
FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT FOR THE
JUNE 2015 COMPETITIVE OIL AND GAS LEASE SALE

ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT
DOI-B LM-NV-B000-2015-0001-EA

I have reviewed Environmental Assessment (BA) DOI-BLM-NV-B000-2015-0001-EA, dated
December 2014, which addresses oflering and issuing certain lease parcels within the Battle
Mountain District (BMI)) at the Bureau ol Land Management (BLM) Nevada June 2015
Competitive Oil and Gas Lease Sale. After consideration of the environmental effects of the
BLM’s l)ropose(I action described in the EA and supporting documentation, I have determined
that the proposed action with the lease stipulations and lease notices identified in the EA is not a
major federal action and will not significantly affect the quality of the human environment,
individually or cumulatively with other actions in the general area. No environmental effects
meet the delinition of signilcance in context or intensity as described in 40 CFR § 1508.27.
Therefore, preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement is not required per section
I 02(2)(c) of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

I have determined the proposed action is in conformance with the approved Tonopah Resource
Management Plan (RMP), approved on October 6, 1997, and the Shoshone Eureka RMP and
associated Record of Decision (1986) and is consistent with the plans and policies of neighboring
local, county, state, tribal and federal agencies and governments. This finding and conclusion is
based on my consideration of the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ’s) criteria •for
significance (40 CFR § I 508.27),both with regard to the context and the intensity of impacts
described in the EA.

CONTEXT:

Interest was expressed in offering 197 oil and gas lease parcels for the June 2015 Competitive
Oil and Gas Lease sale. The list of parcels was forwarded to the BMD for an environmental
analysis. This EA documents the review of the 197 parcels nominated. As a result of the
analysis, 73 parcels have been identified for complete deferral due to specific resource concerns
and land use conflicts. An additional 13 parcels have been identified for partial deferral for these
same reasons.

The proposed action is to offer 124 parcels within the BMD for competitive oil and gas leasing.
The parcels include approximately 256.401 acres of public land administered by the BMD.
Standard terms and conditions as well as lease stipulations and lease notices would apply. Lease
stipulations (as required by Title 43 CFR § 3 1 31.3) would he added to the 124 parcels to address
site specific concerns or new information not identified in the land use planning process.

Once the parcels are sold, the lessee has the right to use as much of the leased lands as is
reasonably necessary to explore and drill for oil and gas within the lease boundaries, subject to
the stipulations attached to the lease (Title 43 CFR § 3 101 . 1-2). However, prior to any surface
disturbing activities, additional NEPA analysis would he required.

Drilling of wells on a lease is not permitted until the lease owner or operator secures approval of
a drilling permit and a surface use plan specified under Onshore Oil and Gas Orders, Notice to



Lessees (NTLs) listed in Title 43 CFR § 3162.

The I 24 parcels have one or more ol the following stipulations or notices associated with the
lease, as shown in Appendix B of the EA:

Timing Limitation Stipulation (Migratory Birds)
No Surlice Occupancy (Mule Deer Winter Range)
Timing Limitation Stipulation (Wild Horse and Burros)
Lease Notice (Threatened, Endangered, and Special Status Species)
Lease Notice (Special Status Fish Species)
Lease Notice (Fire)
Lease Notice (Cultural Resources)
Lease Notice (Paleontological Resources)
Lease Notice (Native American Consultation)
Lease Notice (General Occupancy)

No additional mitigation measures are necessary at this time; however, if parcels are developed
in the future, Conditions of Approval (COAs) may he added to eliminate or minimize
environmental impacts.

INTENSITY:

1) Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse.

The EA considered both beneficial and adverse impacts of the proposed action.

The proposed action does not include exploration, development, or production of oil and gas
resources; however, these activities are associated with oil and gas leasing.

The proposed action may affect the following resources: air quality, cultural resources, noxious
weeds and invasive non-native species, Native American cultural concerns, floodplains,
threatened and endangered species, riparian and wetland areas, migratory birds, hazardous and
solid waste, water quality, forestry, grazing management, land use authorizations, minerals,
recreation, socio-economic values, soils, special status species, vegetation, visual resources, wild
horse and burros and wildlife. These impacts, which are described in detail in Chapters 3 and 4
of the EA, would be minimized by the lease stipulations and notices outlined in Appendix B and
by site-specilc mitigation measures and Best Management Practices (BMPs) which would be
attached as COAs for each proposed activity.

None of the environmental impacts disclosed above and discussed in detail in Chapters 3 and 4 of the
EA are considered significant.

2) Th(’ degree to wh,ch the proposed actton a/feetc public health or safety.

The proposed action does not affect public health or safety as the EA considers leasing of oil and gas
parcels only.



3) (Jniqiu’ cIuiiir’risiux of/he ge0t,l/)hi(’ (l1(’(l Sill/i US I)10.U1lIilV to IiiStOli(’ 1)1 cultural 1(’SOili(’(’S,

/)ark 1(111(15, I)riIil(’farlIil(lli(IS, W(’I!aJi(IS, 1111(1 (111(1 S(C11i( rivers. Or ecologi(a1I’ (ritual areas.

Any ellecis h) historic or cultural resources, wetlands, ol ecologically critical areas would he
minimized by the lease stipulations and notices outlined in Appendix B and by site—specific
mitigation measures and l-3MPs which would be attached as COAs for each proposed activity.

4) Tue degree to winch the effects oii the quaIit’ of the human environment are likely to be highly
(‘0111 rove rsial.

Interested public letters were sent to the BMI) mailing list outlining that the preliminary
nominated parcel list, along with a map ol nominated parcels, was available for review at the
BLM National ePlanning website, for a 15—day scoping period which ended December 24, 2014.
The BLM issued a press i-elease the same day providing a link to the documents and instructions
on how to comment. A total of five scoping comments were received.

A copy of the EA was posted on the BLM National ePlanning website on January 20, 2015 and
remained accessible to the public br a 21 —day comment period. As of the signing of this
Decision Record, approximately 13 individual comment letters were received. A list of 7,248
individuals who supported the American Wild Horse Preservation Campaign (AWHPC)
comments was also submitted (10 letters were nearly identical to the AWHPC letter with similar
comments and were not individually addressed). The majority of the commenters expressed
concerns with regard to site—specific impacts to wild horse and burros, water usage, hydraulic
fracturing, potential ground and surlice water contamination associated with exploration and
development activities and a host of other concerns regarding impacts to natural resources.

Substantive comments were evaluated and considered by the BLM during the decision making
process. However, the BLM reviewed and considered these comments and determined that they
did not identify or present any significant new information or changed circumstances that would
warrant additional NEPA analysis. Minor corrections or updates to the EA were made as a result
of these substantive comments. Responses to substantive comments are provided in Appendix F
of the EA. While these comments did not result in any changes to the EA, the commenters were
reminded that the BLM is mandated by the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976
(FLPMA) to prevent unnecessary and undue degradation of the public lands and the Department
of the Interior’s regulations at 43 CFR 3160 defines a wide array of rules which govern the
conduct of Onshore Oil and Gas operations. Adherence to these laws and regulations would
prevent or minimize the impacts of concern. Further, the lease parcels identified for offer under
the proposed action are within areas designated by applicable RMPs as available for oil and gas
leasing with the designated stipulations/mitigation. Those RMP decisions were made through an
open, public process.

5) The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are highly uncertain or

involve unique or unknown risks.

At the leasing stage, there are no known direct effects of the proposed action identified in the EA
that are considered uncertain or involve unique or unknown risks. This is demonstrated through the
clThcts analysis in the EA. Effects of lease operations are not yet known hecause no lease operations



have been proposed. If and when they are proposed, site—specilic environmental evaluation would
he conducted and impacts would become known. II’ the evaluation indicates that environmental
impacts would he unacceptable, either mitigation measures would he implemented as COAs to
reduce the impact or the proposal could he denied to prevent unnecessary
and undue degradation.

6) The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with significant
f/ects or represents a decision in principle about afitture consideration.

The proposed action will not establish a precedent for future actions with significant effects or
represent a decision about future consideration. Completion of the EA does not establish a
precedent for other oil and gas competitive lease sales of similar size or scope. Any future leasing
and associated lease operations within the project area will be analyzed on their own merits and
implemented, or not, independent of the actions currently selected.

7) Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but cumulative/v
significant impacts.

Past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions have been considered in the cumulative
impacts analysis within the EA. The cumulative impacts analysis examined all of the other
appropriate actions and determined that the proposed action would not incrementally contribute to
significant impacts. In addition, for any actions that might be proposed in the future, further
environmental analysis, including assessment of cumulative impacts, would he required prior to
surface disturbing activities.

8) The degree to which the action inay adversely affect districts, sites, highways, structures, or
objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or ma’
cause loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or historical resources.

The action of leasing the proposed parcel would have no direct effect on cultural resources listed in
or eligible for the NRHP. At the time an Exploration Permit or Application for Permit to Drill (API))
is received, site-specific analysis and mitigation will minimize any risk to districts, sites, highways,
structures, or objects listed in or eligible for listing in the NRHP.

9) The degree to which the action may adverse! a/fed au endangered or threatened species or
its habitat that has been cleterniined to be critical under the Endangered Species Act (ES/i), as
amended, of] 973.

Based on communication with Nevada Department of Wildlile (NDOW) and BLM wildlife
biologists, there will be no signilicant impacts to threatened or endangered species or habitat as a
result of the proposed action. If and when lease operations are proposed, a lease notice would require
prospective operators to survey for and protect any threatened and endangered species present in
the proposed area of operations.

10) Whet/wi- the action threatens a violation of Federal, State, or local law or requirements
imposed for the protectIon of the en wronment.



TIie pfO[)OSCd IC[iOfl is COflsislCfl( with ldeml, Nevada Slate, and Nyc County laws. Any site—

specific actions that result From the lease sale, such as an API) will he subject to a more detailed
NEPA analysis. This analysis along with incorporated nliligation measures and COAs will ensure
consistency with all appropriate laws and regulations.

/2c/,
Acting Deputy State [)irector, Minerals Management


