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NOTICE

This draft environmental statement should be retained to be used in

conjunction with the final environmental statement. The final statement will

incorporate this document by reference and include the modifications and

corrections which should be made to the draft as a result of public comment.
The final statement will also include a record of public comments on this

draft and the responses to those comments.



IN REPLY REFER TO

United States Department of the Interior 1792 (922)

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
NEW MEXICO STATE OFFICE

P.O. BOX I 449
SANTA FE. NEW MEXICO 87501

Enclosed for your review and comment is the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for MAPCO's Rocky Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline.
The document was prepared by the BLM, New Mexico State Office, Non-Bureau
Energy Initiatives (NBEI) Team with assistance from BLM State Office Coor-
dinators in Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming.

This statement is based on information supplied by many federal, state,
and local agencies and interested private organizations and individuals.
The purpose of the statement is to indicate the probable environmental
impacts of the proposed action and alternatives and to ensure that these
factors are considered along with economic, technical, and other consider-
ations in the decision-making process.

Chapter 1 (Proposed Action and Alternatives) outlines special construction
practices which would be implemented to help minimize adverse impacts. The
impact analysis has been based on the assumption that these special construc-
tion practices would be implemented. The document was prepared in compliance
with the Final CEQ Regulations. Consequently, only those resources for which
significant impacts were identified have been detailed. Criteria for deter-
mining the significance of impacts for all resources are presented in Chapter
3. These determinations were based on detailed impact analysis and an in-

tensive scoping process.

I would appreciate receiving your comments on the environmental impacts of

the proposed action. The comment period will run for 45 days after the

Notice of Availability is printed in the Federal Register by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. Comments received after the 45 day review period
will be considered in the subsequent decision process even though they may
be too late for inclusion in the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

Public hearings will be scheduled for Santa Fe, N.M. , Grand Junction,
Colorado, Vernal, Utah, and Rock Springs, Wyoming and will be announced
through the Notice of Availability and the media.

Your comments should be sent to

:

State Director (922)
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 1449

Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Sincerely yours,

LuttlujkuJ'
State Director, New Mexico
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DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
ON
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HYDROCARBONS PIPELINE

MAPCO INC., (the applicant), formerly known as Mid-America Pipeline Company,
proposes to construct 1172 miles of common carrier pipeline and related facilities from
its Hobbs Station in Gaines County, Texas, through New Mexico, Colorado, and Utah to

the Rock Springs, Wyoming area to transport liquid hydrocarbons. The proposed pipeline

would connect various gas processing plants in New Mexico, Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming
to the distribution system at Hobbs station (through the applicant's pipeline). From Hobbs
station the liquids can be transported either through the applicant's system to the Upper
Midwest area of the United States or to connections in the Gulf Coast Region. The goal is

to collect and transport, through a system of gathering lines and main pipeline, up to

65,000 barrels per day (BPD) of mixed stream liquid hydrocarbons.

Alternatives Analyzed: a. Douglas Pass, CO
b. Little Mountain, UT and WY
c. Pine Mountain, UT and WY
d. No Action
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SUMMARY

MAPCO, INC. (the applicant), formerly

known as Mid-America Pipline Company, pro-

poses to construct 1172 miles of common
carrier pipeline and related facilities from its

Hobbs Station in Gaines County, Texas through

New Mexico, Colorado and Utah to the Rocky
Mountain Overthrust Area of Wyoming to trans-

port liquid hydrocarbons. The proposed pipeline

would connect various gas processing plants in

New Mexico, Colorado, Utah and Wyoming to

the existing distribution system at Hobbs
Station. From Hobbs Station the liquids could

be transported either through MAPCO's system
to the Upper Midwest area of the United States

or through pipeline connections to the Gulf

Coast.

In response to MAPCO's right-of-way grant

application to the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM), New Mexico State Office (NMSO)
(Application Number NM36230, filed April 18,

1979), the NMSO assumed the function of lead

agency. The application is being processed
under the authority of Section 28 of the Mineral

Leasing Act of 1920, as amended (30 USC 185).

This Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) was
prepared by the BLM NMSO Non-Bureau Energy
Initiatives (NBEI) team under an Interagency

Cooperative Agreement (Number CA-NMSO-
128) with the U.S. Department of Agriculture

(USDA), Forest Service, Rocky Mountain and
Intermountain Regions.

The purpose of the proposed action is to

transport up to 65,000 barrels per day of mixed
stream hydrocarbons. The mixed stream would
consist of butane, ethane, iso-butane, natural

gasoline and propane. Ethane is used in the

manufacture of polyethylene materials. Pro-

pane is used for space heating, cooling, fuel and

peak industrial loads. The butanes and natural

gasoline are used by refineries for the manufac-
ture of motor fuels. Characteristically, the

hydrocarbons are gaseous under atmospheric
conditions. In storage and in the pipeline these

products are handled and transported under

pressure (ranging from 350 to 1835 pounds per

square inch) in a liquid state.

In compliance with the National Environ-
mental Policy Act (40 CFR, Part 1501.7), a

public scoping process was conducted in the

early stages of preparing this EIS. The scoping

process consisted of 18 public meetings and
numerous contacts with affected agencies.

During this process, the scope of issues to be
analyzed and significant issues related to the

proposed action were identified.

Eighteen alternatives were identified and
considered. A screening procedure was used to

select reasonable alternatives to the proposed
action. Of those considered, 5 alternatives

were selected for detailed analysis.

The 5 alternatives consisted of the "no
action" alternative, (defined as BLM denial of a

permit to the applicant for construction and
operation of the proposed action) and the "delay
of project" alternative (defined as BLM's not

issuing to MAPCO the grant to construct the

proposed action in 1980). In addition to these, 3

route segment alternatives were selected for

detailed analysis.

The Douglas Pass (CO) alternative (72 miles)

was selected as an optional route segment to

the 74-mile Baxter Pass (CO) segment of the

proposed action. Two route segment alterna-

tives were selected for the proposed segment
reaching from northeastern Utah into southern
Wyoming. The proposed action segment, called

East of Little Mountain (63 miles), begins at

Diamond Mountain (UT). The route would then

traverse Rye Grass and Jesse Ewing canyons
into Clay Basin (UT) and on to East of Little

Mountain (at Highway 373, WY). The Little

Mountain alternative (56 miles) departs the

proposed action at Diamond Mountain, proceeds
to Little Hole (UT), where it turns north to and
over Little Mountain (WY), and then rejoins the

proposed action. The Pine Mountain alternative

(68 miles) follows the proposed action through
Rye Grass and Jesse Ewing canyons (UT) where
it departs the proposed action in a north-

easterly direction to and over Pine Mountain
(WY).

IX



Construction, operation and maintenance of

the following project components were consid-

ered in impact analysis:

1. electrically operated injection pumps in var-

ious gas processing plants

2. main pipeline

3. gathering lines and spurs to processing

plants

4. pump stations

o electric service

o telephone line

o one microwave tower

5. above-ground gate valves and check valves

6. above-ground scraper traps with check
valves

7. cathodic protection system

8. right-of-way markers

The EIS consists of 4 chapters, a glossary of

terms, references and an index. Chapter One
describes Purpose and Need, Authorizing Ac-
tions and the Proposed Action. The process of

identifying and screening the 18 alternatives

for selection for detailed analysis is also de-

scribed.

A fundamental approach to this EIS is re-

flected in Chapter One (Proposed Action and
Alternatives). Numerous construction methods
and resource considerations are incorporated as

a part of the proposal. Implementation of these

procedures fop construction, operation and
maintenance was assumed for the purpose of

impact analysis. Inclusion of these applicant-

proposed considerations and practices, in part,

accounts for the relatively low number and
magnitude of significant environmental im-
pacts, which are summarized at the end of

Chapter One.

As Chapter Two indicates, detailed impact
analyses were conducted for the following re-

sources and topics:

Climate
Air Quality

Geology (geologic hazards)

Mineral Resources
Paleontology

Soils

Water Resources (including 100-year Flood-

plains)

Vegetation (including Threatened and En
dangered Species)

Wildlife (including Threatened and En-
dangered Species)

Cultural Resources
Visual Resources
Noise
Land Uses

Agriculture (including Prime and Unique
Farmlands)
Forests

Livestock Grazing
Recreation
Wilderness

Land Use Controls and Constraints

Transportation Networks
Social and Economic Conditions

Information on resource topics for which
significant impacts were either determined to

be likely or are unknown are included in this

document. They are Paleontology, Wildlife,

Threatened and Endangered Species, Cultural

Resources, Visual Resources and Social and
Economic Conditions.

For each potentially affected resource,

Chapter Three presents analytic criteria by
which the determination of significant impacts
was made. Significant impacts are described
for Visual Resources in 8 locations. Five other

resources are described as having the potential

to be significantly impacted (Paleontology,

Wildlife, Threatened and Endangered Species,

Cultural Resources and Social and Economic
Conditions). In compliance with various re-

quirements negative declarations (no significant

impacts) are made including, 100-year Flood-

plains, Prime and Unique Farmlands, Land Use
Controls and Constraints and Wilderness Re-
sources. An energy use analysis is also pro-

vided.



Generally, no significant differences were and Pine Mountain Alternatives as its preferred

found between the alternatives, based on alternatives,

impact analysis. Slight differences in site spe-

cific requirements for mitigation or recovery Chapter Four summarizes the results of the

potential were identified. Based on these dif- scoping process. Lists of preparers, contribu-

ferences, the BLM has selected the Baxter Pass ters and agencies consulted are also presented.

XI
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CHAPTER ONE
PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

INTRODUCTION

MAPCO INC., (the applicant), formerly

known as Mid-America Pipeline Company, pro-

poses to construct 1172 miles of common car-

rier pipeline and related facilities from its

Hobbs Station in Gaines County, Texas, through

New Mexico, Colorado, and Utah to the Rock
Springs, Wyoming area to transport liquid hy-

drocarbons. The proposed pipeline would con-

nect various gas processing plants in New
Mexico, Colorado, Utah, and Wyoming to the

distribution system at Hobbs Station through

the applicant's pipeline. From Hobbs Station

the liquids can be transported either through

the applicant's system to the Upper Midwest
area of the United States or to pipeline connec-
tions in the Gulf Coast Region.

The goal of the proposal is to collect and

transport, through a system of gathering lines

and main pipeline, up to 65,000 barrels per day
(BPD) of mixed stream liquid hydrocarbons.

The life of the project would be 30 years.

On April 18, 1979, under Application Num-
ber NM 36230, MAPCO applied to the Bureau of

Land Management (BLM), New Mexico State

Office (NMSO) for a right-of-way (ROW) grant.

The NMSO is preparing this Environmental Im-
pact Statement (EIS) in accordance with the

provisions of the National Environmental Policy

Act (NEPA) and the regulations of the Council

on Environmental Quality (CEQ). The State

Director of New Mexico has received a delega-

tion of authority to issue all initial grants, per-

mits and amendments thereto across public and
appropriate federal lands for this project in the

states of New Mexico, Colorado, Utah and
Wyoming (Federal Register , Vol. 44, No. 120,

Wednesday, June 20, 1979). No federal lands

are affected in Texas.

AUTHORIZING ACTIONS

Federal

Bureau of Land Management (BLM)
The BLM is responsible for the authorization

of the actions listed below and for the prepara-
tion of environmental assessments, where
necessary. The BLM is also responsible for

coordinating the preparation of ROW stipula-

tions by federal agencies and for ensuring that

these stipulations are consistent. These actions

are:

1.

2.

Issuance of a grant of ROW for construction

and operation of main and gathering

pipelines and associated ancillary facilities

(pump stations, power and telephone lines,

3.

cathodic protection facilities, and one

microwave tower) across 491 miles of

federal land from Hobbs Station near

Seminole, Texas to southwestern Wyoming.
The ROW would be issued under the

authority of Section 28 of the Mineral

Leasing Act of 1920, as amended (30 U.S.C.

185) and in accordance with the regulations

in 43 CFR 2880, Oil and Gas Pipelines. The
ROW grant would be issued by the BLM's
NMSO.

Issuance of approximately 500 temporary
use permits for temporary work and storage

sites at major drainage crossings, highway
and railroad crossings, and other utility

crossings. These permits would be issued

from the appropriate BLM District office

among the following: Roswell, Albuquerque,
Montrose, Moab, Grand Junction, Craig,

Vernal, Rock Springs, and Rawlins.

Issuance of an undetermined number of Non-
competitive (Negotiated) Sales of Mineral

a
All mileages have been rounded to the nearest whole mile.
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Material (commercial fill, sand and gravel,

and other surfacing or construction material

of common variety) under 43 CFR 3611,
Noncompetitive Sales. These would be
issued by the appropriate BLM District

Office.

Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA)

The BIA is responsible for the issuance of

any grants of ROW for construction and opera-
tion of a pipeline through the following Indian

tribal lands:

• Santa Ana Pueblo, 13 miles

• Zia Pueblo, 15 miles

• Southern Ute Indian Reservation, 5 miles

The BIA exercises the Secretary of the

Interior's trust responsibility for review and
approval of agreements between the Indian

tribes and private companies concerning devel-

opment on Indian land. Secretarial approval of

actions on Indian lands, in his trust capacity,

are independent of ROW approval on public

lands. A grant of the proposed ROW and ap-
proval of any of the related developments dis-

cussed in this EIS does not commit the Secre-
tary of the Interior to any decision regarding

Indian lands.

The rights-of-way would be approved subj-

ect to standard requirements imposed by the

terms and conditions of the ROW grant includ-

ing duration of the grant, ROW widths, fees or

costs, and bonding to secure obligations.

Rights-of-way across Tribal Trust Lands admin-
istered by the BIA as well as Indian Tribal Fee
Lands would be negotiated with the respective

Indian tribes. Rights-of-way across individual

trust (allotted) lands administered by the BIA
would be negotiated with the individual Indian

owners.

Authority for issuance of these rights-of-

way would rest with the Superintendent in

charge of the reservation on which the lands

involved are situated in accordance with 25

CFR 161.25, Rights-of-Way Over Indian Lands.

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE)
The COE is responsible for the issuance of

two permits (Army Section 10) for the crossing

of the Green (at Davis Bottom) and the Colo-

rado rivers. Other river crossings meet the

conditions of a nationwide Section 404 permit.

The COE is also responsible for consulting with

the U.S. Fish <Jc Wildlife Service to ensure con-
sideration of wildlife resources in the permit-

ting process.

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)
The FWS is responsible for providing consul-

tation concerning the possible effects of the

proposed action on Threatened or Endangered
Species as required by Section 7 of the Endan-
gered Species Act of 1973, as amended. Con-
sultation will be initiated and conducted in

accordance with 50 CFR 402, Interagency Co-
operation, Endangered Species Act of 1973.

U.S. Forest Service (FS)

Responsibility for crossing FS lands (San

Juan and Ashley National Forests) is provided in

Cooperative Agreement Number CA-NMSO-
128 on file at BLM, NMSO.

This Interagency Cooperative Agreement
provides for procedures and assigns responsibili-

ties for the processing, granting, and adminis-

tration of the right-of-way and related facility

permits necessary for the proposed action. This

agreement assigns the State Director, New
Mexico, Bureau of Land Management, US
Department of the Interior, as the Lead Agency
and Forest Service, US Department of Agricul-

ture, Rocky Mountain Region and the Interm-
ountain Region as Cooperating Agencies.

Department of Transportation (DOT)
The DOT is responsible for ensuring that

construction, operation, and maintenance of the

proposed action would be in conformance with

49 CFR 195, Transportation of Liquids by Pipe-
line.

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
(ACHP)

Section 106 of the Historic Preservation Act
of 1966, as amended requires that the Presi-

dent's Advisory Council on Historic Preserva-
tion have an opportunity to comment on any
undertaking which affects cultural resources in

areas listed or eligible for inclusion in the

National Register of Historic Places in order to

protect those resources. Executive Order
11593 (Protection and Enhancement of the Cul-

tural Environment) mandates that all Executive
Branch agencies, bureaus, and offices (1) com-
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pile an inventory of the cultural resources for

which they are trustee, (2) nominate all eligible

government properties to the National Register

of Historic Places, (3) preserve and protect

their cultural resources, and (4) ensure that

agency activities contribute to the preservation

and protection of non-federally owned cultural

resources.

The Advisory Council is responsible for im-
plementing regulations through the process out-

lined in 36 CFR 800 (The Protection of Historic

and Cultural Properties). The process of devel-

oping a programmatic Memorandum of Agree-
ment to accomplish these requirements has

begun.

State

The various state grants and permits would
be obtained by the applicant. Each State High-
way Department is responsible for providing

permission to bore under highways.

Texas
Texas has no further permitting require-

ments.

New Mexico
The Commissioner of Public Lands would

grant rights-of-way easements for crossing

state land.

Colorado
The State Board of Land Commissioners

would grant rights-of-way easements for cros-

sing state land. The Division of Wildlife would
grant easements for lands crossed which are

owned by that division.

Utah
The State Board of Land would grant rights-

of-way easements for crossing state land. The
State Division of Wildlife Resources would
grant easements for lands crossed which are

owned by that Division.

Wyoming
The State Board of Land Commissioners

would grant rights-of-way easements for cros-

sing state land.

Other Jurisdictions

Irrigation and water conservation districts,

drainage districts, counties, and other appropri-

ate jurisdictions would be responsible to issue

easements and permits as appropriate. For
instance, relevant counties would grant permis-
sion to cross county roads and the Middle Rio
Grande Conservancy District would need to

grant permission to cross their drainage channel
which runs parallel to the Rio Grande.

PURPOSE AND NEED

The purpose of the proposed pipeline is to

transport liquid hydrocarbons from gas proces-

sing plants located in New Mexico, Utah, Colo-
rado and Wyoming to existing facilities near
Hobbs, in Gaines County, Texas (See Map 1-1

and Table 1-1). Hobbs Station is an existing

MAPCO facility to which existing pipelines are

connected. From Hobbs Station, the various

shippers can have the liquid hydrocarbons trans-

ported through existing pipelines to either the

Gulf Coast or the Midwest (Map 1-2). The ap-

plicant selected Hobbs Station as the point of

connection for the proposed pipeline because of

the existing distribution system. The station

also has underground salt storage capacity of

one million barrels. The existing storage

capacity and connections to various existing

pipelines provides shippers with decision flexi-

bility for destination and delivery schedule.

This flexibility of decisionmaking is similar in

concept to the use of "wheeling" in electrical

power redistribution of product from one owner
to another or the exchange of the product in

response to market conditions and demand des-

tinations. The shippers can use the products at

some destinations or sell the products for use at

other destinations. Since this is a common car-

rier, the ultimate use and destination of the

mixed-stream components are unknown and
result from discretionary decisions by the vari-

ous shippers involved. The proposed action

indicates an initial capacity for 35,000 BPD and
an ultimate capacity of 65,000 BPD. Antici-

pated production increases of liquid hydro-
carbons in the Rocky Mountain Overthrust Area
(the Area) (see glossary for definitions of vari-

ous technical terms) have created a need for
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additional transportation of the products from
the Area since production estimates exceed
local demand for the products. In early 1979

the total production of light liquid hydrocarbons
in the Area was approximately 18,000 BPD.
Through contact with producers, the applicant

has estimated that production increases would
reach 43,000 BPD by 1982, 60,000 BPD by 1985,

and 110,000 BPD by 1990. Further estimates

indicate that at least 65,000 BPD would be
available to export to other markets after

satisfying local demand by 1990.

The transported liquid hydrocarbons would
consist of a mixed stream of butane, ethane,

iso-butane, natural gasoline and propane.

Ethane is used in the manufacture of poly-

ethylene materials. Propane is used for space
heating, cooking, fuel and peak industrial loads.

The butanes and natural gasoline are used by
refineries for the manufacture of motor fuels.

The proportional composition of the mixed
stream would vary in accordance with the char-

acter of the natural gas being processed at the

plants and with shipper discretion. Character-
istically, the hydrocarbons are gaseous under
atmospheric conditions. In storage and in the

pipeline these products are handled and trans-

ported under pressure (between approximately
350 to 1,835 pounds per square inch [psi]) in a

liquid state for more efficient transportation.

LEVEL OF ANALYSIS

Analysis of the effects of construction and

operation of the proposed pipeline and related

facilities includes the electrically operated in-

jection pump units needed and installed by the

various processing plant operators to make use

of the common carrier pipeline. These injec-

tion pumps are small and visually appear as an

integrated part of the plant. Any new con-

struction of the processing plants would have to

be in conformance with NEPA.

The analyses were otherwise limited to the

project components for the proposed action and
alternatives.

Corridor analysis, i.e., consideration of fu-

ture use of the proposed routes by other pro-

jects was not considered. The environmental
effects and impacts identified for this project

would not necessarily be the same (or of the

same magnitude) for future projects in the

areas affected. The viability of this proposed
ROW for future projects would need to be
determined on a case-by-case basis.

Cumulative impacts were analyzed insofar

as other projects with potentially common con-
struction schedules were identified. The addi-

tion of the proposed pipeline to the oil and gas

industry infrastructure was also evaluated.

PROPOSED ACTION

Special Siting Considerations

As summarized in Table 1-2, the proposed
action would be located on and would directly

affect approximately 7101 acres of federal,

state, Indian, and private lands. The buried

pipeline would not traverse any lands under the

jurisdiction of the National Park Service (NPS)

(i.e., National Parks and National Monuments),
or existing or proposed NPS and FS RARE II or

Wilderness Study Areas. Furthermore, the pro-

posed action would be near existing pipelines or

other existing ROW for approximately 92 per-

cent of its length (Table 1-3). The pipeline

would cross 1 proposed Wild and Scenic River —
the Green River (Brown's Park) at milepost 822.

The proposed pump stations would be sited to

avoid locations on or adjacent to cultivated

lands, 100-year floodplains, and areas of crucial

wildlife use.

Project Components

The following project components, including

construction, operation, and maintenance were
considered in the environmental analysis. As
appropriate, they are also subject to compli-

ance with regulations and procedures for Cul-

tural Resources and Threatened and Endangered
Species. Specific locational details (topo-

graphy, towns, land status, etc.) near the pro-

posed action are shown on Maps 1 to 18 in

Appendix A. The proposed pipeline system
would consist of the following 8 elements.

1. 669 miles of 10 3/4" outside diameter
(O.D.).

2. 194 miles of 12 3/4" O.D. main pipeline.

3. 309 miles of 6", 8", or 10" gathering system
pipeline:

1 -7
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Table 1-3. STATUS OF PROPOSED ROW WITH RESPECT TO OTHER UTILITIES

Near Not Near
Existing

MAPCO ROW
Existing

Utility

Existing

Utility Total

MAINUNE
Miles 415.5 407.9 39.6 863.0
Percent 48 47 5 100

GATHERING LINES
(including !

Miles

jpurs)

259.4 49.8 309.2
Percent 84 16 100

TOTAL
Miles 415.5 667.3 89.4 1172.2
Percent 35 57 8 100
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78 miles of 6"

91 miles of 10"

63 miles of 6"

23 miles of 6"

23 miles of 8"

8 miles of 6"

6 miles of 6"

4 miles of 6"

3 miles of 6"

2 miles of 6"

8 miles of 6"

Mileposts

to 78 East leg, WY

to 91 West leg, WY

to 63 North leg, WY

to 23 Northwest leg, WY

91 to 114 West leg, WY

80 to 122 West leg, WY, UT

to 6 Rangely leg, CO

to 6 Patrick Draw, WY

to 3 Table Rock, WY

to 2 Lisbon, UT

to 8 Church Butte, WY

4. Five turbine-driven pump stations for trans-

portation of 35,000 BPD initially, and 10

pump stations for ultimate capacity of

65,000 BPD when and if hydrocarbon pro-

duction increases as estimated (see Table
1-4 and Figure 1-1 for pump station details).

Electrical service (220 volts) and telephone

lines would be newly installed at each pump
station (Table 1-5). The proposed Dragon
Pump Station would require a microwave
tower.

5. Between 110 and 125 above-ground gate

valves accompanied by the same number of

check valves (see Figure 1-2 for illustra-

tion).

6. Between 27 and 32 above-ground scraper

traps with check valves (see Figure 1-2).

7. To minimize corrosion of the pipe, cathodic

protection systems consisting of groundbeds

and rectifiers would be sited and installed

after construction. The number of these

and their locations are based on tests of

pipe-to-soil potential and non-interference

with other systems. However, about 18

cathodic protection rectifiers would be

needed. These would be sited to be close as

possible to existing power sources. Ground-
beds are subsurface facilities. Rectifiers

are metal boxes (of about 21 x 13 x 14

inches) attached to a power service pole

about 35 feet high. Wires would be strung

to these poles from the nearest source of

electricity. These would be sited to avoid

conflicts with performance of cathodic pro-

tection systems of other pipleines.

8. The applicant would install right-of-way

markers that would be the size, color, type
and number designated in accordance with
the regulations of the U.S. Department of

Transportation.

Construction of new access roads is not pro-

posed for construction or operation of the pro-

posed action. Existing roads or the ROW itself

would be used for surface travel. Roads used
would be maintained during and rehabilitated

after construction.

Operation and Maintenance . Aerial patrols

would inspect the ROW at least every two
weeks. Surface traffic would be limited to

valve inspections which occur at least once
every six months and ROW maintenance and
emergency repairs to the pipeline. An operat-

ing and maintenance staff of about 15 perma-
nent employees would be distributed in towns
along the proposed route. The various pres-

sures, flowrates and status information of the

system would be telecommunicated from the

pump stations to the applicant's headquarters in

1-10
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Gate Valve with Check Valve

Scraper Trap with Check Valve

Figure 1-2. ABOVE-GROUND'VALVES
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Tulsa, Oklahoma, for monitoring by personnel

on a 24 hour a day basis.

Construction Methods

Land owners, permittees, and other regular

users and developers of public lands in the

ROW would be notified in advance of construc-

tion activities which could affect their business

or operations. Notification to land owners
would be given by maiL Local permittees and
tenants would be notified in person a few days

ahead of construction. Other notification

would be made by various means, including

placing signs at temporary road closures in ad-

vance of construction. Ranchers would be ad-
vised of any fence openings, disturbances to

range improvements, or other range-use related

structures in advance of construction.

A pre-construction plan would be developed
for BLM lands in accordance with 43 CFR part

2882.2-4(c), Management of Oil and Natural

Gas Pipelines. The authorized officer would re-

quire plans for construction, operation, main-
tenance, and termination of the pipeline sys-

tem. At a minimum, the plans would include:

• schedules for construction of the pipeline

and all related facilities and estimated
construction costs

• plans for the protection of the environ-

ment during construction, operation,

maintenance and termination of the pipe-

line

• plans for emergency repair of any rupture

during operation, containment of effluent

and restoration of damage.

For FS administered lands, the applicant

would also prepare a project construction plan,

fire plan, a landscape plan, and a maintenance
plan. These plans would be approved by the

authorized officer prior to commencement of

construction of the project and would include:

• the construction plan, including the align-

ment of the pipe, contract specifications,

access roads, clearing of vegetation for

trenching, pole setting, type of trench by

area, cuts and fills, and any other activi-

ties related to construction of the pro-

ject;

• the fire plan, including a description of

channels of responsibility for fire preven-
tion and suppression, attack procedures,

tools, equipment, and manpower;

• the landscape plan would show, but not be
limited to (a) the display of the patterns

and density reduction of the vegetation

that would be used to reduce the "slot"

effect that may be created by the pipe-

line, (b) the species and methods of

revegetation, and (c) a soil erosion control

display. Also, the landscape plan would
show the areas of slash disposal and type

of slash disposal;

• the right-of-way maintenance plan would
be prepared immediately after construc-

tion. This plan would include emergency
measures in case of a break.

Construction methods would be the same for

all pipe sizes. Construction activities would
normally be confined to a 50 -foot ROW (Fig-

ures 1-3 and 1-4) along the proposed route.

Only the portion of the ROW needed for con-
struction would be cleared. Typical construc-

tion activities require clearing above-ground
vegetation and obstacles from an average 35-

foot width of the ROW to allow safe and effi-

cient operation of construction equipment.
Blading of the ROW would not be done unless it

is absolutely necessary for the movement of

machinery and equipment or the installation of

pipe (for instance, it is sometimes necessary to

blade in areas with steep side slopes). In some
areas of rough terrain, a 50-foot ROW clear-

ance would be the minimum necessary for safe

and efficient construction. To further ensure

vehicle safety, it may be necessary to construct

temporary bridges or culverts across creeks and
arroyos on the working side of the ROW. The
approaches may need to be cut away for instal-

lation, but would be returned as nearly as prac-

tical to the original condition. Where this

method is used, materials would be obtained

either from (1) the ROW, (2) transported com-
mercial sources or, (3) adjacent lands by

1 - 15
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permission from Surface Management Agencies
(SMA) or private land owner. Grading and cut-

and-fill excavation would be performed in such

a manner as to minimize effects on natural

drainage and slope stability. On steep terrain

or in wet areas, where the ROW must be graded
at two elevations (two-toning) or where diver-

sion dams must be built to facilitate construc-

tion, the areas would be restored upon comple-
tion of construction to resemble the original

grade. Excavation and grading may be perf-

ormed to increase the stability and decrease
the gradient of unstable slopes.

For major river crossings (Table 1-6)

cleared areas approximatly 250 feet (river

front) x 450 feet would be needed, one for each
side of the crossing. Precise location of these

staging areas would be determined after engin-

eering survey. However, an effort would be

made to reduce the size of these areas and to

locate them to reduce disruption to river banks.

They would be disturbed no more than absol-

utely necessary, especially in areas of critical

visual significance, such as the Green River

(Brown's Park) crossing.

An area 100 feet (road or river front) x 250

feet would be needed for each side of road,

railroad and minor river crossings. Additional

storage areas for equipment, pipe, and other

materials would be acquired through private

permission or temporary use permits. Gener-
ally, these areas would not be on or adjacent to

the ROW.

Where fences are encountered along the

ROW, adequate bracing would be installed at

each edge of the ROW prior to cutting the

wires and installing temporary gates. If a

natural barrier used for livestock control is

damaged during construction, the applicant

would adequately fence the area to prevent the

escape of livestock. The opening would be con-

trolled as necessary during construction to pre-

vent the escape of livestock; upon completion

of construction, the applicant would recons-

truct the fence to its original condition. No
gates or cattleguards on established roads over

public land would be locked, blocked or closed

by the applicant. Any cattleguard damaged by

the applicant would be repaired to its original

condition or replaced.

Once the ROW has been prepared, ditching

operations would begin. A standard dimension
ditch, from a minimum of 14 inches to a maxi-
mum of 28 inches wide, would be centered on a

line about 15 feet away from one edge of the

ROW, thus providing 35 feet of working space
and 15 feet of area in which to place ditch

spoil (Figure 1-3 and 1-4). A standard dimen-
sion ditch would be excavated mechanically
with ditching machines. The ditch would be
open no more than 7 miles at a time for no
more than 5 days. Normally, the ditch is open
only 1 to 2 days. In areas where loose or uncon-
solidated rock is encountered, the ditch would
be excavated using back hoes and clam shell

buckets. An exception to mechanical excava-
tion would be hand-digging to locate buried

utilities, such as other pipelines and cables.

The depth of the ditch would vary with the

conditions encountered. The cover from the

top of the pipe to the ground level would gener-

ally be 3 feet thick. These depths and those

discussed above would be in conformance with

DOT'S 49 CFR 195, Transportation of Liquids by

Pipeline. Occasionally, the ditch would be

excavated to depths greater than the stated

minimums. For instance, when the pipeline

traverses areas for which there are definite

plans to level the land for irrigation or other

purposes, the pipe would be buried at a depth

that would permit the land to be leveled. When
crossing canals, borrow ditches, or irrigation

ditches that are dredged to maintain depth, the

pipeline ditch would be excavated to a depth
that would permit safe dredging operations. At
railroad and road crossings, the depth of the

ditch would conform to appropriate regulations.

At these crossings, the applicant's specificat-

ions require a minimum of 4 feet of cover over

the pipe at borrow ditches.

Generally, ditching operations would employ
ditching machines in open areas and backhoes
near rivers or in areas providing little working

space; however, sub-surface conditions may re-

quire different types of excavation. In areas

where loose or unconsolidated rock is encoun-
tered, the ditch line may be ripped mechan-
ically. This process would involve a tractor

dragging a long shank (ripper-tooth) behind it to

dislodge the material. If the material encoun-

tered cannot be ripped, it would be blasted. In
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preparation for blasting, unconsolidated mate-
rial would be removed from the ditch line and a

series of holes would be drilled by air-powered
drills generally suspended from a side-boom
tractor (twin-drills), which also tows the com-
pressor that supplies the air. However, self-

propelled drills (air-track) may be used if a sig-

nificant amount of drilling is to take place in

one location.

Blasting is used as little as possible and only

when it is absolutely necessary. Normally, the

effect of the blast is to scatter unconsolidated
materials on an area confined to the ROW.
When blasting occurs near private dwellings or

in areas where people congregate or work, the

minimum amount of cover would be 2.5 feet; in

open areas, minimum cover would be 1.5 feet.

Where blasting is necessary, the following

safety precautions would be taken:

• in areas of human use, blasting would be
blanketed (matted);

• landowners or tenants in close proximity

to the blasting would be notified in

advance so that livestock and other pro-

perty could be adequately protected;

• before blasting takes place, a clearance
would be made to ensure that construc-

tion personnel and equipment and local

residents were out of danger; and

• blasting would be controlled or limited

where damage to rock mass may create

slope instability.

Generally, rivers would not be crossed dur-

ing periods of high flow (e.g., late spring).

Figure 1-5 illustrates a profile and plan for a

typical river crossing. Construction of cros-

sings can be accomplished within 3 weeks,

although some would be complete within 5 days.

The ditch would be excavated to the depth
which minimizes the effect of scour action to

the pipeline during periods of high flow. The
ditch would be graded on each side of the river

to fit the natural sag of the pipe or pipe bends
to minimize potential exposure of the pipe from
water erosion. These construction practices

would minimize the effects of construction on
water flow. The gradient of the stream would

be restored upon completion of construction,

stream banks would be restored to resemble
their original grade, and breakers or riprap

would be placed over the pipeline along river

banks where necessary. The pipeline would be
weighted with concrete to offset bouyancy and
to ensure that it remained in the underwater
ditch.

Roadbeds which support railroads would be
crossed by boring a hole beneath the bed rather

than by ditching across the surface. Casing
would be installed at these roadbeds and at road
crossings where they are required by federal,

state, local or railroad authorities. All paved
and improved roads would be crossed by boring

under them. Gravel, dirt roads and trails are
bored if traffic volume is high. Other, rarely

used, unimproved roads are ditched and
restored.

Stringing, bending, welding, coating, lower-
ing, and tying in the pipe are phases of pipeline

construction that generally follow ROW prepar-
ation and ditching operations. The pipe would
be placed along the ROW behind ditching opera-
tions. It would be coated with protective mate-
rials and then lowered directly into the ditch.

In rocky areas, the bottom of the ditch would
be padded to provide a uniform bearing surface

for the pipe. Once it was in the ditch, the pipe

would be padded with fine materials (sand or

soil) where necessary to protect its coating dur-

ing backfill operations. The sand or soil often

must be hauled in.

Backfilling would fill the space below and
beside the pipe with loose materials. Backfil-

ling operations would be conducted with an
effort to minimize further disturbance to vege-
tation. Backfill material that could not be
placed in the ditch would be crowned on top of

the ditch to compensate for future settling.

Backfill would be graded and compacted where
necessary for ground stability by being flooded,

tamped or walked-in with a wheeled vehicle.

Once the ditch has been backfilled, the ROW
and any other areas affected would be cleaned
of trash, brush and other debris to prevent fire

hazards. The ROW would be graded where
needed and all disturbed surfaces would be
restored to approximate the preconstruction

grade.
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Completed construction areas (including the

ROW) and roads no longer required would be
returned as nearly as practical to original con-
dition or to that agreed upon between the appli-

cant and the land owners op the authorized offi-

cer. Restoration of disturbed areas through

enhanced revegetation would be accomplished
by whichever of several means is technically

most suitable for the soils, terrain, climatic

conditions and surrounding vegetation. Prepar-

ation of seedbed and reseeding of all disturbed

areas would be accomplished by the applicant,

and the seed mix or plant species would be
planted in accordance with techniques custom-
arily used for the area and in accordance with

agreements made with owners of private pro-

perty.

In areas having severe rehabilitation prob-

lems (slick soils, pan spots, rock outcrop, etc),

revegetation would be considered a special

management problem to be resolved in coordin-

ation with the surface management agency or

landowner. Where necessary, BLM would solicit

advice for such problem areas from other agen-
cies, including the Soil Conservation Service.

In many areas along the route, reseeding

would have to be repeated several times to

establish vegetative cover on the ROW. In

some cases, original top soils would need to be
saved, separated and replaced on top of the

excavated ditch to achieve revegetation. In

other cases, terraces would need to be built to

enhance retention of the seeds. The applicant

is willing to do whatever would be necessary

with regard to the foregoing.

Erosion control devices would be con-
structed on slopes of at least 5 percent or more
on the ROW and along any cuts made through

unconsolidated materials. Every reasonable

means would be undertaken to minimize erosion

and soil damage in connection with any con-

struction, rehabilitation, or maintenance opera-

tions, including (but not limited to) construction

of water bars, cross ditches, or other struc-

tures.

During routine aerial reconnaissance, the

applicant would monitor the success of erosion

control practices and the revegetation program
in accordance with the BLM monitoring plan

which would be a condition of the ROW grant.

The purpose of this monitoring program would
be to identify problem areas, and then to apply
mitigation measures to any such areas.

The pipeline would be protected from cor-

rosion through the use of pipe coating, recti-

fiers and anodes.

Sections of pipe to be placed beneath rail-

roads, highways, and rivers would have all girth

welds radiographically inspected (x-ray) before

installation. The entire pipeline would be
hydrostatically tested to a minimum of 125 per-

cent of maximum operating pressure in compli-
ance with DOT safety standards (49 CFR 195,

Transportation of Liquids by Pipeline). Water
for hydrostatic testing would be obtained

through agreements negotiated with the local

authorities or land owners in accordance with

appropriate state laws controlling the water re-

sources. The estimated amount of water
required for mainline testing ranges from 10 to

15 acre feet for each of the 5 sections. The
test water would be disposed of in accordance
with federal, state and local agency require-

ments.

Pump Stations

Ultimately, 10 turbine-powered pump sta-

tions would be located adjacent to existing

roads along the mainline route to maintain

operating pressures between 350 and 1835 psi

(see Map 1-1 and Maps 1-18 in Appendix A).

The stations would each require about 2.5 acres

(330 feet x 330 feet) of land, for a total of 25

acres (Figure 1-1). Each site would be cleared,

leveled, compacted, graveled and fenced to

support the permanent facilities. Five pump
stations would be needed for the initial capac-
ity of 35,000 BPD, and 5 additional stations

would be added for the 65,000 BPD capacity

(see Table 1-7). One additional turbine would
be installed at each station for use as a spare

when necessary. For a 65,000 BPD capacity,

each of the 10 stations would need 2 1000-

horsepower turbines. The turbines would be
fueled with the hydrocarbons being transported

by the pipeline.

One microwave tower (170 feet high at the

proposed Dragon Pump Station) is proposed.

Communications from each pump station would

be by means of leased telephone circuits. At
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the site of each pump station it would be neces-
sary to have telephone lines for communica-
tions and electric lines for electric service, as

has been depicted in Figure 1-1. Underground
cables are not proposed as no significant

adverse visual impacts resulting from the

above-ground lines at these locations were
identified.

Special Methods

Air and Water Quality

The applicant would conduct all activities

associated with the project in a manner which
would avoid or minimize degradation of air,

land and water quality. During construction,

operation, maintenance and termination of the

project, the applicant would perform all activi-

ties in accordance with applicable air and water
quality standards, related facility siting stand-

ards, and related plans for implementation,
including but not limited to standards adopted
pursuant to the Clean Air Act, as amended (42

U.S.C. 1857) and the Federal Water Pollution

Control Act, as amended (33 U.S.C. 1321).

Pesticide Use
Pesticides would not be used during con-

struction of these pipelines. An Environmental
Protection Agency approved herbicide would be
used within the fences at pump stations to pre-

vent weed fires and around safety signs within

the ROW so they remain visible.

Traffic Safety

Adequate warning signs would be positioned

far enough in advance of construction zones
that drivers would have sufficient warning to

decelerate safely. Signs would be positioned in

accordance with relevant regulations.

CONSTRUCTION WORKFORCE AND
SCHEDULE

Pipelines

The 1172 miles of main and gathering pipe-

lines would be constructed by 5 crews of about
150 workers each, working simultaneously.

Each of the 5 pipeline sections would be con-

structed by contractors under the applicant's

supervision. The teams would require about 60

percent skilled workers and 40 percent unskilled

workers. It is likely that construction head-

quarters would be established in Albuquerque,
Farmington, Grand Junction and Rock Springs

(2). The towns of Hobbs and Roswell, in New
Mexico; Cortez, Durango and Rangely, Colo-

rado; Moab and Vernal, Utah; and Green River,

Evanston and Kemmerer, Wyoming may also be

used for services at times during the construc-

tion period. The pipeline construction schedule

would depend on date of approval for beginning

construction and weather conditions.

Table 1-8 indicates specific dates during

which construction would be avoided due to

crucial wildlife use of the areas identified by
mile posts. These date spans represent the

broadest time period during which crucial wild-

life use would be expected according to existing

data from BLM or state documents, or consul-

tations with the area biologists. Construction
would not occur during these periods unless spe-

cifically authorized by the appropriate BLM
Area Manager or other Authorized Officer.

Pump Stations

Pump station construction would require 8

workers for each of the 10 sites. Construction

would occur during a 90-day period for each
pump station. The first 5 stations (for the

35,000 BPD) would be built within the first 18

months after the beginning of pipeline con-

struction. The schedule for building pump sta-

tions for 65,000 BPD capacity is unknown, and
will depend on the future availability of the

liquids.

RESOURCE CONSIDERATIONS

The applicant would undertake a number of

construction and restoration practices in addi-

tion to those already mentioned. These
resource considerations are outlined below.

Some apply to all land statuses, others apply

only to public or FS lands, and others affect

site-specific locales as defined. These prac-

tices are intended to minimize environmental

impacts.

All Lands

Recreation Resources
Construction of the project may occur dur-

ing the summer months when tourist and recre-

ational use are high. The following measures
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Table 1-8. CRUCIAL WILDLIFE USE AREAS AND PERIODS
TO AVOID CONSTRUCTION OF PROPOSED ACTION

Approximate
Mile Posts

Dates During Which Construction
Would Be Avoided

a Reason

MAINLINE

65 to 79

418 to 420

424 to 443

459 - 467

566 - 568

586 (Kane Springs

601 to 605

604 (Colorado Riv

664 to 677

694 to 700

697 to 705

785

788 to 800

800 to 804

812 to 834
814 to 820

822

835 to 343
850 to 852

858 to 862

April 1 to May 31

April 1 to May 31
D

December 1 to April 15°»*

November 15 to April 30

November 1 to May 15
e

Canyon)
March 15 to June 15

e

March 15 to June 15
e

July 1 to July 31
e

May 15 to June 20
e

March 1 to April 30

November 15 to April 30

July 1 to July 31
e

f
November 15 to ApriLl
March 15 to June 1

er)

November 15 to April 1

May 15 to July 1*

Fall*

December 15 to April 1*

March 1 to June 15"

March 1 to June 15
n

f,k

Lesser prairie chicken booming period

Big game it fish - important habitat

Big game crucial winter range
Big game crucial winter range
Big game crucial winter range

Crucial riparian habitat

Crucial wetland habitat

Crucial fish spawning
Pronghorn antelope fawning area

Chukar breeding grounds
Big game crucial winter range
Crucial fish habitat

Big game crucial winter range
Sage grouse strutting grounds
Big game crucial winter range

Deer fawning
Brown trout spawning
Big game crucial winter range
Sage grouse strutting grounds
Sage grouse strutting grounds

GATHERING LINES

EAST LINE

2 to 3

2 to 5

18 to 19

17 to 20

74 to 77

WEST LINE

March 15 to July 1*

March 1 to June 15

March 15 to July l
e

December 15 to April I*
December 15 to April 1*

March 15 to July I
s

December 15 to April !•
17 to 18

24 to 44

84 to 96 October 15 to May 15

114 to 122 (perennial streams)
May 15 to August 15

Raptor nesting area

Sage grouse strutting grounds
Raptor nesting area

Big game crucial winter range
Big game crucial winter range

Raptor nesting area

Big game crucial winter range

Big game crucial winter range

Cutthroat trout spawning area

NORTH LINE

5 to 9

46 to 59

NORTHWEST LINE

2 toS

October 15 to May 15

October 15 to May 15

October 15 to May 15

Big game crucial winter range
Big game crucial winter range

Big game crucial winter range

Unless authorized by appropriate area manager.

Gates, J. New Mexico Department of Game and Fish, Santa Fe, N.M.
c
Bird, W. U.S. Bureau of Land Management,Farmington, N.M.

Whitaker, A. Colorado Division of Wildlife, Denver, Colorado.

e
Wilson, L.J. Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, Price, Utah.

Smith, D.A. Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, Vernal Utah.

^Dolak, J. U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Rock Springs, Wyoming.

Harrison, K.E. U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Kemmerer, Wyoming.

'Rensel, J.A. Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, Ogden, Utah.

^Doughty, L.A. Bureau of Land Management, Pinedale, Wyoming.

Wicks, G. Bureau of Land Management, Utah State Director, Salt Lake City, Utah.
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would be taken during the construction period

to reduce impacts:

• no interference with traffic would occur
at road crossings during periods of peak
recreational use, namely weekends and
holidays;

• temporary detours would be constructed

around the construction zone where
secondary access roads do not exist;

• detour routes would be established using

the nearest available secondary access

routes;

• construction would be scheduled so that

major recreation areas, such as Flaming
Gorge National Recreation Area, Ashley
National Forest, or San Juan National

Forest, are avoided during holidays and
weekends; and

• the work force use would not conflict

with tourist use of public campgrounds op

forests for temporary housing. However,
recreational use of these facilities would
not be denied to workers.

Visual Resources
The applicant would make a concerted

effort to protect the scenic values of the area

of construction and the adjacent land. For

example, all above-ground improvements and

barricades would be nonreflective. When a

safety color is not required, the color used
would be chosen to blend with the natural back-
ground for that location.

Wilderness Values

As indicated in Chapter Two, the proposed

action is not located within a Wilderness Area
(or Rare II Area) boundary and does not come
closer to a boundary than an already existing

road or trail.

Cultural Resources
Prior to initiating any ground disturbance,

the applicant would conduct a cultural (archae-

ological and historical) resources inventory in

accordance with BLM Class III inventory guide-

lines. Prior to ground disturbance, the inven-

tory would be conducted on all lands where pre-

vious on-the-ground surveys have not been con-

ducted. The purpose of the inventory would be
to identify resources in an effort to avoid,

through project design, all known cultural

resources. Actions would be taken to locate or

protect cultural resources in accordance with
the Memorandum of Agreement being devel-

oped between the Bureau of Land Management,
the Council on Historic Preservation, and
appropriate State Historic Preservation
Officers.

The applicant would avoid cultural resource
properties located during the cultural resource
inventory when prudent and feasible (as deter-

mined in consultation with the appropriate sur-

face management agency) or as directed by the

lead agency. If avoidance is not prudent or

feasible, the applicant would develop and
recommend a mitigation plan for site specific

data recovery. The applicant would fund all

protection and recovery measures undertaken.
Cultural resource protection measures may
include, but need not be limited to, fencing,

stabilization, detailed recordation, and other

physical or administrative measures.

All sites, buildings, districts and objects

identified in the inventory would be evaluated

as to their potential eligibility for the National

Register of Historic Places. Each SHPO in con-
sultation with BLM would be responsible for

formal determination of National Register

eligibility and nomination. The inventory and
the evaluation would be submitted to the

Authorized Officer in advance of any project-

related surface disturbance. If eligible sites

are located and adverse effects would occur, a

site-specific report would be prepared in accor-

dance with the Programmatic Memorandum of

Agreement developed for this project. The
inventory report would also make recommenda-
tions for site-specific protection measures.

During project construction, the applicant

would employ a Project Archaeologist to moni-
tor construction activities and inspect the areas

of surface disturbance for subsurface cultural

source materials. If such materials are discov-

ered, the Project Archaeologist would report

the find to the Authorized Officer, provide

immediate suggestions regarding the recovery
procedures to be undertaken, and leave the find

intact until clearance to proceed is granted by
the Authorized Officer.
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All archaeologists and historians who pro-

vide inventory services, perform mitigation,

prepare field reports or monitor construction

activities, would meet at a minimum, profes-

sional qualifications outlined in the proposed
guidelines in 36 CFR 66 (Appendix C, Profes-

sional Qualifications) and will be approved by
the Authorized Officer. All inventory and data

recovery work on federal and state lands would
be authoirzed under applicable antiquities per-

mits.

A (programmatic) Memorandum of Agree-
ment (MO A) between the Advisory Council on
Historic Preservation and appropriate State

Historic Preservation Officers and the Bureau
of Land Management is currently being devel-

oped. The MOA will outline responsibilities to

ensure compliance with 36 CFR 800.

Federal and State Lands

Public Monuments and Markers
Where the ROW includes public lands on

which cadastral survey monuments and markers
are located, the applicant would avoid distur-

bance or removal of such monuments and
markers. If the removal of monuments or

markers becomes necessary during specific

construction activities, the applicant would
advise the appropriate agency of that need.

Removal and/or relocation would then be done
in accordance with detailed instructions set

forth by the appropriate State Director, Bureau
of Land Management.

Timber Removal
In the event it becomes necessary to remove

timber from the ROW lands, all saleable timber
would be purchased by the applicant at the

total appraised price determined by the Author-
ized Officer.

Site Specific

San Juan National Forest, CO (Milepost 480).

A landslide area has been identified near the

proposed action in this location. The proposed
route has been relocated in accordance with on-

ground advice from San Juan National Forest

personnel. The suggested location of the pro-

posed route is outside the problem area and has

different soil characteristics from the slide

area. The relocation would enhance the secu-
rity of the pipe.

Moab Canyon, UT (Milepost 607-610).
Moab Canyon has been identified as a nar-

row, heavily used corridor for several existing

rights-of-way. As a consequence of this corri-

dor's crowded condition, the precise location of

the proposed route through the canyon would be

subject to approval by the BLM Moab District

Manager.

Jesse Ewing Canyon, UT (Milepost 826 to 828).

Construction in the streambed of this steep
and narrow canyon would be avoided by siting

the route on the west ridge in a manner to

minimize its being visible from the Green River

recreation-use area. No more pinbn or juniper

would be cut from the stand on the ridge than
absolutely necessary. Precise location for the

pipeline would be determined with the Vernal

District Manager, keeping in mind the necessity

to avoid sidehill construction in the canyon.

Red Creek Badlands, WY (Milepost 840 to 844).

The applicant proposes to undertake special

restoration practices for the 4 miles of ROW
which enters the boundary of the Red Creek
Badlands area presently under consideration for

designation as an Area of Critical Environmen-
tal Concern (BLM, ACEC). In order to mini-

mize the effects of erosion from surface distur-

bance by construction of the proposed action,

the applicant would embed the disturbed area
with straw or shredded bark or other recom-
mended material, using a sheepsfoot or other

appropriate methods to mitigate erosive condi-

tions arising from construction. Construction

and restoration in this area would be accom-
plished by practical means approved by the

Rock Springs District Manager. For instance

removal of vegetation would not be done unless

specifically authorized, and times of construc-

tion would be limited to those enabling succes-

sful and immediate post construction restora-

tion efforts and to seasons of dry weather.

Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area. WY
(Milepost WL 10-11).

The applicant would undertake special

measures immediately after construction to

minimize the visual and erosion impact of the

pipeline clearing. The right-of-way would be
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planted with appropriate indigenous plants to

restore the area to as near its former vegeta-
tion as possible. This may include mulching,
planting of wildings, and addition of fertilizers.

Compliance Check and Monitoring

Pre-construction conference^) would be
held with the applicant to clarify procedures
and expectations to enable efficient imple-
mentation of all requirements. Compliance
checks would be made throughout construction

by the representative of the Authorized
Officer. When all developments and rehabili-

tation have been completed, a final joint com-
pliance check of the ROW would be made by a

representative of the applicant and the author-

ized officer or his designated representative.

The purpose of this check would be to deter-

mine compliance with the terms and conditions

of the right-of-way grant. The applicant would
perform at its own expense any required moni-
toring, modifications or additional reclamation
work needed to comply with the terms and con-
ditions of the ROW grant.

EMERGENCY PROCEDURES

The following procedures were derived from
MAPCO's Emergency Procedures. They comply
with DOT 49 CFR Part 195, Transportation of

Liquids by Pipelines.

Organization Response

Upon completion of a segment of the pipe-

line, arrangements would be made with local

residents and public safety authorities to close

designated gate valves when instructed to do so

and to assist in securing the area during an
emergency. A list indicating name, location

and telephone number for every such resident

and public safety authority would be maintained

by the applicant's dispatcher and local super-

visor. The list would be updated annually. On-
site training is given prior to commencing oper-

ation and personal visits are made to the resi-

dents annually thereafter to update training and

information.

It would be the responsibility of the Control

Center Operator in Tulsa to identify and pin-

point conditions along the pipeline route which
might be hazardous to life or property. The

MAPCO Control Center is attended 24 hours a

day, seven days a week. There, pipeline pres-

sures are monitored continuously through a

Supervisory Control System. Using this system
the responsible Control Center Operator can
accomplish several operations through remote
control, including start and stop pumps at pump
stations and open and close remotely operated
valves located there.

Indications of hazardous conditions would be
obtained from telemetered data, aerial patrol

flights, landowners and other local residents.

The Control Center Operator, upon receiving

indications of possible hazardous conditions,

may, without referral to higher supervision,

implement the emergency procedures. The
emergency procedures would be implemented as

follows, making sure that the first priority

would be to secure the area so that possible

damage to persons or property is reduced or

eliminated.

1. The Control Center Operator's decision to

implement the Emergency Procedure re-

quires shutting down the pumping units

(starting with units nearest the leak) feeding

the leak section as quickly as possible;

diverting the flow upstream from the leak

to storage; running pumping units down
stream from the leak to existing storage;

running pumping units down stream from
•leak until a low flow condition exists; deter-

mining the type of product in leak section;

and notifying company people and local

people designated as emergency contacts.

2. Control Center Operators have the author-
ity, without referral to supervisors for ap-

proval, to shut down the Pipeline System
and implement the Emergency Procedure
upon receiving a report or indication of a

leak.

3. During this stage of the Emergency Proce-
dure, all Control Center and field efforts

must be directed to securing the area by
getting people to the leak area to close

valves, establish road blocks, evaluate haz-

ards, warn people, and in general prevent
damage to life and property. One company
employee capable of evaluating, planning

and coordinating leak site activities must go
directly to the leak site and take charge.
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4. The company employee in charge at the leak

site would determine the proper way of con-

trolling the liquid or vapor release. If the

product is slow vaporizing material, such as

natural gasoline, an earthen dike can usually

be set up to contain the spill. If the product

is a rapidly vaporizing material and combus-
tible, the vapor cloud can be set on fire

after a complete investigation to evaluate

the extent of the vapor cloud and the loca-

tion of people and property. If conditions

are such that the vapor cloud cannot be
safely ignited, continuous surveillance

around the boundaries of the vapor cloud

must be made until stopples can be set out-

side the leak area.

5. Simultaneous with these actions, the nearest

pipeline maintenance crew would be notified

and directed to go to the leak site with a

backhoe, tractor, welding truck, emergency
vehicle, and safety equipment.

6. During the repair of the pipeline system, the

supervisor in charge would demand strict

adherence to all safety rules. Particular

attention would be devoted to checking the

atmosphere around the leak area for toxic

or combustible mixtures, using employee
protective clothing and equipment, using

motorized equipment with caution, and
having fire extinguishers and first aid

materials available.

In addition to meeting the requirements of

the Department of Transportation Regula-
tions, the repair methods used on the leak

must comply with the industry's recom-
mended practice as contained in all Ameri-
can Petroleum Institute (API) Standards

1104, RP 1107, PSD 2200 and PSD 2201.

7. After the leak has been repaired the Control

Center Operator would be notified, all

blocked valves would be opened, and the

pipeline refilled with liquid at a reduced
rate. While the filling operation is being
performed, the leak area would be observed
to make sure a satisfactory repair has been
made. The pipeline would be brought up to

normal operating conditions gradually.

While this is being done, continuous observa-

tions would be made at the leak site.

8. Complete reports would be made showing all

data obtained during the leak detection and
evaluation period, as well as from the on-
the-ground supervisor. If a DOT report is

required, the final preparation would be
made in Tulsa based on the field staff's

written report and the Control Center Oper-
ator's report.

9. A review of how the emergency was handled
would be made upon completion of all activ-

ities to determine where and when improve-
ments can be made.

Ruptures

Frequency of Occurrence
Pipeline ruptures are low frequency events.

All natural gas liquid pipeline breaks which spill

5 or more barrels must be reported to the DOT.
A compilation of these reports revealed that

during the year 1978, 255 such breaks occurred.

For 1977, the number was 238 breaks in a total

of 376,160 miles of liquid pipelines (DOT, 1978,

1980; AOPL, 1979). These figures indicate that

in the United States in 1977, the ratio of num-
ber of ruptures to 1 mile of liquid pipeline is

.0006. The equivalent figure for products lines

(like that proposed by MAPCO) is even less at

.0004 (given 81,296 miles and 30 ruptures). In

1978, there were 32 such breaks of which one
resulted from external corrosion and none
resulted from internal corrosion (DOT, 1980).

The balance of breaks was caused by forces

external to operator control, for example, other

operator equipment rupturing the pipe.

Initiated in 1960, MAPCO's pipeline system
(6300 miles at the beginning of 1979) has main-
tained a similar record of infrequent ruptures.

During the 18 years from 1960-1978, MAPCO
reported the total operating risk exposure had
been 664,166,000 pipeline mile-hours. Of this

total, 876 pipeline mile-hours had a hazardous
condition. Consequently, for every hazardous
mile-hour, there were 758,180 non-hazardous
mile-hours (Rohleder, 1979 a).

Procedures for a Major Rupture
In the event of a major break in the pipe-

line, the lighter hydrocarbons such as ethane,

propane, and iso-butane would vaporize under
normal atmospheric conditions. The behavior
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of these substances in the atmosphere would be
strongly dependent on existing meteorological

conditions such as wind speed, termperature
and stability. Generally, a period of 12 hours is

required to dissipate the volume of product
between gate valves. The natural gasoline and
normal butane contained in the mixed stream
would vaporize very slowly, especially at tem-
peratures below 32 °F. In this case they would
remain in a liquid state and must be contained

in the area of the break site by the construction

of dikes. The pooled liquid within the dike

would be removed by tank trucks, the pipeline

repaired, and area restoration begun within a

period of about 72 hours after the time of the

break. Saturation of the soil by natural gaso-

line or normal butane would be confined to no

more than an acre of land. To avoid damage to

the soils, the saturated soils would be turned or

replaced as necessary during cleanup. If vege-
tation is damaged during a spill, it would be
reseeded as required by the surface owner.

Depending on the atmospheric conditions

and the surrounding terrain (including improve-
ments), the vapor stream from a break may be
intentionally set on fire; in such an event there

would be no saturation of the soil by any
liquids.

The worst-case for reduction of air quality

would occur when the wind velocity was near

zero and very stable. In this situation, a vapor

cloud with a high concentration of hydrocarbons
would extend downward along the ground. The
extent of this cloud would be concentrated near

the source of supply or rupture of the pipeline

and would be confined to the areas of less than

1/2 mile in length and 1/4 mile in width.

Increased wind velocities and instability would
decrease concentrations by diluting the cloud.

The vertical extent of the cloud under these

conditions would be expected to be less than

250 feet and to extend less than 1/2 mile.

Although the chance of such an occurrence

is very remote (the applicant has never had this

case occur), the worst case of contamination to

be caused by a break would be one in the bed of

a stream when the temperature is 32°F or below
(Rohleder, 1979 b). Precautions against such a
rupture would include the use of heavier walled
pipe at river crossings. In such a case, the

natural gasoline would float on top of the water
and make it necessary to construct a coffer

dam (or other appropriate containment struc-

ture) downstream to contain the product until it

could be pumped into a tank truck. Valves are

sited at river crossings to be accessible during

flood conditions.

Construction and Maintenance
During construction or maintenance, all

spills of any oil materials causing a sheen,

sludge or emulsion on surface, bottom or shore

line, which reach waters of the United States

would be immediately reported to the National

Response Center or the appropriate EPA
Regional office.

ALTERNATIVES

Eighteen Dotential alternatives to the pro-

posed action were identified and considered in

a screening process to select those for detailed

analysis of impacts.

Identification of Alternatives

The 18 alternatives were identified through-
out several months of initial information col-

lection and the scoping process for the proposed
action. Table 1-9 lists the alternatives in two
general categories. One category of

alternatives consists of different route

segments and variations to the proposed route.

The other category of alternatives consists of

actions substantially different from those of

the proposed action. This latter category
includes different destinations for the liquid

hydrocarbons, as well as no action and delay of

project alternatives.

The major means by which the alternatives

were identified were agency contacts and the

scoping process. These interactive means were

The proposed action, presented earlier in Chapter One, represents a slightly revised route from
the one presented by the applicant at the time the original application was made. The revisions

were based on early information obtained during the scoping process as discussed in Chapter
Four.
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Table 1-9. IDENTIFIED ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED ACTION

Alternative Routes

1. Follow existing Northwest Pipeline through Arches National Park.

2. Skirt the west and north boundaries of Arches National Park via the

shortest possible route.

a
3. Follow existing Northwest Pipeline over Douglas Pass.

4. Go east of Dinosaur National Monument in Colorado then back into Utah
using a route near Cottonwood Mountain.

5. Go east of Dinosaur National Monument in Colorado then head north into

Wyoming using a route near Highway 430.

6. Go west of Dinosaur National Monument in Utah then head north to

Wyoming using Willow Creek.

7. Follow existing Northwest Pipeline all the way from west of Dinosaur

National Monument across Flaming Gorge Reservoir in the National
Recreation Area, Ashley Forest, into southwestern Wyoming. This route

would depart from the proposed action at Diamond Mountain (MP 801),

cross Green River at Little Hole, and head to Dutch John before crossing

the reservoir.

a
8. Follow existing Northwest Pipeline to Little Hole then head north over

Goslin Mountain, Little Mountain, and east of Sheep Mountain.

9. Follow existing Northwest Pipeline to Little Hole then head north over

Goslin Mountain, through Richard's Gap to east of Little Mountain. This

route would then follow Highway 373 north.

a
10. Follow the proposed route through Rye Grass and Jesse Ewing canyons.

Depart the proposed route at the north end of Jesse Ewing Canyon heading
northeast near Clay Basin Creek and over Pine Mountain to Titsworth Gap.

Other Alternatives

11. Build local facilities for storage and later disposition of the liquid

hydrocarbons, or for reinjection into the natural gas stream.

12. Build local fractionating facilities to decompose the liquid hydrocarbons

for distribution elsewhere.

13. Transport the mixed stream to destinations other than Hobbs Station,

Texas. This action implies the possible construction of one or more
pipelines.

14. Transport the liquid hydrocarbons by other transportation modes (i.e.,

trucks and/or railroads).

15. Construct a pipeline to Hobbs Station by routes not herein evaluated, for

instance, heading east to Cheyenne then heading south along highways in

the Front Range of Colorado and New Mexico to Hobbs Station.

16. Partial implementation of the proposed action.

a
17. Take no action. No action is defined as BLM's not issuing- the grant to

MAPCO to construct and operate its proposed action.

Delay the project. This action is defined as BLM's
MAPCO to construct their proposed action in 1980.

a
18. Delay the project. This action is defined as BLM's not issuing the grant to

a
Selected for detailed analysis.
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supplemented by professional experience and
the judgment of the preparers and contributors

(see Chapter Four).

Screening

Once alternatives were identified and dis-

cussed, a screening procedure was developed to

select the reasonable alternatives to the pro-
posed action for detailed impact analysis.

Three criteria were used as a basis for

screening alternatives. The judgements regar-

ding whether or not the criteria were met were
based on professional experience and informa-
tion obtained in the scoping process which is

outlined in Chapter Four. Table 1-10 defines

the alternatives considered and identifies the

criteria by which those screened out were elim-
inated from detailed analysis. The first cri-

terion was:

1. The alternative does not provide a

reasonable alternative to the proposed
action . Alternatives which did not provide
for delivery of the liquid hydrocarbons to

Hobbs Station in Texas were screened from
detailed analysis because the goals of the

proposed action would not have been
achieved. Alternative delivery points were
judged as not providing a reasonable alter-

native to the proposed action. The same
determination was made for those alterna-

tives which did not provide for the pick-up

of the liquid hydrocarbons from the various

processing plants along the proposed route.

The types of alternatives mentioned above
were screened from further consideration

and from detailed analysis, regardless of the

merit of the alternative as a different

means of disposing of the liquid hydro-
carbons. Examples of these alternatives

are: (a) constructing a pipelined) to Hobbs
Station by way of routes different from
those herein evaluated, such as a route east

of the Rockies; (b) building of local storage

facilities for later disposion; (c) building of

local fractionating facilities to fractionate

the products for distribution elsewhere; (d)

reinjecting the liquid hydrocarbons back into

the natural gas stream; (e) transporting the

mixed stream to destinations other than

Hobbs Station in Texas; (f) transporting the

products by other modes (railroad and/or

trucks).

The balance of alternatives considered

during the screening process were comprised of

various segmental re-routing alternatives, and
the No Action and Delay of Project alterna-

tives. Two additional criteria were developed

for screening these from further consideration

and detailed analysis:

2. The alternative does not provide a route

which would clearly not conflict with

nationally recognized single use purposes,

such as a National Park or National

Monument. For instance, one alternative

route considered would follow the existing

Northwest pipeline through Arches National

Park near Moab, Utah. This alternative was
screened from further consideration as

clearly conflicting with a nationally recog-

nized public decision to preserve the

National Park for single use purposes. The
alternative was screened, despite the fact

that it would have reduced the cost of con-
struction by at least one million dollars.

3. The alternative does not provide a route

which is clearly better than the proposed
action in terms ot fewer adverse environ-

mental impacts. The alternative was
dropped from further consideration and
detailed analysis if it was not clearly better

than the proposed action. Alternatives

screened from detailed analysis are shown in

Maps 1-3 and 1-4. A summary of informa-
tion on which decisions to screen were based
is given below for alternatives eliminated

from further analysis on criterion three.

Skirt Arches National Park
This alternative was proposed because it

was the shortest distance between Highway 160

and Highway 50 and 6. However, it was elim-

inated as it did not follow an existing ROW, and
a reasonable option was available which did.

East of Dinosaur National Monument (Cotton-
wood Mountain and Highway 430)

Numerous and difficult resource conflicts

were identified and confirmed for the route.
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Table 1-10. SUMMARY OF SCREENING DECISIONS FOR ALTERNATIVES

CRITERIA FOR SCREENING
FROM DETAILED ANALYSIS

ALTERNATIVES l
a

1. Through Arches N.P. (UT) X
. 2. Skirt Arches N.P. (UT) X

3. Douglas Pass (CO)
East of Dinosaur N.M. (CO)
4c Cottonwood Mountain (UT) X
5. Highway 430 (CO) X
West of Dinosaur N.M.
6. Willow Creek (UT) X
Little Hole
7. Dutch John (across Flaming Gorge X

. Reservoir) (WY)
D

8. Little Mountain (UT,WY)
. 9. Gosiin Mountain Richard's Gap (UT,WY) X
D
10. Pine Mountain (UT,WY)
11. Building of local storage X

facilities for later disposition.

12. Building of local fractionation X
facilities to decompose the

products for distribution elsewhere.
13. Transport the mixed stream to X

destinations other than Hobbs
Station, Texas (construction of

one or more pipelines).

14. Transport products by other X
modes (i.e., trucks and/or railroad).

15. Construct pipeline to Hobbs Station X
by routes not herein evaluated.

.16. Partial implementation. X
°17. No Action
18. Delay of Project

X = Screened from further consideration and detailed analysis.

aKEY
1. The alternative does not provide a reasonable alternative to the

proposed action.

2. The alternative does not provide a route which would clearly not

conflict with nationally recognized single use purposes, such as a

National Park or National Monument.
3. The alternative does not provide a route which is clearly better than

the proposed action in terms of fewer adverse environmental impacts.

Selected for detailed analysis.
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• Two designated and one proposed
Threatened and Endangered species occur
in the Yampa River. The Fish and Wild-

life Service has expressed concern about

any disturbance to these areas of the

Yampa.

• Visual impacts associated with crossing a
National Park Service easement would be
significant and in conflict with the pur-

poses of the BLM-issued easement. The
easement runs 1/4 mile along each side of

the access road serving the Deer Lodge
Park area of Dinosaur National Monument
from Highway 40.

• Severe soils problems would occur in any
crossing of the Vermillion Cliff and Can-
yon Creek areas. Based on past BLM
experience, rehabilitation of surface dis-

turbance is essentially impossible (High-

way 430 only).

• The Little Snake River and the Sand Wash
Basin contain very high densities of sig-

nificant cultural resources. In routing

through these areas, avoidance of sites

would be very difficult (Highway 430

only).

• A BLM Craig District office planning

decision (MFP-3) for a Wild Horse distri-

bution area limits use in the area to exis-

ting uses and prohibits new utilities or

access.

• Permission to cross two power site with-

drawals and proposed dam site locations

would be difficult to obtain, and could

conflict with the development plans.

• A proposal exists for the development of

surface mining near Rangely, Colorado.

Crossing these areas could complicate

planning for the development of this coal

resource.

• Crossing of the Morrison Formation could

result in adverse impact to the paleonto-

logical resources.

• A proposal for an ACEC designation of

the Vermilion Cliffs is currently being

considered (BLM Craig District Office).

This is an area of fragile soils and high

scenic quality. The ACEC proposal would
specifically ban surface disturbance.

In addition to the resources mentioned
above, any route east of Dinosaur would be
approximately 30 miles longer which would
result in approximately 180 acres of additional

disturbance. Only 35 percent would follow

existing ROW's. A route east of Dinosaur would
result in the opening up of previously undis-

turbed areas.

The Cottonwood Mountain alternative (East

of Dinosaur) was not considered further after

the Highway 430 alternative was dropped from
consideration. The Cottonwood Mountain alter-

native had additional environmental concerns,

such as opening up or improving access into

Utah from the Utah-Colorado border, not

clearly being better than the proposed action in

the Green River area, and not providing a

better solution than the proposed action to the

environmental concerns in the area north of the

Green River (Cottonwood Mountain only).

Willow Creek, UT
This alternative was proposed as an alterna-

tive to Jesse Ewing Canyon in the proposed
action. It was eliminated from detailed analy-

sis because of the narrowness of the canyon and
the fragile soils. Construction was identified as

being more difficult than in Jesse Ewing Can-
yon. In addition, crossing rim-rock outcrop-
pings, riparian and pinbn-juniper vegetation

types would result in significant visual impacts.

Goslin Mountan - Richard's Gap, UT
This alternative was eliminated from de-

tailed analysis because it did not avoid the

serious soils problems in the Red Creek Bad-
lands area of the proposed route. In addition, it

would have resulted in visual problems, espe-
cially in areas where no existing corridors are

followed

Dutch John, UT (Across Flaming Gorge Reser-
voir, Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area)

This alternative was considered because it

follows an existing pipeline corridor; however,
it was eliminated primarily because of resource
conflicts associated with crossing a wide span
of Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area.
The terrain makes mitigation difficult, as is
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evident with the existing line. In addition, the

crossing of the reservoir would present techni-

cal and construction problems and involve addi-

tional length.

ROUTE ALTERNATIVES SELECTED FOR
DETAILED ANALYSIS

Three route segments emerged from the

screening process as reasonable alternatives to

the proposed action. Analysis of impacts for

the three segments was conducted at the same
level of detail as fop the proposed action.

Locations

Maps 1-5 and 1-6 indicate the general loca-

tions of the alternatives, while Maps 12, 13, and
14 in Appendix A identify specific locales.

One alternative was selected as an optional

route to the 74-mile Baxter Pass (AC) segment
(Map 1-6) of the proposed action.

Douglas Pass, CO
This 72-mile segment (AB) departs the pro-

posed route at MP 688 and rejoins it at MP 6 of

the Rangely Gathering Line. Its specific loca-

tion is depicted on Maps 12 and 13 in Appendix
A. Selection of this alternative would require

relocating one pump station location from the

Dragon (UT) site to a site near Rangely (CO) in

Rio Blanco County (Section 28, Township IS,

Range 101 W. See Map 13 of Appendix A). If

this pump station location is selected, the

power source would be 1/10 miles from the site.

Size of the KV line would be 14.4 KV, and 3

power poles are estimated to be required. The
telephone line source would be one-half mile

from the site. This is in lieu of microwave sta-

tion required for the Dragon Pump Station for

the Baxter Pass Alternative .

Two routes were selected as alternatives to

the proposed action beginning at Diamond
Mountain (D). The proposed action segment is

Rye Grass - Jesse Ewing to Clay Basin to East

of Little Mountain (DEF on Map 1-6, 63 miles).

Little Mountain. UT, WY
This alternative (DF) departs the proposed

route at MP 800, proceeds to Little Hole, turns

north over Little Mountain and rejoins the pro-

posed action at MP 863 (56 miles). Its specific

location is depicted on Map 14 in Appendix A.

Pine Mountain, UT, WY
This 68-mile route (DEG) follows the pro-

posed action through Rye Grass and Jesse

Ewing Canyons from MP 800 to MP 828, where
it departs the proposed action in a north

easterly direction to and over Pine Mountain.
It rejoins the proposed action at MP 7 of the

East Gathering Line. Selection of this route

would require moving the Rock Springs Pump
Station from its proposed location near
Highway 373 to a site near South Baxter
(Section 16, Township 16, Range 104W in

Sweetwater County, Wyoming). The specific

location of this alternative is depicted on Map
14 in Appendix A. If this alternative were to be
selected, the power source is 5 miles away and
would require a 14.4 KV line and 89 power
poles. The communication source for the

buried telephone line would be 5 miles away.

Special Construction Practices for Alternative

Routes

If any of the alternative routes is ultimately

selected, the applicant would undertake con-
struction and operation with the same practices

and procedures as specified under the proposed
action section earlier in this chapter. Table 1-

11 specifies the dates construction would be

avoided to reduce potential impacts to wildlife

resources for each alternative.

OTHER ALTERNATIVES
DETAILED ANALYSIS

SELECTED FOR

Two additional alternatives were analyzed
in detaiL They are the "no action" alternative,

which is defined as BLM denial of permit to the

applicant for construction and operation of the

proposed action, and "delay of project. " Delay
of project is defined as BLM's not issuing to

MAPCO the grant to construct the proposed ac-
tion in 1980.

Summary

Findings from the analyses of impacts are

summarized from Chapter Three and the back-
ground files at BLM, NMSO in Table 1-12.
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Table 1-11. CRUCIAL WILDLIFE USE AREAS AND PERIODS TO AVOID
CONSTRUCTION FOR ALTERNATIVES

Approximate
Mile Posts

Dates During Which Construction
Would Be Avoided Reason

DOUGLAS PASS, CO (AB)

12 to 14

15 to 24

32 to 34

40 to 49

March 1 to April 30°

November 15 to April 30

November 15 to April 30.

November 15 to April 30

Chukar breeding complex
Big game crucial winter range
Big game crucial winter range
Big game crucial winter range

LITTLE MOUNTAIN, UT, WY (DF)

to 4

11 to 22

22

29 to 49

50 to 54

March 15 to June 1

November 15 to April 1*

Fall
d

December 15 to April l'

March 1 to June 15
e

Sage grouse strutting grounds
Big game crucial winter range
Brown trout spawning
Big game crucial winter range
Sage grouse strutting grounds

PINE MOUNTAIN, UT, WY (DEG)

to 4

12 to 42

14 to 20

22

30 to 42

46 to 49

March 15 to June l
c

November 15 to AprU l
e

May 15 to July l
d

Fall
d

November 15 to April l
c,e

December 15 to April l
e

Sage grouse strutting grounds
Big game crucial winter range
Deer fawning
Brown trout spawning
Big game crucial winter range
Big game crucial winter range

Unless authorized by appropriate Area Manager.

Whitaker, A. Colorado Division of Wildlife, Denver, Colorado.

:

Smith, D.A. Utah Division of Wildlife Resources, Vernal, Utah.

Hvicks, G. BLM Utah State Director, Salt Lake City, Utah.

'Haverly, S.J. U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Rock Springs, Wyoming.
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MITIGATION NOT OTHERWISE
IN THE PROPOSED ACTION

Mitigating measures were identified through

impact analysis. Many of these were incorpor-

ated by the applicant in Chapter One as special

construction practices or resource protection

methods which would be implemented to help

minimize adverse impacts. The following miti-

gating measures are proposed by the BLM in

addition to those already incorporated into

Chapter One.

Paleontology

Prior to construction, an inspection of areas

along the ROW having a high probability of con-

taining fossils of exceptional scientific value

may be required in order to identify surface ex-

posures of fossils. Identified surface exposures
would be avoided or protected.

Soils

Erecting vehicle barriers may be required

along the ROW in areas where the ROW is new
(not paralleling existing ROW's) in order to fac-

ilitate reclamation in areas with sensitive soils.

Wildlife

1. In order to avoid the potential impact of

opening new access into crucial wildlife

INCLUDED areas such as Rye-Grass Draw (MP 812-820),

the Authorized Officer may require the

construction of vehicle barriers where
deemed necessary.

2. Mitigation of adverse impacts to riparian

habitat and aquatic life at stream crossings

may be required on a case-by-case basis by
the Authorized Officer. Such measures may
includes (a) special revegetative measures
on the stream bank for bank stabilization

and habitat restoration; (b) diversion of

flows around the construction area:

(c) setting the construction staging areas

away from the stream bank; (d) minimizing
the use of heavy equipment in the stream
bed; or (e) seasonal restrictions during

crucial spawning periods.

3. Revegetation of the ROW with plant species

that are beneficial to wildlife in the area

may be required to minimize the effect of

removing valuable summer or winter forage.

Visual Resources

Within narrow areas of canyons, such as

Kane Springs, Utah, and Moab Canyon, Utah,

replacement of large rocks and boulders in the

ROW may be required to help minimize visual

contrasts.
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CHAPTER TWO
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

Impacts from the proposed action and alter-

natives were analyzed for all of the following

resources:

Climate
Air Quality

Geology (geologic hazards)

Mineral Resources
Paleontology
Soils

Water Resources
Vegetation
Wildlife

Cultural Resources
Visual Resources
Noise
Land Uses

Agriculture

Forests

Livestock Grazing
Recreation
Wilderness

Land Use Controls and Constraints

Transportation Networks
Social and Economic Conditions

Resource topics for which significant im-
pacts were determined from analysis are in-

cluded in this document. Criteria by which
significant impacts were determined are pre-

sented for all resources in the introduction to

Chapter Three.

Several other resource topics are included in

the document in response to specific require-

ments. These are 100 -year Floodplains, Wilder-

ness Resources (including FS RARE II Areas),

Prime and Unique Farmlands, and Land Use
Controls and Constraints.

Background information and analyses of

impacts for all resources are on file at BLM,
NMSO. Baseline data presented in this Chapter
reflect those resources for which significant

impacts are anticipated, and the four additional

topics discussed above.

PROPOSED ACTION

Paleontology

Vertebrate fossils of birds, mammals, rep-

tiles and amphibians are reported from forma-
tions of various ages in the pipeline region.

Early tertiary basins, particularly the San Juan
and Green River basins, are noted for their con-

tent and preservation of fossils of mammals,
reptiles, birds, plants, insects, and fish. Fossil

localities of particular importance in the region

include Dinosaur National Monument and Fossil

Butte National Monument.

Potential fossil resource areas have been
identified in the Nacimiento formation near

Kutz Canyon between mileposts 410 and 416,

and in the Wasatch and Green River formations.

These and other formations along the proposed

pipeline that are known to contain significant

fossil localities are shown on Table 2-1.

Wildlife

Known crucial wildlife use areas have been
identified in Chapter One (Table 1-8, Crucial

Wildlife Use Areas and Periods to Avoid Con-
struction of Proposed Action).

Threatened or Endangered Wildlife and Plant

Species

As provided by 50 CFR 402 (Interagency

Cooperation - Endangered Species Act [ESA]
of 1973), the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) is

required to furnish, at BLM's request, a list of

those species, both proposed and listed, that

may be or are present in the area involving a

federal action.

Upon receipt of the FWS species list, the

BLM is required to conduct a biological assess-

ment for the purpose of determining whether

those species may be affected by the proposed

action. Proposed species are included on the
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Table 2-1. FORMATIONS AND NUMBER OF MILES ALONG THE PROPOSED
ACTION HAVING POTENTIAL PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Formation Miles

Chinle 3

Morrison 28

Fruitland 8

Animas 8

Nacimiento, Ojo Alamo 86

San Jose 19

Cutler 6

Wasatch 131

Green River 73

Uinta 11

Bridger 63

Total 436
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list even though they do not have legal protec-

tion under the Act. Their inclusion recognizes

that they may be listed at any time and if not

considered, they would represent a potential

source of future delays or modifications to the

proposed action. In light of this, a biological

assessment will also be conducted on those

species proposed for federal listing.

The biological assessment will be completed
within 180 days after receipt of the species list,

unless it is mutually agreed to extend this

period. The biological assessment should

include 1) the results of a comprehensive infor-

mation survey, 2) results of any studies under-

taken to determine the nature and extent of

any impacts on identified species, 3) considera-

tion of the cumulative effects upon the species

or its critical habitat, 4) study methods used,

5) difficulties encountered in obtaining data and
completing the proposed study, 6) conclusions

including recommendations as to further stud-

ies, and 7) any other relevant information. In

essence, the biological assessment is synon-
ymous to the impact analysis conducted on any
other resource which may be impacted by the

proposed action. If the findings of the biolog-

ical assessments indicate that a listed species

may be affected by the proposed action, the

BLM is required to formally request consulta-

tion with the FWS.

The list has been requested and received

(November 16, 1979) for the proposed action.

The FWS list response includes the species

listed in Table 2-2.

pation of the area. Of these known sites, 43
are in or known to be eligible for inclusion in

the National Register of Historic Places, as

given in Table 2-4.

Prior to construction, an inventory was con-

ducted in 1972 along sections of the existing

MAPCO right-of-way in New Mexico. Sites

that were located were avoided and two were
excavated. As a result of this inventory, there

are 77 known sites within the study corridor in

New Mexico. In addition, during the fall of

1979, 80 miles of inventory was conducted in

other areas of the proposed route, which
located 20 sites. The inventory would be com-
pleted prior to construction in accordance with

the Memorandum of Agreement being devel-

oped for the project by the Bureau of Land
Management, the Advisory Council on Historic

Preservation, and appropriate State Historic

Preservation Officers.

Major prehistoric and historic periods which
may be represented in the study corridor are

listed below and described in the following dis-

cussion.

Prehistoric

• Paleoindian: 11,000 - 6000 B.C.

• Archaic: 6000 B.C. - A.D. 450

• Formative: A.D. 450 - 1450
- Southwest
- Great Basin
- Plains/Plateau

• Shoshonean - Athabascan Period: A.D.

1300 - Present

It is BLM policy that only state-listed and
legislatively protected Threatened and Endan-
gered species categories be given consideration

equal to federal-listed Threatened and Endan-
gered species. These state-listed species are

provided in Table 2-3. Utah and Wyoming do
not have lists in this status. Furthermore, the

species on the lists for Colorado and Texas do
not coincide with areas affected by the pro-

posed action.

Cultural Resources

About 341 recorded sites are known to exist

within the 20-mile wide study corridor. This

number reflects known sites rather than the

actual density of prehistoric and historic occu-

Historic

• Spanish Exploration and Settlement
• Fur Trade
• Westward Migration

• Settlement and Development

Paleoindian Period (11,000-6000 B.C.)

The Paleoindian Period, dating from late

glacial and early post-glacial times, was pre-

dominantly a hunting stage exploiting large

migratory herbivores. These hunters also util-

ized and exploited available vegetal resources.

Social structure probably consisted of the nuc-

lear family organized into highly mobile

nomadic bands.
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Table 2-2. FEDERALLY LISTED THREATENED AND ENDANGERED
SPECIES FOR PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

Species States

Status
8 New Mexico Colorado Utah Wyoming

WILDLIFE
Black -footed ferret E X X X X
Bald eagle

Peregrine falcon

E
E

X
X

X
X

X
X

X
X

Whooping crane
Colorado squawfish

Humpback chub
Razorback sucker

E
E
E
P

X
X

X

X
X

X
X

X

X

Pecos gambusia E X

PLANTS
Scleroc actus mesae-verdae T X X
Echinocereus kuenzleri E X
Pediocactus knowltonii E X X
Scleroc actus glaucus T X X

E = Endangered, P = Proposed and T = Threatened
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Table 2-3. LEGISLATIVELY STATE-LISTED THREATENED OR ENDAN-
GERED SPECIES POSSIBLY OCCURRING ALONG OR NEAR THE
PROPOSED ACTION

Species Classification State

Mink
Olivaceous cormorant
Mississippi kite

Aplomado falcon

(Interior) least tern

Broad-billed hummingbird
Red-headed woodpecker
Bell's vireo

Baird's sparrow
McCown's longspur

(Texas) slider turtle

(Sand dune) sagebrush lizard

(Pecos) western ribbon snake
(Eastern) barking frog

(Blanchard's) cricket frog

Mexican tetra

Roundtail chub
Silverband shiner

Bluntnose shiner

Silvery minnow
Greenthroat darter

Bigscale logperch

E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E
E

NM
NM
NM
NM
NM
NM
NM
NM
NM
NM
NM
NM
NM
NM
NM
NM
NM
NM
NM
NM
NM
NM

^Includes only those species not already on the federal list.

E = Endangered.

Sources:

Texas Parks and Wildlife Code. §§ 43.021 through 43.030, S§ 67.001 through

67.005, and §§ 68.001 through 68.021. Regulations for Taking, Possessing,

Transporting, Exporting, Processing, Selling or Offering for Sale, or Ship-

ping Endangered Species.

Hubbard, J.P., M.C. Conway, H. Campbell, G. Schmitt and M.D. Hatch. 1979.

Handbook of Species Endangered in New Mexico. New Mexico Dept. of

Game 3c Fish, Santa Fe. [Species treated based on Wildlife Conservation

Act (§§ 17-2-37 through 17-2-56, NMSA 1978 and State Game Commission
Regulation No. 563 with revisions through May 25, 1979). Current listings

are now under Regulation No. 599.]

Colorado Wildlife Regulations, Chapter 10, Article n, Section 1002, approved

January 18, 1979, by the Colorado Wildlife Commission.

Torres, John, et al. 1978. Essential Habitat for Threatened or Endangered
Wildlife in Colorado. Denver: Division of Wildlife.
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Table 2-4. SITES IN OR ELIGIBLE FOR INCLUSION IN

THE NATIONAL REGISTERa WITHIN TEN
MILES OF PROPOSED ACTION

Same of Site

(State or Federal Number) Location

Approximate
Distance from
Proposed Route County

NEW MEXICO

Aztec Ruins National

Monument (PH0092142)

Salmon Ruin
(PH0092169G)

Jemez Pueblo

Zia Pueblo

Tamaya (Santa Ana
Pueblo)

Kuana Ruin

Our Lady of Sorrows

Church

Sandia Cave

1 mi. N of Aztec

9 mi. E of Farmington

28 mi. N of Bernalillo

on NM 4

18 mi. W of Bernalillo

N of Bernalillo

N of Bernalillo off

NM 44

U.S. 85, Bernalillo

U mi. E of Bernalillo

in Cibola National

Forest

5 mi. W of MP 427

S mi. W of MP 41S

S.5 mi. NE of MP 302

1 mi. NE of MP 297

1 mi. NE of MP 288

near MP 285

4 mi. SW of MP 280

4 mi. SW of MP 270

San Juan

San Juan

Sandoval

Sandoval

Sandoval

Sandoval

Sandoval

Sandoval

COLORADO 8^

Collage Shelter

52/05/0002

Whiskey Creek Trestle

Sacred Mountain
District

Lowry Ruin NHL
PH0087335

Pigge Site
c

Hovenweep National

Monument: Goodman
Point PH0049221

Escalante Ruin

W side of Missouri

Creek at West End
Canyon

25 mi. SW of Rangely
near junction of

Whiskey and Evacuation
Creeks

NW of Cortez

9 mi. W of Pleasant
View

5 mi. W of Pleasant

View

NW of Cortez

2 mi. W of Dolores

3 mi. E of MP 722

.5 mi. SW of MP 723

SW of MP 490-530:
1 mi. SW of MP 524,

2 mi. SW of MP 497

8 mi. SW of MP 520

8 mi. SW of MP 520

9 mi. SW of MP 508

.5 mi. NE of MP 503

Rio Blanco

Rio Blanco

Dolores and
Montezuma

Montezuma

Montezuma

Montezuma

Montezuma

"
Federal Register , V, 44, N.28, February 8, 1979.

Colorado Historical Society, "Colorado Inventory of Historic Sites", September 14, 1979.

^Pending nomination to National Register.

NHL: National Historic Landmark.

eUtan Division of State History, "Antiquities Site Inventory", September 1979.

Wyoming Recreation Commission," Wyoming Historic Preservation Plan", as amended August 24,

1979.

^Eligible for inclusion in the National Register.
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Table 2-4. SITES IN OR ELIGIBLE FOR INCLUSION IN

THE NATIONAL REGISTER8 WITHIN TEN
MILES OF PROPOSED ACTION (Continued)

Name of Site

(State or Federal Number) Location

Approximate
Distance from
Proposed Route County

COLORADO **" (continued)

Anasazi Archaeological
District

Mesa Verde National

Park PH0087335

Durango-Silverton

Marrow-Gauge Railroad

(NHL) PH0087203

Newman Block
8

33/04/0026

Rio Grande Southern

Railroad (Colorado
33/04/0013, 17/05/0005

and 42/02/0008) State
Register site

Dolores vicinity

8 mi. E of Cortez on
US 180

Right-of-way between
Durango-S IIverton

301-813 Main Ave.,

Durango

Durango to Dolores

Through district

.5 mi. near MP 505

4 mi. SW of MP 492

S terminus 4 mi.

N of MP 460

5 mi. N of MP 460

0-1.5 mi. between
MP 470 and 485,
6 intersections

Montezuma

Montezuma

La Plata

La Plata

Montezuma and

La Plata

UTAH a,e

Doc Parson's

Cabin Complex

Alhamora State

Stage Stop and Ferry

Brown's Park near

mouth of Sears Creek
at junction of Green
River

12 mi. SSE of Vernal

on S bank of Green
River

.5 mi. W of MP 822

3 mi. SW of MP 782

Daggett

Uintah

Orlando W. Warner House Mill Creek Road, Moab 1 mi. MB of MP 600 Grand

Courthouse Wash
Pictograpns

Elk Mountain Mission

Fort Site

Wolfe Ranch
(Turnbow Cabin)

1 mi. MW of Moab in

Arches National

Monument on UT 163

NW of Moab off US 160

13.5 mi. N of Arches
National Monument
Visitor Center

.5 mi. E of MP 603

1 mi. E of MP 603

9 mi. ME of MP 612

Grand

Grand

Grand

"
Federal Renter , V. 44, N.26, February 6, 1979.

Colorado Historical Society, "Colorado Inventory of Historic Sites", September 14, 1979.

"Pending nomination to National Register.

NHL: National Historic Landmark.

eUtah Division of State History, "Antiquities Site Inventory", September 1979.

Wyoming Recreation Commission," Wyoming Historic Preservation Plan", as amended August 24,

1979.

^Eligible for inclusion in the National Register.
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Table 2-4. SITES IN OR ELIGIBLE FOR INCLUSION IN

THE NATIONAL REGISTER8 WITHIN TEN
MILES OF PROPOSED ACTION (Concluded)

Name of Site

(State or Federal Number) Location

Approximate
Distance from

Proposed Route County

WYOMING3*'

Black Butt es Stage

Station, Black
Buttes Mine Project

Point of Rocks
vicinity

4.3 mi. NW of MP 36

(Eleg)

Sweetwater

HaJivUle Townsite and
Mine

Point of Rocks
vicinity

10 mi. NW of MP 37

(Eleg)

Sweetwater

Gibralter Township and
- Mine

Point of Rocks
vicinity

3 miles NW of MP 40-45

(Eleg)
Sweetwater

Expedition Island

NHLd

(PHQ069655)

S of Union Pacific

R.R. Bridge, near

E bank of Green River

(across river) 3 mi.

NE of MP 17 (W leg)

Sweetwater

Granger Stage Station

(PH00696636)
Granger 2 mi. N of MP 45

(Wleg)
Sweetwater

Fort Bridger

(PH0069736G)
Fort Bridger, on
Blacks Fork, Green
River

2 mi. SSE of MP 72
(Wleg)

Uintah

Bridger Antelope Trap Evanston vicinity S mi. NE of MP 9

(NW lateral)

Uintah

Piedmont Charcoal
Kilns (PH0069744G)

14 mi. NE of Hilliard 1.5 mi. ESE of MP 87

(W leg)

Lincoln

Cumberland (Camp
Muddy)

10 mi. S of Kemmerer 9 mi. WSW of MP 23

(N leg)

Lincoln

J.C. Penney Historic

District

J.C. Penney Ave. and
S Main St., Kemmerer

10 mi. NW of MP 23

(N leg)

Lincoln

J.C. Penney House (NHL) Railroad Park,
Kemmerer

10 mi NW of MP 23
(Nleg)

Lincoln

Johnston Scout Rocks NE of Kemmerer 8 mi W of MP 40

(N leg)

Lincoln

Emigrant Springs 20 mi. S of La Barge
on US 139

4 mi. E of MP 43

(N leg)

Lincoln

Names Hill

(PHQ069451)
5 mi. S of La Barge
and W of US 139 on
Green River

2 mi. E of MP 57

(Nleg)
Lincoln

Western Trading
Company8

Diamondville 9.5 mi. NW of MP 23
(Nleg)

Lincoln

Saint John's Church8 Green River 2 mi. NE of MP 20

(W leg)

Sweetwater

Carnegie Public

Library8
177 N Center St.,

Green River

2 mi. NE of MP 20

(Wleg)
Sweetwater

a
Federal Register, V. 44, N.28, February S, 1979.

Colorado Historical Society, "Colorado Inventory of Historic Sites", September 14, 1979.

"Pending nomination to National Register.

i
NHL: National Historic Landmark.

e
Utan Division of State History, "Antiquities Site Inventory", September 1979.

f.,
Wyoming Recreation Commission," Wyoming Historic Preservation Plan", as amended August 24,

1979.

^Eligible for inclusion in the National Register.
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The Paleoindian Period can be divided into

three phases or complexes: the Clovis or Llano

Complex (circa 10,000-9000 B.C.), the Folsom
Complex (9000-7000 B.C.), and the Piano Com-
plex (circa 7000-5000 B.C.). Artifacts from
this period are represented by the fauna and
associated stone tool (lithics) assemblages, par-

ticularly projectile points, of the three com-
plexes.

Paleoindian sites may be encountered at any
point along the route. Sites will most likely be
buried, and may be visible during trenching ac-
tivities and in disturbed areas such as plowed
fields, blowouts, and arroyos. There may be no

visible evidence of sites in undisturbed areas.

Types of sites that can be expected are kill

sites, campsites, lithic scatters, and isolated

artifacts. Three recorded Paleoindian sites are

known to exist within the study corridor.

Archaic Period (6000 B.C.-A.D. 450)

Archaic cultures are generally character-

ized by the hunting of modern animal species

and by a heavy reliance on wild plant foods.

Artifacts from the period include a variety of

projectile points and tools such as choppers,

scraper planes, butchering tools, and hammer
stones. Types of habitation sites and the con-
ditions in which they are found include the fol-

lowing: (1) seasonal procurement camps, most
frequently located in dune areas; (2) hunting

camps, associated with higher elevations (usu-

ally mesa tops and canyon heads); and (3) shel-

tered camps, probably seasonally occupied and
usually located near a permanent water source.

Archaic sites may be located at any point

along the pipeline route but particularly in

areas containing several wild food sources.

Older Archaic sites are likely to be buried with

more recent sites visible on the surface. Types
of sites that may be expected are caves, rock

shelters, camps with and without shelters,

petroglyphs, and lithic scatters. Forty-four

recorded Archaic sites are known to exist

within the study corridor.

Formative Period (A. D. 450-1450)

The Formative Period in the area crossed by
the pipeline is characterized by three cultural

regions in the project area. They are: the

Southwest (west Texas to southwestern Colo-
rado), the Great Basin (eastern Utah and north-

western Colorado), and the Plains/Plateau

(northeastern Utah, northwestern Colorado, and
southwestern Wyoming).

Southwest
Two major post-Archaic Southwestern cul-

tures arose in the project vicinity and could be
encountered along the pipeline route: the

Anasazi (A.D. 450-1300) from Colorado to

central New Mexico, and the Mogollon (A.D.

600-1450) from central New Mexico into

western Texas.

Formative Period sites in this area are most
likely to be found west of the Sandia-Manzano
Mountains. The pipeline is not likely, because
of previous inventories and disturbance, to

encounter large sites, but may encounter or

come near small sites and may cross Anasazi
roads, particularly near the Chaco area. Evi-

dence of sites should be clearly visible on the

surface. Types of sites that may be encoun-
tered are as follows.

• Northern study area: multiple-room sur-

face structure, structures of stone ma-
sonry or adobe with subterranean kivas;

single-room semi-subterranean slab-lined

structures; circular single-room surface

structures of rock; pottery and lithic

scatters.

• Southern study area: circular and rect-

angular, slab-lined or unlined pithouses;

multiple-room surface or slightly semi-
subterranean structures of stone masonry
or stone and adobe; open camps; rock

shelters; pottery and lithic scatters.

Great Basin

The cultural complex in eastern Utah and

northwestern Colorado is termed the Fremont.
The Fremont culture is quite similar to the

Anasazi culture of the Southwest. The most
distinctive Fremont feature is the pithouse,

which was generally round with an adobe
rimmed central fireplace, four roof support

posts, wall lining of adobe or adobe and stone

without ventilators, entrance passageways,

antechambers, benches and partitions that were
known from the Anasazi region. Other struc-

tures found at Fremont sites are towers, used in
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both lookout and domestic functions. There is

an emphasis upon storage facilities at most
Fremont sites. Fremont ceramic assemblages
are identifiable in that they are tempered with

crushed rock and are predominantly a plain,

sometimes polished, gray ware fired in a

reducing atmosphere. Pictographs and petro-

glyphs are common in the Fremont culture

area. Zoomorphic, anthropo-morphic, and geo-

metric designs are present, and are often styl-

ized. The Fremont peoples seem to have aban-
doned this area sometime around 1200 A.D.

Plains/Plateau

In the Plains/Plateau culture area, agricul-

ture does not seem to be evident. There is a

continuum of projectile point types and, except
for the occurrence of pottery and some soap-

stone bowls, the subsistence system does not

appear to change drastically from the Archaic
Period. There is a shift from the use of the

atlatl dart to the use of the bow and arrow. In

some parts of the area tipi rings (stone circles)

are associated with pottery and small points.

There is evidence from some sites that group

hunting may be associated with pronghorn ante-

lope and bison remains during this period.

Athabascan-Shoshonean Period (1300 A.D. -

Present)

Little archaeological documentation exists

for the prehistoric occupation of the proposed

project area after the Formative Period

because of the nomadic traits of the peoples.

The Navajos and Utes were known to have
occupied the Southwest area. The Shoshonean
tribes were the major tribes that utilized the

Plains/Plateau area. Sites most likely to be
encountered are surface sites such as slight

depressions encircled with rocks (wickiup sites)

and open camps. In areas where limited agri-

culture was practiced, adobe structures may be

found. Timber lodges may have been used by

the Shoshone and other Plains/Plateau tribes.

Separate discussions are presented below for

each of these cultural groups.

Navajo Tradition (A.D. 1550-1775)

The Navajos and their Athabascan-speaking
relatives, the Apaches, arrived in the area

about A.D. 1500. The bulk of data for the

Navajo Tradition Period is from northwestern
New Mexico in the Upper San Juan, Gober-

nador, Largo, Big Bead Mesa, and Chaco locali-

ties. The possibility of encountering historic

Navajo sites in the La Plata drainage is en-
hanced near the pipeline route, where Navajos
are recorded to have lived with the Utes in the

late 1800s.

Ute Tradition (circa A.D. 1600-Present)

The proposed pipeline route passes through
the present Southern Ute Indian Reservation
just east of the boundary with the Ute Mountain
Ute Indian Reservation to the west. Although
the date the Utes entered the Southwest is not

known, it probably postdates Anasazi abandon-
ment of the area. The earliest historic period

reference to the Southern Utes was made by
the Spanish in 1626. Early Ute sites may well

be encountered along the pipeline right-of-way.

Little is known at present about the archae-
ology of early Ute campsites and other activity

areas.

Shoshone (A.D. 1300 - Present)

The Shoshone were the major tribe within

the Plains/Plateau area. Other tribes, such as

the Gros Ventre, Comanche, Crow, Flathead,

Arapahoe, Cheyenne, and Sioux, frequented the

vicinity of the project for hunting, raiding, or

trade. Subsistence was a mixed base, utilizing

seasonally available resources and hunting of

large game. After the introduction of the

horse, the pattern of life changed to an eques-

trian, bison-hunting orientation.

Spanish Exploration and Settlement

Numerous Spanish expeditions traversed the

study corridor including Coronado's in 1540.

Juan de Rivera led the first expedition into San
Juan country between 1761 and 1765. The
Franciscan friars, Escalante and Dominguez,
traveled along the San Juan, Dolores, and White
rivers in Colorado, reaching Utah Lake later

that year.

Fur Trade

The first Europeans to settle in the Great
Basin were fur trappers who worked the Three
Corners region of Wyoming, Colorado, and Utah
in the early nineteenth century, especially in

the long valley of the Green River. Brown's
Hole was named after the French trapper

Baptiste Brown. Between 1812 and 1840, the
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North American and Rocky Mountain fur com-
panies conducted extensive trapping operations,

often rendezvousing with the Indians to trade.

Westward Migration

Numerous major transcontinental trails and

their various connectors crisscross this part of

the United States. The exact location of most
of these trails in relation to the proposed route

is not known, but will be determined during the

on-ground inventory. Evidence of these trails is

usually present as trail-ruts.

Major routes include the Old Spanish Trail

and the California, Oregon, and Overland trails,

converging in southwestern Wyoming and col-

lectively referred to as the Emigrant TraiL

Travel along the Emigrant Trail began in 1840
and reached its peak during the California Gold
Rush of 1849. National Register sites indica-

tive of this era within the study corridor in-

clude Names Hill, Emigrant Springs, and the

Mormon Ferry, all located along the Sublette

Cutoff near the northern end of the north leg, a

short cut on the Oregon TraiL The Overland
Stage and Pony Express, whose route roughly

parallels the Emigrant Trail in southwestern
Wyoming, began service in 1860. Stations

within the study corridor are Granger and Black
Buttes, included in the National Register, and
10 others included in the Wyoming Inventory of

Historic Sites. The Union Pacific Railroad,

which became part of the first transcontinental

railroad system in 1869, lies within the study

corridor in Wyoming.

Settlement and Development

With the completion of the transcontinental

railroad in 1869, coal mining to supply the

Union Pacific trains became an important ac-

tivity in southwestern Wyoming. Coal mines
which flourished during the early days of the

railroad include Black Buttes, Hallville, and
Gibralter, all included in the National Register,

and Kemmerer, included in the Wyoming Inven-

tory of Historic Sites. The Piedmont Charcoal
Kilns, a National Register site within the study

corridor in Wyoming, were built in 1869 to pro-

cess charcoal for use in mining smelters.

The railroad between Durango and Silverton

lies within the study corridor and is included in

the National Register of Historic Places. The
Rio Grande Southern Railroad parallels the pro-

posed route for about 10 miles, and is on the

Colorado State Register. The Alhambra Stage
Stop and Ferry, a potential National Register
site in Utah, is within the study corridor.

Permanent settlement and development in

the vicinity of the study corridor in the late

1800s is reflected by several extant structures

and districts now included in the National
Register. The J.C. Penney House and Historic

District in Kemmerer, Wyoming, contains the

first store of the international shopping chain.

Doc Parson's Cabin Complex, used as a hideout

by outlaws, is one of the few remaining nine-

teenth century structures in Brown's Park,

Utah. Other National Register sites within the

study corridor indicative of this era are the

Orlando W. Warner House built in Moab during

the 1890s, Wolfe Ranch near Arches National

Park, the Newman Block in Durango, Saint

John's Church and the Carnegie Public Library

in Green River, Wyoming, and the Western
Trading Company in Diamondville, Wyoming.

Visual Resources

The visual resources of the areas surround-

ing the proposed action were evaluated using

the BLM Visual Resource Management (VRM)
system. The system is described in BLM
Manual 8400, available at BLM offices. The
VRM system provides a standardized method
for identifying and classifying visual resource

values.

The classification of areas is based on an
evaluation of the existing landscape in terms of

scenic quality, visual sensitivity, and viewing

distances. There are 5 possible VRM classes—

I

through V— where I is highly valued, pristine

landscape and V is a class temporarily assigned

to extensively modified landscape and low

visual resource. These VRM classes are a guide

for visual resource impact analysis.

The proposed action traverses a variety of

topography and vegetation. The associated

visual resource classes vary accordingly. The
locations of VRM classes are shown on eleva-

tion profiles in Figures 2-1 and 2-2. A more
detailed description of scenic quality, visual

sensitivity, and viewing distances for any
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specific site is available at BLM offices. A
summary of the number of miles per VRM class

and the VRM class at pump station locations is

shown in Table 2-5.

The profiles indicate areas that have not

been fully inventoried or evaluated using the

VRM system. These areas have been assigned a

tentative VRM class by BLM pending formal
evaluation unless otherwise noted. Baseline

data for Forest Service lands, supplied by the

Forest Service has been assigned a comparable
BLM VRM class. The FS has a landscape man-
agement program similar to the VRM system
with 5 primary visual management classes and 2

short-term classes.

Wilderness Resources

Location of the proposed action in relation

to BLM Wilderness Study Areas and FS RARE II

areas was evaluated. The proposed action does
not cross a wilderness area boundary and in

every case there is an existing road between
the boundary and the proposed action. Ten
study units are within 2 miles of the proposed
action and are listed in Table 2-6.

Prime and Unique Farmlands

A Council on Environmental Quality memo-
randum, dated 30 August, 1976, seeks to ensure
that Prime and Unique Farmlands are not irre-

versibly converted to other uses as a result of

federal actions and that the viability of these
lands not be diminished. It is the policy of the

Soil Conservation Service (SCS) to make and
keep current an inventory of the Prime and
Unique Farmlands.

Twenty-five counties in 5 states are trav-

ersed by the proposed action. Of these, Impor-
tant Farmland maps are available (as of 17

January, 1980) for only 5 counties. All appro-
priate state and local SCS offices were con-
tacted to request additional information. The
response varied considerably along the route

due mainly to the initial stages of progress in

identifying and mapping Important Farmlands.
Identification of such lands by the SCS has just

begun in some counties while in others the map-
ping is well under way. The location of all

known Prime and Unique Farmlands was pro-
vided; however, the location and extent of

State and Locally Important Farmlands was not

always known.

Mainline

Throughout much of the region traversed by
the proposed route, prime farmland occurs only

where irrigation is used. Along the 863 mile

proposed route, an estimated maximum of 18.3

miles (111 acres) of Prime, no Unique, 47.4

miles (287 acres) of Statewide Important, 9.1

miles (55 acres) of Locally Important, and 11.4

miles (69 acres) of Other Farmlands would be
traversed by the proposed route.

Gathering Lines

An estimated 2,000 acres of Prime Farm-
land and no Unique Farmland occurs in the

southwestern Wyoming region (BLM 1978).

County maps of such farmlands are not avail-

able. Local SCS offices indicated that no
Prime and Unique Farmlands would be trav-

ersed by the proposed action (Lewis 1979;

Millsap 1979; Erickson 1980).

Land Use Controls and Constraints

The proposal would cross areas under the

jurisdiction of numerous planning authorities.

These range from states, through Statewide
Comprehensive Plans for various resources, to

local special-purpose districts. Additionally,

numerous federal plans exist, including plans

developed for BLM and FS lands.

Table 2-7 indicates the status of the BLM
planning process in Districts affected by the

proposed action. The Management Framework
Plan (MFP) represents the final stage of plan-

ning decisions, although even these decisions

are subject to change through public discussion

and new information. Approved Forest Service

plans exist for Ashley National Forest and
Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area.

The National Park Service has proposed a

segment of the Green River for inclusion into

the Wild and Scenic River System. Currently, a

study is being prepared for transmittal to the

Office of Management and Budget for eventual

release to Congress and the public. This docu-
ment may recommend inclusion of the river
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Table 2-5. DISTRIBUTION OF VRM CLASSES BY MILES OR LOCATION
FOR PROPOSED ACTION

VRM Class

I n ni IV V

Mainline 47 303 507 6

Gathering Lines 17 115.5 131.5 22

Pump Stations

White Lakes, NM X
Edgewood, NM
Huerfano, NM

X

X
Lisbon, UT X
Rock Springs, WY
(Highway 373)

San Luis, NM

X

X

Duran, NM X
Dolores, CO X
Thompson, UT
Dragon, UT

X

X
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Table 2-7. STATUS OF BLM MANAGEMENT FRAME-
WORK PLANS (MFP) FOR PLANNING
UNITS IN AFFECTED DISTRICTS

Planning Planning

Complete Incomplete

New Mexico

Roswell District

1. East Chaves X
2. East Eddy/Lea X
3. West Roswell X
4. Llano X
5. West Chaves X
6. Lincoln X

Albuquerque District

1. San Juan X
2. Chaco X
3. Cabezon X
4. Rio Grande X
5. Northeast X

Colorado

Montrose District

1. Sacred Mountain X
2. Durango-Chromo X
3. San Miguel

Grand Junction District

1. Baxter-Douglas X

Craig District

1. White River X
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Table 2-7. STATUS OF BLM MANAGEMENT FRAME-
WORK PLANS (MFP) FOR PLANNING
UNITS IN AFFECTED DISTRICTS
(Concluded)

Planning Planning
Complete Incomplete

Utah

Moab District

1. Book Mountain
2. Big Flats/Squaw Park
3. Dry Valley/Monticello

X
X
X

Vernal District

1. Three Corners

2. Bonanza
3. Ashley Creek
4. Sleep Ridge

X
X
X
X

Wyoming

Rock Springs District

1. Salt Wells/Pilot Butte
2. Kemmerer
3. Sublette

X
X
X

Rawlins District

1. Divide X
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segment crossed as Scenic. The proposed
action would cross this segment at MP 822.

The Moab District of the BLM has expressed
concern about tight access through Moab Can-
yon. This narrow canyon is the only viable

north-south corridor through eastern Utah.

Social and Economic Conditions

The potential for significant impacts from
the proposed action was examined for jurisdic-

tions and residents associated with the pro-

posal. Jurisdictions with potential involvement
were: (1) counties through which the route

passes, (2) towns within five miles of the route,

and (3) towns whose services during construc-

tion may be solicited. Suppliers and operators

of the gas processing plants were also consid-

ered. Data were collected and analyzed for the

topics of population trends, employment condi-

tions, indicators of economic well being, tem-
porary housing availability, physical proximity,

and fiscal status. Data and analyses for which
no significant impacts were found are on file at

the NMSO, BLM.

Two topics with potential for significant

socioeconomic impacts are short-term demand
for temporary housing and benefit to suppliers

and operators of gas processing plants due to

increased efficiency of operations and sale and
use of the natural gas liquids.

Housing Availability

Thirteen areas were identified as most
likely to be affected in terms of increasing

housing demand associated with construction of

the proposed action. These were Hobbs,

Roswell, Albuquerque, Farmington, the Cortez-
Durango area, Moab, Grand Junction, Rangely,

Vernal, Rock Springs, Green River, Evanston,

and Kemmerer. Of these, Hobbs, Moab, Green
River, Evanston, and Kemmerer have an espe-

cially short supply of temporary housing.

Hobbs, NM
Due to intense energy development, Hobbs

has become the second fastest growing area in

New Mexico since 1973. The housing market is

very tight, with the vacancy rate around one to

two percent.

Moab, UT
Moab has a very tight market in conven-

tional housing; however, the area has 16 motels
with a total of 503 units (Maple, 1980) to ac-
commodate tourists, primarily during the period

between early May to late August* During this

peak season of tourist use, the vacancy rate is

generally 0-5 percent. However, during 1979

operators experienced a poor season due to fuel

uncertainties and high costs. Business was
down by as much as one-half at times at the 2

largest motels. Managers of these 2 facilities

expect a similar season for 1980 (Marks, 1980;

Mauzey, 1980).

In addition to motel units, Moab has 10

trailer parks at which there are some mobile

home spaces available for hookups. There is

also a private campground near Moab.

Green River, WY
The housing market is extremely tight due

to intense energy development and land use

constraints. Much construction has been pro-

posed, but there is limited building space and no
areas zoned for mobile homes in the city or

toward Rock Springs.

Evanston, WY
Energy development projects in the area

have created a heavy demand for temporary
housing in Evanston. Peak demand for housing

units is essentially year-around. The hotel-

motel vacancy rate is estimated at under 2 per-

cent (10 units). The situation with apartments
is similar and mobile home and Recreation
Vehicle hookups are fully occupied.

Kemmerer, WY
Vacancy rates in the area are effectively

percent. Energy development and mining indus-

try workers account for most of the year-

around high demand for temporary housing.
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ALTERNATIVES

Discussion of the affected environment for

the alternatives is not repeated if it is consis-

tent with that for the proposed action.

AH Alternatives (AB, DF, DEG)

Paleontology

Table 2-8 lists the total number of miles of

formations along the alternatives having poten
tial paleontological resources.

Cultural Resources
All alternatives lie within the cultural areas

described for the proposed action; however, the

number of known sites differs as presented in

Table 2-9.

Visual Resources
The milepost locations of VRM classes for

the alternative routes are shown in elevation

profiles in Figure 2-3. The number of miles and
pump stations per VRM class is shown in Table
2-10.

Douglas Pass Alternative (AB)

Prime and Unique Farmlands
This alternative would traverse an esti-

mated six acres of Prime, no Unique, 14 acres

of Statewide Importance, no Locally Important,

and nine acres of Other Farmland (SCS 1979a,
1979b, 1979c).

Little Mountain Alternative (DF)

Prime and Unique Farmlands
This alternative would go through an esti-

mated 18 acres of Statewide Important Farm-
land but no known areas of Prime, Unique,
Locally Important, or other Farmland (Erickson

1980; Millsap 1979).

Land Use Controls and Constraints

This alternative would cross the same seg-

ment of the Green River that is proposed for

inclusion in the Wild and Scenic River System
at MP DF 21.

Pine Mountain Alternative (DEG)

Prime and Unique Farmlands
Approximately 12 acres of Statewide Impor-

tant Farmland would be traversed by this alter-

native; however, no known areas of Prime,
Unique, Locally Important or Other Farmland
would be crossed (Erickson 1980; Millsap 1979;

Robinson 1979).

Land Use Controls and Constraints

This alternative crosses the Proposed Wild

and Scenic River segment of the Green River at

MP DEG 22.
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Table 2-8. FORMATIONS AND NUMBER OF MILES ALONG THE
ALTERNATIVE ROUTES HAVING POTENTIAL
PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Douglas Pass (AB) Alternative

Formation Miles

Wasatch 39

Green River -2

total 41

Formation Miles

Wasatch 10

Green River 11

total 21

Pine Mountain (DEF) Alternative

Formation Miles

Wasatch

Green River

total

17

_3

20
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Table 2-9. CULTURAL SITES WITHIN TEN MILES OF ALTERNATIVES

Alternatives

DOUGLAS PASS (AB)

Great Basin Culture Area

Prehistoric a
Canon Pintado National Register District

Fremont Lookout Fortification— National Register Site

PINE MOUNTAIN (PEG)

Plains/Plateau Culture Area

Historic

Doc Parson's Cabin Complex— National Register Site

Brown's Hole

Prehistoric

Archaic Period - 10 sites

Ute - 1 site

Shoshone - 1 site

Unknown - 24 sites

LITTLE MOUNTAIN (DF)

Plains/Plateau Culture Area

Historic

Doc Parson's Cabin Complex— National Register Site

Uncle Jack's Cabin Complex

Prehistoric

Archaic Period - 6 sites

Formative - 5 sites

Ute - 1 site

Paiute - 1 site

Unknown - 32 sites

a
Federal Register , V. 44, N. 26, February 6, 1979.
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Table 2-10. DISTRIBUTION OF VRM CLASSES BY MILES OR LOCATION
FOR ALTERNATIVES

VRM Class

Alternative I H III IV

Douglas Pass

CO 34 18 20

Little Mountain

UT 2.5 10.5 17

WY 16 3 7

Pine Mountain

UT 6 9 21

CO 2

WY 10 20
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CHAPTER THREE
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The description of the proposed action and
alternatives (Chapter One) outlines special con-
struction and resource protection practices pro-

posed by the applicant to help minimize adverse

environmental impacts. Impact analyses were
based on the assumption that these considera-

tions would be implemented

Construction, operation and maintenance of

the following project components (detailed in

Chapter One, Proposed Action) were considered

in impact analysis:

1. electrically operated injection pumps in

various gas processing plants

2. main pipeline

3. gathering lines and spurs to processing

plants

4. pump stations

o electric service

o telephone line

o one microwave tower

5. above-ground gate valves and check valves

6. above-ground scraper traps with check
valves

7. cathodic protection systems

8. right-of-way markers

Impact analyses were conducted for all re-

sources and impact topics listed in Table 3-1.

Criteria for determining significance were de-

veloped for each of the resources and are

presented below.

CRITERIA BY WHICH SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS
WERE DETERMINED

Climate

Impacts on climate would be considered

insignificant if the proposed action would not

cause a measurable change in any climatic

parameters (temperature, precipitation, wind
speed and direction) on a scale larger than the

micro-scale.

Air Quality

Impacts to air quality would be considered

insignificant if one of the following criteria

could be met by the proposed action and alter-

natives.

1. Temporary or localized impacts from con-
struction which would not affect regional

and/or long-term air quality.

2. Estimated emission rates at the pump sta-

tions would not exceed the following:

• Carbon Monoxide (CO) — 100 tons per

year
• Nitrogen Dioxide (N0

9
) — 10 tons per

year
• Sulfur Dioxide (SOJ — 10 tons per year

• Total Suspended Particulates (TSP) — 10

tons per year
• Ozone — 10 tons per year of volatile

organic compounds

3. Estimated concentration increases of pol-

lutants which exceeded the rates expressed

in number 2 above would not exceed the

following:
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Table 3-1. ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND IMPACT TOPICS
ANALYZED

Climate
Air Quality

1. fugitive (just from construction

2. emissions from pump stations

3. non-attainment areas
Geologic Hazards

1. subsidence

2. landsliding

3. fault rupture

4. volcanic eruption

5. radioactivity

Paleontology

1. areas of known potential for

scientific fossils

2. areas of high potential for ex-
ceptional scientific fossils

Soils

1. soil erodibility by type
2. soil loss

3. slope, erosion control

4. reclamation measures
Water Resources

1. construction impacts on water
quality (suspended sediment)

2. operation impact on water
quality (spills)

3. floodplains

4. relationship to other planned

water resource developments
5« consistency with 208 water

quality management plans

Vegetation

1. vegetative types

2. amount of surface disturbance

3. production losses

4. revegetation measures
5. riparian vegetation

6. compliance with Endangered
Species Act, Section 7.

Wildlife

1. game/non-game species

2. crucial habitats

3. amount of habitat disturbance

4. season of use

5. aquatic habitat

Wildlife (continued)

6. wild horses

a. habitat disturbance

b. sensitivity to disturb-

ance
7. compliance with Endangered

Species Act, Section 7.

Cultural

1. compliance with Historic Pre-
servation Act, Section 106

Visual

1. VRM Classes

2. short-term adverse impacts
3. long-term adverse impacts

Noise
1. construction impacts
2. operational impacts

Land Uses
1. Recreation

a. site inventory

be access

c. dispersed use areas

2« livestock grazing
a» production loss

3. agriculture

a. production change
b. Prime and Unique Farm-

lands

4. wilderness

Land Use Controls and Constraints

1. federal, state and local land use

plans

Transportation Networks
1. disruption

Social and Economic Conditions
1. population trends

2c employment conditions

3. indicators of economic well-

being
4. fiscal status

5. temporary housing
Energy Use

1. energy used to construct and
operate the pipeline versus

energy transported by the pipe-
line.
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• Carbon Monoxide (CO) — 500 Mg/m ,

8-hour average
3

• Nitrogen Dioxide (NO.) — 1 Mg/m ,

annual average ~

• Sulfur Dioxide (S0
2

)
-- 5 Mg/m , 24-hour

average
• Total JSuspended Particulates (TSP) -- 5

Mg/m , 24-hour average

4. Predicted ambient concentration (pollutant

increases exceeding the criteria in number 3

plus existing levels of pollutants) would not

exceed one-fourth of applicable federal

standards.

Geologic Hazards

Impacts were considered insignificant if the

proposed action and alternatives were located

to avoid both known active faults and areas

where the estimated expected horizontal accel-

eration figures for the affected areas indicate a

reasonably high probability of earthquake in-

duced ruptures.

In addition, impacts were considered insig-

nificant if route location avoided any known
landslides and if special construction practices

would be sufficient to reduce potential risk

from rupture due to landslides in potential

landslide areas.

Paleontology

Impacts to paleontological resources would
be considered significant if there would be a

high probability of damaging or destroying fos-

sils of exceptional scientific value.

Soils

Impacts to soil from expected increases in

erosion rates as a result of construction of the

proposed action and alternatives were consid-

ered insignificant if the loss of soil would not

prevent reclamation and recovery to near pre-

construction conditions.

Water Resources

Ground Water Quality

Since no potential project-related impacts
were identified, ground water resources were
not analyzed for significance.

Surface Water Quality
Impacts would be considered insignificant if

annual in-stream sediment loads were not in-

creased by more than .1 percent in streams
whose watersheds would be affected by the

proposed action and alternatives.

Stream Crossings

Impacts from excavation would be consid-

ered insignificant if excavation would not cause
the release of toxic or oxygen-demanding sub-

stances.

Ruptures and Spills

Given the low probability of a rupture and
the nature of the pipeline products, impacts
were considered insignificant if no municipal

surface water intakes were within 5 miles of a

river crossing.

Vegetation
Impacts to vegetation due to removal of

cover and surface disturbance were considered

insignificant if (1) no more than 1 percent of a

total vegetation type within a geographic
region (20-mile corridor) was disturbed or (2) if

the disturbance was greater than 1 percent but

the impact was beneficial or the probability of

establishing adequate vegetation cover to mini-

mize soil erosion would occur within one year

following construction, thereby minimizing
long-term loss of productivity.

Threatened or Endangered species are being

considered on a case-by-case basis as part of

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Section 7 consul-

tation.

Wildlife

Impacts on crucial wildlife habitat resulting

from vegetation and surface disturbance were
considered insignificant if (1) no more than 1%
of the total available crucial habitat within the

geographic area (20-mile corridor) is expected

to be disturbed or, (2) if the disturbance is

expected to be greater than 1%, but the impact
is anticipated to be beneficial or short-term

(one year or less).

Threatened or Endangered species are being

considered on a case-by-case basis as part of

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Section 7 consul-

tation.
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Wild Horses
Impacts were considered insignificant if

there was minimal disturbance to habitat and
the sensitivity of the affected animals was low.

Cultural Resources

Impacts would be considered significant if

there is a reasonable possibility that a scientif-

ically or culturally important site could be
damaged or destroyed as a result of the pro-

posed action or alternatives.

Visual Resources

Impacts would be considered significant if

the visual contrast between the existing situ-

ation and the situation created by the proposed
action met the following criteria.

• contrasts of 3-5 years — short-term sig-

nificance

• contrasts of 5 or more years — long-

term significance

Noise

Noise impacts would be considered insignifi-

cant if they would not be of a long-term nature

and would not cause people to be constantly

exposed to levels above normal, about 50-55
decibels. Noise impacts would also be consid-

ered insignificant if receptors (homes or hospi-

tals) would not be exposed to nighttime noise

levels over typical rural background levels,

about 35-40 decibels.

Land Uses

Recreation
Impacts to recreational areas would be con-

sidered insignificant if the following criteria

would be met.

Construction . If construction would not disrupt

recreational activities by (a) reducing access

such as creating temporary obstacles on roads;

(b) disturbing recreation areas by temporarily

changing or altering the physical conditions; or

(c) overloading of existing facilities by the

construction work force.

Operation . If the operation of the pipeline

would not lessen access to existing recreational

areas near the proposed action over the long-

term or lessen the quality of the recreational

experience for users over the long term.

Livestock Grazing
Impacts to livestock grazing would be con-

sidered insignificant if this action would not

result in a concentrated loss of production due
to surface disturbance within any single allot-

ment.

Agriculture

Prime and Unique Farmlands. A significant

impact would occur if these lands were irre-

versibly converted to other uses or the viability

of the lands significantly diminished as a result

of the proposed action and alternatives.

Wilderness

Impacts were considered insignificant if the

proposed action did not cross a boundary of a

Wilderness Study Area (or FS RARE II) or come
closer to a boundary than an existing road or

trail.

Land Use Controls or Constraints

Impacts were considered insignificant if the

proposed action did not conflict with con-
straints placed on land uses through legislative,

regulatory, or planning processes by local,

state, and federal governments.

Transportation Networks

Impacts were considered insignificant if

there would not be any permanent impact on
road or rail networks, or if the local traffic

would not increase more than 30 percent, or if

annual traffic accident rates would not increase

more than 3 percent.

Social and Economic Conditions

Impacts were considered insignificant if

they would not exceed the following criteria.

• population — a permanent change in the

local population larger than 5 percent by
either employees or secondary impact, or

a temporary change in the local popula-
tion larger than 15 percent in the area

where the construction workforce would
reside.
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• housing — a demand for permanent
housing greater than 10 percent of the

local permanent housing market or a de-

mand for temporary housing which would

exhaust the local market.

• other infrastructure — the creation of a

permanent demand in infrastructure

greater than 10 percent, or the temporary
creation of a demand which would exhaust

the excess capacity of infrastructures in

the areas where the crews would live, or a

change in local tax revenues greater than

10 percent.

• economics — an employment demand on

the local workforce greater than 15 per-

cent or a permanent shift in any local

industry greater than 5 percent, or a

temporary impact on local business re-

ceipts greater than 20 percent.

In addition, the impacts were considered

significant if the workforce would be a consid-

erably different social group than the residents

of the area in which the crew would reside, or

if the workforce would present a conflict in

social mores and attitudes.

The determination of significance of im-
pacts was based on detailed analyses aided by
information gained through the scoping process.

Impact analyses in this chapter reflect those

resources for which significant impacts are

anticipated or are unknown at this time. They
are:

• Paleontology

• Wildlife

• Threatened or Endangered Species

• Cultural Resources
• Visual Resources
• Social and Economic Conditions

In addition to the resources for which signif-

icant impacts were found from analysis, several

topics are included in this EIS in compliance
with BLM regulations or procedures. They are:

• 100- Year Floodplains

• Prime and Unique Farmlands
• Land Use Controls and Constraints

• Energy Use

• Wilderness Resources (including FS RARE
II areas)

PROPOSED ACTION

IMPACT ASSESSMENT

Paleontology

Construction
The proposed action would cross approxi-

mately 250 miles of formations considered to

have a potential for significant paleontological

resources. The formations known to contain

significant fossils and their location along the

proposed action are shown by mileposts in Table
3-2. The judgment of significance is based
primarily on a priority rating of formations
containing known significant fossils completed
by J.H. Madsen, Jr. (1980). Additional infor-

mation was obtained from paleontological

inventories of the Moab and Vernal Districts,

Utah (Robinson, 1980) and in discussion with

scientists familiar with the paleontological

resources for the region.

The geologic maps used to compile the po-

tential paleontological resources generally do
not show the surficial deposits. Due to the

limited width and depth of excavation along the

ROW, the potential for disturbance of paleon-

tological resources in bedrock is expected to be
considerably less than the mileage indicated on

Table 3-2.

Operation
Impacts would not occur to paleontological

resources from the normal project operation. If

emergency repairs were necessary and required

clearing or trenching, adverse impacts may
occur as previously discussed for construction.

100-Year Floodplains

With the exception of above-ground valves

(Figure 1-2), no surface facilities of the pro-

posed action would be located in a 100-year
floodplain. Location of the subsurface pipeline

in these floodplains would be unavoidable as a

consequence of its length (1172 miles). How-
ever, neither the valves nor the pipeline would
interfere with water courses or flood flows.
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Table 3-2. LOCATIONS OF FORMATIONS ALONG
THE PROPOSED ROUTE THAT CONTAIN
POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT FOSSILS

Milepost Formation or Group

Mainline

65

98

306

338

346
366

372
433

443

450

456
556

586

605

610

711
712
714
725

726

745

756
765

769

776
788
789

790

834
862

100

312

346

366

372

433

443
450

452

495

558

596

610

617

712

714
716

726

745

756

759
766

771

777

789
790

791
851

863

Dockum; Chinle
Dockum; Chinle*

Morrison
3

Kirtland Shale; Fruitland*

Nacimiento, Ojo Alamoa

San Jose
?

Nacimiento
San Jose

a

a

San Jose
Nacimiento; Animus; San Jose

San Jose, Nacimiento; Animus
Morrison

Morrison
Cutler

Morrison
Wasatch .

Green Riyer
Wasatch

J:

Wasatch
d

Green,River
Uinta ' 6

Green River

Wasatch*
Wasatch

e

Morrison
e

Morrison
e

Cutler
e

Morrison
e

Wasatch
Wasatch^

If
1

e,f

Dane, C.H. and Bachman, G.O., 1965.

Paynes, D.D., J.D. Vogel, and D.G. Wyatt. 1972.

d

'Williams, P.L. 1964.

Cashion, W.B. 1973.

e
Stokes, W.M. Madson, J.H., Jr. 1961.

f
Mott, M.R. 1962.

gBradley, W.H. 1961.
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Table 3-2. LOCATIONS OF FORMATIONS ALONG
THE PROPOSED ROUTE THAT CONTAIN
POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT FOSSILS
(Concluded)

Milepost Formation or Group

Gathering Lines

West Leg

0-8
8-12

12 - 16

16 - 22

Wasatch
"

Green River
"

Wasatch
"

Green River*'

22 - 66 Bridget
66 - 72 Green River*'

72 - 73

73 - 76

Bridger*

Green River

76 - 77

79

Bridget
Green River

81 - 82

82 - 97

Green River

Wasatch**

Northwest Leg

0-2 Wasatch**
2-3 Green River**

3-5 Wasatch

North Leg

0-15
15 - 19

19 - 20

20 - 21

21 - 22

22 - 46

48 - 53

53 - 55

55 - 57

Bridger^

Green River**

Wasatch
"

Green River**

Wasatch
"

Green River*'

Green River**

Wasatch
Green River

57 - 63 Wasatch

East Leg

0-3
22 - 59

59 - 65

Wasatch
"

Wasatch
"

Green River*'

65 - 68 Wasatch
68 - 71

71 - 78

Green River^

Wasatch*'
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Major floodplains crossed by the pipeline

would be at the following river crossings:

Pecos, Rio Grande, Rio Puerco, San Juan,

Animas, La Plata, Colorado, White, and three

crossings of the Green River. Specific loca-

tions are identified in Table 1-6. Although no
impacts on flows would occur because the pipe-

line would be buried, there could be some
short-term impacts resulting from construction

upon water quality and riparian habitat. Con-
struction in the river bed would result in down-
stream turbidity and sedimentation.

Loss of riparian habitat could result along

the 50-foot-wide ROW and the 250 x 450 foot

construction staging areas. Runoff from these

disturbed sites would contribute to some turbid-

ity. Since fuels and lubrication oils would be
used at the construction staging areas, runoff

entering the streams could contain these prod-

ucts.

Wildlife

Seasonal restrictions (Tables 1-8 and 1-11)

on construction in crucial wildlife use areas

would substantially minimize impacts to wild-

life. However, the potential for two significant

impacts remain. The removal of vegetation

along stream banks where high quality fisheries

occur may result in more than short-term

impacts if revegetation does not become rees-

tablished within one year as anticipated.

The second potential impact may occur in

the Rye-Grass Draw area (MP 812-820) where a

new ROW could provide new human access to a

crucial winter habitat, which could result in

adverse disturbance.

Threatened or Endangered Wildlife and Plant

Species

The biological assesssment required as a

part of the ESA, Section 7 consultation process

for major federal actions is presently being

conducted for each of the species which ap-

peared on the FWS listing.

Based on this biological assessment, the

BLM would determine whether any of the spe-

cies listed are likely to be affected by the

proposed action. Should it be determined that a

species may be affected, the BLM will request

formal consultation with FWS. Compliance
would be determined prior to construction.

Cultural Resources

A BLM Class HI cultural resource inventory

would be undertaken prior to construction to

locate previously unknown cultural resources in

the area. A Memorandum of Agreement (MOA)
between the Bureau of Land Management, the

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and
the appropriate State Historic Preservation

Officers is being developed. This MOA will

outline procedures and methods to identify,

evaluate, and protect cultural resources in, or

eligible for inclusion in, the National Register

of Historic Places and mitigate any adverse

effects. All known resources and those located

during the inventory would be avoided, if avoid-

ance is prudent and feasible (as determined in

consultation with the appropriate surface man-
agement agency). Resources which are not

prudently or feasibly avoidable would be pro-

tected prior to construction by the MOA and/or

the cultural resource considerations proposed
by the applicant. Therefore, any surface

resources that may be affected would not be

adversely impacted by the proposed action.

Construction
Known resources and resources located

during the cultural resource inventory would be
avoided, recorded, or have data recovered.
Construction activities may alter, damage, or

destroy previously unknown subsurface sites and
result in disturbance to or loss of horizontal and
vertical subsurface cultural information. Mix-
ing and loss of artifacts and stratigraphic data
could also occur. Alteration, damage, or de-
struction of these subsurface resources could
result specifically in the following;

• loss of scientific and cultural information;

• loss of the physical expression of the

resource;

• loss of the resource for future research;

• loss of the resources that may be valuable

in terms of uniqueness;
• loss of resources that may have important

cultural affiliations;

• loss of artifact material.
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Indirect beneficial impacts to cultural re-

sources which could result from project con-

struction are as follows:

• cultural resources previously unknown
could be located by the cultural resource

inventory and by monitoring construction

to identify any subsurface sites uncovered
during construction activities (especially

trenching);

• information previously unavailable could

be recovered if significant sites are found
during the cultural resource inventory or

during construction monitoring.

Operation
Direct impacts would not result to cultural

resources from normal project operation. If

emergency repairs were necessary which
required clearing or trenching, adverse impacts
could occur, as previously discussed for con-
struction activities. An increase in ease of

conventional vehicle access may occur and, in

conjunction with the decrease in project-

related activity once construction is completed,
may result in a greater potential for vandalism.

Visual Resources

The analysis of consequences was based on

the BLM Visual Resource Management System
for evaluating landscape contrasts (see BLM
Manual 8423). A contrast rating was deter-

mined by evaluating the extent to which the

proposed action would visually contrast with

the existing landscape in terms of form, line,

color, and texture. The extent of contrast is

then translated into either adverse or beneficial

impacts.

BLM maps delineating scenic quality, visual

sensitivity and viewing distance, and other top-

ographic maps were analyzed to determine
potential problem areas and typical viewpoints

of the proposed action and alternatives. Typ-
ical viewpoints are from major roadways, rest

stops, recreation areas and communities. Prob-
lem areas and typical viewpoint areas were
evaluated for contrasts. The duration of view,

number of viewers, angle of observation, ease

of revegetation, construction and restoration

methods (covered in Chapter One) were all

considered in the analysis of the degree of

contrast. Some narrow mountain valleys and
canyons have several existing rights-of-way and
are sensitive to additional development. Cumu-
lative development was considered in the analy-
sis of degree of contrast in these areas. The
contrast evaluation was concerned with only

the residual effects of construction activities

such as surface scars and finished structures.

Construction crews and equipment would be
visible temporarily, but would not have signifi-

cant impact on the visual resources of the areas
involved.

The proposed action would remove vegeta-
tion, disturb the topography and introduce new
structures to the landscape. Restoration meth-
ods proposed in Chapter One (Proposed Action,

Construction Methods) would accelerate reveg-
etation and reduce visual contrasts resulting

from vegetation removal in 1-3 years in some
areas. The vegetation may not be restored to

its original condition (see BLM NMSO back-
ground files for Vegetation) during this time
period, but would have recovered sufficiently to

reduce many contrasts. The contrasts created
during this short time period (one growing sea-

son on cropland) are considered temporary and
not significant visual resource impacts. Other
areas would not recover easily or quickly and
the contrast would remain for a longer period

of time, resulting in a significant adverse
impact on the visual resources. Contrasts to

landforms frequently occur in rocky and/or
steep sloping terrain and are difficult to miti-

gate. This condition results in significant ad-

verse impact to visual resources. (Significant

short term, visual impacts are assumed to

result from contrasts that would be visible from
3-5 years, whereas contrasts that remain visible

from 5 years to the life of the project are

considered long term impacts.) The short/long

term time frame when associated with vegeta-
tion contrasts, differs from the revegetation
time frame discussed in Vegetation Background
Files (BLM NMSO) because of the type of

contrast. Color contrasts, for example, would
be reduced before the vegetation returns to

preconstruction conditions. The proposed
action would not create beneficial impacts to

visual resources. The visual resources of the

following areas (identified by milepost and sum-
marized in Table 3-3) would suffer significant

adverse impacts from the proposed action.
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Table 3-3. SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT VISUAL RESOURCE IMPACTS
FOR PROPOSED ACTION

Milepost (State)

General
Description

Short-Term
Impact

(3 to 5 years) (5

Long-Term
Impact

years or longer)

Proposed Mainline

MP 480-482 (CO) Hills/ mountainous
MP 587-589 (UT) Canyon/rock outcrop
MP 605-609 ( UT) Canyon
MP 708 (CO) Mountainous
MP 710-712 (CO) Mountainous
MP 821-823 (UT) River valley

MP 826-827 (UT) Canyon

Proposed Gathering Lines

X

X

X
X

X

X
X

X

MP 10-11,

West Leg (WY)
River/canyon X
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Mainline

Construction of the proposed mainline would
create significant visual impact in 7 areas. Six

of the areas have similar physical features and
impacts and are described as mountain/canyon
areas. The remaining area is a river valley.

The six areas are found at Milepost (MP)
480-482 in the San Juan National Forest, Colo-
rado; 587-589 near Kane Springs, Utah; MP
605-609 in Moab Canyon, Utah; MP 708 and MP
710-712 near Baxter Pass, Colorado; and MP
826-827 in Jesse Ewing Canyon, Utah. All of

these except Jesse Ewing Canyon are areas
where a pipeline already exists. Contrasts in

the above areas occur on steep or rugged slopes

that are highly visible to passing motorists or

recreationists. The mountain slopes and canyon
walls form an enclosed viewing area where
contrasts can be easily detected. The removal
of tall, mature vegetation from slopes in the

areas of the San Juan National Forest, Baxter
Pass, and Jesse Ewing Canyon would change the

existing vegetation form and create contrast-

ing, unnaturally rigid lines. Post-construction

and erosion prevention techniques may induce
changes in the land surface that would moder-
ately contrast with the existing land form.
Revegetation of the right-of-way would dimin-
ish visual impacts at MP 480-482 (San Juan
National Forest), MP 708 (Baxter Pass), and MP
826-827 (Jesse Ewing Canyon) in 3-5 years.

The right-of-way on the rocky slopes of Baxter
Pass between MP 710-712 (Baxter Pass) would
be difficult to revegetate or rehabilitate and
the visual impact would be long term.

The Moab Canyon and Kane Springs areas
are near heavily traveled routes or recreation
stops where viewers would see the contrasts for

longer periods of time. Moab Canyon and Kane
Springs are semi-enclosed areas with rugged
terrain, massive rock outcrops and sparse vege-
tation. The removal of large rocks and boulders

from the ROW would create a strong to moder-
ate contrast in the form and line of these

formations (Figure 3-1). Revegetation would
not significantly reduce this contrast so the

impact would be long term.

There would be significant impact at MP
821-823, where the proposed pipeline crosses

the Green River near Brown's Park. The entire

area is used for recreation activities including

river rafting. The river valley walls where the

pipeline would cross are plainly visible to raf-

ters and travellers in the area. Riparian vege-
tation which is scarce in the region grows tall

and dense near the river. The removal of this

vegetation would create contrasts in vegetation
form and line that would take 3-5 years to

rehabilitate.

Gathering Lines

The proposed gathering lines would be
located primarily in Wyoming where the topo-

graphy is less rugged than Colorado or Utah and
the vegetation is sparse and low in height.

There are occasional canyons and ridgeline fea-

tures in the terrain. Throughout the gathering

line system there would be only one significant

visual impact on the West Leg gathering line at

approximately MP 10-11. At this location, the

proposed West Leg would cross the Green River
in the Davis Bottom area of Flaming Gorge
National Recreation Area. Canyon walls with

multi-colored, horizontal bands, cottonwoods
and other riparian vegetation can be found at

this location. The river and surounding area are

used for rafting, camping, and picnicking.

Removal of vegetation and the surface dis-

turbance of canyon walls would create moder-
ate to strong contrasts to the random vegeta-
tion pattern and the distinctive horizontal

layers of the walls. The resulting vegetation

contrasts would represent a short term impact
because the revegetation capability of riparian

vegetation is high. Contrasts to the canyon
walls would be long term, however.

Pump Stations

None of the proposed pump stations would
create a significant impact to visual resources.

The pump stations are located away from major
traffic routes, recreation areas and communi-
ties. The structures would be relatively small

(see Figure 1-1, Chapter One) and similar to

other structures found in the respective areas.

The station with the microwave tower (Dragon)

would be located in a canyon which is 12 miles

from the nearest highway.

Wilderness Resources

No impacts to wilderness resources would
result from the proposed action.
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Kane Springs (UT) area at MP 587-589 (illustrates cumulative impact!

Douglas Pass (CO) Alternative between MP 40-43 (similar impact at MP 708 on Baxter Pass (CO)

Figure 3-1. EXAMPLES OF SIMULATED VISUAL IMPACTS
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Prime and Unique Farmlands

The construction of the proposed mainline

would temporarily disturb an estimated maxi-
mum of 111 acres of Prime, no Unique, approxi-

mately 287 acres of Statewide Important, about

55 acres of Locally Important, and 69 acres of

Other Farmlands. Even though small amounts
of these lands would be traversed by the pro-

posed action, such lands would not be irrevers-

ibly converted to other uses, and the viability

of these lands would not be diminished.

Land Use Controls and Constraints

The proposed action would not conflict with

any planning efforts identified within the proj-

ect area. Planning documents and efforts were
also assessed to determine if they would ad-

versely affect the viability of the proposed

action.

Possible inclusion of the Green River into

the Wild and Scenic Rivers System could

require special construction methods to mini-

mize the effects of the proposal on the quality

of the river and associated lands, as specified in

Section 13(g) of the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act,

as amended. Specific methods would be devel-

oped by stipulations between the Surface Man-
agement Agency and the applicant.

The Moab District and the applicant would
work closely to assure the least possible disrup-

tion to the Moab Canyon area and to ensure

that future use of this corridor would not be
unduly constrained by the proposaL

Social and Economic Conditions

As indicated in Chapter One, Construction
Workforce and Schedule, construction would be
accomplished by 5 crews of 150 persons working
simultaneously in 5 different geographic loca-

tions. The crews would require about 60 per-

cent skilled workers and 40 percent unskilled

workers.

Construction headquarters have not been
determined, but it is likely they would be
located in Albuquerque, Farmington, Grand
Junction, and Rock Springs (2). Construction
crews move through areas rather rapidly, so in

the worst case, a crew would not be likely to

remain in any one community longer than 3

months. The major increased demand would be
for temporary housing and incidental services

such as food and fueL

For purposes of analysis, it was assumed
that 40 percent of the workforce would be hired

locally and would commute to the sites on a

daily basis. Workers from outside the construc-
tion areas (90 people) generally do not bring

families with them as the work schedule
requires 10 hour days at least 6 days a week.

Many workers use their own motor homes
and seek recreational vehicle hookups. Often,

workers house together. Consequently, it was
assumed that the project would cause a tempo-
rary increase of 100-120 people requiring 30-40

housing units per construction team. While this

number is insignificant in larger cities such as

Albuquerque, it represents a sizable increased

demand in areas with tight housing markets in

Hobbs, New Mexico; Moab, Utah; and Green
River, Evanston and Kemmerer, Wyoming. A
review of the availability of temporary housing

in these com muni ties indicates that housing

would be in short supply depending on the

season of construction. The following is a

summary of impacts for five areas.

Hobbs . Construction workers may have diffi-

culty obtaining housing in Hobbs because of the

tight housing market. There are approximately
2700 multi-family and mobile home units, but

only 30-50 units are currently vacant. Local

officials note, however, that existing trailer

parks could accommodate the workers, but this

situation could change rapidly due to other

energy developments in the area. However, the

nearby city of Roswell has approximately 250

vacant rental units, so there should be suffi-

cient housing in this area of construction activ-

ity.

Moab . During peak tourist season (May through

August), housing may be a problem in the Moab
area. The vacancy rate at motels is very low in

typical years during the tourist season. There
are, however, some hook-ups at trailer parks,

and there may be some openings at recreation

vehicle camps.

Green River . Construction employees would
have major difficulties finding housing in Green
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River's tight market due to the anticipated

influx of 2000 trona miners. This situation will

exist for 2 to 3 years beginning in 1980.

Workers could, however, seek housing in nearby
Rock Springs. Although the vacancy rate is less

than 2 percent in Rock Springs, the project

would probably not cause a major impact on
this housing market. Local planners indicate

that many workers would probably not bring
families, especially given the tightness of the

market. For those few who may, there are

some rental units and trailer parks, although
the latter are being phased out. Single workers
can find housing in the older downtown hotels.

Evanston . Given the present and projected high

demand, construction workers would have a
very difficult time locating housing of any kind
in Evanston. Even the one campground in town
has 100 spaces that are currently in use.

Kemmerer . Although the current demand for

housing is very strong, local planners indicate

that some space may be available to workers if

arrangements for temporary housing are made
well in advance of its use. Recreation vehicle

hookup space would be available only if tourist

use is low.

Significant, adverse short-term impacts are

foreseen in housing if construction workers
enter markets in Hobbs, Moab, Green River,

Evanston and Kemmerer.

Operation
The operation and maintenance workforce

amounts to a total of 15 people who would be
located in communities dispersed along the

pipeline. Significant beneficial impacts would
result directly from operation of the proposed
action. Increased operating efficiency would
occur for the producers of gas because they
would no longer have to recycle the natural gas

liquids which sometimes results in reservoir

escape. Furthermore, the producers would
directly benefit from the sale and use of the

liquids. This pipeline is, however, one addi-

tional element of the infrastructure of the oil

and gas industry relative to development of the

Rocky Mountain Overthrust Area. Conse-
quently, the proposed action may contribute to

the total cumulative and significant impacts of

that industry to the region. The extent of the

contribution of this proposed action to that

development is unknown.

Energy Use

An analysis of the energy required for con-
struction and operation of the proposed action

was conducted in accordance with CEQ Regula-
tions, 1502.16(e) (Energy Requirements and
Conservation Potential of Various Alternatives

and Mitigation Measures). A comparison of

construction and operation fuel re-quire ments
was made with findings from an analysis of the

heating value of the delivered NGL to provide a

general estimate of energy balance for the

project, i.e., the balance between energy used

and energy delivered. Assumptions on which
the analyses were made and other details and
calculations are on file at the BLM, NMSO.

Construction
For construction, energy would be mainly

consumed by vehicles to transport workers,

materials, and power equipment in the form of

petroleum products (diesel fuel and gasoline).

Pipeline . Total fuel used for construction of

the mainline and gathering lines would be about

871,000 gallons of diesel fuel and 97,000 gallons

of gasoline. The estimated amount of fuel

needed to construct each mile of the 1172 miles

of pipeline is 826 gallons per mile. These
estimates are based on several assumptions,
including: an inventory of construction equip-

ment that is generous, and use of equipment 25

percent of the time for 6 days a week, 11 hours
a day at full load capacity horsepower (MAPCO
1979). Fuel consumed for manufacture of pipe

and other construction materials was not esti-

mated for use in the analysis. However, fuel

allocation for hauling the pipe from railhead to

the construction sites is included. In each
state, the following estimated number of gal-

lons of diesel fuel would be needed: 80,000 for

New Mexico; 72,000 for Colorado; 32,000 in

Utah, and 48,0.00 in Wyoming.

Pump Stations . Fuel consumption for the con-
struction of the 10 pump stations was estimated
to be 14,810 gallons of gasoline for fueling

trucks used to transport workers and light

equipment.
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Operation
Energy requirements for operation and

maintenance of the proposed action were esti-

mated based on three calculations: (1) fuel

from the pipeline used to power pump stations;

(2) small trucks for maintenance; and (3) light

aircraft fuel for routine inspections.

Fuel for pump station turbines would be
used from the mixed stream of NGL carried by

the pipeline. Fuel use estimates for pump
station turbines were based on a mix of the

NGL which represented a conservative assump-
tion in that a higher proportion of the shorter

chain hydrocarbons (ethane, propane, and

butane) was assumed. For the initial capacity

of 35,000 BPD, 5 pump stations (8000 horse-

power) would require 418.3 barrels (17,570

gallons) of NGL daily. For 65,000 BPD capac-
ity, 10 pump stations (20,000 horsepower) would

need about 1046 barrels (43,920 gallons) of NGL
daily.

For routine maintenance, the use of 5 small

trucks would require approximately 7500 gal-

lons of gasoline annually, and aerial inspections

would require about 6548 gallons of aviation gas

per year.

Energy Balance
The energy balance estimate was calculated

by converting the various fuels (dieseL, gasoline,

and NGL mixed stream) into the common
denominator of BTUs. Generally, a BTU is a

measure of heat. This heat measure was used

to compare the amount of heat which could be

generated by the fuels used for construction

and operation with the amount of heat which
could be generated by the NGL carried by the

pipeline over the 30-year life of the project.

For the purpose of this energy balance compar-
ison, the analysis assumes that all the NGL
would be used for heat. As indicated in

Chapter One, however, some of the NGL car-

ried by the pipeline would actually be used in

the manufacture of chemicals and other prod-

ucts.

The estimated heat balance for the proposed

action is summarized in Table 3-4. For the

35,000 BPD capacity, the analysis indicates

that roughly 1.53 percent of the heating value

of the NGL transported by the pipeline would

be required to construct and operate the pro-

posed action. The equivalent percent for the

65,000 BPD capacity is 1.79. The comparison
indicates that the pipeline transportation oper-

ation is energy efficient.

UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE IMPACTS

Paleontology

Subsurface vertebrate fossils may be de-

stroyed or damaged during construction main-
tenance or repair activities.

Cultural Resources

Subsurface sites may be destroyed or dam-
aged during construction, maintenance, or

repair activities. An increased ease of access

for conventional vehicles may occur, resulting

in an increase in the potential for vandalism.

Visual Resources

Completion of the project would cause un-

avoidable visual resource impacts in 7 separate

areas along the main route. Many of the

identified areas are highly valued for scenic

quality and are visible from roadways or recre-

ation areas. The outlined restoration program
(Chapter One, Proposed Action, Construction

Methods) would reduce visual impacts in 4 areas

in 3-5 years (MP 480-482 [San Juan National

Forest], 708 [Baxter Pass], 821-823 [Green
River near Brown's Park], and 827-828 [Jesse

Ewing Canyon] ). One of the remaining areas

(MP 710-712 [Baxter Pass]) would recover

during the life of the project, but 2 other areas

(MP 587-589 [Kane Springs] and 605-609

[ Moab Canyon] ) would have permanent visual

impact. At these 2 locations a cumulative

visual impact would result as there is already

visual evidence of an existing pipeline in both

areas. Proposed efforts to reduce these

impacts would not be effective enough to

reduce significant visual impacts over the long

term in these areas.

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL
SHORT-TERM USE AND
LONG-TERM PRODUCTTVTTY

The following discussions address the trade-

off between local short-term use of the
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Table 3-4. OVERALL HEAT BALANCE

35,000 BPD Capacity 65,000 BPD Capacity

of NGL Delivered

Construction

(diesel)
a

1.11 x 10
11 BTU 1.11 x 10

11 BTU

(gasoline)
5

1.34 x 10
10 BTU 1.34 x 10

11 BTU

Pump Station Operation 6.32 x 10
11 BTU 1.58 x 10

12 BTU

Other Operation 5.00 x 10
1Q BTU 5.00 x 10

1Q BTU

TOTAL 8.06 x 10
10 BTU 1.75 x 10

12 BTU

Heating Value , 97a „ in 13 RTT7 Q Q v in 135.278 x 10
iU BTU 9.8 x 10 t " BTU

Construction and Operating - 53% . _
gcfe

BTU/Delivered BTU

a
127,440 BTU/gaL

b
120,270 BTU/gaL

e
98,360 BTU/gaL
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environment by and long-term productivity to

the nation for the proposed action, if approved.

Cultural Resources

Long-term benefits would result from infor-

mation gathered during the cultural resource

inventory and any subsequent excavation or

preservation of located sites.

Social and Economic Conditions

The short-term economic impacts to the

area would largely result from the expenditures

of the construction crews along the route. As
each crew would be about 150 members and
their length of stay in each community should

be less than three months, the total impact on

local retail sales and revenues would not be
significant. For example, a store owner who
experienced a 50 percent increase in sales for

three months would not be likely to expand his

store based on his knowledge that it would not

be permanent. Instead, this impact would be
viewed in the same light as the local tourist

impact.

The long-term impacts and productivity of

this project to the economy would be felt

within the petroleum producing industry in the

Overthrust Area and the petroleum products

industry across the United States. However,
when compared to total volume and total rev-

enues to these industries, the impacts would be
minor.

Energy Use

Pipeline construction and operation would
require 1.53 percent (35,000 BPD capacity) and
1.79 percent (65,000 BPD capacity) of the

potential energy transported.

IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE
COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES

Paleontology

Some subsurface vertebrate fossils may be
permanently damaged or destroyed during con-

struction, maintenance or repair.

Cultural Resources

Some subsurface sites may be permanently
damaged or destroyed during construction,

maintenance or repair.

Visual Resources

The visual resource in 2 areas (MP 587-589

[Kane Springs] and 605-609 [ Moab Canyon])
would be permanently altered, resulting in a

cumulative impact in each area due to existing

rights-of-way at both locations.

ALTERNATIVES

Discussion of environmental consequences
for the alternatives (including Impact Assess-

ment, Unavoidable Adverse Impacts, Relation-

ship Between Local Short-Term Use and Long-
Term Productivity, and Irreversible and Irre-

trievable Commitment of Resources) is not

repeated where it is consistent with that for

the proposed action. The following discussions

of the alternatives reflect only those differ-

ences from the proposed action.

Douglas Pass (AB)

Paleontology
This alternative would cross approximately

41 miles of formations known to contain signifi-

cant fossil localities (Table 3-5).

Visual Resources
Table 3-6 provides a summary of signifi-

cant impacts for the alternatives. Three loca-

tions along the Douglas Pass alternative would

have significant visual resource impacts. They
would occur at MP 27-29 at Douglas Pass,

MP 32, and MP 40-43. The impacts would be

similar to those in the Baxter Pass area, but

would occur more frequently here because of

the limited space available for additional pipe-

line ROW. Successful revegetation would

reduce or obscure visual impacts at MP 32 and

MP 40-43 in 3-5 years. The rocky surface at

MP 27-29 would prevent revegetation over the

short-term, so the visual impacts at this loca-

tion would be long term.
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Table 3-5 . LOCATIONS OF FORMATIONS ALONG
THE ALTERNATIVES THAT CONTAIN
POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT FOSSILS

Milepost Formation or Group

Douglas Pass (AB)

0-39 Wasatcha

39 - 41 Green River, Wasatch
a

Little Mountain (DF)

28 - 31 Wasatch5

31-37 Green River
38 - 41 Green River

-

46 - 49 Wasatch
45 - 46 Green Ri_ver

b
49 Green River

49 - 52 Wasatch
53 - 54 Wasatch

Pine Mountain (DEG)

3-9 Wasatch .

b9-10 Green River

b

«3

10 - 11 Wasatch
12 - 18 Wasatch
18-19 Green River

19 Wasatch
19 - 20 Green River

20 - 23 Wasatch

a
Cashion, W.B. 1973. Geologic and structure map of the

Grand Junction Quadrangle, Colorado and Utah.

USGS Miscellaneous Investigations Series Map 1-736,

1:250,000.

Bradley, W.H. 1961. Geologic map of a part of

Southwestern Wyoming and adjacent States. USGS
Miscellaneous Investigations Series Map 1-332,

1:250,000.
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Table 3-6. SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT VISUAL RESOURCE IMPACTS
FOR ALTERNATIVES

Milepost

General
Description

Short-Term
Impact

(3 to 5 years)

Long-Term
Impact

(5 years or longer)

Alternatives

Douglas Pass (AB)

MP 27-29

MP 32

MP 40-43

Mountainous
Mountainous
Mountainous

Little Mountain (DF)

MP 21-24 Hills/river

Pine Mountain (DEG)

MP 21-23

MP 26-27

MP 39-41

River valley

Canyon
Mountainous

X
X

X

X
X
X
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Prime and Unique Farmland
This alternative would disturb an estimated

six acres of Prime, no Unique, 14 acres of

Statewide Importance, no Locally Important,
and nine acres of Other Farmland (SCS 1979a,
1979b, 1979c). However, none of these lands

would be irreversibly converted to other uses,

and the viability of these lands would not be
diminshed.

Little Mountain (DF)

Paleontology
Approximately 19 miles of formations

known to contain significant fossil localities

(Table 3-5) would be crossed.

The third location would occur at MP 41-42 on
Pine Mountain, Wyoming. Coniferous forest

and steep, rocky slopes are found at this loca-

tion. Pipeline construction would create mod-
erate contrasts to the form and line of the

vegetation. Removal of vegetation would ex-

pose a light-colored, rocky surface, creating a

strong contrast to the surrounding green vege-

tation,, This contrast would be seen in the

background (5-15 miles) of views from the

nearest travel routes. As revegetation pro-

gresses, contrasts would become less notice-

able. However, it will take 3-5 years to reduce
the visual impact in this location and as much
as 30 years to restore it to near original condi-

tion.

Visual Resources
There would be significant impact to the

visual resources between MP 21 and MP 24
north and south of where the alternative cros-

ses the Green River at Little Hole. Removal of

pinon-juniper from the hillside would create a

contrast to the line and color of the vegetation
visible to recreation users near the Little Hole
area of the Flaming Gorge National Recreation
Area, Ashley National Forest. Significant dif-

ferences in the line and color would diminsh in

3-5 years as vegetation is reestablished.

Prime and Unique Farmland
This alternative would disturb an extimated

18 acres of Statewide Important Farmland but
no known areas of Prime, Unique, Locally

Important, or other Farmland (Erickson 1980;

Millsap 1979). However, none of these lands

would be irreversibly converted to other uses,

and the viability of these lands would not be
diminshed.

Pine Mountain (DEG)

Paleontology
This alternative would cross approximately

19 miles of formations known to contain signifi-

cant fossil localities (Table 3-5).

Visual Resources
There would be 3 areas with significant

visual resource impacts along this alternate

route. Two areas, MP 21-23 and MP 26-27 are

identical to MP 821- 823 (Green River near

Browns Parks) and MP 826-827 (Jesse Ewing
Canyon), which are discussed under Mainline.

Prime and Unique Farmland
Approximately 12 acres of Statewide Impor-

tant Farmland would be disturbed by this alter-

native; however, no known areas of Prime,
Unique, Locally Important or Other Farmland
would be disrupted (Erickson 1980; Millsap

1979; Robinson 1979). However, none of these

lands would be irreversibly converted to other

uses, and the viability of these lands would not

be diminished.

No Action

Energy Use
The effect of the no action alternative

would be that the energy that would have been
used in construction would not be used for that

purpose. However, the 35,000 to 65,000 BPD
that would have been available for use in the

chemical industry and other energy use areas

would not be available. Instead, these petro-

leum products (liquid hydrocarbons) would have
to be re-injected (with possible loss) or distri-

buted in some other manner, such as, by truck

or rail. These other modes of transportation

would be less energy efficient.

Delay of Project

Social and Economic Conditions
The effect of the delay of project would be

that the lost revenue to MAPCO is estimated to

be about $60,000 per day plus the increased
cost of materials and labor for construction due
to inflation (estimated to be at least 1 percent
per month). The other effect of this alterna-

tive is decreased efficiency of processing plant
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operations due to recycling the liquids. Re-
injection of the liquids could result in their loss.

INFORMATION FOR THE COMPARISON OF
ALTERNATIVES

Chapter One, Alternatives, briefly describes

7 alternatives which were analyzed in detail.

Five of these are alternative route segments.
In addition, the Delay of Project and No Action
Alternatives were analyzed. The 5 alternative

route segments provide 2 comparisons. Com-
parison One compares the Baxter Pass (AC)
segment of the Proposed Action with the

Douglas Pass (AB) alternative. Comparison
Two compares the East of Little Mountain
(DEF) segment of the proposed action with the

Little Mountain Alternative (DF) and the Pine
Mountain Alternative (DEG).

First, Table 3-7 contains general project

information regarding the proposed action and
alternatives such as number of miles, number of

acres disturbed, etc. Second, Table 3-8 dis-

plays a Summary of Physical Information for

Comparison One and Two. Table 3-9 contains a

Summary of Biological Information for the two
comparisons. In addition, Table 3-10 contains a

summary of Human Use Information for com-
paring the alternatives.

Due to the close proximity of the route

segment alternatives (maximum 25 miles) there
are aspects of the environment which provide
no basis for comparison.

PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE

The Bureau of Land Management has selec-

ted preferred alternatives based on an analysis

of likely impacts and potential for mitigation of

these impacts. For Comparison One, the BLM
has selected the Baxter Pass Alternative (AC)
as proposed by the applicant. For Comparison
Two, the selection is the Pine Mountain Alter-

native (DEG).
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Table 3-10. SUMMARY OF HUMAN USE INFORMATION FOR COMPARISON
OF PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

Comparison Comparison
One Two

DEF a

East o< DF DEG
ACa AB Little Little Pine

Baxter Douglas Mountain! Mountain Mountain
Information for Comparison Pass, CO Pass, CO UT.WY UT,WY UT,WY

Cultural Resources

Expected Surface Site Density high moderate moderate high in high in

to high to high small

areas

moderate
below
7500'

low
above
7500*

small

areas
moderate
below
7500'

low
above
7500'

Expected Sit surface Site Density high in high in high in high in high in

alluvial alluvial alluvial alluvial alluvial

areas areas areas areas areas

Expected Significance for Local high high high high high

Research Goals

Expected Significance in Terms of low high moderate moderate moderate
Eligibility to National Register to high to high to high

Miles of VRM Classes Crossed
Class I

18.5
b

Class Q 34 34 15 16

Class HI 13 37 9 13.5 9

class rv 20 30 33 24 43

Class V 6

Miles of significant visual impacts 2.5 5.5 3 3 5

Wilderness

boundaries crossed

access increased by ROW
areas within two miles 1 3 3

Number of acres of Important Farmland
disturbed

Prime and Unique 6

state 14 12 18 12

local

other 9

Proposed Action.

One of these miles is in a potential ACEC for visual resources.
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CHAPTER FOUR
CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION

THE SCOPING PROCESS

Regulations for implementing the National

Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR, Part

1501.7) require an early and open scoping pro-

cess. During this process, the scope of issues

to be analyzed and significant issues related to

the proposed action were identified. Informa-
tion obtained during the scoping process

was one of the sources used to determine sig-

nificant impacts to be addressed in detail in

the EIS.

Additional purposes of the scoping process

were to inform affected federal, state and
local agencies and other interested persons

about the proposal, and to identify existing

environmental reports and information related

to the proposal. Related consultation and re-

view requirements were also identified and ad-
dressed in the EIS (Chapter One, Authorizing
Actions). The purpose of the scoping process is

to enhance better decisions through the

achievement of these purposes. By empha-'
sizing significant issues, the magnitude of paper
work and the length of the statement are also

reduced.

The scoping process involved discussions

with the public and resource specialists and
managers of BLM and other relevant agencies.

Written comments were received and compiled
as a result of A-95 Clearing House distribution,

Federal Register announcements, news re-

leases, and articles about the proposal. Com-
ments were also solicited during public scoping

meetings.

Scoping Meetings

The regulations direct that the lead agency
invite participation of affected federal, state

and local agencies and other interested persons

to join in the scoping process. Eighteen public

meetings were held, as indicated in Table 4-1.

A summary of each meeting, attendance lists,

written comments solicited during the meet-

ings, and public announcements are on file with

BLM, NMSO.

A brief summary of each meeting follows:

Santa Fe, NM
Two scoping meetings were held in Santa

Fe, New Mexico. The target group for the first

meeting was state and federal agencies. Thir-

teen individuals attended. The comments dealt

primarily with routing along existing rights-of-

way, coordination with the Fish and Wildlife

Service and the Army Corps of Engineers. The
second meeting was open to the general public

and nine persons attended. The comments re-

ceived were all of a general nature.

Denver, CO
Two scoping meetings were held in Denver,

Colorado. The target group for the first meet-
ing was state and federal agencies. Nine indi-

viduals representing 8 different agencies atten-

ded. Comments included the suggested use of

brush beaters by Colorado Division of Wildlife

to clear brush in order to facilitate vehicle

movement instead of blading the ROW. The
National Park Service indicated that approval
of an alternative through Arches National Park
is unlikely and the Environmental Protection

Agency expressed concerns on river, stream and
wetland area crossings.

The second meeting was open to the general

public and 9 individuals attended. Concerns
regarding wilderness conflicts and impacts to

farmlands were voiced as well as comments of

a general nature.

Grand Junction. CO
The scoping meeting in Grand Junction.

Colorado was open to the general public and 9

individuals attended. Comments related to

impacts to private land, Army Corps of Engin-

eers Section 404 permits and issuance of non-

exclusive rights-of-way in specific areas of the

BLM, Grand Junction District.
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Table 4-1. PUBLIC SCOPING MEETINGS

Date
(1979) Location

August 15

August 21
a

August 22

August 23

August 28
a

August 28

August 29

August 30

August 30
a

November 6

November 7

November 13

November 13

November 27

Santa Fe, NM
Denver, CO
Grand Junction, CO
Durango, CO
Salt Lake City, UT
Rock Springs, WY
Moab, UT
Vernal, UT
Cheyenne, WY
Nageezi, NM (Navajo Tribe)

Ojo Encino, NM (Navajo Tribe)

Santa Ana Pueblo, NM
Zia Pueblo, NM
Ignacio, CO (So. Ute Tribe)

Afternoon and evening sessions were held at these locations.
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Durango, CO
The scoping meeting in Durango, Colorado

was open to the general public and 10 individals

attended. Comments dealt with placing the

proposed pipeline within Northwest Pipeline

Company's existing right-of-way in the Mancos
Ranger District and preliminary discussions to

establish corridors by Dolores County. Other
comments were of a general nature; however,
the consensus was that the line had been well

routed.

Salt Lake City, UT
Two scoping meetings were held in Salt

Lake City, Utah. The target group for the first

meeting was state and federal agencies. Ten
individuals attended. The comments included

the identification of a proposal to construct a
new road in Browns Park, Utah to connect with

Wyoming and Colorado, and concerns about de-

struction of riparian wildlife habitat in canyons.

In addition, potential conflicts relating to de-
velopment of oil shale, coal, road construction

and water resource projects were discussed.

Need for coordination between the U.S. Fish

and Wildlife Service and the Utah Department
of Natural Resources was stressed.

The second meeting was open to the general
public and 8 individuals attended. Comments
received were of a general nature.

Rock Springs, WY
The scoping meeting in Rock Springs,

Wyoming was open to the general public and 12

individuals attended. The primary concerns and
comments involved the Little Mountain slide

area, the Red Creek Badlands, and Flaming
Gorge National Recreation Area. Industry rep-

resentatives had general comments about the

terminus point, available facilities and conflicts

with possible future proposals for other pipe-

lines.

Moab, UT
The scoping meeting in Moab, Utah was

open to the general public and 12 individuals

attendee A concern was raised regarding the

narrowness of Moab Canyon which is already

used for several other ROWs. The principle

comments related to water quality, the Moab
wetlands and surface protection. Surface pro-

tection concerns included blading, stockpiling

topsoil, double ditching in order to save topsoil,

and construction practices to minimize erosion.

Vernal, UT
The scoping meeting in Vernal, Utah was

open to the general public and 12 individuals

attended. Comments received dealt with im-
pacts to paleontological resources and existing

studies of these were discussed. In addition,

paralleling Northwest's pipeline across the

Flaming Gorge National Recreational Area was
discussed.

Cheyenne, WY
Two scoping meetings were held in

Cheyenne, Wyoming. The target group for the

first meeting was state and federal agencies.

Ten individuals attended the meeting. Many
general comments were obtained. Specific con-
cerns dealt with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser-

vice Threatened and Endangered Species Con-
sultations for black-footed ferret, pipeline

construction at Green River crossings, water
rights and routing concerns. Cultural, his-

torical and archeological concerns were also

raised, specifically the suggestion of slip boring

under any existing Historical sites in order to

minimize surface disturbance was raised

The second meeting was open to the general

public and 7 people attended. The need for a

LHC pipeline was stressed in addition to other

general comments received.

Nageezi and Ojo Encino, NM (Navajo Indian )

Scoping meetings were held with the Navajo
Indian Tribe at Chapter Houses in Nageezi and

Ojo Encino. Sixty people attended the meeting
at Nageezi and 25-30 people attended at Ojo
Encino. Concerns relating to easement consent

and payment were of primary concern. Other
comments dealt with Historic and Archeo-
logical concerns, the possibility of tapping into

the line and revegetation practices.

Santa Ana Pueblo. NM
A scoping meeting was held for the Santa

Ana Pueblo Indian Tribal government. The
administrative officer of the Santa Ana Pueblo

was present. The principle concerns were pipe-

line ruptures and potential resultant damage to

livestock, crops and the health and safety of

the pueblo residents.
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Zia Pueblo, NM
A scoping meeting was held for the Zia

Indian Pueblo Tribal government. The Pueblo
administrator and assistant were present. The
tribes principle comments related to historical

and archeological concerns, pipeline ruptures,

reclamation, erosion control and relationship of

the proposed pipeline to the Shell CO„ pipeline.

Ignacio, CO
A scoping meeting was held for the Southern

Ute Indian Tribe in Ignacio, Colorado. The
chairman and 8 councilmen were present rec-

lamation was of primary concern. General con-

cerns regarding wildlife and cultural resources

were expressed. Other general comments were
provided.

Tri-State Alternatives

Routing in the tri-state area (northwestern

Colorado, northeastern Utah and southern

Wyoming) was the most difficult problem iden-

tified during the scoping process. Six special

meetings , numerous personal and telephone

communications, and several on-ground and

aerial reconnaisance trips were conducted in an

effort to identify the most environmentally

reasonable alternatives for detailed analysis.

In these areas, numerous potential resource

and land use conflicts exist which inhibited the

identification of a single alternative satisfac-

tory to the many BLM and FS specialists and
managers involved. The primary sources of po-

tential conflict are:

• unstable and erosive soils (CO, UT, WY)
• Little Mountain mudslide (WY)
• potential Areas of Critical Environmental

Concern (AC EC) due to fragile soils and

critical watershed (Red Creek Badlands)

(WY)
• crucial wildlife use areas (CO, UT, WY)
• Flaming Gorge Reservoir and National

Recreation Area (UT, WY)
• Visual Resource conflicts and easements

(UT)
• Wild and Scenic River Study Area (Green

River, UT)

• Cultural Resource conflicts (CO)
• Threatened or Endangered Species (CO,

UT)
• ROW grant through Browns Park in Utah
may provide further justification to a pro-

posed road paving project (UT)

• potential increased sedimentation in the

Green River may disturb a Blue Ribbon
trout fishing area and may increase salin-

ity of Green River water delivered to

Mexico (UT)

Summary

In addition to the issues identified in the tri-

state area, several other key issues of concern
were identified during the scoping process:

• potential conflict with single use purpose
of Arches National Park in Utah

• narrowness of Moab Canyon (UT) with
respect to present and future demand for

ROW grants through the canyon
• potential disturbance of wildlife habitat

due to the crossing of the Colorado River

and the Moab Wetlands, UT
• potential landslide areas in Baxter and

Douglas passes
• potential resource conflicts due to trav-

ersing Canon Pintado Historic District

located north of Douglas Pass

• potential conflicts due to crossings of

proposed or designated National Scenic

and Historic Trails

• potential disturbance of riparian habitat

• potential cumulative impacts and con-

flicts with other proposed and existing

projects

• potential disturbance of Indian grave sites

• concern for pipeline spill effects and

safety

• potential conflict with paleontological

resources
• concern that the EIS process would take

longer than necessary and cause undue
delay in getting a much needed transpor-

tation system operational
• Proposed water development projects

(White River Dam, UT, Animas-La Plata

Project, CO)

Summaries of these meetings and numerous contact reports are on file at BLM, NMSO.
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Wild and Scenic

(Dolores River, CO)
potential conflicts

endangered species

potential impacts to

itat (game species)

River Study Area

with threatened or

crucial wildlife hab-

As a result of the scoping process, MAPCO
revised its proposed action to reflect five

changes in the original route:

1. Instead of skirting Arches National Park by

the shortest feasible route, the applicant would
continue north from Moab Canyon following a

highway to just south of Thompson, Utah before

turning east.

2. Instead of using Douglas Pass, the applicant

proposes to traverse Baxter Pass.

3. Instead of using Sears Creek and Red Creek
canyons as access through northeastern Utah,

the applicant proposes the use of Rye Grass and
Jesse Ewing canyons.

4. Instead of going through the proposed South
Haystack strip mine (WY), the applicant pro-

poses that the Northwest Gathering Line skirt

the involved area to the south (Map 18,

MP NWL 10).

5. Instead of crossing the Green River at the

southern outskirts of the City of Green River

(WY), which is in a crowded corridor near a

developed recreation area, the applicant pro-

poses crossing the river at Davis Bottom at the

north end of Flaming Gorge National Recrea-
tion Area, above the reservoir level (Map 15,

MP WL 10-11).
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GLOSSARY

ACEC - Area of Critical Environmental Concern. Refers to areas within public

lands where special management attention is required to protect and

prevent irreparable damage to important historic, cultural or scenic values,

fish and wildlife resources, or other natural systems or processes, or to

protect life and safety from natural hazards.

ACRE FOOT - the volume (as of water) that would cover 1 acre to a depth of 1

foot.

ANCILLARY FACILITIES - those structures (pump stations, power and com-

munications lines, cathodic protection systems) which are necessary for the

continuous operation or maintenance of the pipeline.

ANGLE OF OBSERVATION - the vertical angle between a viewer's line of sight

and the slope or object being viewed.

AUTHORIZED OFFICER - an employee of the BLM to whom has been delegated

by the BLM New Mexico State Director the duties and responsibilities for

issuance, modification, protests, suspension, renewal and termination ac-

tions associated with the right-of-way and related facility permits pro-

posed in this document.

BARRELS PER DAY (BPD) - a unit measuring the rate at which petroleum is

produced, transported or consumed. (Barrel is a unit of volume measure

equal to 42 U.S. gallons).

BLANKETED - covering an area to be blasted with heavy mats to reduce the

extent of flying debris from the blasting.
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BORROW DITCH - excavation along side a roadway. The material excavated is

used to construct the roadway embankment.

BTU - British thermal unit. The amount of heat needed to raise the temperature

of one pound of water one degree farenheit; equal to approximately 252

calories.

BUTANE - general nomenclature of certain compounds of the alkane family

consisting of four carbon atoms and ten hydrogen atoms more commonly

referred to as (1) Normal Butane, (2) Iso-Butane, or (3) Butanes; occurs in

natural gas, crude oil, and is produced by petroleum cracking.

CHECK VALVE - a valve with a free-swinging tongue or clapper that permits

liquid to flow in one direction only, as in a pipeline.

COATING - a field operation for preparing a pipeline to be lowered into the

ditch. The line is coated with an inert material, then spiral wrapped with a

tough, inert wrapper. Machines ride the pipe, and coat and wrap in one

continuous operation. This process protects the pipeline from corrosion.

For some pipeline jobs the pipe may be coated and wrapped at a mill or

construction yard site. Any damage to the coating from transportation or

handling can be corrected before the pipe is installed.

COMMON CARRIER - a transporter of commodities for hire to the public and

regulated by some agency of the government.

COMPACTION - the process by which soil grains are rearranged to decrease void

space, thereby increasing the weight of solid material per cubic foot.

CONTRAST - the difference between adjacent parts in color and form, as used

in BLM VRM System.

CROWN - center of a roadway elevated above the sides.
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CRITICAL HABITAT - any air, land, or water area, including any elements

thereof, which the Secretary of the Interior or the Secretary of Commerce

has determined (and has announced in the Federal Register ) to be essential

to the survival of wild populations of a Threatened or Endangered Species

or to be necessary for their recovery to a point at which the measures

provided pursuant to the ESA are no longer necessary. Constituent

elements of Critical Habitat may include, but are not necessarily limited

to land, air, and water areas; physical structure and topography; flora,

fauna, and climate; and the quality and chemical content of soil, water,

and air. (The words "Critical Habitat" must always be capitalized when

referring to officially determined Critical Habitat, pursuant to Section 7 of

the ESA.)

CRUCIAL HABITAT - portion of the habitat of sensitive species that if

destroyed or adversely modified could result in their being listed as

threatened or endangered pursuant to Section 4 of the ESA, or in some

category implying endangerment by a state agency or legislature. Exam-

ples of crucial habitat areas are booming grounds, nesting areas, brood

rearing areas, winter ranges, migration routes, anadromous fish spawning

grounds, fish rearing waters, or any habitat necessary to the survival of the

species in question at important periods of their life cycles.

CUT-AND-FILL - process of earth moving by excavating part of an area and

using the excavated material for adjacent embankments or fill areas.

DITCH - a small artificial channel cut through earth or rock.

DIVERSION DAM - a barrier built across a stream to divert all or some of the

water.

EASEMENT - an interest in land owned by another that entitles its holder to a

specific limited use.

ETHANE - a compound of the alkane family consisting of two carbon atoms and

six hydrogen atoms; under standard conditions, a colorless, odorless gas
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with a freezing point of -183.3°C, and a boiling point of -88.6 °C. Used as

a fuel and for organic synthesis.

FORM - the mass or shape of an objective or objects that appears unified, such

as in the shape of the land surface, as used in BLM VRM System«

GAS PROCESSING PLANT - a plant where natural gas is processed to remove

liquid components and contaminants dissolved in the gas.

GATE VALVE - a valve with a solid gate closing element that fits tightly over an

opening through which petroleum products pass in a pipeline; can be shut

off to prevent flow.

GRADE - degree of slope of a road, channel, or natural ground.

GRANT (see EASEMENT) - a document authorizing non-possesive, non-exclusive

right to use federal land for a limited purpose.

HAZARDOUS CONDITION - a situation in a pipeline system during which there

is an unintentional release of product from the system which would be

hazardous to life or property.

HAZARDOUS MILE-HOUR - the risk exposure where products escape from the

pipeline causing hazardous conditions on one mile of pipeline for a duration

of one hour.

HYDROCARBON, LIQUID - those compounds of the general families of alkane

or alkyl groups consisting of carbon atoms and hydrogen atoms that are in

the liquid phase either by natural occurrence or by means of pressure

and/or temperature manipulation. When used in this document, liquid

hydrocarbons refers to and is synonomous with natural gas liquids.

HYDROSTATIC TESTING - filling a pipeline or tank with water under pressure

to test for tensile strength; its ability to hold pressure without rupturing.
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INDIAN LANDS (by type) - (1) Individual Trust (Allotment) : land held in trust

by the United States for the benefit of individual Indians and land held by

individual Indians subject to federal restrictions against alienation or

encumbrance. Right-of-Way requires consent from both individual Indian

and BIA. (2) Tribal Trust : lands held in trust by the U.S. for a tribe or title

which is held by any tribe subject to federal restrictions against alienation

or encumbrance. Right-of-Way requires consent in writing from both

Tribal Council and BIA. (3) Tribal Fee : same as any private land; the BIA

is not involved.

ISO-BUTANE - a compound of the alkane family consisting of four carbon atoms

and ten hydrogen atoms, an isomer of normal butane also known as 2-

methyl propane; under standard conditions, a colorless stable gas with a

freezing point of -159.6°C, and a boiling

chemical intermediate, refrigerant and fueL

freezing point of -159.6°C, and a boiling point of -11.73°C, used as a

LEAK SECTION - a section of pipeline containing a leak which is isolated

between two gate valves.

LIGHT LIQUID HYDROCARBONS (LHC) - low molecular weight paraffin hydro-

carbons mainly ethane, propane, butane, iso-butane and natural gasoline.

LINE - the path, real or imagined, that the eye follows when perceiving abrupt

differences in form, color, or texture. Within the landscape, lines may be

found as ridges, skylines, structures, changes in vegetative types or

individual trees and branches, as used in BLM VRM System.

MICROWAVE - an electromagnetic wave which has a wavelength between about

0.3 and 30 centimeters, corresponding to frequencies of 1-100 gigaherz;

however, there are no sharp boundaries distinguishing microwaves from

infrared and radio waves.

MIXED STREAM - a mixture of hydrocarbons in the liquid state moving in a

pipeline.
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NATURAL GASOLINE - a mixture of compounds in the alkane family consisting

of various numbers of carbon atoms and hydrogen atoms, most usually less

than ten carbon atoms and twenty-two hydrogen atoms, and more than four

carbon atoms and ten hydrogen atoms, although not limited to this range.

Usually a liquid at standard conditions with a vapor pressure less than one

atmosphere at 60°F. It is recovered from natural gas by compression,

absorption, and distillation. Used as a fuel, chemical plant feed stock and

motor fuel blending.

NATURAL SAG - natural axial elastic deformation of unsupported pipe because

of gravity.

NGL - natural gas liquids; a mixture of compounds in the alkane family normally

associated with natural gas and then removed by various process methods,

and can contain some inorganic compounds such as carbon dioxide and

certain sulfur compounds. The alkane compounds contain various numbers

of carbon atoms and hydrogen atoms, usually less than ten carbon atoms

and twenty-two hydrogen atoms, although not limited to this range.

PIPELINE MILE-HOUR - the risk exposure on one mile of pipeline for a duration

of one hour.

POLYETHYLENE - a thermoplastic material composed of polymers of ethylene.

PROPANE - a compound of the alkane family consisting of three carbon atoms

and eight hydrogen atoms; under standard conditions a colorless, odorless

gas with a freezing point of -187.69 C, and a boiling point of -42.07°C;

used as a refrigerant, fuel and a chemical intermediate.

RECTIFIER - a nonlinear circuit component that allows more current to flow in

one direction than the other; ideally, it allows current to flow in one

direction unimpeded but allows no current to flow in the other direction.
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RIGHT-OF-WAY (ROW) - (1) the federal land authorized to be occupied under

the proposed grant for the MAPCO Project, (2) applies to other land for

which permission has been obtained for use by MAPCO.

RIPPER TOOTH - a stout steel tooth-shaped implement inserted into the ground

and pulled by a tractor to break up hard ground or soft rock prior to ditch

excavation.

RIPRAP - non-erosive material placed on a stream bank and bed for protection

from stream or wave action; can consist of broken rock or other materials.

ROCKY MOUNTAIN OVERTHRUST AREA - an area of potential oil and gas

resources lying in a generally north-south direction through Montana and

along the western boundary of the states of Wyoming, Colorado and

northern Utah.

SCENIC QUALITY - the degree of variety within a landscape, measured as

distinctive, common, or minimal. The measurement of scenic quality is

based on the premise that landscapes with the most variety or diversity

have the greatest potential for high scenic value, as used in BLM VRM

System.

SCOUR ACTION - to abrade and wear away; used to describe the wearing away

of terrace or diversion channels or stream beds.

SCRAPER TRAP - a facility on a pipeline for inserting and retrieving a scraper

or "pig." The trap is essentially a "breech-loading" tube isolated from the

pipeline by valves. The scraper is loaded into the tube like a shell into a

shotgun. A hinged plug is closed behind it, and line pressure is then

admitted to the tube behind the scraper. A valve is opened ahead of the

scraper and it is pushed into the line and moved along by the liquids.

SPUR - a short pipeline for connecting a plant to a main pipeline.
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STOPPLES - a specialized plugging apparatus inserted into a pipeline for

temporary stoppage of flow.

SURFACE MANAGEMENT AGENCIES - the Bureau of Land Management, Forest

Service, Bureau of Indian Affairs, National Park Service and state land

agencies.

TAMP - compaction of loose soil into a firmer state by dynamic means.

TELEMETERING - transmitting the readings of instruments to a remote location

by means of wires, radio waves, or other means; also known as remote

metering or telemetry.

TERRACING - constructing levees across a slope to minimize erosion by

directing water flow across the slope rather than directly down the slope.

TOPSOIL - surface soil, usually corresponding with the A horizon, as distin-

guished from subsoiL

TWOTONING - a pipeline construction technique used on steep slide slopes

whereby grading is done at two levels or steps; the upper level used for

excavating and installation, and the lower level used for vehicle passage.

VRM (VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT) - the planning, design, and

implementation of BLM management objectives to provide acceptable

levels of visual impacts for all BLM resource management activities.

1. Class I . This class provides primarily for natural ecological changes;

however, it does not preclude very limited management activity.

Any contrast created within the characteristic environment must not

attract attention. It is applied to wilderness areas, some natural

areas, wild portions of the Wild and Scenic Rivers, and other similar

situations where management activities are to be restricted.

2. Areas of Critical Environmental Concern for Scenic Values . The ACEC
for scenic values, as defined are lands of high scenic value of relative

scarcity. For this reason, priority identification must be made for

presentation in the management framework process. Conformance
with VRM Class II objectives constitutes interim management.
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3. Class II . Changes in any of the basic elements (form, line, color,

texture) caused by a management activity should not be evident in

the characteristic landscape. A contrast may be seen but should not

attract attention.

4. Class HI . Contrasts to the basic elements (form, line, color, texture)

caused by a management activity may be evident and begin to attract

attention in the characteristic landscape. However, the changes
should remain subordinate to the existing characteristic landscape.

5. Class IV . Constrasts may attract attention and be a dominant feature

of the landscape in terms of scale; however, the change should repeat

the basic elements (form, line, color, texture) inherent in the

characteristic landscape.

6. Class V . Change is needed or change may add acceptable visual variety

to an area. This class applies to areas where the naturalistic

character has been disturbed to a point where rehabilitation is needed
to bring it back into character with the surrounding landscape. This

class would apply to areas identified in the scenic evaluation where
the quality class has been reduced because of unacceptable cultural

modification. The contrast is inharmonious with the characteristic

landscape. It may also be applied to areas that have the potential for

enhancement, Le., add acceptable visual variety to an area/site. It

should be considered an interim or short-term classification until one
of the other VRM class objectives can be reached through rehabilita-

tion or enhancement. The desired Visual Resource Management class

should be identified.

VISUAL SENSITIVITY - a measure of viewer interest in the scenic qualities of

the landscape, as used in BLM VRM System.

WALKED-IN - compaction of backfill in a ditch by the tread of the wheel of a

vehicle moving down the ditch line, the weight of the vehicle furnishing the

dynamics for compaction.

WATER BARS - diversion levees constructed on a slope to divert water flow

away from down the ditch line.

WELDING - joining two metals by applying heat to melt and fuse them.
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