845 

11 165 220 290 330 370 395 455 550 655 770 

12 150 205 265 305 340 360 415 505 600 705 

13 140 190 245 280 310 335 385 465 555 650 

14 130 175 230 260 290 310 355 430 515 605 

15 120 165 215 240 270 300 335 405 480 565 

16 115 155 200 225 255 280 310 380 450 530 
 
 

2 
Erosion Index 

Soil Types 

10-20 Silty sands, sand-silt mixtures, inorganic silts and very fine sands, silty or clayey fine sands 

30-40 

Inorganic silts, micaneous or datomaceous fine sandy or silty soils, elastic silts, organic silts and 

organic silty clays or low plasticity, inorganic clays of low to medium plasticity, gravely clays, 

sandy clays, silty clays, lean clays 

50-60 

Organic clays with medium to high plasticity, organic silts, inorganic clays of high plasticity, fat 

clays, clayey sands, sand-clay mixtures, silty-gravels, gravel-sand-silt mixtures 

70 Clayey gravels gravel-sand-clay mixtures 

80-90 Clean sands or clean gravelly sands 

100 Clean gravels or sand-gravel mixtures 

Source: Road Standards, Excerpts from BLM Manual Section 9113 
1 
Based on rainfall intensities of 1 to 2 inches/hour storms with a 25 year return interval 

 

22. The operator shall submit an engineered construction/reclamation plan for fragile soils for 

public lands on pads C30-496, O18-596, and K17-596 and on portions of the access roads for 

these pads that cross public lands.  This plan can be combined with the plan to address the 

detailed drainage design asked for in the mitigation section for Water Quality.  This plan 

shall be reviewed by the WRFO Hydrologist and approved by the AO before construction of 

the pads or access roads into these pads. 

 

23. Raptor surveys shall be conducted in aspen stands within 500 ft of O18 596 and its access 

road. If nests are found, then the appropriate no surface occupancy (e.g. 1/8 mile buffer 
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around nests of non-listed raptor species) and timing limitation (e.g. no development 

activities within ¼ mile of the nests of non-listed raptor species from February 1 through 

August 15, or until fledging and dispersal of young) restrictions shall apply. 

 

24. All areas of the well pads not used during any production phase, including cut and fill slopes, 

shall be re-contoured as much as possible, and shall have topsoil redistributed and re-

vegetated with the native seed mixes listed in the Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive 

Animal Species section prior to the first full growing season following completion of drilling 

(unless the surface owner requests a different seed mix). 

 

25. Successful re-vegetation shall be achieved within three years.  Any pads where it is evident 

that livestock grazing impedes successful reclamation shall be fenced to exclude livestock 

until desirable vegetation is established.  Fences, gates and cattleguards installed for this 

purpose shall be maintained in functional condition by the operator and be removed by the 

operator upon approval by the WRFO BLM. 

Successful reclamation and re-vegetation is defined by the following: 

o A functioning vegetation community shall present a minimum cover and composition 

of 80% of the Desired Plant Community as defined by the range site description or in 

relation to the seed mix applied.  In cases where wildlife objectives are dependent 

upon presence of forbs within the community BLM shall require their presence at the 

80% calculation.   

o The functioning vegetation community established on the reclaimed site is capable of 

persisting on the site without continued intervention and shall allow plant community 

successional processes to develop to the climax community. 

 

26. The operator shall be required to monitor the project site for a minimum of three years after 

construction to detect the presence of noxious/invasive species.  Any such species which 

occur shall be eradicated using materials and methods approved in advance by the 

Authorized Officer.   

 

27. Final reclamation of roads and well pads following abandonment shall be achieved with the 

native seed mix noted above. Successful re-vegetation shall be achieved within three years 

following final reclamation.  Operators are responsible for making repeated re-vegetation 

attempts until reclamation is successful. The operator shall be required to monitor these 

reclaimed sites for a minimum of three years post-construction to detect the presence of 

noxious/invasive species.  Any such species that occur shall be eradicated.  

 

28. At the on-site for pad O18 596 it was agreed to move the access road to the north as much as 

possible and place a gate across the two-track road and reclaim and re-seed to eliminate it. 

 

29. ConocoPhillips needs to contact the nonfederal mineral owners of N23 496, G32 496 and 

H34 496 to inform them of their drilling plans. 

 

30. An estimate of the volumes of water that may be used for construction, drilling, completion, 

fracing and dust abatement shall be provided to the WRFO hydrologist by well and by pad.  
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31. As per Onshore Order #1 requirements, the operator shall submit an amendment to the 

current Surface Use Permit via Sundry Notice Form 3160-5 before construction activities 

begin detailing: 

 The source of all water used for construction, drilling, completion and fracing operations  

 Any water haul routes that may be used 

 Municipal water provider,  the permit number or a copy of the water right permit being 

use for each water source (see http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/energy/oil_and_gas/ 

Onshore_Order_no1.html, section 2e for more information) 

 

32. ConocoPhillips proposed O18 596, K17 596, N23 496, H34 496, C30 496 and G32 496 well 

pads and access roads: The operator is responsible for informing all persons who are 

associated with the project operations that they shall be subject to prosecution for knowingly 

disturbing paleontological sites, or for collecting fossils.  If fossil materials are uncovered 

during any project or construction activities, the operator is to immediately stop activities in 

the immediate area of the find that might further disturb such materials, and immediately 

contact the authorized officer (AO).  Within five working days the AO shall inform the 

operator as to: 

 whether the materials appear to be of noteworthy scientific interest  

 the mitigation measures the operator shall likely have to undertake before the site can be 

used (assuming in situ preservation is not feasible) 

 

33. If it becomes necessary to excavate into the underlying rock formation to build the access 

road, level the well pad or excavate the reserve/blooie pit an approved paleontological 

monitor shall be present for all such excavations. 

 

34. Maintain any fences and gates encountered in a functional condition throughout construction.  

Affected range improvement projects shall be repaired to BLM specifications for the life of 

the project.  The access road in to Pad C30 496 shall be constructed to still allow the 

permittee use of the existing two-track jeep road. 

 

35. All permanent (onsite for six [6] months or longer) structures, facilities and equipment on 

BLM lands placed above ground shall be painted Munsell Soil Color Chart Juniper Green, or 

equivalent within six months of installation. 

 

COMPLIANCE/MONITORING :  On-going compliance inspections and monitoring of 

drilling, production and post-production activities will be conducted by White River Field Office 

staff during construction of well pads, access roads, and pipelines.  Specific mitigation developed 

in this Environmental Assessment and the lease terms and conditions will be followed.  The 

Operator will be notified of compliance related issues in writing, and depending on the nature of 

the issue(s), will be provided 30 days to resolve such issues.   

 

NAME OF PREPARER:  Brett Smithers 

 

 

NAME OF ENVIRONMENTAL COORDINATOR :  Caroline Hollowed 

 

http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/energy/oil_and_gas/%0bOnshore_Order_no1.html
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/energy/oil_and_gas/%0bOnshore_Order_no1.html
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ConocoPhillips (COP) Barnes Ridge Natural Gas Development 

Cooperative Development Plan 2008 

ConocoPhillips, Colorado Division of Wildlife, BLM-WRFO 

 

Notes for a meeting held on Friday, 8 February 2008, at BLMôs White River Field Office 

 
Attending 

Eileen Dey (COP) Justin Firkins (COP) 

Brad Petch (CDOW) Darby Finley (CDOW) 

Tom Knowles (CDOW) Brett Smithers (BLM) 

Heather Sauls (BLM) Lisa Belmonte (BLM) 

Ed Hollowed (BLM)  

 

 

Overarching Objective 
 

Attempt to reduce overall disruption of sage-grouse reproductive efforts within the Barnes Ridge 

subcomplex by employing the following general principles: 

 

 

General principles and agreements 
 

In occupied ridgeline habitat, confine gas development activity (i.e., pad construction, drilling, 

completion, pipeline installation) to the eastern margin of the habitat core (based on CDOW 

radio telemetry data, WestWaterôs presence|absence data, BLMôs habitat evaluation work, and 

see the following ñSpecific Agreementsò) through 2008.  This area consists of (map or legal 

description). 

 

Develop pads involving occupied habitats on the western edge of the subcomplex during 2009  

 

Defer development activity on Barnes Ridge proper until 2010, if possible.  Timing limitations 

may continue to be imposed on Barnes Ridge development to accommodate lekking and nesting 

functions.   Attempts will continue to be made in siting development features to avoid suitable 

sage-grouse habitats and remain 0.6 mile from active leks. 

 

Projects located in valley bottoms that have no appreciable direct or indirect influence on sage-

grouse habitats associated with this subcomplex (as defined) will not be subjected to timing 

limitations, including big game summer range stipulations (but see Specific Agreement for 

locations C29 and M21).  Project-related influences extend to vehicular access associated with 

well development, including the transport of equipment, personnel, or supplies. 

 

After the initial bout of well development (4 wells per pad) on any predetermined parcel (e.g., 

single ridgeline) an attempt would be made to avoid that area for at least the next 2 full and 

consecutive nesting seasons (through mid-July) before returning to the area for further drilling.   
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Out of Meeting BLM Note:  may have to extend timeframe to develop hens with more than a 

single year of nesting experience (i.e., as a yearling) on affected acreage, e.g., this would entail 

a minimum 3 years 

 

Pipelines:  Outside of this agreement, timing limitations would continue to be imposed on 

projects that intersect or involve activity that may influence habitat or birds.   

 

Completion operations are normally 12 hours per day (normally 0700 hours to 1900 hours).  

These timeframes can be adjusted somewhat to accommodate grouse needs.  Completions can be 

delayed after drilling without compromising down-hole integrity. 

 

ConocoPhillips offered to provide the CDOW and BLM a map of all known locations in the PPR 

area as the means to begin longer term planning that best incorporates the principles above.    

 

 

Well-specific Agreements 
 

E06-596 

 

Finalize ongoing completion operations as quickly as possible, and not later than the scheduled 4 

April 2008 date.   

Out of Meeting BLM Note:  what in event of delays or activity after 4 Aprilðcan defer job until 

after early May/mid-July? 

 

M33-496 and M34-496 

 

Both rigs presently drilling on rim road at the junction of Barnes Ridge (section 33 SW) and 

about 1 mile east (section 34 SW).  Finalize scheduled drilling (anticipated mid-April 2008) and 

completions (anticipated by early June). 

 

C29-496 and M21-496 

 

Both locations in valleys and would have no direct influence on sage-grouse habitats.  However, 

benefits of valley use foregone if well development requires access across top.  It was agreed that 

vehicular access associated with well development and support, including personnel, would 

originate and be confined to north.   

Out of Meeting BLM Note:  based on EnCanaôs experience, this may require a manned gate at 

least through lekking and/or nesting season.  Also need to coordinate access issues with EnCana. 

 

E34 496 and L27 496 

 

These wells situated on a short spur ridge 0.5 to 1 mile east of Barnes.  These sites are being 

offered with timing limitations excepted.   

Out of Meeting BLM Note:  Preferable to develop both wells simultaneously. 

 

L22 496 and A28-496 
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Phase I development associated with those locations north of the M33 pad along Barnes Ridge 

would preferably be deferred until 2010.  Prior to development, further site-specific planning 

would be necessary.  Timing limitations on Phase I drilling and completion would likely 

continue to be imposed.  May require EnCana involvement to extend/modify Conocoôs 

contractual obligations for earning mineral estate. 

Out of Meeting BLM Note: need to develop similar agreements with EnCana and Exxon and 

perhaps Williams on Barnes Ridge 

 

Conoco asked CDOW if compensatory mitigation would be expected of them as a criterion for 

the Stateôs concurrence.  CDOW answered that their cooperation and adherence to these 

planning agreements would be sufficient for this specific project.  

 

Out of Meeting BLM Note: Need to have flexibility to revise timeframes based on birdsô reaction 

to these disturbances, particularly in Phase II work.  Apparent that this planning effort needs to 

be a work in progress, incorporating all affected lessees, and providing both an instrument for 

incremental (annual) well approval, as well as long term drilling schedules that are designed to 

accommodate grouse management objectives.  



   

 


