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Westport’s NBU 470 Pipeline Extension 
UT-080-2004-0475
UTU466
1.0 PURPOSE OF and NEED FOR TC "1.0 Purpose And Need " \f C \l "1" 
1.1 Introduction TC "1.1 Introduction" \f C \l "2" : This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared to analyze the Westport Oil and Gas Company L.P. (Westport) NBU 470 Pipeline Extension Sundry Notice.  The EA is a site-specific analysis of potential impacts that could result with the implementation of a proposed action or alternatives to the proposed action.  The EA assists the BLM in project planning and ensuring compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and in making a determination as to whether any “significant” impacts could result from the analyzed actions.  “Significance” is defined by NEPA and is found in regulation 40 CFR 1508.27.  An EA provides evidence for determining whether to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) or a statement of “Finding of No Significant Impact” (FONSI).  A Decision Record, which includes a FONSI statement, is a document that briefly presents the reasons why implementations of the proposed action will not result in “significant” environmental impacts (effects) beyond those already addressed in the Book Cliffs Resource Management Plan (RMP), June 3, 1985.  If the decision maker determines that this project has “significant” impacts following the analysis in the EA, then an EIS would be prepared for the project.  If not, a Decision Record may be signed for the EA approving the alternative selected.
1.2 Background TC "1.2 Background" \f C \l "2" : El Paso staked the NBU 470 and NBU 469.  However, they only submitted an Application for Permit to Drill the NBU 470.  The NBU 470 pipeline tied into the NBU 469 pipeline, which then was staked ½ mile cross-country to the NBU 244.  The NBU 470 pipeline spur was analyzed in EA UT-080-2003-87.  Because the NBU 469 APD was not submitted, the NBU 470 pipeline lacked a tie-in spot.  Therefore, Westport submitted a sundry notice that proposed to construct approximately 2000 feet of 6 inch pipeline following the route originally staked for the NBU 469 well.  The pipeline would cross section 7 in T10S, R22E.  The pipeline would be constructed on the surface and would be laid cross-country.  The proposed pipeline would cross land that is administered by the Vernal Field Office (VFO) of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM).  
1.3 Need for the Proposed Action TC "1.3 Need for the Proposed Action" \f C \l "2" : The need for the proposed action is for Westport to transfer produced natural gas to market for sale.  
1.4 Purpose of the Proposed Action TC "1.4 Purpose of the Proposed Action" \f C \l "2" : Private exploration and production from federal oil and gas leases is an integral part of BLM’s oil and gas leasing program under authority of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended by the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, and the Federal Onshore Oil and Gas Leasing Reform Act of 1987.  The BLM oil and gas leasing program encourages development of domestic oil and gas reserves and the reduction of U.S. dependence on foreign energy sources.  BLM will consider approval of the proposed drilling in a manner that avoids or minimizes impact on other resources and activities.  
1.5 Conformance with BLM Land Use Plan(s) TC "1.5 Conformance with BLM Land Use Plan(s)" \f C \l "2" : The proposed action would be in conformance with the Final Book Cliffs RMP/EIS (June 3, 1985) and the terms of the lease.  The Book Cliffs RMP/ROD decision allows leasing of oil and gas while protecting or mitigating other resource values (BCRMP/ROD, p. 7).  Assumptions under the Environmental Consequences section of the Book Cliffs RMP/EIS allows for the drilling of oil and gas wells (BCRMP/EIS, p. 158).  It has been determined that the proposed action and alternative(s) would not conflict with other decisions throughout the plan.
1.6 Relationship to Statutes, Regulations, or other Plans TC "1.6 Relationship to Statutes, Regulations, or other Plans" \f C \l "2" :  The subject lands were leased for oil or gas development under authority of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as modified by the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, and the Federal Onshore Oil and Gas Leasing Reform Act of 1987.  The lessee/operator has the right to explore for oil and gas on the lease as specified in 43 CFR 3103.1-2, and if a discovery is made, to produce oil and/or natural gas for economic gain.

There are no comprehensive State of Utah plans for the vicinity of the proposed action.  The State of Utah School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration (SITLA) have leased much of the nearby State lands for oil and gas production.  Because the objectives of SITLA are to produce funding for the State school system, and because production on Federal leases could further interest in drilling on State leases in the area, it is assumed that the alternatives analyzed, except the No Action Alternative, are consistent with the objectives of the State.

The proposed drilling is consistent with the Uintah County General Plan, 1996 (Plan) that encompasses the location of the proposed well.  In general, the Plan indicates support for development proposals such as the proposed action through the Plan’s emphasis of multiple-use public land management practices, responsible use and optimum utilization of public land resources.

1.7 Identification of Issues TC "1.7 Identification of Issues" \f C \l "2" :  Internal scoping and public notification of the proposed action began with the receipt of the sundry notice.  An on-site and file inspection was conducted by the BLM to identify any new or changed information and potential on-the-ground conflicts.  The proposed action was posted to the public Environmental Notification Bulletin Board with its assigned NEPA number on July 16, 2004.  Beginning with the receipt of the sundry notice and continuing through the completion of this document, an interdisciplinary team analyzed the potential consequences of permitting the proposed pipeline.  For a complete list of preparers and consultants, see Chapter 5.  Appendix A of this EA contains a checklist of all environmental elements considered. Particularly important is the consideration of the Critical Elements of the Human Environment. No environmental elements were carried forward in Chapters 3 and 4.
1.8 Summary TC "1.8 Summary" \f C \l "2" : This chapter has presented the Purpose of and Need for the proposed project, as well as the relevant issues, i.e., those elements that could be affected by the implementation of the proposed project.  In order to meet the purpose and need of the proposed project in a way that resolves the issues, the BLM has developed a proposed action alternative as well as a no action alternative which are presented in Chapter 2.  The potential environmental impacts resulting from the implementation of each alternative are then analyzed in Chapter 4 for each of the identified issues.
2.0 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING PROPOSED ACTION TC "2.0 Description Of Alternatives, Including Proposed Action" \f C \l "1" :  
2.1 Introduction TC "2.1 Introduction" \f C \l "2" : This chapter presents the Proposed Action Alternative, as submitted by Westport, and the No Action Alternative.  No additional alternatives for this project were identified by the BLM.
2.2 Alternative A – Proposed Action TC "2.2 Alternative A – Proposed Action" \f C \l "2" : Approximately 2000 feet of up to 6-inch unpainted surface steel pipeline would be laid to connect the NBU 470 pipeline to the NBU 244 pipeline (see Appendix B: Map D).  The total pipeline length would be 3150 feet.  Approximately 1,150 feet of pipeline was previously analyzed in the EA UT-080-2003-87.  The pipeline would follow the access road.  It would be constructed by welding it on existing disturbed areas, then dragging or lifting it into place.  No new surface disturbance would occur with the pipeline construction.  The pipeline would be constructed entirely within the Natural Buttes Unit, therefore, no ROW would be required.
No chemicals subject to reporting under SARA Title III (hazardous materials) in an amount greater than 10, 000 pounds would be used, produced, stored, transported, or disposed of annually in association with the drilling of this well.  Furthermore, no extremely hazardous substances, as defined in 40 CFR 355, in threshold planning quantities, would be used, produced, stored, transported, or disposed of in association with the drilling of this well. 
The operator would control noxious weeds along corridors for roads, pipelines, well sites, or other applicable facilities.

Immediately upon pipeline completion, the surrounding area would be cleared of all unused debris.  

2.3 Alternative B – No Action TC "2.3 Alternative B – No Action" \f C \l "2" : BLM would not approve the proposed pipeline.  
3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT TC "3.0 Affected Environment" \f C \l "1" : 
3.1 Introduction TC "3.1 Introduction" \f C \l "2" : This chapter presents the potentially affected existing environment (i.e., the physical, biological, social, and economic values and resources) of the impact area as identified by the interdisciplinary team analysis and as presented in Chapter 1 of this assessment.  This chapter provides the baseline for comparison of impacts/consequences described in Chapter 4.
3.2 General Setting TC "3.2 General Setting" \f C \l "2" : The well is situated in a salt desert shrub community. The vegetation of the area includes shadscale, gardner saltbush, bud sagebrush, rabbitbrush, matt saltbush, green molly summer cypress, sand dropseed, Indian ricegrass, needle and threadgrass, cheatgrass, horsebrush, galleta grass, prickly pear cactus, and pedio cactus.
3.3 Resources Brought Forward for Analysis TC "3.3 Resources Brought Forward for Analysis" \f C \l "2" :  During the analysis conducted by the interdisciplinary team, it was found that no aspects of the environment could potentially be affected by the proposed action.  These are listed and discussed in the following sections.
4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS TC "4.0 Environmental Impacts" \f C \l "1" :  
4.1 Introduction TC "4.1 Introduction" \f C \l "2" : This Chapter analyzes the direct and indirect impacts that the proposed action and the no action alternative would have on the resources identified in Chapter 1 and explained in Chapter 3.  It also analyzes the cumulative impacts expected from oil and gas development, and recognizes actions that could take place in the reasonably foreseeable future.  
4.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts TC "4.2 Direct/Indirect Impacts" \f C \l "2" :  No environmental impacts would be expected to occur due to the lack of surface disturbance.

This section describes the direct and/or the indirect impacts caused by the proposed action alternative and the no action alternative.  
4.2.1 Alternative A – Proposed Action TC "4.2.1 Alternative A – Proposed Action" \f C \l "3" :  The environmental impacts described in the following sections would be expected to occur under the Proposed Action Alternative.
4.2.1.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts TC "4.2.1.1 Direct and Indirect Impacts" \f C \l "4" :  
4.2.1.2 Mitigation Measures TC "4.2.1.2 Mitigation Measures" \f C \l "4" : 
· No blading would be allowed.  
· Assemble the zap locked portion of the pipeline using the road as a working surface, then boom the assembled pipeline along side the road.
· The other portions of the pipeline should be welded on well locations or previously disturbed areas then dragged into place

· On the welded portion of the pipeline, no vehicles other than the dozer used to pull the pipe would be allowed along the pipeline route.

· Should any archaeological or paleontological resources be encountered, stop work immediately and notify this office.

· Should the pipeline be abandoned, the BLM would be notified so any required reclamation measures could be identified.

· Bury the line at road crossings, and in the same places the existing pipeline is buried (staked access roads for proposed wells).

· Should surface disturbance occur, recontour and reseed the area with 1 lb/acre black sage, 3 lbs/acre shadscale, 4 lbs/acre Indian ricegrass, and 4 lbs/acre galleta grass.
4.2.1.3 Residual Impacts TC "4.2.1.3 Residual Impacts" \f C \l "4" : None.  
4.2.1.4 Monitoring and/or Compliance TC "4.2.1.4 Monitoring and/or Compliance" \f C \l "4" : During construction of the pipeline, the contractor’s work would be checked by an Authorized Officer (AO) of the BLM to ensure that the disturbance conforms to what was approved in the sundry notice.  During the lifetime of the pipeline, a surface compliance inspection would be conducted at regular intervals by a BLM AO to ensure continued protection of the environment.  After the pipeline is abandoned, the site would be inspected by a BLM AO to determine necessary reclamation measures, and would be inspected yearly thereafter until it was determined that reclamation was successful and the well could be accepted for final abandonment.
4.2.2 Alternative B – No Action TC "4.2.2 Alternative B – No Action" \f C \l "3" : Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed project would not be constructed.  Other ongoing land use activities such as livestock grazing, OHV use, and other energy related projects would continue.

4.3 Cumulative Impacts TC "4.3 Cumulative Impacts" \f C \l "2" : This section describes the impacts resulting from the proposed action when added to other past or reasonably foreseeable actions regardless of what agency or person undertakes such other actions.
4.3.1 Reasonably Foreseeable Action Scenario TC "4.3.1 Reasonably Foreseeable Action Scenario" \f C \l "3" : The installation of this pipeline would service many wells that are existing and also several wells that are in various stages of permitting.  It is not expected that another large pipeline would be required to follow this route.
4.3.2 Cumulative Impacts TC "4.3.2 Cumulative Impacts" \f C \l "3" : Analyses of the cumulative impacts are incorporated by reference from the existing document, EOG Resources, Inc.  Environmental Assessment Chapita Wells Unit Infill Development, Uintah County, Utah.  EA No. UT-080-1999-32.  2000.  Expected cumulative impacts typical of oil and gas development include risks to paleontological resources during bedrock excavation, damage to cultural resources, increased soil erosion, invasive and noxious weeds, sensitive wildlife habitat reduction, conflicts with recreational use, decreased livestock and wildlife forage, and air quality degradation when compressors are used.  
5.0 CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION TC "5.0 Consultation and Coordination" \f C \l "1" : 
5.1 Introduction TC "5.1 Introduction" \f C \l "2" : The issue identification section of Chapter 1 identifies those issues analyzed in detail in Chapter 4.  Appendix A provides the rationale for issues that were considered but not analyzed further.  The issues were identified through the public and agency involvement process described in sections 5.2 and 5.3 below.
5.2 Persons, Groups, and Agencies Consulted TC "5.2 Persons, Groups, and Agencies Consulted" \f C \l "2" :  None. 

5.3 Summary of Public Participation TC "5.3 Summary of Public Particpation" \f C \l "2" :  An on-site and file inspection was conducted by the BLM to identify any new or changed information and potential on-the-ground conflicts.  The proposed action was posted to the public Environmental Notification Bulletin Board with its assigned NEPA number on July 16, 2004.  A public comment period was not offered due to the proposed action being similar in nature to other drilling in the immediate area.  

5.3.1 Comment Analysis TC "5.3.1 Comment Analysis" \f C \l "3" :  None.
5.3.2 List of Commenters TC "5.3.2 List of Commenters" \f C \l "3" :  None.
5.3.3 Response to Public Comment TC "5.3.3 Response to Public Comment" \f C \l "3" :  None.
5.4 List of Preparers TC "5.4 List of Preparers" \f C \l "2" :  

5.4A Consultants TC "5.4A Consultants" \f C \l "3" :  None.
5.4B Bureau of Land Management TC "5.4B Bureau of Land Management" \f C \l "3" :  
	Name
	Title
	Responsible for the Following Section(s) of this Document

	Stephanie Howard
	Environmental Scientist
	Team Lead

	Byron Tolman
	Environmental Scientist
	Watershed, Special Status Plants

	John Mayers
	Geologist
	Paleontology

	Blaine Phillips
	Archaeologist
	Archaeology

	Dixie Sadlier
	Wildlife Biologist
	Wildlife, Special Status Animals


6.0 REFERENCES, GLOSSARY and ACRONYMS TC "6.0 References, Glossary" \f C \l "1" :
6.1 References TC "6.1 References" \f C \l "2" :

EOG Resources, Inc.  Environmental Assessment Chapita Wells Unit Infill Development, Uintah County, Utah.  EA No. UT-080-1999-32.  U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Vernal Field Office, Vernal Utah. 2000.
Record of Decision and Rangeland Program Summary for the Book Cliffs Resource Management Plan.  U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Vernal District, Vernal Utah.  June 3, 1985.  

Final Environmental Impact Statement on the Book Cliffs Resource Management Plan.  U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Vernal District, Vernal Utah.  December 7, 1984.  

Surface Operating Standards for Oil and Gas Exploration and Development.  U.S. Bureau of Land Management and U.S. Forest Service, Washington D.C.  1989.  

6.2 Glossary/List of Acronyms TC "6.2 Glossary/List of Acronyms" \f C \l "2" :
AO – Authorized Officer

APD – Application for Permit to Drill

BCRMP/ROD – Book Cliffs Resource Management Plan / Record of Decision

BLM – Bureau of Land Management
CFR – Code of Federal Regulations
EA – Environmental Assessment

EIS – Environmental Impact Statement

FONSI – Finding of No Significant Impact

NEPA – National Environmental Policy Act

ROD – Record of Decision
ROW – Right of Way

RMP – Resource Management Plan

VFO – Vernal Field Office (of the Bureau of Land Management)

VRM – Visual Resource Management: 

7.0 APPENDICES TC "7.0 Appendices" \f C \l "1" :

Appendix A: Interdisciplinary Team Analysis Record Checklist TC "Appendix A: Interdisciplinary Team Analysis Record Checklist" \f C \l "2" 
Appendix B:  Pipeline Map TC "Appendix B: Location Layout and Maps" \f C \l "2" :
Map D
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT

AND

DECISION RECORD
Westport’s NBU 470 Pipeline Extension
EA-UT-080-2004-0475
UTU466
Based on the analysis of potential environmental impacts contained in the attached environmental assessment, and considering the significance criteria in 40 CFR 1508.27, I have determined that the action will not have a significant effect on the human environment. An environmental impact statement is therefore not required. 

Decision:

It is my decision to authorize Westport’s NBU 470 Pipeline Extension as described in the Proposed Action Alternative of EA-UT-080-2004-0475.

Summary of the Selected Alternative: 

Approximately 2,000 feet of up to 6-inch unpainted surface steel pipeline would be laid to connect the NBU 470 pipeline to the NBU 244 pipeline.  The total pipeline length would be 3,150 feet.  Approximately 1,150 feet of pipeline was previously analyzed in the EA UT-080-2003-87.  The pipeline would follow the access road.  It would be constructed by welding it on existing disturbed areas, then dragging or lifting it into place.  No new surface disturbance would occur with the pipeline construction.  The pipeline would be constructed entirely within the Natural Buttes Unit, therefore, no ROW would be required.
This decision is contingent on meeting all stipulations and monitoring requirements listed below.

See attached Conditions of Approval
Rationale for the Decision:

The proposed action would be in conformance with the Final Book Cliffs RMP/EIS (June 3, 1985) and the terms of the lease.  The Book Cliffs RMP/ROD decision allows leasing of oil and gas while protecting or mitigating other resource values (BCRMP/ROD, p. 7).  Assumptions under the Environmental Consequences section of the Book Cliffs RMP/EIS allows for the drilling of oil and gas wells (BCRMP/EIS, p. 158).  It has been determined that the proposed action and alternative(s) would not conflict with other decisions throughout the plan.

The subject lands were leased for oil or gas development under authority of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as modified by the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, and the Federal Onshore Oil and Gas Leasing Reform Act of 1987.  The lessee/operator has the right to explore for oil and gas on the lease as specified in 43 CFR 3103.1-2, and if a discovery is made, to produce oil and/or natural gas for economic gain.

There are no comprehensive State of Utah plans for the vicinity of the proposed action.  The State of Utah School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration (SITLA) have leased much of the nearby State lands for oil and gas production.  Because the objectives of SITLA are to produce funding for the State school system, and because production on Federal leases could further interest in drilling on State leases in the area, it is assumed that the alternatives analyzed, except the No Action Alternative, are consistent with the objectives of the State.

The proposed action is consistent with the Uintah County General Plan, 1996 (Plan) that encompasses the location of the proposed pipeline.  In general, the Plan indicates support for development proposals such as the proposed action through the Plan’s emphasis of multiple-use public land management practices, responsible use and optimum utilization of public land resources.

On-site visits were conducted by Vernal Field Office personnel. The On-Site Inspection Reports do not indicate that any other locations be proposed for analysis. In addition, 43 CFR 3101-2 states that at a minimum the relocation of proposed operations by 200 meters or timing restrictions of less than 60 days would be consistent with the lease rights granted under UTU0971.

Public notification of the proposed action was initiated with the posting of the ENBB on July 16, 2004.  A public comment period was not offered due to the proposed action being similar in nature to other infill drilling in the immediate area.

The above factors and the analysis contained in EA No. UT-080-2004-0377 for Westport’s 6-inch Loop Pipeline was carefully considered and evaluated. In addition, the sundry notice was reviewed. All reports were read and the information contained appropriately weighed in determining the appropriateness of the decision stated above.
__________________________________
________________

AFM Minerals (Authorized Officer)
 
Date

Appeals:

This decision is effective upon the date it is signed by the authorized officer.  The decision is subject to appeal. Under BLM regulation, this decision is subject to administrative review in accordance with 43 CFR 3165. Any request for administrative review of this decision must include information  required under 43 CFR 3165.3(b) (State Director Review), including all supporting documentation. Such a request must be filed in writing with the State Director, Bureau of Land Management, Utah State Office, P.O. Box 45155, Salt Lake City, Utah, 84145-0155, within 20 business days of the date this Decision is received or considered to have been received.

If you wish to file a petition for stay, the petition for stay should accompany your notice of appeal and shall show sufficient justification based on the following standards:

(1) The relative harm to the parties if the stay is granted or denied;
(2) The likelihood of the appellant’s success on the merits;
(3) The likelihood of irreparable harm to the appellant or resources if the stay is not granted;

and,

(4)  Whether the public interest favors granting the stay.

INTERDISCIPLINARY TEAM ANALYSIS RECORD CHECKLIST

Project Title:  Westport’s NBU 470 Pipeline Extension
NEPA Log Number:  UTU-080-2004-0475
File/Serial Number:  UTU466

Project Leader:  Stephanie Howard
Date Proposal Received:  7/13/2004
Plan Decision/Objective:  
Date of Public Notification:  7/16/2004
FOR EAs:   NP: not present; NI: resource/use present but not impacted; PI: potentially impacted

FOR DNAs only:  NC: no change (anticipated resource impacts not changed from those analyzed in the NEPA document on which the DNA is based)

STAFF REVIEW OF PROPOSAL:

	NP/NI/PI

NC
	Resource
	Date Reviewed
	Signature*
	Review Comments (required for all NIs and PIs.

                                 PIs require further analysis.)

	CRITICAL ELEMENTS

	NI
	Air Quality
	
	
	Compressor stations are not proposed.  Minimum quantities of dust emissions are anticipated because the volume of traffic from this proposal would be less than one vehicle per day during the production life of the well.  Increased traffic during construction and drilling activities would be temporary.

	NP
	Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
	
	
	None present per file and site survey.2

	NP
	Cultural Resources 
	
	
	Pipeline would be installed next to an existing road and pipeline route, and would utilize existing disturbance for construction.  No new surface disturbance would occur.1

	NI
	Environmental Justice
	
	
	According to the EPA Region VIII, 1999, State of Utah, Environmental Justice Map, the region has been categorized as a minority population area of 50% or greater and a poverty population area of 20% or greater.  No minority or economically disadvantaged communities or populations are present which could be affected by the proposed action or alternatives.

	NP
	Farmlands (Prime or Unique)
	
	
	None present per file and site survey. 2  

	NP
	Floodplains
	
	
	None present per file and site survey. 2

	NI
	Invasive, Non-native Species
	
	
	Operator would control invasive species along road and pipeline corridors.5

	NP
	Native American Religious Concerns
	
	
	There are no known issues of concern to the Northern Ute Tribe associated with the proposed action.1

	NP
	Native American Trust Resources
	
	
	There are no known Native American Trust resources associated with the proposed action.2

	NP
	Threatened, Endangered, Candidate, and Special Status Plant Species
	
	
	Pipeline would be installed next to an existing road and pipeline route.  Existing disturbance would be utilized for construction.  No special status plant species would be affected by the proposed action.2

	NP
	Threatened, Endangered, Candidate, and Special Status Wildlife Species
	
	
	Pipeline would be installed next to an existing road and pipeline route.  Existing disturbance would be utilized for construction.  No special status wildlife species would be affected by the proposed action.4

	NI
	Wastes (hazardous or solid)
	
	
	No chemicals subject to reporting under SARA Title III in amounts greater than 10,000 pounds would be used, produced, stored, transported, or disposed of annually in association with NBU wells.  Trash and other waste materials would be cleaned up and removed immediately after completion of operations.5

	NI
	Water Quality (drinking/ground)
	
	
	Pipeline would be installed next to an existing road and utilizing the existing disturbance for construction.  No new surface disturbance would occur.  Water Quality would not be affected by the proposed action.5

	NP
	Wetlands/Riparian Zones
	
	
	None present per file and site survey.2

	NP
	Wild and Scenic Rivers
	
	
	None present per file and site survey.2

	NP
	Wilderness 
	
	
	None present per file and site survey.2

	OTHER RESOURCES / CONCERNS*

	NI
	Rangeland Health Standards and Guidelines
	
	
	Hydrologic processes would not be altered because the site-specific well pads and roads are designed to minimize concentrated runoff and to convey runoff to adjacent undisturbed drainages.  Species diversity would not decline due to reseeding with native plants.

	NI
	Livestock Grazing
	
	
	No forage would be removed.  No disturbance is predicted.  Any disturbed areas would be reseeded with native seed during reclamation.2

	NP
	Woodland / Forestry
	
	
	None present per file and site survey.2

	NI
	Vegetation including Special Status plant species
	
	
	No vegetation would be removed.  No special status plant species are present.2

	NI
	Fish and Wildlife including Special Status Species
	
	
	No wildlife or special status species would be affected by the proposed pipeline.4

	NI
	Soils 
	
	
	No new surface disturbance would occur.2

	NP
	Recreation
	
	
	None present per file and site survey.2

	NI
	Visual Resources
	
	
	Integral vistas are not present.  The area is designated Visual Resource Management (VRM) Class IV.  The proposed action and the alternatives analyzed are in compliance with the VRM objectives.2

	NI
	Geology / Mineral Resources
	
	
	Natural gas, oil, gilsonite, oil shale, and tar sand are the only mineral resources that could be impacted by the project.  However, no new surface disturbance would occur so the resources would not be affected.  

	NI
	Paleontology
	
	
	Paleontological resources would not be affected by the proposed action.  If paleo resources are encountered, construction must stop and this office contacted.3

	NI
	Lands / Access
	
	
	No ROW would be required.  Existing disturbed surfaces would be utilized for construction.2

	NP
	Fuels / Fire Management
	
	
	None present.

	NI
	Socio-economics
	
	
	The local economy is enhanced by oil and gas production.  

	NP
	Wild Horses and Burros
	
	
	No wild horses or burros in the project area per a site survey and file search.4

	NP
	Wilderness characteristics
	
	
	None present per site survey and field search.2


*Signature incorporated by reference to the documents listed below.  All documents are on file in the Vernal Field Office.
FINAL REVIEW:
	Reviewer Title
	Date
	Signature
	Comments

	Environmental Coordinator
	
	
	

	Manager Review
	
	
	


REPORTS CITED:  (Documents on file in the Vernal Field Office.)
1:  Cultural Resource Report.  

Cultural and Paleo Inventory Waiver:  July 14, 2004
2:  Interdisciplinary Resource Report.  


6-inch pipeline:  April 29, 2004.


Up to 12-inch pipeline:  July 23, 2002.
3:  Paleontological Resource Report.


NBU 470:  July 14, 2004.
4:  Special Status Wildlife Species Report.  


El Paso pipeline:  July 22, 2002.

5:  Natural Buttes Unit Standard Operating Practices.
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