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1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Utah Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) to analyze the effects of issuing eight suspended oil and gas leases from the February 2003 sale in the Diamond Mountain Resource Area.  The eight leases were issued in April 2003, suspended in December 2006 and remain suspended pending further analysis. This EA has been prepared to comply with the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and to assist in determining whether any significant impacts could result from the analyzed actions.

1.1 Background

The BLM, Utah State Office, provided notice on December 20, 2002, that 39 parcels of land within Uintah County would be offered in the BLM Utah’s February 18, 2003, competitive oil and gas lease sale.  The decision to issue the leases was tiered to decisions in the Diamond Mountain Resource Area Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement (RMP/FEIS; BLM 1993).  A Documentation of Land Use Plan Conformance and Determination of NEPA Adequacy (DNA; BLM 2002a) was prepared by the BLM at that time—based on the information and analyses contained in the Diamond Mountain FEIS, existing field development, and other NEPA and analysis documents—to determine if the impacts of leasing these parcels had been sufficiently analyzed in existing NEPA documents or whether there had been significant changes in circumstances or conditions that necessitated supplementation of the existing analyses.  The BLM determined at that time that although there was new information available, including changes in special status species habitat and condition, supplementation of the existing NEPA analyses was not required because the information was not “significant new information.”  The BLM reasoned that with the requirements of Federal law including the Endangered Species Act (ESA) and the BLM’s discretion to locate and modify drilling and development at the Application for Permit to Drill (APD) stage, it was unlikely that there was a potential for significant impacts that had not been considered previously and addressed in the existing NEPA record.

A letter of protest from the Center for Native Ecosystems (CNE) and the Land and Water Fund of the Rockies (collectively known as CNE) was received on February 3, 2003, protesting the inclusion of several oil and gas parcels in this particular sale.  The concern over these parcels was largely related to the occurrence of white-tailed prairie dog colonies within them that could serve as suitable sites for black-footed ferret reintroductions.  The parcels were sold in the February 2003 sale, and the protest against the parcels was denied by the BLM on March 17, 2003.  The decision to deny the protest was subsequently appealed to the Interior Board of Land Appeals (IBLA), who set aside and remanded the BLM decision on November 22, 2006 Center for Native Ecosystems, 170 IBLA 331 (2006).  In issuing their decision, the IBLA concluded that “no existing NEPA document identified by the BLM describes the impacts of leasing these parcels on the ferret reintroduction program involving black-footed ferrets and the prairie dog subcomplexes.”  BLM suspended the leases effective December 1, 2006 after receiving the IBLA decision.
1.2 Purpose of and Need for Action

The purpose of this EA (UT-USO-08-002) is to examine the particular environmental effects of the oil and gas lease issuance decisions made by the BLM for eight leases in the Diamond Mountain Resource Area.  The BLM will decide whether, after considering all relevant issues and information, these specific leases should have been issued at all, and if so, whether stipulations beyond those attached to the leases should have been imposed to protect resources.  Among other things, this EA responds to the November 2006 ruling of the IBLA concerning impacts of leasing these parcels.  Recognizing that the leases have been sold, the alternatives considered in this EA analyze whether to modify or revoke the right to develop the mineral resources included in the leasing decisions after consideration of the appropriate environmental issues, or to lift the suspension on the eight leases with the existing stipulations.

This action is needed to meet requirements of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended, the Mining and Minerals Policy Act of 1970, and the Federal Onshore Oil and Gas Leasing Reform Action of 1987 (Reform Act).  The Reform Act directs the BLM to conduct quarterly oil and gas lease auctions within each state whenever eligible lands are available for leasing.  Mineral exploration and production is one of the principal uses of the public lands recognized by the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA, Section 103(l)), and is consistent with the Energy Policy Act of 2005 and other applicable laws, regulations, and policies.

1.3 Conformance with the BLM Land Use Plan
FLPMA directs the BLM to develop and maintain comprehensive Resource Management Plans (RMPs) that govern all aspects of public land management.  Furthermore, any proposed leasing activities on public lands must be in conformance with approved RMPs.  The approved plan for the leases under consideration in this EA is the Diamond Mountain Resource Area RMP, which was approved June 17, 1993.  The Proposed Action is consistent with the goals and objectives associated with the Diamond Mountain RMP and Record of Decision (ROD), signed on December 21, 1994.  The Diamond Mountain RMP states that “mineral exploration and development will be encouraged on public land in keeping with the BLM’s multiple-use concept” and that “Where required, stipulations will be attached to permits and leases to mitigate impacts to sensitive species, cultural areas, and other resources susceptible to impacts from leasing-related activities” (BLM 1993, page 13).

The leases include 16,865 acres of Category 2 (standard and special stipulations) Federal Surface lands and 280 acres of Category 2 Nonfederal Surface lands.  The Diamond Mountain RMP/ROD states that Category 2 lands are open to leasing with special considerations, such as seasonal constraints (BLM 1994, page 30).  The general stipulations and lease notices made effective by the RMP are described in Appendix 2 of that document.  This EA tiers to and incorporates by reference the information and analyses contained in the Diamond Mountain RMP/ROD.
Alternative B (Issue Leases with Current Stipulations and Notices) would be consistent with the Diamond Mountain RMP/ROD as amended.  Alternatives A (Cancel Leases) and C (Issue Leases with Additional Stipulations) may not be consistent with the Diamond Mountain RMP/ROD (i.e., if Alternative C attached a no surface occupancy stipulation to leases in an area that is identified by the RMP/ROD as being open to leasing subject to Category 2).  The BLM’s consideration of an alternative that is not consistent with the governing land use plan does not trigger a legal requirement for the BLM to initiate the land use plan amendment process.  The BLM is not proposing to amend the Diamond Mountain RMP through this EA.  The BLM Vernal Field Office is in the process of developing the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS for management of approximately 1.8 million acres in northeastern Utah.  If a land use planning decision is necessary to implement any action considered in the EA, it will be undertaken after the completion of the ongoing Draft Vernal RMP/EIS revision process.  The Draft Vernal RMP/EIS will combine the existing Diamond Mountain Resource Area RMP approved June 17, 1993, and the Book Cliffs Resource Area RMP approved June 3, 1985.  Relevant, updated resource information that is contained within the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS (2005) and its Supplement (2007) is included in this analysis.  However, until the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS is completed, the subject land is managed in accordance with the Diamond Mountain RMP.
1.4 Relationship to Statutes, Regulations, or Other Plans

The Proposed Action and alternatives are consistent with Federal environmental laws and regulations, Executive Orders, and Department of Interior and the BLM policies and are in compliance, to the maximum extent possible, with State laws and local and county ordinances.  The Proposed Action and alternatives are also consistent with reintroduction efforts involving the release of the nonessential-experimental population of black-footed ferrets into northeastern Utah.  These efforts are being undertaken by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in cooperation with the BLM, Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (Utah DWR), Colorado Division of Wildlife, and the U.S. Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service, Wildlife Services Division.

In addition to the Diamond Mountain RMP, this EA also incorporates by reference the information and analyses contained within several additional studies including:

· Environmental Analysis Record for the Oil and Gas Leasing Program in the Vernal District, Utah (BLM, June 23, 1975),

· Environmental Assessment for Oil and Gas Leasing in the Diamond Mountain Resource Area (BLM, December 16, 1988),

· Intra-Service Section 7 Biological Evaluation for Release of Black-Footed Ferrets in Northwestern Colorado/Northeastern Utah as Experimental Population (USFWS, September 8, 1997),

· Environmental Assessment for Black-Footed Ferret Reintroduction in Northwestern Colorado and Northeastern Utah (USFWS, August 14, 1998),

· Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact for the Book Cliffs Resource Area Management Plan Amendment: Black-Footed Ferret Reintroduction, Coyote Basin Area, Utah (BLM, September 30, 1999), and

· Northeastern Region Black-Footed Ferret Management Plan (Utah DWR, April 5, 2007).

Holders of oil and gas leases are required to obey all applicable Federal, State, and local laws and regulations including obtaining necessary permits required for approval of activities on the lease.  It is yet unknown which, if any, of the leases would actually be developed.  A lease for oil and gas gives a lessee the right to drill and produce, subject to the lease terms, any special stipulations, other reasonable conditions, and approval of an APD.  In approving the APD, or when any surface disturbing activity is proposed, the BLM reviews the adequacy of existing NEPA analysis to determine  compliance with NEPA requirements and may conduct additional site-specific evaluations at that time and require additional reasonable mitigation measures in the approval of an APD, consistent with the lease terms and stipulations.

1.5 Identification of Issues

During the preparation of the DNA, issues and resource concerns for each of the parcels being offered for sale were identified by an Interdisciplinary Team (ID Team) of resource professionals assembled by the Vernal Field Office.  Input was also received from other cooperating Federal and State agencies with jurisdictional responsibilities or specialized expertise including the USFWS and Utah DWR.  Additional concerns were presented by CNE in their protest and subsequent appeal letters.  The issues analyzed in detail in Chapter 4 of this EA are listed below.

· Existing and Potential Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs)

· Cultural Resources

· Invasive, Non-Native Species

· Threatened, Endangered, or Candidate Animal Species

· Threatened, Endangered, or Candidate Fish Species

· Water Quality and Water Resources
· Sensitive Wildlife Species

· General Wildlife
· Mineral Resources and Energy Production

· Paleontological Resources

· Recreation

· Soils

· Vegetation

· Visual Resources

· Woodlands/Forestry

Other potential issues were considered, but did not warrant detailed or further analysis for the reasons identified in the ID Team Review Checklist attached as Appendix A to this EA.  Air quality was considered and determined not to warrant detailed or further analysis, as indicated in Appendix A.  This conclusion is primarily based on the RFD and the minimal emissions expected to be contributed from this project.  All actions analyzed in the EA would adhere to current air quality standards and emissions would be within established limits.
Although climate change is an acknowledged factor increasingly affecting many resources and management decisions, the alternatives as described below would not contribute to climate change to a degree that detailed analysis is needed or justified.
BLM has considered the Department of Interior Secretary Order #3226, which provides that the BLM will consider and analyze potential climate change impacts when making major decisions regarding the potential utilization of resources include planning and management activities associated with oil, gas and mineral development on public lands.  As such, the BLM recognizes that the decision to open these lands to oil and gas extraction could result in a variety of effects with the potential to contribute to climate change including: emissions of carbon dioxide and nitrous oxides from mobile sources during exploration; emissions of carbon dioxide, carbon monoxide, nitrous oxides and methane during extraction, processing, and transportation from drilling, extraction and processing equipment, such as drilling rigs, compressors, pumps and other equipment; emissions of methane during extraction, processing and transportation from escaped “natural gas”; and emissions of carbon dioxide, carbon monoxide, nitrous oxides and methane during the use of the extracted oil and gas such as the emissions of carbon dioxide, carbon monoxide, nitrous oxides and methane from natural gas fired power plants and the emissions of carbon dioxide, carbon monoxide, and nitrous oxides from mobile sources burning natural gas or gasoline that comes from petroleum.
BLM recognizes the findings of various studies (U.S. Climate Change Science Program 2008; National Science and Technology Council 2008; Revkin 2008; IPCC 2007; RMCO and NRDC 2008; Hansen et al. 2005) and that global warming has the potential to affect biodiversity as well as result in impacts to human society (WHO 2002, Epstein and Mills 2005).  Effects of climate change on ecosystems can include: increases in fire, insect outbreaks and storms; transformation of grasslands to woody shrublands; increased rates of perennial plant mortality; accelerated rates of erosion; increased exotic plant invasions including non-native annuals; reductions in water resources; increased species extinctions and wildfire (Berman 2007), lower precipitation, and increased temperatures with decreased runoff (USGS 2007; USDA 2007).  The activities authorized herein under the current RFD would result in negligible increases in emissions of greenhouse gases.

1.6 Summary

This chapter has presented the need for action as well as the relevant issues; that is, those elements of the human environment that could be affected by implementation of the action.  In order to meet the need for action in a way that resolves the issues, the BLM has developed a range of alternatives.  These alternatives are presented in Chapter 2.  A description of the affected resources and uses of concern are described in Chapter 3.  The potential environmental impacts on issues identified for further analysis are analyzed in detail in Chapter 4.

2.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING PROPOSED ACTION

During the preparation of this EA, a reasonable range of alternatives was considered to address the particular environmental issues identified above.  This chapter describes in detail the action alternatives considered, including the No Action alternative, and also presents other alternatives considered but not carried through for detailed analyses.
2.1 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis

The following alternatives were considered but not carried forward for detailed analysis for the reasons presented.

No Management Action Alternative: Under this alternative the BLM would not take any immediate action on the lease suspensions.  Management decisions regarding oil and gas development on the leases would be deferred indefinitely.  Because the leases have already been issued, management action needs to be taken.  Furthermore, implementation of this alternative would not meet the BLM’s stated need for leasing described in Chapter 1; therefore this alternative was eliminated from detailed analyses.  However, the No Management Action Alternative results in essentially the same impacts as Alternative 1 – Cancel the Leases, because no impacts can occur when the leases are suspended, so impacts of this alternative are addressed under Alternative 1.  The difference between this alternative and Alternative 1 is that under Alternative 1, refunds would be issued to the lessees for bonus bids and rental upon cancellation, and there would be the certainty of the leases being cancelled.  Under this alternative there would be continued uncertainty by the lessees as to the final outcome of their leases, and no refunds would be authorized.
No Surface Occupancy Alternative: Under this alternative the BLM would add a no surface occupancy (NSO) stipulation to the entire lease area and thus would not permit any development or disturbance of the land surface associated with the leases.  This would preclude establishment of wells or well pads or construction of roads, pipelines, or power lines on the BLM land.  Any oil or gas extracted from the leases would have to come from wells “directionally drilled” at an angle underground from adjacent or nearby private or State lands.  Because an NSO stipulation could be implemented for portions of the lease parcels under Alternative 3, wherein the BLM could apply NSO as needed in specific areas to mitigate potential environmental impacts, the results of impact analysis for the action alternatives does not indicate a level of potential impacts that would necessitate the application of NSO for the entire lease area.  Therefore, this is not addressed as a separate alternative.

2.2 Alternatives Analyzed in Detail

Three alternatives are analyzed in detail in this EA; they are Alternative 1 (Cancel Leases); Alternative 2 (Proposed Action: Issue Leases with Current Stipulations and Notices); and Alternative 3 (Modified Action: Issue Leases with Additional Stipulations).  The leases under consideration in this EA are located in Uintah County, seven miles northeast of the town of Vernal, Utah and five miles north of the Green River (Figure 2–1).  The leases are UTU80621, UTU80622, UTU80623, UTU80624, UTU80625, UTU80626, UTU80627, and UTU80628 and include 16,865 acres of Category 2 Federal Surface lands and 280 acres of Category 2 Nonfederal Surface lands (Table 2–1).
2.2.1 Alternative 1 – Cancel Leases
Under this alternative, the BLM would rescind the eight leases and would institute an indefinite application of no leasing for the subject lands.  Thus, no oil or gas resources would be developed on those lands and remuneration would occur to the lessees.  Although implementation of this alternative would not allow the BLM to implement its policy objectives for developing energy resources on these leases, it could be implemented to provide a maximum level of protection to the resources in the area.  This alternative serves as a baseline for comparison of effects between the alternatives; thus it is the No Action alternative.  Under this alternative no surface disturbance would occur on Federal lands; however, development of mineral resources on surrounding private and State lands could still occur.

2.2.2 Alternative 2 – Proposed Action: Issue Leases with Current Stipulations and Notices
Under this alternative, the BLM would affirm the previous issuance of the eight leases listed in Table 2–1 and lift their suspension; the stipulations and lease notices originally associated with the leases would remain in effect (Table 2–2).  Both standard and special lease terms apply to the leases under the Proposed Action alternative.
Table 2–1. Legal Description and Acreage of Leases Under Consideration.
	Parcel No.
	Lease No.
	Location
	Federal surface (acres)
	Non-Federal surface (acres)

	UT-055
	UTU80621
	T3S, R23E, Salt Lake Meridian, 
Sec. 1, lots 1, 2, S2NE, SENW, S2; 
Secs. 11 and 12, all
	1,801.95
	–

	UT-056
	UTU80622
	T3S, R23E, Salt Lake Meridian, 
Secs. 3, 4, 9, and 10, all
	2,550.71
	–

	UT-058
	UTU80623
	T3S, R23E, Salt Lake Meridian, 
Secs. 7 and 8, all
	1,278.24
	–

	UT-059
	UTU80624
	T3S, R23E, Salt Lake Meridian, 
Secs. 13, 14, 23, and 24, all
	2,560.00
	–

	UT-060
	UTU80625
	T3S, R23E, Salt Lake Meridian, 
Secs. 15, 21, and 22, all
	1,920.00
	–

	UT-061
	UTU80626
	T3S, R23E, Salt Lake Meridian, 
Secs. 17, 18, 19, and 20, all
	2,555.65
	–

	UT-062
	UTU80627
	T3S, R23E, Salt Lake Meridian, 
Secs. 25, 26, and 27, all
	1,920.00
	–

	UT-063
	UTU80628
	T3S, R23E, Salt Lake Meridian, 
Secs. 28, 29, 30, and 33, all
	2,278.40
	280.00

	
Totals
	16,864.95
	280.00


Standard lease terms provide for reasonable measures to minimize adverse impacts to specific resource values, land uses, or users (Standard Lease Terms are contained in Form 3100-11, Offer to Lease and Lease for Oil and Gas, U.S. Department of the Interior, BLM, June 1988 or later edition).  Although the lessee has the right (once the lease has been issued) to use as much of the leased land as necessary to explore for, drill for, extract, remove, and dispose of oil and gas deposits located under the leased lands, operations must be conducted in a manner that minimizes adverse impacts to the land, air, water, cultural, biological, and visual elements of the environment, as well as other land uses or users.
Figure 2–1. Location of the Leases.
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Compliance with valid, nondiscretionary statutes (laws) is included in the standard lease terms and would apply to all lands and operations that are part of the Proposed Action alternative.  Nondiscretionary actions include the BLM’s obligations under Federal environmental protection laws, such as the Clean Water Act (CWA), Clean Air Act, ESA, National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), and FLPMA.  In addition, the BLM’s ability to relocate proposed operations up to 200 meters or to implement timing limitations up to 60 days would provide additional protection to ensure that proposed operations minimize adverse impacts to other resources, uses, and users (“200 meter/60-day rule” 43 CFR 3101.1-2).  This measure protects public lands from unnecessary and undue degradation and would be attached to the conditions of approval (COA) for the APD.  Best management practices (BMPs) determined at the APD stage would also be implemented to reduce the potential effects from the Proposed Action alternative.

Stipulations serve to modify the rights granted by the standard lease terms when the BLM determines that conflicts exist between the relative resource values, uses, and/or users and oil and gas operations that cannot be adequately managed under the standard lease terms or the 200 meter/60-day rule.  Land use/management plans serve as the primary vehicle for determining the necessity for lease stipulations (BLM Manual 1624).  Documentation of the necessity for a stipulation is disclosed in planning documents or through site-specific analysis.  In contrast to stipulations, notices inform the purchaser of the lease of other resources issues that may occur on the parcel.  The lease stipulations and notices listed in Table 2–2 were included in the original sale of the eight leases included in this EA, and would be implemented as part of the Proposed Action alternative.  These stipulations and notices are described in more detail in Appendix B.
Table 2–2. Stipulations and Lease Notices Associated with the Proposed Action Alternative.

	Stipulations and Notices
	Lease Number (UTU)

	
	80621
	80622
	80623
	80624
	80625
	80626
	80627
	80628

	Controlled Surface Use Stipulation for Critical Soils, Municipal Watersheds and Floodplains
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Timing Limitation Stipulation for Critical Deer and Elk Winter Range
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	

	Timing Limitation Stipulation for Sage-grouse Lek Nesting Areas
	
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	

	Special Status Species Notice
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Lease Notice for High Potential Paleontological Resources
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	
	X

	Lease Notice for Golden Eagle Habitat
	
	
	X
	
	
	
	
	X

	Lease Notice for Peregrine Falcon Habitat
	
	
	X
	
	
	X
	
	


Reasonably Foreseeable Development

Appendix 4 of the Diamond Mountain RMP (BLM 1993) describes in detail oil and gas leasing and operations, the occurrence of oil and gas leases in the planning area, and reasonable foreseeable development (RFD) for the area.  The parcels under consideration in this EA are located in the northeast portion of the Horseshoe Bend – Ashley Valley region where moderate reserves of oil and gas are expected (BLM 1993).  At the time the Diamond Mountain RMP was written, the Horseshoe Bend – Ashley Valley region was expected to have the second largest level of oil and gas exploration and development in the Diamond Mountain planning area.  It was estimated that approximately eight wells would be drilled per year over the next 15 years in this region and about half of those would be producing wells.  All of the existing wells in this region and most of the predicted new exploration and development were predicted to occur in the eastern and southern portions of this region where oil and gas reserves were known to be higher.
In the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS (BLM 2005), the area is described as being located in the Tabiona – Ashley Valley Exploration and Development Area, where past exploration has been unproductive.  At that time (2005), data indicated that there had been no gas wells and only one oil well drilled since 1980, and the well was not producing.  It was projected that no more than 30 oil wells would be drilled within this area over the next 15 years.

The main assumption put forward in this analysis is that, upon lifting the suspension of the leases under the Proposed Action or Modified Action alternatives, there would be one well drilled per lease (including one road and pipeline).  These assumptions were determined to be reasonable because: 1) to hold the lease indefinitely beyond the 10-year primary issuance period, the lease has to contain at least one well capable of production in paying quantities, and 2) the area of this project is north of any infill development fields, and all wells previously drilled in the same township and range were plugged and abandoned, so that full field development is not reasonably foreseeable.
Well Pad and Road Construction

Equipment for well pad and road construction would consist of dozers, scrapers, and graders.  Topsoil from each well pad would be stripped to a depth of six inches and stockpiled for future reclamation.  The topsoil would be seeded with native species of plants and left in place for the life of the well, then used during the final reclamation process.  Disturbance for each well pad would be estimated at an area of approximately 350 feet by 250 feet (~2 acres of land), including topsoil piles.  Therefore, approximately 16 acres would be disturbed for well pad construction under this alternative assuming one well per lease.

For the purpose of this analysis, the RFD is one well per lease for an average disturbance of approximately six acres per lease.  This includes approximately two acres of disturbance for each well pad, two acres for associated roads, and two acres for pipelines for a total possible surface disturbance value of approximately 48 acres.  Initial disturbance would occur at the time of construction and would last until interim reclamation efforts result in the reestablishment of vegetation on temporarily disturbed areas (1 to 3 years).  Residual disturbance associated with a single producing well would last the approximately 25-year life of the well, plus an additional five to 10 years until final reclamation efforts result in revegetation of disturbed areas.  In general when the wells are plugged and abandoned, the abandoned well sites, roads and other disturbed areas would be ripped and re-contoured to their original condition as soon as practical after final abandonment.  Where appropriate this would include reestablishment of appropriate soil conditions and reestablishment of vegetation as specified.  Reseeding operations would be performed after completion of other reclamation operations.
Depending on the locations of the proposed wells it is anticipated that some new or upgraded access roads would be required to access well pads and maintain production facilities.  Construction of new roads or upgrades to existing roads would require a 30 foot wide right of way (ROW) and would be constructed of native material.  Any new roads constructed for the purposes of oil and gas development would be utilized year-round for maintenance of the proposed wells and other facilities, and for the transportation of fluids and/or equipment, and would remain open to other land users.  The type of equipment required for these activities would be the same as that needed for well pad construction.  After completion of road construction activities, the 30-foot wide ROW would be reclaimed to an 18-foot wide crowned running surface as well as drainage ditches.  It is not possible to determine the distance of road that would be required because the location of the wells would not be known until the APD stage.  However, for purposes of analyses it is assumed that access roads would be similar to existing development to the south and would be 0.18 to 0.25 miles long (~1.5 to 2 acres of disturbance).

Production Operations

Operations would be conducted following the “Gold Book” Surface Operating Standards for Oil and Gas Exploration and Development 4th Edition (BLM and USFS 2006).  The Gold Book was developed to assist operators by providing information on the requirements for conducting environmentally responsible oil and gas operations on Federal lands.  The Gold Book provides operators with a combination of guidance and standards for ensuring compliance with agency policies and operating requirements, such as those found in the Code of Federal Regulations at 43 CFR 3600 and 36 CFR 228 Subpart E; Onshore Oil and Gas Orders (Onshore Orders); and Notices to Lessees.  Included in the Gold Book are environmental BMPs—state-of-the-art mitigation measures designed to provide for safe and efficient operations while minimizing undesirable impacts to the environment.  Proper planning and consultation, along with the proactive incorporation of these BMPs into the APD Surface Use Plan of Operations (SUPO) by the operator, will typically result in an efficient APD and environmental review process, increased operating efficiency, reduced long-term operating costs, reduced final reclamation needs, and less impact to the environment.
If natural gas is produced, steel surface gas pipelines would be needed to transport the gas from the proposed wells to existing gathering lines.  An additional Sundry Notice and analysis under NEPA would be completed, as needed, for any pipelines and/or other production facilities across public lands.  BLM BMPs, such as burying the pipeline or installing the pipeline within the road ROW, would be considered at the time of the proposal.  Each pipeline would be welded at its associated well pad and pulled down the access road using a dozer or backhoe.  Each pipeline would then be boomed adjacent to the access road.  All equipment used to install the pipe would use the access roads as a working surface.  A temporary corridor width of 30 feet would be needed for pipeline installation, while a 15-foot permanent corridor would be required for maintenance over the production life of each well.  It is not possible to determine the distance of pipeline that would be required because the location of the wells would not be known until the APD stage.  For purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that surface disturbance would be similar to existing development to the south and would result in up to two acres of disturbance.
If oil is produced, the oil would be stored on location in tanks and transported by truck to a refinery.  The volume of tanker truck traffic for oil production would be dependent upon production of the wells, however, it is estimated oil would be transported to a Salt Lake City refinery at least once a week, using 280-barrel tanker trucks.
Produced Water Handling

Water is often associated with either produced oil or natural gas.  Water is separated out of the production stream and can be temporarily stored in the reserve pit for 90 days.  Permanent disposal options include surface discharge pits or underground injection.  Handling of produced water is addressed in Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 7.

Maintenance Operations

Traffic volumes during production would be dependent upon whether the wells produced natural gas and/or oil, and for the latter, the volume of oil produced.  A daily visit by a pumper would occur regardless of whether the well produced oil or gas.

Well maintenance operations may include periodic use of work-over rigs and heavy trucks for hauling equipment to the producing well, and would include daily inspection of the well by a pumper.  The road and the well pad would be maintained for reasonable access and working conditions.  Portions of the well pad not needed for production of the proposed well, including the reserve pit, would be recontoured and reclaimed, as an interim reclamation of the site per the SUPO.

Plugging and Abandonment

If the wells do not produce economic quantities of oil or gas, or when it is no longer commercially productive, the well would be plugged and abandoned.  The wells would be plugged and abandoned following specifications from a BLM Petroleum Engineer, which would include requiring cement plugs at strategic positions in the well bores.  All fluids in the reserve pit would be allowed to dry prior to reclamation work.  After fluids have evaporated from the reserve pit, sub-soil would be backfilled and compacted within 90 days.  If the fluids within the reserve pit have not evaporated within 90 days, the fluid would be pumped from the pit and disposed of in accordance with applicable regulations.  The well pad would be recontoured, and topsoil would be replaced, scarified, and seeded within 180 days of the plugging the well.
2.2.3 Alternative 3 – Modified Action: Issue Leases with Additional Protections
Under this alternative, the BLM would affirm the previous issuance of the eight leases listed in Table 2–1 and lift their suspension.  However, more stringent protections in addition to the standard lease terms and the original stipulations and notices associated with the leases would be applied to the leases to further protect certain resources.  This additional protection would occur where the BLM has authority to take discretionary action to protect resources in order to comply with agency regulations or polices (as opposed to compliance with nondiscretionary laws or statutes).  As stated in Section 1.3, this alternative may not be consistent with the Diamond Mountain RMP/ROD, if it was determined that an entire lease needed to be NSO, which would require a leasing category change.  If a land use planning decision is necessary to implement any action considered in the EA, it would be undertaken during or after the completion of the ongoing Draft Vernal RMP/EIS revision process.
Under this alternative, most of the additional protection measures would be achieved through relocations greater than 200 meters, or timing restrictions greater than 60 days, which could in some cases result in NSO on portions of a lease.  It is assumed that such additional mitigation would only be necessary to prevent unnecessary and undue degradation of public lands or resources.
The premise of this alternative is that the mitigation measures included in the Proposed Action alternative are not sufficient to protect certain resources and so additional protections would be necessary.  The resources that would receive additional protection under this alternative and which might require additional lease stipulations include: visual resources, cultural resources, special status species, and threatened and endangered species.  A brief description of the rationale for including these additional mitigation measures is described below.  The additional lease stipulations are shown in Table 2–3 and are described in more detail in Appendix B.
Visual Resources: Recent surveys of some of the leases have found apparent Visual Resource Management (VRM) Class II qualities and portions of three parcels are being proposed as VRM Class II and III in two of the alternatives of the ongoing Draft Vernal RMP/EIS process.  Furthermore, portions of some leases are visible from the designated Jones Hole Road Scenic Backway.

Cultural Resources: Site-specific cultural resource surveys have not been completed for the leases and the leases may contain historic properties and/or resources protected under the NHPA, American Indian Religious Freedom Act, Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, E.O. 13007, or other statutes and executive orders.
Special Status Species: Special status species – including the white-tailed prairie dog, greater sage-grouse, golden eagle, peregrine falcon, and ferruginous hawk – or their habitat are found on some of the leases.
Threatened and Endangered Species: The lease areas may contain habitat for threatened or endangered animals (specifically, black-footed ferret habitat) that may require Section 7 consultation.
Table 2–3. Additional Stipulations Associated with Alternative 3.
	Stipulations and Notices
	Lease Number (UTU)

	
	80621
	80622
	80623
	80624
	80625
	80626
	80627
	80628

	Visual Resource Management (VRM) Stipulation for Class II and III Areas
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	

	Cultural Resource Protection Stipulation
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Timing Limitations, Controlled Surface Use, or No Surface Occupancy Stipulation for Special Status Species
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X

	Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation Stipulation
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X
	X


For purposes of effects analyses, the primary construction and operations elements (well pad construction, roads, pipelines, etc.) would be similar to those discussed under the Proposed Action alternative; however because of the additional stipulations added to this alternative, locations of some facilities may be different than under the Proposed Action alternative in order to reduce the potential for effects to certain resources.
2.3 Alternative Summary

The three alternatives analyzed in this EA vary in their impact to the environment and have differing short- and long-term disturbances.  Short term impacts would generally be defined as those occurring from initial disturbance at the time of construction and lasting until interim reclamation efforts on temporarily disturbed areas, approximately 1-3 years.  Long term impacts would generally be defined as those occurring from residual disturbance associated with a single producing well that would last the approximately 25-year life of the well, plus an additional 5 to 10 years until final reclamation of disturbed areas.  Because exploration or development of the leases is uncertain, the analysis is based on projections of reasonably foreseeable actions that could occur during exploration or development of the leases.  Future use of the leases for oil and gas activities is uncertain.
Under Alternative 1 – Cancel Leases, there would be no development of the oil and gas leases and thus there would be no impact to natural resources that could be affected by exploration and development activities.  Canceling the leases would result in an economic impact to the lessees whose leases would be revoked, and any taxes, permit fees, or opportunities for employment of local construction personnel would be lost.

Under Alternative 2 – Proposed Action: Issue Leases with Current Stipulations and Notices, the suspension on the eight leases would be lifted and they would be available to the lessees for exploration and extraction of oil and gas deposits.  The act of lifting the suspension would have little to no impact on any resource since surface disturbance activities would not occur until the APD stage.  Therefore, the potential impacts on resources would result from the connected actions of APD approval and subsequent oil and gas exploration and production activities.

Under Alternative 3 – Modified Action: Issue Leases with Additional Stipulations, the suspension of the eight leases would be lifted and they would be available to the lessees for exploration and extraction of oil and gas deposits; however additional restrictions would be placed on the leases.  The impacts on natural resources and conditions from the connected actions of APD approval and subsequent oil and gas exploration and production activities would potentially be less than under the Proposed Action alternative due to these additional restrictions.
The affected environment is described in Chapter 3 and the potential short- and long-term, direct, indirect and cumulative environmental consequences of implementing the alternatives are analyzed in Chapter 4.
3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

This chapter describes the affected existing environment (i.e., the physical, biological, social, and economic values and resources) that could be affected by implementation of the alternatives described in Chapter 2.  The affected environment was considered and analyzed by the ID Team as documented in the Interdisciplinary Team Analysis Record Checklist (Appendix A).  The checklist indicates which resources of concern are either not present in the project area or would not be impacted to a degree that requires detailed analysis.  Only those resources that could be impacted in a way that requires detailed analysis are presented here and serve as a baseline to assist in understanding the level of impact expected under each alternative that is discussed in Chapter 4.
3.1 General Setting

The project area lies within the Uintah Basin in northeastern Utah in Uintah County (Figure 2–1).  The Uintah Basin is an asymmetrical elongate basin flanked by the Uintah Mountains on the northern length of the basin and the Book Cliffs/Tavaputs Plateau on the southern margin.  Dinosaur National Monument, encompassing portions of Split Mountain, Split Mountain Canyon, and the Green River, is approximately five miles south of the project area and the Diamond Mountain Plateau borders the northern portion of the project area.  The town of Vernal lies approximately seven miles southwest of the project area.

The climate in the general area is characterized as arid, with cold winters and hot summers.  Annual precipitation (rainfall and snowfall) ranges widely dependent largely on elevation and aspect.  The average annual temperature, as measured in the Dinosaur Quarry area just south of the project area, is approximately 48°F, with an average high in July of 95°F and average low in January of 5°F (WRCC 2007).  Average annual precipitation is 8.52 inches.

3.2 Issues Carried Forward for Analysis

3.2.1 ACECs
Existing and potential ACECs near the project area are shown on Figure 3–1 and discussed on pages 79 to 83 and Appendix G of the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS.  FLPMA Section 103(a) defines an ACEC as public lands where special management attention is required to protect and prevent irreparable damage to important historic, cultural, or scenic values, fish and wildlife resources or other natural systems or processes, or to protect life and safety from natural hazards.  The Vernal Field Office manages seven existing ACECs (165,944 total acres) that were designated in 1994 in the ROD for the Diamond Mountain RMP (BLM 1994).  Of these, the Red Mountain–Dry Fork ACEC is the only one near the parcels examined in this EA (Figure 3–1).

The Red Mountain–Dry Fork ACEC is comprised of 24,285 acres of land designated as an ACEC. Relevant and important values include the significant diversity and density of cultural sites, quality paleontological finds, and presence of two relic vegetation communities.  In designating the area it was determined that qualities were present that made it fragile, sensitive, rare, irreplaceable, unique and distinctive.  The management prescriptions for the Red Mountain–Dry Fork ACEC are detailed on pages 28 to 31 of the Diamond Mountain RMP (BLM 1994) and based on a current analysis of the area the present designation has been effective in protecting the relevant and important values (BLM 2005).
Figure 3–1. Location of the Existing Red Mountain–Dry Fork Complex ACEC and the Shiner sub-complex Potential ACEC.
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In addition to this existing ACEC, designation of eight potential ACECs and expansion of two existing ACECs are being considered as part of the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS process.  The Coyote Basin–Shiner Potential ACEC (21,957 acres) is a sub-complex within the 124,161 acre Coyote Basin Complex Potential ACEC that would overlap the majority of the lease parcels considered in this EA.  The initial Coyote Basin  Potential ACEC—was nominated by the Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance (SUWA) in 2001 CNE expanded the ACEC in 2003 through the nomination of several other areas (Myton Bench, Shiner, Kennedy Wash and Snake John) for protection of the white-tailed prairie dog and its associated ecosystem.  There is an area approximately 50,790 -acres in size that encompasses the majority of the Coyote Basin and Kennedy Wash sub-complexes; this area is the current reintroduction area of the black-footed ferret in Utah , known as the primary management zone (PMZ) (50 CFR 17(4)).  The  50,790-acre polygon is inclusive of the initial PMZ.  Since the initial reintroduction of the black-footed ferret in the PMZ, an additional several thousand acres to the north and west of Dinosaur National Monument was suggested by the Utah DWR as  potential reintroduction areas for the black-footed ferret.  The 124,161 acre Coyote Basin Complex potential ACEC includes one of the largest populations of white-tailed prairie dogs in Utah, which is essential to the survival of the endangered black-footed ferret in the Vernal Field Office area. In addition, the potential ACEC also provides habitat for ferruginous hawk, peregrine falcon, sage-grouse, long-billed curlew, grasshopper sparrow, short-eared owl, big free-tailed bat, black-footed ferret, ringtail cat, and pronghorn.
3.2.2 Cultural Resources

The Vernal Field Office has a wide array of environmental settings and resources long used by humans; consequently, cultural resources within the area are numerous, diverse, and widely dispersed.  Cultural resources are defined as both prehistoric and historical archaeological sites and structures, as well as non-archaeological and non-structural sites (i.e., waterways, viewsheds, and resource areas) that have been identified as important for traditional and/or ideological reasons by various Native American groups with ancestral and/or present ties to the area.  A summary of cultural resources present in the Vernal Field Office is presented on pages 11 to 19 of the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS (BLM 2005).
While the Vernal Field Office planning area has several cultural sites of determined local, regional, or national significance, including sites on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), and four areas of high site density, none of these are encompassed by the lease parcels identified for analysis in this EA (BLM 2002b).  Site specific cultural resource consultation was conducted with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO); based on the RFD scenario presented in this analysis a determination of “No Adverse Effect” was made on March 17, 2008.
3.2.3 Paleontology

Paleontological resources include the remains, traces, or imprints of ancient organisms preserved in or on the earth’s crust that provide information about the history of life on earth.  These resources do not include any materials associated with archeological resources, which consist of material remains of past human life or activities that are over 100 years old.  Detailed information on paleontological resources within the Vernal Field Office appears on pages 47 and 48 of the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS.  BLM manages fossil resources to ensure that proposed land uses do not inadvertently damage or destroy important fossil resources and as such has established a five tier system for ranking geographic areas according to their potential to contain vertebrate fossils, or noteworthy occurrences of invertebrate or plant fossils.  It is anticipated that portions of the project area would be identified as either a Class 3 Moderate or Unknown category or a Class 4 High category once the areas are fully evaluated under the new system.
Class 4 areas are those with geologic units containing a high occurrence of significant fossils.  Vertebrate fossils or scientifically significant invertebrate or plant fossils are known to occur and have been documented in these areas, but they may vary in occurrence and predictability.  It is anticipated that leases UTU80622 and UTU80628 would be designated as Class 4 areas.  A Lease Notice for High Potential Paleontological Resources was included with these leases because of the high potential for the discovery of significant fossils based on findings in similar formations elsewhere (BLM 2002b).

Class 3 areas are those with fossiliferous sedimentary geologic units where fossil content varies in significance, abundance, and predictable occurrence; or sedimentary units of unknown fossil potential.  The remaining leases considered in this EA are located in areas which are not known to contain any paleontological localities and do not currently appear to have geological units likely to produce vertebrate fossils or noteworthy occurrences of invertebrate or plant fossils (BLM 2002b) and would likely be designated as a Class 3 area.

3.2.4 Threatened, Endangered or Candidate Animal Species
Under Section 7 of the ESA, BLM is required to consult with the USFWS on any proposed action which may affect federally listed threatened or endangered species or species proposed for listing.  A detailed listing of threatened and endangered species and their management within the Vernal Field Office is presented on pages 91 to 95 of the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS (BLM 2005).

The black-footed ferret (Mustela nigripes) is listed as an experimental, non-essential species (under Section 10j of the ESA) and has been reintroduced into suitable habitat in Uintah County, Utah.  All active prairie dog towns or town complexes of sufficient size (at least 100 acres) to support ferrets within Duchesne and Uintah Counties are considered potential black-footed ferret habitat.  Nearly 300 ferrets have been successfully reintroduced into the Coyote Basin complex since 1999.  Releases have occurred through 2007, with the exception of 2003 when no ferrets were released.  Additional releases are planned for fall of 2008.  Litters have been confirmed every year possible and 27 wild born ferrets have been trapped and tagged (UDWR 2007a).  Annually 800 to 1,200 person-hours of surveying are conducted within the reintroduction area to determine continued survival, movement, and reproductive success of ferrets (Utah DWR 2007a).
Although ferrets have been found in other large prairie dog towns within the Coyote Basin complex, the white-tailed prairie dog colonies located within the Shiner-subcomplex potential ACEC are physically separated by the Green River from those currently associated with the ferret reintroduction program (Keefe 2007, personal communication).  To date no ferrets or their sign have been found within the subcomplex where the parcels are located.  Areas within the Shiner and SJ Hatch Allotments, which are within the Shiner-subcomplex, were identified as potential reintroduction sites; however, no specific time frame or date of reintroduction has been presented (USFWS 1998).
3.2.5 Threatened, Endangered or Candidate Fish Species
There are four ESA-listed fish species that occur within Uintah County: bonytail (Gila elegans), Colorado pikeminnow (Ptychocheilus lucius), humpback chub (Gila cypha), and razorback sucker (Xyrauchen texanus).  Detailed information on these species can be found on pages 101 and 102 of the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS.  Critical habitat for these species has been designated along the Green River in Uintah County, the closest critical habitat segment of which is approximately eight miles south of the project area.  There are intermittent waterways located within leases UTU80622, UTU80623, UTU80624, UTU80625, UTU80626, and UTU80627.  Fish habitat is limited in the leases due to the intermittent flow patterns of the streams and no endangered fish species are present.  Accidental releases of contaminants may reach waterways that drain to the Green River; thus potential for impacts exists with development of these leases.

3.2.6 Sensitive Wildlife Species
BLM manages certain sensitive species that are not federally listed as threatened or endangered in accordance with BLM Manual 6840.  Included in this category are State listed species which receive no special protections under the ESA.  BLM-sensitive species with potential to occur in the Vernal Field Office are listed in Table 3.15.2 of the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS.  This list includes 13 animals; three of these species are dependent upon streams, rivers and associated wetlands, the remaining species are primarily upland species that have a variety of habitat requirements including grasslands, desert shrub, woodland, mature forest and caves within forested areas.  Because of the potential for sensitive wildlife to occur upon the leases a Special Status Species Notice was included with all of the leases to provide protection for these species if found to be present and/or potentially affected by future proposals for development.

The white-tailed prairie dog, which is key to the survival of the black-footed ferret, occurs in the project area.  Habitat includes desert and shrub grasslands at altitudes ranging between 5,000 and 10,000 feet.  In July 2002, CNE and others filed a formal petition to list the white-tailed prairie dog as threatened or endangered under ESA.  The petition presented information on the status and management needs of the prairie dog.  The USFWS reviewed the petition and concluded that it did not contain substantial scientific data to warrant the action.  The negative petition finding was published in the Federal Register on November 9, 2004 (FR Vol. 69, No. 216, Tuesday November 9, 2004, 64889).  In 2007, after questions were raised regarding whether the petition decision was based on the best science, the USFWS announced the decision would be reconsidered.  Subsequently, the Center for Native Ecosystems filed a lawsuit regarding the petition finding.  In a stipulated settlement, the USFWS agreed to submit to the Federal Register by May 1, 2008 a notice initiating a status review for the white-tailed prairie dog and submit the results of that status review to the Federal Register by June 1, 2010.  That review is currently underway (FR Vol. 73, No. 88, Tuesday May 6, 2008, 24910).  The currently mapped location of white-tailed prairie dog complexes within the project area is shown in Figure 3–3.
Greater sage-grouse are found in the sagebrush foothills and plains of the Intermountain Region.  General study of sage-grouse in the Vernal Field Office indicates that they generally occur in mid-elevational sagebrush communities where many of the active leks and nesting areas have been mapped.  One of the largest populations in the State of Utah occurs on Diamond Mountain, approximately five miles north of the leases.  Portions of most of the leases contain crucial winter and crucial brooding habitat for sage-grouse (UDWR 2007b).  Leases UTU80624 and UTU80627 have a Timing Limitation Stipulation for Sage-grouse Lek Nesting Areas included with them.  These timing restrictions would prevent surface use on sage-grouse nesting areas within portions of the leases from March 1 through June 30.  Additionally, portions of both of the leases that encompass the areas that timing restrictions for sage-grouse nesting areas have been placed on, also contain further timing restrictions to protect critical deer and elk winter range from December 1 through April 30, effectively increasing the timing restrictions for sage-grouse to the period from December 1 through June 30.  Thus sage-grouse are actually afforded more protection than just that contained in the sage-grouse timing limitation stipulation.
Figure 3–2. White-tailed Prairie Dog Colonies within the Project Area.
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The golden eagle is protected under the Bald Eagle Protection Act of 1940 (16 U.S.C. 668-668d, 54 Stat. 250), as amended in 1962 to cover golden eagles.  Surveys of the area have identified two golden eagle nests within the leases and other nesting activity is known to occur southwest of the leases along Myton Bench.  In addition to nesting habitat it is likely they use the area for foraging and scavenging.  A Lease Notice for Golden Eagle Habitat was included with leases UTU80623 and UTU80628 to provide protection for these species.

Peregrine falcon habitat includes places where there is open country for hunting, enough food in the form of other birds, and cliffs for nesting places.  Habitat used for foraging is found within the leases.  A Lease Notice for Peregrine Falcon Habitat was included with leases UTU80623 and UTU80626 to provide protection for this species.
Ferruginous hawks inhabit semiarid to arid western plains and intermountain regions and is known to occur in the general area of the leases.  It occupies open country with scattered trees, primarily prairies, plains, and badlands.  The ferruginous hawk avoids high elevations, forest interiors, steep, narrow canyons, and high cliffs.  Nesting habitat consists of communities with isolated trees, woodland edges, buttes, cliffs, and/or grassland with some relief.  Ferruginous hawks generally forage in open habitats with short vegetation containing abundant prey.

Numerous other bird species, including migratory birds, may migrate through, or nest within the leases.  The Migratory Bird Treaty Act, as amended was implemented for the protection of migratory birds.  Executive Order 13186 sets forth the responsibilities of Federal agencies to further implement the provisions of the Act by integrating bird conservation principles and practices into agency activities and ensuring that the agencies evaluate the effects of their actions and plans on migratory birds.  Avian species commonly associated with the desert shrubs, grasslands, and scattered pinyon juniper communities within the leased area include horned lark, sage sparrow, Brewer’s sparrow, western kingbird, gray flycatcher, juniper titmouse, pinyon jay, prairie falcon, and American kestrel.
3.2.7 General Wildlife

The terrestrial wildlife species found in the project area are those typically found throughout the intermountain region of the United States.  These species include big game species such as mule deer, Rocky Mountain elk, pronghorn antelope, bighorn sheep, moose, black bear, and mountain lion.  Additional species include upland game species, raptors, neotropical migrants, and small mammals and reptiles.  Wildlife habitat in the project area is managed as directed by the Diamond Mountain RMP.  Management strategies for wildlife within the Diamond Resource Area are established by selecting “Management Indicator Species” for which population and habitat objectives are established for monitoring the non-target effects of the BLM’s management efforts.  A list of these species can be found on page 3.7 of Chapter 3 of the Diamond Mountain RMP (BLM 1994).  The Diamond Mountain RMP provides for raptors, reptiles, amphibians, and other non-game species in the planning area by protecting individuals and the habitat of State and Federally listed species, and designating spatial and temporal barriers for nesting raptors (Appendix 2; BLM 1993).

In the past, the area associated with the leases had been identified as being within high priority elk habitat and crucial year round deer habitat (BLM 1998 and Utah DWR 2007b).  As such a Timing Limitation Stipulation for Crucial Deer and Elk Winter Range, which states that no surface use is allowed on certain lands critical to mule deer and elk winter range within the leases from December 1 through April 30, was included with leases UTU80621, UTU80622, UTU80623, UTU80624, UTU80625, UTU80626, and UTU80627.  However, data in the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS indicates that the latest Utah DWR data shows no crucial mule deer winter range, nor any key migration corridors associated with these leases (BLM 2005, page 125).  The nearest crucial deer winter range is located approximately five miles north of the leases (Utah DWR 2007b).
Diversity of endemic plants – those that are unique to an area and are not naturally found elsewhere – is high in eastern Utah and likely plays a role in fostering the endemism of other taxa such as bees (Griswold et al. 1997).  Bees are important pollinators of native ecosystems.  Many species of bees have specialized foraging habits and may restrict pollen collection to a single family or genus of plants.  These species play an important role in pollinating endemic plants and localized desirable species of vegetation and could potentially be affected by the proposed action and alternatives.

3.2.8 Vegetation

Public lands in Uintah County support a variety of distinct plant communities.  Distinct plant communities, which are also known as ecosites, are developed by differentiation between soil types, topography and climate conditions.  The vegetation communities within the planning area are discussed on pages 67 to 70 of the Diamond Mountain RMP (BLM 1994) and on pages 105 to 112 of the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS (BLM 2005).  Six major vegetation communities occur in the planning area and include shadscale, sagebrush, pinyon-juniper woodlands, conifer forest, riparian, and badland-rock outcrops.
Ecological sites within the project area include Semidesert Shallow Loam (Utah Juniper-Pinyon), Semidesert Stony Loam (Utah Juniper-Pinyon), Semidesert Sand (Fourwing Saltbush), Upland Stony Loam (Black Sagebrush), Upland Stony Loam (Mountain Big Sagebrush), and Desert Clay (Shadscale).  Potential native vegetation associated with these sites includes Utah juniper, two needle pinyon pine, birchleaf-mountain mahogany, black sagebrush, sand sagebrush, bud sagebrush, mountain big sagebrush, antelope bitterbrush, saline wildrye, Mormon tea, bluebunch wheatgrass, western wheatgrass, galleta grass, bottlebrush squirreltail, Indian ricegrass, fourwing saltbush, shadscale saltbush, needleandthread, crispleaf buckwheat, scarlet globemallow, winterfat, prairie Junegrass, bluegrass, stemless goldenweed.  Vegetation present on the leases is generally common throughout the planning area.
3.2.9 Invasive, Non-native Species

Noxious weeds are identified and recognized by the Federal government, the State, and local counties.  They are defined as a plant species designated by Federal or State law that generally possesses one or more of the following characteristics: aggressive and difficult to manage; parasitic; a carrier or host of serious insects or disease; or non-native, new, or not common to the United States (BLM 2005).  Undesirable weeds are those that display invasive tendencies and tend to alter native plant communities by displacing native species, changing community structures or ecological functions, or hybridizing with natives.  Other invasive species, including aquatic invasives, are not known to occur within these leases and are not likely to result from development of resources on these leases.
The Draft Vernal RMP/EIS contains a list of the noxious weeds for the Vernal Field Office (Table 3.16.6; BLM 2005).  Of the 19 State-listed noxious weeds listed as potentially occurring within the Vernal Field Office, 13 have been identified within the planning area along with eight other undesired plant species (BLM 2005).  Infestations also occur on private and Tribal lands adjacent to or near BLM-administered lands in the area.

Russian knapweed, spotted knapweed, Canada thistle, tall whitetop, whitetop, musk thistle, Scotch thistle, henbane, houndstongue, and leafy spurge are all expanding on BLM-administered lands in the Vernal Field Office.  Tamarisk (saltcedar), musk thistle, bindweed, and cheatgrass are undesirable weed species that occur throughout the area, are heavily established along roadsides, and are expected to increase with oil field development.  Cheatgrass has become so widespread that control efforts are focused on reducing its density through large-scale habitat manipulation programs, and not by individual sprayings.  Tamarisk has effectively established itself along all the riparian ecosystems, as well as in patches where moisture accumulates in the desert shrub and sagebrush/grass communities (BLM 2005).
3.2.10 Mineral Resources and Energy Production

Oil and gas development is a major resource development activity within the Uintah Basin, and intense oil and gas exploration and development are expected to continue on BLM-administered lands within the Vernal Field Office.  At present, approximately 5,500 oil and gas wells are active within the Vernal Field Office (UDOGM 2008).  Mineral resources of the planning area are described on pages 39 to 45 of the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS (BLM 2005).

The Diamond Mountain RMP designates four leasing categories that describe the conditions placed upon public domain lands in regard to their availability for fluid hydrocarbon leasing: Standard Stipulations; Timing and Controlled Surface Use; No Surface Occupancy; and Closed to Leasing.  There are no “Closed to Leasing” or “No Surface Occupancy” category lands included in the leases addressed in this EA.  However, the leases include both “Standard Stipulations” and “Timing and Controlled Surface Use” category lands.  The Standard Stipulations category identifies areas that are open to exploration and development, subject to the terms and conditions of the standard lease form.  The Timing and Controlled Surface Use category identifies areas that are open to exploration and development, subject to relatively minor constraints such as seasonal restrictions.  These areas possess other land uses and/or resource values such as critical big game wildlife range or special status plant and wildlife species, which might conflict with fluid hydrocarbon exploration and development and, therefore, moderately restrictive lease stipulations may be required to mitigate these impacts.  On these lands, conflicts with fluid hydrocarbon exploration and development would not be of sufficient magnitude so as to preclude surface occupancy.  More details about these categories are contained in the Diamond Mountain RMP.

In 2003, a multi-agency effort produced a “Scientific Inventory of Onshore Federal Lands’ Oil and Gas Resources and Reserves and the Extent and Nature of Restrictions or Impediments to their Development” that BLM considers in its planning process.  The information, commonly referred to as the Energy Policy and Conservation Act (EPCA) data, portrays two kinds of basic energy related information relevant to the Uinta/Piceance Basin; volumetric data and accessibility data (USDI et al. 2003).  The volumetric data on oil reserve estimates for the entire basin is predicted to be between 61 and 296 million barrels of oil with a mean estimate of 149 million barrels of oil (USDI et al. 2003).  Volumetric data on gas reserve estimates for the entire basin is predicted to be between 12 and 35 trillion cubic feet with a mean estimate of 22 trillion cubic feet.  Most of the undiscovered natural gas is projected to be widely dispersed in continuous deposits rather than distinct structural traps (USDI et al. 2003).  Accessibility by industry data was based on the actual depiction of existing land use plan stipulations that presently occur in the Vernal Field Office.  The current oil and gas stipulations which affect industry accessibility to oil and gas resources are shown in Chapter 2 of the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS.

In addition to the large-scale EPCA data, BLM prepared more site-specific data based on 14 conventional and unconventional oil and gas play areas within the Vernal Field Office.  The mineral report that was developed depicts the potential RFD for six different zones within the Vernal Field Office.  The leases considered in this EA are located in the Tabiona–Ashley Valley Exploration and Development Area.  Past exploration for oil and gas resources in this region has been unproductive.  Data indicate that there have been no gas wells and only one oil well drilled in this region since 1980, and that the lone well is not producing.
3.2.11 Recreation
The vast and varied landforms within the Vernal Field Office, including two major rivers and several small mountain ranges, provide for many recreational uses.  A detailed description of recreation areas within the Vernal Field Office can be found on pages 49 to 54 of the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS (BLM 2005).  The basic units of recreation management are the Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) and the Extensive Recreation Management Area (ERMA).  An SRMA is a designated area containing very specific recreational opportunities or needs that require intensive management.  An ERMA is an area where recreation is unstructured and dispersed, where minimal recreation-related investments are required, and with minimal regulatory constraints.  The Vernal Field Office is divided into the Diamond Mountain ERMA and the Book Cliffs ERMA.  Within the Diamond Mountain ERMA, the Red Mountain–Dry Fork SRMA lies approximately 12 miles northwest of Vernal and is the only SRMA near the leases.  The area is primarily used by OHV recreationists, hunters, campers, mountain bikers, and for general day use.  The existing Red Mountain–Dry Fork Complex SRMA lies to the west of the lease area and encompasses approximately 13 acres of lease UTU80623.  Special recreation management for the SRMA is directed toward improvement of designated OHV and non mechanized trails to improve the recreational experience regarding paleontological and cultural resources within the SRMA. Recreation that may occur in or near the leases in the Diamond Mountain ERMA includes hiking, OHV use, hunting and wildlife viewing, and scenic drives (BLM 2002c).  Areas that receive the most OHV use within the Vernal Field Office are day-use areas accessible by the Vernal population and include parts of the project area.  Within the area the Buckskin Hills, and Split Mountain are popular destinations for OHV use scenic drives occur along the designated Jones Hole Road Scenic Backway.  
3.2.12 Soils

There are five main soil map units within the leases.  They are Arches-Mespun-Rock outcrop complex, 4 to 40 percent slopes; Clapper very cobbly loam, 4 to 25 percent slopes; Clapper-Hanksville complex, 4 to 50 percent slopes; Hanksville silty clay loam, moist, 25 to 50 percent slopes; and Tridell-Ironco association, 15 to 50 percent slopes.  The following map units may also comprise a small percentage of the project area:  Mikim complex, 1 to 4 percent slopes; Honlu sandy loam, 1 to 8 percent slopes; Hanksville silty clay loam, 2 to 25 percent slopes; and Bullpen-Hanksville complex, 25 to 50 percent slopes.  Overall, these map units are similar to the main map units, which are described briefly below.  More information about all of the map units can be obtained from the Uintah Area Soil Survey (NRCS 1999) or the NRCS Web Soil Survey (NRCS 2007).  General information about soils in the Vernal Field Office is discussed on pages 71 to 75 of the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS (BLM 2005).

The Arches-Mespun-Rock outcrop complex, 4 to 40 percent slopes is found in the project area at elevations from 5,000 to 6,000 feet.  Arches soils of this complex occur on hills with 5 to 40 percent slopes.  The parent material of these soils is Eolian deposits over sandstone.  The runoff potential for this soil is very high.  Mespun soils of this complex occur on hills with 4 to 25 percent slopes.  Parent materials of the Mespun soils are Eolian deposits derived from sandstone.  The runoff potential is very low.  Rock outcrops in this complex consist of moderately sloping to steep exposures of bedrock associated with shale, siltstone, sandstone, and limestone of the Duchesne River, Green River, Park City and Uinta formations.  Local relief generally ranges from 2 to 1,000 feet and slopes range from 4 to 40 percent.  Potential runoff is very high.  The landform consists of erosion remnants, cliffs, escarpments, and ledges.

The Clapper very cobbly loam, 4 to 25 percent slopes is found in the project area at elevations of 5,600 to 6,800 feet.  Clapper soils occur on fan remnants with slopes of 4 to 25 percent.  The parent material is slope alluvium derived from sandstone, limestone, shale, and quartzite.  Runoff potential is medium for these soils.

The Clapper-Hanksville complex, 4 to 50 percent slopes is found in the project area at elevations of 5,800 to 6,800 feet.  Clapper soils occur on fan remnants with slopes of 4 to 25 percent.  Parent material of these soils is slope alluvium derived from sandstone, limestone, shale, and quartzite.  There is a medium runoff potential for these soils.  Hanksville soils occur on hills with slopes of 25 to 50 percent.  Parent material is slope alluvium and colluvium over residuum from shale.  The runoff potential is very high.

The Hanksville silty clay loam, moist, 25 to 50 percent slopes is found in the project area at elevations of 5,600 to 6,800 feet.  Hanksville soils occur on hills with slopes of 25 to 50 percent and the runoff potential is very high.  Parent material is slope alluvium and colluvium over residuum from shale.

The Tridell-Ironco association, 15 to 50 percent slopes is found in the project area at elevations of 7,300 to 8,000 feet.  Tridell soils occur on hills with slopes of 25 to 50 percent and a high runoff potential.  The parent material is slope alluvium and colluvium derived from sandstone, limestone, shale, and quartzite.  Ironco soils occur on hills with slopes of 15 to 50 percent.  The parent material is slope alluvium and colluvium derived from sandstone, and quartzite.  The runoff potential for these soils is very high.

Over all, about 45 percent of the lease areas have severe slopes (Figure 3–4) and 60 percent of the soils have a high to very high runoff potential which is directly associated with erosion (BLM 2002d).  Consequently, a Controlled Surface Use Stipulation for Critical Soils was included with the leases.  Critical soils are those that contain very high saline soils and/or are highly susceptible to water erosion.  The leases do contain high saline soils but the map does not indicate any high erosion soils within the leases (Diamond Mountain RMP Maps 3-23 and 3-24, BLM 1994).
Figure 3–3. Slopes in the Project Area.
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3.2.13 Visual Resources

Mineral exploration and development has the potential to increase visual intrusions that could reduce scenic quality by introducing new development onto the landscape.  The VRM system (see BLM Handbook 8410-1 (BLM 1986)) uses visual management classes (Class I through IV with Class I being the most protective) to designate permissible levels of landscape alteration, with the broad goal of protecting the visual quality of public lands by designing or mitigating all visual intrusions so the intrusions do not exceed the established VRM class objectives.  VRM Class I areas are managed to preserve the existing character of the landscape; VRM Class II areas are managed to retain the existing character of the landscape, with a low level of landscape change; VRM Class III areas are managed to partially retain the existing character of the landscape, with only moderate change to the landscape; VRM Class IV areas are managed to allow major modifications to the existing character of the landscape, and the level of change can be high.  Details of the BLM VRM program are contained on pages 117 and 118 and Appendix J of the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS (BLM 2005).

Under the Diamond Mountain RMP, the project area is currently designated as VRM Class IV; however, recent surveys have identified potential VRM Class II qualities in the proposed project area and portions of UTU80622, UTU80623 and UTU80626 are being proposed as VRM Class II in one of the alternatives and the rest of the lease areas are proposed as VRM Class III or IV as part of the ongoing Vernal RMP process.  Leases  UTU80622, UTU80623, and UTU80626 are contiguous to and visible from the designated Jones Hole Road Scenic Backway.  Potential key observations points would be the Diamond Picnic Site and areas along the road.   Man-made features in the area are mostly linear and consist of bladed dirt roads, two-track roads, jeep trails, power lines and grazing allotment fences.

3.2.14 Water Quality (Surface or Ground) and Water Resources
Water resources and floodplains within the leases are subject to Federal regulation as outlined in 40 CFR.  To ensure compliance with these regulations the BLM can require lessees to comply with Federal, State and local standard operating procedures related to water quality and floodplain use.  The current Diamond Mountain RMP (BLM 1994) and the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS (BLM 2005) specify that streams must be managed in a way that prevents deterioration of water quality and habitat.
The Uinta Basin receives an average of 8.5 inches of precipitation per year.  Runoff from mountain ranges and perennial springs provide the major source of water for the area’s streams.  The Green River located approximately five miles south of the leases is the closest major waterway.  Surface water resources in the leases are within the USGS 8-Digit Hydrologic Unit Code (HUC) watershed 14060002 Lower Green-Ashley-Brush Creek and all drainages in the leased area are tributary to Brush Creek.  Drainages in the leased area include Jensen Wash, Shiner Reservoir, Box Reservoir and numerous unnamed intermittent drainages.  Lease UTU80623, UTU80626, and UTU80628 border Bush Creek drainage on their western boundary.  All of the waterways within the leases are intermittent streams.  The intermittent waterways and drainages within the leases provide water for domestic livestock use, wildlife, and recreation.  It is unlikely that the project area supports fisheries due to the intermittent nature of water in the lease areas.  All of the water on the leases flows into the Green River which supports fisheries, recreation, irrigation, etc.

The BLM is directed by Section 313 of the CWA and Executive Order 12088 to ensure compliance with pollution control requirements.  Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) are an assessment of the amount of pollutant a water body can receive and not violate water quality standards.  These requirements are implemented by the Utah Department of Environmental Quality (Utah DEQ) in compliance with CWA 303(d).  Impaired water bodies are defined as those that do not meet TMDL requirements.  Currently Brush Creek and its tributaries from the confluence with the Green River to Red Fleet Dam, not including Little Brush Creek, are on the 303(d) list for selenium (Utah DEQ 2006).
All of the leases are located within Mancos shale formations that are known to have higher deposits of natural selenium than other geologic formations of the Vernal Field Office.  Selenium is known to be a concern to water quality for aquatic life forms and human use.  Under natural precipitation selenium movement occurs as water passes over land surfaces.  Surface disturbance has the potential to increase this movement but it is not necessarily a negative issue.  Selenium generally is a concern through the movement of large quantities of agricultural waters or impounded waters passing through geologic formations containing selenium and accumulating in agricultural fields or wetlands.
3.2.15 Woodlands/Forestry

Woodland resources are comprised of lands that produce forest tree species that may be used as non-sawtimber products and sold in units other than board feet.  By contrast, timber resources are used for sawtimber products and may be sold in board feet.  These resources are described on pages 135 and 136 of the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS (BLM 2005).  Commercial woodland resources are present on leases UTU80621, UTU80622, UTU80624, and UTU80625.  Commercial sales or commercial harvesting of timber resources are permitted by the BLM.  Common commercial species include Douglas fir, ponderosa pine, limber pine, aspen, and cottonwood trees.  These trees are sold from designated areas to protect forest stands from disease or to prevent wildland fires.

Non-commercial woodland resources as identified in the Diamond Mountain RMP are present on leases UTU80623, and UTU80626.  Noncommercial woodlands would be an area containing such species as juniper, mountain mahogany, or quaking aspen groves, western juniper is the primary noncommercial species within the project area.
4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES
This chapter discusses the environmental consequences of implementing the alternatives described in Chapter 2.  Under NEPA, actions that could significantly affect the quality of the human environment must be disclosed and analyzed in terms of direct and indirect impacts, whether beneficial or adverse, as well as short and long term and cumulative effects.  Direct impacts are caused by an action and occur at the same time and place as the action.  Indirect impacts are caused by an action and occur later or farther away from the resource but are still reasonably foreseeable.  Beneficial impacts are those that involve a positive change in the condition or appearance of a resource or a change that moves the resource toward a desired condition.  Adverse impacts involve a change that moves the resource away from a desired condition or detracts from its appearance or condition.  Cumulative impacts are the impacts on the environment that result from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.  Alternative 1 – Cancel the Leases, serves as a baseline against which to evaluate the environmental consequences of the Proposed Action and Modified Action alternatives.  For each alternative, the environmental effects are analyzed for the resource topics presented in Chapter 3 that were carried forward for analysis.
4.1 Analysis Assumptions and Guidelines

The Proposed Action in this EA is to lift the suspension on the eight leases.  Leasing is an administrative action that affects economic conditions but does not directly cause environmental consequences.  However, leasing is considered to be an irretrievable commitment of resources because the BLM generally cannot deny all surface use of a lease unless the lease is issued with a NSO stipulation.  Potential oil and gas exploration and production activities, provided for with the removal of the lease suspensions, could impact resources in the leased area.  Any direct, indirect or cumulative impacts to resources and uses would result from as yet undetermined and uncertain future levels of lease exploration and or development.  For purposes of this analysis, leases under the Proposed Action and Modified Action alternatives would be explored and developed following direction in the Gold Book and using the assumptions described in Chapter 2, principally that a total of eight wells would be drilled with each disturbing approximately 6 acres.
4.2 Issues Carried Forward for Analysis

4.2.1 ACECs
Alternative 1 – Cancel Leases

Under Alternative 1 the leases would be cancelled and there would be no impact to important and relevant values on existing or potential ACECs from oil and gas exploration, development or production on the leases.
Alternative 2 – Proposed Action

The existing Red Mountain–Dry Fork ACEC encroaches on approximately 13 acres of the northwest corner of lease UTU80623.  The relevant and important values of this ACEC include significant diversity and density of cultural sites, quality paleontological finds, and two relic vegetation communities.  The 13 acres of lease parcel UTU80623 that are within the ACEC are part of approximately 150 acres that are separated from the rest of the parcel by a powerline and the Jones Hole Road Scenic Backway.  It is not expected that development activity will occur on the 13 acre portion of the parcel because the topography in this area includes an intermittent water course that bisects the area from the northeast to southwest and drains into Brush Creek and a 200 foot elevation gain from the bottom of the creek to the top of the bench.  Mitigation measures which could include implementation of spatial and temporal buffers (i.e., 200 meter/60-day rule, or greater distances and/or delays depending on site-specific analysis and situational information) for wildlife species and other resources could result in the exclusion of this area from development activity even though the area is within the existing lease. None of the other leases in the project area impact the ACEC; as a result of this, no direct or indirect effects to the resources in the ACEC would occur from lifting the suspension on the leases.

The leases are located wholly or partially within the potential Shiner sub-complex ACEC.  The relevant and important values of this potential ACEC is a large population of white-tailed prairie dogs and habitat for several other sensitive species.  Habitat fragmentation that could result from road and well pad construction could cause an initial decline in white-tailed prairie dogs and other wildlife populations and has the potential of impacting the relevant and important values of the potential ACEC.  Any effects are expected to be minimal because there would be relatively few well pads (up to eight wells) and they would be distributed throughout the leased lands, not all of which is within the potential ACEC.  The area of disturbance would be less than 1 percent of the habitat area leaving large tracts of suitable habitat remaining within each lease.  Interim reclamation efforts would result in the reestablishment of vegetation on temporarily disturbed areas in one to three years reducing the amount of habitat disturbed.  At the end of the life of the well, the well sites, roads and other disturbed areas would be ripped and re-contoured to their original condition to reduce any long-term effects to habitat.
Both standard and special lease terms that apply to the leases provide for reasonable measures to minimize adverse impacts to the resources for which the ACEC was proposed; these terms require that operations be conducted in a manner that minimizes adverse impacts to the land and biological elements present.  Mitigation measures and BMPs, determined at the APD stage, would be implemented to reduce the potential effects from the Proposed Action alternative.  Mitigation measures could include implementation of spatial and temporal buffers (i.e., 200 meter/60-day rule, or greater distances and/or delays depending on site-specific analysis and situational information) for wildlife species and other resources.

ACEC management prescriptions proposed under all alternatives in the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS allow oil and gas leasing subject to standard lease terms or managed with timing, controlled surface use, and NSO under the agency preferred alternative (BLM 2005).  Therefore, lifting the suspension on the leases would not preclude the BLM from designating this potential ACEC in the final Vernal RMP.
Alternative 3 – Additional Stipulations

Similar to the Proposed Action alternative, there would be no direct or indirect effects to the resources in the existing Red Mountain–Dry Fork ACEC under this alternative.  The additional controlled surface use stipulations attached to the leases under this alternative could provide increased protection to the relevant and important values of the potential Shiner sub-complex ACEC.  The Shiner sub-complex ACEC is part of the larger Coyote Basin Complex potential ACEC, which was nominated as an ACEC for protection of the white-tailed prairie dog and its associated ecosystem.  Under this alternative, no occupancy or other surface disturbance would be allowed within 600 feet of white tailed prairie dog towns if that activity would result in the destruction of the prairie dog town.  Furthermore, the BLM may require modifications to or disapprove proposed activity that is likely to result in jeopardy to the continued existence of proposed or listed special status species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of designated or proposed critical habitat.
4.2.2 Cultural Resources

Alternative 1 – Cancel Leases

Under Alternative 1 the leases would be cancelled and there would be no impact to cultural resources from oil and gas exploration, development, or production on the leases.
Alternative 2 – Proposed Action

Lifting the suspension on the leases has the potential to adversely impact cultural resources by allowing exploration and development to proceed.  Equipment used in constructing well pads or roads would result in ground disturbance to both surface and subsurface sediments, increasing the opportunity for both direct and indirect impacts to cultural resources.  Impacts could include the physical alteration or destruction of archaeological sites.  Increased human activity in the area also would increase the possibility of damage to, or removal of, cultural resources in areas with mineral development.

On-going consultation with the SHPO has not identified any cultural sites of determined local, regional, or national significance or areas of high site density that are encompassed by the leases identified for analysis in this EA.  Nevertheless, unknown cultural resources may occur on the leases and may be irretrievably altered or destroyed by activities related to oil and gas leasing.  Both standard and special lease terms, including the 200 meter/60-day rule, that apply to the leases provide for reasonable measures to minimize adverse impacts to cultural resources.
Because the precise location of any development activity is not known until the APD stage, an assessment of site-specific effects would be made at that time and any future undertaking related to minerals development on the leases would be subject to compliance with all Federal laws, including Section 106 of the NHPA, as well as agency guidance.  Site specific cultural resource surveys and appropriate mitigation measures are required as part of the APD process after parcels are leased.  NRHP-eligible or listed sites would be avoided.  If objects of cultural value are encountered during construction, all work affecting the resource would stop and the BLM would be contacted so that mitigating measures could be identified and carried out.  These measures are generally protective enough that additional mitigation would not be needed for most leases within the planning area.
Alternative 3 – Additional Stipulations

Both standard and special lease terms that apply to the leases provide for reasonable measures to minimize impacts to cultural resources.  Under this alternative, an additional cultural resource stipulation would provide further protection to cultural resources that may occur in the leases.  Ground disturbing activities that may affect protected historic properties and/or resources would not be approved until the BLM completed its obligations under applicable requirements of the NHPA and other authorities.  Furthermore, the BLM may require modification to exploration or development proposals to protect such properties, or disapprove any activity that is likely to result in adverse effects that cannot be successfully avoided, minimized or mitigated.  Therefore, no impact to cultural resources would be expected under this alternative.
4.2.3 Paleontology

Alternative 1 – Cancel Leases

Under Alternative 1 the leases would be cancelled and there would be no impact to paleontological resources from oil and gas exploration, development, or production on the leases.
Alternative 2 – Proposed Action

Exploration for and development of mineral resources that could result upon lifting the suspension on the leases could have short-term and long-term adverse effects on paleontological resources through the potential disturbance of both surface and subsurface sediments.  Construction results in ground disturbance, increasing the opportunity for both direct and indirect impacts to paleontological resources.  Impacts could include the physical alteration or destruction of fossils.  In addition, newly built roads can open previously inaccessible areas to illegal collecting and destruction of fossil resources by vandalism.

Two of the leases under consideration – UTU80622 and UTU80628 – are in geologic units that have a high likelihood for containing paleontological resources and have a lease notice attached to them for this resource.  Although significant fossils have not been found in these leases, there is high potential for their discovery based on findings in similar formations elsewhere.  As a result the potential for damage or destruction of fossils is greatest on these leases.
Because the precise location of any minerals development activity is not known until the APD stage, an assessment of site-specific effects would be made at that time.  If necessary at the APD stage, modifications to the SUPO could occur by moving operations up to 200 meters in order to protect paleontological resources from surface disturbing activities, in accordance with Section 6 of the lease terms and 43 CFR 3101.1-2.  Operations would be conducted in a manner that minimizes adverse impacts to paleontological resources, if present.  If paleontological resources are encountered during construction, all work affecting the resource would stop and the BLM would be contacted so that mitigating measures could be identified and carried out.  Because only eight wells would be drilled within the leased area, and the area of disturbance would be less than 1 percent of the total area, no effects to paleontological resources are anticipated.
Alternative 3 – Additional Stipulations

Effects to paleontological resources under Alternative 3 would be the same as for the Proposed Action alternative.  Because of the small number of wells that would be drilled, the small extent of total disturbance, and the ability to move soil disturbing activities up to 200 meters, no effects to paleontological resources are anticipated.
4.2.4 Threatened, Endangered or Candidate Animal Species

Alternative 1 – Cancel Leases

Under Alternative 1 the leases would be cancelled and there would be no impact to threatened, endangered or candidate animal species or their habitat from oil and gas exploration, development, or production on the leases.  The black-footed ferret population that occurs south of the leases would continue to be monitored and managed by the Utah DWR as an experimental, non-essential population which, by definition, means that any future losses or impacts to this experimental, non-essential population could not legally result in jeopardy of the continued existence of the species under the ESA.  Significance of impacts to this important population and resource notwithstanding, any future actions associated with these leases would be subject to management objectives and stipulations outlined in the Diamond Mountain RMP that would be intended to avoid or minimize impacts to this important resource.
Alternative 2 – Proposed Action

The leases are located within an area identified by DWR as potential habitat for the black-footed ferret reintroduction program, where ferrets may in the future be released into existing white-tailed prairie dog colonies; however, no specific time frame or date for potential reintroduction has been determined (USFWS 1998).  The white-tailed prairie dog colonies located within the leased area are physically separated by the Green River from areas associated with the current ferret reintroduction program PMZ to the south.  To date no ferrets have been found within the Shiner subcomplex where the leases are located (Keefe 2007, personal communication).
If black-footed ferrets are reintroduced to the area in the future, impacts may occur upon development of the leases.  These impacts include but are not limited to avoidance of the area by individuals due to increased human activity or noise, temporary displacement of prey base (white-tailed prairie dogs), loss or fragmentation of suitable habitat associated with ground disturbing activities, or loss of individuals to increased traffic within the leases.  All of the leases include a Special Status Species Notice which allows the BLM to recommend modifications to exploration and development proposals or to disapprove proposed activities that are likely to result in jeopardy to the continued existence of a listed species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of designated or proposed critical habitat.  The BLM would not approve any ground-disturbing activity until it completes its obligations under applicable requirements of the ESA including completion of any and all procedural requirements for conference or consultation with the USFWS.

Up to eight wells and associated infrastructure would be drilled within the leased area over the next 15 years for a total disturbance of 48 acres (less than 1 percent of the leased area).  Well pads would be distributed throughout the leased lands and would not all be drilled at the same time.  Although individuals could be lost, declines in the overall population of white-tailed prairie dogs would not be expected because of the small amount of actual disturbance that would occur in relation to the amount of suitable habitat remaining in the leases (see Section 4.2.8 below) and the resiliency, and often even affinity, for the species toward disturbed soils and areas.  Therefore, lifting the suspension of the leases would not be expected to jeopardize the continued existence of any special status species including the white-tailed prairie dog or the 10j population of the black-footed ferret were it to be released in the area in the future.  Based on this analysis, the future development of this area would also be unlikely to negatively affect this area as being suitable for future reintroduction efforts.
Alternative 3 – Additional Stipulations
Implementation of Alternative 3 would further protect threatened, endangered, or candidate species and their habitat that potentially occur within the leases by applying additional protective measures to the lease agreements.  Under this alternative, no occupancy or other surface disturbance would be allowed within 600 feet of white tailed prairie dog towns if that activity would result in the destruction of the prairie dog town.  Furthermore, the BLM may require modifications to or disapprove proposed activity that is likely to result in jeopardy to the continued existence of proposed or listed special status species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of designated or proposed critical habitat.  Therefore, no impact to threatened, endangered or candidate animal species or their habitat would be expected under this alternative.
4.2.5 Threatened, Endangered or Candidate Fish Species

Alternative 1 – Cancel Leases

Under Alternative 1 the leases would be cancelled and there would be no impact to threatened, endangered or candidate fish species occurring within the Green River which is connected to the leased area by intermittent waterways.
Alternative 2 – Proposed Action

Fish habitat is limited in the leases because the waterways are intermittent and no endangered fish species are present.  However, during short periods when flows may be continuous, all of the water from these drainages flows into the Green River five miles south of the project area (eight miles from the area that contains designated Critical Habitat).  Because sediment or accidental releases of contaminants may reach waterways that drain to the Green River, the potential for impacts to fish species exists if the leases are developed.

Water quality may be impacted by development of the leases through ground disturbance, which has the potential to contribute sediment to the system, and by the presence of hazardous materials used in the development and operation of the leases (see Section 4.2.14 below).  Deterioration of water quality could impact fisheries and fish habitat within the Green River if contaminants or sediments reach the waterway.  However, the standard lease terms applied to these leases provide for reasonable measures to minimize adverse impacts to surface resources.  All roads and facilities would be developed in adherence to the “Gold Book” Surface Operating Standards for Oil and Gas Exploration and Development 4th Edition (BLM and USFS 2006).  Operations would be conducted in a manner that minimizes adverse impacts to the land and water.  Provisions in the Clean Water Act are included in the standard lease terms and would be complied with to protect water quality.  Therefore, the potential for impacts to threatened and endangered fish under the Proposed Action alternative is low.
Alternative 3 – Additional Stipulations
Effects to threatened, endangered or candidate fish species under Alternative 3 would be the same as for the Proposed Action alternative.  No effects to fish species or critical habitat are anticipated because of the small number of wells that would be drilled, the small extent of total disturbance, and the ability to move soil disturbing activities up to 200 meters away from intermittent waterways.
4.2.6 Sensitive Wildlife Species
Alternative 1 – Cancel Leases

Under Alternative 1 the leases would be cancelled and there would be no impact to sensitive wildlife or their habitat from oil and gas exploration, development, or production on the leases.
Alternative 2 – Proposed Action

Some of the leases are known to contain suitable habitat for several sensitive wildlife species.  Some of these sensitive species include golden eagle, ferruginous hawk, peregrine falcon, sage-grouse, and white-tailed prairie dog.  Development of oil and gas operations on the leases could lead to the degradation and fragmentation of 48 acres of potential nesting and foraging habitat, and to disturbance of individuals and possible declines in populations of these sensitive species.
Impacts to these species would largely be dependent upon the season of construction, drilling, and completion activities.  If these activities are completed in the late fall, many of the migratory species would have departed the leased area for southern wintering grounds.  Surface disturbance and visual and noise impacts during this time would be temporary, and project-related impacts would not likely have a measurable impact on migratory bird populations as a whole or individual species in general.  If activities were to occur during the spring or summer months, selection of this alternative could result in displacement of some individuals from foraging or nesting habitats.  Displacement from the project area could cause birds to move into less suitable habitat, potentially resulting in deteriorated physical condition and general distress.  However, given the vast amount of suitable habitat in the general area, and given that only 48 acres of land may be disturbed, impacts to sensitive species are likely to be minor, especially given the special status species protections described below.
All of the leases include a Special Status Species Notice that indicates to the potential bidder that BLM may choose to modify exploration and development plans or proposals to protect sensitive species, such as golden eagle, ferruginous hawk, peregrine falcon, and sage-grouse.  Specifically, BLM would not approve any ground disturbing activity until it completes its obligations under applicable requirements of all statutory regulations like the ESA and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, including completion of any required procedure for ESA conference or consultation.  Adherence to these non-discretionary statutes would indirectly protect populations of white-tailed prairie dogs through stipulations imposed for the black-footed ferret.

Supplemental to these statutory protections, specific species are provided protection under the additional lease notices and/or stipulations where habitat is currently known to occur in a particular area and consideration is a priority for future development proposals.  For example, leases UTU80623 and UTU80628 are subject to a Lease Notice for Golden Eagle Habitat, leases UTU80623 and UTU80626 are subject to a Lease Notice for Peregrine Falcon Habitat, and leases UTU80624 and UTU80627 are subject to a Timing Limitation Stipulation for Sage-grouse Lek Nesting Areas.  Under these lease notices and stipulations, modifications to the SUPO may be required in order to protect these species and/or their habitat from surface disturbing activities in accordance with Section 6 of the lease terms, ESA, and 43 CFR 3101.1-2, and no surface use would be allowed within sage-grouse nesting areas from March 1 through June 30.  Future site specific conditions would be assessed during inventories, as necessary, at the APD stage to determine if conditions have changed that would require adaptive management, including the imposition of additional mitigation.

Per the analysis assumption, eight wells would be drilled within the leased area; the area of disturbance would be dispersed across the area and less than 1 percent of the total area would be affected by oil and gas operations under this alternative.  Because large tracts of suitable habitat would remain intact for sensitive wildlife species, and because additional notices and/or stipulations related to wildlife have been applied to the leases, indicating the need for further site-specific consideration at the project proposal stage, the potential for impacts to sensitive species is low.  Implementation of the Proposed Action alternative may impact individual migratory birds or other sensitive wildlife species, but it is not likely to result in a loss of viability, nor contribute to a trend toward Federal listing, of any sensitive species.

Alternative 3 – Additional Stipulations
Implementation of Alternative 3 would further protect sensitive wildlife species and their habitat by applying additional stipulations to the leases.  Under this alternative, timing limitations, controlled surface use restrictions, or no surface occupancy or use stipulations would be applied that would prevent oil and gas leasing activities a) within 600 feet of white tailed prairie dog towns if that activity would result in the destruction of the prairie dog town; b) within 1,000 feet of sage-grouse strutting grounds; c) from February 15 through August 1within 2.0 miles of an occupied lek, or in mapped and identified greater sage-grouse nesting and early brood-rearing habitat within 4.0 miles of an active lek; d) from November 15 through March 1 in identified greater sage-grouse winter concentration areas; e) within ½ mile of known ferruginous hawk or golden eagle nests, unless it could be shown to the satisfaction of the authorized officer that the nest has not been active within the past two years; and f) within one mile of known peregrine falcon nests.  Furthermore, the BLM may require modifications to or disapprove proposed activity that is likely to result in jeopardy to the continued existence of proposed or listed special status species, including those listed on the BLM sensitive species list and the Utah sensitive species list, or result in the destruction or adverse modification of designated or proposed critical habitat.  Therefore, impacts to sensitive wildlife species or their habitat would be expected to be minimal under this alternative.
4.2.7 General Wildlife

Alternative 1 – Cancel Leases

Under Alternative 1 the leases would be cancelled and there would be no impact to general wildlife or habitats from oil and gas production on the leases.  Management of wildlife would continue as specified in the current RMP and any future actions associated with these leases would be subject to management objectives and stipulations outlined in the RMP.
Alternative 2 – Proposed Action

Suitable habitat exists in the leases for a variety of general wildlife species including big game and other upland game species, raptors, and small mammals and reptiles.  Potential effects to these species and their habitats would be similar to those described above for sensitive wildlife species.  Development of eight wells and associated infrastructure may disturb up to 48 acres of vegetation communities that are used by these species, leading to the degradation, fragmentation, and possible reduction in habitat for wildlife species.  In addition, individual animals could be disturbed as a result of increased road density and activity within the leases leading to a decline in populations.  Because less than 1 percent of the area would be disturbed and the well pads would be distributed throughout the leased lands leaving large tracts of suitable habitat remaining in each lease, any impacts to wildlife species would be expected to be minimal.

Standard lease terms provide for reasonable measures to minimize adverse impacts to wildlife resources and require that operations be conducted in a manner that minimizes adverse impacts to biological resources.  Critical winter range and key migration corridors have been associated with these leases and a Timing Limitation Stipulation for Crucial Deer and Elk Winter Range is included with leases UTU80621, UTU80622, UTU80623, UTU80624, UTU80625, UTU80626, and UTU80627 to ensure that no surface use would occur on certain lands critical to mule deer and elk winter range within the leases from December 1 through April 30.  These measures, along with site specific mitigation measures, BMPs, and COAs determined at the APD stage, make it highly unlikely that there would be any undue impacts to general wildlife in the project area.
Alternative 3 – Additional Stipulations
Effects to general wildlife species under Alternative 3 would be the same as for the Proposed Action alternative.  Because of the small number of wells that would be drilled, the small extent of total disturbance, and the ability to move activities up to 200 meters and/or delay activities up to 60 days, and greater if necessary to protect important resources or avoid undue or unnecessary impacts, unacceptable impacts to general wildlife or their habitat would be avoided as determined by the authorizing officer.
4.2.8 General Vegetation

Alternative 1 – Cancel Leases

Under Alternative 1 the leases would be cancelled and there would be no impact to vegetation from oil and gas exploration, development, or production on the leases.
Alternative 2 – Proposed Action

Impacts to vegetation would occur upon exploration and development of the leases.  Surface disturbance associated with well development, such as well pad, road and pipeline construction, would produce both short- and long-term adverse impacts to vegetation, potentially beyond the average well-life of 25 years.  These impacts include removal of vegetation within the construction areas of pads, roads, and rights-of-ways; loss of soil cover; and compaction of the soils hampering vegetation growth.

The eight wells and associated infrastructure within the leased area would result in approximately six acres of disturbance in each lease for a total of approximately 48 acres of disturbance over the next 15 years.  Facilities would be developed in adherence to the Gold Book operating standards and all disturbed areas would eventually be reclaimed as described in Chapter 2 of this EA.
Initial disturbance would occur at the time of construction and would last until interim reclamation efforts result in the reestablishment of vegetation on temporarily disturbed areas.  Reclamation efforts could begin in one to three years but successful reclamation could take up to seven years.  Residual disturbance associated with a single producing well would last the approximately 25-year life of the well, plus an additional five to 10 years until final reclamation efforts resulted in revegetation of disturbed areas.  In general when the wells are plugged and abandoned, the abandoned well sites, roads and other disturbed areas would be ripped and re-contoured to their original condition as soon as practical after final abandonment.  Where appropriate this would include reestablishment of appropriate soil conditions, and reestablishment of vegetation as specified.  Reseeding operations would be performed after completion of other reclamation operations.
BMPs including recontouring disturbed areas and revegetation with native species would be implemented to minimize the disturbance area and site-specific mitigation measures may be proposed during the APD stage to reduce adverse effects to vegetation.  The overall effects would be removal of vegetation on less than 1 percent of the total lease area for the life of the wells plus an additional five to 10 years until final reclamation efforts are completed.

Alternative 3 – Additional Stipulations
Effects to vegetation under Alternative 3 would be the same as for the Proposed Action alternative.  Although the locations of some facilities may be different under this alternative because of the additional stipulations, the total amount of vegetation disturbance from oil development activities within the leased area would be approximately 48 acres over the next 15 years.  All revegetation and reclamation practices described in Chapter 2 would also apply to this alternative.
4.2.9 Invasive, Non-native Species

Alternative 1 – Cancel Leases

Under Alternative 1 the leases would be cancelled and there would be no impact to invasive and non-native species from oil and gas activities on the leases.  Invasive weeds within the leases would continue to be controlled by existing land management decisions.

Alternative 2 – Proposed Action

Surface disturbance associated with well and infrastructure development would produce both short- and long-term adverse impacts to vegetation, potentially beyond the 48 acres of cumulative disturbance and the average well-life of 25 years, as described in Section 4.2.8 above.  These impacts include removal of vegetation within the construction areas of pads, roads, and rights-of-way.  Ground disturbance in these areas would increase the possibility of expansion or establishment of noxious weeds and invasive, non-native species.  Revegetation in the dry shrub ecosystems associated with the project area is difficult due to the shallow and highly saline soils and relatively low moisture availability.  These conditions may increase the potential for spread of invasive, non-native species until successful revegetation of desirable species occurs.

Musk thistle, bindweed, Russian knapweed, cheatgrass and other undesirable species that occur throughout the area have the potential to increase with oil development activities because they are readily spread by surface disturbance.  Areas in the region containing pinyon-juniper that have been chained and/or burned are highly susceptible to noxious weed invasions, and further disturbance in these areas from oil and gas development activities would only increase the possibility of weed establishment.  Riparian areas would not be available for oil and gas development activities; thus tamarisk infested areas are not expected to be impacted by these actions.
All soil disturbing activities associated with actions on public lands require reasonable measures be implemented to prevent the introduction or spread of invasive, non-native species.  Mitigation measures and BMPs described in the Gold Book (BLM 2007), including re-contouring disturbed areas, revegetation with native species, and treatment of existing infestations would be incorporated into the site specific COA to minimize the potential for spread of these species.  Successful management and control would be accomplished by treating areas where invasive species can become established – such as along roadways, on the margins of well pads, and adjacent to other facilities.  Common conditions of approval include cleaning and sanitization of field equipment and vehicles brought in from other regions to prevent importation of noxious weeds and other non-native species including aquatic invasive species.
Alternative 3 – Additional Stipulations
Effects to invasive and non-native species under Alternative 3 would be the same as for the Proposed Action alternative.  The total amount of soil surface disturbance from oil development activities would be approximately 48 acres over the next 15 years within the leased area, and these areas could become infested with weeds.  However, BMPs and other mitigation measures have been incorporated into all soil disturbing activities to minimize the potential for spread of these species.
4.2.10 Mineral Resources and Energy Production

Alternative 1 – Cancel Leases

Under Alternative 1 the leases would be cancelled and there would be no mineral resources developed or energy produced from these leases.  Although the estimated mineral recovery potential for these leases is low (less than 1 percent of the Uinta Basin’s production based on past exploration in the area), cancelling the leases would have the greatest impact on energy production by preventing the potential development of the leases for mineral resource production.
Alternative 2 – Proposed Action

Development of the leases could result in mineral resource extraction and energy production.  Under this alternative, the leases would be explored and economically producible quantities of oil or gas could be discovered.  Production on these leases would help BLM contribute to local and national, non-renewable energy needs, while ensuring a viable, long-term mineral industry and providing reasonable and necessary protections to other resources.  While an increase in the potential number of oil and gas wells (up to eight for this action) would lead to an increase in the available supply of oil and/or natural gas, the impact from production of eight additional wells would be not measurable on a local or national scale considering there are more than 5,000 wells in the Uinta Basin alone, representing an increase in production from this area of less than 1 percent.

The increased total acreage that would be open to oil and gas development would diminish the quantity of finite fossil fuel resources found in the Vernal Field Office.  There would be a short-term (approximately 30 year) gain in mineral production, but a long term trade-off in that a non-renewable form of energy would be depleted and would no longer be available for use.  The trade-offs related to the eight leases would not be large, since so few wells are anticipated to go into production and production from the leased lands would be less than 1 percent of the current level of oil production in the Uinta Basin.
Upon lifting the suspension of the leases, it is conservatively assumed that there would be one well drilled per lease (including one road and pipeline) given the low probability of encountering producible quantities of oil on the leases.  These assumptions were determined to be reasonable because: 1) to hold the well indefinitely (beyond the 10-year issuance period), the lessee has to drill one well capable of production, and 2) the area of this project is north of any infill development fields, and all wells previously drilled in the same township and range were plugged and abandoned, so that full field development is not reasonably foreseeable.  Therefore, while the wells could all produce and be fully developed under this alternative, it is unlikely because the leases are located in the Tabiona–Ashley Valley Exploration and Development Area where past exploration for oil and gas resources has been unproductive suggesting a high likelihood that these eight wells would not be productive.

Alternative 3 – Additional Stipulations
Effects upon mineral resources and energy production under Alternative 3 are anticipated to be the same as for the Proposed Action alternative.  The estimated mineral recovery potential for these leases is low, and even though some of the wells may need to be directionally drilled to comply with potential NSO stipulations for some resources, it is anticipated that all portions of the lease would still be reachable for development.

4.2.11 Recreation

Alternative 1 – Cancel Leases

Under Alternative 1 the leases would be cancelled and there would be no impact to recreational opportunities from oil and gas exploration, development, or production on the leases.  Recreation within the leases would continue to be controlled by existing land use planning decisions.
Alternative 2 – Proposed Action

Development of the eight leases with the associated increase in roads could further open the leased area to recreational opportunities.  However, development in the leased area, including pipelines and other infrastructure, would affect the quality of dispersed recreation activities, such as OHV use, hunting, and hiking due to increased traffic, visual intrusions, noise, and other related actions.  Increased aboveground facilities would fragment open space and reduce the natural setting of the area.  Some recreational pursuits may be limited by additional hazards created by facilities and infrastructure related to development.  Under the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS, within alternatives A and C, the existing Red Mountain/Dry Fork SRMA would continue to be managed as a special recreation management area.  Management decisions for these two alternatives would provide for both motorized and non-motorized recreational experiences while providing protective measures to the relevant and important values of the contiguous ACEC.  Under both alternatives the boundary of the SRMA would not extend more than 15 acres into lease UTU80623.  The the lease areas provide day use opportunities for OHV users in the Vernal area, access to riding areas near Vernal may be reduced.  Use would likely shift to other areas.  Nevertheless, development of eight wells would affect less than 1 percent of the land surface area in the region and would leave the vast majority of the area available for recreational use.  Therefore impacts to recreational opportunities are expected to be negligible.
Alternative 3 – Additional Stipulations
Similar to the Proposed Action alternative, impacts to recreational opportunities in the leased area would be negligible under this alternative.
4.2.12 Soils

Alternative 1 – Cancel Leases

Under Alternative 1 the leases would be cancelled and there would be no impact to soils from oil and gas exploration, development, or production on the leases.  Other current soil disturbing activities within the lease areas, such as grazing and recreational use, would continue and would be controlled by existing land use planning decisions.
Alternative 2 – Proposed Action

Adverse impacts to soils would occur during all phases of lease development if the suspension on the leases was lifted and oil developing activities commenced.  These adverse impacts would be limited to the 48 acres of disturbance that could occur if one well per lease was developed.  Activities at the exploration and development stage would result in surface disturbance that would cause direct, short- and long-term adverse impacts through erosion, loss of soil productivity, and increased runoff.  These disturbances would remain until interim reclamation efforts resulted in the reestablishment of vegetation on temporarily disturbed areas (one to three years).  Residual disturbance associated with a single producing well would last the approximately 25-year life of the well, plus an additional five to 10 years until final reclamation efforts result in revegetation of disturbed areas.  In general when the wells are plugged and abandoned, the well sites, roads and other disturbed areas would be ripped and recontoured to their original condition as soon as practical after final abandonment.  Where appropriate this would include reestablishment of appropriate soil conditions, and reestablishment of vegetation as specified.  Reseeding operations would be performed after completion of other reclamation operations.
A Controlled Surface Use Stipulation for Critical Soils was included with all of the leases to protect against adverse impacts by precluding surface disturbing activities in areas of critical soils (highly saline and/or erodible) during times of soil saturation (usually spring runoff and fall rains).  Approximately 61 percent of the soil map units present within the leases have a high or very high run-off potential, and 45 percent of these parcels have moderate to steep slopes (greater than 15 percent slopes) that would be excluded from potential development due to stipulations associated with ground disturbing activities (see Figure 3–4).  Because development of the eight wells would disturb less than 1 percent of the leased area it is anticipated that development could occur outside of areas with critical soils.

In addition to the controlled surface use stipulation, standard lease terms provide for reasonable measures to minimize adverse impacts to surface resources.  Operations would be conducted in a manner that minimizes adverse impacts to the soil and standard mitigation measures and BMPs, determined at the APD stage, would be incorporated into the COA and employed during exploration, development, production and abandonment activities to reduce the potential effects from the Proposed Action alternative.

Alternative 3 – Additional Stipulations
Both standard and special lease terms that apply to the leases provide for reasonable measures to minimize adverse impacts to soil resources.  The Controlled Surface Use Stipulation for Critical Soils described for the Proposed Action alternative would also apply to this alternative.  Up to 48 acres of ground surface would be disturbed under this alterative and impacts would be the same as those described for the Proposed Action alternative.
4.2.13 Visual Resources

Alternative 1 – Cancel Leases

Under Alternative 1 the leases would be cancelled and there would be no impact to visual resources or VRM classifications from oil and gas production in the leased area.
Alternative 2 – Proposed Action

All of the leases are currently in VRM Class IV areas and therefore development of the leases would be in conformance with VRM management objectives for the area.  Class IV VRM allows for management activities that involve major modification of the existing character of the landscape.  The level of contrast can be high, dominating the landscape and the focus of viewer attention, although attempts would be made to minimize the impact of these activities through careful location, minimal disturbance, and repeating the basic elements of the characteristic landscape.

Visual impacts due to development activities could occur as a result of the Proposed Action alternative, although these would be fairly small given that only eight wells would be drilled within the leased area over the next 15 years and these would be distributed throughout 17,000+ acres of leased land.  Up to 48 acres of surface disturbance would occur and in those areas the visual landscape would be changed by the introduction of new lines, colors, forms, and textures.  Surface disturbance of vegetation and soils associated with well development, such as well pad, road and pipeline construction (described in Sections 4.2.8 and 4.2.12), would produce both short- and long-term visual contrasts on the landscape.  Short-term impacts would generally be associated with drilling activities which would continue 24-hours a day during drilling, and would also include lighting of drilling rigs during nighttime hours.  Long-term landscape contrasts would result from well pad facilities, pipelines, and roads, yielding a more developed visual setting along with existing development in the project area, such as fences, two-tracks, etc.  The colors and linear and geometric forms of drilling rig structures, equipment and facilities could create moderate to strong contrasts with the characteristic landscape.  Disturbance and/or removal of vegetation could cause moderate to strong color contrasts.

Although all of the leases are currently in areas designated as VRM Class IV, portions of leases UTU80621, UTU80622, UTU80623, and UTU80626 are visible from the existing Jones Hole Road Scenic Backway.  Oil and gas development can be compatible with areas of high scenic value if certain BMPs and mitigations are adhered to so that that the proposed activities do not unnecessarily attract the attention of a casual viewer.
Impacts to visual resources could be reduced by complying with the following measures where possible: adherence to standards for construction detailed in the Gold Book; minimizing pumping unit heights; using natural and/or artificial vegetative and topographic screening when siting well locations; avoiding highwall cuts; and shielding drilling rig lights. Impacts would be further minimized through the use of BMPs identified in the February 2006 edition of the Visual Resource Management for Fluid Minerals Best Management Practices Field Reference Guide.  It is anticipated that the development of one well per lease on less than 1 percent of the leased area could largely be hidden from view from the scenic backway and other key observation points such as the Diamond Picnic Site.

The Draft Vernal RMP/EIS analyzes changing the VRM class under all alternatives except Alternative D.  The existing leases for this project would be pre-existing rights which would include the right to develop and to construct reasonable access to the leases along with key infrastructure necessary to develop the resources.  VRM class changes under the alternatives in the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS would place portions of the existing leases within VRM Class II and Class III under alternatives C and E while alternatives A, B and D would place the leases within VRM Class III and Class IV.  Through the use of BMPs leasing activity would still meet with visual resource management objectives of all three VRM classes. Lifting the suspension on the leases would not prejudice selection of alternatives in the ongoing Vernal RMP effort.

Alternative 3 – Additional Stipulations
There are two alternatives in the ongoing Vernal RMP process that identify VRM Class II objectives in the project area that could affect four of the suspended leases (UTU80622, UTU80623, UTU80626, UTU80628).  Consequently this alternative added a stipulation for visual resources which states that activities in these areas would be located and designed in a way to meet Class II management criteria (see Appendix B).  It is anticipated that the development of up to eight wells and associated infrastructure distributed over 17,000+ acres could largely be hidden from view in these leases and that visual resource impacts could be minimized through reclamation, topographic or vegetative screening, construction practices and use of non-reflective paints which blend into the viewscape for buildings, tanks, and pipelines.  Therefore impacts to visual resources are expected to be less with this alternative than under the Proposed Action alternative.  As with the Proposed Action alternative, lifting the suspension on the leases would not prejudice selection of alternatives in the ongoing Vernal RMP effort.

4.2.14 Water Quality (Surface or Ground) and Water Resources

Alternative 1 – Cancel Leases

Under Alternative 1 the leases would be cancelled and there would be no impact to water quality or water resources from oil and gas exploration, development, or production in the leased area.  These resources would continue to be managed under the current RMP and would be regulated by Utah DEQ.
Alternative 2 – Proposed Action

Impacts to water resources could occur as a result of exploration, development, production, and abandonment of wells once the suspension on the leases is lifted.  All of the leases considered in this EA contain water resources in the form of intermittent streams or drainages and ground water.  Potential impacts to surface water resources from the Proposed Action alternative include increased erosion and sedimentation from soil disturbing activities and increased opportunities for pollution from accidental spills or loss of containment of petroleum products, fuels and other chemicals.

As described in Section 4.2.12, soil would be disturbed through exploration, lease development, and reclamation activities.  Disturbed soils lose cohesiveness and are more easily eroded by moving water through rainfall events and normal stream flow.  Soil solids could become suspended in water increasing turbidity and increased erosion of soil surfaces could lead to increased sediment delivery to the intermittent drainages in the project area and eventually to the Green River.
BMPs and mitigation measures such as sediment control devices would be used along access roads and at drilling locations to minimize the amount of sediment that reaches any intermittent drainage in the leased area.  Sediment mitigation actions would be specified during the APD process for each proposed well pad, access road, and other disturbed locations.  Sediment control devices are used in a variety of settings and have been proven effective at removing total suspended solids (TSS) from runoff.  Actual performance for certain types of sediment control devices ranges from about 60 to 90 percent for retention basins, infiltration basins, and vegetated filter strips (SMRC 2008).  Assuming that the installation of sediment control devices would be required on every disturbed area and that these devices are at least 60% effective at reducing TSS, and given that all the streams in the project area are intermittent and that the Green River is five miles from the project area, it is likely that the effects to water quality from sediment delivery related to project disturbance would be negligible.

Another potential source of contamination to surface waters is accidental spills or leaks of hydrocarbon products, including fluids produced from the wells and fuels used to power generators and pumps.  Once this material is on the soil surface it may become a problem for surface water quality as runoff occurs.  Overland runoff resulting in the addition of petroleum products to water resources leads to toxic contamination (harmful metals and chemicals) and non-toxic contamination (organic enrichment and turbidity).  Infiltration of petroleum products could also lead to toxic contamination of groundwater.

Standard industry practices and safety measures associated with the installation of roads, pipelines, water pumps, and well pad facilities would be implemented to minimize the risk of accidental spills or introduction of contaminants to intermittent drainages in the leased area.  For example, the operator would implement a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) plan per the provisions of 40 CFR 112.  This regulation establishes requirements for facilities to prevent oil spills from reaching the navigable waters of the U.S. or adjoining shorelines.  The SPCC Plan would contain measures for the construction of containment dikes around production facilities that contain fluids (i.e., production tanks, produced water tanks), and additional spill prevention and control measures established for each type of facility or operations, and training materials.  Any spills of oil, natural gas condensate, produced water, fuels, or other fluids that occur during the construction, drilling, completion, operation, or abandonment phase of the proposed project would be immediately reported to the BLM and any other responsible regulatory agencies (e.g., Environmental Protection Agency National Response Center, State of Utah).  Strict cleanup efforts would be initiated immediately.

During the drilling and operation of wells, reserve pits may be constructed to control waste water.  Reserve pits are designed to keep water, cuttings, drill mud, and hazardous materials from affecting surface and ground water quality.  Under rare circumstances, however, it is possible that these structures can fail, affecting surface or ground water.  In order to lessen chances of infiltration, pits are typically lined with bentonite, plastic, or other synthetic liners when it is determined that a liner is necessary.  These determinations are made on a site-specific basis.  Because of these precautions and because only eight wells would be drilled within the leased area over the next 15 years, the probability of a reserve pit failure or of contaminants reaching surface waters is extremely small.
Because wells pass through aquifers of differing water quality there is a possibility that mixing and contamination will occur during drilling operations.  This could lead to degradation of water quality in an aquifer used for domestic or commercial use.  Potential impacts to groundwater resources could include contamination of aquifers from drilling pipe leaks.  Adherence to Onshore Order #2 and the approved drilling program would effectively isolate all geologic formations in the drill hole and would eliminate contamination between hydrocarbon-bearing zones and water aquifers.  As such, it is highly unlikely there would be an impact to groundwater.
Protection of water resources would be accomplished through implementation of BMPs and specific mitigation measures that may be applied to individual leases.  For example, lessees may be required to locate facilities away from streams and 100-year floodplains.  These restrictions would be implemented on an individual APD basis and would serve as a COA for exploration and development.  Implementation of BMPs and mitigation measures would lessen the possibility of effects to water resources.  In the event of accidents such as reserve pit failure, oil spills, or groundwater pollution, the lessee would be legally and financially responsible for clean up.

Alternative 3 – Additional Stipulations
Effects to water quality and water resources under Alternative 3 would be the same as for the Proposed Action alternative.  Although the locations of some facilities may be different under this alternative than under the Proposed Action alternative – because of the additional stipulations – standard industry practices and safety measures along with BMPs and other mitigation measures would make the likelihood of impacting water quality and water resources in the leased area unlikely.
4.2.15 Woodlands/Forestry
Alternative 1 – No Action

Under Alternative 1 the leases would be cancelled and there would be no impact to woodlands or forest resources from oil and gas exploration, development, or production in the leased area.
Alternative 2 – Proposed Action

Implementation of the Proposed Action alternative could potentially impact up to 48 acres of land: this could include approximately six acres of commercial woodlands within leases UTU80621, UTU80622, UTU80624 and UTU80625, and six acres of noncommercial woodlands within lease UTU80623 and UTU80626.  Six acres is the assumed maximum area that would be impacted in these leases; however it is likely that these impacts would be much less due to the limited amount of woodland resources available throughout the leases and the Vernal Field Office (BLM 2005).  Because the amount of acreage in woodlands that could be disturbed represents such a small amount of the lease area it is assumed that the well and associated infrastructure could be placed within the leases such that it does not affect woodland resources.

Alternative 3 – Additional Stipulations

Effects to woodlands and forest resources under Alternative 3 would be the same as for the Proposed Action alternative.
4.3 Cumulative Impacts Analysis
Cumulative impacts are those impacts resulting from the incremental impact of an action when added to other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable actions regardless of what agency or person undertakes such other actions.  The EA for Oil and Gas Leasing in the Diamond Mountain Resource Area and the Supplement to the EA for Oil and Gas Leasing in the Diamond Mountain Resource Area (EA No. UT-080-89-03) included an analysis of cumulative impacts for the Diamond Mountain Resource Area, which is comprised of 854,000 acres of BLM-administered lands.  The cumulative impact analysis found that approximately 3 percent or 25,620 acres of the Diamond Mountain Resource Area could be disturbed by projected oil and gas development.  That analysis is incorporated by reference herein.  Development of the eight leases analyzed in this EA would result in approximately 48 acres of disturbance, representing 0.19 percent of the disturbance analyzed in the EAs for Oil and Gas Leasing in the Diamond Mountain Resource Area referenced above.

The Cumulative Impact Analysis Area (CIAA) varies for each of the resources analyzed in this EA but is generally the leased area, which encompasses approximately 16,865 acres of Category 2 Federal Surface lands and 280 acres of Category 2 Nonfederal Surface lands in Uintah County.  For some resources, the CIAA is the 21,957 acre potential Coyote Basin–Shiner subcomplex ACEC.

4.3.1 Past and Present Actions

Impacts from oil and gas development that have occurred across the region in the past have been assessed in several other NEPA analyses; however, most of these actions have occurred to the south and west of the leasing area and have not impacted the CIAA for this analysis.  There are only a few other significant activities occurring in the CIAA that could combine to produce cumulative impacts: these include livestock grazing and recreational activities (particularly OHV use).

Livestock grazing is currently a permitted use of public lands within the CIAA.  There are three grazing allotments that are encompassed by the leases considered in this EA: Shiner, Diamond Mountain, and S.J. Hatch Allotments.  Grazing in the area can impact vegetation and soils near water sources and other areas where livestock congregate.

Recreation within the CIAA is generally dispersed with more concentrated use occurring in other areas within the Vernal Field Office.  Use of the area by OHV recreationists has the potential to disturb soil and vegetation.  OHV use that deviates from designated trails on a routine basis has the tendency to remove vegetation and cause rutting and localized compaction and erosion of soils.

Surface disturbance associated with oil and gas development could combine with ground disturbance related to livestock grazing and OHV use to result in cumulative effects.  Impacts from livestock grazing and OHV use can be locally significant but overall they affect a small portion of the lands within the CIAA.
4.3.2 Reasonably Foreseeable Action Scenario (RFAS)

The following RFAS identifies reasonably foreseeable future actions that would cumulatively affect the same resources in the cumulative impact area as the proposed action and alternatives.  No known actions, other than development of the eight leases analyzed in this EA, are planned for the CIAA.  Diffuse impacts from recreation use and livestock grazing would continue into the future as described above.

Although some minor changes may be expected to livestock grazing over the next few years, it is reasonable to expect that livestock grazing would continue.  Allocated AUMs would remain essentially unchanged; however, based on use trends over the past several years actual use may decline based on individual grazing permittees’ operations and market conditions.
The potential for conflict between recreational activities and non-recreational activities is an increasing concern.  The number of OHVs used in the Vernal Field Office planning area has grown in the last 10 years and this trend is expected to continue.  Areas that receive the most OHV use within the Vernal Field Office planning area are day-use areas accessible by the Vernal population.  Visual resources, soils, and vegetation are being degraded in some areas as a result of this increased OHV use.  Increased development can displace recreational users who enjoy dispersed activities in more remote areas of the county.  Reasonably foreseeable recreation decisions analyzed in the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS could have beneficial impacts on recreation, but would also affect the management of other resources in the CIAA.

Effects from livestock grazing and recreation would consist mainly of soil and vegetation disturbance.  The potential for cumulative impacts from the Proposed Action or other alternatives is low when considered in light of other past, present, or reasonably foreseeable actions within the area.
4.3.3 Cumulative Impacts

It is anticipated that there would be no cumulative impacts associated with Alternative 1 – Cancel the Leases, because the cancellation would be an administrative action that would not result in a direct or indirect impact to the environment.  Cumulative impacts associated with the Proposed Action and Modified Action alternatives would be similar and would be related to soil disturbing activities such as recreation use and grazing in the leased area.  It is anticipated that the additional stipulations associated with Alternative 3 would reduce the impacts to specific resources and areas within the leases but would have a similar cumulative impact across the CIAA since the same general developmental actions would occur on the leases.
Up to eight wells and associated infrastructure would be developed within the leased area over the next 15 years for a total disturbance of 48 acres (less than 1 percent of the leased area).  Well pads would be distributed throughout the leased lands and would not all be drilled at the same time.  Increased surface disturbance from the Proposed Action and Modified Action alternatives would impact soils, native vegetation, and wildlife habitat and increase the risk of noxious weed invasion and spread.  Because the CIAA is over 17,000 acres, it has been determined that this level of disturbance would result in a negligible cumulative impact on the resources within the leased area.

Past and present actions within the potential Shiner sub-complex potential ACEC include recreation use and livestock grazing, and these activities are expected to continue into the future and contribute to cumulative impacts.  Future development of leases in this area, as described for the Proposed Action and Modified Action alternatives, would contribute to disturbance of soil and vegetation but would not be expected to impact the relevant and important values of the potential ACEC.  Currently there are no existing or planned oil and gas wells in the area.  Designation of the ACEC would provide benefits in the form of preservation of essential habitat for white-tailed prairie dog populations and essential habitat for the potential reintroduction of black-footed ferret.  The area would also be managed to protect habitat for other wildlife species that use the area.  Due to the minimal amount of disturbance to the CIAA from development of these eight leases, in combination with design features and operations strategies that would minimize development impacts in these areas, the Proposed Action and Modified Action alternatives would have minimal cumulative impacts on the ACEC.

Analysis of cumulative impacts for RFD of new oil and gas wells on public lands in the Uintah Basin was presented in the Draft Vernal RMP/DEIS (BLM 2005).  Potential development of all available Federal minerals was included as part of the analysis.  Oil and gas development is expected to occur within each of the six exploration and development areas in the Vernal Field Office.  The predicted number of wells is based on the RFD described in the Mineral Potential Report for the Vernal Field Office (BLM 2004).  The cumulative effects on mineral resources from development throughout the area will be similar to the effects described above.  Increased development in the Vernal Field Office would increase production of energy resources and the royalties paid to the Federal government and the State of Utah at the same time that it would diminish the quantity of finite fossil fuel resources found in the planning area.
5.0 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

This chapter lists individual resource specialists within the BLM who participated in the preparation of this EA as well as other individuals/agencies/Tribes who contributed to this EA or who were contacted during its development.  The issues analyzed in detail in Chapters 3 and 4 were produced through input from those identified below.

5.1 Agency and Tribal Consultation

The following agencies and Tribes were consulted in the development of this analysis.

	Agency or Tribe
	Reason for Consultation
	Status

	U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service
	Information on Consultation, Under Section 7 of the ESA (16 US Code [U.S.C.] 1531)
	Consultation with this agency has been completed and is summarized below.

	Utah Division of Wildlife Resources
	Consultation with this agency occurs on actions with the potential to affect wildlife resources
	Consultation between this agency and the BLM occurs as an ongoing process.  No specific consultation efforts have been initiated as part of this project.  A notice of availability of the Draft EA will be sent to this agency during the public comment period.

	Listed Tribes
	Consultation  is  required by
the National Historic Preservation Act (as amended), and other Federal Legislation
	Consultation with the Tribes has occurred as part of the Government to Government Consultation Process.  The results of this process are summarized below.

	Utah State Historic Preservation Office
	Consultation for undertakings, as required by the NHPA (16 U.S.C. 470)
	Consultation with SHPO has been completed for this project.  The results are summarized below.


Consultation with the USFWS over leasing with species-specific threatened and endangered species lease notices has been completed and concurrence has been reached that leasing with the appropriate lease notices attached would result in a “not likely to adversely affect” determination for threatened and endangered species (December 16, 2004).  Additional consultation with FWS for the threatened and endangered species considered in this EA was completed in May 2006 as part of a programmatic effort concerning existing BLM land use plans in Utah.  This consultation effort, which analyzed BLM’s most commonly permitted/approved activities and land uses and their relative potential to result in impacts to listed species, resulted in development of Conservation Measures for threatened and endangered species.  Incorporation of these measures into a proposal results in a greater likelihood that BLM will meet the standard of “may affect, but not likely to adversely affect.”  Because this programmatic Section 7 Consultation is current, no further ESA consultation is required at this stage.
A letter was sent to the SHPO on February 28, 2008 requesting concurrence with a no adverse effect determination for this project.  The BLM submitted that leasing would not have an adverse effect on known or predicted sites based on consideration of adequate regulatory safeguards that are in force to protect significant Historic Properties - either by avoidance, mitigation, project redesign or project relocation - including the provisions of IM 2005-003, Cultural Resources and Tribal Consultation for Fluid Minerals Leasing.  The BLM further stated that their familiarity and experience in the areas covered by the leases indicate that sites are in particular topographic areas which may not be conducive to development (e.g., the hogsbacks).  The presence of erodible soils and threatened and endangered plants and animals were also noted as conditioning development in these areas.  Based on the forgoing analysis the BLM proposed a No Adverse Effect determination for this lease sale.  On March 17, 2008, SHPO responded with concurrence with the determination of “No Adverse Effect” for this undertaking based on the analysis, the use of the one well per lease assumption and supplemental documentation provided by the BLM.
At the time the lease parcels were being considered for the February 2003 lease sale, Native American consultation was conducted with only a limited number of tribes.  Since that time, additional consultation occurred October18, 2005 in conjunction with the Vernal RMP, and has included the following tribes:  Southern Utes; Northern Utes; Santa Clara Pueblo; White Mesa Ute; NW Band of the Shoshoni Nation; Eastern Shoshone; Hopi; Zia Pueblo; Confederated Tribes of the Goshute Nation; Laguna Pueblo; and Navajo Nation.  No comments were received from the consultation associated with the Vernal RMP.  Additional consultation is being conducted for this EA, and the above-listed tribes are being sent copies of the EA and any comments or feedback will be appropriately considered before a decision is made.

5.2 Public Involvement
In order to meet the intent of the CEQ regulations that require an “early and open process for determining the scope of issues to be addressed and for identifying significant issues related to a Proposed Action” (40 CFR 1501.7) several actions were taken to involve the public.  This project was posted on the BLM’s Environmental Notification Bulletin Board (ENBB) on January 10, 2008.  A notice of EA availability was posted on September 2, 2008.  The 30-day public comment period began on September 2, 2008 and comments were accepted until October 1, 2008.  A summary of the comments from the 30-day comment period will be presented at the conclusion of the comment period.
5.3 List of Preparers
5.3.1 BLM

Terry Catlin, Project Manager, Energy Team Lead, Utah State Office
Julie Howard, Archaeologist, Utah State Office

Stephanie Howard, Environmental Coordinator, Vernal Field Office
Chris Keefe, Wildlife Biologist, Utah State Office

Dave Mermejo, Natural Resource Specialist, Utah State Office

Greg Thayn, NEPA Specialist, Utah State Office

Teresa Thompson, Land Law Examiner, Utah State Office
5.3.2 Non-BLM
Jace Fahnestock, Consultant Project Lead, Botanist, North Wind, Inc.

Kelly Green, NEPA Specialist, North Wind, Inc.

Scott Webster, Wildlife Biologist, North Wind, Inc.
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APPENDIX A  ID Team Critical Elements Checklist.

	Critical Elements of the Human Environment
	Impact*
	Issue or Resource Conflict Identified for Analysis

	Air Quality
	NI
	The existing Diamond Mountain RMP and supplemental NEPA documents raise issues and analyze potential impacts relative to air quality.  Analysis contained in these documents of anticipated impacts (beneficial and/or adverse) from oil and gas development revealed the Uinta Basin’s current Federal Class II Prevention of Significant Deterioration incremental impacts would not be exceeded by leasing of the leases. Nor would oil and gas development cause the exceedence of the State of Colorado’s designated Class I for SO2 covering Dinosaur National Monument (Colorado portion).  Air quality modeling in the Vernal Field Office Air Quality Assessment Report, 2005 validates the earlier analysis. The leasing would fall within the scope of that analysis.

	Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC). 
	PI
	Management goals for ACECs emphasize protection of relevant and important values such as sensitive and unique natural and cultural resources, fish and wildlife resources, natural process or system or natural hazards as well as scenic qualities that may be present.  The Shiner sub-complex is included as part of the nominated Coyote Basin Complex potential ACEC, which includes the leases under consideration.  This element is discussed further in Chapters 3 and 4 of this EA.

	Cultural Resources
	PI
	Cultural resources may occur on any of the leases and could be impacted by soil disturbing activities. Adherence to the provisions of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (as amended) and other applicable acts may reduce negative effects on this resource.  This element is discussed further in Chapters 3 and 4 of this EA.

	Environmental Justice
	NI
	Executive Order 12898, issued on 11 February 1994, mandates Federal agencies assess whether their actions have disproportionate environmental and human health impacts on minority and low-income populations.  The intent of this order is to ensure that all communities, including minority, low-income, or Federally recognized tribes, live in a safe and healthful environment.  Lands of the Uintah and Ouray Indian Reservation in Uintah County are within the Vernal Field Office planning area, but are not near the project area.  The leases would not cause any disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects on minority populations, low-income populations, or Tribes.

	Farmlands (Prime or Unique)
	NP
	No prime or unique farmlands occur in the area.

	Floodplains
	NI
	The 100 year floodplain of Brush Creek is present within the lease areas. Floodplains are subject to Federal regulation as outlined in 40 CFR and standard lease terms prohibit development in floodplains.  To ensure compliance with these regulations the BLM would require lessees to comply with Federal, State and local standard operating procedures related to floodplain use, such as locating facilities a certain distance from streams and off of the 100-year floodplain.  These restrictions will be implemented on an individual lease basis and will serve as a condition of approval for exploration and development.

	Invasive, Non-Native Species
	PI
	Leasing these lands could lead to soil disturbance related to development on the leases and roads leading to them; this could lead to an increase in noxious weeds due to increased activity related to oil and gas operations.  This element is discussed further in Chapters 3 and 4 of this EA.

	Native American Religious Concerns
	NI
	Native American Religious Concerns are incorporated into the discussion of Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs) on pages 16 and 17 of the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS (BLM 2005).  These TCPs are typically identified by Tribal representatives during the government-to-government consultation process that is required of Federal agencies but can also be identified by representatives of other culture groups.  Some common site types are lakes and springs, land features, and traditional gathering or collection areas.  No specific places of these types have been identified in lands managed by the Vernal Field Office and consultation with the concerned Tribes has not resulted in identification of Native American Religious Concerns (BLM 2005).  Native American consultation was conducted with each lease sale activity; no TCP or heritage related issues have been identified; no TCPs are known to date (12/2007).  If sites are located, tribal consultations would occur.

	Threatened, Endangered, or Candidate Animal Species: 
	PI
	Development of the leases could lead to the degradation, fragmentation, and possible reduction in local wildlife populations and their habitats due to the increase in activity associated with gas and oil operations.  The leases are located within an area proposed by DWR  as potential habitat associated with the black-footed ferret reintroduction program; ferrets are being released onto white-tailed prairie dog colonies within the Coyote Basin area.  Black-footed ferret is discussed in Chapters 3 and 4.

Habitat for the Canada lynx, which is listed as threatened under the ESA, consists primarily of montane coniferous forest.  Although the project area does not contain this type of habitat and sightings of the Canada lynx in Utah in general have been rare over the past 20 years, the Diamond Mountain area provides a linkage area between lynx habitat in the Uintah Mountains to that in the Colorado Rockies.  This primary linkage area is located approximately 15 miles north of the leases and therefore any use by the lynx is anticipated to be rare and limited to migrating or dispersing individuals and not as a home range.  Impacts to this species from lifting the suspension on the leases would be unlikely.
The Mexican spotted owl is listed as threatened under ESA.  Substantial suitable habitat, which consists of areas containing steep rocky canyons that provide roosting and nesting habitat, is present within the Vernal Field Office (BLM 2005).  Mexican spotted owls are known to nest in the deep, sheer-walled, sandstone or rocky canyons of the Green and Colorado River basins but this species is not currently known to occur in the project area.  Impacts to this species from lifting the suspension on the leases would be unlikely.

The yellow-billed cuckoo is an ESA Candidate species and a BLM and Utah State-listed sensitive or threatened species respectively.  The cuckoo nests in localized riparian valleys throughout Utah.  This species is a neotropical migrant whose habitat includes dense lowland riparian habitat at 2,500 to 6,000 feet elevation.  The Ouray National Wildlife Refuge and other locations along the Green River sustain the largest breeding population of yellow-billed cuckoo in the State of Utah (BLM 2005).  The Ouray National Wildlife Refuge is located approximately 25 miles south-southwest of the leases and the Green River flows south of the leases.  The main habitat components needed by this species are lacking in the project area and no sightings of yellow-billed cuckoo have been recorded.  Riparian zones would not be impacted because of set backs.  Therefore impacts to the yellow-billed cuckoo and other riparian dependent species would be unlikely.

Lifting the suspension on the leases would result in a “may affect, not likely to adversely affect” determination for Canada lynx, Mexican spotted owl, and yellow-billed cuckoo.

	Threatened, Endangered, or Candidate Fish Species
	PI
	There are four Endangered Species Act (ESA)-listed fish that occur within Uintah County and critical habitat for all four of these species has been designated along the Green River in this county.  The Green River is south of the project area and this designated habitat may be affected, but it would not be destroyed or adversely modified by the action alternatives.  This issue is discussed in further detail within Chapters 3 and 4.

	Threatened, Endangered, or Candidate Plant Species
	NP
	There are six (ESA) listed plant species that occur within Uintah County.  Two of these species (Ute ladies’-tresses and horseshoe milkvetch) occur in the general geographic area of the leases but none of these species are known to occur within the project area.  Current known distribution maps published by the Utah Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR) Conservation Data Center (2007b) were reviewed for the leases.  The known distribution maps show populations of Ute ladies’-tresses occurring within the Dinosaur National Monument which is located approximately 3 miles south of the leases.  Ute ladies’-tresses is located in moist meadows and riparian areas, habitat types that are extremely minimal within the lands found upon these leases.  Populations of horseshoe milkvetch were identified as occurring along the Green River approximately 5 miles south of the leases, but are not thought to occur within the leases.  Therefore this issue is not carried forward for further analysis.

	Wastes (Hazardous or Solid)
	NI
	Overall, hazardous material risks would be low, as it is assumed that hazardous materials users and producers would be in compliance with existing Federal and State laws and regulations pertaining to hazardous materials use, storage, transportation, and disposal.  Best Management Practices (BMPs) would be employed to limit potential negative impacts to the environment from waste generating activities.  BLM standard approval for oil and gas operations would require that the operators be subject to required coordination with and/or permitting from applicable local and State agencies, and otherwise conform to applicable State and Federal laws and regulations when conducting activities involving the generation, storage, or transport of hazardous materials.  Additionally, Federal and State operating and reporting requirements include provisions for the cleanup and mitigation of releases.  Development of the leases would increase hazardous materials risks, in the form of potential spill or leaks during well development and operation, however, these risks are low considering that there have been no reportable cases occurring in the Uinta Basin in the last 10 years.

	Water Quality (Surface or Ground)
	PI
	Water quality could be degraded as a result of activity associated with oil and gas operations; potential impacts of drilling operations and mineral resource production could affect both surface and ground water quality.  This element is discussed further in Chapters 3 and 4 of this EA.

	Wetlands / Riparian Zones
	NI
	There are riparian areas associated with the intermittent streams within the leases.  Surface disturbance impacts that have the potential for riparian habitat removal or degradation would be evaluated at the time the permit application is submitted, and avoidance or mitigation implemented as necessary.  Normal oil/gas plant operations should have minimal effect on any nearby riparian areas once facility construction is completed.  Monitoring or remediation measures to reduce possible impacts to riparian areas would be established at the time of the APD submittal.  Impacts to riparian area would be avoided by a buffer zone of 100 meters.  This buffer may be increased by the BLM in order to sufficiently protect riparian areas against adverse impacts such as increased sedimentation, impacts to water quality and quantity, and loss of riparian vegetation if deemed necessary during the APD stage of development.

	Wild and Scenic Rivers
	NP
	The Wild and Scenic Rivers Act established a National Wild and Scenic Rivers System to protect and preserve designated rivers throughout the nation in their free-flowing condition, as well as their immediate environments.  The Vernal Field Office has included wild and scenic river considerations as part of the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS process.  All rivers within the Vernal Field Office planning area have been inventoried, mapped and reviewed by agency and non-agency subject matter specialists and members of the interested public to identify potentially eligible segments.  No eligible wild and scenic river segments occur within the leases.

	Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas
	NP
	There are no designated wilderness areas within the leases and BLM  wilderness study areas are closed to oil and gas leasing by regulation.

	Other Resource Values or Issues
	
	Issue or Resource Conflict Identified for Analysis

	Fish and Wildlife, Special Status Wildlife other than ESA Species
	PI
	Development of the leases could lead to the degradation, fragmentation, and possible reduction in local wildlife populations and their habitats due to the increase in activity associated with gas and oil operations.  Some of the leases are known to contain suitable habitat for special status species (e.g., golden eagle, peregrine falcon, and sage-grouse).  This element is discussed further in Chapters 3 and 4 of this EA.

	Fuels / Fire Management
	NI
	The leases are within an area designated as Category A (areas where unplanned fire is not desired at all) as described in BLM Handbook 1601 - Land Use Planning (BLM 2000) and discussed on pages 21 and 22 of the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS (BLM 2005).  Fire suppression activities and the appropriate management response would be implemented through guidance developed in the fire management categories and developed for the Vernal Field Office planning area.  Leasing these lands would not alter fuels or fire management capabilities.  A slight reduction in vegetation, and hence fuels, and an increase in road density as a result of development of the leases could enhance fire management capabilities.

	Mineral Resources and Energy Production
	PI
	Development of the leases could result in mineral resource extraction and energy production.  This element is discussed further in Chapters 3 and 4 of this EA.

	Lands / Access
	NI
	Development of the leases could lead to construction of roads, various rights-of-way, and possible facilities associated with oil and gas lease operations.  The leased area is located within the Diamond Mountain Resource Area, which allows for oil and gas development with associated road and pipeline right-of-ways.  Within the identified area there are several roads that have been identified in the Uintah County Transportation System Map.  Those identified roads would require Uintah County Concurrence for an authorized FLPMA ROW.  Furthermore, a FLPMA Bond/ROW would be required for water disposal sites, if water is being transport for injection for disposal from outside the lease.  If injected for enhancement no ROW would be required. 

	Livestock Grazing
	NI
	There are three grazing allotments that are encompassed by the leases considered in this EA: Shiner, Diamond Mountain, and S.J. Hatch.  In the Shiner allotment 13 acres of Federal land is required to make up one animal unit month (AUM), 15 acres are required per AUM in the SJ Hatch allotment and 7 acres are required per AUM in the Diamond Mountain Allotment (BLM 1994).  An AUM is a measurement applied to grazing to determine the amount of vegetation and forage material that is required to sustain one cow/calf pair for one month.  Using the assumption that there would be approximately 6 acres of land disturbed within each leases associated with development, there would be less than 1 percent of AUMs within each allotment impacted by the anticipated development of the leases.  Leasing these lands would not impact livestock grazing operations.  Should development be proposed which is greater than that assumed herein, site-specific analyses during the APD stage of development would occur to address any impacts to livestock grazing and affected Federal grazing lessees would be notified.

	Rangeland Health Standards and Guidelines
	NI
	Not Applicable

	Paleontology
	PI
	Construction activities can directly impact fossil resources and newly built roads can open previously inaccessible area to illegal collecting and destruction of fossil resources by vandalism.  Two of the leases have the potential for paleontological resources.  Mitigation measures would be employed once specific sites for development are determined to limit impacts to paleontological resources.  This element is discussed further in Chapters 3 and 4 of this EA.

	Recreation/ Lands/Access
	PI
	Leasing these lands could lead to the degradation and reduction of recreational resource values enjoyed by the public due to the increase in activity associated with oil and gas lease operations; mitigation measures would be employed once specific sites for development are determined.  This element is discussed further in Chapters 3 and 4 of this EA.

	Social and Economic Conditions
	NI
	In the last 50 years, Uintah County has shifted from an agrarian economy to an oil and gas economy with services to support oil and gas (retail trade, private services, and government services). A single well would have a total drilling and completion cost of approximately $600,000 according to IPAMs.  A single well would employ approximately 34 employees over the life of the well (30 initial, 4 long term).  Long term employment is approximately 15% of total employment for well development, and would be a more significant contributor to the community due to the fact that it would be more likely to draw employees from the local community than the initial employment, which would draw employees from both local and regional bases.  The total drilling and completion cost of this project’s eight wells would be less than 1 percent of the expected cost of the 6331 wells predicted under the No Action alternative of the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS.  The No Action Alternative was chosen for comparison purposes because it is a prediction of the existing conditions.  These predicted amounts are negligible in comparison with the overall picture, therefore no impact to socioeconomics is expected.

	Soils
	PI
	Impacts to soils could occur during construction, operation, and rehabilitation phases of lease development and activities related to road building and pad development.  This could increase the susceptibility of soil to both water and wind erosion.  This element is discussed further in Chapters 3 and 4 of this EA.

	Vegetation
	PI
	Vegetation would be lost within the construction areas of pads, roads, and rights-of-ways.  Implementation of reclamation stipulations would assist with revegetation of disturbed areas.  This element is discussed further in Chapters 3 and 4 of this EA.

	Special Status Plants other than ESA Species
	NP
	Fourteen BLM sensitive plant species occur within the Vernal Field Office.  Of these, 11 are soil endemic, which means that they are restricted to specific soil types and therefore dependent on locally unique geological formations and soil parent materials.  None of these plant species occur within the project area.  Therefore this issue is not carried forward for further analysis.

	Visual Resources
	PI
	Lifting the suspension on the leases could lead to the degradation and reduction of visual quality values due to the increase in activity associated with oil and gas operations; mitigation measures would be employed to maintain Visual Resource Class objectives.  This element is discussed further in Chapters 3 and 4 of this EA.

	Water Resources
	PI
	Water resources and water quality could be affected by activity associated with oil and gas operations.  This element is discussed further in Chapters 3 and 4 of this EA.

	Wild Horses and Burros
	NP
	No herd areas or herd management areas occur in the area.

	Wilderness Characteristics
	NP
	There are nine areas in the Vernal Field Office planning area (approximately 110,381 acres), outside of existing WSAs, that have been determined to possess wilderness characteristics of naturalness and outstanding opportunities for solitude or primitive recreation during the 1999 Utah Wilderness Inventory.  None of the leases discussed in this EA are located within these non-WSA lands with wilderness characteristics.  During scoping for the Draft Vernal RMP/EIS, the public proposed that another 16 areas have wilderness characteristics and should be managed to preserve those values.  A BLM ID Team evaluated these areas and determined that all or portions of 11 areas, totaling approximately 166,704 acres, are likely to have wilderness characteristics including naturalness and outstanding opportunities for solitude or primitive recreation.  None of the leases discussed in this EA are located within these lands.

	Woodlands / Forestry
	PI
	Commercial woodland resources as identified in the Diamond Mountain RMP are present on leases UTU80621, UTU80622, UTU80624, and UTU80625.  Non-commercial woodland resources as identified in the Diamond Mountain RMP are present on leases UTU80623, and UTU80626.  This is discussed further in Chapters 3 and 4 of this EA.


*NI
No impact
  PI
Potential impact

  NP
Not present

In addition to the elements considered in the BLM checklist, the BLM has considered the Department of Interior Secretary Order #3226, which provides that the BLM will consider and analyze potential climate change impacts when making major decisions regarding the potential utilization of resources include planning and management activities associated with oil, gas and mineral development on public lands.  As such, the BLM recognizes that the decision to open these lands to oil and gas extraction could result in a variety of effects with the potential to contribute to climate change including: emissions of carbon dioxide and nitrous oxides from mobile sources during exploration; emissions of carbon dioxide, carbon monoxide, nitrous oxides and methane during extraction, processing, and transportation from drilling, extraction and processing equipment, such as drilling rigs, compressors, pumps and other equipment; emissions of methane during extraction, processing and transportation from escaped “natural gas”; and emissions of carbon dioxide, carbon monoxide, nitrous oxides and methane during the use of the extracted oil and gas such as the emissions of carbon dioxide, carbon monoxide, nitrous oxides and methane from natural gas fired power plants and the emissions of carbon dioxide, carbon monoxide, and nitrous oxides from mobile sources burning natural gas or gasoline that comes from petroleum.
BLM recognizes the findings of various studies (U.S. Climate Change Science Program 2008; National Science and Technology Council 2008; IPCC 2007; RMCO and NRDC 2008; Hansen et al. 2005) and that global warming has the potential to affect biodiversity as well as result in impacts to human society (WHO 2002, Epstein and Mills 2005).  Effects of climate change on ecosystems can include: increases in fire, insect outbreaks and storms; transformation of grasslands to woody shrublands; increased rates of perennial plant mortality; accelerated rates of erosion; increased exotic plant invasions including non-native annuals; reductions in water resources; increased species extinctions and wildfire (Berman 2007), lower precipitation, and increased temperatures with decreased runoff (USGS 2007; USDA 2007).  The activities authorized herein under the current RFD would result in negligible increases in emissions of greenhouse gases.
APPENDIX B  Stipulations and Notices for the Suspended Leases
Lease Stipulations and Notices Associated with the Proposed Action Alternative

In addition to the standard lease terms, leases UTU80621, UTU80622, UTU80623, UTU80624, UTU80625, UTU80626, UTU80627 and UTU80628 are subject to a special Controlled Surface Use Stipulation for Critical Soils, Municipal Watersheds and Floodplains.  Surface disturbing activities are precluded in areas of critical soils (highly saline and/or erodible) during times of saturated soils (usually spring runoff and fall rains).

Leases UTU80621, UTU80622, UTU80623, UTU80624, UTU80625, UTU80626 and UTU80627 are subject to a Timing Limitation Stipulation for Critical Deer and Elk Winter Range.  No surface use is allowed within crucial deer and elk winter range from December 1 through April 30.  This stipulation does not apply to operation and maintenance of production facilities or if animals are not present.

Leases UTU80624 and UTU80627 are subject to a Timing Limitation Stipulation for Sage-grouse Lek Nesting Areas.  No surface use is allowed within the nesting areas from March 1 through June 30.  This stipulation does not apply to operation and maintenance of production facilities.  This stipulation would not apply if sage-grouse are not present or if impacts could be mitigated.

In addition to the ESA provisions of the Standard Lease Terms, leases UTU80621, UTU80622, UTU80623, UTU80624, UTU80625, UTU80626, UTU80627 and UTU80628 are subject to a Special Status Species Notice.  The notice states: “The lease area may now or hereafter contain plants, animals, or their habitats determined to be threatened, endangered, or other special status species.  BLM may recommend modifications to exploration and development proposals to further its conservation and management objective to avoid BLM-approved activity that would contribute to a need to list such a species or their habitat.  BLM may require modifications to or disapprove proposed activity that is likely to result in jeopardy to the continued existence of a proposed or listed threatened or endangered species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of a designated or proposed critical habitat.  BLM will not approve any ground-disturbing activity until it completes its obligations under applicable requirements of the ESA as amended, 16 United States Code (USC) 1531 et seq. including completion of any required procedure for conference or consultation.”  Although not all special status species are protected by the ESA, 43 CFR 3162.1(a) provides the BLM with broad authority to ensure compliance of lessees with orders of the authorized officer issued for the protection of the environment.

Leases UTU80622 and UTU80628 are subject to a Lease Notice for High Potential Paleontological Resources.  Under this notice, the lessee/operator is given notice that lands in the leases have been identified as having potential paleontological resources.  Modifications to the Surface Use Plan of Operation (SUPO) may be required in order to protect paleontological resources from surface disturbing activities in accordance with Section 6 of the lease terms and 43 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 3101.1-2.

Leases UTU80623 and UTU80628 are subject to a Lease Notice for Golden Eagle Habitat.  The lessee/operator is given notice that lands in the leases have been identified as containing golden eagle habitat.  Modifications to the SUPO may be required in order to protect the golden eagle and/or habitat from surface disturbing activities in accordance with Section 6 of the lease terms, ESA, and 43 CFR 3101.1-2.

Leases UTU80623 and UTU80626 are subject to a Lease Notice for Peregrine Falcon Habitat.  The lessee/operator is given notice that lands in the leases have been identified as containing peregrine falcon habitat.  Modifications to the SUPO may be required in order to protect the peregrine falcon and/or habitat from surface disturbing activities in accordance with Section 6 of the lease terms, ESA, and 43 CFR 3101.1-2.

Additional Lease Stipulations Associated with the Modified Action Alternative
In addition to the standard lease terms and the lease stipulations and notices described above, the Modified Action alternative would also impose the following stipulations.
Leases UTU80621, UTU80622, UTU80623, UTU80624, UTU80625, UTU80626, UTU80627 and UTU80628 are subject to a visual resource stipulation.  The stipulations states: “In order to protect visual resources in Visual Resource Management (VRM) Class II and III areas, activities in these areas will be located and designed in a way to meet Class II and II management criteria.  This limitation does not apply to maintenance and operation of producing wells.  If the lessee can demonstrate that operations can take place without impact to the resource being protected, an exception to this stipulation may be granted if approved in writing by the authorized officer in consultation with the District’s VRM specialist.  For Class II areas, exemptions may be granted whereby changes due to the proposed action repeat the basic elements of form, line, color, and texture found in the predominant natural features of the characteristic landscape.  For Class III areas, exemptions may be granted whereby changes due to the proposed action repeat the basic elements found in the predominant natural features of the characteristic landscape.  This may be achieved through reclamation, topographic or vegetative screening, construction practices and use of non-reflective paints which blend into the viewscape for buildings, tanks, and pipelines.”
Leases UTU80621, UTU80622, UTU80623, UTU80624, UTU80625, UTU80626, UTU80627 and UTU80628 are subject to a cultural resource stipulation (per BLM Washington Office Instruction Memorandum No. 2005-03, Cultural Resources and Tribal Consultation for Fluid Minerals Leasing).  The stipulation states: “This lease may be found to contain historic properties and/or resources protected under the National Historic Preservation Act, American Indian Religious Freedom Act, Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act, E.O. 13007, or other statutes and executive orders.  The BLM will not approve any ground disturbing activities that may affect any such properties or resources until it completes its obligations under applicable requirements of the NHPA and other authorities.  The BLM may require modification to exploration or development proposals to protect such properties, or disapprove any activity that is likely to result in adverse effects that cannot be successfully avoided, minimized or mitigated.”

Leases UTU80621, UTU80622, UTU80623, UTU80624, UTU80625, UTU80626, UTU80627 and UTU80628 are subject to a threatened and endangered species stipulation (per BLM Washington Office Instruction Memorandum No. 2002-174, Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation).  The stipulation states: “The lease area may now or hereafter contain plants, animals, or their habitats determined to be threatened, endangered, or other special status species.  BLM may recommend modifications to exploration and development proposals to further its conservation and management objective to avoid BLM-approved activity that would contribute to a need to list such a species or their habitat.  BLM may require modifications to or disapprove proposed activity that is likely to result in jeopardy to the continued existence of a proposed or listed threatened or endangered species or result in the destruction or adverse modification of a designated or proposed critical habitat.  BLM will not approve any ground-disturbing activity until it completes its obligations under applicable requirements of the ESA as amended, 16 United States Code (USC) 1531 et seq. including completion of any required procedure for conference or consultation.”
In addition, eight other stipulations would be applied to leases UTU80621, UTU80622, UTU80623, UTU80624, UTU80625, UTU80626, UTU80627 and UTU80628 to protect special status species in the lease areas.  These restricted or no surface occupancy stipulations include:

No Surface Occupancy Stipulation – Sage-grouse Strutting Grounds.  No surface occupancy or use is allowed within 1,000 feet of sage-grouse strutting grounds.
Timing Limitation – Greater Sage-Grouse Nesting and Early Brood-Rearing.  No surface disturbing or otherwise disruptive activity would be allowed from February 15 through August 1within 2.0 miles of an occupied lek, or in mapped and identified greater sage-grouse nesting and early brood-rearing habitat within 4.0 miles of an active lek.

Timing Limitation – Greater Sage-Grouse Winter Concentration Areas.  No surface disturbing or otherwise disruptive activity would be allowed from November 15 through March 1 in identified greater sage-grouse winter concentration areas.

No Surface Occupancy Stipulation – Ferruginous Hawk Nest Sites. No surface occupancy or use is allowed within ½ mile of known ferruginous hawk nests, unless it could be shown to the satisfaction of the authorized officer that the nest has not been actived within the past 2 years.

No Surface Occupancy Stipulation – Golden Eagle Nest Sites. No surface occupancy or use is allowed within ½ mile of golden eagle nests which have been active within the past 2 years.

No Surface Occupancy Stipulation – Peregrine Falcon Nest Sites. No surface occupancy or use is allowed within 1 mile of known peregrine falcon nests.

No occupancy or other surface disturbance will be allowed within 600 feet of the white tailed prairie dog towns if activity will result in the destruction of the prairie dog town.  There are no exceptions to this stipulation.
Controlled Surface Use – Utah Sensitive Species.  No surface use or otherwise disruptive activity would be allowed that would result in direct disturbance to populations or individual special status plant and animal species, including those listed on the BLM sensitive species list and the Utah sensitive species list.  Modifications to the Surface Use Plan of Operations may be required in order to protect these resources from surface disturbing activities in accordance with Section 6 of the lease terms, Endangered Species Act, Migratory Bird Treaty Act and 43 CFR 3101.1-2.
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