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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION AND I\IEED

INTRODUCTION
This Environme,lrtal Assessment (EA) has been prepared to analyze the potential impacts of
Gasco Production Company (GASCO) gas well drillingproject in Uintah County, Utah. The EA
is a site-specific analysis of potential impacts that could result from the implementation of the
Proposed Action or alternatives to the Proposed Action. The EA assists the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) in project planning and e,nsuring compliance with the National
Environmental PolicyAct (NEPA), and in making a determination as to whether any
"significant" impacts could result from the analfzed action_s. (l$lgmficance" is defined by N_EPA
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 Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSD statement. A FONSI statement is a document that briefly presents the reasons why
impleme,ntation of the selected alternative would not result in "significanf' environmental
impacts (eftects) beyond those already addressed in Vernal Field Office Resource Management

Plan @LM 2008). 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 @R) maybe signed for the EA approving the alternative selected.

Gasco proposes to drill 16 new gas wells in sections 29 and 30 of T9S Rl9E. Gasco also
proposes to install gas gathering pipeline in sections 25 and 36 of T9S Rl8E as part of the
project. A right-of-way would be required for the portion of pipeline that goes offlease and also

for well pads that have well bores going into a different lease. The proposed project area is
located approximately 26 miles southeast of Myton, Utah.

PI]RPOSE AI\D NEED
The BLM'S purpose is to allow beneficial use of the applicant's lease in an environmentally
sound manner. Private exploration and production from federal oil and gas leases is an integral
part of the BLM 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 1,987. The operator has a valid existing right to extract
mineral resources from their federal leases subject to the lease's te,r:ns and conditions. 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.

The BLM's need is to respond to Gasco's proposal to drill4 wells on lease UTU-037246, 8 wells
on lease UTU-76034, and 4 wells on lease UTU-76262. If successful, Gasco would produce

commercial quantities of gas from its federal oil and gas lease. There are known hydrocarbon-
tapping mechanisms within the project area, based on previously drilled wells and reasoned
geologic formation and mineral potential.
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CONFORMA}ICE WITH BLM LAIID USE PLANS
The proposed wells and related facilities would be in conformance with the Vernal Field Office
RMP/ROD (October 31, 2008) and the terms of the lease. Gasco has a valid existing right to
extract mineral resources from leases IJTTJ-037246,1JT1J-76034, andIJTIJ-76262 subject to the
lease's terms and conditions. The Minerals and Energy Resources Management Objeciives
encourage the drilling of oil and gas wells byprivate indusky (RMp/RoD, p. 97). The
RMP/ROD decision also allows forprocessing applications and permits on public lands in
accordance with policy and guidance and allows for management of public lands to support goals
and objectives of other resources progrurms, respond to public requests for land use
authorizations, and acquire administrative and public access where necessary GMP/ROD p. 86).
It has been determined that the proposed action and altemative(s) would not conflict with other-
decisions throughout the plan.

RELATIONSHIPS TO STATUTES, REGULATIONS, OR OTHER PLANS
The subject lands were leased for oil or gas development under authority of the Mineral Leasing
Act of 1920, as modified bythe-Federal Land Policy and Management Aet of tr976rand 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 land 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 areq it is assumed that the alternatives analyzed,
except the No Action Altemative, are consistent with the objectives of the state.

The proposed project is consistent with the Uintah County General Plan, 201l-as amended
(County plan) that encompasses the location of the proposed wells. In general, the plan indicates
support for development proposals such as the Proposed Action through the plan's e,lnphasis on
multiple-use public land managerne,nt practices, responsible use and optimum utilization.

BLM Utah's Standards for Rangeland Health (BLM 1997) address upland soils,
iparian/wetlands, desired and native species, and water quality. These resources are analyzd
later in this document or, if not affected, are listed in Appendix A.
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CHAPTER 2: DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES

INTRODUCTION
This chapter describes the Proposed Action and No Action Altematives. The No Action
Altemative is considered and amlyzedto provide abaseline for comparison of the impacts of the

Proposed Action Alternative. No additional alternatives were identified.

PROPOSED ACTION
Gasco proposes to drill 16 gas wells from three existing well pads. The existing well pads would
be expanded to accommodate the new wells. Gasco also proposes to build approximately 26,587

feet of surface laid gas gathering pipeline. The pipeline would require a right-of-way for the
portion of the pipeline that goes offlease. The proposed project area is located approximately 26

miles southeast of Myton, Utah. Table 2-1 lists the well pad by name and the wells that will be

drilled from them. Table 2-2 lists the well pads and their associated surface disturbances. If a

well is a dry well, then it would be plugged and abandoned as per BLM and State of Utah
requirements.

Table 2-1 Well Pad and lYell Names
ExistingWell
Number

Proposed Wells

Federal 3t-29-9-1.9 Federal 212-29-9-19, Federal 213-29-9-19, Federal 221-19-9-19, Federal 321-29-
19. Federal 4t2-29-9-19, Federal 41329-9-19, Federal 414-29-9-19

Federal 42-29-9-19 Federal 322-29-9-79, Federal 323-29-9-19, Federal 421-29-9-19, Federal 431-29-

9-1 9. Federal 432-29 -9 -19

Federal 43-30-9-19 Federal 333-30-9-19, Federal 424-30-9-19, Federal 432-30-9-19, Federal M2-30-
9-r9

Table 2-2 Surface Disturbance
Existing
Well #

Existing Well
Prd
Disturbance

New
Disturbance
Pad
Expansion

Re-disturbance
(Re-open old
pit area or
other
disturbed
areas)

Roadr Surface
Pipeline2

Total
Disturbance

Federal 31-
29-9-19

1.2 acres 0.1 acres 0.8 acres
0.0 acre

0.0 feet

0.0 acre

467 feet
2.0 acres

Federal 42-
29-9-t9

L5 acres 0.3 acres 1.0 acres
0.0 acre

0.0 feet

0.0 acre

9.035 feet
2.8 acres

Federal
43-30-9-19

1.6 acres 0.1 acres 0.9 acres
0.0 acre

0.0 feet

0.0 acre

17,085
feet

2.6 acres

'30-foot construction width, 18 foot running surface
230-foot construction width
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Access

Existing roads would be used for access the well pads. No new surface disturbance would result
from building new roads.

All vehicular traffic, personnel movement, construction/restoration operations would be confined
to existing roadways and./or access routes. Existing roads consist of county roads. [n accordance
with Onshore Order # I (OSO 1) and Best Management Practices (BIvIPg, GASCO would
maintain existing roads in a safe and useable condition. Maintenance for existing roads would
continue until final abandonment and reclarlation of the well pad. Road maintenance would
include but is not limited to, blading, ditching, and/or culvert installation and cleanout. To
ensure safe operating conditions, gravel surfacing would be performed where excessive rutting
or erosion may occur. Dust control would.be perfomred as necessary to ensure safe operatingf
conditions.

Pipelines
Approximately 26;!8_7_ &et qf l2-inclrdiqqnerer or srq4l_qt qteel5u{age laid gas ga!.h@g
pipeline is proposed for construction within a 3O-foot right of way adjacent t" th; r*irft roads
and existing pipeline. Above-ground installation would not require ciearing of vegetation or
blading of the surface. The roads and lor well pad would be utilized for construction activities
and staging of the pipeline. The 30 feet ROW would be utilized for maintenance and repairs.

Gasco proposes to install terrporary 12" or smaller water transfer lines on the surface between
either existing or refurbished reserve pits. The temporary transfer lines would be utilized to
transport frac fluid being injected and/or recovered during the completion process and would be
laid adjacent to existing access roads. Upon completion of the fracoperation, the liquids transfer
lines will be flushed with fresh water and purged with compress air. The contents of the hansfer
lines will be flushed into a water truck for delivery to another reserve pit or disposal pond.

Water Supply
Gasco is anticipating on using as much as possible recycled produce water for drilling and
completions of the wells. Approximately 5 acre-feet of water would be needed to drill and
complete each well, with possibly I acre-foot of fresh water per well need to supplement the
recycled produced water. Up to 16 acre-feet of fresh water would be need for this project.

Fresh water for drilling and completion operations would be obtained from the following source:
Permit # 4l-3530 Duchesne County Water Conservancy Diskict: Public Water Supplier.
Water would be hauled to the location over the existing roads. No water wells wouid be drilled
on leases UTU -037 246, TJTTJ -76034 and UW -7 6262.

Well Site Layout
Constnrction materials for the well location would consist of the native sub-soils. If other
construction materials are needed (such as gravel for surfacing the well location) they would
obtained from anearbypermitted source. Topsoil would be siripped to a depth of six inches and
stockpiied adjacent to the well pad, segregated from the subsoil.
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Gasco would use a reserve pit to contain the de-watered drill cuttings and completion fluids. The

reserve pit would be constructed to minimizethe accumulation of surface precipitation runoff
into the pit via appropriate placeme,nt of subsoil storage areas and/or construction ofberms
and/or ditches, etc. The reserve pit would be lined with an impermeable liner. The liner would

be a synthetic material 16 mil or thicker. The bottom and side wal1 of the pit would be void of
any sharp rocks that could puncture the liner. The liner would be installed over smooth fill
subgrade that is free of pockets, loose rocks, or other materials (i.e. sand, sifted dirt, bentonite,

straw, etc.) that could damage the liner.

After evaporation and when dry, the reserve pit liners would be cut ofi ripped and/or folded

back (as safety considerations allow) as near to the mud surface as possible and hauled to a

landfill or buried on location prior to backfilling the pit with a minimum of four feet of soil
material. Any fluids remaining 90 days after date of completion and /or determination of
inactivity would be removed (as weather conditions allow) to an approved site and the pit
reclaimed.

For the protection of livestock and wildlife, all open pits (excluding flare pits) would be fenced

to preve,nt wildlife or livestock enfiry. Total height of pit feircing would be at least 42 inches and

comer posts would be cemented and/or braced in such a manner as to keep the fence tight at atl

times. Standard steel, wood, or pipe post shall be used between the corner braces. Maximum
distance between arrry 2 fence posts shall be no greater than 16 feet. Siphons, catchme,lrts, and

absorbent pads would be installed to keep hydrocarbons produced by the drilling rig or other

equipment on location from entering the reserve pit. Hydrocarbon contarrinated pads, and/or

soils would be disposed of in accordance with state and federal requirements.

Methods for Handting Waste
All wastes subject to regulation would be handled in compliance with applicable laws to

minimize the potential for leaks or spills to the environment. Gasco also maintains a Spi1l

Control and Countenneasure Plan, which includes notification require,ments for all applicable

state and federal governments, for all reportable spills of oil, produced liquids, and hazardous

materials.

Any accidental release, such as a leak or spill in excess of the reportable quantity, as established

by 40 CFR Part 117.3, would be reported as per the requirements of CERCLA, Section 102 B. If
a release involves pefroleum hydrocarbons or produced liquids, Gasco would comply with the

notification requirements ofNTL-3A. Drill cuttings and/or drilling fluids would be contained in
the reserve/frac pit. Cuttings would be buried in pit(s) upon closure. Unless specifically
approved by the BLM, no oil or other oil-based drilling additives, chromium or other metal-

based or saline muds would be used during drilling. Only fresh water (as specified above),

biodegradable polymer soap, bentonite clay, and/or non-toxic additives would be used in the

mud system.

Where necessary and if conditions (freeboard, etc.) allow, produced liquids from newly
completed wells may be temporarily disposed of into pits for a period not to exceed 90 days as

per Onshore Order Number 7 (OSO 7). Subsequently permanent produced water disposal

methods would be employed in accordance with OSO 7. Gasco proposes to store produced



DOI-BLM-UT-G0 1 0- 20 13 -0132-E A

water in a 300 barrel tank, and periodically haul the water to a State of Utah approved
commercial disposal site.

No garbage or non-exempt substances as defined by Resource Conservation and Recovery Act
(RCRA) subtitle C would be placed in the reserve pit. All refuse (trash and other solid waste
including cans, paper, cable, etc.) generated during construction, drilling, completion, and well
testing activities would be contained in an enclosed receptacl",.emored from the drill operations
promptlS and transported to an approved disposal facility. Immediately afterremoval of the
drilling rig, all debris and other waste materials not contained within trash receptacles would be
collected and removed from the well location.

Portable, self-contained chemical toilets and/or sewage processing facilities would be provided
for human waste disposal. gqon completion of operations, or as required, the toilet troiaing
tanks would be pumped and the contents disposed of in an approred sewage disposal facilily.
All applicable regulations pertaining to disposal of human and solid waste would be observed.

Hazardous Materials Management
Hazardous materials as listed by CERCLA of 1980 or defined in RCRA of 1976 above
reportable quantities would not be produced by drilling or completing proposed well(s) or
constructing the pipelines/facilities. kr addition, no extremely hazardous iubstance, 

^ d"fir"a irt
40 CFR 355, in threshold planning quantities, would be used, produced, stored, transported, or
disposed of while producing any well. Also, chsmicals meeting the criteria for being an acutely
hazardous materiaUsubstance or meet the quantities criteria per BLM Instruction Mernorandum
No. 93-334 would not be used.

Chemicals subject to reporting under Title III of the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act (SARA) in quantities of 10,000 pounds or more may be produced and/or
stored at production facilities and may be kept in limited quantities on drilling sites and well
locations for short periods of time during drilling or completion activities. Hazardous materials
may be contained in some grease or lubricants, solvents, acids, paint, and herbicides, arnong
others as defined above. GASCO maintains a file, per 29 CFR 1910.1200(9) containing cuient
Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) for all chemicals, compounds, and/or Jubstances that are
used during the course of construction, drilling, completion, and production operations for this
project.

The transport, use, storage, and handlin gof hazardous materials would follow procedures
specified by federal and state regulations. Transportation of hazardous materials to the well
locations is regulated by the Departunent of Transportation (DOT) under 49 CFR, parts 171-180.
DOT regulations pertain to the packing, container handling, labeling, vehicle placarding, and
other safety aspects.

Weed Control
All weed management in the project area would be done in accordance with the Vernal BLM
Surface Disturbance Weed Policy. Monitoring and management of noxious and/or invasive
weeds of concern would be completed annually until deemed successfully reclaimed by the
surface management agency. Noxious weed infestations would be mapped using a GPS unit and



DOr-BLM-UT-G0 I 0 -2013 -0132-EA

submitted to the BLM with information required in the Vernal BLM Surface Disturbance Weed

Policy. If herbicide is to be applied it would be done according to an approved Pesticide Use

Proposal (PUP), inclusive of the applicable locations. All pesticide applications would be

recorded using a Pesticide Application Record (PAR) and would be submitted along with a

Pesticide Use Report (PUR) arurually prior to December 31.

Reclamation
Gasco will follow the procedure that is laid out in the Reclamation and Weed Plan for Gasco

Production Company that is on file with the Vernal Field Offrce BLM.

This seed mix shall be used for well site, access road, and pipeline (as applicable).

Squineltail
Siberian Wheatgrass
Bluebunch Wheatgrass
Shadscale Saltbush
Fourwing Saltbush
Gardner's Saltbush
Scarlet Globe,rnallow
Total

4.00lbs/acre
2.00lbsiacre
3.00lbs/acre
0.50lbVacre
0.50lbs/acre
0.50lbVacre
0.10lbs/acre
10.60lbs/acre

NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE
Under the No Action Alternative, Gasco would not cause any new surface disturbance and would
not drill the 16 wells as proposed inthis EA. The three existing wells would continue to produce

natural gas, and current land use trends in the area would continue.



Pollutant Development #of
Wells

Total for
Develooment

Productlon #of
Wells

Total for
Production

Total

Ethylbenzene 0.0004 t6 0.0064 0.024 t6 0.384 0.3904

Xylene 0.005s t6 0.088 0.329 16 5.264 s.352

n-Hexane 0.0121 I6 0. r 936 0.3 t6 4.8 4.9936

Formaldehyde 0.0056 16 0.0896 0.057 16 0.912 1.0016
,Emissionsinc1ude16producingwe11sandassociat"dorouti
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Emissions ofNox and VOC, ozoneprecursors, are 185.92 tons/yr for NOx, and3ls.52tons/yr of
VOC (Table 4-1). Project errissions of ozone precursors would be dispersed andi or dilutedio
the extent where any local ozone impacts from the Proposed Action would be indistinguishable
from background conditions. The primary sources of HAPs are from oil storage tanks and
smaller amounts from other production equipment. Small amounts of HAPs are emitted by
construction equipment. However, these emissions are estimated to be less than I ton per year.

Well developmgn! includes NOp !Oz, and CO tailpipe emissions from earth-moving equipment,
vehicle traffic, drilling, and completion activities. Small amounts of HAPs are e-itteAby
construction equipment. Fugitive dust concentrations would occur from vehicle traffic on
unpaved roads and from wind erosion where soils are disturbed. Drill rig and fracturing engine
operations would result mainly in NO* and CO emissions, with lesser arnounts of SOz. 

-These

emissions would be short-tenn during the drilling and completion phases.

During well production, continuous NO*, CO, VOC, and HAP errissions would originate from
well pad separators, condensate storage tank vents, and daily tailpipe and fugitive dust emissions
from operations traffic. The primary sources of HAPs are from oil storage tanks. Road dust
(PMro and PM2 5) would also be produced by vehicles servicing the wells.

Greenhouse Gases
The assessment of greenhouse gas emissions and climate change remains in its earliest stages of
fonnulation. Applicable EPA rules do not require any controls and have yet to establish any
emission limits related to GHG emissions or impacts. The lack of scientific models that predict
climate change on regional or local level prohibits the quantification of potential future impacts
of decisions made at the local level, particularly for small scale projects such as the proposed
Action. Drilling and development activities from the Proposed Action are anticipated to release
a negligible amount of greenhouse gases into the local air-shed.

Mitisation for Air Oualitv and Greenhouse Goses
The BLM did not identiff any additional site-specific mitigation measures during preparation of
this EA beyond those listed in Attachment 2 Table 3.2 of the Gasco ROD (BLM ntiay

Invasive Plants/Noxious \Meeds, Soils, and Vegetation
The Proposed Action would disturb a total of 0.5 acres of soils and vegetation. Under the
Proposed Action, reclamation would occur on approximately 40 percent of the total disturbance.
Impacts to soils and vegetation would be partially mitigated by reclamation of disturbed areas
with native vegetation and control of noxious and invasive weeds by mechanical and chemical
treatment (see Chapter 2).

15
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CHAPTER 4 : EI\-VIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

DIRECT AND INDIRECT IMPACTS
The potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts from Alternative A (the Proposed Action)
and Altemative B (the No Action Alternative) are discussed in the following sections of Chapter

4.

PROPOSED ACTION

Air Quality and Green House Gases

Air Qualiff
The BLM conducted a comprehensive air quality analysis as pafi of the Gasco Final EIS (BLM
2012a). The air quahty analysis incorporated the planned Gasco development and a prepared set

of emissions data for project modeling, including project development altematives and

leasonably foreseeable development.- Those e,missions data were incorporated into the modeling
syste,ln for the project base year, and used to predict potential impacts on visibility, acid
deposition, and air quality, including ozone. The analysis identified potential impacts on
resources and characterizes the major source or source groups that contribute to those impacts.

Under the selected alternative in the Gasco ROD (BLM 2012b) infill development in the Gasco

project area is not expected to result in exceedences of NAAQS. Since this project is a project
level implementation of the Gasco ROD, no NAAQS exceedances are expected for these 16

wells either. Refer to Section 4.2 lrr-the Gasco Final EIS (BLM 2012a) for more information on
potential air quality impacts.

This Proposed Action is considered to be a minor air pollution source under the Clean Air Act
and is not controlled by regulatory agencies. At present, contol technology is not required by
regulatory agencies since the Uinta Basin is designated as unclassifiable/attainment. The

Proposed Action would result in different emission sources associated with two project phases:

well development and well production. Annual estimated ernissions from the Proposed Action
are summarize'd n Table 4-1. Emissions would be dispersed and/ or diluted to the extent where

any local ozone impacts from the Proposed Action would be indistinguishable from background
conditions.

Table 4-1. Action Annual Emissions
Pollutrnl Development #of

rilells
Total for
Develooment

Productlon #of
WelIs

Total for
Production

Total

NO* 6.s6 l6 104.96 s.06 t6 80.96 r8s.92

CO 4.33 16 69.28 3.8 l6 60.8 130.08

VOC 1.03 t6 16.48 t 8.69 l6 299.U 315.52

Soz 0.23 t6 3.68 0.010s l6 0.168 3.848

PMro 40.66 l6 650.56 28.88 r6 462.08 ttt2.64

PMz.s 4.27 16 68.32 3. l9 t6 51.04 119.36

Benzene 0.0062 t6 0.0992 0.r7 l6 2.72 2.81992

Toluene 0.0106 l6 0.1696 0.35 l6 5.6 s.7696

t4
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sparow, violet-green swallow, warbling vireo, westem kingbird, yellow-breasted chat, yellow
warbler (Parrish et aL.2002, USC 2005) and mountain plover.

WILDLIFE : NON-USFWS DESIGNATED

Special Status Fish
This project would remove water om the Green River or White River in order to drill the wells
and hydrostatically pressure test the pipelines. There are three special status fish species that are
endemic to the Colorado River Basin, including the Green River: roundtail chrfi (Cfla robusta),
flannelmouth sucker (Ca!9*omus latipinnis),and bluehead sucker (Catostomus discobolus). Ti;
roundtail chub is a statelisted threatened species, while the two 

"u.i"rs 
are species of special

concem due to declining population numbers and dishibution.

WILDLIFE : THREATEIIED, Ei\DA}TGERED, PRoPoSED oR CANDIDATE

Colorado River Fish Species
The USFWS has identified four federally listed fish species historically associated with the
Upper Colorado River B-asrn, including the Green River, as being within the project area:
Colorado pikeminnow (Ptychocheilus lucius), humpback cln.b (Gtla c1,pha),boiytail (Gila
elegans), andtazorback sucker (Xyrauchen texanus). These fish are fiierAiy and state-listed as
endangered and have experienced severe population declines due to flow alterations, habitat loss
or alteration, and introduction of non-native fish species. The Green River and its 1g0-year
floodplain have been designated Critical Habitat for these four endangered fish species 6USfWS
1ee4).

13
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to 29 millimeters) central spine, three to four lateral central spines, and six to ten radial spines. From

late April to May, Uinta Basin hookless cactus produces 2.5 to 5-centimeter high, pink to violet

flowers.

The ecological amplitude of Uinta Basin hookless cactus is wide, berng found from clay badlands up

to the pinion-juniper habitat. The preferred habitat occurs on river benches, valley slopes, and rolling
hills consisting of xeric, fine textured, clay soils, derived from the Duchesne River, Green River,

Mancos, and Uinta formations, overlain with a pavement of large, smooth, rounded cobble. The

typical plant community in Uinta Basin hookless cactus habitat is the salt desert shrub community.

The proposed project is located entirely within an area that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

(USFWS) identified as being potential habitat Uinta Basin hookless cactus. During August

through October 2012, SWCA Environmental Consultants surveyed the proposed project to a

distance of 300 feet from the edge of the proposed surface disturbance of two of the three well
pad expansions: the 42-29-9-19 and the 3l-29-9-19. Surveys were also done within 300 feet of
the ROW of an existing surface pipeline connecting these wells to existing infrastructure. This

pipeline will be upgraded to a larger surface pipeline placed within the same ROW. During

these srrrveys, 78 plants were ide,ntified within 300 feet of the existing well pads, well pad

expansion areas, and pipeline ROW. The closest plant to proposed construction or disturbance is

wiihin 47 feetof the iipetine. In 2011, Sclerocactus surveys were conducted within 400 feet of
the proposed expansion of the 43-30-9-19 wellpad. No individuals were found.

WILDLIFE: MIGRATORY BIRDS INCLUDING RAPTORS
All migratory birds and their nests are protected from take or disturbance under the Bald Eagle

and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BEGEPA) of 1940 (16 U.S.C., 668-668d, 54 Stat. 250) and

the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (16 U.S.C., 703 et seq.). These protection laws

were implernented for the protection of avian species. Unless permitted by regulations, it is
unlawful to pursue, hun! kill, capture, possess, buy, sell, purchase, or barter any species covered

under these Acts. In addition, Executive Order 13186 sets forth the responsibilities of fisderal

age,ncies to further implement the provisions of these Acts by integrating bird conservation

principles and practices into agency activities and by e,nsuring that fbderal actions evaluate the

effects of actions and agency plans on protected'avian species.

Within the proposed project areas there are no documented raptor or migratory bird nests. The

following addresses additional migratory birds that may utilize the project areas for nesting

activities, including those sgecies classified as Priority Species by the Utah Steering Committee

and Utah Partners-in-Flight' .

Pinion-Juniper/I)esert Shrub/Sagebrush
American robin, blue-gray gnatcatcher, Brewer's blackbird, Brewer's sparow, cliffswallow,
grasshopper sparrow, gray flycatcher, greater sage-grouse, lazuli bunting, mountain bluebird,

orar,g"-"rowned warbler, rock wren, Say's phoebe, song spalrow, black-billed magpie, black-

capped chickadee, black-throated sparrow, northern flicker, northem mockingbird, vesper

t Utah partners-in-Flight is a cooperative partnership among federal, state, and local government agencies as well as

public organizations and individuals organized to emphasize the conservation of birds not covered by existing

conservation initiatives.

t2
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Greenhouse Gases
Greenhouse gases keep the planet's surface wanner than it otherwise would be. However, as
concentrations of these gffies increase the Earth's temperature is climbing above past levels.
According to National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) and National
Aeronautics and Space Administration (NASA) data, the Earth's average surface temperature has
increased by about 1.2 to 1.4o F in the last 100 years. The eigfrt warmest years on record (since
1850) have all occurred since 1998, with the warmest year being 1998. However, according to
the British Meteorological Office's Hadley Centre (BMO z}Og),the United Kingdom's foremost
climate change research center, the mean global temperafure has been relatively constant for the
past nine years after the warrning hend from 1950 through 2000. Predictions of the ultimate
outcome of global warming remain to be seen.

The 2009 analysis of the Regional Climate Impacts prepared by the U.S. Global Change
Research Program (USGCRP) suggests that recent warming in the region (including the project
area) was nationally among the most rapid. Past records and future projections predict anoverall

_ increase in regional temperatures, largely in the form of warmer nights and effeitively higher
average daily minimum temperatures. They conclude that this war-ing is causing a aeci-ine in
spring snowpack and reduced flows in the Colorado River. The USGCRP projects a region-wide
decrease.in precipitation, although with substantial variability in interannual conditions. For
eastern Utah, the projections range from an approximate five percent decrease in annual
precipitation to decreases as high as 40 percent of annual precipitation. Refer to Section
3.2.3.1.5 in the Gasco Final EIS (BLM 2012a) for more information on climate change.

INTVASIVE PLAIYTS/I\OXIOUS WEEDS, SOILS, AND VEGETATION
Soils are clay loams with a very high percentage of rock. The terrain is low rolling hills, with the
well pads located on hilltops and in valleys. The vegetation noted during the onsite include:
four-wing saltbrush (Atriplex canescens), mat saltbush (Atriplex corntgata), Gafller saltbush
(Atriplex gardneri),black sagebrush (Artemisia nova),rubber rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus
nauseosus), spiny hopsage (Grayia spinosa), galleta grass (Pleuraphis jamesfi), and horsebrush
(Tetradymia sp.).

PALEONTOLOGY
The proposed well pad expansions and pipeline were surveyed for paleontology resounces. Outcrops
and erosional surfaces were checked within the proposed construction areas to determine if fossils
were present and to assess needs when found. The probability for impacting scientifically
important paleontological resources during construction was determined to be high in ihis area.
The route of the proposed pipeline and the well pad expansion areas showed signs oiscientifically
irnportant fossils at multiple locations.

PLANTS : THREATEI\-ED, EIYDANGERED, PROPOSED, oR CANDIDATE

Uinta Basin hookless cacfus (Sclerocactus wetlandicus)
Uinta Basin hookless cactus is a perennial herb and a member of the cactus family. It is federally
listed as threatened and is endemic to the Uinta Basin. It consists of a perennial zucculent shooi
solitary or rarely branching, globose, ovoid or cylindrical. Individuals are usually 3 to 9 centimeters
in diameter and 4 to 12 centimeters tall. Each spine cluster, areoles, usually consists of one large (15
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'source: Environmental ProtectionAgency(EPA)AirQualitySystemdataarchiveswebsite,2010,UtahDepartmentofAirquality
(UDAQ) 2010.
2OurayMonitoringstationData(EPAAqSDatabase).2@glz0t1daaperiod=7/30l09toG|3O/Z:OLO.20fLA|2O77qeriod=717/2010

to6/3Ol2O1t.
3Redwash Monitoring Station Data (EPA AQS Database). 2OO9/2O,:O data period =7/30/A9 ro 6l3Ol2OLO, 2mL0/20LL Feriod =

7lt/2O1Loro 6l3Ol2OLt.
\A/amsutter Monitoring Station Data (EPA AQS Database)'
sOzone 

is measured in parts per billion (ppb).

5he 24-hour and annual 5O2 NMQS have been revoked and replaced with the 1-hour standard (75 FR 35520-35603, June 22, 2010).
TThe 

annual PM1O NAAQS of 50 trg/m was revoked by EPA on September 21, 2006. See FR Volume 71, Number 200, October L7 ,2@6.

Two year-round air quality-monitoring sites were established in summer 2009 near Red Wash

(southeast of Vernal, Utah) and Ouray (southwest of Vernal). The monitors were certified as

Federal Reference Moaitors in fall of 2011. These monitors can be usd to make NAAQS
compliance determinations. The complete EPA Ouray and Redwash monitoring data can be
found at htto://www.e,pa.gov/airexplorer/index.htn. Both monitoring sites have recorded
numerous exceede,lrces of the 8-hour ozone standard during the winter months (January through
March 2010,2011,2013, afi2014). It is thought that high concentrations of ozone are being
formed under a "cold pool" process. This process occurs when stagnate air conditions form with
very low mixing heights under clear skies, with snow-covered ground, and abundant sunlight.
These conditions, combined with area precursor emissions (NO* and Volatile Organic
Compounds (VOCs)), can create intense e,pisodes of ozone. This phenomenotr has also been

observed in similar locations in Wyoming. It did not occur in January througfu March 2012 due

to lack of snow cover. Winter ozone formation is a newly recognized iszue, and the methods of
analyzngand managing this proble,m axe still being developed. Existing photoche,lnical models
are currently unable to replicate winter ozonre formation reliably. This is due to the very low
mixing heights associated with unique meteorology of the arnbient conditions. Further research

is needed to definitively identiff ozone precursor sources that contribute to observed ozone
concenfrations.

The UDAQ conducted limited monitoring of PMz s in Vernal, Utah in December 2006. During
the2006-2007 winter season, PMz.s levels were higher than the PMz.s health standards that
became effective in December 2006. The PMz.s levels recorded in Vernal were similar to other

areas in norlhern Utah that experience wintertime inversions. The most likely causes of elevated

PMz.s at the Vemal monitoring station are those corrmon to other areas of the western U.S.
(combustion and dust) plus nitrates and organics from oil and gas activities in the Basin. PMz.s

monitoring that has been conducted in the vicinity of oil and gas operations in the Uinta Basin by
the Red Wash and Ouray monitors beginning in summer 2009 have not recorded any
exceedences of either the24 hour or annual NAAQS.

Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) are pollutants that are known or suspected to cause cancer or
other serious health effects, such as r€productive effects or bffi defects, or adverse

e,lrvironmental impacts. The EPA has classified 187 airpollutants as HAPS. Examples of listed
HAPs associated with the oil and gas indusfiry include formaldehyde, benzene, tolue,ne,

ethylbenzene, isomers of xylene (BTEX) compounds, and normal-hexane (n-hexane). There are

no applicable Federal or State of Utah arrrbient air quality standards for assessing potential HAP
impacts to human health. Refer to Section 3.2 in the Gasco Final EIS (BLM 2012a) for
additional information on air quality conditions relevant to the Project Area.

10
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Table 3-1. Reglonal Ambient Air Quallty Background Values

Pollutant Averaging Period Year Concentration (FS/m3) Applicable NAAQS1 (Fglm3)

Noz

1-hour

2009120L0 69.6'

188.0
20to/2011 52.7'

2W9l2oLO 58.33

2O1O/20L7 60.23

Annual

20a9l20LO 9.02

100.0
2O70l2OL7 6.92

2W912010 7.8?

zOtOl2Ot7 9.13

co
1-hour

2W 6,2!0
,O,0002005 6,325

2006 6,325

8-hour

2m,4 3,680

10 0002005 3,910

2046 3,450

Soz

1-hour

2@7 2L.7

t972008 L9.7

2009 19.0

3-hour

2@7 15.0

1,3002008 16.7

2009 10.1

24-hour

2@7 5.9
62008

2009 3.9

Annual

2@7 1.5
62008 1.5

2009 0.8

PMro

24-hour

2004 14.0

1502@5 18.0

2006 16.0

Annual

2W 5.0
72005 7.0

2@6 7.0

PMz.s

24-hour

2009.l2O7O 19.52

35.0
2OtOl2Ot7 23.62

20p9{2OLO 16.33

zOtOl2O7L !7.83

Annual

2009/2010 7.3'

15.0
20!0/2011 12.3'

2W9/2010 6.33

2OtO12077 9.43

Ozone

8-hour

200912010 !17.02,s

75s
20t0l20Lt 116.o'zp

2@912010 gg.o'''

20101201r 100.0",,
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CHAPTER 3: AFFECTED ENVIROFIMENT

INTRODUCTION AND GENERAL SETTING
The affected environment of the Proposed Action and No Action Altematives were considered
and analyzed by an interdisciplinary team, as documented in the Interdisciplinary Team Analysis
Record Checklist (Appendix A). The checklist indicates which resources of concem are present,
would be affected by the action, and would require analysis in the EA, or are either not present in
the project area or would not be affected to a degree that requires detailed analysis.

AIR QUALITY AND GREEN HOUSE GASES

The Project Area is located in the Uinta Basin, a serniarid, mid-continental climateregime
typified by dry, windy conditions and limited precipitation. The Uinta Basin is subject to
abundant sunshiue and rapid nighttime cooling. Wide seasonal temperature variations typical of
a mid-continental climate regime are also corlmon. Refer to Section 3.2 in the Gasco Final EIS
(BLM 2012a) for additional infomration on climate in the reglon.

Air Quality
Existing point and area sources of air pollution within the Uinta Basin include the following:

o Exhaust emissions (primarily carbon monoxide [CO], nitogen oxides [NO,], particulate
matter less than 2.5 microns in diameter [P],42.s1, and hazardous air pollutants [HAPs])
from existing natural gas fired compressor engines used in transportation of natural gas in
pipelines;

r Natural gas dehydrator still-ve,nt emissions of CO, NO*, PM2.s, ffid HAPs;
e Gasoline and diesel-fueled vehicle tailpipe emissions of volatile organic compounds

(VOCs), NO*, CO, sulfur dioxide [SOz], particulate matter less than 10 microns in
diarneter [PMro], and PIr42.5;

o Oxides of sulfur (SO*), NO*, fugitive dust emissions from coal-fired power plants, and
coal mining/ processing;

o Fugitive dust (in the form of PMro and PM2.5) from vehicle haffic on unpaved roads,
wind erosion in areas of soil disturbance, and road sanding during winter months; and,

o fong-range transport of pollutants from distant sources.

The Uinta Basin is designated as unclassifiable by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
under the Clean Air Act. This classification indicates that adequate air monitoring is not
available to determine attainment. NAAQS are standards that have been set to protect human
health and welfare with an adequate margin of safety. Pollutants for which standards have been
set include ground level ozone (Os), SOz, nitrogen dioxide (NOz), CO, PM16, and PM2.5.

Airbome particulate matter (PM) consists of tiny coarse-mode (PMro) or fine-mode (PMz.s)
particles or aerosols combined with dust, dirt, smoke, and liquid droplets. PMz.s is derived
primarily from the incomplete combustion of fuel sourc€s and secondarily fomred aerosols,
whereas PMlo is primarily from crushing, grinding, or abrasion of surfaces. Table 3-1 lists
ambient air qualitybackground values for the Uinta Basin and NAAQS standards.
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Direct and indirect impacts to soils and vegetation include mixing of soil horizons, soil
compaction, short-term loss of topsoil and site productivity, loss of soil/topsoil through erosion,
clearing of vegetation, invasion and establishment of introduced, undesired plant species. Loss of
soil/topsoil in disturbed areas would reduce the re-vegetation success of seeded native species
due to increased competitionby annual weed species. Annual weed species are adapted to
disturbed conditions, and have less stringent moisture and soil nutrient requirements than do
perennial native species. The severity of these invasions would depend on the success of
reclamation and re-vegetation, and the degree and success of noxious weed control efforts.

The project would contribute an estimated additional 3.0 tons of soil per acre per year above the
current natural erosion rate for the first year of development. After the first year, the soil erosion
attributed to the project would reduce to 1.5 tons per acre per year until the access roads,
pipelines, and well pads are fully reclaimed. Erosion rates are higher during the first year due to
disturbance during construction.

Mitipation for rnvasive Plants/Ir{oxious weeds. Soils. and venetation:
o All reclamation activities will comply with the Green River Reclamation Guidelines
o All vehicles and equipment shall be cleaned either through power-washing, or other

approved method, if the vehicles or equipment were previously operated outside the
Uinta Basin, to prevent weed seed inhoduction.

o All disfurbance areas shall be monitored for noxious weeds annually, for a minimum of
three growing seasons following completion of project or until desirable vegetation is
established

o Noxious and invasive weeds will be controlled by the proponent throughout the area of
project disturbance.

o Noxious weeds will be inventoried and reported to BLM in the annual reclamation report.
Where an integrated pest management program is applicable, coordination has been
undertaken with the state and local management program (if existing). A copy of the pest
management plan will be submitted for each project.

o A pesticide use proposal (PUP) will be obtained for the project, by the proponent if
applicable.

Paleontology
Direct impacts to paleontology would be the destruction of fossils during the conskuction of the
pipeline, access road, and on any expansion of the well pad and monitoring of ground disturbing
activities is required.

Mitigation consideratious for the pipelines and well pads must include an assessment of the
construction disturbance. For example, removal or penetration of surface alluvium or soils that
had been protecting the fossils could result in accelerated erosion. The construction process itself
could create easier access to fossils resulting in a greater looting potential. On-site monitoring
and spot checking would be necessary during construction activities to record and protect fossils
in place or to remove significant specimens for archiving and preserving in a museum.
Scientifically important fossils may be present at the host well pad Federal 42-29-g-lg. This well
pad will have the following wells on it the Federal 322-29-9-19,323-29-9-19,4zl-Zg-g-tg,43t-
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29-9-19, arLd 432-29-9.19. The other two host well sites, the Federal 3l-29-9-19 and 43-30-9-19,
are clear of paleontological issues.

Mitisation for Pale o ntolo w :
o A pennitted paleontologist is to be present to monitor construction at the Federal 42-29-

9-19 during all surface disturbing activities: including expansion of the well pad and

building of the pipelines.

Plants: Threatened, Endangered, Proposed, or Candidate

Uinta Basin hookless cactus (Sclerocactus wetlandicus)
The proposed action will occur mostly on previously disturbed areas. Although there are 78

individual cacti within 300 feet of the existing disturbance, no direct physical damage will occur
to Uinta Basin hookless cactus individuals as a result of the Proposed Action. Adherence to
additional conservation measures will minimize impacts to Uinta Basin hookless cactus

individuals as a result of the Proposed Action. The surface pipeline that will be upgraded is
within an existing ROW, and all construction work related to pipeline replaceurent and

maintenance will be done from the existing roads and well pads so that no new zurface

disturbance will occur.

Possible dispersed direct and indirect negative impacts which may result from impleurentation of
the Proposed Action include: loss of suitable habitat, habitat modification by invasive weed
species which may compete with individuals, accidental spray or drift of herbicides used during
invasive plant contol, and the deposition of fugitive dust from construction activities and vehicle
traffic on unpaved roads. Due to these indirect negative impacts the Proposed Action warrants a

"may affect, is not likely to adversely alfecP determination for Uinta Basin hookless cactus.

For a summary of Endangered Species Act Section 7 consultation, refer to Chapter 5.

Mitisation for Plants: Threatened, Endansered, Prooosed. or Candidate

This project involves drilling new wells on existing well pads, and includes 0.5 acres of
disturbance from well pad expansion (see Table 2-2). Some areas that were prwiously disturbed
will be redisturbed for this project. Because of the close proximity of the existing wells to
Sclerocactus wetlandicus individuals, the applicant has committed to the standard Sclerocactus
mitigation measures (see Appendix L,page L-6, from the Vernal Record of Decision and
Approved RMP) as well as the following project-specific measures:

Drilling on these well pads will be closed loop to limit the amount of re-disturbance
and well pad expansion that will occur.

The footprint of the well pads will be minimized as much as possible to minimize
impacts to suitable Uinta Basin hookless cactus habitat. The BLM botanist will make
recommendations for minimizrngthe footprint relative to Uinta Basin hookless cactus
dwing the onsite. For example, on theSl-29-9-19 location, corner #2will be moved
to the edge of existing disturbance.
A BlM'approved botanist will be on site during any construction and drilling
operations to make sure activities do not impact plants. The BlM-approved botanist
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will install silt fencing at the edge of the proposed disturbance to prevent impacts to
Sclerocactus wetlandicus individuals and will remove them at the end of construction.
Any construction work associated with this proposed project will happen outside of
flowering season (usually April through UiD as determined by a Biivf-approved
botanist.
Any backfill/spoils/topsoils will be stockpiled as far away from existing plants as
possible (for example, on the side of the well pad that is furthest from existing
plants).

Water only (no chonicals, reclaimed production water, or oil field brine) will be used
for project-related dust abatement from March through August, when Sclerocactus
species are most vulnerable to dust-related impacts.
Where the pipeline is within 50 feet of individual Sclerocaclzs plants or populations,
the pipeline will eitherbe hand-laid or laid by vehicles from the existing road and
secured in place to prevent movement toward plants.

o After construction is completed, the BlM-approved botanist will provide a report to
the Bll[summaizngthe methods and results of the avoidance measures.

o Sclerocaclns spot checks will be conducted and approved for all planned disttubance
arqu on an annual basis the year following the 100% Sclerocactus clearance survey
for this project. Results of spot checks may require additional pre-construction plant
surveys as directed by the BLM and in coordination with the USFWS. If the
proposed action or parts thereof have not occurred within four years of the original
survey, coordination with the USFWS will be required and 100% clearance re-survey
may be necessaryprior to ground disturbing activities.

o Additional mitigation for project impacts in lieu of the 3-year Sclerocactus
monitoring requirement (for plants within 300 feet of disturbance) may include
contribution to the Sclerocactus mitigation fund, with the amount determined during
section 7 consultation with the USFWS. This monetary amount mustbe paid by
Gasco to the Sclerocactus Mitigation Fund-BLM within 90 days upon receipt of
conculrence, or before construction of the Project begins. The payment should be
made to; Sclerocactus Mitigation Fund-BLM, Michelle Olson, Manager, Impact-
Directed Environmental Accounts, National Fish and Wildlife Foundation,II33
Fifteenth Street NW, Suite 1100, Washington, DC 20005.

Wildlife: Migratory Birds
Implementation of the Proposed Action Alternative would directly impact approximately 0.5
acres of suitable nesting and/or foraging habitat for migratory bird species. These impacts would
be short term and would occur during project activities and until reclamation efforts are in
accordance with the Reclamation Plan. Other potential impacts to migratory bird species could
include: increased direct impacts (including poaching and collisions with vehicles), direct loss or
degradation of potential nesting and foraging habitats, and indirect disturbance from human
activity (including harassment, displacement, and noise). If activities occur in the spring during
the nesting season for most migratory birds, impacts would be greater than if development
occurred late summer through late winter. Impacts during the spring could include nest
abandonment, reproductive failure, displacement, and destruction of nests.
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Wildlife: Non-USFWS Designated

Special Status Fish
The analysis for the three special status fish species excluding USFWS designated species is the
same as the analysis for threatened, e,ndangered or candidate animal species; therefore, the same

mitigation measures apply. It is not anticipated that the proposed action would result in the
listing of any fish species.

Wildlife: Threatened, Endangered, Proposed or Candidate

Colorado River Fish Species
The proposed action would result in 16 acre-feet of depletion from the Upper Colorado River
Drainage System. Water depletions, along with a number of other factors, have resulted in such
drastic reductions in thepopulations of the Colorado pikeurinnow, humpback chub, bonytail, and
ruzorback sucker that the Serrrice has listed these species as endangered and has implemented
programs to prevent them from becoming extinct.

Water depletions reduce the ability of the river to create and maintain the primary constituent
elements that define critical habitats. Food supply, predation, and competition are important
elements of the biological environment. Food supply is a function of nutrient zupply and
productivity, which could be limited by reduction of high spring flows brought about by water
depletions. Predation and competition from nonnative fish species havebeen identified as

factors in the decline of the endangered fishes. Water depletions contribute to alterations in flow
regimes that favor nonnative fishes,

The potential exists for water intake structures placed in the Upper Colorado River Drainage
System (flowing rivers and sheams) to result in mortality to eggs, larvae, young-of-the-year, and
juvenile life stages. BLM and their applicants would minimize this potential by following the
conservation measures listed below. Key habitat components for foraging or cover may be
removed or altered due to equipment, including decreased water quantity for aquatic species
from dewatering during low flow periods.

The proposed action would result in a water depletion based on re,rnoval of water from the Upper
Colorado River Drainage System for construction and drilling operations. Therefore, the
proposed action will have a "may affect, likely to adversely affect" determination for the
endangered Colorado pikeminnow, humpback chub, bonytail, and razorback sucker. The
proposed project falls within the scope of the Gasco Natural Gas Field Development EIS.
Therefore, Section 7 consultation has already been completed for this project.

Mitigation Wildlife: Threatened. Endangered. Proposed or Candidate
o The best method to avoid entrainment is to pump from an oFchannel location - one that

does not connect to the river during high spnng flows. An infiltration gallery constructed
in a BLM and Service approved location is best.

o If the pump head is located in the river channel where larval fish are known to occur, the
following measures apply:

o do not situate the pump in a low-flow or no-flow area as these habitats tend to
concentrate larval fi shes;
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o limit the amount of pumping, to the greatest extent possible, during that period of
the year when larval fish maybepresent (April 1 to August 3l); and

o limit the amount ofpumping, to the greatest extent possible, during the pre-dawn
hours as larval drift studies indicate that this is a period of greatest daily activity.

o screen all pump intakes with3132 inch mesh material.
o approach velocities for intake structures will follow the National Marine Fisheries

Service's docume,nt "Fish Screening Criteria for Anadromous Salmonids". For
projects with an in-stream intake that operate in stream reaches where larval fish
may be present, the approach velocity will not exceed 0.33 feet per second (ff/s).

o Report any fish impinged on the intake screen to the Service (801.975.3330) and the Utah
Division of Wildlife Resources:

Northeastern Region
318 North Vernal Ave, Vernal, UT 84078
Phone: (435)781-9453

NO ACTION ALTERNATIYE

Air Quality and Green House Gases
Under the No Action Alternative, Gasco would not drill the proposed gas wells or build the
associated pipeline. Effects on ambient air quality would 

"ortirrue 
at present levels from existing

oil and gas development in the region and other emission producing sources. Annual estimated
eurissions from the existing wells in the No Action are summarizeJ n Table 4-2. Emissions
would be dispersed and/ or diluted to the extent where any local ozone impacts from the
Proposed Action would be indistinguishable from background conditions.

Table 4-2. No Action Alternative Annual Emissions
Pollutant Development #of

Wells
Total for
Develonment

Productlon #of
Wells

Total for
Production

Total

NOr 6.56 ., 19.68 5.06 3 15.18 34.86

CO 4.33 3 12.99 3.8 3 I1.4 24.39

voc r.03 3 3.09 t8.69 3 55.07 59.16

SO, 0.23 3 0.69 0.0105 3 0.03rs 0.100s

PMro 40.66 3 t21.98 28.88 3 86.64 208.62

PMz.s 4.27 3 12.81 3.19 3 9.57 22.38

Benzene 0.0062 3 0.0186 a.l7 3 0.51 0.5286

Toluene 0.0106 3 0.0318 0.35 ., l.0s L0818

Ethylbenzene 0.0004 3 0.0012 0.024 ., 0.072 0.0732

Xylene 0.005s J 0.0r65 0329 J 0.987 1.0035

n-Hexane 0.0r21 J 0.0363 0.3 0.9 0.9363

Formaldehyde 0.0056 3 0.0168 0.057 3 0.171 0. l 87E

Emissions include 3 producing wells and associated operations taffic during the year in which the project is developed
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Emissions of NO* and VOC, ozorre precursors, are 34.86 tons/yr for NOx, and 59.16 tons/yr of
VOC (Table 4-1). Refer to Section 4.2tnthe Gasco Final EIS (BLM 2012a) for additional
information on potential air quality impacts under the No Action Altemative.

Invasive PlantsAloxious Weeds, Soils, and Vegetation
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no direct disturbance or indirect effects to soils
and vegetation from surface-disturbing activities associated with proposed action. Invasive
plants/noxious weeds would remain at current levels. Current land use tends in the area would
continue, including increased indusfrial development, incteased off-highway vehicles (OHu
traffic, and increased recreation use for hunting, fishing, bird watching, and sightseeing.

Paleontology
Under the no action alternative, fossil resources in the project area would remain the same as

they currenfly are.

Plants: Threatene{ Endangered, Proposed, or Candidate

Uinta Basin hookless cactus (Sclerocactus wetlandicus)
Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no direct disturbance or indirect ef[ects to
Uinta Basin hookless cactus or its associated habitat from surface-disturbing activities associated
with the proposed project. Current land use frends in the area would continue, including
increased industrial developme,nt, incteased off-highway vehicles (OHV) traffic, and increased

recreation use.

Wildlife: Migratory Birds
Under the no action altemative, there would be no direct disturbance or indirect effects to
threatened, endangered, proposed, candidate, or sensitive wildlife species from surface disturbing
activities associated with the road realignment. Current land use trends in the area would
continue, including increased induskial development, increased OHV traffic, increased
recreational use forhunting, bird watching, and sightseeing.

Wildlife: Non-USFWS Desiguated

Special Status Fish
Under the no action altemative, there would be no direct disturbance or indirect eflects to
threatened, endangered, proposed, candidate, or sensitive wildlife species from surface disturbing
activities associated with the road realignment. Current land use trends in the area would
continue, including increased industrial development increased OHV traffic, insreased
recreational use for hunting, bird watching and sightseeing.

Wildlife: Threatened, Endangered, Proposed or Candidate

Colorado River Fish Species
Under the no action alternative, there would be no direct disturbance or indirect effects to
threatened, endangered, or candidate, species from surface disturbing activities associated with
the construction and drilling of the proposed project wells. Current land use trends in the area
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would continue, including increased industrial development, increased OHV traffic, increased
recreational use for hunting, bird watching and sightseeing.

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS
Cumulative impacts are those impacts that result from the incremental impact of an action whe,n
added to otherpast, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, regardless ofwhich agency or
person undertakes such other actions. The cumulative impacts analysis area (CIAA) varies by
resource and would be defined in the section for each individual resource.

Air Quality and Green House Gases
The CIAA for air quality is the Uinta Basin, which is bounded by higher terrain on all sides,
which results in similar climate and dispersion conditions for pollutants in the CIAA. The
potential impact of the Proposed Action to Uinta Basin ozone levels cannot be accurately
modeled. In lieu of accurate modeling, the Greater Natural Buttes Air Quality Technical Support
Document, which is the most recent rggqonal air model infonnation qvailable for the Uinta Basrn,
and the Greater Natural Buttes (GNB) Final EIS (BLM 2012c) section 5.3.1, are incorporated by
reference and summarized below. The GNB Final EIS (BLM 2012a) discloses that most of the
cumulative e,missions in the Uinta Basin are associated with oil and gas exploration and
production activities. Consequently, pst, present and reasonably foreseeable wells in the Uinta
Basin are a part of the cumulative actions considered in this analysis. Table 6 summarizes the
2006 Uinta Basin emissions as well as the incremental impact of this project's alternatives. As
indicated in Table 4-2, the Proposed Action comprises a small percentage of the Uinta Basin
emissions sunmary.

Table 4-2. 2006 Uinta Basin Oiland Gas Emissions

County NOy (tpy) co (tpy) Sox (tpyl PM (tpy) voC (tpy)

Uintah 6,096 4,L33 247 344 45,646
Carbon 995 814 2? 40 2,74't
Duchesne 3,053 2,M8 96 L73 19,019

Grand 337 207 16 22 2,360
Emerv 273 199 9 t4 453

Uinta Basin Total 10,754 7,8fi) 391 s92 70,226

Proposed Action 185.92 130.08 3.848 SO2
119.35 - PMzs
1112.54 - PM."

3L5.52

No Action 34.86 24.39 0.1005 so2
22.38 - PM2.s

208.62 - PM.
59.16

Source: 2012 Greater Natural Buttes Final EIS Table 5,3-1.

The GNB model predicted the following impacts to air quality and air quality related values for
the GNB Proposed Action, which encompassed3,675 new wells:

o Cumulative impacts from criteriapollutants to ambient air quality are well below the
NAAQS at Class I airsheds and selected Class II areas;

o The incremental impacts to visibility would be virtually impossible to discern and would
not contribute to regional haze atthe Class I areas;

o The 2018 projected baseline emissions would result in impacts of 1.0 deciview for at
least 201 days per year at the Class II areas;
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Discernible impacts at Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area and Dinosaur National
Monument were anticipated;
Less than 1 percent would be contributed to the acid deposition in Class I areas, and 4.3
percent at the Flaming Gorge Class II area;

Acid deposition impacts at sensitive lakes would be below the USFS screening threshold;
ffid,
Ozone levels would be below the current ozone standard of 75 parts per billion (ppb) for
the fourth highest annual level in the Uinta Basin for the 2018 projected baseline, and ttre
proposed action would be approximately 3.2percent of the cumulative ozone impact
within the Uinta Basin.

Based on the GNB model results, it is anticipated that the impact to ambient air quality and air
quality related values associated with the Proposed Action would be indistinguishable from, and
dwarfed by, the margn of uncertainty associated with the model and Uinta Basin emission
inventory. The No Action altemative would not result in an accumulation of impacts.

fnvasive Plants/Iloxious lVeeds, Soils, and Vegetation
The cumulative impacts for these resources are the same as the cumulative impacts analyzed in
Section 4.18.3 of the Gasco EIS and include the introduction or spread of noxious weeds. The
Proposed Action would add 0.5 acres of new surface disturbance. The No Action Alternative
would not rezult in an accumulation of impacts.

Paleontolory
The cumulative impacts for these resources are the same as the cumulative impacts analyzdn
Section 4.18.3 of the Gasco EIS. The cumulative impacts for this prqect were disclosed in the
Gasco EIS.

Plants: Threatened, Endangered, Proposed, or Candidate

Uinta Basin hookless cactus (Sclerocactus wetlandicus)

The area delineated by the USFWS as potential habitat for Uinta Basin hookless cactus covers
approximately 540,030 acres on BLM, Ute tribal, state of Utah, and privately held lands. Within
the CIAA, there are eight active approved field development NEPA documents, Newfield
Production Company's Castle Peak and Eighhnile Flat Oil and Gas Expansion EIS (40,475 acres
of 64,000 acre project in CIAA), EOG Resources, Inc. North Chapita Natural Gas Well
Development Project EA (7,785 acres of the 10,920 acre project area is in the CIAA), Enduring
Resources, LLC's West Bonanza Area Natural Gas Well Development Project EA (263 acres of
the 24,873 acre project area is in the CIAA), Gasco Production Company's Nafural Gas Field
Development EIS (102,389 acres of the 236,165 acre project area is in the CIAA), Kerr-McGee
Oil & Gas Onshore LP's GreaterNatural Buttes Project EIS (88,882 acres of the 162,9ll acre
project area is in the CIAA), QEP Energy Company's Greater Deadman Bench Oil and Gas
Producing Region EIS (10,585 acres of the 98,785 acre project area is in the CIAA), EOG
Resources, Inc. Chapita Wells-Stagecoach EIS (18,489 acres of the 31,872 acre project area is in
the CIAA), ffid Bill Barett Corporation's West Tavaputs Plateau Natural Gas Full Field
Development Plan EIS (26,045 acres of the 137,930 acre project area is in the CIAA). In total
approximately 24,208 acres of surface disfurbance was authorized across the analysis areas of
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these documents. If the disturbance is relatively uniform throughout these project areas, then
approximately 10,339 acres of surface disturbance has occurred or will occur within the CIAA
(1.9% of the CIAA). Within the CIAA, numerous oil and natural gas wells do not tier to these
NEPA documents. As of 6125/2012, there are 548 abandoned oil and gas locations outside of the
scope of the field development documents.

Using the assumption contained within the Greater Uinta Basin Cumulative Impacts Technical
Support Document, 2,791 aues of the CIAA were disturbed some point in the past and are in
various stages of reclamation (0,5% of the CLAA). There axe currently 4,415 well pads that
serve as platforms for actively producing wells not permitted under these documents. Using the
above assumption, this has resulted in 18,254 acres of surface disturbance (3.4% of the CIAA).
Finally, 380 wells are currently proposed that do not tidr to these documents that will result in
1,638 acres of surface disturbance (0.3% of the CIAA). Currentlyproposed field developme,nts,
if all approved as proposed (either the estimated disturbance presented in the agency preferred
alternative, in the applicant proposed alternative if the agency preferred alternative has not been
selected, or an estimate of 5-acres of disturbance per well if an estimate is not yet available)
would result n 25,472 acres of surface disturbance throughout the entirety of the project areas.

If it assumed that disturbance would be relatively uniform throughout, then there will be about
71,232 acres of disturbance with the CIAA due the projects (2.1% of the CIAA). Thus, in total
44,254 acres (8.2%o of the CIAA) have been or will be disturbed within the CIAA due to energy
development activities. Within the CIAA, there are also approximately 1,903 miles of roads.
Cumulative impacts include habitat disturbance and fragmentation through surface disturbing
activities, dust impacts to flowering plants, and pollinator habitat disturbance and pollinator
displace,ment. The Proposed Action would add 0.5 acres of surface disturbance. The No Action
alternative would not result in an additional accumulation of impacts.

Due to inclusions of areas of unsuitable habitat within the potential habitat area, the total acreage
of suitable habitat is less than 540,030 acres. However, a complete survey of suitable habitat has
not been performed aad thus the amount of suitable habitat has not been quantified. Impacts to
the species from past, current, and reasonably foreseeable actions may be greater or smaller than
those described for the total area depending upon the exact distribution of actions relative to
suitable habitat.

\Yildlife: Migratory Birds
The CIAA is the Vernal RMP area. Cumulative impacts are incorporated by reference to section
4.18.3 of the Gasco EIS. Cumulative impacts include decreased available cover, carrying
capacity, foraging opportunities, breeding habitat, and habitat productivity for migratory birds
and mountain plover. In general, the severity of the cumulative effects would depend on factors
such as the sensitivity of the species affected, seasonal intensity of use, type of project activity,
and physical parameters (e.g., topography, forage quality, cover availability, visibility, and noise
presence). The Proposed Action would add 0.5 acres of new surface disturbance. The No Action
Alternative would not result in an accumulation of impacts.

24



DOI-BLM-UT-G0 1 0 -2013 -0132-E A

Wildlife: Non-USFnWS Designated and Threatened, Endangeredo Proposed or Candidate

Colorado River Fish Species including Special Status Fish
The CIAA for this resource is the Colorado River system. Cumulative impacts are incorporated
by reference to Section 4.18.3.11 of the Gasco EIS. Cumulative impacts in this area include oil
and gas exploration and development, irrigation, urban development, recreational activities, and
activities associated with the Upper Colorado River Endangered Fish Recovery Progra:n.
Cumulative impacts such as decreased water quality and quantity, decreased habitat quality,
habitat fragmentation, and mortality result from decreased sheam flow, erosion, improperly
placed culverts, elevated salinity, and contamination. Decreased stream-flows reduce or
eliminate both the extent and quality of suitable habitat by increasing stream temperatures, and
subsequently by reducing dissolved oxygen levels. Such impacts may be more pronounced
during periods of natural cyclic flow reductions (fall and winter or periods of drought). A loss of
stream flow can also reduce a stream's ability to transport sediment downstream. The Proposed
Action would add 0.5 acres of surface disturbance with its associated impacts, and about 16 acre-
feet of water depletion. The No Action Altemative would not result in an accumulation of
impacts.
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CHAPTER 5: PERSONS, GROUPS, AND AGENICES CONSULTED

CONSTILTATION

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Formal Section 7 consultation was completed for Gasco EIS bythe US Fish and Wildlife Ssrvice
and the Bureau of Land Manage,llent, Vernal Field Office. On December 22,2011 a Biological
Opinion was received that concurred with the "mty affectr likely to adversely affecf'
determination for the four Colorado River fish and their designated critical habitat. This project
falls within the scope of the EIS consultation, therefore consultation for the water depletion
impacts to the four Colorado River fish and their designated critical habitat is complete.

Sclerocactus wetlandicus (Uinta Basin hookless cactus) was also consulted on through the EIS.
However, that consultation did not include mitigation measures for plants that would be directly
impacled by development and deferred mitigation to proj_ect-specific consultation The BLM's
determination is that this action "may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect" S. wetlandicus.
Consultation was imitated for this project on June 9,2014 and completed with a letter from
USFWS concurring vrith BLM's determination on July 1, 2014.

Utah State Historic Preservation Office
Consultation with the Utah State Historic Preservation Office was previously conducted through
Utah state antiquities project number U-07-GB-0032bs. No cultural resources were identified
within the project area, therefore the BLM has made a "no historic properties affected"
determination pursuant to 36CFR800(dX I ).

Tribal Consultation
Tribal consultations were conducted under the Gasco EIS. No Traditional Cultural Properties are
identified within the area of potential effect. The proposed project will not hinder access to or
use of Native American religious sites.

STJMMARY OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION
The Proposed Action was posted to the Utah BLM's Environmental Notification Bulletin Board
on March 14,2013. A public comment period was held, begrnning on April 14,2014 and
continuing through Apil29,2014,based on public request. Substantive comments that were
submitted are responded to in Appendix B.

Notice letters were sent to other ROW holders adjacent to the proposed project area on July 1,
2013. A response was received from the Uintah County Commission in support of the project.
The Uintah County Commission requests that Gasco contact the Uintatr County Community
Development Departrnent for any necessary permits prior to construction.
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LIST OF PREPARBRS

Table 5.1. List of
Name Title Responsible for the tr'ollowing Section(s) of this

Document
David Gordon Natural Resource

Specialist/Environmental
Scientist

Chapters I & 2
Chapters 3 & 4: Air Qualiff & Cneenhouse Gas Emissions,
Invasive PlantsNoxious Weeds. Soils & Vegetation

Daniel Emmett Wildlife Biologist Wikllife: Migratory Birds(including raptors), Wildlife:
Non-USFWS Designated, Thleatened, Endangered,
Pmrxrsed or Candidate

Jessi Brunson Botanist Plants: Threatened. Endaneered. Proposed- or Candidate

Elizabeth Gamber Geolosist/PaleontoloEist Paleontolosv
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APPENDIX A: INTERDISCPLINARY TEAM CHECKLIST

Project Title: Gasco Production Company Proposes To Drill 16 Gas Wells From Three Existing Well Pads.

NEPA Log Number: DOI-BLM-UT-G010-20 l3-0132-EA

File/Serial Number: WU -037246, UTU -7 6034 and ItrIU-7 6262

Project Leader: David Gordon

DETERMINATION OF STAFF: (Choose one of the following abbreviated options for the left column)
NP - not present in the area impacted by the proposed or alternative actions
M: present, but not affected to a degree that detailed analysis is required
pf = present with potential for relevant impact that need to be analyzed in detail in the EA
lgg = (DNAs only) actions and impacts not changed from those disclosed in the existing NEPA documents cited in

Section D of the DNA fonn. The Rationale column may include M and NP discussions.

Determination n".o"i""1.."" Rationale for Determination Slgnature Date

RESOTJRCES AND ISSTJES CONSIDERED (INCLIJDES SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORITIES APPENI'IX 1 H.I79GT)

PI
Air Quality & Greenhouse

Gas Emissions

Emissions from earth-moving equipment, vehiclr
raffic, drilling and completion activities, s€parators
cil storage tanks, dehydration units, and daily tailpipr
md ftgitive dust emissions could adversely affect ai
truality.

!{o standards have been set by EPA or other
Bgulatory agencies for greenhouse gases. In addition
he assessment ofgreenhouse gas emissions and
:limate change is still in its earliest stages of
brrrulation. Global scientific models are
.nconsistent, and regional or local scientific models
re lacking so that it is not technically feasible to
letermine the net impacts to climate due to
;reenhouse gas emissions. It is anticipated that

;reenhouse gas emissions associated with this action
md its alternative(s) would be neelisible.

David Gordon \n4n3

NP BLM Natural Areas
tlone Present as per GIS layer review and RMP/ROI
leview David Gordon Vt4n3

NI
lultural:

Archaeological Resources

{o cularal riesources eligible for inclusion into the
IIRHP were identified within the APE of the proposa
roiect.

Cameron Cox Vtgt13

NP
lultural:

Native American
Relieious Concerns

,Io Traditional Cultural Properties are identified
rdthin ttre APE. The proposed project will not hinder
rccess to or use of Native American religious sites.

Cameron Cox vt9n3

NP
)esignated Areas:

Areas of Critical
Environme,ntal Concern

Yone Present as per GIS layer review and RMP/ROI
leview David Gordon y14/13

NP
)esignated Areas:

Wild and Scenic Rivers

tlone Present as per GIS layer review and RMP/ROI
leview David Gordon t/t4t13

NP
)esignated Areas:

Wilderness Study Areas

tlone Present as per GIS layer review and RMP/ROI
leview David Gordon Vt4l13
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Determination Resource/fssue Rationale for Determinrtion Signature Date

NI Environmental Justice

tlo minority or economically disadvantagu
:ommunities or populations would br
lisproportionately adversely affected by the propose<
rction or altematives.

David Gordon t/14/13

NP
Farmlands

(prime/unique)

,lo prime or unique farmlands as designated by thr
,IRCS exist in the proposed project area. Thereforr
his resource in not oresenl

David Gordon V14n3

NI Fuels/Fire Management
rlo fuel management activities planned for the projec
rea. The proposed project would not conflict witl
ire manaseme,nt activities.

David Gordon Vt4l13

NI
GeologylNtl i neralVEnergy

Production

No known gilsonite is in the project area If gilsonitr
is encountered during drilling or constuction, pleasr

report that information to BLM VFO. The depth an<

thickness of the vein is important information tha
should be provided to BLM. Operator must notifi
any active Gilsonite operation within 2 miles of thr
location 48 hours prior to any blasting for this well.

Natural gas, oil, oil shale and tar sand are the onll
other mineral resouroes that could be impacted by thr
projecf Production of natural gas or oil wouk
deplete reserves, but the proposed project allows for
ilre recovery of natural gas and oil per 43 CFI
3162.1(a), under the existing Federal lease
Compliance with "Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 2
Drilling Operations" would assure that the projecr
would not adversely affect gilsonite, oil shale, or tar
mnd deposits. Due to the state-of-the-art drilling anc
uell completion techniques, the possibility ofadverse
legradation of tar sand or oil shale deposits by the
rroposed action would be negligible.

Well completion must be accomplished in compliancr
rith "Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 2, Drilling
)perations." These guidelines specifu the following:
,. proposed casing and cementing programs shall be

>onducted as approved to protect and/or isolate alt
sable water zones, potentially productive zones, lost
:irctlation zones, abnormally pressured zones, ano
my prospectively valuable deposits of minerak. Any
solating medium other than cement shall receive
wproval orior to use.3

Andrew McCormick 4n2t20t3

PI
Invasive Plants/Noxious

Weeds, Soils & Vegetation

A.pproximately 0.5 acres of new soil disturbancr
pould occur during constmction until reclamation it
iuccessful. Soils would be re-contoured and reseede<

luring reclamation.

lhere would be approximately 0.5 acres of initial
zegetation disturbancey'removal.

)roposed distuibance would provide suitable habitat
or the esAblishment and spread of non-native plant
pecies. Operator would control invasive species
rlong roads, pipeline corridors, and on well pads, as

liscussed in Chapter 2.

David Gordon )lt4/13
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Determinatiou Resource/Issue Rationale for Determinatlon Signature Drte

NI LandVAccess

Ihe proposed area is located within the Vemal Fietr
Jffice Resource Management Plan area which allow
br oil and gas development with associated road anr

lipeline rights-of-way. Due to the location of thr
rells pads and the different oil & gas leases beinl
apped, the well pads will be required to be unde
ROW. Also, the pipelines and roads are currently ir
rlace & will change from lease authorizations k
lOWs as well. Letters were mailed to all ROll
rolders adjacent to the project area on July 1, 2013
Io date one rsqponse has been received from Uintal
3ounty. No existing land uses would be changed o
nodified by the implernentation of the proposa
rction: therefore there would be no adverse erffect.

KatieNash v7lt4

NI knds with Wilderness
Characteristics GWC)

rlone Present as per 2008 Vemal RMP ROD and GIt
ayerreview

David Gordon Vt4n3

M Livestock Grazing and
Rangeland Health

the proposed project is located within the Wetlands
attle grazing allotnents. Some surface disturbance
vould occur and would rernove forage from livestock
me. Disturbed surface would have interim and final
pclamation that would retum forage to livestock in
he future. Rangeland Health monitoring was
pnducted on Wetlands in 2fi)8, and all represe,lrtative
reas were shown to be meeting sandards.
)heatgrass is present and canopy cover varies with
mnual precipitation. There are no inventoriod stock
vatering sites and/or odrer rangeland improvements
hat would be impacted within the immediate vicinity
rfthe oroiect.

AIec Bryan v26120t3

PI Paleontology

Scientifically important fossils may be present at the
rost well pad Federal 42-29-9-19. This well pad will
rave the following wells on ic Federal 322-29-9-19,
123-29-9-19, 421 -29-9-19, 431 -29-9-19, and 432-29-
)-19. Paleo monitoring is recommended at is site. The
rther two host well sitc (Federal 3l-29-9-19 and 43-
i0-9-19) are clear for paleo issues.

Betty Gamber v23t20t3

M llants:
BLM Sensitive

lhe following UT BLM se,nsitive plant species are
)resent or expected in the same or an adjacent
;ubwatershed as the proposed proje* Yucea sterilis.

. Sandy soils in the vicinity of the proposed
project may provide potential habitat for
Yucca sterilis. However, no populations are
present in the projet vicinity. Gven the
exclusively clonal nature ofthe species, the
potential for future establishment is
neslisible.

Jessi Bnrnson )1t3t2013

PI

)laots:

Threatened, Endangered,
Proposed, or Candidate

Ihe following Herally listed, proposed, or candidate
rlant species are prese[t or expected in the same or ar
rdjacurt subwatershed as the proposed project clay
red-mustard (Sc ho eno crambe argil lacea), Pariette
>acfx (Sclerocactus brevispinus), and Uinta Basin
rookless czcfrx (Sclerocacfis wetlandians).

o {5 the contact zone between the Green
River and Uinta Formations is not presart ir
the vicinity ofthe proposed project there is
no Dotential habitat for clay reed-mustard.

Jessi Brunson )fi3t2013
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Determination Resource/Issue Rationale for Determinetion Signrture Date

o [s curently understood, Pariette cactus is
resficted to the Pariette and Castle Peak
drainages and the surrounding benches.
Thereforq the proposed project is Iocated
outside ofthe potential range for the
species.

r Theproposedprojectislocatedwithin
occupied habitat for Uinta Basin hookless
cactus.

NP
)lants:

Wetland/Riparian

tlo riparian sites are inventoried at or in the vicinity or

he pmject area Based on visits to the area anr
:onfirmed bv Field Office data from GIS information.

David Gordon t/14n3

NI Recreation

Motorized use is designated as limited to designated
:oads and trails as per Vemal RMP 2008. The use of
he area is primarily from the oil and gas industry;
Ecreational use of ATV's is limited to existing routes
rnly.

lhe proposed action is out ofline ofsight or greater
han 0.5 mile from the river.

David Gordon
yt4lt3

NI Socio-Economics

{o impact to t}re social or economic status of thr

)ounty or nearby communities would occur from thir

xoject due to its size in relation to ongoinl
levelopment throushout the basin.

David Gordon Vr4n3

NI Visual Resources
y'RM Class IV identified, project would meet class [\
tbiectives.

David Gordon vt4lt3

NI Wastes
(hazardouVsolid)

llazardous materials above reportable quantities wil
1ot be produced by drilling or completing propos€{
,vell(s) or constmcting the pipelines/facilities. Thr
;erm 'ttazardous materials" as used here means: (l
my substance, pollutant, or containment listed ar

razardous under the Comprehensive Environmenta
Lesponse, Compensation, md Liability Ac
:CERCLA) of 1980, as amended 42 U.S.C 9601 e
rcq., and the regulations iszued under CERCLA; anc

2) any hazardous waste as defined in RCRA of 1976
rs amended. In addition, no exffemely hazardour
ubstance, as defined in 40 CFR 355, in thresholt
rlanning quantities, would be used, produced, stored
ransported, or disposed ofwhile producing any well.

lrash and other waste would be contained in
rppropriate containers and then disposed in approved
ocations.

David Gordon Vt4n3

NI
Water:

Floodplains

!{o HUD inventoried or non-HUD inventoried floor
rlains would be disturbed by the expansion of thr
rell locations. This project is not expect€d t(
resativelv imoact flood olains.

David Gordon Vt4t13

NI ilater:
Groundwater Quality

)ompliance with "Onshore Oil d,nd Gas Order No. 2
rill assure that the project will not adversely affec
;roundwater quality. Due to the state-of-the-ar
lrilling and wells completion techniques, thr
rcssibility of adverse degradation of groundwato
pality or prospectively valuable mineral deposits b1

he prooosed action tyill be neelisible

Betty Gamber v23t20t3
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FINAL REVIEW:

Determination Resource/Issue Ratlonale for Determination Signature Date

N]
ater:

Hydrologic Conditions
(stormwater)

Ihe proposed construction of the well locations an<

levelopment of the access roads would alter thr
opography of the area to a small degree and changr
;urface water flow patterns. lt is not exp€cted tha
;urface water or stormwater would be created to tht
evel of concern for Clean Water Act Section 401

stonnwater) review. In addition federal law har

:xempted energy development from stormwatel
'equirements.

David Gordon vt4t13

NI
ly'ater:

Surface Water Quality

lhe only potential for the proposed project to
regatively impact water quality would be increased
rotential for chernical spills or increased disturbance
:o surface soils which could cause soil erosion. This
would not be expected to occur in a way that would
re negative to surface waters. The site is in an upland
rea and more than 0.25 miles from perennial waters.

David Gordon \n4n3

NI ilater:
Waters of the U.S.

vVaters of the U.S. are not present per USGI
.oposraphic mau and GIS data review. David Gordon V14fi3

NP Wild Horses
tlo herd areas or herd management areas are presen
n the project area per BLM GIS database.

David Gordon yt4t13

PI

Wildlife:
Migratory Birds

(includins rantors)

vligratory birds are present. No known raptor nests
lxist within project area. Dan Emmett v22t2013

PI
ilildlife:

Non-USFWS Desienated
ilater would be used for this proposed project s(
rensitive fish species need to be analvzed.

Dan Emmett t/22t20t3

PI
ilildlife:

Threatened Endangered,
Proposed or Candidate

Water would be used for this proposed project so
I&E fish species need to be analyzed. Project is not
vithin sage grouse habitat.

s the proposed project in sage grouse PPH or PGH?
fes E No I tttt. answer is yes, the project must
:onform with WO lM 2012-043.

Dan Emmett +122t20t3

NP Woodlands/Forestry
tlone Present as per Vernal Field OfIice RMP/ROD
rnd GIS database

David Gordon \lt4ll3

Environmental
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APPENDIX B: COMMENT RESPONCES

Comment 1: Air quality expert previously identified deficiencies in the Gasco EIS. Since the
Gasco EA relies on the Gasco EIS for air quality analysis, these shortcomings (for ozone,
PM, and visibility) also apply to this project.

Response 1: This comment is redundant to comments made on the Gasco DEIS and FEIS and
were previously responded to in Appendix P of the Gasco FEIS and Table 4 of the Gasco
ROD.

Comment 2: BLM should have analyzed air emissions associated with oil and gas development,
and detennined whether those emissions would result in violations of fiederal air quality
standards.

Response 2: T'he characterization of existing air quality condition and analysis of direct, indirect,
and cumulative air quality impacts are in chapters 3 and 4 of the EA, and are quantified to the
exte,nt that data is available. The EA in chapter 4 states that "IJnder the selected altemative
in the GasgQ ROD (BL-M 2012b) infill developgrent in the Gasco project area is not expectgd
to result in exceedences of NAAQS." Since the proposed l6 well project is a project livel
implementation ofthe Gasco ROD, no exceedances of NAAQS are expected in this EA.

Comment 3: Unfortunately the Gasco EA has attempted to zuggest that the Uinta Basin is in
attainment for ozone pollution. The Uinta Basin is properly categorized as 'trnclassifiable,,.
In realitS this categoizatiothistorically should be'honattainment" because adequate ozone
modeling data exists to show that the Uinta Basin is [not] complying with ozone NAAeS.

Response 3: The wording has changed from unclassifiable,/attainment to unclassifiable.
Designating the area as "nonattainmenf is outside of the jurisdiction of the BLM.

Comment 4: The BLM has long known that ozone pollution is a problem in the Uinta Basin.
Response 4: This comment alleges that BLM approves development without meaningfully

addressing ozone. However, an adaptive management plan was developed in the basco FEIS
which incorporates the best available mitigation measures as well as strategies for response
to future ozoneNAAQS exceedance episJdes, nonattainment, ormodeling data.

Comment 5: Gasco EIS indicates that development will exceed federal air quality standards.
Response 5: This comment states that BLM is obligated under the Clean Air Act to conform

with state implementation plans and, by extension, to not cause or contribute to any new
violation. However, no state or federal implementation plans exist for the Uinta Basin
because the area is not currently in non-attainment. However, due to previous years
monitoring data regarding the ozone standard, an adaptive management plan was developed
in the Gasco FEIS which incorporates the best available mitigation measures as well as
strategies for response to future ozone NAAQS exceedance qrisodes, nonattainment, or
modeling data. This comment also alleges that incorrect background infonnation is used in
the Gasco EIS analysis. This comment is redundant to a comment made on the Gasco DEIS,
and was previously responded to in Appendix p of the Gasco FEIS.
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Comment 6: Air quality analysis inadequacies prevent the BLM from fully considering,

disclosing, and understanding the air pollution problems of this project - the use of
meteorological data from Canyonlands'

Response 6: This comment is redundant to a comment made on the Gasco DIES and was

previously responded to in Appendix P of the Gasco FEIS.

Comment 7: Project specific analyses, including this one, ignore cumulative air quality impacts.

Response 7: This comment states that the Gasco EIS required new ozone analysis at the project

specific stage, which applies to this project. However, the analysis requirement cited is a part

of the adaptive management stategy outlined in Table 2-1 of the GASCO EIS which defines

the actions BLM will implement once a curnulative impact analysis that adequately analyzes

winter ozone fomration is competed and enhanced mitigation requirements are defined

through consultation with Utah DEQ and EPA. This cumulative analysis research project has

been underway for the past several years, and will be completed in summer 2014. Once the

modeling results are reviewed, enhanced mitigation measiures will be proposed and evaluated

then implemented for both this project, ottrer projects whiclr have bee_n authorized under

recent NEPA actions with adaptive management require,rnents, and all future BLM NEPA
authorizations. At this time, preliminary indications are for increased VOC controls
combined with existing VOC emission reduction measures applied basin-wide. BLM fully
disclosed the cumulative nature of winter ozone fomration in the GASCO EIS and

subsequent NEPA actions and in the current GASCO 16 well EA, and will implement the
adaptive manage,ment actions as described in these documents. BLM is not ignoring
cumulative impacts, instead to the contrary BLM is approaching management of cumulative
impacts holistically, collaboratively, and based on valid scientific studies as is warranted for
a cumulative air quality problem that requires a multi-jurisdictional and landscape scale

approach.

Comment 8: the Gasco EIS conditions its analysis on the use of certain applicant-committed
elrvironmental protection measures to reduce air pollution. However the Gasco EA mentions
nothing regarding these measures, including whether they will be used or whether they were
even considered. The only possible refere,nce in the Gasco EA to any potential mitigation
mentions measures listed in Appendix B Table B-2 of the Gasco ROD. However, no such

appendix or table exists in the Gasco ROD.
Response 8: The reference has been corrected to cite Attachment ZTable 3.2 of the Gasco

ROD,

Comment 9: The Gasco EA fails to consider the potential impacts of development and

operations of these wells on river recreation on the Green River. The BLM should consider

an altemative to protect river recreation which would prohibit drilling and development

activity during high recreation times. In addition, Gasco committed in the Gasco EIS not to
locate any well pads within 0.5 miles of the Green fuver. However, at least one of the pads

at issue here is located within that 0.5 mile buffer. Any development proposal within this
buffer must be scrapped.

Response 9: The ROD said that no wells would be drilled within line-of-sight up to 0.5 mile of
the Green River. The proposed wells on the existing well pad are not within line-of-sight of
the river. Although the well pad is within %mile of the river, a 200+ foot hill exists betwee,n
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the well pad in question and the river, so it is screened from the viewshed of the river. No
impacts to river recreation are anticipated as documented in the ID team checklist, so no
mitigation is necessary.

Commsnl 10: The BLM must model the impacts of sound to river recreationists from this
project and also to wildlife throughout the project.

Response 10: No standards for noise have been set for the Vemal Field Office or the Green
River in the project area. Also, grven the distance to the river and/or topographybetwee,n the
wells and the river, no noise impacts to recreationists on the river are anticipated as
documented in the ID team checklist.

Comment 11: The River Manage,ment Plan specifically forbids the authoizationof drilling
projects that are located within sight or sound of the Green River. Without accurate
modeling of potential noise sources the BLM cannot conclude that the alternatives analyzed
in the Gasco EA will comply with this management directive.

Response 11: The Desolation and Grey Canyons of the Green River Managerre,nt Plan does not
apply to the river this far norttr. See page 3 of the Plan.

Comment 12: SUWA incorporates the comments of Mr. Richard A. Kolano that were prepared
for aproject immediately south of the larger Gasco EIS project. Mr. Kolano's comme,nts
demonstrate that the Gasco EA has failed to objectively assess background noise in the
prqect area through measureme,nt, the BLM's noise projects are very limited, and it
completely lacks a threshold noise level.

Response 12: No standards for noise have been set for the Vernal Field Office or the Green
River in the project area. AIso, grven the distance to the river and/or topography between the
wells and the river, no noise impacts to recreationists on the river are anticipated as
documented in the ID team checklist.

Comment 13: The BLM must consider the social cost of carbon, using EPA's formula, to
estimate potential costs and benefits of decisions increasing or decreasing carbon.
Furthermore, the BLM must consider this cost in context of the cumulative carbon ernissions
from oil and gas development in the Uinta Basin as a whole.

Response 13: The Social Cost of Carbon is a tool for estimating the climate benefits of
rulemaking. ffis project is not a rulemaking exercise, so the use of that tool is not
appropriate. However, greenhouse gases have been analyzed in a qualitative manner in this
EA.

Comment 14: The BLM must reassess its conservation measures for the cacfus to confirm that
they are adeQuately protecting the species.

Response 14: This will be done through the Section 7 Consultation which will be conducted
after the EA is finalized and prior to preparing a Decision Record.

Comment 15: Of particular note, BLM and the Service are obligated to conduct site inventories
to determine occupancy and the inventories willbe valid until one year from the survey date
(Gasco EIS). The surveys for the well pads in question were conducted more than one year
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ago. As a result, no valid survey has been conducted for the project area and such a survey

must be conducted before Gasco Energy LLC is allowed to drill sixtee,n additional wells.

Response 15: The yearly survey requireme,nt has been changed by the Service. It is believed

that this project is in compliance with the latest survey requirements. Section 7 Consultation

witl be conducted after the EA is finalized and prior to preparing a Decision Record, and it
will identiff any deficiencies in the surveys that need to be corrected prior to conclusion of
the consultation.

Comment 16: BLM must reinitiate ESA Section 7 Consultation with the Service and must make

such consultation available for public comment and review.
Response 16: Section 7 Consultation will be conducted after the EA is finalized and prior to

preparing a Decision Record. There is no public comment and review requireme,nt in Section

7 of the Endangered Species Act,

Comment 17: BLM must rewaluate its prior Biological Assessme,nt and Opinion related to
listed Colorado River fish and reinitiate consultation with the Service.

Response 17: If it is determined that the prior BO is insufficient to cover the impacts determined
to occur to the endangered fish species, then Section 7 Consultation for the endangered fish
will be conducted after the EA is finalized and prior to preparing a Decision Record.

Comment 18: The BLM must identifr an allowable level of e,rnissions for the proposed

development that would not cause or contribute to exceedances of pollution standmds in the
arnbient air or significant deterioration of air quality or adverse impacts on air quality related
values in Class I areas, and, ifneeded, establish mitigation measures in an EIS to achieve
those ernission levels.

Response 18: BLM is not required, nor does BLM possess the authority, to set ernissions

budgets for an entire airshed that contains multiple jurisdictions, including private, state,

tibal, and federal lands. As explained in the response to comment 7, BLM has undertaken a

cumulative impact analysis research project to evaluate and determine exactly the measures

identified by SLMA, however this is not in conjunction with any specific NEPA project (as

is appropriate) and the results of this study will be used to help define a cumulative landscape

scale airshed manage,ment shategy between the various jurisdictions in the Uinta Basin
airshed. BLM will apply the mitigation recommendations that develop from this research
project per the adaptive management requireme,nts contained in the GASCO EIS along with
other recent and future NEPA actions as appropriate.

Comment 19: Section 4.18.3.1 does not refer to any section in the GNB Final EIS so BLM
must clariff which section is being referred to and incorporated by reference into this EA.

Response 19: The reference has been changed to section 5.3.1 of the GNB FEIS.

Comment 20: BLM must disclose the inqemental impacts from the proposed development on
regional ozone concentrations in the EA. Any contribution to significant adverse ozone
impacts must be addressed.

Response 20: The chwactErization of existing air quality condition and analysis of direct,
indirect, and cumulative air quality impacts are in chapters 3 and 4 of the EA, and are
quantified to the extent that data is available. The EA in chapter 4 states that "Under the

37



DOI-BLM-UT-G0 1 0-20 1 3 -0 I 32-EA

selected alternative in the Gasco ROD (BLM 2012b) infill development in the Gasco project
area is not expected to result in exceedences of NAAQS." Since the proposed 16 well
project is aproject level implementation of the Gasco ROD, no exceedances of NAAQS are
expected in this EA.

Comment 21: BLM must consider in detail an alternative in the EA pursuant to NEPA that
would constrain impacts to within the 60-70 ppb range recognized by the CASAC, regardless
of what EPA eventually chooses to do in health and the environment.

Response 21: There is no requirement that any BLM authorization constrain impacts within a
60-70 ppb range for ozone. This is below the current National Ambient Air Quality Standard
for ozone.

Comment 22zBLMmust demonstrate as part of this EA that these errission increases will not
interfere with the Uinta Basin's work to address compliance with the ozone NAAQS. BLM
cannot approve further development that would impact ozone concentrations in the region
without demonstrating adequate mitigation measures to prevent any increase in ozone
precursor emissions.

Response 22:11tere is no requirement that BLM not "interfere" with Uinta Basin's work to
address compliance with the ozone NAAQS. Under General Conformity, BLM is required to
demonstrate that any emissions increase in a nonattainment area must conform to whatever
applicable state/tibaVfederal implementation plan is approved for the area. Since the Uinta
Basin is currently not in nonattainment (and subsequently does not have an applicable SIP)
this comment does not have any applicable meaning. It should be noted that BLM is heavily
involved in developing a Uinta Basin air quality management plan, including funding,
researching, and developing the very measures SUWA is stating are being interfered with.

Comment 23: The EA should etrsure that the proposed increase in NOx emission from the
proposed development will not result in exceedances of the l-hour average NO2 NAAQS.

Response 23zTmpacts to the t hourNOz NAAQS were analyzd in the GASCO EIS
(4.2.1. 1 . I . I ) and are incorporated by reference in the EA. Based on modeling and monitoring
in the Uinta Basin, it is highly unlikely that this project will cause or contribute to violations
of the t hourNOz NAAQS.

Comment 24: Choosing to ignore the significant modeled NO2 impacts prese,nted in the Gasco
FEIS and instead continuing to put offany further analysis (e.g., of required mitigations)
until any source-specific state permits are issued means that the BLM is not fulfilling its
obligations under NEPA to consider means to mitigate significant impacts to human health or
the environment via the NEPA process. Reliance on any state permitting process for
industrial sources cannot be substituted for the BLM's obligations under NEPA to provide
for compliance with the NAAQS.

Response 24:T\e GASCO EIS did not find significant modeled violations of the I hourNOz
NAAQS (GASCO EIS 4.2.1 .1.1.1). There are modeled transie,nt exceedences of the NOz I
hour NAAQS, but as determined in the GASCO EIS a violation of this standard is highly
unlikely.
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Comment 25: PM monitoring in the basin is sporadic, and there are no active PM monitors.
Speciation studies completed on samples collected in the Basin found that the sources that
conkibute to the higlr concentrations (organic and elemental carbon sources are different than
those seen in the urban areas of the Wasatch Front and Cache valley (ammonium nitrate from
combustion sources) with the large fraction of carbon material found in the Basin samples
indicating a "likelihood of strong regional contributions of the oil and gas industt'' It is
important for the BLM to monitor wintertime PMz.s concentrations in the Uinta Basin. BLM
should establish monitoring requirements for the proposed infill development to help manage
PMz.s impacts.

Response 25: This statement is highly misleading. The "likelihood of strong regional
contributions ofthe oil and gas industrt''refers to monitored VOC concentrations (not PM2.5)
in the Uinta Basin, the linkage of which BLM clearly acknowledges. While there have been
winter exceedences of PMz.s concentrations in urban areas of the Uinta Basin (Roosevelt,
Vernal) there has been no concurre,nt monitoring of exceedences outside these areas. Based
on the speciated samples SUWA references, it is entirely reasonable and likely that these
exceedences are more closely related to woodstove use and vehicle (diesel) emissions in
these urban areas than transport of particulate under extremely stagnant meteorological
conditions from snow-covered ground in areas rernote from the monitoring stations. PMz.s
monitoring conducted as part of the past several years of winter ozone sfudies has not found
this to be an iszue associate with oil and gas production (UBWOS 2014, 2013,2012).

Comment 26t The proposed development in the EA estimates an addition 119 TPY of PMz.s
e,rnissions from the 16 wells, which corresponds to 16 % of the PMz.swell development and
operation emissions analyzd forthe Gasco FEIS (Alternative F). Annual PIvIz.s

concentations in the Gasco FEIS from development are modeled at2.77uglm3 . When
added to the background concenhation in the EA and in the Gasco FEIS of 12.3 uglms,the
total PMz.s concenhation is 15.07rr91m3 or 726Yo of the NAAQS. This is a significant
amount. BLM must propose additional mitigation measures to ensure that short terrr PIr{2.5

ernissions from the proposed development scenario do not result in modeled near-field Plvlz,s
NAAQS exceedances. BLM must consider development and operation activities
concurrently in the modeli.g unless such parallel development will not be allowed.

Response 26: The applicant committed mea$res and best manage,ment practices defined in the
GASCO EIS (Table 2-1) afi applicable to this EA are greater than required by both Clean
Air Act requirements and Utatr DEQ requirements. These controls are entirely sufficient to
prevent violations of the PMz.s NAAQS, and there is no evidence to suggest otherwise.
Additionally, SUWA implies that modeled exceedences of the 24 hour PMz.s standard (as
opposed to modeled violations) are a threshold which cannot be crossed under NEPA. ThEre
is no regulatory basis for this statement, and when considering how particulate is modeled
and the dynamics under which particulate emissions are created and dispersed, it is entirely
unreasonable to assume that any land disturbing activities could meet this much stricter
requirement related to modeled PMz.s concentrations. There is a very practical reason why
the NAAQS standards for particulate maffer (both PM16 and Plrdz.s) are based on the 98ft
percentile of a 3 year average, and this is the recognition that short term dust events are
exfremely difficult to conhol or anticipate and an averaged standard is a more practical and
achievable standard while still being protective of public health.
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Comment 27: Since the EA relies on the Gasco FEIS to represent impacts from the infill project,
BLM must acknowledge the significant visibility impacts from that assessment and must-
ensure that the proposed development will not conkibute to adverse impacts to air quality
related values.

Response 27tThe GASCO EIS did not find significant adverse impacts to visibility (4.2.2.2).
These finding are incorporated into the EA by reference. It should be noted that the
cumulative impacts research currently being conducted by BLM also will evaluate adverse
impacts to air quality related values (including visibility), and any significant adverse
impacts identified through this study can be mitigated through the adaptive management
requirements of the GASCO EIS.

Comment 28: In the EA, BLM states that, 'based on the GNB model results, it is anticipated
that the impact to ambient air quality and air quality related values associated with th;
proposed action would be indistinguishable from, and dwarfed by, the margn of uncertainty
associated with the model and Uintabasin emission inventory." Just because the relative
magnitude of emissions from the proposed development is small compared with the entire
cumulative inventory of emissions it is not, therefore, acceptable to assume the missions do
not contribute to the cumulative impacts predicted. BLM must perform a comprehensive
[updated] cumulative impact assessment so as not to allow individual projects to proceed that
would confribute to cumulative impacts in the area.

Response 28: BLM does not state, not does it imply, that because a specific projects impacts are
indistinguishable from the margin ofuncertainty (or acceptable margin of error) associated
with a modeling exercise that the impacts are not contributing to any specific issue. As is
clear from the context, it is an explanation of why modeling cannot be used to quantitatively
define certain cumulative and project specific impacts. This is relevant and appiopriate, and
applies directly to both this EA and the GASCO EIS. As has been already stated, BLM is
currently undertaking precisely the tlpe of research level analysis that SUWA insists must be
performed. Results are expected later this year.

Comm311 29: BLM relies on underlying analyses that predict significant air quality impacts and
therefore BLM cannot make a Finding of No Significant Inrpact for the proposed
developme,nt without further analysis. BLM must fulfill its obligations under NEpA to
disclose whether the proposed development will cause significant impacts, and to consider
mitigation via the EIS process, if needed, to prevent any such significant impacts.

Response 29: A determination of the significance of a project's impacts is not made for an EA
until the FONSVDecision Record stage, as stated in chapter I of the EA, so is still pending
for this project. Regardless, the best available mitigation for air quality resources lias Aready
been incorporated into this EA.



FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICANT IMPACT
Environmental Assessment

DOI.BLM-UT-GO IO -20 L3 -132

Gasco Production Company Proposes To Drill 16 Gas Wells From Three
Existing Well Pads

FINDING OF NO SIGNIFICAITIT IMPACT:

"Based on the analysis of potential environmental impacts contained in the attached
environmental assessment, and considering the significance criteria in 40 CFR 1508.27,1have
determined that Gasco's proposal to drill 16 gas wells, as described in the proposed action
altemative of DOI-BLM-UT-G010-2013-132 will not have a significant effect on the human
environment. An environmental impact statement is therefore not required."

JUL I t Ztfi
Date
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DECISION RECORD
Environmental Assessment
D OI-BLM-UT-G0 1 0 -20 t3 -132

Gasco Production Company Proposes To Drill 16 Gas \ilells From Three Existing WeIl
Pads

DECISION RECORD:

It is my decision to authorize Gasco to drill 16 gas wells, as described in the proposed action
alternative of DOI-BLM-UT-G0 I 0-2013 -132.

This decision is contingent on meeting all stipulations and monitoring requirements
listed beloq which were designed to minimize and/or avoid impacts.

Summary of the Selected Alternative:

. Gasco will expand three existing well pads in order to drill multiple wells from the pads.

. Gasco will drill 16 new wells from three existing will pads.

. Gasco will install 26,587 feet of surface pipeline infrastructure. The gas gathering
pipeline will be made of poly and 12 inches or smaller.

Mitigation and Conditions of Approval

. Al1 reclnmation activities will comply with the Green River Reclarnation Guidelines
o Al1 vehicles and equipment shall be cleaned either through power-washing, or other

approved method, if the vehicles or equipment were previously operated outside the
Uinta Basin, to prevent weed seed infroduction.

. All disturbance areas shall be monitored for noxious weeds annually, for a minimum of
three growing seasons following completion of project or until desirable vegetation is
established

o Noxious and invasive weeds will be controlled by the proponent througfrout the area of
project disturbance.

o Noxious weeds will be inventoried and reported to BLM in the annual reclamation report.
Where an integrated pest managem€nt progfirm is applicable, coordination has been
undertaken with the state and local management program (if existing). A copy of the pest
manage,ment plan will be submitted for each project.

o A pesticide use proposal (PUP) will be obtained for the project, by the proponent if
applicable.

o A permitted paleontologist is to be present to monitor construction at the Federal 42-29-
9-19 during all surface disturbing actives: examples include the following; buildingior
expansion of the well pad, access road, and pipelines.

This project involves drilling new r,vells on existing well pads, and includes 0.4 acres of
disturbance from well pad expansion. Some areas that were previously disturbed will be
redisturbed for this project. Because of the close proximity of the existing wells to Sclerocactus
wetlandicus individuals, the applicant has committed to the following measures

DOr-BLM-UT-G0 1 0- 2073 -7 32-EA



o Drilling on these well pads will be closed loop to limit the amount of re-
disturbance and well pad expansion that will occur.

o The footprint of the well pads will be minimized as much as possible to minimize
impacts to suitable UintaBasin hookless cactus habitat. The BLM botanist will
make recommendations for minimizngthe footprint relative to Uinta Basin
hookless cactus during the onsite. For example, on the3l-29-9-19location,
comer #2wltll be moved to the edge of existing disturbance.

o A BlM-approved botanist will be on site during any consffuction and drilling
operations to make sure activities do not impact plants. The BlM-approved
botanist will install silt fencing at the edge of the proposed disturbance to prevent
impacts to Sclerocactus wetlandicus ndivrduals and will remove them at the end
of construction.

o Any construction work associated with this proposed project will happen outside
of flowering season (usually April through May) as determined by a BLM-
approved botanist.

o AnybackfilVspoils/topsoils will be stockpiled as far away from existing plants as
possible (for example, on the siiie of the well pad that is furthest from existing
plants).

o Water only (no chemicals, reclaimed production water, or oil field brine) will be
used forproject-related dust abatement from March through August, when
Sclerocactus species are most wlnerable to dust-related impacts.

o Where the pipeline is within 50 feet of individual Sclerocaclrz,s plants or
populations, the pipeline will either be handJaid or laid by vehicles from the
existing road and secured in place to prevent movement toward plants.

o After construction is completed, the BlM-approved botanist will provide a report
to the BLM summarizing the methods and results of the avoidance measures.

Sclerocactus spot checks will be conducted and approved for all planned disturbance
areas on an annual basis the year following the rcA% Sclerocactus clearance survey for
this project. Results of spot checks may require additional pre-construction plant surveys
as directed by the BLM and in coordination with the USFWS. If the proposed action or
parts thereof have not occurred within four years of the original survey, coordination with
the USFWS will be required and 100% clearance re-survey may be necessary prior to
ground disturbing activities.
Additional mitigation for project impacts in lieu of the 3-year Sclerocactus monitoring
requirement (for plants within 300 feet of disturbance) may include contribution to the
Sclerocactus mitigation fund, with the amount determined during section 7 consultation
with the USFWS. This monetary amount must be paid by Gasco to the Sclerocactus
Mitigation Fund-BLM within 90 days upon receipt of concurrence, or before construction
of the Project begins. The payment should be made to; Sclerocactus Mitigation Fund-
BLM, Michelle Olson, Manager, Impact-Directed Environme,ntal Accounts, National
Fish and Wildlife Foundation, ll33 Fifteenth Street NW, Suite 1100, Washington, DC
20005.
Gasco Agrees to identify well pads for participation restoration and reclamation work
with BLM, USFWS and researchers from Utah State University.
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. In order to mitigate for disturbance within Core Conservation Area Level 2 and to cactus

within 300 feet of surface disturbances, Gasco Production Company will contribute

$5,400.00 to the Sclerocatus mitigation fund to aid in the recovery of the species.

o Sclerocatus Mitigation Fund-BLM, Michelle Olson, Manage, Impact-Directed
Environmental Accounts, National Fish and Wildlife Foundation, 1133 Fifteenth
SheetNW, Suite 1100, Washington, DC 20005

The best method to avoid entrainment is to pump from an off-channel location - one that does

not connect to the river during high spring flows. An infilfration gallery constucted in a BLM
and Se,rvice approved location is best.

o If the pump head is located in the river channel where larval fish are known to occur, the
following measures apply:

o do not situate the pump in a low-flow or no-flow area as these habitats tend to
conce,lrtrate larval fi shes;

o limit the amount of pumping, to the greatest extent possible, during that period of
the year when laryal fish maybe present (April l'to August 31); and

o limit the amount of pumping, to the greatest extent possible, during the prodawn
hours as larval drift studies indicate that this is a period of greatest daily activity.

o screen all pump intakes with3l32 inch mesh material.
o approach velocities for intake structures will follow the National Marine Fisheries

Service's document "Fish Screening Criteria for Anadromous Salmonids". For
projects with an in-stream intake that operate in strearn reaches where larval fish
maybe present, the approach velocity will not exceed 0.33 feet per second (ff/s).

o Report any fish impinged on the intake screen to the Service (801.975.3330) and the Utah
Division of Wildlife Resources:

Northeastem Region
318 Norttr Vernal Ave, Vernal, UT 84078
Phone: (435)781-9453

Rationale for the I)ecision:
The selected altErnative is in conformance with the Vernal Field Office Resource Manage,ment

Plan and Record of Decision (BLM 2008).

The subject lands were leased for oil or gas development under authority of the Mineral Leasing
Act of 1920, asmodified 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.

The proposed project is consistent with the Uintnh County General Plan, 2011-as amended (County
plan) that encompasses the location of the proposed wells. ln general, the plan indicates zupport
for development proposals such as the Proposed Action through the plan's emphasis on multiple-
use public land management practices, responsible use and optimum utilization.

There are no comprehensive State of Utah plans for the vicinity of the selected alternative.
However, the State of Utah school and Institutional Trust Lands Administration (SITLA) have
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leased much of the nearby state land 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 selected
alternative is consistent with the objectives of the State.

The selected alternative meets the BLM's need to acknowledge and allow development of valid
existing leases. The BLM objective to reduce impacts is met by the imposing of mitigation
measures to protect other resource values.

Onsite visits were conducted by Vemal Field Office Personnel. The onsite inspection reports do
not indicate that any other locations be proposed for analysis.

Summary of Public Involvement Efforts and Public Response
The Proposed Action was posted to the Utah BLM's Environmental Notification Bulletin Board
on March 14,2013. A public comment period was requested and was granted on XXXX,2014.

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, B4l4S-
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:

(l) 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;
ffid,
(4) Whether the public interest favors granting the stay.

JUL I t zfin

Date
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