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NOTICE

This is Volume Two of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)

for MAPCO's Rocky Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons (LHC) Pipeline.

Volume One of the EIS is the Draft Environmental Impact State-

ment (DEIS) (Int. DES 80-25) which was filed with the Envi-

ronmental Protection Agency on April 21, 1980. The comment
period for the DEIS ended June 16, 1980.

Since responses to comments received on the DEIS did not require

significant changes in data or analyses, Volume One was not

reprinted in its entirety. This Final EIS (Volume Two) consists of

written comments received during the public review process, sub-

stantive comments presented at public hearings, and the responses

to the comments. Additions and corrections to pages of Volume
One are also included.

A limited number of copies of Volume One of the EIS are available

on request from the Bureau of Land Management, New Mexico State

Office, P.O. Box 1449, Santa Fe, New Mexico, 87501.



United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

IN REPLY REFER TO

1792 (922)

NEW MEXICO STATE OFFICE
P.O. BOX 1 449

SANTA FE. NEW MEXICO 87501

Dear Reader:

Enclosed is the Final Environmental Impact Statement for MAPCO's proposed
Rocky Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline. This Final Environmental
Impact Statement includes a Summary of the Draft Statement, changes to

the Draft resulting from public review and comment, a record of the pub-
lic comments on the Draft, and responses to those comments. The Draft
Environmental Impact Statement and this volume together constitute the
Final Environmental Impact Statement.

The Final Environmental Impact Statement is not the decision document.
The decision on the proposal will be based on the analysis contained in

the Final Environmental Impact Statement and public concerns and comments.
No action can be taken for at least thirty (30) days following filing of
the final statement with the Environmental Protection Agency and distri-
bution to the public. A record of decision that outlines the decision
and rationale will be prepared and made available as soon as a decision
is reached.

Many thanks to all those individuals and organizations who provided sug-
gestions and comments on the draft. Your help has been invaluable in
the preparation of a Final Environmental Impact Statement which will
assist us to more efficiently and effectively manage the public lands.

Sincerely yours,

State Director
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BLM Library
D-553A, Building 50

Denver Federal Center

P. 0. Box 25047

Denvar, CO 808S5-0047

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 Hobos 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
e. Delay of Project

Type of Action (X) Administrative ( ) Legislative

Contact for this FEIS: Robert Armstrong
BLM State Office, New Mexico
P.O. Box 1449
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Commercial Number (505) 988-6468
FTS 476-1468

Date Filed with EPA: Draft: April 21, 1980

Final:
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MAPCO FEIS ERRATA SHEET

1. Page 82, letter 29, Response should read: "Stipulations are now being

developed to mitigate potential paleontological impacts."

2. Page 157, letter 72, Response should read: "Please see response to letter

39."

3. Page 245, Biological Assessment Summary Table, Remarks column, last

entry. Last sentence should read: "Recent surveys of potential habitat in

northeast Utah revealed no population along the route in that area."

4. Page 3-13 of the DEIS was not included in the FEIS section on changes to

the text. DEIS page 3-13 should have the following paragraph added to the end

of the section on Land Use Controls and Constraints: "The proposed action (West

leg) would cross Davis Bottom at the Flaming Gorge NRA. Site-specific

stipulations would be developed by the Forest Service to mitigate impacts."





SUMMARY





SUMMARY

MAPCO INC. (the applicant), formerly

known as Mid-America Pipline 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 Rocky
Mountain Overthrust Area of Wyoming to trans-

port liquid hydrocarbons (LHC). 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 (ROW)
grant application to the Bureau of Land Man-
agement (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 pro-

cessed under the authority of Section 28 of the

Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended (30

USC 185). This Final Environmental Impact
Statement (FEIS) was prepared by the BLM
NMSO Non-Bureau Energy Initiatives (NBEI)
team under an Interagency Cooperative Agree-
ment (Number CA-NMSO-128) with the U.S.

Department of Agriculture (USDA), Forest Ser-

vice, 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

manufacture of motor fuels. Characteris-
tically, the hydrocarbons are gaseous under
atmospheric conditions. In storage and in the

pipeline these products are handled and trans-

ported under pressure (ranging from 350 to

1835 pounds per square inch) in a liquid state.

In compliance with regulations implement-
ing the procedural provisions of the National
Environmental Policy Act (40 CFR, Part

1501.7), a public scoping process was conducted
in the early stages of preparing the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). 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 in the DEIS. A screening procedure
was used to select reasonable alternatives to

the proposed action. Of those considered, 5

alternatives were selected for detailed analysis.

They consisted of the "no action" alternative,

the "delay of project" alternative and 3 route

segment alternatives.

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), in the Flaming Gorge
National Recreation Area (NRA). The alterna-

tive 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 pro-

posed action in a northeasterly direction to and
over Pine Mountain (WY).



Construction, operation and maintenance of
the following project components were consid-
ered in the 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

• electric service

• telephone line

• 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 DEIS (Volume One) consisted of 4 chap-
ters, a glossary of terms, references and an
index. Chapter One described the Purpose and
Need, Authorizing Actions and the Proposed
Action. The process of identifying and screen-
ing the 18 alternatives for selection for de-
tailed analysis was also described.

A fundamental approach to the DEIS was
reflected in Chapter One (Proposed Action and
Alternatives). Numerous construction methods
and resource considerations were incorporated
as a part of the proposal. Implementation of

these procedures for construction, operation
and maintenance was assumed for the purpose
of impact analysis. Inclusion of these appli-

cant-proposed considerations and practices, in

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

Chapter One.

As Chapter Two indicated, 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 Endan-
gered 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 were unknown were included in the
DEIS. They are Paleontology, Threatened or

Endangered Species, Cultural Resources, Visual
Resources, Land Use Controls and Constraints
and Social and Economic Conditions.

For each potentially affected resource,
Chapter Three of the DEIS presented analytic
criteria by which the determination of signifi-

cant impacts was made. Significant impacts
were described for Visual Resources in 7 loca-
tions. Four other resources were described as
having the potential to be significantly im-
pacted (Paleontology, Threatened or Endan-
gered Species, Cultural Resources and Social
and Economic Conditions). In compliance with
various requirements, negative declarations (no

significant impacts) were made, including 100-

year Floodplains, Prime and Unique Farmlands
and Wilderness Resources. An energy-use anal-
ysis was also provided.

Throughout the majority of the route, no
route segment alternatives were analyzed in



detail. Other alternatives were considered and

screened because they did not meet criteria as

discussed in the DEIS, Chapter 1, Alternatives.

Two areas had route alternatives identified and
analyzed in detail; (1) Baxter Pass versus Doug-
las Pass and (2) Little Mountain, Proposed
Action (East of Little Mountain) and Pine

Mountain in the tri-state area of Utah, Colo-
rado, and Wyoming.

Based on environmental impact analysis, no
significant differences were found between the

route alternatives. Slight differences in site-

specific requirements for mitigation or re-

source recovery potential were identified.

Based on these differences, as identified in

Chapter 3 of the DEIS, the BLM has selected

preferred alternatives.

Analysis has led to the identification of

Baxter Pass as the preferred alternative. This

decision was based on the narrowness and
crowded corridor of Douglas Pass and adverse
effects anticipated in Canyon Pintado National

Historic District.

In the tri-state area (that portion of the

route between MP 800-863) the preferred alter-

native is the delay of the project. The Little

Mountain Alternative is the least desirable be-

cause of problems associated with crossing

through the Flaming Gorge NRA at Little Hole
and adverse visual impacts which would occur

on Goslin Mountain. Only slight environmental
differences exist between the remaining two
alternatives (Proposed Action and Pine
Mountain). If the BLM New Mexico State

Director makes the decision to issue a ROW, a

delay would be necessary in selecting a route

through this area in order to allow resolution of

the wilderness inventory in the Red Creek

Badlands area of the Proposed Action and to

evaluate public concerns which have arisen

concerning the Pine Mountain alternative. The
Red Creek Badlands-Tepee Mountain Wilderness
Study Unit (WSU) was expanded since

publication of the DEIS and now includes an
area through which one mile of the proposed
action (East of Little Mountain alternative)

would cross. Selection of the Pine Mountain
alternative or the proposed action would be
made following resolution of the wilderness

questions and assessment of the issues raised

regarding the Pine Mountain alternative and all

other relevant information.

Chapter Four of the DEIS summarized the

results of the scoping process. Lists of pre-

parers, contributers and agencies consulted

were also presented.

This Final Environmental Impact Statement
(FEIS) contains additional information related

to Consultation and Coordination, including:

• A Summary of public participation on the

DEIS.

• A summary of the public hearings and
meetings held during public review of the

DEIS.

• A list of agencies who were sent copies of

the DEIS and who were consulted during

preparation of the draft statement.

• Oral and written comments received dur-

ing public review of the DEIS, and the

responses to those comments.

• Changes to the DEIS text resulting from
public comments.
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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
process. During this process, the scope of

issues to be analyzed and significant issues

related to the proposed action were identified.

Information obtained during the scoping process
was one of the sources used to determine sig-

nificant impacts to be addressed in detail in

the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS).

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
review requirements were also identified and
addressed in the DEIS (Chapter One, Author-
izing Actions). The purpose of the scoping
process is to enhance better decisions through
the achievement of these purposes. By
emphasizing significant issues, the magnitude
of paper work and the length of the statement
are also reduced.

The scoping process involved discussions

with the public, resource specialists and man-
agers 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 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 groups for the
first meeting were state and federal agencies.
Thirteen individuals attended. The comments
dealt primarily with routing along existing
rights-of-way (ROW), 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 received were all of a general
nature.

Denver, CO
Two scoping meetings were held in Denver,

Colorado. The target groups for the first

meeting were state and federal agencies. Nine
individuals representing 8 different agencies
attended. Comments included the suggested
use of brush-beaters by the 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 Environ-
mental Protection Agency expressed concerns
on river, stream and wetland area crossings.

The second meeting was open to the 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 ROWs in specific areas of the BLM
Grand Junction District.



Table 1. PUBLIC SCOPING MEETINGS

Date
(1979)

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

Location

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)

a

Afternoon and evening sessions were held at these locations.



Durango, CO
The scoping meeting in Durango, Colorado

was open to the general public and 10

individuals attended. Comments dealt with

placing the proposed pipeline within Northwest
Pipeline Company's existing ROW 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 groups for the

first meeting were state and federal agencies.

Ten individuals attended. The comments in-

cluded the identification of a proposal to con-

struct a new road in Browns Park, Utah to

connect with Wyoming and Colorado, and con-

cerns about destruction of riparian wildlife

habitat in canyons. In addition, potential con-
flicts relating to development of oil shale, coal,

road construction and water resource projects

were discussed. The 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 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 (NRA). Indus-

try representatives had general comments
about the terminus point, available facilities,

and conflicts with possible future proposals for

other pipelines.

Moab, UT
The scoping meeting in Moab, Utah was

open to the general public and 12 individuals

attended. 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
impacts to paleontological resources and exis-

ting studies of these were discussed. In addi-
tion, paralleling Northwest's pipeline across the
Flaming Gorge NRA was discussed.

Cheyenne, WY
Two scoping meetings were held in

Cheyenne, Wyoming. The target groups for the
first meeting were 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

Service Threatened and Endangered Species
Consultations for black-footed ferret, pipeline

construction at Green River crossings, water
rights and routing concerns. Cultural, histor-

ical and archeological concerns were also

raised, specifically the suggestion of slip-boring

under any existing historical sites in order to

minimize surface disturbance.

The second meeting was open to the general
public and 7 people attended. The need for a

LHC pipeline was stressed and other general
comments were 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 archeological

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.

Zia Pueblo, NM
A scoping meeting was held for the Zia

Indian Pueblo Tribal government. The Pueblo
administrator and assistant were present. The
tribes principal comments related to historical



and archeologieal concerns, pipeline ruptures,
reclamation, erosion control and relationship of

the proposed pipeline to the proposed Shell CCL
pipeline.

Ignacio, CO
A scoping meeting was held for the Southern

Ute Indian Tribe in Ignacio, Colorado. The
chairman and 8 eouncilmen were present.
Reclamation was of primary concern. General
concerns regarding wildlife and cultural re-
sources were expressed. Other general com-
ments 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

potential conflict are:

• unstable and erosive soils (CO, UT, WY)
• Little Mountain mudslide (WY)
• potential Areas of Critical Environmental

Concern (ACEC) 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 (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
proposed 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 tra-
versing 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)

• Wild and Scenic River Study Areas
(Dolores River, CO)

• potential conflicts with threatened or
endangered species

Summaries of these meetings and numerous contact reports are on file at BLM, NMSO.
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• potential impacts to

habitat (game species)

crucial wildlife

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).

Since publication of the DEIS, MAPCO has
revised its proposed action near Bloomfield,

New Mexico (see Appendix A, Map A-l). In

addition to this specific revision, MAPCO has
proposed specific placement of the pipeline in

both Moab and Jesse Ewing Canyons. These
specific locations are shown in Maps A-2 and A-
3 of Appendix A, respectively. Map A-3 also

shows the proposed locations of the East of

Little Mountain alternative (proposed action)

and the Pine Mountain alternative.



SUMMARY OF PUBLIC PARTICIPATION ON THE DRAFT
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

The DEIS (Int DES-80-25) was filed with the Environmental Protection

Agency on April 21, 1980 and notices appeared in Federal Register Vol. 45,

No. 82 Friday, April 25, 1980 and Vol. 45, No. 87, Friday, May 2, 1980.

Numerous public notices were distributed announcing issuance of the DEIS and

notices of the public hearings. Approximately 1000 copies of the DEIS were

distributed by mail to various individuals, organizations, and government

agencies. In addition, there were copies available at 40 different public libraries

and the BLM and FS offices along the route.

During the public comment period (April 21 to June 16, 1980) several public

meetings and formal public hearings were conducted to solicit public advice and

comments regarding the proposed action and alternatives. Summaries of

meetings and presentations of comments and responses follow.

Public Hearings

Public hearings were held to gather public views about the adequacy of the

DEIS and the alternatives presented therein. Particulars of the hearings are

summarized below. Specific comments and responses are contained in the

Comment and Response section.

Santa Fe, New Mexico - May 19, 1980

No written or oral comments were received.

Grand Junction, Colorado - May 20, 1980

No written or oral comments were received.

Vernal, Utah - May 21, 1980

No written or oral comments were received.

10



Rock Springs, Wyoming - May 22, 1980

Oral comments received from 6 individuals focused mainly on two

issue; objection to the agencies preferred alternative of the Pine

Mountain alternative and the lack of timely distribution of the DEIS

in the Rock Springs area. Objections to the Pine Mountain

alternative were based on the use of the forest and the opening of an

otherwise virgin area containg important wildlife habitat. Questions

were raised about the difficulty of repairing the pipeline during the

winter in the event of a rupture. Requests were made for an

extension of the comment period on the DEIS based on the fact that

interested individuals and organizations which normally receive BLM

EISs had not received this DEIS. A request was made to not cross the

Green River in the Scott Bottom area near the town of Green River.

Farmington, New Mexico - May 29, 1980

Oral comments received from 9 individuals focused mainly on issues

relating to the use of private lands. Affected landowners expressed

concern that many of them had not yet been contacted by the

applicant. Problems were raised about the BLM's practice of

following existing ROWs with new ROW proposals. Requests were

made for consideration of private lands in corridor planning.

Concerns were expressed about restoration requirements and the

consequences of ruptures. A desire for more information about the

precise location of the proposal and a list of affected landowners was

also expressed.

Rock Springs, Wyoming Meeting - June 3, 1980

An informal public meeting was held at the Rock Springs District

Office on June 3, 1980. Approximately 60 individuals were in

attendance. A description of the proposal and alternatives was

presented by the district staff. Primarily, discussion centered around

concerns regarding the selection of the agencies' preferred

alternative of Pine Mountain in the DEIS. An alternative was

11



suggested which would cross the Green River at Browns Park (UT)

and then follow Colorado Route 318 through Irish Canyon (CO) to the

Wyoming border. After entering Wyoming, the route would follow

Wyoming Highway 430. The relative merits of this alternative, the

proposed action (East of Little Mountain) and the preferred

alternative (Pine Mountain) were then discussed.

12



Agencies Consulted

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Colorado

A-95 Clearing Houses
Department of Health
Department of Highways
Department of Water Resources

Durango
Steamboat Springs

Division of Wildlife Offices

Denver
Ft. Collins

Montrose
Geological Survey
Historical Society
State Historic Preservation Officer

Department of Agriculture

Forest Service Offices

Rocky Mountain Region, Denver, CO
Intermountain Region, Ogden, UT
Ashley National Forest, Vernal, UT
San Juan National Forest, Durango, CO

Soil Conservation Service Offices
Albuquerque, NM
Casper, WY
Cheyenne, WY
Cortez, CO
Craig, CO
Denver, CO
Evanston, WY
Norwood, CO
Rock Springs, WY
Salt Lake City, UT
Temple, TX

Department of the Interior

Bureau of Indian Affairs

Bureau of Land Management
New Mexico State Office

13



Department of the Interior (continued)

Roswell District

Albuquerque District

Farmington Resource Area
Taos Resource Area

Colorado State Office
Montrose District

Durango Resource Area
Grand Junction District

Craig District

White River Resource Area
Utah State Office

Moab District

Monticello Resource Area
Vernal District

Salt Lake District

Wyoming State Office
Rock Springs District

Kemmerer Resource Area
Rawlins District

Water and Power Resources Service
Durango, CO
Manila, UT
Salt Lake City, UT

Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service
Regional Office, Albuquerque, NM
Regional Office, Denver, CO

National Park Service
Denver Service Center, Denver, CO
Rocky Mtn. Regional Office, Denver, CO
Southwest Regional Office, Santa Fe, NM
Arches National Park
Canyonlands National Park
Dinosaur National Monument
Mesa Verde National Park

Office of Environmental Project Review, Washington, D.C.
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Regional Office, Albuquerque, NM
Regional Office, Denver, CO
Denver Wildlife Research Center Field Station, Ft. Collins, CO
Albuquerque Area Office
Cheyenne Area Office
Denver Area Office
Pierre, SD Office
Rapid City, SD Office
Salt Lake City Area Office

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Endangered Species Recovery Teams
Bald Eagle Recovery Team (northern states), Fargo, ND
Bald Eagle Recovery Team (southwest region), Phoenix, AZ
Black-Footed Ferret Recovery Team, Brookings, SD
Colorado River Fishes Recovery Team, Salt Lake City, UT

14



Department of the Interior (continued)

Rio Grande Fishes Recovery Team, Austin, TX
U.S. Geological Survey

Albuquerque, NM
Grand Junction, CO
Moab, UT
Vernal, UT

Department of Transportation

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission

Environmental Protection Agency

Region VI Office, Dallas, TX
Region VIII Office, Denver, CO

New Mexico

A-95 Clearing Houses
Department of Game and Fish, Santa Fe
Environmental Improvement Division

Natural Resources Department
State Archaeologist

State Heritage Program, Santa Fe
State Highway Department
State Historic Preservation Officer

State Land Office

Soil and Water Conservation Districts

Texas Parks and Wildlife Department State Historic Preservation Officer

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

Albuquerque District, NM
Sacramento District, CA

Grand Junction Field Office

Universities and Colleges

Colorado College, Colorado Springs, CO
Colorado State University, Ft. Collins, CO
Eastern New Mexico University, Portales, NM
Ft. Lewis College, Durango, CO
Utah State University, Logan, UT

Utah

A-95 Clearing Houses
Bureau of Water Pollution Control
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Utah (Continued)

Department of Planning
Division of Natural Resources
Division of Oil and Gas Mining
Division of Water Resources
Division of Wildlife Resources Offices

Ogden
Price

Salt Lake City
Vernal

S.E. Utah Association of Governments
State Highway Department
State Historic Preservation Officer
Utah Council of Governments

Wyoming

A-95 Clearing Houses
Department of Environmental Quality, Cheyenne
Game and Fish Department Offices

Cheyenne
Green River
Pinedale

Recreational Commission
State Conservation Commission
State Engineer
State Historic Preservation Officer
Water Development Program

Comments and Responses

During the comment period (April 21 to June 16, 1980) 102 letters from the

public and agencies were received. Individuals or organizations who sent letters

are listed in Table 2. Table 3 lists the 15 speakers at the public hearings. All

letters are reproduced here in their entirety. The responses are presented

adjacent to the comments in each letter.

Responses have been made to all substantive comments presented in the

letters and hearings transcripts. Substantive comments were considered to be

those which addressed either the adequacy of the DEIS or the merits of the

alternatives or both. Comments received after the deadline for inclusion in this

FEIS will be responded to by letter and will receive full consideration in the final

decision.
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Table 2. COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED

1 Assigned Number
In Order of Receipt Name of Commentor

1 Soil Conservation Service, Denver Colo.

2 Mountain Fuel Supply Company
3 State of Wyoming Oil and Gas

Conservation Commission
4 American Quasar Petroleum Company
5 Craig Thompson - hearing request

6 Continental Divide Trail Society

7 Tooele County Wildlife Federation

8 Bureau of Indian Affairs, Window Rock,

Arizona
9 Montezuma County, Colorado

10 Lloyd Pierson

11 Amoco
12 Craig Thompson
13 International Society for the

Protection of Mustangs and Burros

14 Department of Housing and Urban Development
Denver, Colorado

15 Colorado Clearing House
a) Division of Disaster

Emergency Services

.

b) Colorado Historical Society

c) Department of Local Affairs

d) Colorado Division of Planning,

Office of Energy Conservation

e) Colorado State Department of

Highways
f) Division of Water Resources

16 Cities Service Company
17 Defenders of Wildlife, North Central,

Rock Springs, Wyoming
18 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento,

California

19 Heritage Conservation and Recreation

Service, South Central Region

20 Environmental Protection Agency,

Regions VIII and VI

21 Department of Health, Education

and Welfare, Atlanta, Georgia

-



Table 2. COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED (Continued)

Assigned Number
In Order of Receipt Name of Commentor

22 Department of Health and Human
Serviees, Region VIII

23 William Baurley

24 Northwest Pipeline Corporation

25 Lee Roger Taylor, Jr.

26 Rev. Ken Wiener

27 Water and Power Resources Service,

Upper Colorado Region

28 Chris E. Hanson
29 Barry S. Kues, University of New Mexico

30 U.S. Geological Survey, Reston, Virginia

31 Paul and Jean Thompson
32 State of Utah, Division of State History

33 Wilderness Workshop of the Colorado

Open Space Council

34 Wyoming Wildlife Federation

35 U.S. Department of Commerce,
Washington, D.C.

36 State of Wyoming, Commissioner of

Public Lands and Farm Loans

37 Soil Conservation Service, Temple, Texas

38 National Wildlife Federation, Boulder

Colorado

39 Tom Polk

40 Beth Walker

41 Sue Schock

42 Katharine B. Collins

43 Kaye Bamesberger

44 Randy Bamesberger

45 Pat Pulley

46 Jim Huyck
47 Olive Anne Freeman
48 John D. Collins

49 Barbara Thompson
50 Mary and Daniel LaPointe

51 Cheryl D. Sharma
52 Maribeth Harrison

53 Gordon Grant

54 Mr. and Mrs. Jerry Guille
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Table 2. COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED (Continued)

Assigned Number
In Order of Receipt Name of Commentor

55 Dale and Debbie Houghtoling

56 Mick Roich

57 Lucille Geargis

58 Lloyd A. Carrell

59 Paula Thompson
60 Jack Hansen

61 Patricia Ann Mathes

62 Office of Governor of Texas

a) Texas Department of Water

Resources

b) State Department of Highways and

Public Transportation

c) Railroad Commission,
Gas and Utilities Division

d) Texas Forest Service

e) Parks and Wildlife Department

63 Robert Wiza

64 Defenders of Wildlife, North Central

65 Craig Thompson
66 Ellen Gilbreth

67 Steven Greb

68 Colorado Clearing House

a) Department of Health

69 Division of Wildlife, Colorado

70 Fish and Wildlife Service,

Albuquerque, New Mexico

71 State of Utah, Department of Health

72 Mr. and Mrs. Asmo Ranta

73 Cheryl Confer

74 Donna Weber

75 Gil Marsh

76 Bowhunters of Wyoming, Inc.

77 Shari Hahn

78 Mrs. John Kowlok

79 Gregory T. Toth

80 James C. Aumiller, Western Wyoming College

81 David Kathka

82 Dennis and Beth Hurley-Freeman

83 Mrs. John W. Wallace

84 W. Michael Gear

85 Champlin Petroleum Co.

86 Anna Gazewood

87 Petition with 32 signatures

88 Petition with 47 signatures

89 Mountain Fuel Supply Company

90 Kathleen Schwartz, Wesly Harvey
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Table 2. COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED (Concluded)

Assigned Number
In Order of Receipt Name of Commentor

Julie and Leslie Farr
Carolyn Harrison Carollo
Kurt and Jeanette Jackman
Janice C. Newberry
Bertrand de Pajer

Stanley K. Costantino
Jo and Robert Larson
Soil Conservation Service,

Salt Lake City, Utah
Sweetwater County Wildlife Association
Wyoming

a) Wyoming State Highway Department
b) Department of Environmental Quality

State of Utah
a) Division of Wildlife Resources

D.W. King

'•* 91

92
> 93

6 94
95

<

96

B 97

Q
98

\ 99

100
I

':

J

101

'•3 102

i
'

x ;:;
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Table 3. PUBLIC HEARING AND MEETING SPEAKERS

Speaker
Index Number Name Meeting Location

1 Craig D. Thomi
2 Jack Pugh

a

3 John Borzea
4 Dick Randall*
5 John Anselmi

a

Rex Headd
b

6

7 Jack Scott

3 F.F. Montoya
9 John Horvath

10 Jack Ward
11 Jack Curtis

12 Bob Browning
13 John Scott
14 Edwin Kaime
15 Stella Montoya

Rock Springs

Rock Springs

Rock Springs

Rock Springs

Rock Springs

Rock Springs

Farmington,
Farmington,
Farmington,
Farmington,
Farmington,
Farmington,
Farmington,
Farmington,
Farmington,

Wyoming
Wyoming
Wyoming
Wyoming
Wyoming
Wyoming

New Mexico
New Mexico
New Mexico
New Mexico
New Mexico
New Mexico
New Mexico
New Mexico
New Mexico

Responses to comments from the Rock Springs Hearing are contained in

letters 12 and 17. All substantive comments from the speakers are responded
to adjacent to those letters.

Comments made by Mr. Headd were reiterated in letter 89 and are responded
to after that letter.
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(1)

to
to

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE
SOIL CONSERVATION SERVICE '

P. 0. Box 17107, Denver. Co 80217

Arthur U. Zimmerman
State Director (922)
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 1449
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Dear Mr. Zimmerman:

April 29, 1980

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the proposed
MAPCO'a Rocky Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline.

The statement appears to be concise and well prepared.

He thought the rationale for determining that Impacts to vegetation were
Insignificant was questionable. It appears that loss of vegetation for
grazing use on over 7000 acres even for one or two years is significant
and could have been recognized.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the EIS.

Sincerely

^Jts^J 1y«««*'
<2-c-^

Sheldon G. Boone
State Conservationist

cc: Norman Berg. Administrator, SCS, Washington DC
Director, Environmental Services Division, SCS, Washington D CKenneth L Williams, Director, WTSC, SCS, Portland, Oregon
Office of Environmental Review, EPA, Washington D C

6

(1

)

The criterion for determining the significance of impacts to livestock

grazing is listed on page 3-4 of the DEIS. It states impacts to livestock

grazing would have been considered significant if construction of the

project would result in a concentrated loss of production within any single

grazing unit.

The less of an estimated total of 650 AUMs of production would

result from project-related vegetation destruction over a period of 1 to 2

years following construction. Since this number of AUMs would be

distributed over the length of 1172 miles, and the loss would not be

concentrated in one allotment or area, the loss of AUMs was not

considered a significant impact.



IOUNTAIN RUEL.

May 8, 1980

State Director (922)
Bureau of Land Management
P. 0. Box 1449
Santa Fe, Hew Mexico 87501

Gentlemen

:

CO

Re: MAPCO's Rocky Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbon
Pipeline, Draft Environmental Impact
Statement, April I960

Mountain Fuel Supply Company would like to take this
opportunity to comment on MAPCO's proposed Rocky Mountain liquid
hydrocarbon pipeline

.

In recognizing the great need for additional domestic
supplies of liquid hydrocarbons and means of transporting those
hydrocarbons from the Rocky Mountain region to better market areas,
Mountain Fuel Supply Company supports MAPCO's liquid hydrocarbon
pipeline proposal as presented to the Department of the Interior
and the Bureau of Land Management

.

The necessity for a pipeline in the Rocky Mountain area
is readily apparent. Mountain Fuel Supply Company, in anticipation
of MAPCO's proposed pipeline, has committed a portion of its hydro-
carbon liquids to the planned pipeline project.

As indicated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement,
a majority of MAPCO's contemplated pipeline already runs within or
adjacent to existing rights-of-way and would, therefore, have
little or no additional environmental impact.

In light of the minimal environmental impact anticipated
by the proposed pipeline and the need for a pipeline in the Rocky
Mountain region. Mountain Fuel Supply Company urges the approval
of MAPCO's pipeline project.

Very truly yours,



GOVERNOR ED HERSCHLER

OSCAR E SWAN
BERN WHITTAKER
RICHARD S CROSS

DANIEL N MILLER JR

OJlje State at Kunming
OFFici OF

OIL AND GAS CONSERVATION COMMISSION
STATE OIL AND GAS SUPERVISOR

423 SOUTH DURBIN
P BOX ?640

CASPER

TATt OIL AND GAS SUFfAVl»OF

DONALD B BASKO

fI OFFICIO DiRtciO" OF
OIL AND OAf CONHKVA1ION

State Director
Bureau of Land Management
P. 0. Box 1449
Santa Fe, NM 87501

Hay 9, 1980

Re: The Mapco Rocky Mountain
Liquid Hydrocarbon Pipeline

to

Gentlemen:

I have had the opportunity to review the Bureau of Land Management's
Environmental Impact Statement concerning the above-noted proposed
pipeline, part of which will run through portions of Southwest Wyoming.

The pipeline was conceived as being necessary because of some of the
significant oil and gas discoveries that have been made 1n that portion of
our State. I think that there Is little argument that buried pipelines
are the safest, least expensive, and most environmentally acceptable means
of moving large volumes of hydrocarbons from one point to another.

Amoco Production Company has made a discovery 1n what they are calling
Whitney Canyon, and Chevron Oil Company has a discovery in Carter Creek
Both companies propose to build a tremendous gas processing facility which
wtll generate thousands of tons of sulphur, millions of cubic feet of
sweet gas for resale, and approximately 17.000 barrels per day of LNG
liquids. The figure quoted above Is initial production estimates, which
could be increased significantly from the initial discoveries by
further development in the fields mentioned. 17,000 barrels of LNG liquids
would require 80 truck loads to move, creating a tremendous Impact of dust,
traffic, road hazards, and air pollution from the vehicle engines. As the
field expands, this figure could easily double with the resultant Increase
in truck traffic.

In addition to the two fields already confirmed, there are numerous
other prospects for which there is significant encouragement that may
develop into producing areas and approximately 40 rigs operating in the
Overthrust Belt right now searching for new reserves.

When all things are considered, I sincerely hope that the proposed
project is approved.

DBB:wal Donald B. B"asko,

State Oil and Gas Supervisor
State Planning Coordinator's Office, Cheyenne, Wyoming



AMERICAN QUASAR PETROLEUM CO.
2500 FORT WORTH NATIONAL BANK BUILDING FORT WORTH TEXAS 76102 US"

Telephone (817: 336-4701

May 12, 1980

State Director (922)
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 1449
Santa Fe, New Mexico B7501

Dear Sir:

This has reference to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
on MAPCO'S Rocky Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline. As
the holder of one of the largest acreage positions in the
Overthrust area of Utah, Idaho, Montana, and Wyoming, as well
as the discoverer of the Pineview Field (which was responsible
for the current interest in exploration for oil and gas in this
province), we wish to urge your early concurrence with MAPCO'S
plans.

As is noted in the EIS, NGL production in this area will expand
greatly within the next few years, overwhelming the ability of
the local area to absorb the product produced. As producers
we do not have the option of not removing most of the NGL's from
the gas stream due to the contractual and operating requirements
of the natural gas pipelines. If the pipeline is not built,
then, we would have to move the products either by truck or rail,
either of which would impact the environment to a much greater
degree than the construction and operation of the proposed pipe-
line.

Kith regard to MAPCO, we have been involved with their operations
for several years and have always found them to be very prudent in

the construction and operation of their lines. We would expect
nothing different on this line.

In closing, we again urge your early concurrence with MAPCO'S proposal.

Sincerely

Gordon L. Cornell
Vice President

GLC/p

CC: Mr. Eugene G. Bell



State Director

Bureau of Land Management
Box 1U9
Santa Fe, New Mexico
87501
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Continental Divide Trail Society

f.O. BOX 30002 WASHINGTON DC 20014

May 13, 1980

Mr, Arthur W. Zimmerman
State Director (922)
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 1449
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Dear Mr, Zimmerman

i

We have reviewed the draft environmental statement for
MAPCO's Rocky Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline,
reference 1792 (922).

to

We regret that the EIS fails to take into account any
possible Impacts upon the Continental Divide National
Scenic Trail. Nevertheless, in our Judgment the proposed
location of the pipeline, near Ojo Enclno, as shown on Map 7,
would In fact have minimal effects upon the Trail. We should
like to have the opportunity to comment further, however,
should there be any changes of location in proximity to the
Continental Divide.
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to
to

United States Department of the Interior
BUREAU OF INDIAN AFFAIRS

Navajo Area Office
Window Rock, Arizona 86515

Environmental Quality

'JAM • ia««j

State Director (922)
Bureau of Land Management
Post Office Box l-'.iv

Santa Fe, Nev Mexico B7501

Dear Sir:

The draft environmental impact statement for MPACO's Rocky Mountain Liquid
Hydrocarbon Pipeline has been reviewed by our office.

We respectfully submit the following comments for your consideration.

(1) I
p«8 e l-2: Bureau of Indian Affairs (B1A). This aection makes no mention

I of Navajo Indian Allotted Trust lands which the proposed project crosses.

(2) What considerations, if any, are made for crossing the main canal (section 35,
T26N, R11W) which supplies Irrigation water for the Navajo Indian Irrigation
Project?

(3) I ""P 7 of 18: The ^ section 1, T28N, R8W is Navajo Allotted Trust land, not
I State land. (West of SUM at Nageezl.)

(4) MsP ' Df 18: The following Indian allotted Trust lands are indicated to be
BLM or Private lands on this map.

Slj and NE>t, Section 19, T20N, R5W
Section 23, 24, 25, and 26, T20N, R5W
NW'-i Section 1, T18N, R4W
Section 17, T18N, R4W

NH Section 20, T18N, R4W

If you have any questions regarding the land status in this area, please
contact Mr. Tom Lynch, Area Real Property Management Officer, Window Rock,
Arizona 86515, Telephone (602) 871-5151 Extension 5334.

Sincerely yours.

tCUl>'~̂

J&L\
Area Director

(1) The appropriate text change has been made.

(2) MAPCO proposes to bore underneath (tunnel) the canal. This would

be similar to the technique used to cross railroads and highways (see DEIS

page 1-20). Notification of construction is discussed on DEIS page 1-15.

(3) The strip maps contained in Appendix A of the DEIS only show the

land status for lands that would be crossed by the proposed project. The

Wl/2 Section 1, T28N, RBW would not be crossed by the project.

(4) As stated in 3 above, status is only shown for those lands which

would be crossed. After rechecking, only Sections 23, 24, 25 T20N, R5W

would be crossed and these were shown as Navajo Indian Trust Lands in the

DEIS.



MONTEZUMA COUNTY
Administrative Office

Montezuma County Courthouse Rm. 302
Cortex, Colorado 81321 303-5658317

May 20, 1980

State Director (922)
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 1449
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Re:MAPCO'S Rocky Mountain
Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline
Draft Environmental Impact
Statement

Dear Sir:

Please find enclosed a Memorandum of response on the
above named subject. The Boards of County Commissioners of
both Dolores and Montezuma County have reviewed said response
and approved same.

He note that no public hearing on the statement is sched-
uled for southwestern Colorado. When considering the amount of
private land crossed and the interest being generated a hear-
ing in Cortez or Durango may be advisable. Our counties are
not necessarily requesting such a hearing as our concerns will
be addressed in our permit granting process which calls for a
public hearing.

Very truly-yours.

David M. Denton
Administrative Assistant

DMD/gb
Encl.



MEMORANDUM

Draft E.I.S. Response

SUBJECT: MAPCO'S Rocky Mountain
Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline
Draft E.I.S.

TO:

(D

Department of Interior
Bureau of Land Management

Montezuma and Dolores Counties, Colorado

The construction of this proposed facility in
Montezuma and Dolores Counties will require a
"Location and Construction" permit from each co-
unty. The Environmental Impact Statement should
supply certain portions of the required supporting
documents for consideration of an application for
such permits.

Our main concern is that the Socio-Economic impact
of the pipeline is not adequately addressed. Some
of the factors we believe to be necessarily cover-
ed are as follows:

1. Crop losses during construction and reclamation.

2

.

Tax Base

.

3. Minerals and other natural resources lost.

4. The effects of the R.O.W. on mineral leasing.

5. & M expenditures in various localities.

It would seem that the construction methods are
not complete. However, that will not be of significant
concern to Montezuma and Dolores Counties as it
will be covered in their permit reviews.

(1) The concerns expressed by Montezuma and Dolores counties were analyzed

in the environmental analysis process; pages 3-1 to 3-5 of the DEIS describe the

criteria by which these analyses were guided. Exclusion of the analysts from the

DEIS was based on the determination that these various impacts would not be

significant. Explanation of why the impacts would be insignificant follows.

1. Crop losses resulting from construction and reclamation would be a matter

of dollar negotiation between the applicant and private landowner.

2. Tax bases would not be significantly impacted because the ROW would only

affect use, not ownership. Consequently, the tax base would not be

changed. Estimated annual taxes for the project would be (750,000.

Upon allocation to states and counties, the amount would not provide a

significant increase to any jurisdiction.

3- No minerals would change ownership and the ROW would not affect claims

or patents. The small amount of timber of commercial value would be sold

after clearing, and the amount of grazing lost is not significant in any one

area.

4. The ROW would have an effect on BLM leasing of minerals during the term

of operation of the pipeline but only within the width of the ROW which

would be no more than 50 feet.

5. Expenditures for operation and maintenance were examined. The yearly

operation and maintenance budget for the pipeline project is estimated to

be from about 1 million dollars the first year to about 8 million dollars a

year after the 10 pump stations are operating. This would be divided

among the four states and 28 counties involved. The yearly amounts, when

compared to local area income and net expenditures, would be extremely

small and, therefore, insignificant.



(1)

CO
to

(2)

(3)

(4)

Box 621,
5/22/BO

Moab, Utah 81)532

State Director, BIX
PO Bo* 1W»9
Santa Fe, Hew Mexico 87501

Sir:

I should like to cogjent on tbe draft Ell of MAPCO's Rocky Mountain pipeline.

1. A 50 foot PeW la Indicated and It la atated that 92f of the lin e
»LU parallelCin place ROW pipeline. Mo where does it Indicate the conformity
of one pipeline to the other, whether they will be on one aide of the other
and if there is or not an overlap In the preaent and propoaed ROW a.
Inaamucb aa there are other propoaala to is uae the corridor It would make
the moat aenae to place the pipea within 15 feet of each other in the ground
and overlap the ROW a, otherwlae the next pipeline will have to go some other
route or deatroy laipottant hlatorlc and eclentific valuea in Spaniah Valley and
elsewhere,

2. Your statement on cultural reeourcea on page 3-8 doesn't make too
much aenae. What will the HOA be? If you intend to allow the applicant to
make your decisions you are avoiding your responsibilities and allowing the
destruction of the cultural resources, nothing here guarantees that these
resources will not be adversely impacted.

3. Page 3-15 Indicates you are going to sacrifice the somewhat impacted
yet atlll highly iarportant scenic area at Kane Springs. The Kane Springs and
envttona are a highly significant historical area. In the area are the xux
remains of two historic roads, one of which may be on the route of the Spanish
Trail dating back to 1765. Kane Springs itself was an important stop on
that trail which was in uae during the 18th, 19th and 20th centuries as
the primary route from Spanish Valley to Santa fe and the San Juan. As such
no more impact ahould take place. Careful analyala by engineers and landscape
architects will show you that a alight Jog to the west over and around
Bridger Jack Mesa and then down a aomewhst hidden aide canyon to the west or
the present cut will help to hide the pipeline and provide as good aceaas.
The pipeline ahould trend weatward at the top of Blue Hill and follow some
present primitive road already in place causing little observable destruction
and little loes of grass,

k. The proposal to uae Baxter Pass Instead «f already impacted
Douglaa Pass Is unacceptable. Much of the road in the Baxter Pass route
Is the road bed of the Uintah Railroad, an important part of our historic
paat in this area. In addition there are aeveral ghost towns and historic
gllaonlte mines that will recieve both direct and indirect Impacts from the
uae of this route, Further the crossing of the White River has an important
historic alte, the Ignacla Stage stop and there are many archeological
altea In this area. With the loss of many sites **a in the region due to
oil shale development it is imperative that those reajining receive double
protection. *

10
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The Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended, allows for a HOW "not

to exceed fifty feet plus the ground occupied by the pipeline." At the

discretion of the Authorized Officer, the right-of-way may be less than 50

feet. If the right-of-way is granted, BLM personnel would be involved in

site-specific location under ideal conditions, 2 pipelines would not be

placed closer than 10 feet from one another. It Is also BLM's policy to

avoid cultural resource sites whenever prudent and feasible.

The narrative describing the MOA has been revised in the text for

clarification. Basically, the MOA outlines procedures that the BLM would

use to ensure compliance with 36 CFR 800, Protection of Historic and

Cultural Properties. The BLM is, and wUl remain responsible for com-

pliance and protection of cultural resources.

Wl In an effort to avoid the existing cut in the Kane Springs Area

MAPCO has revised its proposed route to a location further west. BLM
Moab District has concurred with this relocation.

(2)

(4) Numerous considerations entered into the decision to identify Baxter

Pass as the preferred alternative. The avoidance of the Canyon Pintado

National Historic District, along with the crowded conditions in Douglas

Pass contributed to this decision.

Although the Uintah Railroad bed has lost its historic integrity with

the construction of the road, the Whiskey Creek Trestle has been placed on

the National Register of Historic Places, as representative of the Railroad.

The proposal would avoid this site.

Other historic sites would be avoided if prudent and feasible. Data

recovery would be accomplished where avoidance is not possible.

The protection of Cultural Resources is the policy of the BLM and

required by law.

Refer to the response to comment 2 of this letter which addresses

BLM's responsibility.
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(5)

2.

k. In writing the HOA on cultural resources it Brunt be kept In Bind
that many, if not Boat, historical sites must be avoided - they can not be
salvaged nor will recording do much more than sake the developer feel like
they have done sosething. There are many minor but important sites along
the pipeline and they are the few remnants that are left from many that have
been destroyed in the past by other developments. We have very few historical
sites in eastern Utah and western Colorado and Mew Mexicoc A major effort
must be made to save these - B&Lx&Kzktxxxp&xtx important sites and visual
resource Jewels.

Lloyd M. Pieraon
Private Consulting Cultural Resource Specialist.

03

(5) BLM policy is to avoid cultural resources whenever prudent and

feasible. This policy has been incorporated into the proposed MOA
described In Chapter 1, page 1-26 of the DEIS.



11

W£? Amoco Oil Company
G»n#t»l OHice
200 East Randolph Dnvo
Ctwcaoo. Illinois 60660
I312I86&2202

Kay 2B, 1980

Staff Director (922)
Bureau of Land Management
Post Office Box 1449
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Dear Sir:

EIS for MAPCO's Pipeline

Amoco 011 Company, as a shipper of natural gas liquids (NGLs)
from the Rocky Mountain Overthrust area, supports the timely
construction and operation of MAPCO's proposed pipeline to
Hobbs Station, Texas.

The discovery of significant reserves of natural gas and
associated NCL's In the Rocky Mountain Overthrust area Is a
positive step In the President's goal to reduce our dependence
on foreign sources of petroleum. The available NCL's exceed
the local market demand; hence, an efficient, dependable
transportation system to other U.S. markets Is necessary for
the nation to benefit from these new discoveries. Construction
of the proposed MAPCO system will provide this critical NGL
transportation link to those markets and result In a reduction
In total U.S. Imports of foreign crude oil.

Any delay or postponement of action on MAPCO's application will
only delay the benefits to the nation and frustrate the President'
stated gosl. Moreover, the proposed MAPCO pipeline Is the most
energy efficient means of transporting NGL's to the U.S. markets.

In conclusion, we recommend that MAPCO's application for permits
be granted without delay. Approval will have the positive Impact
of Increasing the nation's domestic production and lessening our
dependence on uncertain foreign sources of petroleum.

Sincerely yours,



12

1241 Palisades Avenue
Rock Springs, Wyoming 82901

May 26, 1980

Mr. Larry Woodard
Acting State Director
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 1449
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Dear Mr. Woodard:

CO

Sweetwater County, Wyoming, has over six million acres of land of which only
about Bix thousand are forested with pine, fir, and aspen. This represents
around 0.1Z of the total surface area. I find it Inconceivable that the BLM
could propose re-routing the MAPCO pipeline out of an existing pipeline
right-of-way utilTty corridor and locating it over one or the other of the
two forested mountains in our county.

I have reviewed the MAPCO EIS and have numerous comments and many questions.
For purposes of clarification, 1 shall summarize my comments in five areas
listed below and shall state my questions In the latter part of this letter.

I. The EIS did not address a sufficient number of alternatives.

II. The EIS is not consistent with the management framework plan.

III. The EIS did not take into full account operational problems
particularly with regard to winter maintenance.

IV. The EIS did not support sufficiently the denial of considera-
tion of alternative nos. 5 and 7 and the company's chosen
route.

V. The EIS did not address the magnitude of environmental
consequences of the preferred alternatives.

IV. Questions.

Please bear in mind that my comments will address primarily the routes and
alternatives from milepost 800 northward— the tri-state alternatives. I

do not believe that the MAPCO EIS addressed a sufficient number of alterna-
tives in the tri-state area.
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(1!

(2)

w
OS

(3)

(4)

(5)

Mr. Larry Woodard
Page 2

1. The EIS did not consider in depth the alternative of following
the existing Northwest Pipeline across the Flaming Gorge with
another bridge or suspending the pipeline underneath the
existing pipeline.

2. The EIS did not consider in depth following the company
proposal (east of Little Mountain) and suspending the pipeline
over the distressed areas on the south side of Little Mountain.
Mountain Fuel personnel have informed me that their pipeline
through this area has been in existence 30 years and must be
periodically reset to account for the soils. I have personally
taken the time to drive down and pace this area, and although
more than one area seems to be slipping, the area of greatest
concern could be bypassed by a suspension span of less than
500 yards in length. The highway engineer on the Little
Mountain Highway Project agrees with me on this.

3. Proper consideration was not given to the alternative of
following the canyon then following the BLM preferred alternative,
Pine Mountain, but departing from it along the northeast slope
of Teppe Mountain heading north along the western slope of Pine
Mountain, then east up the northern slope of Pine Mountain joining
the BLM proposed alternative at approximately mllepost 934.

4. As recognized in the statement, page 4-4, this area is indeed the
most difficult problem identified during the scoping process. 1
believe proper consideration was not given to crossing the Creen
River at Brown's Park Bridge above the water—thus mitigating
visual impact because of an existing bridge and sparing the Creen
River Increased sedimentation and decreasing the possibility of a
Bmall leak spelling disaster In the winter to an entire section
of the river— then following an existing highway northeast out of
the valley, heading north along highway 430 through Irish Canyon
and north to mllepost 50 where it intersects an existing Mountain
Fuel Hiawatha pipeline right-of-way and then northwest along said
right-of-way Joining the Pine Mountain alternate at mllepost 938
and following the alternative to South Baxter.

This alternative would not endanger the Green River trout fishery, would not
affect Jesse Ewlng Canyon, would follow an existing road or right-of-way
allowing easy winter access and maintenance, would comply with the management
framework plan and not compromise Sweetwater County's forests, and would
steer clear of the slide area on Little Mountain.

As for the soils instability in the Vermillion Cliffs and canyon creek area,
1 believe that the route Highway 430 takes through that area has experienced
little if any slippage and even if it had, I feel it better to deal with an
existing problem than to create the potential for a new one.

(1) The alternative of following the existing Northwest Pipeline across

Flaming Gorge with another bridge or suspended from the existing bridge

was considered and is identified in Table 1-10 on DEIS page 1-33 and

discussed in the narrative on DEIS pages 1-36 and 37 under the heading

"Dutch John, UT." This alternative was screened from detailed analysis

based on Criterion 3 (DEIS p. 1-32) and the following considerations:

a) The Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area (NRA) is a Con-

gressionally established and mandated management area. The land within

is dedicated primarily to recreation use and to conservation of scenic and

other values. It is staled in the management plan that "conflicts between

recreational or scenic values and land uses will be resolved in favor of the

former."

b) Resource conflicts associated with crossing a wide span of Flaming

Gorge NRA.

c) Associated rough terrain would make mitigation of impacts difficult.

d) There are technical and construction problems associated with the

suspension of pipelines carrying pressurized liquids.

e) Additional length is associated with this alternative.

(2) The company had originally proposed to follow the Mountain Fuels

pipeline route east of Little Mountain, but instead rerouted to avoid the

area of known and active soil slippage on Little Mountain. Placing the

pipeline on supports across the hazardous area would not solve the problem

as the Bupporting pylons would also be subject to slippage. In addition,

locating the pipeline above ground makes it more susceptible to vandalism

which could result in ruptures.

(3) At the lime of identifying and selecting reasonable alternatives to the

proposed action, the primary objective was to identify a route which would
avoid the fragile soils in the area. The alternative described is located in

a highly erosive formation known as the Red Creek badlands. Due lo the

poor soils and delicate watershed, this area is being proposed as an Area of

Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC).



(4) The alternative to burying the pipeline at river crossings would be to

place the pipeline above the water. Placing the pipeline above water would

increase the chances of a rupture as the line would be more susceptible to

vandalism, ice, flood and equipment damage.

The suggested route following Highway 43U was screened from detailed

analysis based on Criterion 3 (DEIS, pp 1-32 to 1-36). The following

resource considerations contributed to the screening of this route.

a) Irish Canyon is a highly traveled route connecting Wyoming and

Colorado, having high recreation use, including one undeveloped recreation

site. The steep walled talus slopes are highly erosive and active slippage

has occurred within the last 5 years. Construction through the southern

portions of the canyon would be extremely difficult due to the horseshoe

curves and bedrock base. Extreme concerns have been expressed about the

visual impact of constructing a pipeline within the narrow canyon.

b) A route following Highway 430 would be approximately 30 miles

longer than the proposed action. This would result in 182 additional acres

of surface disturbance and an additional cost of approximately 2 million

dollars. An additional 30 miles of disturbance would be undesirable.

c) Colorado route 318 in the area of Irish Canyon is the boundary

between 2 Wilderness Inventory Units (WIUs). The Utile Snake Area

CO Manager indicated that there is considerable public Interest in these units.

d) The Morrison Formation, a major fossiliferous formation, is common

in the area surrounding Dinosaur National Monument. A route following

Highway 430 would cross this area of known and high potential for

vertebrate fossils.

e) There are indications that early inhabitants of Northern Colorado

used Irish Canyon as a major migration route into southern Wyoming. This

area is high in cultural and archaeological site occurrences. In addition,

there are known petroglyphs found in the southern areas of Irish Canyon.

Given the narrow width of the canyon, cultural resources would be difficult

to avoid.

f) The BL.W Craig District has implemented (through MFP decisions) a

moratorium on surface disturbance and surface occupancy related to oil

and gas activity in the area of Irish Canyon due to recreation values.

g) Erosive soils would make mitigation of impacts difficult, particularly

north of Irish Canyon in Colorado and adjacent to Salt Wells Creek in

Wyoming.

h) A route following Highway 430 would cross through the Brown's Park

National Wildlife Refuge.
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(5)

cont.

(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

(12)

Mr. Larry Uoodard
Page 3

The proposed Pine Mountain alternative could certainly create a soils slide
on the south side of Pine Mountain and my consultation with a professional
civil engineer verifies that the only way to anticipate this problem vould
be a comprehensive drill study to verify or deny the existence of a slip
plane.

II. The MAPCO EIS is not consistent with the management framework plan. It
ia my understanding that the management framework plan is a directive to
developers and to the BLM to route utilities into existing corridors whenever
possible.

1. It is possible to route the MAPCO line either up highway 430
as in point no. 4 above or by using the company's proposal.
The BLM preferred alternative will take the pipeline out of
an existing utility corridor.

2. The Pine Mountain-Little Mountain alternatives are not existing
utility corridors. The utility lines on Little Mountain consist
of a single power line running almost due east-west, and the one
pipeline on Pine Mountain is an abandoned, 30-year old, above
ground, 4-inch Mountain Fuel line.

3. The BLM alternatives would create a new corridor through which
future pipelines, power lines, coal slurry lines, etc. could be
routed. This would effectively split the forested areas with
little hope for a one-time impact and speedy recovery.

III. The MAPCO EIS did not take into full account operational problems
particularly with regard to winter maintenance.

1. The statement on page 1-10 refers to right-of-way maintenance
without defining maintenance. 1 assume that the right-of-way
la to be restored to its original condition. If this is the
case, then what maintenance is required? If this isn't the
caae, does the right-of-way or parts of it become roads? In an
area such as Pine and Little Mountains that are heavily used
for firewood gathering, hunting and camping, you cannot guarantee
that parts will not become roads out of convention. We certainly
don't need new roads on these mountains to disturb and intrude
upon wildlife habitat.

2. No address was made as to how to maintain or fix breaks on the
pipeline during winter. These mountains are very high and
receive considerable snowfall. The only way to get at a break
during the winter would be to use tracked vehicles, and unless
Bpeclal winter restoration procedures were used, I can conceive
of a situation where caterpillars would scrape the right-of-way
free for miles to find and fix a break, stack up large mounds of
snow, which during spring run-off would melt and undo all restor-
ation and create severe erosion problems on the right-of-way.

(5) Soil Instability in the Vermillion Creek and Canyon Creek areas (as

discussed on p. 1-36 of the DBS) contributed to the screening of this

alternative from detailed analysis.

The soils on the Pine Mountain route are erosive and have a potential

for sliding-; however, Rock Springs District personnel have indicated that

the slip plume is an obtuse angle of slippage, minimizing the likelihood of

severe soil movement.

(6) The MAPCO proposal and the alternatives are consistent with the BLM
Rock Springs District management framework plan.

(7) The route following Highway <30 was screened from detailed analysis

for the reasons mentioned in the response to Comment 4 of this letter. In

addition, to minimize surface disturbance in new areas two criteria were

used for routing the proposed pipeline (DEIS, page 1-7). These were to

follow existing pipelines or other existing ROWs. Approximately 85

percent of the East of Little Mountain alternative (proposed action) is near

existing rights-of-way; the equivalent figure for the Pine Mountain alterna-

tive is 86 percent.

(8) The phrase "existing ROW" was not meant to be confused with the

concept of planning corridors for utilities. The BLM Rock Springs District

has not yet designated utility corridors in this area. The Mountain Fuels

pipeline on top of Pine Mountain is still used for transporting natural gas to

drilling operations located on top of Pine Mountain as well as removing

products from these wells.

(9) This proposal is for one pipeline and does not provide for corridors,

multiple pipelines or any other utility. Each subsequent proposal will be

analyzed on a case-by-case basis on the anticipated environmental impacts

and the merits of the proposal at that time. For this proposal, the

alternatives were sited to avoid forested areas. In the ease of the Pine

Mountain alternative, 2 to 5 acres (depending on ROW width) of forest

would be lost to construction.



(10) This comment is addressed in the following responses to comments 11-

15.

(11) The ROW would be rehabilitated after construction as discussed in the

DEIS, page 1-22. Rehabilitation efforts may have to be repeated.

Maintenance is defined as keeping the pipeline system in a state of

repair and efficiency. The emphasis in pipeline maintenance is on the

prevention of damage and deterioration. Improvements in materials,

construction methods and operating procedures have eliminated or greatly

reduced many of the common causes of pipe failure and deterioration.

CFR 49 Part 195.400 requires maintaining current maps, operation records,

repair records, line markers. Surface facilities must also be inspected at

intervals not exceeding two weeks. Inspection of navigable waterway

crossings is required every 5 years. The cathodic protection systems must

be inspected every 12 months, but the rectifiers must be checked at

intervals not exceeding 2 months. Each mainline valve and all pressure

control equipment must be checked at intervals not exceeding 6 months.

The inspection of surface facilities would be conducted at 2 week

intervals by aircraft. Valves, rectifiers and pressure control equipment

would be maintained from existing roads. MAPCO would use vehicles on

the ROW only to make repairs, a low frequency event. Access points on
CO
iq public lands where the potential exists for use by off-road vehicles have

been identified, and site-specific measures would be developed to dis-

courage access. In spite of these efforts it is recognized that off-road

vehicles may gain access at some points along the route. Problem areas

would have to be dealt with on a case-by-case basis by the land manage-

ment agencies or private landowners.

(12) Although the frequency of pipeline ruptures is low, and the majority are

caused by external forces (especially unlikely in winter), if a break

occurred in the pipeline during the winter, equipment able to negotiate the

terrain and conditions would be used to find and fix the break. If it is

necessary to repair a leak in the pipeline in an area of deep snow cover

access to the leak would be made by use of snow cats or helicopters. It

would not be necessary to remove snow from miles of ROW. Surface

disturbance would be confined to the immediate areas of the leak and

possibly to two small areas (20 feet x 20 feet) 200-300 feet on either side

of the leak. Depending upon the conditions, terrain, and site specific

problems, a break in the pipeline may be repaired on a temporary basis and

permanent repairs made during more favorable seasons. In either case,

rehabilitation would be required.
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(13)

o

(14)

(15)

(16)

(17)

(18)

(19)

(20)

(21)

Mr. Larry Woodard
Page 4

The practise of burying a pipeline under the river does not
seem applicable to Wyoming winters. As the rivers freeze over,
nature creates a containment structure that would trap a slow
hydrocarbon leak under the ice. A slow leak would poison the
flora and fauna of the river as far up or down river as it is
frozen. This aquatic life la in a delicate balance during the
winter and ie dependant on small ice breaks and flzzures for
oxygenation. To replace the dissolved oxygen with hydrocarbons
in the case of a Blow leak would be a disaster.

. Little attention was given in the EIS for csthodic protection
facilities and their impacts.

No ground water quality impacts were identified. Again, I assert
that you could indeed have a situation where the frost line could
hold natural gasses and gasoline In contact with ground water
long enough to pollute them. The solubilities of unrefined crude
products such as phenols and other polar hydrocarbons could
constitute a serious ground water pollutant.

IV. The ElSdidnot support sufficiently the denial of alternative nos. 5
and 7 and the company' s chosen route

.

1. A claim is made on page xi that "slight differences in site
specific requirements for mitigation or recovery potential
were identified." I do not believe that if "slight differences"
exist there is Justification for carving a right-of-way through
virgin territory over the top of a 9700 foot mountain.

2. The denial of alternative number 1, based on it not following
an existing right-of-way and a reasonable option was available
that did, is not consistent with the BLK preferred Pine Mountain
alternative.

3. I have read the reasons for denial of alterantive nos. 5 and 7

and the MAPCO route and still am not clear as to why these
alternatives were denied. Vague statements are made on page
1-36, without reference to any individual alternative, concerning

I soils instability, but I am still unable to identify specific
reasons as to why alternatives 5, 7 and East Little Mountain were
not considered in detail.

V. The EIS did not address the magnitude of environmental consequences of
the preferred alternative.

From the outset it seems as if BLM lands, particularly BLM
forests, take second place. Page 1-15 addresses Forest Service
safeguards involving construction plans, fire plans, landscape
plans, and maintenance plans, but does not say anything about

\13) The alternative to burying the pipeline at river crossings is to place the

pipeline above the water. Placing the pipeline above water would increase

the chance of a rupture as the line would be more susceptible to damage

from vandalism, ice, and floods. Adverse visual impacts would also be

greater.

At river crossings a more conservative pipeline design criteria is used.

A greater pipe wall thickness Is required and all welds are radiographically

Inspected, so that a leak would be extremely rare, as discussed on page

1-30 of the DEIS. If a leak occurred during ice cover the product (which is

generally immiscible in water and lighter than water) would rise to the

surface below the ice and move downriver with the current. Vapor would

be released upon contact with area of ice free river, while the balance of

liquids would remain at the water surface until they evaporate. Ruptures

and spills have a low frequency of occurrence and the majority of those

that do occur are very small. MAPCO's proposed precautions to minimize

such an occurrence (special attention at river crossings) have been con-

sidered adequate, especially in light of their past record of no spills at

river crossings. Further reference can be made to the MAPCO EIS

background file available for review at the BLM-NMSO. Based on the

analysis of effects of spills to the aquatic environment during winter,

impacts would be confined to a small localized area.

(14) Cathodic protection systems are discussed in the DEIS on page 1-7 and

1-10. Cathodic protection is a means of corrosion control supplementary

to the protective coatings applied to the pipe. Cathodic protection is

required by CFR 49, Part 195.414. Without cathodic protection,

background or stray electrical currents flowing in the soil could result in

corrosion in sections of pipe. The cathodic protection system maintains a

negative charge with respect to the soil.

(15) Historically, the major cause of ruptures is external forces such as

bulldozers, graders and ditching machines, as discussed in the DEIS page

1-29.

If a rupture did occur, the hydrocarbons having more than four carbon

atoms generally would be in a liquid state. This would comprise approxi-

mately 40 percent of the product by volume. A pipeline leak would tend to

surface as the liquids are lighter and not miscible with water, so pollution

of groundwater is unlikely. Due to the pressure behind the leak, a path of

least resistance would be taken which is likely to be through a crack or

fissure in the frozen ground. Phenols and polar hydrocarbons are not

present in the liquids being transported.
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(16) A decision as to the denial of any alternative is not made during the

environmental analysis process. Decisions at this point are only made

regarding the level of analysis required for the Identified alternatives.

Reasons for eliminating alternative 5 (a route following Highway 430)

are discussed in the response to letter 12 comment 4 and in the DEIS, pages

1-32 and 1-36.

The primary reasons for screening alternative 7, (Dutch John across

Flaming Gorge Reservoir) are discussed In the DEIS, pages 1-36 and 1-37.

Additionally, the existing Northwest pipeline was constructed prior to

the area being designated as a National Recreation Area (NRA). This

designation means the management objectives of the area are primarily

related to the preservation of recreation and scenic values. As evidenced

by the existing pipeline in the NRA, the disturbances would be difficult to

mitigate and reclaim, and still meet the management objectives.

(17) Environmental analysis indicated that there would be no significant

differences in impacts between the alternatives. Therefore, the selection

of the preferred alternative was based on the routes' overall potential for

mitigation and recovery and agency and public preferences known at the

(18) Alternative 1, through Arches National Park, was not a reasonable

alternative because of Congress' single-purpose designation of the Park.

An existing ROW does cross the park; however, the pipeline was in place

prior to a major expansion of the area designated as a Park. Screening of

this alternative from detailed analysis is not analogous to the case of the

Pine Mountain alternative.

(19) The East of Little Mountain Alternative (proposed action) was analyzed

in detail as indicated in Map 1-6 on DEIS page 1-39 and throughout the

statement. Discussion of the reasons for screening Alternatives 5 (a route

following Highway 430) and 7 (Dutch John across Flaming Gorge Reservoir)

from detailed analysis is found on DEIS pages 1-32 to 1-37. Further

discussion of the bases for screening a route following Highway 430 from

detailed analysis is presented in the response to letter 12, comment 4.

(20) Specific concerns with the "magnitude of environmental consequences

of the preferred alternative" are addressed in the folowing responses

(comments 21-23).
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(21)
cont.

(22)

(23)

to

Mr. Larry Uoodard
Page 5

IBLM forests. This Implies that BLM forests are Inherently
less valuable than Forest Service forests.

I do not believe this to be the case. The BLM stvuld play
second fiddle to no one. I urge you to Include all mitigation
measures and reclamation plans—construct Ion plans, fire plans,
landscape and maintenance plans— in the statement. These plans
would otherwise become part of reclamation and mitigation
without being included In the statement. This is very critical.
No one can assess or evaluate the environmental impact without
the stipulation surrounding a plan that itself becomes part of
the Impact. The stipulations surrounding the Right of Way grant
are crucial tD the Impact.

The statement on 1-18 regarding excavation and grading Is a prefect
case in point. 1 should hope that the BLM would never allow the
southern slope of Little Mountain to be graded to an angle that
would completely change the character of the mountain. This state-
ment on page 1-18 gives MAPCO the license to do this. I have
received assurances that this would be prevented in the right-of-
way grant, however, these stipulations must be Included In the
statement to guarantee this will not be done and to properly evalu-
ate the impact.

(24 -27) 2 ' Criteria listed on page 3-4 under visual resources defines
"contrasts between existing situation and the situation created by
the proposed action or alternative" to be of "long term significance"
if they constitute "contrasts of five or more years".

Criteria on the same page under operation defines long term
significance if It would "lessen the quality of the recreations]
experience for users over the long term".

The same section on page 3-20 under visual resources (Pine Mountain
OEG) discusses the marked contrast between exposed soils and
surrounding vegetation. I simply do not agree that the slot created
through the forest would revegetate in the 3 to 5 years, indicating
the most term significance as outlined in table 3-6 on page3-19.
The Impacts created on Pine Mountain thirty years ago by oil explor-
ation are still with us and have not revegetated any noticeable
amount in the interim.

The short term impact classification of Jesse Ewlng Canyon-Pine
Mountain 16 absurd. Discounting divine Intervention or techno-
logical Innovation, I am not familiar with, there is Just no way
anyone can accomplish this. My point is further strengthened by
reviewing page 3-9 where It is stated "Contrasts to landforras
frequently occur in rocky and/or steep sloping terrain and are
difficult to mitigate. This condition results in significant
adverse Impact to visual resources."

(2 1 ) Requirements of the BLM and FS regarding the proposal are basically

the same. Discussion of plans and other requirements of the two agencies

on DEIS pages 1-15 and throughout the document were not intended to

imply otherwise.

(22) The construction measures which have been presented and discussed in

detail In Chapter One of the DEIS incorporate many standard mitigation

and resultant stipulations which would be applied on a case-by-case basis as

weU as some site-specific mitigation for critical problem areas. All

practices and commitments to preserve resources made in Chapter One
would be required by stipulation in the ROW grant

The proposed project has been reviewed at the district level (BLM and

FS). Based on District level recommendations, and impact analysis,

specific mitigation measures would be included as stipulations in a ROW
grant.

(23) The statement on DEIS page 1-18 to which the comment refers does not

mean that the applicant would be given license to construct or operate the

proposed project without strict adherence to stipulations developed as part

of the ROW grant. (See the response to letter 12, comment 22).

' ~ ' '» Tne following is a combined response to comments 24 through 27.

Assessments of impacts to visual resources was done using the BLM's

Visual Resource Management System. Determinations of the duration of a

significant contrast was determined by expected revegetation which would

minimize color and texture contrasts. On page 3-20 of the DEIS it is

•tated that the visual contrast on Pine Mountain would take from 3-5 years

to be reduced and up to 30 years to be restored to near its original

condition. Proper rehabilitation techniques would mitigate potential

impacts.
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(28)

(29)

(30)

CO

(31]

Hr . Larry Woodard
Page 6

I submit to you that Jesse Ewing Canyon and Pine Mountain are
both rocky and steep in direct contradiction to the classification
on page 3-19- The BLM right-of-way grant will decide by opening a

new utility corridor whether this area, particularly Pine Mountain,
will become an area of intensive impact surrounded by a few trees

or remain a healthy hunting and recreational area for Sweetwater
County.

No address was made to the fact that this area contains one of only
two major elk herds not associated with a major mountain range.

Critical winter habitat was defined in table 1-11 and dates were

set for construction avoidance. Sir, I am no wildlife biologist

but am a native of over twenty years in this area and I submit to

you if there is any time the elk and deer would not be on Pine
Mountain, it is the period mentioned (Nov. or Dec. 15 - April 1).

There is simply too much snow. Any hunter I know would verify this.

A logical and common sense approach would say that it is exactly
the opposite. If there is a period to be avoided because of

crucial wildlife use, it is the period June 1 - Nov. 30. This
would allow construction to take place only in the dead of winter.

Sir, 1 do not wish to appear argument ive- I feel I must express my criticism

of this E1S and bring to your attention several questions I have that I feel

deserve answers.

I do not question the fact that our nation needs the pipeline. I hope that

my comments and questions can bring about a solution to routing this pipeline
using maximum common sense and minimum impact.

I would appreciate answers to the following questions by number.

1. Why did the BLM and not MAPCO write the E1S?

2. What taxpayer dollars supported MAPCO in this statement, and if

none, what fees were assessed against MAPCO?

3. What is the review process and dates from this point forward?

4. Does the BLM write, review, evaluate and approve its own statement?

5. Would you please supply dates and sources of publication of

notices of the first scoping meeting and first hearing?

6. I received my EIS May 7. isn't there a 30 day review period

before the first hearing?

7. Are written comments as valid as oral comments expressed

during the hearing?

(28) The route through Jesse Ewing Canyon has been revised to further

mitigate any potential adverse effect by using the existing road bed (see

Map A-3). The discussion on DEIS page 3-19 was limited to the proposed

action. Visual impacts associated with the Pine Mountain alternative are

discussed on page 3-20 of the DEIS.

The contention that a ROW grant would open a corridor assumes that

any future construction would be adjacent to the MAPCO line if it is

constructed. Approval of this ROW would not establish a corridor for

future utilities nor would it preclude future environmental analysis of any

proposed utility along the same route.

(29) (30) The following Is a combined response to comments 29 and 30,

The information concerning the crucial elk and deer use on and near

Pine Mountain was obtained from the Salt Wells Unit Resource Analysis

(URA) data and supplied by the BLM Rock Springs District Office in a

letter dated July 12, 1979. This information was confirmed by a Wyoming

Qame and Fish Department representative at the June 3rd public meeting

held in Rock Springs, WY.
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(31)

cont.

Mr. Larry Woodard
Page 7

8. Testimony is to be included in the FEIS. Are written comments
included?

9. I am very upset that archaeological surveys are taking pla
the BLH preferred alternative route. Isn't this hearing p
a process in which the public has input into the route and
impact mitigation?

ce on
rocess

10,

11.

Has the final route deciaion already been made?

Why was the local BLM technical staff contacted after the EIS
was written to comment?

12. Will their comments become part of the FEIS?

13. If not, why not?

14. Can we obtain copies of the comments by Soil Scientist,
Wildlife Biologist, Hydrologist, Fisheries Biologist,
Archaeologist, and Forester?

15. Six special meetings were held. As there is little evidence
of the considerable thought behind the chosen route In the
EIS, could we get minutes of those meetings?

16. How can we get access to more exact maps of the area to be
impacted?

17. Why on page 4-5 has MAPCO not accepted the Pine Mountain
alternative?

Again, I would like to state my Intention of hopefully generating a solution
acceptable to all concerned. I am not a technical specialist in any field
within the BLH structure, however, I do feel qualified to comment on an area
in which I am a native and which I love dearly. I beseech you to treat this
area as if it were your own, for It is.

I would like to cordially Invite you and your NBEI team to tour with me this
area whose future Is dependant on your action.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

.J

Craig Thompson

(31)

Uniied Stales Depanmeru of ihc Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT

JUN Z 3 198°

Hr. Craig P. Thompson
1241 Palisades
Rock Springs, WY 62901

Dear Hr, Thompson:

In response to the questions about the HAPCO DEIS which you raised in your
letter of May 18, 1980, the following information is provided. Comments
which you provided in the initial 5^ pages of the letter will be addressed
in the FEIS. This letter focuses on the specific questions von asked us tc
respond to, numbered 1 through 17. The questions were largely procedural.

1. Why did the BLH and not MAPCO write the EIS 1

BLM is writing the EIS because it is our responsibil i t v under the Sata=T«'
Environmental Policy Act (NEFA, . and the federal responsitili tv care:: "r t
delegated to an applicant.

2. Wiat taxpayer dollars supported HAPCO in this statement, and if nent

,

what fees were assessed against HAPCO"?

The initiative for this proposal came from outside the BLM structure anc
the applicant roust reimburse the Government for all expenses. Addition-
ally, if the right-of-way is granted, MAPCO will be assessed fair carket
value for use of the right-of-wav.

3. What is the review process and dates from this point forward

The public comment period on the DEIS ended on June 16, 198C. After re-
ceiving, analyzing, and responding to comments received, a final EIS {FEIS)
will be prepared incorporating appropriate changes. It is planned that £
FEIS will be filed with the Environmental Protection Agent v (EPA) and re-
leased to the public in July. 1980. Following the filing, 'a 30 dav waitir. tperiod is mandated before a final decision can be made concerning the edu-
cation.

ft. Does the BLM write, review, evaluate, and approve its own statement

The BLM has the authority and responsibility to prepare the statement.

The Non-Bureau Energy Initiatives Team (NBEI) of the Kew Mexico State Oflict
had primary responsibility for the preparation of the DEIS. Tney were as*is;ev
by a Coordinator assigned to the project from each effected BLV State Of fie!"
In addition, numerous specialists in each of the BlM State and District Office-
were involved in the process.



The initial task of the HBE1 teie utt the development of • Preparation Plan
which was concurred In by each State, the Washington Office, and the Secre-
tary of the Interior'* Office of Environmental Project Review (DEPR).

Following approval of the Preparation Plan, a Preliminary Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (PDE15) waa developed. This waa reviewed and revised In ac-
cordance with comment* received from each BLM State Office (and the Districts,
through their State Offlcea), and the Forest Service aa a cooperating agency.'
The actual writing of the document waa done by a private contractor under the
guidance and direction of BLM.

Review of the PDEIS was alao solicited from numerous other Federal agencies,
including the EPA, National Park Service, and the Bureau of Indian Affairs.

Tha circulation of the DEIS for public and agency comment is the major review
and evaluation mechanism of the process. Comments and suggestions on the DEIS
provide the basis of the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).

Before the FEIS is released It will be reviewed by the NBE1 team and the other
State Offices and the Forest Service.

5. Would you please supply dates and sources of publication of notices of th«
first scoping meeting and first hearing''

Notice of Intent to prepare an EIS was published in the Federal Regis ter,
Vol. M, No. 134, on Wednesday, July 11, 1979. This also mentions the ir.tcnt

>r^ to hold scoping meetings.

Ol
Scoping meeting announcements were mailed out the first of August. The announ-
cement Identified time, date and location of all scoping meetings planned. The
announcement was sent to 574 different government agencies and private indivi-
duals and organisations, as well as 519 different media. Including 146 and 87
respectively, in Wyoming.

In addition to the announcement on August 4, 1979, the Rock Springs Rockei-Mlner
published an article about the upcoming August 26, 1979, Rock Springs scoping
meeting. The Green River Star also gave coverage to the meeting on August 2*,
1979. The Rocket-Hiner had a follow-up article on August 29, 1979.

The MAPCO DEIS was filed with EPA on April 21, 1980. and notice of filing v-itr.

EPA appeared In the Federal Register , Vol. 45, No. 87, Friday, Hay 2, 1980.
Notlce of HAPCO DEIS availability was published In the Federal Register

,
Vcl. 45,

No. 62, Friday, April 25. 1980, This notice included Identification of places
where review copies were available and cities where public hearings were helc"
stating that time, date and location would be publicized locall)

.

On April 23. 1980, the BLM (New Mexico State Office) issued a news release.
This news release contained the same information published in the Federal
Register Notice of Availability, as well as specifying the time, date, and
location of public hearings. This news release was sent to the Wyoming 5tait
Office for distribution to local media. The news release was also sent t c* tnt
Colorado and Utah State Offices for release at the same time.



On April 25. 1980, the 6LM (Washington Of(Ue) issued . nm release. This
news release Included the one information publlclred in the Feder.l Rexlstet
Notice of Availability. "

Approximately 1,000 coplea of the MAPCO DEIS were dutrlbuted by laall to v.r-
ioua lndlviduale, organiratlona. and government agencies. In addition there
were coplea available at «0 different public libraries and the BLH and Forest
Service Offices along the route, Including the libraries at Hock Springs
Craen River, Raullns, and Kemmerer, Wyoming.

The public hearing article was published on May 6, 1960, In the Rocket-Miner
Although the article did not provide the time, date, and location of the
public hearings it did announce DEIS availability and that apeclflc Informa-
tion was available at each 8LM and Forest Service Office along the route.
Each copy of the DEIS available for public review contained a listing of the
time, date, and location of the public hearings. The public hearing article
was also published In the Hay 16, 1980, i.sue of High Country Hews . This
article identified the time, date and location of the public hearings.

On Hay 22, 1980, the public hearing was held at 7:00 p.m. at the Outlaw Inn
H> in Rock Springs, Wyoming. It came to our attention at this heering that someUi interested parties had not received a copy of the DEIS. Actions wets immedi-

ately taken to rectify this problem. A limited number ol copies ol the MAFCO
DEIS was exhausted at the hearing; howevet. requests for copies were honored
the following day either by mail or hand-delivery. All subsequent requests
for a copy have also been honored, and copies have been available at the Kock
Springs District Office since the May 26, I960 hearing..

As a result of concerns raised at the public bearing, the Rock Springs BLK
District also held, on June 3. 1980, at 7:00 p.m., an additional information/
workshop meeting, open to the public, to discuss the proposed MAPC0 route and
alternatives. This meeting was announced in the Rockct-Mner on June 3 1980
and had approximately 50 people in attendance. A follow-up article was'put.-

'

llshed In the Rocket-Miner on June 5, 19B0.

6. I received my EIS Mav 7. Isn't there a 30 day review period before the
first hearing'1

Section 1506.6(c)(2) of Che Council on Environmental Quality Regulations
states that "If a Draft Environmental Impact Statement is to be considered a;
a public hearing, the agency should make the statement available to the public
at least 15 days in advance." The statement was made available to the public
on April 21. 1980. public hearings began on Hay 19, 19B0, in 5anta Ft
New Mexico.

7. Are written comments as valid as oral comments expressed during the
hearing?

Vaa. written comments received during the comment period are published in thf
FEIS and comments individually responded to. with changes in the text as ap-
propriate.
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8. Testimony i« to be Included In the FEIS. Are written comments included?

Written consents received during the comment period will be included, in their
entirety, In the FEIS.

9. I an very upset that archaeological surveys are taking place on the BLM
preferred alternative route. Isn't this hearing process a process in which
the public haa input into the route and impact mltlgstion?

Y«a, the hearing process Is designed to solicit public input.

The process required for Cultural Reiource compliance for the National His-
toric Preservation Act is time consuming. MAPCO is aware of the require-
ments for on the ground survey, and svoidsnce, if prudent and feasible, of
cultural sites. MAPCO is undertaking the survey* at some risk thaL BLM will
select a different route or disapprove the proposal, however, the economics
of construction delays versus the cost of cultural surveys makes the risk
worthwhile, in their estimation.

10. Has Che final route decision already been made?

Ho, the decision to grant a right-of-way and if so, routing decisions will
be made after completion and considerst ion of the FEIS and anv other relevant
information.

11. Why was the local ELM technical staff contacted after the EI5 was wruter
toe ommen t ?

The Rock Springs District, through the Wyoming State Office has been Involved
in the development of the EIS since its inception.

The Wyoming State Coordinator has been responsible to insure coordlnat lor.
within Wyoming. In earlier efforts to resolve difficulties in the three state
area, the Rock Springs District has been involved in numerous meetings and
telephone conversations.

12. Will their comments become part of the FEIS?

The Rock Springs District, as with all the other BLM Districts effected by am
of the alternatives, were participants in the development of the DEIS. Various
specialists provided information, comments, etc., throughout the process. This,
material was consolidated and coordinated by each State Office coordinator and
supplied to the NBE] team.

nts from BLM Offices will be reproduced sepsrately and responded to in
the FEIS as Is done with public comments. Internal comment from BLM and Feres:
Service Offices are considered and appropriate revisions are made in the EIS.

13. If not, why not

?

See response to questions number 4 and 1? above.
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14. Can ue obtain copies of the comments by Soil Scientist, Wildlife Biologist
Hydrologist, Fisheries Biologist, Archaeologist, and Forester'

As mentioned earlier, we hive utlliied information and comMnti, from numerous
Soil Scientists, Wildlife Biologists, etc. Much of this material was in the
form of notes, oral input, and a consolidation of several viewpoints. Specific
comments from particular BLH apecialiits would have to be requested froa. them.

15. Six spacial meetings were held. As there is little evidence of the con-
siderable thought behind the chosen route in the EtS, could we get the minutes
of the meetings?

Brief summaries of the meetings sre enclosed.

16. How can we get access to more exact maps of the area to be impacted 1

Better maps of the route are available to use at the Cheyenne BLM State Office.
The maps (plats) are center line surveys of the existing staked line only and
are a part of MAPCO's official application file.

Haps at a scale of l" - 1 mile for areas of special concern i.e., Pine Mjur-
tain will be included in the FE15.

17. l-liy on page 4-5 has MAPCO not accepted the Pine Mountain alternative:

MAPCO prefers their proposed action because it is shorter and, therefore,
less cosily. The Pine Mountain route was developed as the preferred route
in response to environmental concerns of BLH staff and specialists.

In light of the public comments on the DEIS relating to the Pine Mountain
alternative, the BLM is reevaluating both this and the Proposed Action alter-
native.

Your interest and concern about the proposal is appreciated.

urs, -
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INTERNATIONAL SOCIETY
FOR THE

rROTECHON Of MUSTANGS k BURROS

1 1 790 Deodar Wiy • Reno, Nevidl 89506

Telephone: (702) 972-1989
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Mm A. RaBy, Pratfall
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a«ck John, Vice rWdait
Betty KophiMl. Secretary
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State Director
Bureau of Land Management
P. 0. Box 1^9
Santa Fe, New Mexico 8?501

Dear Sin
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June 2, I960
1306 Kimberly
Rock Springs, Wyoming

Will you please make this statement part of the hearing record
on Mapco/s Rocky Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline.

We are opposed to the pipeline going under the Green River,
It should cross over the River. The pipeline should follow;
existing corridard and the Hiway to Rock Springs and then go
South along Hiway 430 to the Colorado line.

The proposed action East of Little Mountain and the Pine
Mountain Alternate are both very poor choices for a pipeline
due to heavy snow and limited access to the area in winter months
They are both too close to the Flaming Gorge Recreation Area.
The area is also a very good range for wild horses and contains
many fine herds. Any further human activity in thiB area would
be detrimental to wild horse herds and wildlife in the area.

You mention the use of vehicle barriers to keep vehicles out
of an area. We have seen these used many times and they have
yet to keep vehicles out of an area once it is opened up. You
also do not have the Tersonnel to patrol these areas.

In conclusion and for the above mentioned reasons we favor the
pipeline route to go South of Rock Springs along Hiway 1*30 to
the Colorado Line.

Sincerely,

^Tbhn C Borzea, Executive Vice Pres.

20th Annivcrury Founded I960

(1

)

Refer to the response to letter 12, comment 4.

(2) Discussion of winter access is in the response to letter 12, comments

11-15. The management plan for the Flaming Gorge NRA does not

preclude projects of this kind. The impacts to wild horses and their range

were assessed during the preparation of the DEIS. The information used to

evaluate the potential of impacts on wild horses was provided by the BLM

Rock Springs District. Personnel in that office concurred with assessment

findings which did not indicate any significant impacts to wild horses

and their range. The analysis is available in the BLM NMSO background file.

(3) Vehicle barriers would not entirely mitigate the potential of impacts

caused by increased access, and in some areas District personnel may

recommned other measures to reduce the potential impacts which may be

more effective.
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DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND URBAN DEVELOPMENT
REGlONAL/AREA OFFICE

EXECUTIVE TOWER 1405 CURT IS STREET
DENVER. COLORADO B0202

June 3, 19B0

8SOQ

Mr. Arthur w. Zimmerman
State Director (922)
Bureau of Land Management
P. 0. Box 1449
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Dear Mr. Zimmerman:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for MAFCO's Rocky Mountain
Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline. This proposed pipeline originates
in Gains County, Texas through New Mexico, Colorado and Utah to
the Rock Springs, Wyoming area, a distance of approximately
1,172 miles.

Your draft EIS has been reviewed with specific consideration for
the areas of responsibility assigned the Department of Housing and
Urban Development (HUD). The review was coordinated on June 2, I960
between HUD' 6 Regional Offices in Denver and Fort Worth. The review
considered the proposal's compatibility with local and regional
comprehensive planning and impacts on urbanized areas. Within these
areas the document is adequate.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please contact
Mr. Carroll F. Goodwin, Area Environmental Clearance Officer, at
FTS 327-3102. To insure future coordination, please send a copy
of the Final EIS not only to us but to Mr. Otis Trimble, Regional
Environmental clearance Officer, Fort Worth Region VI Office,
P. 0. Box 2905, Fort Worth, Texas 76113.

Sincerely,

hd D. McKinney
Director
Program Planning and Evaluation



Department of* Local Affairs

Colorado Division of Planning

Qt I'll,

Philip H. Schmuch. Director

15
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June 3, 1980

Mr. Arthur W. Zimmerman
State Director
Bureau of Land Management
New Mexico State Office
P. 0. Box 1449
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

SUBJECT:

Dear Mr. Zimmerman:

MAPCO Liquid Hydrocarbon Pipeline
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

The Colorado Clearinghouse has received the above-referenced draft Environ-
mental Impact Statement and has distributed it to interested state agencies.
Comments received from Division of Disaster Emergency Services, Colorado
Historical Society, Division of Planning, Office of Energy Conservation,
Department of Highways and the Division of Water Resources are enclosed for
your information.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this matter.

Stephen 0. Ellis
Chief Planner

SE/PN/vt
Enclosures

Office of the Governor
Department of Natural Resources
Department of Highways
Office of Energy Conservation
Colorado Historical Society
Department of Military Affairs
Department of Local Affairs

520 Stole Cenlenmol Build. ng, 1313 She.man Street, Denve., Colorado 80203 f303* 892-2351
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Depirlmem of SAililiry AfUir*

DIVISION OF DISASTfft EMERGENCY SERVICES

MEMORANDUM

To Stephen 0. Ellis, Colorado Clearing House

f«OM: Colorado Division of Disaster Emergency Services, Ja

SUSIiCT MAPCO Liquid Hydrocarbon Pipeline

°*>t: Notification of Application
Radio equipment for Volunteer Fire Department

Notification of Application
Fire Station Sites

DATE: 27 May 1980

thud D Ijmm
G*KM«K«

Bnpi Gr» lohn I

The 4d,i,um L*i
Mine*

lohn P Bvnr
Dur> loi

en
CO

Itie Colorado Division of Disaster Emergency Services concurs in
the environmental statement subject Hapco liquid hydrocarbon pipeline.
Action #79139, and in the two (2) notifications of applications listed
in the subject stated above.

JOTibjl

MAY 2 8 1980

on. of numm



COI0RADO
HISTORICAL
SOCIETY

April 6, 1980
The Colorado Heritage Center 1300 Broadway Denver, Colorado 80203

Mr. Stephen 0. Ellis
Principal Planner
A-95 Clearinghouse MAY0<J!9flO
520 State Centennial Building va l3w
1313 Sherman Street
Denver, Colorado 80203

D!V. Of PUaiNJNr

15b

Dear Mr. Ellis,

This is to acknowledge receipt of the environmental impact

statement for the MAPC0 Liquid Hydrocarbon Pipeline, #79-139-

DATE RECEIVED Hay 2, 1980 DATE DUE May 30, 198

The federal agency has outlined certain provisions in this
document for cultural resources management to comply with Executive
Order 11593 and the National Historic Preservation Act as amended.

Once these conditions have been adhered to, in consultation with
this office, in accordance with 36 CFR 800, compliance will be achieved.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed project.

If this office can be of further assistance, please do not
hesitate to call upon the Compliance Section at 839-3391.

2 Wh£,-, iiiniuL \,, Townsend
^^State Historic Preservation Officer

Compliance
Form No. 518
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Department of Local Affairs

Colorado Division of Planning

0* .
( 11,

Philip H. Schmuck, Dirrclo

15c

1*1"
Richard D. Lflnr.. Go*-

MEMORANDUM

DATE :

TO ;

FROM :

SUBJECT :

May 28, 1980

Steve Ellis
Colorado Clearingho

Philip H. Schmuck

MAPCO Liquid Hydrocarbon Pipeline
DEIS t 79-139

MA, 2 S 1SS0

oiv. (if n*MN»:

:
. Our conclusion is that the project's socio-economic impacts will be minor,

and that land use plans, where they exist, will be adhered to. We would suggest
however, that the proponent work closely with the community of Rancely since
the housing availability situation in that community may change rapidly in view
of several other construction projects proposed for the area. Otherwise, the
Division has not identified any additional concerns to be addressed in the final

(1) This suggestion will be forwarded to MAPCO.

PHS/amn

520 S-oIe Canlisnill Building, 1313 She-r ColoroJo 80203 T3C3I B92-



an

(1)

15d

STATE OF COLORADO
OfFICf OF tNIRCV CONSSRVATION
Oft'Cf ol ihp Governor

1600 Downing Street. 2nd Floor

Denver. Colorado 90216

Phone (Mil B19-2307. 6J9-2IM

MEMORANDUM

DATE: May 27, 1980

TO: Colorado Clearinghouse

RithjidD L--'T'

iirv .1.., DifKio,

FRCM: Office of Energy Conservation

SUBJECT: MAPCO Liquid Hydrocarbon Pipeline. BLM. #79-139

The Offioe of Energy Conservation has reviewed the MAPCO Liquid Hydro-

carbon Pipeline Draft EIS and offers the following ocmnents.

The Draft EIS contains a fairly comprehensive energy use analysis for

both the construction and operation phases of the project. The energy

balance estimate calculates that 1.53% - 1.79% of the potential Btu's

transported by the pipeline would be required to construct and operate

the proposal action during its 30 year life. This appears to be a

relatively energy efficient method of transporting various liquid

hydrocarbons.

OEC is concerned, however, that the need for construction of the pro-

posed pipeline is based on anticipated short-term production increases

of liquid hydrocarbons in the Rocky Mountain Overthrust Tirea. Will

this additional infrastructure supporting non-rene\Jable resource util-

ization mean a delay in the development of renewable energy sources?

DF:KS:pl

(1 ) The past history of capital investment by the fossil fuel industry makes

it extremely unlikely that any of the financial capital available for this

project would be diverted to development of renewable energy sources if

this project were not approved



COLORADO STATE DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS
May 28, 1980

15e
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en
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Mr. Philip H. Schmuck
Director
Colorado Division of Planning
520 State Centennial Building
1313 Sherman Street.
Denver, Colorado 80203

Dear Mr. Schmuck:

The Colorado Department of Highways has completed its review of the
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the MAPCO Liquid Hydrocarbons
Pipeline and has the following comments.

The maps in the document show that several highways will be affected
by this project, including US 160, US 550, US 666. SH 145 and SH 139.
It appears that the pipeline will be within the right of wav of
US 160 and SH 139 for several miles. This work will require close
coordination with this Department. Utility permits will also be
required.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this document.

Very truly yours,

Harvey R. Atchison
Director
Division of Transportation Planning

By

Barbara L.S. Chocol
Manager
Impact Evaluation Branch

(D This suggestion will be forwarded to MAPCO.

RG

VAY 3Q 'SCO

Off. ()r

«'«,v

4201 EAST ARKANSAS AVENUE DENVER. CO 80222 (303) 757-9011
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DIVISION OF WATER RESOURCES
Oeperlment of Niluial Resources
1313 Sherman Slreel Room BIB

Denver Colore30 80203
Aumimilrelion |303l 839 35B1
Ground Weler (303) 839-3587

May 30, I960

JUI-. 'J 3 1980

DW. 0: flMWV-

en

MEMORANDUM

TO: STEPHEN O. ELLIS, STATE CLEARINGHOUSE

FROM: HAL D. SIMPSON, CHIEF, WATER MANAGEMENT BRANCH

SUBJECT: MAPCO LIQUID HYDROCARBON PIPELINE, DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACT STATEMENT

We have reviewed the subject document for water resources interests. Our
concern Is to minimize the Impact of construction on streams and man-r:iade

hydraulic structures. Other than thi; general concern, we have no comments
or preference of alternatives.

Jk h sL
Hal D. Simpson

HDS,AVWB:mvf
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Cities Service Company

box JOO

TULSA. OKLAHOMA 7«IOi

June 5, 1980

State Director (922)
Bureau of Land Management
P. 0. Box 1449
Santa Fe, NM 87501

Refer MAPCO Environmental Impact Statement
Rocky Mountain Liquids Hydrocarbon Pipeline

CO

Gentlemen

:

Cities Service Company, as a major producer, purchaser and supplier
of natural gas liquids is vitally interested in the proposed MAPCO Rocky
Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline (hereinafter referred to as "MAPCO
Pipeline"). Accordingly, we are pleased to have this opportunity to make the
following comments concerning the Draft Environmental Impact Statement on said
MAPCO Pipeline.

The MAPCO Pipeline would be of great benefit in assisting our nation's
attempt to meet the energy needs of our country from domestic sources as the
Pipeline would move considerable quantities of liquid hydrocarbons from the
Rocky Mountain area to major consuming markets. At the same time, the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement makes clear the fact that local markets would
continue to be served.

The following is a summary of what we believe are the most important
points stated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and which can result
in no other conclusion but that the MAPCO Pipeline is a most worthwhile and
viable project deserving the complete support of the Department of the Interior.

(1) The projected increase in the total production of light liquid
hydrocarbons in the Rocky Mountain Overthrust Area from
18,000 BPD in 1979 to 110,000 8PD by 1990 clearly indicates
that supply demand in local markets can be easily satisfied
while allowing this much needed energy source to be carried by-

pipeline to other major consuming markets. (Page 1-7)

(2) The MAPCO Pipeline would be buried, would be near existing
pipelines or other existing rights-of-way, and would not cross
any lands under the jurisdiction of the National Park Service
or existing or proposed Rare 11 or Wilderness Study Areas.
(P*ge 1-7)

(3) The construction of the MAPCO Pipeline would not disturb any
ore land than is absolutely necessary and completed construction
areas, including right-of-way and roads, would be returned as
nearly as practical to their original condition. Extensive
reseeding and erosion control operations would be undertaken as

well. (Pages 1-21 and 1-22)
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(4) Care would be taken so that the pipeline project would not
adversely affect the tourist and recreational use of the area
of construction during the summer months. Similarly, the
scenic values of such area have been pledged to be protected by
MAPCO. (Pages 1-24 and 1-26)

(5) By meeting the certain criteria described in Chapter Three of
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement, it is clear that
there would be "insignificant" impacts to climate, air quality,
geologic hazards, soils, vegetation, wild life, land uses,
transportation networks and social and economic conditions.
(Pages 3-1 et sec,.)

It is apparent from the above summary that any short-term use of the
environment in the construction of the MAPCO Pipeline is more than offset by
the long-term productivity to the nation resulting from the proposed project.
Cities Service Company urges prompt governmental review and approval of the
proposed MAPCO Pipeline.

Respectfully submitted,

CITIES SERVICE COMPANY

By A X..tl~Q -&
J. ^rfichael Ceer

«**_

JMC/nca
E4/D/L1-3

cc: Mr. Eugene G. Bell
Mapco, Inc.

(
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OF WILDLIFE *u. «., 1980

Larry Woodard
Acting State Director
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 1^9
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Dear Mr. Woodard

Defenders Of Wildlife requests that the written comment deadline of June 16,
1900, for evaluation of the DEIS on the proposed HAPCO Rocky Mountain Liquid
Hydrocarbons Pipeline be extended for at least 60 days, for the following
reasons:

1) In my position as North Central Representative for Defenders Of Wildlife,
a major national wildlife conservation organisation, 1 am most always not-
ified by appropriate agencies of impending impacts on wildlife and wildlife
habitat in the Rocky Mountain area, and especially when those impacts are
going to occur in my back yard.

I was provided with a -copy of thi* DEIS about three-hours before the public
hearing convened in Rock Springs, Wyoming, May 22.

2) I am on the Board of Directors of Izaak Walton League, Vice President of
Sweetwater Wildlife Association, Secretary of Seedskadee Audubon Society,
organizations whose members are very concerned about the future of Wyoming's
wild-places and wildlife. None of these organizations received a copy of this
DEIS nor were they notified that one copy of this document was available for
review at : the Rock Springs BLM office.

3) Copies of this document were not made available to state and local organ-
izations such as Wyoming Outdoor Council, International Association for the
Protection of Mustangs and Burros, Green River City Council, President of the
Wyoming Game and Fish Commission, and many other groups and agencies. Neither
were these people notified this DEIS could be reviewed at the BLM office.

*0 Because of th

hearing at Rock
Pine Mountain, t

ical elk winteri
from New Mexico
or point out imp
most of us had
cracy can load a

e unavailibility of this DEIS, people attending the public
Springs learned of BLM's proposal to route this pipeline over
hrough Sweetwater County's tiny bit of forest, through a crit-
ng area, only by word of mouth. Further, your representative
did not outline areas of concern, discuss alternative routes,
acts. And yet we were supposed to evaluate this DEIS (which
ever Been) for the record. It's amazing the way a bureau-
horse backward, into the wagon, and tell it to get-up.

5) Either through gross negligence or deliberate Deglect, copies of this DEIS
were not made available to the very spectrum of people who are most interested
and who would have evaluated and Commented on this proposal.
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Mi. Dick Randall
North Central Representatiw
Offenders of Wildlife
P.O. Box 507
Rock springs, W as 901

D**r Mr. Randall.-

In response Co your June 4, 19*0, request for an extension of the
comment period on the HAPCO Rocky Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipe-
line DEIS, 1 have reviewed the steps taJten to obtain public input.
On the basis of this review, J am denying your request for an ex-
tension of the comment period. The following explains my rationale. $

1. notice of Intent to prepare en CIS was published in the Federal
Register , Vol. 44, ho. 134, on Wednesday, July 11, 1979. Thx s also
mentions the intent to hold scoping meetings.

2. Scoping meeting announcements were -nailed out the first of August.
The Announcement identified time, date and location of all scoping
meetings planned. The Announcement mi sent to 574 different govern-
ment agencies and private individuals and organizations, as well as
519 different media, including 146 and $7 respectively, in Wyoming.
The mailing list used for disseminating this announcement included the
individuals and organisations mentioned in uour June 4, 1980, latter.
Hone of these individuals or organizations attended or participated m
any of the scoping meetings.

3. In addition to the announcement on August 4, 1979, the Roc* Springs
Rocket-Miner published an article about the upcoming August 28. 1979,
Hock Springs scoping meeting. The Green River Star also gave coverage
to th* meeting on August 32. 1979. The Rocket-Miner had a follow-up
article on August 29, 1979.

4. The MAPCO DEIS was filed with EPA on April 21. 1980, and notice of
filing with EPA appeared in the Federal Register , Vol. 45, Mo. 87,
Triday, may 2, 1980. notice of HAPCO DEIS availability was published
in tne federsJ Register , Vol. 45, Ho. $2, Triday, April 25, 1980. This
notice included identification of places where review copies were avail-
able and cities where public hearings were held stating that time, date
and location would be publicised locally.

5. On April 2S, 1980, the BLM (New Mexico State Office, Issued a news
release. This news relets* contained the same information published in
*J* federsJ Register Notice of Availability, as wall as specifying the
time, data, and location of public hearings. This news release was sent
to the Wyoming State Office for distribution to local madia. The news
release was also sent to the Colorado and Utah State Offices for re-
lease at the mame timet.

«. Cn April 25. 1980, the BLM (Washington Office) issued a news release.
This news release included the same information publicised in the
federal Register Notice of Availability.

7. Approximately 1,000 copies of the MAPCO DEIS were distributed by mail
to various individuals, organisations, and government agencies. In ad-
dition, there were copies available at 40 different public libraries and
the BLM and Forest Service offices along the route, including the librar-
iea at Rock Springs, Creen Raver. Rawlins, and Kemwerer , Wyoming.
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Larry Woodard
Page 2

6) For all of the above reasons; under the intent of the National Environ-
mental Policy Act, I doubt that the May 22, hearing at Rock Springe can be
construed as a legal public hearing.

After considerable bloodhounding I have tracked the list of Wyoming people
who were supposed to receive a copy of this DEIS to the Cheyenne BLH office.
From there, a computerized list was mailed to your New Mexico office - twice!
Someone in your own office is the bottleneck. The DEIS was never mailed to
people on the Wyoming list.

Last evening Hock Springe BLM conducted a public meeting to apprise
some very disgruntled people of alternative routes. Dean Forsgren, area resource
manager, offered to phone your office and have copies of the DEIS mailed to
agencies and organizations I could identify. Most of the people who would be
evaluating this document are volunteers. Only a few are paid professionals.
By the time the documents arrived these people would have lees than a week to
evaluate, comment, on a complicated impact that will thrust right through the
heart of some of the finest wildlife habitat in the West. Surely, Wyoming people
whose quality of life will be affected by this pipeline should be allowed time
to assess and comment.

I hope you will aeree, the comment period should be extended and copies
of the DEIS should be made available to interested parties.

Very truly yours,
_ - - y

Dick Randall
North Central Representative
Defenders Of Wildlife
Box 50?
Rock Springs, Wyoming 82901

DR:dr

copies to:

BLH, Rock Springs
BLM, Cheyenne
Frank Gregg, Director, BLM
Toby Cooper.

*. The public hearing article was published on Hay 6, 1980, in the
Mocket -Miner . Although the articla did not provide the time, date, and
location of the public hearing* , it did announce DEIS availability and
that specific information was available at each BLM and Forest Service
office along the route. Each copy of the DEIS available for public
review contained a listing of the time, date, and location of the public
hearings. The public hearing article was also published in the Hay 16.
1980, issue of High Country News . This article identified the time,
data and location of the public hearings.

9. On May 22, 1980, the public hearing was held at 7:00 p.m. at the
Outlaw Inn in Hock Springs, Wyoming. It came to our attention at this
hearing that some interested parties had not received a copy of the DEIS.
Actions were immediately taken to rectify this problem. A limited number
of copies of the HAPCO DE2S was exhausted at the hearing; however, re-
quests for copies were honored the following day either by miail or hand-
delivery. All subsequent requests for a copy have aJso been honored, and
copies have been available at the Mock Springs District Office since the
hay 28, 1980, hearing.

10. Am a result of concern* raised at the public hearing, the Mock Springs
BLH District also held, on June 3, 1980, at 7:00 p.m.. an additional
information/ workshop meeting, open to the public, to discuss the proposed
HAPCO route and alternatives. This meeting was announced in the
Rocket-Miner on June 3, 1980, and had approximately SO people in atten-
dance. A follow-up article was published m the Mocket-Miner on June 5
1980.

—

In light of the above, I feel adequate notice of DEIS availability was
provided and there has been ample means for interested persons to obtain
a copy of the HAPCO DEIS. Although all persons may not be able to submit
their comments by June 16. 1980, for inclusion in the final CIS, their
consents will not go unnoticed. There is a required waiting period of
thirty (30) days from the filing of the final CIS before a decision can
be made. Any Information received during that tine will be considered
in the decision-making process.

Mince goo arm concerned about the Fine Mountain area specifically, you
mag be interested in our evaluation of consent* relating to that alter-
native. Ve have received numerous written and oral comments objecting
tit the Pine Mountain alternative. As painted out in the DEIS, we found
no significant environmental differences between Pine Mountain Alter-
native and tha Proposed Action (East of Little Mountain), Our selection
of Pine Mountain was based on slight mite specific differences and agency
and public preferences known at that time.

Our analysis of public coesnenta and further discussion with BLM personnel
and the applicant indicates that, except for the wilderness inventory
situation in tha vicinity of the Med Creek Badlands, the Proposed Action
represents the better of the two routes, tie are continuing co analyze
this problem and will not make a final decision until the question of
the wilderness inventory is resolved. Therefore, the final EIS will
show the Agency's Preferred Alternative as the 'Delay of the Project-
Alternative for the portion of the route from mile post 800 to mile
post 863.

The BLH will continue to evaluate both Pine Mountain and the Proposed
Action Alternatives , with a final decision to be made based on the out-
come of the wilderness inventory question and all other information
received at that time.

Tour interest concerning this project is appreciated.

sT Ld&x&s^
tate Director
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
SACRAMENTO DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS

BOO CAPITOL MALL
SACRAMENTO. CALIFORNIA QB6I4

SPKCO-0 30 May 1980

Ststa Director
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 1449
Santa Fe , Hew Mexico 87501

Dear Sir:

We have revleved Mapco'a "Rocky Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline" Envi-
ronmental Impact Statement and offer the following comments:

a. The proposed project will not conflict with flood control prolects or
Investigations within our jurisdiction.

b. Pipeline crossings on the Green and Colorado Rivers will require a
Section 10 Permit as indicated on Page 1-2 of the draft EIS. The EIS also
states that other river crossings meet the conditions of a Nationwide Section
404 Permit. This statement may be correct; however, the crossing of adjacent
wetlands, like the Moab Marsh, may require an individual permit under Section
404 of the Clean Hater Act, depending on the method used in crossing the wet-
land.

c. A Department of the Army permit cannot be Issued for the orolect until
the final EIS has been on file with EPA for 30 days.

It is suggested that you contact Mr. Rodney Woods of our Grand Junction
office at telephone (FTS) 322-0333 concerning the need for a Section 404
permit for pipeline crossings through adjacent wetlands.

Sincerely,

( 1

)

MAPCO has initiated the permitting process with the Corps of Engineers.

Colonel./C'E'

District Engineer
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United States Department of the Interior

HERITAGE CONSERVATION AND RECREATION SERVICE
SOUTH CENTRAL REGION
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ALBUQUERQUE. NEW MEXICO 871 10
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DES-80/25

JUt< i btfU

Memorandum

To: State Director, Bureau of Land Management
Santa Fe , New Mexico

From: Regional Director, South Central Region

Subject: Review of MAPCO'a Rocky Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

This responds to your request for our review and comments concerning
the subject draft statement.

The proposed route crosses an area southwest of Durango which has
been acquired by the Colorado Division of Wildlife with matching
assistance from the Land and Water Conservation Fund. The area is

known as the Perins Peak Wildlife Area and includes about 7,550 acres
roughly bounded by U.S. 160 on the north and east, Wildcat Canyon
Road on the northwest, and the Southern Ute Indian Reservation on the
south. Park and recreation areas receiving monies from the Fund are
subject (in their entirety) to the provisions of Section 6(f) of the
Land and Water Conservation Fund Act, as amended. This section of
the Act requires that changes from the recreational use of the land
be approved by the Secretary of the Interior. Any request for a

change in land use at the Perin6 Peak Wildlife Area must be initiated
by the Colorado Division of Wildlife through Mr. George T. O'Malley,
Jr., Director, Division of Parks and Outdoor Recreation, Department
of Natural Resources, 1313 Sherman Street, Room 618, Denver, Colorado
80203.

We suggest that consideration be given to other routes in the Durango
area to avoid the Wildlife Area. However, we also suggest that vou
consult with the Water and Power Resources Service (WPRS) , since the
Animss-LaPl ata project being considered by that agency would involve
taking all or a large portion of the Perins Peak Wildlife Area for a
reservoir. If this occurs, arrangements might be made to avoid the
appl ication of Section 6(f) to any right-of-way needed for the
pipel ine.

President Carter's August 2, 1979, "Memorandum for the Heads of
Departments or Agencies" directs that:

19

U) MAPCO has been In contact with the Colorado Division of Wildlife

concerning these Lands, and they are exploring the question of involvement

of the provisions of Section 6{f) lands. Alternate routing through this area

would be difficult due to topographic constraints.



State Director, BLM
DES-80/25 2

(2) E,cl
)
Federal agency shall, as part of ica normal planning and

environmental review procesa, take care to avoid or mitigate
adverse effects on rivera identified in the Nationwide Inventory
prepared by the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service in
the Department of the Interior, Agencies shall, as part of
their normal environmental review process, consult with the
Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service prior to taking
actions which could effectively foreclose wild, scenic, or
recreational river status on rivers in the Inventory.

The Nationwide Rivers Inventory is a two-phased screening process
being conducted by the Heritage Conservation and Recreation Service
to identify the best remaining free-flowing rivers in the nation that
may merit protection at the Federal, State, or local level. Phase I

of the inventory, focusing on streams or segments still in a
relatively natural, undeveloped condition, has been completed
nationwide. Phase II, which will consider such positive factors as
recreation and wildlife values, is ju6t being initiated in the
western regions of HCRS.

The proposed pipeline would cross three segments of rivers which have
been identified in Phase I: the Green River at Jensen, Utah; the
Green River in Daggett County, Utah; and Fontenelle Creek west of
Fontenelle, Wyoming. We recognize that avoidance of crossing at
these river segments would be difficult. However, we urge that pipe-
line crossings of these river segments be carefully planned to
minimize adverse aesthetic impactB to the river corridors.

The statement indicates that adequate measures have been and will be
taken to assure compliance with 36 CFR 63 and 36 CFR 800.

Our screening of this project revealed no potential conflicts with
Surplus Properties, designated or potential Natural or Historic
Landmarks, or lands acquired or proposed for acquisition through the
Federal Lands Acquisition program.

C^^L ŷ

Roll and B. Handle
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(2) Construction of the crossings would be accomplished in a manner
to reduce adverse aesthetic impacts to these rivers. DELS, page 1-19

Indicates that specific construction design plans for major river crossings
would be prepared. In addition, other river crossings may be subject to

further site-specific stipulations.



United Sti lei

Enirifonmtnlil Protection

Agency

Region 6

Suite 103

1660 Lincoln St

Denver CO. 10295

Coloredo. Monlene
North Dakota.

South Dekola.

Uleh. Wyoming

SEPA,UN 4 igao

REF: 8W-EE

Gl

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Robert Armstrong
BLM State Office, N.M.

P.O. Box 1449
Santa Fe. New Mexico 87501

Dear Mr. Armstrong:

EPA Region's VIII & VI nave completed our review of the draft
environmental impact statement (DEIS) on MAP CO' s Rocky Mountain Liquid
Hydrocarbon Pipeline. We offer the following comments for your
consideration. The DEIS addresses most of tne concerns expressed in our
scoping letter of March 11, 1980. In our review of the DEIS we found several
additional areas of concern.

1. Tne discussion of the need for the project should be expanded.
Table 1-1 shows less than 25,000 BPO of Na existing and proposed.
This is substantially less tnan the 65,000 8PD stated as the
collection and transportation goal of the project.

2. Tne EIS should analyze alternative delivery points such as Casper or
Salt Lake City. These points would require much snorter lines than
the proposed 1172 miles. The fact that 14 of the 17 listed NGL
plants are Nortn of tne White River would seem to indicate a

gathering system and a main line heading northeast to Casper or west
to Salt Lake City might be appropriate. Also, how were the
18,000 BPD of Na produced 1n 1979 used or transported?

3. Page 1-15 explains that a landscape plan 1s required on Forest
Service lands. Although the DEIS states that reclamation and
landscaping plans will be worked out between the authorized BLM
officer, the land owners and the applicant, no minimum level of

reclamation and landscaping appears to be established. We urge you
to establish and commit to minimum landscaping and reclamation levels
in the final EIS and to work out, at a later date, only such
additional measures (above and beyond the minimum levels) as may be
required at specific points in construction.

4. The DEIS correctly points out that a portion of the Green River has
been proposed by tne National Park Service for inclusion into the
Wild and Scenic River System. However, there is no discussion as to
what, if any, impact the construction of the Green River pipeline
crossing would have on tne possible Wild and Scenic designation of
that portion of the river. Cleared areas of approximately "250 feet
(river front) x 450 feet" needed for each side of the crossing could
potentially affect both wild and scenic aspects of the river. Tne
Green River stream crossing plan should be worked out with the
National Park Service in advance to insure Wild and Scenic
designation potential will not be Impaired. When this is

accomplished, a statement to that effect should be included in tne
FEIS.

20

(1)

(2)

Presently, the natural gas liquids (NGL) that are being extracted in the

area are largely being disposed of in whatever markets the shippers can

find or they are being reinjected in anticipation of more economic means

of disposal. In addition, gas production has been curtailed somewhat due to

the lack of an available economic transportaion system. By all estimates,

the Overthrust Belt will have large gains in production in the near future.

MAPCO is predicting that production will rise to 65,ODD BPD within the

next few years. The DEIS Purpose and Need section (DEIS, pages 1-3 and

1-7) has been expanded to clarify this point.

Some of the NGL is used locally and some is being transported out of

the area by truck or rail. Markets for these products in Casper and Salt

Lake City are limited. The major markets for NGL are in the Texas Gulf

Coast and the Midwest. An available distribution system to both the Texas

coast and the Midwest already exists at Hobbs Station, Texas. This offers

shippers the flexibility to serve both markets. See response to letter 20,

comment 1.

(3) Committments by the applicant in DEIS Chapter One, which would

become stipulations in the new grant, constitute minimum levels of

reclamation. See the responses to letter 12, comments 21 and 22.

(4) Construction of this river crossing would not preclude its designation as

a Wild and Scenic River. Since this segment of the Green River has been

proposed for inclusion in the Wild and Scenic River System, special care

would be taken in constructing and restoring the river crossing. Specific

methods would be developed by the BLM, which is the surface management

agency for this crossing. BLM has been a participant in the NPS study and is

committed to retaining the scenic character of the river.
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(5) 5. The DEIS explains on page 1-24 that any herbicides applied along tne
rights-of-way for tne purpose of weed control would be EPA approved.
Tne ElS shoula furtner emphasize that the application work conductea
will be done under the careful scrutiny of a professional person,
certified under existing EPA programs as a Certified Pesticide
Applicator.

6. The DEIS explains on page 1-22 tnat tne hyarostatic testing of tne
proposed pipeline would require about IS acre-feet of water for each
of five sections of laid pipe. The company does have a
responsibility to apply for NPDES permits for any discnarge of
hydrostatic testing water to a surface water.

According to the procedures EPA uses to rate DEiS's, tne HAPCO 0E1S will
be listed in tne Feaeral Register as Efi-2. This means tnat we nave some
environmental reservations regarding tne project as presented in the DEIS and
our areas of concern snould be adaresseo in the final ElS. If you have any
questions regarding our comments please contact Dennis Sonocki at FTS 327-i8Ji.

Sincerely yours,

av

(5) This statement in the DEIS, page 1-24 has been changed to emphasize

that a certified pesticide applicator would oversee the application of the

herbicide.

(o) The applicant would obtain an NPDES permit where necessary for the

discharge of hydrostatic test water. See DEIS, page 1-22.

cc: Region VI Et Coordinator
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DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH. EDUCATION. AND WELFARE
PUBLIC HEALTH SERVICE

CINTI* TOM DISEASE CONTROL
ATLANTA. GEORGIA J0131

June 4, 19B0

Mr. Arthur W. Zimmerman
State Director (922)
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 1449
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Dear Mr. Zimnernian:

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement CEIS) on MAPCO's
Rocky Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline. We are responding on behalf
of the Public Health Service.

We understand the action proposed in this document will Involve the construc-
tion of 1172 miles of a pipeline that will be used to transport liquid
hydrocarbons. The construction of thlB project will Impact the environment
along certain areas of the planned route. However, the document addresses
most of these impacts and states that the Impacts will not be significant.
Other Federal agencies have the regulatory authority in areas that will be
significantly Impacted and we will leave this to their cognizance.

In our review we did not find any plans for the occupational health and
safety of the workers who will be Involved in the construction of the project.
We feel this should be adequately addressed in the final E1S.

Thank you for the opportunity of reviewing this draft statement. We would
appreciate receiving a copy of the final EIS when it is lsaued.

Sincerely yours,

Frank S. Llsella, Ph.D.
Chief, Environmental Affairs Group
Environmental Health Services Division
Bureau of State Services

(1) Provisions for health and safety of persons associated with construc-

tion, operation and maintenance of the pipeline project would be in

compliance with applicable federal and state regulations.
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DEPARTMENT or EALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES
REGION Vlil

FEDERAL OFFICE BUILDING
Iflei STOUT STREET

DENVER COLORADO BOi«4

June 3, 1980

State Director (922)
Bureau of Land Management
P. 0. Box 1449
Santa Fe, New Mexico 84501

Dear Sir:

The following comment 1s submitted concerning the Environmental Impact
Statement for MAPCO's Rocky Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline:

The proposed pipeline route, while passing fairly close to
medical facilities at certain points, also will pass through
some very remote areas. We suggest you review any emergency
medical plans for accidents and Injuries associated with the
pipeline which might occur to workers or genera] population
during and after construction of the pipeline.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the MAPCO Environmental Impact
Statement.

Slncepely yours,

in

j^^a.—
Hilary H. Connor, M.D.
Regional Health Administrator

See response to letter 21, comment 1. This suggestion will be

forwarded to MAPCO.
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Willi as J. Baurley
866 Broken Arrow Road
Ro swell, New Mexico 88201

Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 1U9
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Attention! Mr. Arthur Zimmerman
State Director

Dear Mr. Zimmerman:

(1) Would you please advise me as to the results
of the proposed MAPCO Rocky Mountain Liquid
Hydrocarbon Pipeline project.

I am most interested in finding out more information
on this project as I am an independent welding contractor
and would be most interested In working on a project
ouch as this one.

Thank you for your time and help.

Tours truly,

"William J^Baurley /

WJB/Jb

( I

)

The record of decision will be made publically available after a decision

has been made.
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NORTHWEST PIPELINE CORPORATION

P.O BOX ]s?fe
SAL! LAKE CITV. UTAh

101 111 3600

June 5, 1980

U.S. Eepartment of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management
New Mexico State Director (922)
P.O. Box 1449
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

tear Sir:

MWCO's Rocky Mountain
Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline

Northwest Pipeline Corporation supports the proposed MftPCO Liquid Hydro-
carbon Pipeline Project as an energy-efficient and environraentally-
acceptable method of transporting natural gas liquids that can provide
benefits to the consumer and the petroleum industry.

The proposed project makes use of existing utility and transportation
corridors to the extent practical as a means of minimizing potential
effects to undisturbed areas and existing land use patterns.

The COS includes a good description of the natural, physical, and bio-
logical features of the existing environment, the potential impacts from
the project, and the proposed mitigation of the potential impacts.

the unavoidable or irreversible effects are detailed sufficiently to
allow assessment of such effects against the benefits that may accrue from
the project.

The proposed route, however, crosses or is adjacent to existing utility
facilities. Ihe description of the proposed action, under special siting
considerations and special methods should include provisions for the
coordination of all construction activities in close proximity to existing
rights of way and facilties to protect such adjacent facilities, par-
ticularly underground pipelines.

Northwest Pipeline Corporation requests consideration be given to the po-
tential effects of the proposed MftPCO Project to the future plans of
Northwest for expansion,maintenance and operation of its existing system,
including plans that may require extensive construction as the result of
changes in the population-density in areas adjacent to the existing pipeline.

24

(1

J

The text has been changed to reflect that owners of existing KOWs and

other facilities that would be crossed or adjacent to the project would be

notified prior to start of construction. Construction requirements asso-

ciated with adjacent ROWs would be observed and MAPCO would give

consideration to future plans for expansion of adjacent pipelines.

MO|HIjM^tt|
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(1)

cont.

(2)

(3)

Page two
New Mexico State Director

Northwest Pipeline Corporation has an existing program for crossing of
Northwest facilities by other activities. This program has been formu-
lated to provide protection to the general public as well as Northwest's
facilities. Attachment "A" details Northwest's existing program for the
crossing of its facilities. Northwest requests compliance of its existing
program by MAPCO in the planning and construction of this project.

Northwest also requests for further protection that MAPCD increase its
pipeline wall thickness and x-ray all welds within the parameters of
Northwests existing right of way.

Northwest further requests that detailed planning for the MAPCD proposal
address the possible effects to adjacent rights of way by construction
and grading operations on the proposed right of way, and that alteration
of existing drainage patterns by the proposed project be carefully evaluated.

Effects of proposed stream crossing procedures and stream bed alteration
on existing submerged river crossing should also be given detailed con-
sideration.

In addition to the above general considerations,
following specific areas be reviewed:

Northwest requests the

The Hoab Canyon area in Utah has been identified as an area of
concern for present and future right-of-way grants. Northwest
has had discussions with the Utah State Office of the Bureau
of Land Itenagement regarding coordinated planning for routing
of facilities in this congested corridor. Northwest proposes
to continue to provide such coordination as required.

The Douglas Pass Alternative in Colorado is included for
further analysis. This area has been described as a potential
landslide area. Northwest's existing main transmission line
passes through Douglas Pass, and Northwest has had experience
with past earth movements in the Dougals Pass area.
Northwest requests to be given consideration in any further
analysis of the Douglas Pass alternative.

In the vicinity of MP480, San Juan National Forest, Colorado,
a landslide area has been identified. Northwest has, during
maintenance and operation provided protection to the existing
main transmission line in this area for earth movements.
Northwest requests coordination with further planning for the
MAPCO project to limit effects to Northwest's existing facilities.

(2) Proposed construction at streambeds would be accomplished with care

to avoid conflicts with existing facilities, including pipelines. The text has

been changed (DEIS 1-15) to indicate coordination plans.

(3) On May 15, 1980 BLM Moab District Office sponsored a workshop and field

review of the problems associated with the routing of utilities through

Moab Canyon and around the city of Moab. At that workshop, MAPCO
agreed to work closely with the Moab District Manager in siting the

pipeline through this area (see DEIS page 1-27.)
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Page three
New hfexico State Director

Northwest Pipeline Corporation appreciates the opportunity to provide
ccrarents on the proposed MAPCO project.

tepectfully,

N0KE1WEST PIPELINE COKPORATICN

*" ^

W.A. Ihomasscn
ftenager - Right of Way i

Environmental Affairs

WflT:tt

Colorado State Director
Utah State Director
Wyoming State Director
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BLM State Director
P.O. Box 1449
Santa Fe, Hew Mexico 87501

Lee Roger Taylor, Jr.
4002 Mad loon Drive
Rock Spring*

f
Wyoming

May 30, 1980

88901

Dear Sir:

I proteat the BLM'a propoaed placement of the MAPOO pipeline -

particularly through the Jeeee Evlng Canyon.

Aa the governmental agency which holde In truat the management of
public landi in thla country, the BLM hae - If the propoaed plan la put
Into effect - foreaaken ita reaponaiblll ty to the land, the environment,
and the people. Poreated landa are a rarity in Wyoming To dlarupt even
momentarily the delicate ecological balance that haa taken theae forests
decadea or centurlea to eatabliah would do irreparable harm. Even if the
area la "returned to ita natural atate," It would take a minimum of 50
yeara to reatore ita viaual beauty - and that assumes that the balance
can ever be reatored.

CO

Selecting a route up Highway 430 ia conaiderably aaner and more
rational.

eepectfuLly

Lee Roger Taylorf Jr
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ID

United States Department of the Interior
WATER AND POWER RESOURCES SERVICE

UPPEKCOLOHAIXJ HEulON
DURANGO PHOJECTS OfFICE

pomiw
INHEm DUHANGO COLORADO 81301
HErEhTli 700
1201/52°-

JUN 9 3980

Memorandum

To: State Director, Bureau of Land Management
Santa Fe , New Mexico

From: Projects Manager, Durango Projects Office

Subject: Comments on the MAPCO's Rocky Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons
Pipeline Draft Environmental Statement

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Statement for the proposed MAPCO
pipeline and we have one comment.

Our concern is with the portion of MAPCO's proposed pipeline which parallels
the existing 26" diameter Northwest Pipeline Corporation gas pipeline through
Ridges Basin, located two miles southwest of Durango, Colorado. The proposed
Animas-La Plata Project would utilize this basin as the primary storage reser-
voir for project water pumped from the Animas River. The pipeline route runs
the length of the proposed reservoir baBin, bisecting the damsite at the eastern
end, and crossing the proposed Dryside Canal at the northwestern edge.

The Animas-La Plata Project was authorized for construction by the Colorado
River Basin Act of September 30, 1968 (Public Law 90-537). Review of the
project's Final Environmental Statement and Definite Plan Report are expected
to be completed within two to three months. Finalization of these documents
will culminate the advanced planning stage of the project. Although Congress
has not yet appropriated funds to begin construction, funding could become
available at any time.

A cost estimate for the relocation of the 26" pipeline around the edge of
the reservoir basin has been included in the feasibility plan for the project.
The cost for the realignment was determined as a result of several contacts
with Northwest Pipeline Corporation representatives. Although a detailed
field survey was not done, Northwest estimated that about 30,000 feet of pipe
would be required for a relocation of the pipeline to the south of the reser-
voir. Thia route is along a steep hillside but avoids the reservoir's pro-
posed inlet works and recreation facilities planned for the north shore

We would like to suggest that MAPCO contact the Northwest Pipeline Corporation
to discuss a common right-of-way route around the proposed Ridges Basin
Reservoir. The attached map of the reservoir area shows in red the alignment
or the relocation route which was used in the estimate for the Definite Plan
Report. Although, as suggested by MAPCO's Draft Environmental Statement there
are potential legal problems with shared right-of-way, construction could be
considerably more economical with a joint effort.

(1) A copy of this letter has been forwarded to MAPCO for consideration.

Please see the response to letter 19, comment 1.
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We request that MAPCO stay flexible for as long as possible with the
location of their pipeline route through the Ridges Basin area. We
may know about construction funding for the Animas-La Plata Project
by the time MAPCO is ready to install the pipeline through this area.
The savings to this government financed project from minimized relocation
costs would be beneficial to all taxpayers -

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Statement

.

Please do not hesitate to contact us for any further information or discussion.

/QJ?ti>t*~~

Enclosure

-0
-J
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State Director (922)

Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 1449

3anta Pe , Kew Mexico 87501

Gentlemen
J

-3
CO

1 on writing to you with respect to KAPC0' s proponed Rock;
Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline. I wish to consent specifically
or. the sections of pipeline which extend from northern Utah into
southwestern Wyoming.

I've worked for three yearn with unothir agency withir. the
Department of Interior which deals with oil and gas develoment

.

During that period, I've coordinated environmental work a,-;', writ-.er.

environmental documents concerning oil and gas development, an woll
as pipelines, in southwestern Wyoming. Ifaned on ny familiarity
of southwest Wyoming and experience with oil and gan, I feel I muat
write to you to you voicing ray opposition tc your Dt-ency'e prcferrrd
alternative (Fine Mountain Alternative) ae outlined in tho craft
Environmental Impact Jtc.t^uent (EI3).

Southwestern Wyoming is primarily an urea of sagebrush plains
drained by intermittent, alk„lai drawn. There are few foront-d
areas with freshwater springs which offer o diversity of wildlife
ar.d recreation. Although areas Buch as Pine, Middle, and Lif.le
mountains may not be unique to northwestern Wyoming or northern
Utah, they c-rtninly are unique in so ithwestem Kyonini;. Tr.erefcre,
it is difficult to understand why some alternatives to the west
were not fully considered because the 'J. 3. Foront Service si;r,pl,v

didn't want the pipeline on their lands, and then, the B. :..::.

prefers to cross one of southwest Wyoming's few forested arenn,
I further, do not view the B.L.JI.'b preferred alternative

as acceptable due to the physical nature of the Pine Mountain are..
This area contains a number of ateep, rock slopes r.nd area: of
severe soil instability. This ie due to the steepneos of al^pe
(15;- to 45/- ), the unconsolidated nature of the younc poorl--
developed soils, and the high shrink-swell potential of the -1-j,
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eoile. These characterintica lend themaelvaB to ooil creep

oluffing, primarily in the spring, due to long freese-thaw

periods. This is also the period when the potential for pipeline

breaks is greateet which coincideo with tine of year in which

(1 J the Fine Mountain area is most inaccessible . The Pine Ixur.tcir.

area ie generally inacceosibie by vehicles froir. December thrcu^
mid-May, which cakea repairs cf breaks and spill cleanup extremely

difficult, if not impossible, at tinea. It io for this reason

that I disagree with the dr-ift 3I3's etatentnt regarding cleanup

tinea (72 hours) in aase of a brook or apill.

Soils in the Pine Mountain are- are very susceptible to

erosion, primarily on unvegetated or disturbed slopes of greater

than g£ to T'/i, Rehabilitation of the rights-of-ways will be

difficult due to slope and soil characteristics. As a result,

the area would be left with e significant visual scar for 1 'j to

30 years.

The Pine llount-iin alternative cuts through an ur;. of elk

winter ran re and mule deer summer ran ye . In general , deer will

adapt to such activities. However, nan's actionc nenr elk habitat

have a more significant impact
t primarily during cclvir.g seasor.u .

The amount of habitnt which would be removed from production on

Pine Mountain, nlone, would be approximately 60 acres,

\^) One part of the proposal which I feel wan not adequately

add re seed for the preferred alternative was that of getting

power to the Pine Mountain area for the rectifiers in the euthedxe

protection system. This imrac t will be more significant than

addressed in the draft BIS. Also, project roads necessary for

access on theoe projects will have a greater impact en thp soils

and erosion potential than was outlined.

The Little Mountain alternative poner. similar potential

impucto to the B.L.K.'o preferred alternative.

(*j) I propose two alternatives which I feel nerits consideration.

The first of these io the proposal ap initially proposed by ."APOl

east of Little Mountain, near Wyoming 373. I realize this soes

through the Red Creek badlands area whicn poses some severe erosion

problems. However, for the cost of tho additional 30 Miles of

routing over Fine Mountain, stringent erosion and sedimentation

measures could be imposed. This could be in the form of nulchinc

(1 } See the response to letter 12, comment 12.

(2) Rectifiers associated with the Cathodic Protection System would be

located only where power presently exists. Existing access roads or the

ROW itself would be used for construction and operation of the proposed

project (see DEIS, page 1-10). This may necessitate upgrading of some

existing roads and rehabilitation would be required as necessary.

(3) The East of Little Mountain Alternative (proposed action) was routed to

avoid the soil stability problems encountered by Mountain Fuel as indicated

in the DEIS appendix A on map 14 of 18, (MP840-644). During the same

month of publication of the DEIS the WSU area was expanded to include

the location through which the proposed action (East of Little Mountain)

had been routed to avoid the Little Mountain landslide problem. Currently,

therefore, the proposed action crosses the WSU for approximately 1 mile.

The proposed action has been analyzed in detail and will be given serious

consideration in the final decision (see FE1S summary, page 3).
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(3)

cont.

(4)

-i-

the RiC-W's and using oediaient trapo and ponds. In order to
avoid the stability problems encountered by the Mountain >Y.-1

line, the line ahould be routed along the bane of the elope of
Hichard's Mountain instead of attempting to stay along hic.-.way

373 part way up the slop.. This would infringe on the Red Jree*
ildernass Study Area (w.a.A.), although it would not impair th-
ecenic vista of the area from the highway. In addition, tr.e

status of tne Red Creek U.S.A. is somewhat questionable, due tc
administrative nrror.. This alternative would ulso be very
accessible on a year-round basis for repairs and could utilize
existing rights-of-ways. Overall, this alternative his protlens,
but I do not feel that the overall impact on soils, forestry,
wildlife, people, recreation, and economics would be as severe
as the Pine /'ountuin alternative.

The second alternative which I offer is tl.e beat environ-
mentally, but would he most costly for r-'.Ariu. Tnis alternative
is to align the pipeline to the east after leavinr Jests* Bwin;;
conyoi. and follow Colorado highway 318 to southweat of Irish
canyon. The pipeline could then follow nortli through Irish
o-^nyon to Vyociing 430 and stay near existing rights-of -way*.
to Rock Springs. This route would be very eccesnibie for repairs
all year long and th,> cost additions wcuid not bf no creat us
they may first appear. ?his is because spur lines cominr from
the east (Brady, Table Rock, and Red Ileser* areas) would not be
as long. Ir. addition, coots of difficult construction, maintenance,
and rehabilitation would not be as hij-h aa the Little .'lour.tain,

•ast of Little Mountain, or Pine Mountain routes.
It is the B.L.K.'s responsibility to nar.a.-e federal lanlo

in tho best interest of the people and the country. It is my
opinion that if the D.L.M. chooses the Pine Mountain alternative.
when more feasible alternatives exist, they have failed to live
up to that responsibility, I earnestly hope that other alternatives
will be considered prior to the writing of tho final EI3 and that
the opinion of the people of southwestern Wyoming will be fully
considered in your decision. I fully recognize the need for tr.is

pipeline in light of national energy needs, but 1 feci fiat better
alternatives exist and hope that these ideas will be integrated
into the assessment process in the spirit that I.'SIA and the C~,

28

(4) A route following Highway 430 was screened from detailed analysis for

the reasons explained in the response to letter 12 comment 4.
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have intended them.

(5) fiantion should aloo be made thtt copiet- of the draft 3Io

were not readily avtilublc to the public and that little public

notice wets given concerning the dates tnrt times for the initial

scoping meeting and the public hearing on Ma;/ 22, I960. The

public neitinc held on June 3, 1 9fc0 at the Rock Springe Dintrict

B.Ij.". office was better advertised.

Pleaee oend me a copy of the final BIS when it is completed.

Please send to

:

Chris Hanson
1110 Cortinental St.
Hock Springs, Wyo. ;J2?*01

Thank ycu for the oppotunity to conment or. this ^ropcal.

(5) Refer to the response to letter 17 for a summary of the efforts made to

obtain public involvement during the review period.
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THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO Q ALBUQUERQUE. NEW MEXICO B713I
DEPARTMENT OFGEOLOGY D TELEPHONE VB27;.»ax

June 10, 1980

State Director,
Bureau of Land Management

,

Santa Fe , N.M.

,

P.O. Box 1449

Dear Sir;

Dr-ft'i^T
read t

l'

e MAPC ° Rocky Mountal" Liquid Hydrocarbons PipelineDraft Environmental Impact Statement, which your office is assessingana have some comments and suggestions to make on the New Mexico partof the statement. As a paleontologist familiar with the fossils
likely to be found during construction of the pipeline it is myopinion that the E.I.S. 's consideration of the impact to the piWn-trl-pical resources, and particularly the mitigation of these impacts,is v~-y insufficient.

(1) On page 2-1 b 2-2 the E.I.S. Indicates that 86 miles of pipelinewill go through the Nac inie„to-0jo Alamo Formations, I -He; throughthe San Jose Formation, and 8 miles through the Frultland Fixationoutcrops having 'potential paleontologlcal resources", namely vertebratefossils. However, no inventory of paleont ologica sites has been madeand the only mitigation mentioned (p. 1-42) is that before constructionan inspection of areas having a high priority of containing fossilsof exceptional scientific value may_ (my underline) be required inorder to identify surface exposures of fosses'. Important vertebrate
fossils are well-known in the above -mentioned formations from nany
localities in the areas around the pipeline route. Because of thi?
I consider it imperative that the route be surveyed for significant'fossils, and aurfac. collections be made, before construction begins
In other words, the phrase "may be required'' in the statement aboveshould be replaced with 'will be completed*. The E.I.S statementmentioned that an archaeological inventory was made several years acoThe paleontologlcal resources in the area are as important in theirway as the archaeological resources - why has no paleontologlcal
inventory been done?

Further, because excavation in the Naclmiento, San Jose, andFrultland Format!. uis could turn up unique or otherwise scient if ical 1 vimportant fossils that would not be visible on the surface I think
'

it would be appropriate that the pipeline excavations through theseformations be monitored seml-cont inuously by B.L.'i. or other paleon-tologists as construction proceeds, to assure that significant
S|>ecimens exposed in the excavations are not lost to science Ths
is certainly within the B.L.M.s conmission to adequEtely manage
scientific resources, as spelled out in the Federal Land Policy andManagement Act. There is a Jot of discussion in the E.I.S. (p. 1-26
27) on specific mitigation procedures for archaeological sltesthat
might be uncovered during pipeline construction. There is no discussion

I
of paleontologlcal rite -.rtlgation. This inadequacy should be corrected

(1

)

The ROW grant would be accompanied by stipulations which would have

to be complied with by the applicant. Stipulations are now being

developed to potential mitigate paleontological impacts.
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DO THE UNIVERSITY OF NEW MEXICO Q ALBUQUERQUE. NEW MEXICO B7131

DEPARTMENT OF CEOLOCV O TELEPHONE 305277-4204

2.

before permission is given to begin pipeline construction.
Secondly, "significant fossils" seems to be defined in the E.I.S.

only in terms of vertebrate fossils. There is no mention of p'ants or
Invertebrates, which are known to occur in the formations mentioned
above, as well as in numerous formations exposed along tue route in
the central and southeastern part of New Mexico. The marine Cretaceous
and late Paleozoic formations containing fossils along this part of
the route are ignored in the E.I.S. Although the chances of finding
significant fossils are perhaps less here than in the northern formations,
the possibility does exist, based on what is known of the fossils of
these formations. 1 would suggest at least an inventory and survey
of fossil deposits be made for all bedrock exposures along the route
in central and southeastern New Mexico. Because a significant part of
the route does not run through bedrock, and because the area of the
route that will be affected by construction is very narrow, such a
survey could be conpleted probably in a couple of weeks or less. In
addition, a brief, occasional check by a paleontologist as construction
is occurring, in areas previously identified from surface inspection
as being fossil iferous , would suffice to determine that significant
paleontological materials are not being destroyed.

Thirdly, some parts of the route go through areas identified on
the state geologic map as being Quaternary (unconsolidated) deposits.
These den>isits are similar, particularly in Lea and Chaves Counties,
to deposits in the Clovls area that have yielded Pleistocene vertebrates,
occasionally in assoclaticn with human artifacts. Such fossil deposits
might not be visible on the surface but could be exposed during
pipeline construction. Late Pleistocene fossil vertebrate/human
occurrences are of great importance archaeologically as well as
paleontologlcally , and some procedures for handling deposits of this
type (Pleistocene vertebrates, with or without associated human artifacts)
ought, in my opinion, to be specifically incorporated into mitigation
requirements. A program similar to that for cultural resources (p.
1-26,27) could be developed, with provisions for reporting such deposits
to the B.L.M. and/or state officials, and for clearance of these sites
by professional paleontologists (and archaeologists, if human artifacts
are present)

.

I hope these suggestions have been helpful, and that they, or some
adequate modification of them, will be incorporated in the final E.I.S.
and final construction plan.

Sincerely

,

Barry) S. Kues
Associate Pforessor of

Geology

(2) Necessary paleontological surveys would be conducted prior to con-

struction on public lands.

(3) Pleistocene vertebrate fossils would be evaluated in a survey as

described in the response to letter 29, comment 2.
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United Stales Department oi the Interior

f.l nl'KiK \l M U\ I \

Memorandum

To:

•*/:. 5 >w
State Director (922), Lureau of Land Managenent
Santa Fe. New Mexico

Through: Assistant Secretary— Energy and Minerals

Fron: Director, Geological Survey

Subject: Review of draft environmental statement for WCO's
Rocky Mountain liquid hydrocarbons pipeline. Texas,
New Mexico, Colorado, Utah, and l.'yorclng

l.'e have reviewed the draft statement as requested in your notice.

lie suggest consideration of the potential for effects on ground-water
ravenent, quality, and recharge from lateral mlaratton through the
pipeline trench backfill where aquifers or active recharge areas are
Intercepted by the trenches.

c
^v i-^ - •

tor H.^Villian Menard

cc:

AS/EM(Z)
Udvance. BLH
i. Chiang,~nrMS630
Gen. Files, MSI 14 , Reston
Dir. Chron.
RB

EGS:LB0NHAH:af:b-28-aO

(II It is possible that a slight increase or decrease in recharge could occur
from lateral migration of water in the trench. The trench depth,

characteristics of backfill material, degree of compaction, characteristics

of the bottom of the trench, slope of trench, surface slope, surface cover,

precipitation, and cut and fill methods could ail have some effect upon
recharge. The relatively narrow ditch width (14 to 28 inches) and shallow

depth (43 to 51 inches) indicate that impacts would be expected to be

insignificant.
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Hay 28, 1980

BLH Statt Dlr»«t.r
dcx 1449
Santa Ft, New Heiico 87501

Dear Sir:

As lenj-tera residents of Sweetwater Coanty, we ara Tery concerned
aaout the BLM decision to allow MAPCO to build a pipeline rifht of way
ever Pint Mountain or Little Mountain.

Tha forests in this area art Ttry precious Because there is »=
little. Wt are concerned that the unly local elk herde jill lose
art haeitat. Wt tiaply can't understand tht rational behind the MAPCU-
BUt propoaal to lay the pipeline under the Green.-Rreer

.

Wt ask that yoa reconsider the route and take the pipeline up high-
way 430 where It would avoid our forests and that you suspend the pipe-
line over the Green River.

6incorely,

-&4 ffa~r*
—

Paul 8. Jean Theapaan

{ 1

)

Responses to each of the comments presented in this letter have been

previously given. Refer to the response to letter 12, comments 4, 9, 13

and 29.
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STATE OF UTAH
Scott M. Matheson

Governor

Kent Briggs

State Planning Coordinator

32
Oiwiiion of Policy and PUnning Coordination

Intergovernmental Relations Section

Lorayne Temped. Anociatc State Planning Cootdinalo
124 Slate Capitol

Salt Lake City. Utah 84 I II

933-4981

June 12, 1980

State Director (92?)
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 1449
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

SUBJECT: Draft EIS, MAPCO's Rocky Mountain Liquid
Hydrocarbons Pipeline. (SAI #8004280981

Dear Sir r

The Utah State Environmental Coordinating Committee has re-
viewed the Information in the Draft EIS, MARCO'S Rocky Mountain
Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline. The Committee has found no discrep-
ancy with existing state plans and objectives.

Agencies choosing to comment at this time are the Division
of State History, and the Division of Wildlife Resources. While
the former comments are enclosed, the latter, expressing concern
over wildlife migration between Utah and Wyoming, will be mailed
to you under seperate cover.

Committee members would like to thank you for the opportunity
to review this material; it is helpful in the forming of ideas on
the proposed action.

Sincerely,

£-7^,411^
Lee M. Allen
A-95 Coordinator

LMA:ba
Enclosure
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April 2, 1980

Division of
State History
1UTAM SIAIC HtfTOWC**. SOCifrv>

ix:
ED
fTAlEOfUIAH

fOOatOmC OEVttOH* n\

32a

JorwtlTMosourH

fttuuuaorv.ulAMtatotChairperson
Environmental Coordinating Committee
State Planning Office
118 state Capitol
Salt Lake City, Utah 84114

RE: MAPOO Liquid Hydrocarbon Pipeline, Cbncurranoe with March 19S0

Dear Chairperson: Draft.

In response to your request for review and in accordance with
your responsibility as outlined in 36 CFR 800.4 we are happy to
consult with you concerning your project.

The staff has determined, after review, that if the stated
procedures, projects or regulations are followed as outlined,
there will be no known effect upon any potential or listed
National Register historic, archeological or cultural sites.

If you have any questions or concerns, please contact James L.
Dykman, Compliance Administrator, or Wilson G. Martin,
Preservation Development Coordinator, Utah State Historical
Society, 307 West 200 South, Salt Lake City, Utah 84101,
533-6017.

Sincerely,

eH»-»-»-<-<_

Melvin T. Smith
Director and
State Historic Preservation Officer

JLD:re: C597 Ihilti

( 3) Concur with findings/recommendations

cc ' Prances Leviiie, US Dept of Interior , BUI, P.O. Box 1449
Santa Fe, New texico 67S01

eHjlwyOoOfd IMonC «M«'ni. C^.im,n • Tc pi^i H liA;

V/illi.vnD CvMl
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(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

Wilderness Workshop
of the Colorado Open Space Council
2239 Easl Colla* Avenue Denver Colorado 60206 • <303i M9-VHU)

June 10,1980
State Director (922)
Bureau of Lend Management
P.O. Box K49
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Sir,

I am coanentlng on the proposed MAPC0 Rocky Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbon Pipe-line Draft Environmental Impact Statement of April, 1980 for the Wilderness Work-
shop of the Colorado Open Space Council, Colorado's statewide wilderness organi-zation, (page numbers refer to pages in the DES)

We are very concerned about the following aspects of the DES, and request
that these issues be adequately addressed in the FES:

1) The effect of the project on endangered and threatened species of wildlifeand Plants specifically in the river crossings of the Colorado and Oreen Riverswhere the Colorado Squawflsh, the Ra*orback Sucker, and the Humpback Chub resideThe effects on these endangered fish of construction disturbance, resulting sllt-atlon in the rivers, and stability of Che river bottoms after construction allneed to be addressed In the FES.
A detailed assessment of the effects of this project on wildlife needs to

be a part of the FES.

2) An assessment of the effects of the proposed river crossing of the Green
River at mile 822 In Brown's Park (p 1-7) on the Green's proposed status under
the Wild S Scenic Rivers Act, as well as the environmental effects (mentionned

£ the°FES
th€ PI°ie" " thl " crosslne "h™" be given much closer attention

3) The Right of Way maintenance plan for Forest Service lands (p 1-15) should

. r*^? P r«*°"* to the construction phase of the project . and Incorporated
in the FES.

4) Detailed plans for prevention of leaks and/or breaks In or near the river
r ahould be presented In the FES, with special attention given to the

auna In or near the
effects of breaks and/or leaks on the endangered flora and fa
the river crossings.

While the DES mentions many of these issues, it gives them only cursory ex-
amination, and does not satisfy the accuracy criterion of the National Environ-
mental Policy Act for Environmental Impact Statements. We therefore request that
these issues be fully addressed in the FES on MAJCO's proposed pipeline.

Thank you.

J. Bull

f/u/L
Norman
Colorado Open Space Council
Wilderness Workshop.

jyi/ifecf on t00°* rmcyattf fmptt
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(1) The drait biological assessment has been prepared and is being sub-

mitted to the Fish and Wildlife Service. The effects of temporary

disturbance to river bottoms and siltation in the rivers resulting from

construction are addressed in the biological assessment. The analysis

contained in the biological assessment and the Fish and Wildlife Service's

biological opinion will be fully considered in the decision making process.

An addition to the text (DEIS, page 3-8) has been made.

A detailed assessment of the effects of this project on wildlife is

contained in the MAPCO E1S background file available for public review at

the BLM New Mexico State Office in Santa Fe, NM.

(2/ Refer to letter 20, comment 4 and letter 33, comment 1.

(o) Based on site-specific information, stipulations would be developed and

attached to the HOW grant. A detailed maintenance plan would be

required from the applicant which would incorporate these stipulations. See
letter 12, comment 22.

(4) See letter 12, comment 13 and letter 33, comment 1.
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311 *. flaming uorge Bay
Green Kiver, Wy 82935
June 5, I98C

Mr. Larry woodard
Acting state Director
Bureau of Land Management
P. 0. Box U,lt9
Santa Fe, HM 87501

Dear Mr. Woodard:

I have reviewed the MAPCO's Hocky Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons
Pipeline r.lS and would like to offer the following comments for your
consideration.

(1) In my opinion, the MAFCO Draft £IS, does not comply with the
legislative intent of the National environmental Policy Act (l.'EPA).
The i>LM preferred Wyoming alternative (Pine Mt. Alternative) would
create a new utility corridor when several existing corridors exist
that this pipeline could follow.

oweetwater County, Wyoming could be generally characterized as
high descert county. Only 6,000 acres or 0.1% of Sweetwater County
is forested. It seems inconceivable that the BLM would propose that
the KAPCO pipeline be routed through our small forested areas.

/o) 1 an 6ure tnat vou are aware that diversity of habitat is the key
to healthy and diverse wildlife populations. The distruction or mod-
ification of the small forested areas in Sweetwater County could have
severe negative impacts on wildlife, such as elk, that depend on forested
areas for escape cover, food, shelter, calving grounds, etc. The 3LK
proposed route, transects the tri-state elk herd summer range, and also
passes through an area that the Wyoming Game and fish Dept. has
designated as critical elk winter range. Seventy to eighty percent of
the tri-state elk herd, winters in this area.

STATEWIDE FEDERATION OF CONSERVATION CLUBS AFF IL I AT£D WITH NATIONAL WILDLIFE FEDERATION

"BEST HUNTING AND FISHING POSSIBLE FOR THE MOST PEOPLE"
CONSERVATION PLEDGE

I GIVE MV PLEDGE A| AN AMERICAN TO Save AND faiThFullV To OE FIND FROM WASTE
THE NATURAL RESOURCES OF Mv COUNThv_its SOIL ano MINERALS ITS FORESTS.

WATERS ANDWiLDLlFC
JOIN A CLUB* JOIN A FEDERATION

(1

)

The comments expressed in this letter have been previously discussed in

responses to other letters. Please see responses to letter 12, comments 4,

8 and 9.

(2) See response to letter 12, comment 29.
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.„„ Negative impacts such as visual impacts, not following existingkok s and soil problems seem to be the major reasons for rejecting -estof the alternatives. The Pine Fountain route does not follow an exittin?ROW, clear cutting a strip through a forest would certainly cause visualimpacts for a considerable length of time, not the 3 to 5 years as statedin the ..IS and routing the pipeline up a steep 9,700 foot mountain
would in all likelyhood cause soil erosion or slippage.

..„.'1!
,

|
er maintenance that may become necessary, would be extremelydifficult on the steep snow covered sloDes of Pine or Little mountainmajor environmental impacts would also occure due to heavy equipment"

'

needed for snow removal.

For these reasons 1 would like the following alternatives to receiveattention. These alternatives deal with available routes from milepost 800 northward, mainly in Wyoming.

. Beginning at the Browns Park Bridge cross the
Ureen River, above the water, using the exist-
ing bridge or utilizing a new structure, then
following the existing highway northeast to
highway 430, through irish Canyon then nortn
to milepost 50 where a mountain ruel pipeline
crosses the highway, then northwest along the
existing riOiV to the intersection with the Fine
Mountain alternative at milepost 93a then cont-
inuing to the South Baxter otation.

In depth consideration should be given to the
company proposal least of kittle Mountain) with
the exception of deviating from the proposed
route either east or west around the slide area
on Little Mountain then rejoining the proposed
action.

I appreciate the opportunity to comment on one of my favorite areas
of Wyoming.

Sincerely yours,

(3) See response to letter 12, comment 9, 11.

(4) See responses to letter 12, comments 5, 9 and 24-27.

(5) See responses to letter 12, comments 10 and 12.

(6) See response to letter 12, comment 4.

(7) See responses to letter 12, comment 2 and letter 28, comment 2.

rionald .-, . Smith, Chairman
natural Resources committee

Luke i^nielson
uwight ^rnith
Bob rtogers
lieorge Kaminskl
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UfMTID 1TATM DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
Tka Autaunt»wtar» far Productivity,

Ttdnialigy. and hxwvMton
WMhmgion. D C 20230

(202) 377XWX* 4 33 5

June 11, 1980

State Director (922)
Bureau of Land Management
P. 0. Box 1449
Santa Fe, New Mexico B7501

Dear Sir:

This is in reference to your environmental impact statement entitled
"MAPCO's Rocky Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline." The enclosed
comments from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
are forwarded for your consideration.

Thank you for giving us an opportunity to provide these comments, which
we hope will be of assistance to you. We would appreciate receiving
eight (8) copies of the final environmental impact statement.

Sinceprely

,

SV^JL
. Bruce P/. Barrett
Acting Director, Office of
Environmental Affairs

Enclosure Memo from: Mr. Robert B. Rollins
National Ocean Survey

NOAA
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Ocaanlc and Atmospheric Administration
NATIONAL OC£ AN SURVEY
Rockville. Md ?DB52

,".30 0A/C52x6:JLR

TO: PP/EC - Joyce H. Wood . , J> -

FROH: 0A/C5 - Robert B. Rollins'/' '

SUBJECT: DEIS #8004.30 - HAPCO's Rocky Mountain Liquid
Hydrocarbons Pipeline

The subject statement has been reviewed within the areas of the
National Ocean Survey's (NOS) responsibility and expertise, and 1n
terras of the Impact of the proposed action on NOS activities and
projects.

(1) Geodetic control survey monuments may be located 1n the proposed
project area. If there Is any planned activity which will disturb or
destroy these monuments, NOS requires not less than 90 days' notifica-
tion in advance of such activity in order to plan for their relocation
NOS recommends that funding for this project includes the cost of any
relocation required for NOS monuments.

Attachment
DEIS 08004.30 (File Copy)

(11 The DEIS, page 1-27, under "public monuments and markers" states: "If

the removal of monuments or markers becomes necessary during specific

construction activities, the applicant would advise the appropriate agency
of that need." Necessary relocations would be made at the applicant's

expense.

^y^T
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CHEYENNE. WYOMING 82002

June 12, 1980

PLKAai ADDfftai RPLt
TO THI COMMISSION!*

State Director (922)
Bureau of Land Management
P. 0. Box 1449
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Dear Sir:

Reference DEIS for MAPCO's Rocky Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons
Pipeline, please select a route that will assure the maintenance
of existing tree cover on non-federal lands in Wyoming, so that
watershed and wildlife values will be protected.

It la further requested that you Initiate and maintain liaison with
Mr. Bart Trucano, District Forester, Wyoming District Land Office,
P. 0. Box 815, Evanston, WY 82930 Tel. 307-789-9721, regarding
State land. Mr. Trucano will need to appraise resource values and
develop recommendations for site rehabilitation on State lands.

Right-of-way permits must also be obtained from the Commissioner of
Public Lands, Cheyenne, prior to any access across or before con-
struction on lands owned by the State of Wyoming and must comply
with the terms set forth in the State permit.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Very truly yours,

State Forester

(1) This suggestion and requirement have been forwarded to MAPCO.
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June 11, 1980

Mr. Arthur W. Zimmerman
State Director
Bureau of Land Management
P 0. Box 1449
Santa Fe, NM 87501

Dear Mr. Zimmerman:

He have reviewed the draft environmental impact statement for MAPCO'a
Rocky Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline and do not feel that this
project will result in any significant adverse impacts on the soil,
water, and plant resources on that segment of the line passing through
Texas.

Sincerely

g^Z&^^_
George C. Marks
State Conaervationist
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National Wildlife Federation
NATURAL RESOURCE CLINIC
FLEMING LAW BUILDING

MOULDER. COLORADO SO3O0

June 13, 1980

CO

(1!

Mr. Arthur W. Zimmerman
State Director (922)
Bureau of Land Management
New Mexico state office
P.O. Box 1449
Sante Fe, NM 87501

Re: MAPCO's Rocky Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons
Pipeline DEIS

Dear Mr. Zimmerman:

On behalf of the National Wildlife Federation I am pleased
to submit the following comments on the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment's Draft Environmental Impact Statement on MAPCO's Rocky
Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline. The National Wildlife
Federation, with over 4.5 million members and supporters, is
America's largest conservation organization. These comments
were developed with the assistance of our affiliates in New
Mexico, Utah, Colorado, and Wyoming.

In general, we believe that the DEIS does not adequately
address the issue of impacts on wildlife that will result from
the proposed action. In the few instances where they are dis-
cussed, the conclusion that those impacts will be insignificant
is often reached without reference to the background information
on which the Bureau of Land Management is relying. The same
treatment has been given to the analysis of impacts on the land,
vegetation, and rivers and streams along the route. Before a
decision can be made based on the environmental consequences of
the actions and alternatives, those consequences must be fully
analyzed and understood. We believe that the DEIS will require
extensive supplementation before a Final EIS based on it can be
considered adequate. The following comments address those
specific areas in which we believe the DEIS requires further
development.

1. General Comments

a. Statements are made throughout the DEIS without
reference to what, if any, background information they rely on.
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This

Zimmerman

is particularly true in the analysis of wildlife impacts
CEQ regulations at 40 C.F.R. 1 1502.21 (1978) allow agencies
to cut down on the bulk of an EIS by incorporating material by
reference and citing that material, as well as briefly describ-
ing its contents. This material must also be available for
inspection by interested parties. Although the references
section in the DEIS includes a list of sources, what informa-
tion they were relied on for is not indicated, nor does it
appear from the titles or individuals listed that any of them
servedas wildlife information sources. The only references
given for biological information are those for threatened and
endangered species, and for two tables listing Crucial Wildlife
Use Areas and Periods to Avoid Construction. Even those ref-
erences list only individuals and not publications. Table 1-12,
Summary of Significant Impacts for Proposed Action and Alterna-
tives, gives almost the exclusive information on impacts on
wildlife, with no basis, references, background information,
etc. Baseline information relied on in preparation of the DEIS
must be indicated as required in order to allow for informed
review and effective decisionmaking.

b. The maps in Appendix A, showing the proposed route
of the pipeline, do not provide sufficient information to allow
informed comment on routing decisions.

(1) Much of the route of the pipeline, according
to the Legend, iB "Near Existing Road, Railroad, Pipeline or
other Utility." In many instances it cannot be discerned from
those maps, or even from the 7.5' USGS Topographic Maps of the
same region exactly what form of utility is being followed, if
one is being followed at all, or how "near" to that utility the
pipeline runs. In other words, the question remains as to
whether the proposed route lies within an already cleared cor-
ridor or merely in the vicinity of one. There may be a very
substantial difference in the resulting impacts depending on
the answers to these questions. Without more information, our
comment must be limited to stating the importance of routing
the pipeline within existing corridors whenever possible, and
more specifically within those corridors which will result in
the least disturbance of wildlife and the environment in general.

(2) The Legend also indicates that much of the
route follows existing MAPCO R.O.W. According to the New
Mexico Bureau of Land Management office that right-of-way con-
tains the Northwest Pipeline for most of the route. More
information on that pipeline should be included in the DEIS

—

at least a brief description of its characteristics and uses.
It is not clear from the DEIS at what point the proposed pipe-
line follows a right-of-way with an existing pipeline or an

(1) The background information is in the MAPCO EIS file, available for

public review at the BLM New Mexico State Office in Santa Fe. As

required by 40 CFR 1502.15, an attempt has been made to include and

present data and analysis in the DEIS "...commensurate with the impor-

tance of the impact, with less important material summarized, con-

solidated, or simply referenced...." Determination of significance was

begun in the scoping process as per 40 CFR 150.17 (2) (3). The reference

section in the DEIS included only those citations referenced in the text of

the DEIS. A brief description of the content of the background file

follows:

• Identification of wildlife resources determined to be of particular

concern through the scoping process. The two categories identified as

having the greatest concern were game species and species classified as

threatened or endangered.

• Identification of habitat types traversed by the proposed pipeline route

and alternatives. Habitat types are identified by mile post in the

vegetation section of the background file.

e A list of several common speicies associated with each habitat type.

Identification of wildlife species lists available in publications, in state

or regional offices of various wildlife agencies, and BLM and FS offices

along the route.

» Identification of crucial wildlife use areas and season of use as

submitted by various BLM, FS, and state wildlife agency personnel.

Crucial use areas are identified by mile post,

« Definitions for analytic criteria utilized for impact determination. (A

brief description of these criteria appears on page 3-3 of the DEIS.)

• Application of the analytical criteria and an impact determination

based on the description of the proposed action and alternatives as

presented in Chapter One of the DEIS.

• The same type of information has been obtained for federally listed

threatened or endangered species, as well as state listed and legisla-

tively protected species. This materia] is also available Tor public

review at the BLM New Mexico State Office in Santa Fe (MAPCO EIS

background file).



(2) The intent of the maps in Appendix A is to show the general alignment

of the proposal, locations of related facilities, land ownership and approxi-

mate areas where the proposed line is near existing ROWS. Larger scale

maps are available at all BLM district offices along the route. In many

cases, the detailed maps were used to solicit information from agency

personnel and the public.

(3) MAPCO has attempted to locate its proposed pipeline adjacent to

existing utilities. A definition of "near" was developed to allow some

necessary flexibility in on-the-ground siting. Where possible, they plan to

locate adjacent to the existing HOWS; however, physical or other barriers

may necessitate slight deviations. Site-specific variations would be

handled through stipulations and on-the-ground inspection prior to and

during construction. Regarding availability of more detailed maps, see

response to this letter, comment 2.

<o

(4) MAPCO has an existing pipeline In its ROW from Hobbs Station, Texas

to Kutz Canyon, New Mexico (MP 0-415.5). For this portion of the line

they propose to locate within the already developed ROW. For background

information on the coincidence of the Northwest pipeline and the MAPCO

proposal, see the letter and response to letter 24.
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as-yet unused right-of-way grant. Yet this obviously makes a
significant difference in determining environmental impacts.
The Final EIS should include enough specific information so
that environmental impacts of routing decisions can be realist-
ically evaluated in the decisionmaking process.

(3) We have been told that the definition of
"near" as used in the map Legend is that two individuals, one
standing on each of the two utilities in question, would be
able to see each other. If there are obstructions blocking the
view, even if the utilities are within 10 feet of each other,
they would no longer be deemed near to each other. Relying on
a definition which is so vague, as well as subject to constant
change in meaning according to the nature of the surrounding
land, makes it impossible to judge whether the new route will
run within, or even close to, the already disturbed land.
Furthermore, the distance at which two individuals are within
sight of each other can be very great, and if used as a crition
for allowing construction would necessarily result in the crea-
tion of new corridors and new disturbance of land and wildlife.
If the DEIS's determination of nearness to an existing route is
to be used as a justification of routing decisions that defini-
tion must be stated in the Final EIS and must be accurate and
specific so that impacts of the route proposed and alternatives
can be weighed effectively.

(4) In several instances the proposed route appears
to veer away from a visible road or utility either to follow a
utility that does not show on the map or to run through undis-
turbed land. An explanation of the reasons for these routing
decisions should be included in the Final EIS.

c. Wildlife Impacts.

(1) The DEIS states that a biological assessment
is currently being done on potential effects on threatened and
endangered species (p. 2-3). It is imperative that that assess-
ment be included in the Final EIS and that it address state-
listed species as well as federally-listed species. If the
mandate of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 is that all
federal departments seek to conserve endangered and threatened
species, the effects on those species of the proposed action
must be specifically included in the Final EIS in order to
effectuate it. 40 C.F.B. I 1502.25 requires that this assess-
ment be prepared concurrently and integrated with the EIS to
the fullest extent possible. That assessment should have been
included, therefore, in the DEIS. In light of the failure to
so include it, it becomes even more important that a thorough
biological assessment be part of the Final EIS.

(5)

(6)

As stated in the response to letter 38, comment 3, the definition of

"near" was developed to allow flexibility in site-specific routing decisions.

Because center line engineering surveys and the cultural resources inven-

tory have not been completed, a site-specific final route cannot be defined

at this time. Under ideal circumstances 2 pipelines would not be located

closer than 10 feet. The alignment would be known by the time site-

specific stipulations were established for the ROW grant.

Without specific references to the areas in question on the maps, a

specific answer is not possible. Generally, route deviations from existing

ROWS represent areas where; a) a resource impact is being avoided

(especially for visual impacts); b) some sort of barrier must be avoided; c)

where routing to get to another ROW that trends in the right direction is

necessary.

('I A discussion of the relationship of the biological assessment to the

NEPA process for this project appears In the response to letter 33,

comment 1. The biological assessment would be an integral component of

the final decision-making process.
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(2) The DEIS includes Tables 1-8 and 1-11 which
liBt Crucial Wildlife Use Areas and Periods to Avoid Construc-
tion, for the proposed action and alternatives. This is almost
the exclusive discussion of impacts on wildlife contained in
the DEIS. The Table is apparently based on the conclusion that
disturbance during these crucial periods is the only possible
cause of detrimental impacts on wildlife. The Final EIS should
consider the following questions:

(a) Is a more serious problem the creation of
a new or larger corridor? Possible impacts may result from
increased human access into these areas. This issue is addressed
in the DEIS (p. 1-42) where it is suggested that vehicle barriers
be constructed where necessary. We believe the necessity of this
mitigation measure should be analyzed in the Final EIS for each
of these crucial areas and should be made an absolute requirement
where necessary.

(b) Where a new or broader corridor is created,
won't the likelihood of further use of the corridor for other
utilities be increased resulting in additional impact on wildlife?

(c) Both of the preceding two questions should
also be analyzed in terms of effects on habitat and other values
of land now in a primitive state.

(d) What are the possible impacts of altera-
tions in vegetation within these crucial use areas? It is
doubtful that vegetation can be reestablished within the period
during which impacts are considered safe (see comments on reveg-
etation below) . Some analysis must be made of the impacts on
the subsequentcrucial use period of these changes in vegetation.

(e) The Final EIS should discuss the possible
impacts of necessary pipeline maintenance or ruptures on these
crucial wildlife use areas.

(3) On page 1-24 of the DEIS it is stated that
herbicides will be used within the fences at pump stations to
prevent fireB, and in front of right-of-way safety signs to
ensure that they remain visible. There is no discussion of
what herbicides will be used or of the potential impacts of
their use. Nor is there any indication that alternatives were
considered. These issues should be addressed in the Final EIS.

(4) Page 3-3 of the DEIS states the criteria for
finding an insignificant impact on wildlife, resulting from
vegetation and surface disturbance. If no more than 1% of the
total crucial habitat within the geographic area (20-mile cor-
ridor) is expected to be disturbed or if the disturbance is

(8) The tables are not intended to imply that such a conclusion has been

drawn. The tables reflect the applicant's willingness to avoid construction

in those identified crucial areas during their season of crucial use, thus

greatly reducing the potential for ths impact to occur.

(9) (a) With respect to corridor analysis, see responses to comments 6, 8, 9

in letter 12. With respect to vehicle barriers, see the response to letter 13,

comment 3. BLM personnel would be conducting on-the-ground inspections

during construction. The need for vehicle barriers would be established at

that time.

(b) With respect to the potential for increasing impacts on wildlife, the

following recommendation was presented to Wyoming, Utah and Colorado

BLM: In light of the magnitude of energy-related activities in the

overthrust area, a multi-state, multi-agency corridor plan and analysis

should be conducted. Corridor sensitivities should be considered and utility

thresholds established for each corridor. Use of that proposed location for

additional utilities is dependent on subsequent environmental analysis and

other considerations if and when more utilities are proposed

(c) See response to (a) and (b) above.

(10) (d) This analysis was conducted and the resultant impacts were not

found to be significnt, and were therefore not presented in the DEIS. See

pages 2-1 and 3-3 of the DEIS. The impact analysis is available for review

at NMSO, Santa Fe.

(11) With respect to maintenance and ruptures, see the response to com-

ments 11,12 and 13 in letter 12. As stated in the DEIS: "Saturation of the soil by

natural gasoline or normal butane would be confined to no more than an

acre of land." This means that damage to soils and vegetation or wildlife

habitat would also be confined to this area. The amount of habitat

destruction resulting from a rupture (compared to that available) would be

extremely small.
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expected to be greater than 1» but the impact is expected to be
beneficial or short-term (one year or less) that impact is
deemed to be insignificant. This treatment of impacts on wild-
life is inadequate as well as offered without explanation of
how it was reached. A severe impact even if lasting only one
day, can irreversibly destroy wildlife habitat. Similarly, a
manor impact at a critical point can also result in serious
problems. The analysis of wildlife impacts must be based on
more realistic criteria in the Final EIS. Furthermore, there is
no discussion of what wildlife exists within the proposed right-
of-way except for those mentioned in the crucial use area tables
Isn't it critical to know what species exist within the area in
order to be able to predict impacts?

Impacts on vegetation and soils.

ID
whatever is nece
right-of-way (p
short of the des
necessary. The
sibility of resu
impacts on wildl
the right-of-way
impacts and ensu
enforceable requ
be avoided. Thi
be used and requ
and provide good

The DEIS Btates that the applicant will do
ssary to ensure proper revegetation of the
1-22|. While this is reassuring, it falls far

cription of specific measures we believe to be
effects of vegetation disturbance and the pos-
iting erosion can and will create serious
ife as well as the environment within and near

Planning must be aimed at avoiding these
ring that through inclusion of specific and
irements in the right-of-way grant, they will
s would include a listing of what species will
irements that they be both native to the area
forage and cover for wildlife.

(2) The DEIS frequently refers to a goal of revege-
tation within one year. It takes at least three years and may
take up to 15 to revegetate an area the size of the right-of-way
(per conversation with Phil Freeman of the New Mexico Game s
Fish Department, Planning Office). Impact analysis of the pro-
posed action must be based on a more realistic assessment of the
time period required to revegetate and must include the secondary
impacts on wildlife that this delay will result in.

e. Impacts on water resources and aquatic and riparian
habitat.

(1) The criteria for determining impacts on water
resources stated on page 3-3 are inadequate. For instance, the
criterion for measuring significant impacts from ruptures and
spills is limited to possible contamination of the municipal
water supply. No consideration is given to the effects on the
stream or its inhabitants. An analysis of these effects must be
included in the Final EIS.

( 1 2) The herbicide that MAPCO proposes to use is an EPA and DOl approved

granular herbicide known as Oreabor. The active ingredients arc

86.5% Sodium Metaborate Tetrahydrate (NA,B,0.-4H„0)

2% Boron Trioxide (B,0J

30% Sodium Chlorate (NaCLO.)

1.5% Bromacii (5-Bromo-3-Sec Butyl-6-Methyluracil)

This herbicide is applied by hand to an area using a hand pump sprayer

within the pump stations limits, where the ROW safety signs have become
obstructed by weeds, and along non-maintained roadways. Because of the

relatively small amounts to be used and the localized area of application,

no significant impacts are anticipated; therefore, no alternatives to the

type of herbicide or method of weed control were considered (also see the

response to comment 5, letter 20).

(13) It was necessary to establish a scale on which impacts could be

measured to determine relative significance. This scale was based on

experience and professional judgement. Significant impacts were not

identified for either critical wildlife areas or short-term duration along

the proposed action or alternatives. A more detailed explanation is

available for review in the MAPCO EIS background file at the NMSO. With

respect to species lists refer to letter 38, comment 1.

(14) Stipulations are being developed by each BLM and FS district along the

proposed route to deal with site-specific, on-the-ground problems. These

stipulations would be included in the ROW grant. Examples may include

specific seed mixes, vehicle barriers to minimize wildlife harrassment and

enhance revegetation, and erosion control devices. These stipulations

would ensure that public lands would be satisfactorily restored.

(15) The goal of revegetation within 1 year refers to the establishment of a

vegetative cover as used for soils analysis (Factor C) in the Universal Soil

Loss Equation (USLE) in order to estimate soil loss in acres per year.

Different revegetation schedules for each fo the vegetative types were

used. The curve used for extrapolation of cover over the expected

revegetation period for any given year is hyperbolic rather than linear,

making the estimate of revegetation more conservative. The complete

analysis for revegetation and soil loss may be found in the MAPCO EIS

background file at the BLM New Mexico State Office in Sants Fe.
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Surface water quality is treated under criterion that con-
siders only increases in sedimentation. Run-off from the
staging areas has been recognized as a result of construction
of river crossings. There is no reason for not considering this
run-off in measuring the effects of the proposed action on sur-
face water quality.

(2) Page 1-30 describes the procedure to be
employed in case of a spill at a stream crossing when the tem-
perature is 32'F or below. This is considered the worst case
for potential stream contamination. The Final EIS should con-
tain some discussion of the adequacy of these measures. It
should bIbo include measures for spills into streams under
other conditions. A solution offered for the "worst case" does
not satisfy us that one exists for other cases. One suggested
means of protecting streams and rivers is the use of automatic
shut-off valves at both sides of river crossings. Another is
encasing the pipeline in concrete at river crossings. These
alternatives should be discussed in the Final EIS.

(3) The DEIS at page 1-42 includes suggested mea-
sures to mitigate adverse effects to riparian habitat and
aquatic life. Some discussion of the sufficiency of these
measures should be included in the Final EIS.

(4) The Final EIS should also include an analysis
of whether stream crossings should be allowed within an area
in which endangered or threatened species are found.

(5) On page 3-5 the analysis of the impact of the
proposed action on the 100-year flood plain does not address
the alternative potential impacts of a flood on the pipeline
itself. Some assessment of possible damage to the pipeline in
that event should be included in the Final EIS as well as dis-
cussion of protection measures.

f. In light of the inadequate determination of the
existence of wildlife species along the proposed route an
advanced reconnaissance should be made prior to beginning any
construction, in order to ensure protection of these species.

g. The use of photovoltaic systems for cathodic pro-
tection has repeatedly been demonstrated and must be regarded
as an available alternative. Though the DEIS does not provide
sufficient information on locations of cathodic protection
facilities to allow more detailed comment, it is clear that
there will probably be new power lines constructed to various
sites for cathodic protection. These new power lines may well
create a significant visual disturbance as well as requiring

(16) As vegetation near streams and rivers is quick to respond following

disturbance (due to its proximity to water) siltation resulting from run-off

of staging areas is not expected to be long-lived. The siltation due to this

run-off is not expected to substantially increase that from natural rain

storms. Special measures such as buffer strips between river and staging

areas would be considered for inclusion as stipulations on a case-by-case basis.

(17) A worst case analysis was used to form a reasonable baseline for

determining effects. Gate valves would be located on the upstream side of

major stream crossings and check valves would be located on the down-

stream side. The reliability of automatic shut-off valves is questionable;

MAPCO engineers have indicated serious problems of unreliability have

occurred In the industry with the automatic valves. Because of concrete's

porosity, a concrete casement would not prevent leaks and, in fact, would

reduce the effectiveness of cathodic protection devices which prevent

corrosion-caused ruptures. See the response to letter 12, comment 13.

(18) The general mitigating measures described on DEIS page 1-42 were

developed by resource specialists with expertise in wildlife, water quality

and vegetation. These general measures, coupled with site-specific mea-

sures provided by local resource specialists, should mitigate adverse

Impacts to riparian habital on public land.

(19) This is being specifically addressed in the biological assessment being

prepared as required by Sec. 7 of the Endangered Species Act. The

assessment is available in the background files in the BLM NMSO.

(20) With the exception of the above-ground valves, no surface facilities or

any portion of the pipeline would be constructed above ground. The normal

minimum depth that the pipeline would be burled is 36 inches in soil and 18

inches in rock. The minimum cover is increased to 48 inches for river and

stream crossings, drainage ditches, and at road and railroad crossings. For

residential, industrial and commercial areas, normal ditching would be 48

inlches in soil and the rock ditch is to have a minimum cover of 30 inches.

These depths meet or surpass all DOT requirements, and the likelihood of a

100-year flood having any adverse impacts on the pipeline are remote.
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(22) more roads and land disturbance. Use of photovoltaics for cath-
CODt. ?dic Protection— a demonstrated technology—would avoid these

impacts and save non-renewable resources. In some cases, it
could also be less expensive. This alternative should be tho-
roughly explored.

(23) h. Most of the region through which the MAPCO pipeline
runs is growing rapidly in population. This rapid growth is
putting serious strains on electrical generation and transmis-
sion capacity in many areas. This results in higher rates for
utility customers, potential electrical shortages, and other
adverse effects. We find no discussion in the DEIS of the
amount of electrical power which will be needed to operate the
pipeline. He find no discussion of which utilities will supply
that power and the effect that supplying the power will have on
power availability and utility rates for other customers. These
effects should be discussed in the Final EIS. We believe that
examination of these questions will lead BLM to conclude that
photovoltaic power for cathodic protection, as discussed in the
preceding paragraph, and other means to make maximum use of
renewable resources in operation of the pipeline will have many
benefits to utility customers, utilities, and the general environ-
ment. These issues must be thoroughly discussed in the Final

I
EIS.

(24) i. An analysis of the adequacy of the proposed pro-
cedures to protect against ruptures (p. 1-10) should be
included in the Final EIS.

j. An analysis of the adequacy of the proposed emergency
procedures for dealing with ruptures and/or spills should also
be included in the Final EIS (p. 1-28)

.

(25) k. On page 1-30 the worst case for the reduction of
air quality is described. No suggestions are included on how
impacts will be mitigated if it should occur. If the potential
is identifiable a means of dealing with it must be proposed in
the Final EIS.

(26) 1. One of the alternatives to the proposed action,
truck and railroad transportation, was screened from further
consideration as not "reasonable" (p. 1-33). Some explanation
should be offered of how this determination was reached.

(27) 2. Site-Specific Comments

a. New Mexico

(1) Immediately south of the Colorado border the
proposed route runs through deer range which has already been

(21 ) See the response to comment 1, letter 38.

(22) The cathodic protection plans call for 1 cathodic device spaced every

10 to 50 miles, depending on soil conditions. These would be spaced so as

to coincide with existing power sources. A cathodic protection specialist

recently inspected all areas for which a center-line survey has been

completed (about 75 percent). Thus far, no cathodic protection component
would requre more than 1 span (200 feet) of power line. Solar powered
would requre more maintenance.

(23) The cathodic protectors would requre 250 watts at 120 volts (roughly

the power requred for a large light bulb) and are spaced at 10 to 50 miles

(see the response to comment 22 of this letter). Electrical power for the

pump station would be used for lighting and communication. The pumps
would be fueled by fuel extracted from the pipeline. Accordingly, the

electric power required to the pipeline is negligible and insignificant in

terms of power demand for any service area.

(24) Guidance and regulations of the DOT and the American Petroleum

Institute are met or exceeded by those proposed by the applicant, as

described on DEIS pages 1-29 and 1-30. Additional information on

maintenance procedures is contained in the response to letter 12, comment
11.

(25)

(26)

The worst case air quality condition, as described on DEIS page 1-30,

would occur under circumstances of a major rupture. Measures to mitigate

this potential impact are comprised of many applicant design specification

inspection and construction and maintenance procedures to reduce the

probability of ruptures. Also see response to letter 12, comment 11. Air

quality impacts, under worst case conditions, would be very short term.

At the present time, producers are transporting the NGL by truck to

local markets. However, more lucrative markets are in the Midwest and
the Texas Gulf Coast. It is uneconomic to transport the NGL that distance

by truck. To transport 65,000 BPD would require 273 ten-thousand gallon

capacity trucks per day. Safety hazards would increase on the highway

from the volume of large trucks required. A pipeline is the most efficient

method of transporting these products to market. Refer to responses to

letter 20, comments 1 and 2.

{£7} Refer to letter 38, comment 14. The specific seed mix being required

by the BLM Farmington Resource Aree and So be stipulated in any ROW
grant for subject area includes antelope bitterbrush to achieve the purpose

stated.
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damaged, partially as a result of overgrazing. Revegetation

,

if properly planned and carried out in this area could be bene-
ficial by returning it to a better state than currently exists
there. A plan for revegetation to achieve this goal should be
included in the Final EIS.

b. Colorado.

The route through Oro Blanco County appears to cut
across two mule deer migration routes (Migration Routes

—

Colorado Division of Wildlife— 1/126720—Wildlife Inventory
Haps for Rio Blanco County) . These routes are not listed in
the DEIS as crucial wildlife use areas wherein construction
should be avoided during certain periods. Potential impacts
and necessary mitigation measures as a result of these crossings
should be thoroughly analyzed in the Final EIS.

c. Utah.

(1) The Dragon Pump Station (MP732) is the only
station that will rely on a microwave tower rather than turbine-
power (p. 1-22) . The DEIS contains no discussion of the reasons
this may be necessary or of what special impacts, particularly
on bird populations, may be created by the tower. These should
be addressed in the Final EIS. If the Douglas Pass alternative
is adopted a microwave tower would not be necessary. This
should be considered when deciding which route to adopt.

(2)
conditions in the
route runs. The
route are availab
what alternatives
rejected. It sho
corridor outside
detrimental impac
should also be di
Utah which is als

Concerns have been raised regarding the crowded
Moab Canyon area through which the proposed

DEIS states that no viable alternatives to this
le (p. 2-20). The Final EIS should address
were considered if any, and why they were

uld also discuss whether the creation of a new
of the Canyon will result in fewer or more
ts than the Canyon route. Similar issues
scussed concerning the Kane Springs are in

a very crowded corridor.

d. Wyoming.

(1) One of the most serious concerns raised by the
DEIS is the choice among the three alternative routes in
Wyoming (the East of Little Mountain route which is the ori-
ginally proposed route, the Little Mountain alternative and the
Pine Mountain alternative) . Our position is that the originally
proposed route East of Little Mountain is the route which should
be adopted. The following issues were reviewed in reaching that
position and should be given careful analysis in the Final EIS.

38

(28) This information has been confirmed. See Text Change section for

DEIS Table 1-11, page 1-40.

(29) The microwave tower would enable telephone communication service,

and could not be used as an alternate to turbine power. The tower would

not result in adverse impacts to bird populations.

wUJ A general analysis of topography and land ownership patterns in the

Central Eastern Utah area indicated that the only viable North-South

corridor crosses through Moab Canyon. The extent of National Park

Service lands and the extreme topography led to this decision. The Kane

Springs area has similar constraints. More specific discussion of the Moab

Canyon area appears in responses to letter 24.

(31) A decision as to the final selection of any alternative is not made

during the environmental analysis process. Decisions at this point are

made regarding the level of detailed analysis of identified alternatives and

a determination of the agencies' preferred alternative. See page xi of the

DEIS and the discussion of the preferred alternatives in the summary of

this PE1S.



38

o

Mr. Arthur W.
Page 9

June 13, 1980

Zimmerman

(32) ' a > The existing right-of-way along the three
routes: the proposed route (East of Little Mountain) already
has at least one existing pipeline running along its length.
Although some problems have arisen along this route due to soil
slippage it has been suggested that the area of greatest con-
cern could be bypassed by a suspension span of less than 500
yards in length. This is a feasible alternative to following
the existing route entirely and avoids the problems with soil
slippage. The Pine Mountain alternative route currently con-
tains only a 4-inch above-ground pipeline. The Little Mountain
alternative follows the route of a powerline. These two
utilities have not resulted in corridors to the extent that the
East of Little Mountain pipeline has. It is inconsistent with
BLM policy to adopt a route along such insignificant corridors,
with the potential of more serious impacts, when a substantial
and well-established corridor is available.

(33) < b > 0nl y -1* of the total surface area of
Sweetwater County, Wyoming is forested. The majority of this
forest area lies on Pine Mountain and Little Mountain. When a
viable alternative exists (the East of Little Mountain route)
these two forested areas should not be disturbed.

(34) <c) The DEIS categorizes the Pine Mountain
alternative as creating a visual impact which could be mitigated
by revegetation within three to five years. We do not agree
that that is a sufficient time period in which to revegetate
a forest area. Recognition, therefore, of a more serious visual
impact as a result of adoption of this alternative should be
made in the Final EIS.

(35) ,d) 0ne oi the most serious problems with the
two alternative routes is their impact on wildlife. Both
routes pass through existing deer, elk, and antelope range.
Eighty percent of the tri-state elk herd relies on the range
through which the Pine Mountain alternative will pass. Winter
range in these areas is extremely critical, and damage to
vegetation could destroy that area of the range because of the
particular difficulty in reintroducing browse species. The
DEIS describes the range on Pine Mountain itself as critical
winter range and lists it as to be avoided during the winter
months. That area is actually a summer range, however, inacces-
sible in the winter to the herds as well as to construction
crews because of snow depth. By not listing Pine Mountain as a
crucial area to be avoided in the summer, interference with the
herd by construction is guaranteed. The express wishes of the
Wyoming Game t Fish Department to adopt the East of Little
Mountain route because of these wildlife impacts should be
given a great deal of deference by BLM.

(32) See responses to letter 12, comments 2, 6 and 8.

(33) See response to letter 12, comment 9.

(o4) The assessment of recovery of visual resources is based on vegetative

rehabilitation to the point that the contrasts are essentially unnoticeable.

See the responses to letter 12, comments 24-27.

(35) With respect to the critical elk use on Pine Mountain, refer to letter 12,

comments 29 and 30.

Concerns raised by the Wyoming Game and Fish Department will be

considered in the decision process.
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(36) (e) Due to the extreme snow depths on Little
Mountain and Pine Mountain during the winter months special
consideration needs to be given to maintenance problems that
may arise. The amount of snow removal required in order to
reach the pipe to make repairs may have eventual effects on
erosion during spring run-off. Furthermore, the existence of
a leak may continue for a longer period of time and be more
difficult to detect due to depth of the snow.

137) (f) There is currently some controversy con-
cerning whether the area through which the Pine Mountain alter-
native runs should be included in the Red Creek Badlands
Wilderness Study Area, whether it is or not apparently rests
on the determination of whether a road exists along the Pine
Mountain route. If there is determined to be a road there, the
portion of the Wilderness Study Area from the edge of the road
and to the west will be dropped from Study Area designation.
Whether or not that area is dropped, a pipeline should not be
allowed to be constructed on the very edge of a Wilderness
Study area. We question whether the road in the area, if indeed
it exists, is significant enough to require this area to be
dropped from Wilderness Study designation. However, building
a pipeline through that area guarantees that it will lose
wilderness values. The Final EIS must include a much more
extensive analysis of the three route alternatives, particularly
in light of the potentially devestating effects on the tri-
atate elk herd, which are not even addressed within the DEIS.

(38) 0n tne basis of the above considerations we repeat that
we suggest adoption of the East of Little Mountain route. It
iB clearly the preferable route as far as impacts on wildlife
and the environment, particularly wilderness values. If the
decision in favor of the Pine Mountain alternative is adhered
to in the Final EIS it will require a substantial amount of new
information to support it.

(39) (2) The proposed action crosses the Green River at
Davis Bottom (WL19) creating a new corridor there. No explana-
tion is offered for not following an existing corridor across
the Green River a few miles away near the City of Green River.
If this crossing remains the chosen route in the Final EIS a
thorough explanation for rejecting the existing corridor must
be included.

(40) (3) The proposed action also crosses the Green
River in BrownB Park at mile post 823. That area is a signifi-
cant recreational area and as recognized in the DEIS (p. 3-11)
a route through that area would be plainly visible to users of
the River. Special mitigation measures should be employed to
avoid visual impacts in this area. There is also extensive

38

(36) See responses to letter 12, comments 10 and 12.

(37) The Pine Mountain alternative does not infringe on any areas involved

in BLNCs Wilderness Inventory process. The proposed action (East of Little

Mountain alternative) follows a route which crosses an area that has been

added to the Red Creek Badlands-Tepee Mountain Wilderness Inventory

Unit. See the discussion of preferred alternatives in the summary of this

FEIS.

(38) See the discussion of the preferred alternatives in the summary of this

FEIS.

(39) The text has been revised to expand the discussion of alternatives

through this area. See corrections to pages 1-31 to 1-37 of the DEIS in

FEIS Changes to the Text section.

(40) The Green River Crossing at Browns Park would be given special

concern In site-specific stipulations attached to a ROW grant. These

stipulations would address scenic, recreational and wildlife concerns.
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wildlife habitat in Browns Park which should be considered in
the Final EIS.

3. Final Comment

The DEIS was written on the assumption that the appli-
cant will employ methods of construction and operation to reduce
the adverse impacts of the proposed action. These methods are
discussed in Chapter 1 of the DEIS. Use of these and any other
mitigating measures imposed by the BLM must be strictly complied
with by the applicant. The right-of-way grant should contain
specific and detailed stipulations imposing these requirements,
to ensure that the impacts are not allowed to be greater than
those determined to be acceptable. Absent these control measures,
the analysis contained in the DEIS and in the Final EIS becomes
meaningless as a basis of measuring impacts of the proposed
action.

Sincerely,
/

(4 1

)

The methods and procedures described in Chapter One would be

incorporated as conditions to the ROW grant. See response to letter 38,

comment 14.

Cass Haug
Legal Intern

dh

1
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Tom Polk
620 Walnut
Rock Springs, Wyoming 8?9D)

June 12, 1980

BLM State Director
P.O. Box 1449
Santa Fe, New Mexico, 87501

Dear Sir:

I am shocked at the BLM proposal to run the MAPCO pipeline over
a forested mountain 1n this very sparsely forested county {only 6,000
acres of a total of 6 million acres are forested).

You have available the very reasonable alternative of using the existing
utility corridor along highway 430.

I hope you will reconsider you decision.

Yours sincerely,

Tom Polk

Numerous letters were received from residents of Sweetwater County,

Wyoming. They express concern over the selection in the DEIS of Pine

Mountain as the agencies' preferred alternative. They also state a

preference for a route following Highway 430.

The selection of the Pine Mountain Alternative was based on alight site-

specific differences and agency and public preferences known at the time.

However, the delay of action alternative has been selected in the FEIS for

the tri-state area (MP 800-803) to allow the BLM to continue to analyze

both the proposed action and the Pine Mountain Alternative.

A route following Highway 430 was screened from detailed analysis

based on specific resource concerns which are summarized in DEIS pages 1-

32 and 1-36 and in the response to letter 12, comment 4. See the FEIS

summary.
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Beth Walker
Department of Archaelogy
Western Wyoming College
Rock Springs, WY 82901

June 13, 1980

BLM State Director
P.O. Box 1449
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Dear Sir:

The BLM proposal to route the MAPCO pipeline through the forested mountain
area of Sweetwater County, southwestern Wyoming should be considered.

This county has only 6,000 forested acres, out of a total of 6,000,000
acres. Destroying any of this resource is Irresponsible.

1 hope you will reconsider the alternative of routing the pipeline
along the existing utility corridor. Highway 430.

Please see the response to letter 39.

Vours truly,

Beth Walker
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Susan Schock
737 1/2 Rugby
Rock Springs, WY 82901

June 12, 1980

ELM State Director
P.O. Box 1449

Santa Fe, New Mexico B7501

Dear Sir:

1 wish to protest the BLM proposal to run the MAPCO pipeline over Pine
Mountain in southwestern Wyoming.

The very reasonable alternative of routing this project along highway
430 should be reconsidered. It is in fact the existing utility
corridor.

Please reconsider this decision. Our forest resource is important to us.

Sincerely,

J35v_*--£—

Sue 5chock

Please see the response to letter 39.
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Katharine B. Collins
1906 Opal Street
Rock Springs, WY 82901

June 13. 1980

ELH State Director
P.O. Box 1449
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Dear Sir:

I am appalled at the BLM's recent decision to run the MAPCO pipeline over
a forested mountain in Sweetwater County, Wyoming. In a county which is
.001% forested the very Idea of disturbing any of this precious resource is
unthinkable. But the fact that this Is being done in spite of the
existence of a reasonable alternative (routing the pipeline up Hiqhwav
430)1s deplorable.

I hope you will reconsider this decision.

Yours truly.

r^^i- (\.UjlC-
Katharine B. Collins

Please see the response to letter 39.
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Please see the response to latter 39.
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122L linccln Avenue
Rock Springs, Wvoming
June 1?, 1980

State Director
Bureau of Land Management
F. 0. Box H+ti9

Santa Fe, New Kexico e?5Cl

Dear Siri

A recent newspaper article calif d my attention to the fact
that a new pipeline is being proposed in Sweetwater County,
Wyoming. This did not surprise me until 1 no* ed that this
pipeline, the MAPCO, nay be routed over Pine Mountain in

the southern part of the county.

My family built & suirmer cabin on Pine Mountain iwi.y years
ago, and we all have counties? verj t^H'y p-vri'.*: rflJit
fine area, as r.ave so many residents of thi* part of Mir state-.
Ve have very little forested land in Sweetwat*r County, and
this proposal calln fcr carving a new utility right-of-way
right through this land.

Since there are a?rft**t!y *yist!ng rirM-cf-woyc in the- area
Mfclrt Cf.-Jn he utiJitpH withou. disturbing the wildlife,
foresta cr watershed of pine .Mountain, the routing of this
pipeline through this area seems unnecessary,. Although all
of us realize the necessity for the pipeline, we urge that
an alternative, such as following the existing right-of-way
up Irish Canyon along Highway U30 t be very seriously con-
sidered.

Sincerely,

-at.*sttJ-6-
Olive Ann Freci^ar.

W -~<_^UL*^

47

Please see the response to letter 39.
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Dr. John D. Collins
Western Wyoming College
Box 428
Rock Springs, WV 82901

June 12, 1980

BLM State Director
P.O. Box 1449
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Dear Sir:

I write to protest the recent BLH proposal to route the HAPCO pipeline
over a forested mountain 1n Sweetwater County, Wyoming. The environmental
Impact statement says that the scars left in the forests would be
unnoticeable 1n three to five years. Anyone familiar with our climate and
growing conditions knows thle 1s absurd. The minute proportion of
our county which is forested, and which is an elk habitat, deserves
protection.

1 hope you will reconsider this decision and propose instead the very
reasonable alternative of routing the pipeline through the existing
utility corridor along Highway 430.

Yours very truly.

Please see the response to letter 39.

/I John 0.John 0. Collins
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WILLIAM P. CLEMENTS. JR

GOVERNOR

OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

June 10, 1980

united State Department of Interior
Bureau of Land Management
New Mexico State Office
P. O, Box 1449
Santa Fe 9 New Mexico S7501

Dear Sira:

CO

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement entitled MAPCO'b Rocky Mountain
Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline, prepared by the BUI New Mexico State Office,
has reviewed by the Budget and Planning Office and interested state agencies.
Copies of the review comments are enclosed for your Information and use.
The State Environmental Impact Statement Identifier Number assigned to the
project is 0-05-50-014.

The Budget and Planning Office appreciates the opportunity to review this
project. If we can be of any further assistance during the environmental
review process, please do not hesitate to call.

g£»xi}onald E. Parley, Manager

^T General Government Section
Budget and Planning Office

spt

Enclosures: Comments by State Department of Highways and
Public Transportation

Texas Department of Water Resources
Texas Parks and Wildlife Department

(EXECUTIVE OFFICE BUILDING All WEST 13TH STREET AUSTIN, TEXAS 78701
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J*r . Paul T. Wrote/ibery, Director
Governor's Budget £ Planning Office
Executive Office Building
411 Vest 13th Street
Austin, Texas 76701

Re: U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management (VSDI~BLH)—
Draft Environmental impact Statement {DEIS}, Volume One: "fSAPCO? s RockuMonn^in I imiM u i i — » .. _ . - .Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline.
CIS 0-05-50-014. )

April 1980. (State Reference:

CO
CO

Dear ttr . Hrotenbery:

In response to your May 13 memorandum, the Texas Department of Hater Resources
ITDHRI has reviewed the referenced DEIS prepared by the Sew Mexico State Office
of the VSDI-nu;, in connection with MARCO Jnc.'s (formerly Mid-America Pipeline
Company! Application Number NM 36230 (April IB, 1979) for a public land right-
of-way grant under Section 28 of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended,
and 43 CFR 2880 (Oil and Gas Pipelines) , in order to construct 1,172 miles of
common carrier pressurized liquid hydrocarbons pipeline, and related facilities
extending from MAPCO Inc.'s existing Hobbs station in Gaines County, Texas,
through Neu Mexico, Colorado, and Utah to the Rock Springs, Wyoming area. The
proposed pipeline would connect various gas processing plants in New Mexico,
Colorado. Utah, and Wyoming to the distribution system terminaj at Hobbs station,
from Hobbs station the liquids can be transported either through MAPCO's pipeline
system to the upper midwest area of the United States, or to existing pipeJine
connections in the Gulf Coast region. MAPCO plans to collect and transport
through a system of gathering 1 ines and the mam pipeline, up to 65.000 barrels
per day of mixed-stream liquid hydrocarbons (i.e., butane, ethane, iso-butane,
natural gasoline, and propane). The life of the project is 30 years.

TOUR concurs in the general findings of the DEIS that the potential adverse
environmental impacts or risks of constructing, operating, and maintaining the
proposed pipeline project and the related system on the state of Texas would be
insignificant, and that the anticipated economic benefits would greatly outweigh
any hypothetical adverse environmental impacts or risks (Reference: pages 1-29,
1-30). The foregoing evaluation stems from the following basic reasons:

1. Texas has no further permitting requirements or involvements in
connection with the proposed project (Reference: page 1-3).

. (...!. M? 47* MS"
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Mr. Paul r, Wrotenbery
June 2, 1980
Page 2

co

2. Only 8.7 miles of pipeline, involving 52 meres of private lands
in Texas are involved. Do federal or state-owned lands are affected
in Texas (Reference: Table 1-2 , page 1-8)

.

3. Adequate assurances are furnished in the DEIS that the proposed
project will be designed, constructed, operated, monitored , and main-
tained in accordance with applicable federal regulations, 43 CFR 2880
toil and Gas Pipelines) and 49 CFR 195 (Transportation of Liquids by
Pipeline), and the comprehensive anti-pollution statutes, the Clean
Mr Act, as amended (42 VSC 1857) and the Clean later Act. as amended'
(33 USC 1321). (References: pages 1-10, 1-15 to 1-24. 1-28 to 1-30),

4. The criteria used to determine significant environmental impacts appear
to be reasonable and conservative. Adequate assurances are furnished that
special construction and resource protection practices will be implemented
by the applicant to heip minimize any anticipated significant impacts on the
environment and resources (including water and related land resources)
within the zone of influence of the proposed project. (Reference: Chapter
3, pages 3-1 to 3-25)

.

TOUR appreciated the opportunity of reviewing the referenced DEIS. The DEIS
appears to adequately fulfill the essential administrative, coordinative, and
analytical requirements of Section 102(2) (C) of the national Environmental
Policy Act of 1969. Please advise if we can be of further assistance.

Sincerely yours,

Hsrvey Davis fH^-
Bxecutive Director
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COMMISSION

A SAM WALOROP CHAKUAM
OEWITT C GfftER

AAV A BAANMAfll

STATE DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS
AND PUILIC TRANSPORTATION

auitin. tcxas rr>«t

May 19, 1980

CKMliNEER oiREC Ton

B L DE9E<Wr

Draft Environmental Statement
MAPCO'a Rocky Mountain
Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline

CO
on

Mr. Paul T. Wrotenbery, Director
Governor 1

!] Budget and Planning Office
Attention: General Government Section
411 Weat 13th Street
Auatln, Texaa 78701

Dear Sir:

Thank you for your memorandum dated May 13, I960, transmitting the draft
environmental statement covering MAPCO'a Rocky Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons
Pipeline

Since only B.7 miles of the project Is located In Texas and alnce the project
does not croas any road on the State highway system, we do not have any
comment to offer regarding the draft environmental statement.

Sincerely yours,

B. L. DeBerry
Engineer-Director

By CKojumu
Marcus L. Y

Asst. Engine
nceyjsjr. fl

eer-Director
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Suggested Questions to be Considered by Reviewing Agencies :

1. Does the propo.ed project impact upon and la it const. tint «lth the pleni;, programs
and statutory reaponsiblli ties of your agency?

2. What additional specific effecta should be assessed?

3. What additional alternatives should be considered?

*. What better or sore appropriate measures and standards should be used to evaluate
envl ronmentel effects?

5. What additional control measures should be applied to reduce adverse environmental
effects or to avoid or minimize the irreversible or Irretrievable commitment of
resources?

6. How serious would the environmental damage from this project be, using the beat
alternative and control Measures?

7. What specific issues require further discussion or resolution?

8. Does your agency concur with the implementet Ion of this project?

As a part of the environmental lmpsct statement review process, the Budget and
Planning Office forwards to the originating agency all substantive comments which
are formally submitted. If, sfter analyzing this document, you conclude thst
substantive comments are unnecessary, you may wish to so Indicate by checking the
boa below anJ forwarding the form to thia office. Thia type of response will indicate
receipt of this document by your agency and that no formal response will be prepsred.

Name and Title of iRey^ewlruj Official

/•'P'f.&ftf f- -h // <£*< y-t

Z^ 7
{£££ZU^ /3~**J

#**£,
Agen

M-at -JL

"ft

^A '0 snuJtA *-*- **3*fT*Lm- - A^^-^K—
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Suggested Questions to be Considered by Reviewing Agencies :

1. Does the proposed project impact upon and la it consistent with the plana, programs
and statutory responsibilities of your agency?

2. What additional specific effects should be assessed?

3. What additional alternatives ahould be considered?

4. What better or sure appropriate measures and atandards ahould be used to evaluate
environmental effects?

5. What additional control measures ahould be applied to reduce adverae environmental
effects or to avoid or minimize the irreversible or Irretrievable commitment of
resources?

6. How aerlous would the environmental damage from this project be, ualng the best
alternative and control erasures?

7. What specific issues require further discussion or resolution?

8. Does your agency concur with the implementation of this project?

CO
~3

As a part of the environmental impact atatement review process, the Budget and
Planning Office forwards to the originating agency all substantive comments which
are formally submitted. If, after analyzing this document, you conclude that
substantive comments are unnecessary, you may wish to so Indicate by checking the
box below nnJ forwarding the form to this office. This type of response will Indicate
receipt of this document by your agency and that no formal response will be prepared.

No Coaaent. ~ffl..../.H, \l4A.U>t^.. \Ji.AeS&,
"Niae »nd Title of Reviewing Official

Agency



CO
00

COMMiSS'ONHtS

PCftRY ft BASS
Ch«irm*fi. Fo»t Hnih

JAMCS ft PAX TON

MARCf JOHNSON
Awclin

Texas
Parks and Wildlife Department

KtCtlVU

Bodgtf/PHnninp

62e

CHABLtS TRAVl*
EKECUTIVE DIRECTOR

4700 Smiiti School Rotd
Ainim, Tmm 7|T«4

June 5 e 1980

Mr = Paul T. Wrotenbery, Director
Governor's Budget and Planning Office
Attention: General Government Section
411 West 13th Street
Austin, Texas 78701

Re: KAPCO'i Rocky Mountain Liquid
Hydrocarbon Pipeline (EIS No = 0-05-50-014)

Dear Mr. Wrotenbery:

Thte agency haa reviewed the above-referenced project and has no
comment to offer.

I appreciate the opportunity to review and coroent on thia project.

Sincerely

COMMIT" KXAjEttp

Ml K. FLUID*!
Lubbock

DWIN 4, COW, JR

R. pCaORM, Jft

JtUf/tJÂun,
CKAKLES D. TRAVIS
Executive Director

CDT:RWS:dsb
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(1) See the response to letter 12, comment 9.
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Mr. Larry Vooderd
Acting State Director
Bureau of Land Manageaent
P.O. Box IW19
Santa fa, Man Mexico 87501

64

June 12, I98O

ooHKmrs or detwders or mnurs on the draft

mMONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT OK THE PROPOSED

MAPCO BOCKT MOUNTAIN LIQUID HTDROCARBONS PIPE-

LINE

la ay position aa North Cantral Representative for Dafandara Of Wildlife,

a sajor national wildlife conservetion organisation, I an usually notified by

appropriate agencies of impending iapacte on wildlife and wildlife habitat in

the Bocky Mountain area, and eapecially when those iapacte are going to oecur

la ay back yard.

I was unaware of thia proposed action until the ere of the public hearing

held at Rock Springs, Wyoaing, May 22. Since I wished to consent I began sear-

ching for a MIS. BLM at Sock Springe had one copy (which was being uaed by

BLM). Since HAPCO was in town for the hearing, their repreaentatlTe drove to

the BLM office and presented ae with ay very own copy, which allowed ae all

of three hours to eTaluate this docuoent before the hearing convened.

If this ware an isolated incident I would write it off. It is not! I

aa on the Board Of Directors of Isaak Walton League, Secretary for Seedakadee

Audubon Society, Vice President of Sweetwater Wildlife Association, organis-

ations whose aaabers are Tery concerned about the future of Wyoming' e wild

places and wildlife. Rone of these organisation receiTed a copy of this DEIS

nor were any of then notified this docuaent was available at the BLM office

for evaluation, (one copy).

further, copiea of thia docuaent were not Bade available to state and

local organisatione such as Wyoaing Outdoor Council, International Association

for the Protection of Mustangs and Burros, the Green River City Council, and

and aany other groups and agencies. Neither were these people notified this

DEIS could be reviewed at the BLM office.
1244 NINETEENTH STREET. NW • WASHINGTON. OC 20036 • (202) 659-9510

(D See the response to letter 17.



64

(2)

(3)

Larry Woodard
Page 2

In accordance with the intent of the National Environmental Policy Act,

I question whether the May 22, hearing can be construed aa a legal public

hearing. Either through gross negligence or deliberate neglect, copies of this

DEIS were not Bade available to the very spectrum of people who were nost inter-

ested and who would have evaluated and commented on this proposal.

Moat speakers at the May 22, hearing, mysolf included, requested an exten-

sion of the June 16, written comment dealine. Defenders Of Wildlife believes

the comment period should be extended for 60 days and that copies of the DEIS

be Bade available to interested parties.

Because of your written consent deadline I have hurriedly reviewed the

HAPOO DEIS and offer the fallowing comments:

Concerning the proposed routing of MAPCO's pipeline into Wyoming - through

a highly .erosive area, through part of Sweetwater County's little forest, through

critical *lk habitat, it appears that Colorado and Utah BLM said "Stick-em-up!"

and Wyoming BLM said, "How high?" and then fainted dead-away.

Wyoming BLM'e preferred alternative route over Pine Mountain appears to have

been a spur-of-the-moment decision based more on void than on facts.

A June }, special public aieeting called by BLM at Bock Springs brought forth

an admission that BLM was not even aware Wyoming Game and Fish lists Pine Moun-

tlan aa "critical elk winter range."

Quite often, two-thirds of the tri-state corner elk herd will winter on

Pine Houngein. Destruction of winter browse and it's replacement with grasses

(probably crested wheat) would add to wildlife impacts that are already occurr-

ing in this area.

Of the more than 6 million acres that comprise Sweetwater County, Wyoming,

only one-tenth of one-percent is forested with aspen, fir, and pine. Part of

thla mini forest is Pine Mountain. We believe the preferred alternative to

route MAPCO's pipeline up the steep slope on the western side of this 9,?O0

foot mountain and through the timber to be a highly irresponsible decision.

Further, creating a right-of-way where there now is none will estsblish

a precadent which will certainly make it easier for BLM to route the second,

third, etc., pipeline across this mountain.

(2) Winter range associated with the Pine Mountain alternative was

identified in Table 1-11, page 1-40 of the DEIS. These restrictions would

be included as stipulations in the ROW grant. In addition, refer to

letter 12, comments 29 and 30.

The analytic criteria presented on page 3-3 of the DEIS was applied

for this area. Less than 1 percent of the avalable habitat is expected to be

disturbed.

(3) See the response to letter 12, comment 9.
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to

Larry Woodard
P»ge }

(4) Page 1-15 addressee a whole spectrum of safeguards that involve land-

scaping, revegetation, maintenance, construction, and fire plans for forests

that are managed by the D.S. Forest Service.

Please explain why BLH forests are not as important and should not be

afforded the sane considerations as Forest Service lands?

(5) Alternative "10" will also gouge, scar, and alter Jessie Ewing canyon.

Since the pipeline requires a fifty-foot right-of-way and since parts of Jessie

Ewing Manure leas than fifty-feet across (and along with a narrow road, also

accommodate) a stream bed) construction of a pipeline through this canyon would

effectively "write-it-off." Further, conclusions that disturbances in this

canyon are "ohort-tsrm" ia truly incredible. The scars will remain forever.

(6) If *•>• Jeasie Ewing'e route is not dropped for a better alternative,

then careful consideration ahould be given to KAPCO'e original proposal. 1

a» very familiar with the slide area on the south aide of Little Mountain,

having spent the better part of a summer pushing dirt with a dozer to help

stabilise this area.

The Mountain Fuel pipeline that runs through the slide has been in exist-

ence for 30 years, and although it Bust be periodically reset, they have never

suffered a break in that area. Consideration should be given to suspending

KAPCP's line across this slide - s span of about 500 yards.

We believe alternative "10" to be completely unacceptable and that there are

such better alternatives.

(7) Proper consideration was not given to the Brown's Park, Irish Canyon, high-

way 'tJO route. MAPCO'a line could cross the Qreen River at the Brown's Park

bridge, above the water, thus spsring the Green River frooi increased sediaen-

tation. Since the bridge already exists, visual impacts would not be increased.

The route could than follow highway 1(30 through Irish Canyon and either join

the route taken by Mountain Fuel's pipeline at oilepost 50 or continue north

along "130 to the Rock Springs area.

This route would follow an existing pipeline or road, would permit winter

access to all of the line (unlike the Pine Mountain route) would not increase

aediaeatation in the Green River, would not damage Jessie Ewing Canyon, and

would comply with BLH's management framework plans that emphasize routing new

pipelines along existing routes.

(4) See the response 22 of letter 12. Basically the BUM and FS lands

receive the same protection.

(5) See the response to letter 12, comment 28.

(6) See the response to letter 12, comment 2.

|7) See the response to letter 12, comment 4.
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Larry Woodard
Page *

(8) At th< JuI1 « 3, Bock Spin«a Mating a BLH apkssa^an statad this alternative

would add 32 alias to the pipeline and a HAPCO spokesman (I believe) said this

route would cost an additional <t million dollars. I wish I could keep the

change from these ovarstateaents. In actuality, the increased distance would

be only 2<t ailes and if we diTide total cost of the pipeline by Biles of pipe-

line to find the per-aile cost, about 1.8 Billion dollars would build this

alternative and spare the canyon and the Mountain.

On page 3-20 we learn that dslay of this project would cost HAPCO an

estieated 60,000 dollars per day. This is the saae as saying, since I 'a not

a millionaire today I aa loosing all that interest. This inane conclusion

should not be included in the FEIS. Further, this conclusion, along with the

undocuaented statement that "decreased efficiency of processing plant oper-

ation" would be a result of any delays leaves the impression thst BIX is

intent on reaming this pipeline through as fast as it can and wherever it

chooses. We have no quarrel with the need for this pipsline. Our concern

lies in the apparent baste to get the pipe in the ground, the exclusion of

Vyoaing citizens froa the evaluation process, and ths Inadequate study of

alternatives.

(9) • believe the aetbod of calculating iapacts on habitat and on wildlife

in this DEIS is in error. Cumulative iapacts should be considered that address

the area rather than just the pipeline right-of-way.

Habitat loss sod wildlife iapacts in southwest Wyoming over the past ten

years has been iaaense. The cause is certainly ainsrals related, whether dir-

ect or indirect.

Using your aetbod of calculating iapacts, esch new pipeline, each new

recreation site or ORV track, drilling pad, road, strip-aine, is responsible

for only a small percent of the impact. Therefore, with your systea we can

totally destroy a habitat and it's wildlife inhabitants and no one is resp-

onsible since each impacted only a little.

BIX statisticians aust leave the confines of the office, step out into

the real world where habitat and wildlife is getting clobbered, and assess

iapacts as a total and not a part.

(8) After careful rechecking, the route following Highway 430, as it was

understood, would add approximately 30 miles. To use an average cost-per-

mile figure as a basis for dollar estimates does not account for extra costs

associated with blasting, pipe configuration and other preparation costs.

MAPCO's estimate of additional cost for this route is 2.6 million dollars.

(9) Refer to letter 36, comment 13.

Cumulative impacts were analyzed for all resources based on the

present condition of the existing environment. Past impacts and proposed

projects were included as part of the existing environment.
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Larry Woodard
P«ge 5

Discussion of vegetative restoration in this DES is inadequate and quite
misleading.

Page 1-22 deacribea areas having severe revegetation problems aa being
"•lick soils, pan apota, rock outcrops, ate." Also we learn, "In some cases
original top soils would need to be saved. J\irther, "..the applicant would
monitor the success of erosion control practices and revegetation in accordance
with BU<'a monitoring plan." rurther diacussions of raseeding, ate, leave the
impreaaion that scars of this pipeline will bacon invisible in a few years.
Perhaps thia is true in other states, but not in the high-plateau deaert of
southwest Wyoming.

I have challenged BLM at several public netings to conduct a tour and
•how us one area - just one - that has bean successfully r.vegetated with nat-
ive plante. No auch success story exists in southwest Wyoming.

As to "monitoring," Sock Springs BLH employees can monitor PEL'S pipeline
route over White Mountain anytime they look out the window. This scar is, Just
as shiny today as when it was inflicted about ten years ago - except the crop
of halogeton keeps increasing. Ten years of BLH monitoring hasn't helped this
scar one bit.

Until recently, plants and seeds of native vegetation have bean in short
supply. Today they are available through several companies, such as "Native
Plant." in Salt Lake City, Otah. They supply native seedlings or custo-grow
seedlings fro. native plante and grasses such as would occur along the pipeline
route.

Would MAPCO agree to try this kind of revegetation and consult with experts
in this field? Sou extra dollars spent along these lines could help provide
a cure for a proble« that auat be solved.

The stateaent "..sot* top soils.." should be changed to "All Wyoming top
•oils will ba salvaged". There isn't auch, and without it you cannot even hope
to revegetate a right-of-way.

I would appreciate answers to the question in my comments, and to the
following:

1) Was the expertise of Rock Springs BLM tchnical staff included in preparation
of alternative routee that affect Wyoming public land?

2) Will you provide me with a copy of their comments?

(10) Revegetation of ROWs is difficult in southwestern Wyoming due to the

low annual precipitation in this high-plateau region. MAPCO has agreed to

work closely with the BLM to achieve restoration of disturbed areas (DEIS,

page 1-22). Species used to revegetate would be based on local area BLM
requirements. Where appropriate BLM and FS would require the use of

native species of shrubs and grasses, when available.

(11! The DEIS (page (-22) states that: "... In some cases, original top soil

would need to be saved and replaced.... The applicant is willing to do
Whatever would be necessary with regard to the foregoing...." Where top

soil salvage is required by the BLM on public lands in Wyoming, this

requirement would be part of the stipulations attached to the ROW grant.

(12) See the response to letter 12.

(13) See the response to letter 12.
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(14)

05)

(16)

(17)

Larry Woodard
Page 6

3) Could Larry Woodard or Bob Armstrong find tha time to walk or horseback with

Be (and others) over the "preferred" Pine Mountain alternative?

•0 If the final MAPCO route has not yet been deterained, why ie an archaeo-

logical survey taking place along the "preferred" route over Pine Mountain?

5) Exactly why were copiea of this DEIS not supplied to many persons on the

list Bailed from the Wyoming, BLM State Office to the New Mexico, BLH Plan-

ning Office?

6) At the June 3, Rock Springs BLM public Besting, a BLM representative from

Utah atatsd "they did not know if there wss room in the existing pipeline

corridor through Irish Canyon to run another pipeline". Please explsin how

you can select or rule out corridors when you don't even know what is buried

in those corridors.

I reiterate, we sre not opposed to construction of this pipeline. We are

pleased to be allowed to consent, even though our comments were uninvited.

We are concerned that conclusions reached in this DEIS concerning proposed

routing are erroneous and that further study should be given to more environ-

aentally acceptable alternatives.

Thank you.

Sincerely,

Dick Randall
North Central representative
Defenders Of Wildlife
Box 507
Rock Springs, Wyoming 82901

(14) BLM Rock Springs District personnel and NBEI leam members have

been on-the-ground in this location.

(15) See the response to letter 12.

(16) See the response to letter 17.

(17) A route through Irish Canyon (a route following Highway 430) was

screened from detailed analysis for several reasons, as discussed in the

response to letter 12, comment 4.
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1H04 Flk *37
tick Sorinas, MV 8290]
June 11, 19R0

BU* State Director
P. O. Box 1*49
Santa Fe, New Mexico f>7501

Sir:

It has cere to rw attention that the local BIM office in Sweetwater Cbuntv
has recoTrrencled that the Droposed Alaskan sized MAt>cn oiDeline be rerouted
out or an existinn utilitv oorridor ant? out throuah one of our forested
mountains. It is m understandinq that there are other feasible alterna-
tives that wnuld serve the sane ourrose, for instance takinn the line uo
Hiohwav 430, and yet Dreserve a bit of our valuable forest land.

For us neoDle who live in rlesert olaces", the trees and forests of Wvcninq
hold even oreater value. The contention is that in three to five vears
the oath alono the oioeline would be visuallv deshroved, but anvone istio
travels throunh our few maintain forest a-eas can see the oaths travelling
uo the sides of the muntains, oaths cut iwiv vears before for other oioe-
lines or utilitv servicing This savs nothinn about the interference of
habitat for our wildlife and qare, one of '-Vmino's chief distinouishino
characteristics from other states.

I an- sure, with all of the activities of the oovemnents in this nation,
that ways can be found to take the route another direction, anain t would
advocate uo Hiahway 430, without costinn anvone much nrjre or anv rore exoense.

Thank you for the oonortunitv to exoress iwself in this natter.

(1) See the response to letter 39.

(2) Many of the "paths" which are still evident result from construction

completed prior to the time when revegetation and rehabilitation were

required by law. See response to letter 64, comment 10.

Sincerely,

~.C ,. > heU-^M-
Clrs. ) Ellen ^ilbreth
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(1) See the response to letter 39.
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Richard D. Lamm, Governor

MEMORANDUM

enO

SUBJECT:

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
Attn: Arthur W. Zimmerman

Stephen 0. Ellis
State Clearinghouse

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS
MAPCO Liquid Hydrocarbon Pipeline
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

June 10, 1980

The enclosed comments on Che above-referenced proposal have Just been
received from the following:

Department of Health

Please consider this transmittal as an official addition to the comoents
which I sent to you earlier. He regret this late transmittal, and hope
that these comments can still be given consideration.

Thank you for your attention.

SE/MK/vt
Enclosure

cc: Office of the Governor
Department of Natural Resources
Department of Health

520 Slat. CanlenniaJ Bo.ld.nJ, 1313 Sh.rmon Sir..!, Danvor, Colorado 80203 1303)892-2351
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COLOMBO DIMXTMIKT OF HIALTM

4ltO EAST I1TH AVENUE DENVER. COLORADO )O?!0 PHONE 320-8333
Frank Traylor, M.D., Executive Director

DATE: June 3, 19 80

SUBJECT: NON-STATE ASSISTANCE

REVIEW AND COMMENTS

TO:

(1)

(2)

Stephen O.Ellis
Division of Planning

PROJECT TITLE: MAPCO Liquid Hydrocarbon Pipeline, Minor Action
179-139

STATE IDENTIFIER:

COMMENTS: (Due May 30, 1980) Radiation & Hazardous Wastes :

All solid wastes from construction and/or occupancy phases shall be
disposed of in legally designated solid waste disposal sites.
Noise Control : We would stress the adherance of the maximum permissable

1979 amended. 25-12-101 and
level to possibly

land use noise levels as stated in CRS,
103. Construction noise levels are known to be of
impair the workers hearing; therefore, we strongly suggest providing
hearing (ear) protection devices to the employees when the noise
levels exceed 90dB(a). OSHA enforces occupational exposure noise levels
If the contractor/employer recognizes the health effects caused by
excessive noise levels and protects the workers he/she will also pro-
tect the community.

jU»fc»W80

NV. Of PIJNNIM

V, Title ^ 7"

SOC-3, Jan 79 Environmental Planning Coordinator

(1) This comment will be forwarded to the applicant. MAPCO does not

intend to generate any hazardous wastes during construction and would

dispose of other solid wastes in compliance with applicable regulations.

(2) MAPCO engineers agree with this point of view and plan to follow

OSHA guidelines in respect to noise. MAPCO plans to comply with all

federal and state laws during and after construction, including OSHA

regulations.
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STATE OF COLORADO
Nkhaid 0. lanun. Qsrarntt

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

DIVISION OF WILDLIFE
Jack R Grieb. Director

6060 Broadway

Oenyar, Colorado 80216(825-1 192)

June 13, 1980

TO : Steve Norrls
Colorado State Clearinghouse

FROM: C. J. Grand Pre C^%
Senior Wildlife Biologist

SUBJ; MAPC0 Pipeline - BUI

We have examined the above-cited proposal and find it difficult to
evaluate. The text and naps lack the detail necessary for an intel-
ligent and comprehensive review.

The wildlife information presented is essentially correct. However,
certain important wildlife habitats and related mitigation procedures
have been overlooked. For example - in Section 480 important deer
and elk crossings near Highway 160 are transected. Construction should
be limited to the months of June through September. In Section 460,
the Bodo Wildlife Area has wildlife development projects in progress.
Pipeline construction should be coordinated with the Division of Wild-
life through this area. Section 483 to 500 is critical deer and
elk winter range. Section 515 to 535 in the Sandstone and Cross
Canyon areas support deer and elk nlgratlon routes. No construction
should be conducted from October 1 through April 30, 1981, in these
areas.

We also have some concern about reclamation of the pipeline corridor.
All reclamation must be immediate" and complete. Monitoring of all
reclamation activities must be conducted to assure success. This is
particularly important in riparian situations and on big game winter
ranges.

In addition we feel that access along the pipeline be tightly con-
trolled. Also, the Installation of pressure sensitive valves near
all water courses is recommended.

We urge the BLM to contact this office for further discussion of
pipeline alignments and mitigation procedures.

/d

cc: SSI Region
SW Region

e»eSLM (New Mexico)
File (2): Pipelines NW/SW
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OtPAHrwE'.: OF NJATURAl RESOURCES, Herr.i. Sherman E«ecvr'rve Oiretlo.

W.'bur Redden, V.ce Chairmen • Sam Caud.ll. Seoerery " Jeen K \

l.m-. 1m. ih Member » Donald Femar-de*. Member

WILOUFF. COMMISSION. M.chael H.gbee. Chairmen

oi. Member o Vernon C W.iliama Member

Richard Divelbrai. Member

(1) With respecl to the Bodo Wildlife Area, it has been suggested to

MAPCO that they coordinate their construction activities in this area with

the Colorado Division of Wildlife. In addition, see the response to letter

19, comment 1.

The information concerning winter range and migration routes has

been confirmed. The appropriate district offices of the BLM and FS have

been contacted to enplore what appropriate ROW grant stipulations should

be required to reduce the real potential of adverse impacts to wildlife

should construction be scheduled for these times.

(2) A thorough and prolonged monitoring program would be in force during

construction, operation and maintenance of the proposed project (see DEIS,

page 1-28).

(3) Access would be limited by vehicle barriers at locations where they

are considered necessary by the surface management agency or private

land owner. Pressure-sensitive valves or automatic shut-off valves have

been discussed in the response to letter 38, comment 17.

\4) The Division of Wildlife has been contacted during the data collection

process and the information provided to BLM NMSO has been considered

throughout the EIS preparation process. The BLM does not have the

authority to stipulate specific mitigation procedures on lands other than

those administered by the BLM.
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UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

post orricc bo* i3oe

AUUSJEROJE, NEW MEXICO 8710}

June 16, 1980

IN REPLY REFER TO:

Memorandum

To: State Director (922), Bureau of Land Management, Santa Fe

,

New Mexico
. . Deputy

From: Regional Director (OF.)

Subject: Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for MAPCO's
Rocky Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline (EC-80/18 BLM)

This memorandum responds to your request, received May 6, 1980, to
comment on the draft environmental impact statement for MAPCO's
Rocky Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline. The following comments
represent the views of Regions 2 and 6 of the Fish and Wildlife Service.

GENERAL COMMENTS

The pipeline would cross segments of the Green and Colorado Rivers
which are known to be Important habitat for the endangered Colorado
squawfish. These crossings would occur on the Green River above
Jensen, Utah, and the Colorado River near Moab, Utah.

The Green River at the Browns Park,
not occupied by squawfish at present
The species disappeared from this se
Flaming Gorge Dam and Reservoir chan
and flow regime of the river. Recen
Flaming Gorge Dam have warmed the t

fishes are beginning to reappear in
less of whether or not the squawfish
of the Green River, the crossing is

segment that Is known to be importan
Park segment of the Green River also

Utah crossing, though probably
is historic squawfish habitat,

gment after construction of
ged the temperature, turbidity
t penstock modifications at
i Iwaters and some warmwater
the Browns Park area. Regard-
can be restored to this portion

about 60 miles upstream from a

t squawfish habitat. The Browns
s important sport fish habitat.

Squawfish have been found in the White River both above and below the
pipeline crossing near Bonanza, Utah. Also, the confluence of the
Green and White Rivers is Important squawfish habitat.

i 1 J This information will be incorporated into the biological assessment to

the be submitted to the Fish and Wildlife Service as part of the formal

consultation process.
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(5)

(6)

'"
I Stream crossings could pose a potential hazard to game fish habitat.

(3) Throughout the corridor traversed by the pipeline, riparian and canyon-
bottom vegetation Is a unique, highly productive habitat type that is
in critically short supply. Therefore, as a general rule, these areas
should be avoided where possible. At stream crossings, disturbance of
riparian habitat should be kept to a minimum.

W) It Is Important that close coordination be maintained with respective
State fish and game agencies as specific rights-of-way permits are
granted and construction initiated so that site-specific problems of
alignment and work scheduling can be avoided.

We concur with the comments In the draft EIS concerning endangered
and threatened species. A species list was provided to BLM, Santa
Fe, by the Albuquerque Regional Office of the Fish and Wildlife
Service by memorandum dated November 16, 1979. It would not be ap-
propriate to comment further on threatened and endangered species
until the biological assessment Is completed by 8LH. At that time
as mentioned in the draft £15, BLM will request formal Section 7
consultation if It is determined from the assessment that the project
may affect any threatened or endangered species.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Page 1-30, Paragraph I - The report states If vegetation is damaged
during a spill, the ground would be reseeded as required by the
surface owner. To Insure that reseeding is performed, MAPCO should
be required to perform reseeding or, at a minimum, should compensate
the surface owner for reseeding costs. Damaged areas should be re-
seeded with vegetation beneficial to wildlife.

Page 1-30, Paragraph k - The statement addresses the measures to be taken
in the event of pipeline leakage at a stream crossing. Due to possible
severe adverse impacts to fish and wildlife with a break In the pipe-
line at a stream crossing, MAPCO should develop a detailed plan to pre-
vent leakage and a contingency plan in the event of a break. Special
consideration should be given to install valves at stream crossings
which will automatically stop the flow in the pipeline should a break
occur. It is imperative that leaks be stopped immediately to minimize

, environmental damage.

(7)
Pace 1-30, Paragraph 7 - Eighteen potential alternatives were identified
in the statement. We recommend that an alternative be explored to
avoid the segment of the Green River proposed for Inclusion into the
Wild and Scenic River system.

^8 '
i

Pa 3e |
- i|2

'
Paragraph k - Vehicle barriers are not always effective.

(2) Refer to letter 70, comment 11 and letter 38, comment 18.

( J) See the response to letter 70, comment 11.

(4) See to response to letter 69, comment 4. The suggestion is

appropriate and has been noted.

(5) The statement on the DEIS, page 1-30 meant that MAPCO would have
responsibility for restoring damaged areas by means including reseeding.

(6) This comment was addressed In part In the response to letter 12,

comment 13 and letter 38, comment 17. The response to letter 38

indicated that the reliability of automatic valves is suspect.

MAPCO's Operation Plan will incorporate safety features.

17) The presence of the segment of the Green River proposed for incision

in the Wild and Scenic River System was one of many factors weighed in

the screening and selection of alternatives. Of the identified alternatives

which did not cross the Oreen River, none was found to be environmentally

better than those which did.

(o) This comment will be considered in the preparation or any site specific

stipulations relating to vehicle barriers.
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(8) I
especially where two-wheel ORV's are involved. If vehicle barriers

rjont are required, they should be of a type which will prevent four-wheel

I
and two-wheel ORV's from entering the ROW.

(9) Page 3-3, Paragraph 10 - Presence of habitat for endangered fishes
should also be a factor in determining the significance of impacts
of ruptures and spills.

(10) Page 3-8
f

Paragraph 2 - According to the statement, fuels and lubrl-
cation oils from construction staging areas may enter streams via
runoff. Fish and wildlife could be affected by these effluents,
thus, measures to prevent this Impact should be addressed.

(11) Page }-B, Paragraph 3 - The potential for significant Impact to
fisheries If riparian vegetation does not become reestablished
in one year is mentioned. MAPCO should present a plan which
will prevent adverse impacts or mitigate impacts on fish if
revegetation is unsuccessful.

(12) Page 3-8, Paragraph k - The draft statement mentions that increased
human access could affect winter habitat in the Rye-Grass Draw area.
The wildlife species affected should be identified along with a plan
to prevent disturbance or mitigate adverse impacts.

SUMMARY COMMENTS

If the comments contained in this memorandum are adequately addressed,
we believe the final statement will adequately describe the existing
resources of the project area and the expected impacts of the proposed
act i vi t ies.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this document.

iL/irtte^^^
cc:

Regional Director, FWS, Ecological Services, Denver, Colorado
Chief, FWS, Office of Environmental Coordination, Washington, D.C.
Area Manager, FWS, Phoenix, Arizona
Branch Chief, Branch of Pipeline Operations, FWS, Washington, D.C. (ES)

(9) These effects will be addressed in the biological assessment. Refer to

letter 138, comment 19.

(10) Specific siting of staging areas for river crossings as well as general

and site specific stipulations developed locally would adequately mitigate

the potential for pollution from these effluents.

(11) On public lands, specific locations of staging areas would be located to

reduce impacts to riparian habitats. Where these impacts cannot be

avoided, special-site specific stipulations would be developed and attached

to the ROW grant.

(12) The primary species of concern are deer and elk. This potential

impact was identified by BLM biologists. The probability of this impact

occurring is not known. See the response to letter 13, comment 3.

With respect to the method to develop and requre specific mitigation

plans, see the response to letter 38, comment 14,
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State Director (922)
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 1449
Santa Fe, New Mexico 8750!

Dear Sir:

Re: Comments on MAPCO Pipeline
0E1S

Our staff has reviewed the draft EIS on the proposed MAPCO Rocky
Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline. Our major concern Is with
the air quality significant impact screening techniques The
draft EIS states that one of four criteria must be met in order
for air quality Impacts to be deemed insignificant. This office
believes it would be appropriate to insure all four criteria are
met before determining that no significant air quality Impacts
exist.

It is also necessary that the applicant obtain a state construction
permit from the Bureau of Air Quality before construction and
operation of a new pollution source can begin.

Sincerely,

(1) The criteria were established to define parameters of significance.

Based on the analysis, no significant impacts to air quality are anticipated.

The discussion of criteria for air quality Impacts (DEIS, page 3-1 and 3-3)

meant to convey that the 4 criteria would have to be met at a

minimum to be considered not significant.

Brent C. Bradford
Director
Bureau of Air Quality

DHG:js

i Equal OppiirtimtA Frnpto

>»Tiiri~;-«-iiTririfii
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Plesse see the response to letter 72.
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IF YOU ARE NOT SUPPORTING eOWMUNTING YOU ARE HELPING TO OUTLAW IT*
76

(D

re 13, 19?e

hu\ State Director
P.O. 3ox IMS
Sante re, Hew >'iexlco

Gentlemen;

'7501

The very recent proposal of a pipeline from */yo;r.ing to lexas Is
prompting me to write this letter.

Je axe all in agreement that the pipeline is a much needed item,
but the proposed route will have some very devastating- affects on
Wyoming and our wildlife. Bow Hunters of Wyoming feel that there is more
than one alternate route that can be taken, without destroying forest and
wildlife, at a substantial decrease in costs of installation and upkeep.
Common aense and Judgment makes this very apparent.

A statement has been made that the scars will not be noticeable in
five years but this is an untrue statement. Just across the border
in Colorado, the scars still remain of seismographic activity after
fifteen years.

We believe this has been a hasty proposal, and we are asking you to
slow down a bi£ and weigh all of the facts. An extra measure of
caution at this time will surely pay high dividends for the future.

"lncerely

/
Vaughn E. Cross
President

"REMEMBER: WE NEED YOUR SUPPORT NOW-NOT LATER!

Please see the response to letter 39.

(1) Many of the scars from seismic lines in the area were created at a

time when reclamation of disturbed areas was not required by law. See the

response to letter 64, comment 10.
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Pleese see the response to letter 39.



05

79

as

& • e-r'

Cfitri 7 y

t l> €

>*1C i./ti rat i m

r / y, £* / 7 {I I? 9~A J H /c <&- i>

tit.&.J. /- U &. J}I // c£>tt /(f />/"*»/> *>j$ f.

f/p fr f.r\ et <?c/ /" />/-

A

Ja<jL f H jy /"/ jfi

.-*/>>/ */'a- h

r tit &

f/*rA f-sf- **/<* i

A
/>«!/ f&r*>3 /<£«</'

ft* ff . A ?- t'Kr

Pleate see the retpome to letter 39.

by

VlT^p

/ Jiei JO*$.



en

BiyO COL.LKOI DRIVI 80

WESTERN WYOMING COLLEGE
ROCK STRINGS WYOMING 62001

June 14, 19B0

BLM State Director

P.O. Box 1449

Sante Fe, New Mexico 8750]

I an writing in regards to the proposed oil or gas pipeline to be built by

MAPCO Co. into Southwestern Wyoming from Texas. As 1 understand things now, the

route favored by your office is across the Green River at Browns Park (in N.U. Colo.)

through Jesse Ewlng Canyon then over the top of Pine Mt . in Southern Wyoming. If

this indeed the case, It Is beyond comprehension as to why this route was selected.

It appears to me that common sense dictates a route along Highway 430 through Irish

Canyon. Not only is access already available to a pipeline for year round maintenance,

but 1 believe a pipeline right-away presently exists along this route. To consider

destroying a section of what little pristine forest we have in Sweetwater County

eeems to me to be no less than a crime.

My family and I have spend many weekends camping on Pine Mountain and we feel

a real tragedy may be in the making. We sincerely hope you reconsider this disastrous

proposal before we face irreversible consequences.

Sincerely,

^jNp~~»\ vy^.
James C. Aumlller Ph.D.

Professor of Chemistry

m IOU«i wkxiaik [i#i<M*

Please see the response to tetter 39.
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June 13, 1980

Mr Larry Woodward
Acting State Director
Bureau 6f Land Management
P.O. Box 1449
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Dear Mr. Woodward:

I am writing in opposition to the BLM decision to reroute the MAPCO
pipelina over Pine Mountain in southern Sweetwater County. As a
resident of Sweetwater County for the aast eight years, 1 am
familiar with the routes in question and am seriously concerned about
a decision that would allow a pipeline right-of-way through the heart
of what little forested land this county possesses. It seems much
more sensible to route the pipeline along Highway 430 and I hope
you will take another serious look at that alternative.

Thanks for reading this and I hope you will reconsider

Please see the response to letter 39.

1245 Palisades Way
Rock Springs, Wy 82901
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122b Lincoln Arenut
Rock Springe, Wyoming 62901
June 11, I960

State Director
Bureau of Land Management
P. 0. Box lltiff

Santa fe, lira Mexico 87501

Dear Sin

We recently discovered that a new pipeline 1* being proposed
in Sweetwater County, Wyoming. This la not particularly alarm-
ing, aince the county la a center for all types of mineral
development. However, this pipeline, the MAPCO pipeline, any
be routed over Pine Mountain, in the southern part of the county,
and this disturbs us very such.

He urge you to reconsider th e routing of this pipeline over Pine
Mountain. This would carve a new utility right-of-way over one
of the very few forested areas In this part of the state. This
sesma needless since there are other, existing right-of-ways in
the area which would not necessitate disturbing the trees, wild-
life or watershed on Pine Mountain. One such alternative which
seems viable would be to follow the existing right-of-way up
Irish Canyon along Highway U30.

Our family built a cabin on the slopee of Pine Mountain two
generations ago, and it was the site of many family gatherings.
While no longer in our family, we have hiked Bnd hunted and
ekled in this area, and recently we were married there. We love
this land and hope that its character and beauty may be main-
tained. While the whole nation is in need of the products
which will pass through the proposed MAPCO pipeline, surety this
doesn't have to be done at the cost of one of the few forested
areas in Sweetwater County.

Thank you.

urley-Preeman
fjtk* jJutliM yJsUiUUh^Jl*-^

Please tea the response to letter 39.
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218 R Street
Rock Springs, Wyoming: g?9' 1

June 12, 39Sf)

St&tA Director
Bureau of Und Management
P. C. Bojr ljj.,9

Santa Fe, Mew Mexico 87501

Dear Slri

Just recently r learned that a new pipeline, the MAPCO,
is being proposed in Sweetwater County, Wyoming, and that it
nay be routed over Pine Mountain in the southern part of the
county.

Many years ago, my husband and I built a Burner home on
Pine and our fanily spent many, many happy summers there. Hy
children and grandchildren have very fond memories of Pine
Mountain. He do not have «uch forested land in Sveetwater
County, and I belieTe that what we have should be preserved,

I understand that there is a very good alternative to
this proposed routing of thi* pipeline. This would take ad-
vantage of the existing right-of-way up through Irish Canyon
along Highway «J0. I am sure that all who have enjoyed the
area of Pine Mountain for so many years would greatly appre-
ciate your aerious consideration of this alternate route.

Sincerely,

Mrs. John W. Wallace

Plane tee the reiponte to litter 39.

tt̂ -B-m-aat. l
ami
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W. Michael Gear
Department of

Archaeology
Western Wyoming College
Box 428
Rock Springs, WY 82901

June 13, 1980

BLM State Director
P.O. Box 1449
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Dear Sir:

I sincerely hope you will reconsider the hastily-made decision to
route the MAPCO pipeline over one of Sweetwater County, Wyoming's
forested mountains.

Public review of this proposal has been insufficient; the impact
upon the fragile ecology of this area has been given Inadequate attentic
in the environmental Impact statement.

Please reconsider the reasonable alternative of routing the pipeline
along Highway 430.

Sincerely,

W. Michael Gear

Pleate tee the response to letter 39.
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John Christopher Cirone
Assistant General Attorney

June 13, 1980

State Director (922]
Bureau of Land Management
P. 0. Box 1449
Santa Fe , NM 87501

Re; Mapco, Inc. - Draft Environmental Impact Statement
in Rocky Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline

Dear Sir:

-JO

Champlin Petroleum Company (Champlin) submits the
following comments in support of the construction of the
proposed pipeline described in Mapco, Inc.'s (Mapco) Draft
Environmental Impact Statement.

1)

2)

Champlin will be significantly affected by the
findings regarding the pipeline because it has
committed the majority of its current and future
natural gas liquid production from the Overthrust
Area (over 15,000 barrels per day) to be trans- .

ported by the pipeline.

This pipeline is vital to the continued production
and development of new sources in the Overthrust
Area of Wyoming and Utah. Local markets are in-
adequate to consume the available natural gas
liquids, and thus, transportation of the liquids
out of the region to areas where demand is greater
is critical to continued production. Alternative
methods of transportation are generally not feasible.
Rail cars to move the products are in short supply
or totally unavailable. Additionally, movement by
rail is very expensive - 7C-15C per gallon by rail
as compared to 3.5C per gallon by pipeline. The
cost of rail transportation precludes the incentive
necessary to maximize natural gas liquid production,
and the investment necessary for construction of new
facilities. The distances involved in transportating
the liquid products from the Wyoming-Utah area to

Champlin Petroleum Company
P Bor 936S
Fort Worth Te»as 78107
817 / 737 1119
TELEX 610 893 5021



State Director
June 13, 1980
Page 2

viable markets rule out trucking as an alterna-
tive means of transportation. The pipeline is
the least expensive, most efficient means of
transporting the natural gas liquids to the
consumers most in need of them.

3) Champlin emphasizes that the timing for comple-
tion of the pipeline is urgent. Champlin has an
ownership interest in three plants in the pipeline
supply area that will begin operations in 1980.
These plants should have total recoveries of ap-
proximately 5,000 barrels per day (BPD) (Champlin's
share is approximately 3,500 BPD). As discussed
above, adequate markets for the natural gas liquiJ
products do not exist in the Utah-Wyoming area,
and it i8 imperative that the products should reach
a market in need of these resources.

4) The pipeline is the only efficient method of trans-
portation for one of the natural gas liquid products,
ethane. It cannot be transported by rail or truck.
Projected recovery of ethane by Champlin as a result
of the construction of new plants and modernization
of existing plants is estimated to be 7,500 BPD.
This recovery will only be accomplished if the pipe-
line is constructed to transport the ethane.

5) Should the pipeline not be built, the significant
volume of natural gas liquids would not be extracted
but rather would be sold as part of the BTU content
of the natural gas stream. This would constitute
an extremely inefficient and shortsighted use of
domestic natural resources. Such a use would be
entirely contrary to the goal of attaining increased
energy self-sufficiency in the United States.

To summarize, Champlin fully supports the construction of
the proposed pipeline and believes that any environmental conse-
quences resulting from construction are far outweighed by the
benefits which will accrue to the nation as a result of the acces
to increased quantities of the natural gas liquid products which
can be produced and distributed only if the pipeline is approved
and completed.

Respectfully submitted,

85
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cc: Eugene G. Bell
Mapco, Inc.
1800 So. Baltimore Ave.
Tulsa, OK 74119

£ojin Christopher Cirone
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June 13, 1980

State Director (922)
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 1449
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

Dear Sir:

Mountain Fuel's comnents relating to the proposal of the Rocky
Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline draft environmental impact state-
ment are addressed as follows:

At Clay Basin, Utah, Mountain Fuel Resources, Inc., a subsidiary
of Mountain Fuel Supply Company, has developed an underground gas
storage project. The MAPCO pipeline could cause a potential impact to
the present activity and future plans. This impact could be overcome
through close coordination between MAPCO and Mountain Fuel Resources.
Resources desires to work closely with MAPCO to further its proposal,
but requests the right to approve the location of any MAPCO facilities
to be installed in Clay Basin in order to avoid conflict with the
storage project.

Secondly, a potential impact could be encountered at Richard's Gap,
Wyoming, the north side of Clay Basin. Richard's Gap consists of a
steep, narrow pass with Red Creek cutting into the gap. Mountain Fuel
Supply Company's pipeline is already in the roadway that traverses the
gap area. The line is suspended on the Red Creek Bridge. If the
Richard's Gap route is selected, it will be necessary that MAPCO co-
ordinate its activities with Mountain Fuel Supply Company to avoid

I conflict with the road, bridge, and existing pipeline facilities.

We support the route that has been proposed following the existing
Red Creek wilderness area boundary around the base of Uttle Mountain.
However, Mountain Fuel Supply Company has a right-of-way at the head of
Little Mountain on which we have experienced massive slide movement over
the last three years. This has caused Mountain Fuel Supply Company to
relocate a portion of its pipeline from the original right-of-way to a
lower bench with a temporary surface line. A route which would traverse
around the head of Little Mountain would encounter severe terrain and
associated impacts. We would like to suggest a change in the proposed

89

(1) MAPCO would coordinate its activities with any adjacent utility prior

to construction. Please refer to letter 24, comment 1.

(2) The Wyoming State Office ts reinventorying the boundaries of the Red
Creek Badlands-Tepee Mountain Wilderness Inventory Unit. As discussed in

the Summary, the agencies' preferred alternative for this area is to delay

the action. This decision would allow for further evaluation of the WSA
problem.

MAPCO's proposed action was sited to avoid the Little Mountain

landslide (see Map A-3).



(2)

cont.

(3)

(4)

oo

itocky Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline
Page 2

Red Creek wilderness boundary. We suggest that the boundary follow the
inventory unit boundary where there is a natural separation of land
features following an existing seismic trail. This would provide nore
solitude, keeping the wilderness area away from the easy access of pack
trail which would be nore conducive to the wilderness philosophy. A
right-of-way at the toe of Little Mountain could be established for the
MAPCO line and the relocated Mountain Fuel pipeline, providing a solution
to the landslide problem. This would be a natural, economical and
feasible solution. (See enlarged map of Little Mountain, Exhibit A) .

If the Pine Mountain alternative were selected, the MAPCO line would
descend the north slope of Pine Mountain following our existing right-of-way
in the Jim Springs area. The corridor varies in width from 10 to 20 feet.
The Mountain Fuel pipeline is a surface line which was installed without
damage to the vegetation. It would be better to descend Pine Mountain
following existing roads than to follow the Mountain Fuel surface pipeline.

Overthrust Pipeline Company, through its environmental consultants,
Ecology and Environment Incorporated, P.O. Box D, Buffalo, New York 14225,
performed extensive route analyses for a route which would bypass heavy
development in the Green River, Wyoming area. A portion of the proposed
MAPCO route which would cross the Green River south of the city of Green
River, was rejected by the consultants due to severe terrain and erosion
potential. The Overthrust Pipeline route, north of the city of Green
River, was selected as the preferred route and extensive field surveying
and archaeological work has been performed on that route (shown on
Exhibit A)

.
It is suggested that the proposed MAPCO Pipeline follow the

Overthrust Pipeline corridor.

The proposed MAPCO route has been shown traversing through Mountain
Fuel's existing LeRoy Storage facility and proceeding northwesterly across
Hogsback Ridge, which is a major topographic feature in the area. The
Overthrust Pipeline proposes to cross the Hogsback in a natural gap along
an already existing road and will follow existing roads to the Ryckman

'

Creek, Whitney Canyon area. It is suggested that the MAPCO route follow
the Overthrust Pipeline corridor to the Ryckman Creek, Whitney Canyon produc-
ing areas as shown on Exhibit A.

Many portions of the MAPCO alignment are shown as following other
Mountain Fuel pipelines. It is essential that Mountain Fuel Supply Company
be involved m the site-specific location of the line to avoid potential
adverse inpact to our facilities.

Very truly yours.

89

d-\ tbti^*<
Enclosure

cc: Director, Utah State Office, B.L.M. w/o enc.
Director, Wyoming State Office, B.L.M. w/o enc.
District Manager, Rock Springs Dist. Office, B.L.M. w/o enc.

(3) If the Pine Mountain alternative is approved, this information would be

considered in approval of the specific alignment.

(4) Discussion of routing through the town of Green River has been

expanded in the FE1S, pages 1-31 and 1-37. The DEIS, page 4-5 also

discusses MAPCO's revision of its proposal through the area. Alternative

route suggestions will be forwarded to MAPCO. Should MAPCO's proposal

be approved, MAPCO would coordinate construction activities for those

areas where Mountain Fuels' pipelines would be affected.
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The following letters (91-97) were received from residents of Sweet-

water County, Wyoming. They express concern over the selection in the

DEIS of Pine Mountain as the agencies' preferred alternative. They also

state a preference for a route following Highway 430.

The selection of the Pine Mountain Alternative was based on slight site-

specific differences and agency and public preferences known at the time.

However, the delay of action alternative has been selected in the FEIS for

the tri-state area (MP 800-863) to allow the BLM to continue to analyze

both the Proposed Action and the Pine Mountain Alternative.

The specific resource concerns which resulted in the screening of a

route following Highway 430 are summarized in DEIS pages 1-32 and 1-36

and in the response to letter 12, comment 4.
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June 13, 1980

94

BLM State Director
P.O. Box 1449
Santa Fe , New Mexico 87501

oo

Dear Sir or Madam;

The pipe line route you are proposing for MSPCO is a verv
unfortunate choice. It will endanger the elk habitat and
destroy some of the very few forested acres in Sweetwater
County, Wyoming.

The fact that you have available the very reasonable alter-
native of using the existing utility corrodor along Highwav
430 only makes your decision more shortsighted.

I hope it is not too late for this decision to be reversed
Please reconsider.

Sincerely

,

^
Janice C. Newberry &
208 Mtn. View
Rock Springs , Wyoming

82901
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Stanley K. Costantino
222 Jade Street
Rock Springs, WY 82901

June 18, 1980

BLM State Director
P.O. Box 1449
Santa Fe, Hew Mexico

Dear Sir:

87501

00

I do not agree with the BLM plan to put tne Mapco
pipeline through a forested area. My family, friends,
and I use tne Little and Pine Mountain areas regularly
as they are tne only forested mountains in this section
of Wyoming.

I request that the pipeline be rerouted by way of
Highway 430.

Very truly yours,

Stanley K. Costantino
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United SUlea Soil

Department at Conservation

Agriculture Service

4012 Federal Building
125 South State Street
Salt Lake City, UT 84138

June 20. 1980

State Director (922)
8ureau of Land Management
P. 0. Box 1449
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87S01

Dear Sir:

We have reviewed the April 1980 draft of MAPCO's Rocky Mountain Liquid
Hydrocarbons Pipeline Environmental Impact Statement. Areas of concern
where SCS has Interest and/or expertise have been adequately addressed,
have no specific comments.

Me appreciate the opportunity to provide Input to this project, and to
review and comment on the draft Environmental Impact Statement.

Sincerely,

He

The following letters (98-102) were not received in time to prepare responses,

however, they have been included as a record of public comment.

GEORGE D. MCMILLAN
"

State Conservationist

o



SWEETWATER COUNTY
WILDLIFE A

2235 E. Teton
Green River, Wy
June 14,1960

OCIATION
82935
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Mr. Larry Woodard
Acting State Director
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box l¥i9
Santa Fe, Hew Mexico 67501

00

Dear Mr. Voodardi

Pleaae accept my appreciation for the opportunity to respond to the

MAPCO Bocky Mountain Hydrocarbons Pipeline KIS. I met admit, however,

that because I have only had a copy of the EIS in my possession since the

June 3,1960 public meeting held In Rock Springs, that I am very limited

in being qualified to address the specifics of the proposal. I must

be very general In my remarks. Bven though I am president of a very active

wildlife organisation, one that is known statewide, because of some foul

up on the part of the ELK we were not given a copy of the BIS until I

attended the public meeting June 3,1960. Because of the problems the

BLM had with their mailing lists whereby many organisations ( I know

of several) did not receive copies of the SIS, I feel it appropriate that

your office extend the period for public comment for a period of one

month commencing at a time that the public be given notice of such extenslo

The purpose of the EIS process is to receive ( and incorporate ) public

input into the final statement. This would be somewhat impossible in this

instance since many organisations and individuals were omitted.

It seems evident that the natural resources ( including wildlife

habitat, scenic ...) of one state were given priority over another

state's valuable resources. Is there some explanation why a route

extending down highway VJ0 south of Bock Springs into Colorado was

not considered. This would seem one of the best routes since the

Pipeline could follow an already existing hlghwayi minimum habitat,

moils, soanlc etc. degradation should be expected. It is incoaprehenslee

to me that the people of Southwestern Wyoming would be asked to approve

another oorrldor, another routing of a plplellne across our region

•hen it would be possible to follow already existing routes. One must

oonsider a key point in question! that of the cumulative affects and
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Impacts to Southwestern wyoeing caused by Ul developeents. There are
already countless pipelines, roads ( for oeintalnance and Mm )

puap stations, drill sites ( abandoned and producing ) coal developaents,
and other countless iapacta brought upon ua hy Increased population and
whenever new pipeline la considered m aust look at the entire situation,
taking Into account the emulative effect upon our sensitive critical
wildlife habitat, acenlc values, aolla, erosion, and aaall forested areas
which are neceaaary to a tri sUti elk herd.

Our xlldllfe organisation wish to go on record as being In strong
opposition to the Pine hountaln route and the Little fountain route
based on lapacts to critical wildlife habitat, aolla, forested areas,

scenic values, recreation values, and because seich permanent daaaga could

result to these areas with the introduction of this pipeline into theso

areas. Mho would halt other companies, other pipelines through these

areas once thia pipeline has already created a corridor through these

critical areas* Again, In future years, the emulative effects to the

areas could prove disastrous. Both these aountain route proposals

are at high altitudes and receive high eaounts of snowfall during the

winter. This would necessitate the use of large, heavy tracked equipment

usage during winter aaintalnaace which would daaage the very sensitive

aolla, wildlife habitat and virtually slSainate the area froa being scenic.

It would be such sore acceptable to our organisation for the MAPCO

pipeline to follow already existing highways aa auch as possible to

facilitate seintainance, reduce lapacts^ and to lapact the land as little

aa neceaaary. Following a utility line right of amy over Little hountAin

would not fall into this preferred category.

J urge you to consider serloualy the above recoaaendations, taking

into account the iapacta cauaed to wildlife, scenery, soils and the possible

loss of forested areas that would result by cutting a pipeline through thea

should the Little Mountain or the fine Mountain Route be iapleaented.

Jessie Swing Canyon would eeea not acceptable either alnce that route would

be routed too sear a National Park area and the canyon ia not adapted to

placeaent of a pipeline. Red Creek Badlands should also not be considered,

nor should any other wilderness study area since they h*»e characteristics

unique to a wilderness setting whioh shouldn't be disturbed or destroyed.

Therefore, plesa. follow already ^J hfl»cr
>
ttrU.4lh,

-J«.slI!int
k *°U

j ,^,
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WYOMING
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT

CHEYENNE

June 16, 1980

State Director (972)
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 1449
Santa Fe , NM B7S01

Gentlemen

:

The draft environmental impact statement for
MAPCO's Rocky Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline has been
circulated for review by our state agencies. Copies of
their comments are enclosed for your consideration and use.
I call your attention to the comments provided by our State
Highway Department regarding requirements for advance
permission for pipeline crossings or encroachments on state
highway and county road right-of-ways. Right-of-way permits
must also be obtained from the Commissioner of Public Lands
prior to any construction on or access across lands owned by
the State of Wyoming. I request full cooperation on the
part of the project proponents and your agency in submitting
information necessary to the issuance of these and any other
state-specific permits or project clearances.

Please keep me informed of any further progress on
this project. Thank you.

EH:pcd
enclosures
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OF WYOMING

Wyoming tfiaie Cf{iafiway Q)eha%iment
P. o. eox 1708 CH£Y£NNE, WYOMING 82001

May 3, I960

MAPCO's Rocky Mountain
Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline

State ID No. 80- U

9

Mr. Dick Hartman
State Planning Coordinator
Wyoming State Clearinghouse
2320 Capitol Avenue
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82002

Dear Mr. Hartman:

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the above pro-
posed pipeline and wish to clarify the statements made on Pages 1~3 relative
to pipeline crossings or encroachments on state highway rights-of-way. It

is the responsibility of the pipeline company to obtain advance permission
for crossings or encroachments from the District Engineer, Wyoming State
Highway Department, P. 0. Box 1260, Rock Springs, Wyoming.

Crossings or encroachment of County roads should be cleared in advance with
the respective County Commissioners.

Very truly yours

,

William P. King, P. E. ^
Environmental Services Engineer

WPK/FKS: It
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THE STATE OF WYOMING tO HEHSCHLER
GOVERNOR

^efialimeni of Snviionmenta/ (Duality

HATHAWAY BUILDING

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT

CHEYENNE WYOMING 82002

MEMORANDUM

TELEPHONE 307 777 7762

TO: Mr. Robert E. Sundln

FROM: Mr. Charles A. PorteQfl

DATE: May 27, 1980

SUBJECT: MAPCO's Rocky Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline

This should have little Impact on Solid Waste Management. If, however,
the pipeline breaks, there may be disposal problems the Solid Waste
Management Program would be involved in.
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Governor
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Division of Policy and Punning Coordination

Intergovernmental Relation* Section

Lorayne Tampeit. Aitociete Stale Planning Coordinator

124 State Capitol

Salt Lake City. Utah Mill
633 4981

A/95

State Clearinghouse

5JJM976
533 4971

Environment*!

Coordinating

Committee
5335794

Human Resources

Coordinating

Committee

533 4981

A/85
Federal/State

Coordination

5336083

Federal Resource

Information

Cen ter

533-4983

June 20. 1980

State Director (922)
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 1449
Santa Fe, New Mexico 87501

SUBJECT: Draft EIS, MAPCO's Rocky Mountain Liquid
Hydrocarbons Pipeline. (SA1 #800428098)

Dear Sir:

On June 12th of this year I wrote you a letter with re-
sponses and comments from the Utah State Environmental Coordi-
nating Committee. At that time I informed you that comments
from the Division of Wildlife Resources would be forthcoming
and mailed to you under seperate cover; please find said
comments included with this letter.

Thank you again, for the opportunity to review and
comment on this project.

Sincerely,

Lee M. Allen
A-95 Coordinator

LMA:ba
Enclosure
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DOUGLAS F DAY

June 18, 1980

Mr. Lee Allen
A95 Coordinator
State Planning Office
State Capitol

Salt Lake City, Utah 8*111

Dear Lee:

We have reviewed the draft environmental impact statement MAPCO's Rocky
Mountain Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline and offer the following comments. Since
the pipeline is in northeastern Utah, exits into Colorado and enters Utah again
In southeastern Utah, we will comment by each area.

Northeastern

CO

The principal impacts from a project such as this would result from
construction during critical times of wildlife use on a given area. We have
updated Information on Tables 1-8 and 1-11 to more accurately reflect the areas
and times when construction should not take place. We have modified to some
extent the time periods originally given to MAPCO as well as the exact areas
involved. This has been necessary because we did not have mileposts or large-
scale maps for our original response. This updated information should be
included in the final statement

.

Our preferred route is still the Little Hole alternative. The corridor is

already present in this area and it would cross much less critical big game
ranges than would the Mainline and Pine Mountain routes.

If a decision is made to construct the pipeline on the Rye Grass, Jesse Ewing,
Clay Basin alignment, we strongly object to the Pine Mountain alternative.
This route would pass through critical deer, elk, antelope and sage grouse
ranges in the Three Corners area, and the Impacts would be significantly
greater than the Mainline route following Red Creek through Clay Basin Into
Wyoming. This has been discussed with the Wyoming Game and Fish, and they

fully agree with the Red Creek route and are likewise strongly opposed to the

Pine Mountain alternative. They have requested our support in their opposition
to this route

.

The requested right-of-way is 50 feet for the construction. We feel that, in

ost cases, 30 feet would be adequate with provision for increasing the width
where special conditions are evident. Where the project crosses Division
lands, only a 30-foot right-of-way will be granted. BLM has indicated that

they also will stipulate 30 rather than 50 feet.
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Mr. Lee Allen

June 16, 1980

Page 2

With proper receding and careful avoidance of potential new access for vehicle

travel we feel that the MAPCO project will have little permanent negative

Impact" to our management program. Proper timing of construction activities

should adequately reduce most short-term impacts.

CRUCIAL WILDLIFE USE AREAS AND PERIODS

TO AVOID CONSTRUCTION OF PROPOSED ACTION

BETWEEN M1LEP0STS

Mainline

Deer and elk

788-800
807-821

823-state line

Antelope

715-755
B21-B2M
B28-state line

Sage grouse

800-817

B23-826

828-state line

Waterfowl and riparian

821-823

Brown trout

B22

No Construction Period

November 15 to Hay 1

November 15 to June 1

November 15 to Hay 1

Hay 15 to June 20

Hay 15 to June 20

Hay 15 to June 20

Harch 15 to June 1

Harch 15 to June 1

Harch 15 to June 1

Harch 15 to June 15

Fall

Crucial winter range

Crucial winter and

spring range

Crucial winter range

Crucial fawning area

Crucial fawning area

Crucial fawning area

Crucial strutting and

nesting areas

Crucial strutting and

nesting areas

Crucial strutting and

nesting areas

Crucial riparian and

waterfowl nesting area

Spawning

^^^^m zsssss
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No Construction Period Reason

CD
-3

Pine Mountain Alternative <DEG)

Deer and elk

28-state line

Antelope

28-state line

Sage grouse

28-state line

November 15 to May 1

May 15 to June 20

March 15 to June 1

Little Hountain Alternative (DF)

Deer and elk

0-12
12-19

19-state line

Antelope

24-state line

Sage grouse

0-10

24-state line

Brown trout

B22

November 15 to Hay 1

Hay 10 to July 1

November 15 to Hay 1

Hay 15 to June 20

March 15 to June 1

Harch 15 to June 1

Fall

Crucial winter range

Crucial fawning area

Crucial strutting and

nesting area

Crucial winter range
Crucial calving and

fawning area
Crucial winter range

Crucial fawning area

Crucial strutting and

nesting areas
Crucial strutting and

nesting areas

Spawning
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Southeastern

00

The area bisected by the pipeline may on occasion and during different seasons
of the year be inhabited by as many as 121 species of vertebrate wildlife.
Currently, the endangered Colorado River squawfish, humpback chub and bonytail
chub inhabit the Colorado River. Also, the endangered northern bald eagle is a
winter resident (November 15 through March 15) of the area bisected by the
proposed pipeline. There are no known roost trees in the area for bald
eagles. The endangered American peregrine falcon is also an inhabitant of the
area, but no aeries are known along the proposed pipeline. All of the areas
crossed by the pipeline that are inhabited by prairie dogs are potential
habitat for the endangered blackfooted ferret. Sightings of blackfooted
ferrets are frequently reported from southeastern Utah; however, the only
confirmed sighting is from the Blanding area in the early 1950's.

The first 16 miles of the pipeline passes through a high priority use area for
the Cisco desert antelope herd. A majority of the use by the antelope occurs
east of Westwater Wash. The next 58 miles of pipeline cross a desert shrub
area ranked as being of limited value to wildlife. At the point where the
pipeline crosses the Colorado River, the riparian and marshland habitats are
ranked as being crucial-critical to Utah's wildlife. These specialized
habitats are extremely productive and limited due to the desert character of
the area. The next 18 miles of pipeline through Moab Valley and Spanish Valley
pass through an area of desert shrub adjacent to Utah Highway 163 and some
agricultural areas; this area is ranked as being of limited value to wildlife.
The next 11 miles of pipeline will pass through high priority deer winter
range, followed by 1 miles of desert shrub ranked as limited value; then 1 mile
of crucial-critical deer winter range, followed by 22 miles of pipeline in high
priority deer winter range.

It is recommended that construction of the pipeline not be allowed in the first
9 miles from the Utah-Colorado state line to Westwater Wash between May 15 and
June 20 of any year. This will mitigate for disturbance that would impact
crucial-critical kidding areas for pronghorn antelope. Additionally, it is
recommended that no construction be allowed on high priority antelope use areas
during periods of severe snow conditions.

No construction activity that crosses the Colorado River should be allowed
during July of any year. This will mitigate for disturbance to the endangered
fish species that make spawning runs during July. Efforts to reduce siltation
should be demanded for any crossing of the Colorado River.

The riparian and marshland areas along the Colorado River near Hoab should be
avoided If possible. They should not be impacted between March 15 and June 15
of any year if intrusion is allowed. This vegetative community supports a
diverse and abundant population of wildlife species. The spring period is
critical for breeding and rearing processes. A nesting population of Canada
geese is of special concern in this area. Revegetation of the drier upland
sites adjacent to the marsh with grasses and forbs should be accomplished.
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Construction should not be allowed on crucial-critical or high priority deer
winter ranges between November 1 and May 15 of any year. This will reduce
impacts of disturbance to wintering deer.

Reclamation should be accomplished at all disturbed sites as soon as possible
after disturbance. Due to precipitation and other weather factors for the area
local to the pipeline, seeding should be done as late in the fall as possible.
It is recommended that the area manager for BLM's Grand Resource Area office in

Hoab be contacted for suggestions on reclamation in this area of Utah. Seed
lists should contain species that are suitable for the area and palatable to

wildlife. Perry Plummer'a 1968 publication titled "Restoring Big Game Range in

Utah" is a valuable reference for reclamation that will benefit wildlife.

General

CD
CD

A pipeline rupture at any of the river crossings in or above endangered fish
habitat could be disastrous. Extraordinary precautions must be taken in design
and installation of the pipeline at these points. If possible, automatic
pressure shutoff valves should be provided on each side of the Green and
Colorado rivers so that, if the pipeline ruptures within the crossing, only the
contents of that immediate section of pipe would enter the river.

Throughout the region traversed by the pipeline, riparian and canyon bottom
vegetation is a unique, highly productive habitat type that is in critically
short supply. Therefore, as a general rule, these areas should be avoided
where possible. At stream crossings, disturbance of riparian habitat should be

kept to a minimum.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment on this project.

^Sincerely

,

Douglam_F-f Day
Director
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Same Fe, N.l -Isxlco 67501

Sir;
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Coeerrtng the Draft Envirunuent a] Trof act Stat > nt (ntl S) for the ^PCO' s

Rocky "ount a!n(Mt . ) Liquid Hydrocarbons Pipeline, I li^ve a ftua! frlf of ion-
cirnB which 1 feel should be expressed.

By training from Humboldt State Uni v. rsity. Areata, California, I .. n qfOi-
fi.-d as a "WILDLILFE MANACER/BlOLOriST". Tn addition, I hdse 'our --a-V-nic

yr.rs of experience coijnenting on oth^r FlS*p. This racl.gro^nd ^ as ^s* ~(t&4

by my membership with the Conservation C rjnittee of The hV->bo]dt CI. tpi er of

the Wildlife Society. Finally, I have one uucseer season as a Biological
Technician (VJi Idl f f e>, in Oregon, and two sunoer seasons as a Forestry Tech.
in Idaho and, this year, in Wyoming with the B.L.M. Host of my concerns
will deal with the WILDLIFE PORTIONS of the DEIS, and the retainer will re-
late lo Forest ry.

At least listings are given (Ch.2, Table 2-2 and 2-3) for federal- and state-
lifted Jr^rVfENED and LNSlAJJGr.RED SPECIES. Kuvtver, the potential inpacis
u, n f-arh nniir-il v,ave not been explained. Until the required ISA, Sert ion 7

<-li -<;1 rat :.>n ji.u.'is ie cor^leted, I feel justified in support i,».g the '":*rXAY

OF iriOJELf" alirr.^tive #18 (Ch. 1, Table 1-9, p. 1-31). Ji-n Pl n«tt r. Wildlife
Biologist at the Rock Springs, Wyoming B.L.M. iwenltoned that KAPCO has al-
ready cK-ared a pipeline route in Colorado. If this is true, I feel that
>'*PC0 has violated ESA.Section 7.

fhe Uliooping Crane (Crus atu^-r l eans) Is known to occur tn Wyoming (tfyo . C=i»e

and Fish 1977:62) as well as a number of other states like U'aiio.l'lch, ar.d

Colorado (Dr. Trtwein, personal conraonlcat ion) . Dr. Trew-in n*\ l=ed me that
>>nly 15 cranes are known to exist In this second population. He also informed
ine that juvenal and subadul t birds wander widely .'uring .ai^Mi i.->n, I '^js they
ni=,ht occur anjul..?re in the states mentioned above in suir.-.Me l-sMlaE
[prairie pools and ir.irshes). la no part of the DEIS could I find a "PLANT
COMMUNITY MAP'* Indicating where wetland areas (or crucial wildlife areas) are
in relation to the proposed plpeland route or alternative routes.

fhe Bl*ck-foote4 Ferret (**:stela nfgrJ_pea) i s alao a very important animal in

tfyihhing. Both D.S.Flsh and Wlldl Ife Service and Wyon>f«g Cera and Fish don't
know if a viable population of Ferrets exist within Wyoming, or any oth L-r

state to Insure i Ls continued existence <Wyo. Wildlife. June 1980:12-15). In

addition to this anissal, if anry of the listed specie*' (Table 2-2 and 2-3) are
deieraiiitd to occur near this pipeline proposal, then I would strongly sup-
port the" TAKE MO ACTIO**" alternative ll? (Ch.l, Table 1-9, p. 1-31).
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The \1I2 bi.r,;-j,nl lo -he V i ( - A ;jkV BIRO •R-AITT ACT (16 U.S.C. 703) ;,r„l,,is al]
bitJs of piey at least Trom l,..nt ing and cj;g collecting pressures. The tali) F.. t ]e
<.i t specifically protects Loth Bald and Holder. Eagles. Finally. SJyM ii:£ „ 1 so
ljs " €aaie a »d Fish 1-aw (23.1-lk, Frotected Birds, rev/lsed 1978). This pipeline
proposal would remove 7,101 acres (total acreage from all states) of potential
hunting, roosting, loafing, and/or nesting habitat for raptors.

Raji.rs, except Kestrels (Fa'co sparver ius). Red-tail Hawks (Bute o jagalccns
and Turkey Vultures (Catha rtes aura ) tend to avoid the presence of nan, but

l).

rodents tend to increase with man'6 presence. 1 feel that this pipeline would
up=.et a balanced predator-prey relationship.

The -,ps(Map 14 and 15 of ]8)are not specifically detailed enough to il
t ..ctly where the proposed pipeline route will be located. Ho— wr, if
Pine Mt. and Little Ht . are entirely missed then I'm in favor of the pr
route: EAST OF LITTLE HT. Pine Mt . is rcnsirtered a "FRAGILE SITE" (Si
Specifications: Stage II, Inventory Handbook 1978, Item 231, Para. 3, p.
its 601 south slopes (J. Vest, Forestry/Recreation Planner, Rock Springs
In addition, Pine Mt . is the home Df several Cavity-nesting birds and a
area for Turkey Vultures (Dick Randall, personal communication). The fr
alpine/suhalpine vegetation on the summit would require more like +50 y
return to normal rather than 3-5 years as stated in the DEIS (Ch.3,p.3

lust rat e

both

lV( ied
andard
7) wjth
B.L.M.).
liuSI i.ig

agile
ears to

20).

If" a rupture should occur, it appears that on maps 11 and 13, this proposed
pipeline is dangeroosly close to Dinosaur National (T.4S.R25E) and within
Arches National Park at Hcab Valley (T.25S, R.21E). Also, at least one Water-
fowl Management Area (Browns Park NWR, Colorado) is close to the proposed
route. This area and one other was not shown on any of the maps in the DEIS.

A mpture concerns me very much, because I can see much more than one acre of
land (potential wildlife habitat) being destroyed by these hydrocarbons. It

takes precious time for the "Control Center Operator at Tulsa to identify ..nd

pinpoint" a rupture anywhere along the pipeline. More time is needed for the
remote control signal to reach the proper pumps and valves to affect a chenee.
Finally, still additional time Is required for the company employee nearest
the rupture lo arrive at the site and employ corrective measures. If some mal-
function^) occurs in the uo-^ulrat ion pruce&s, then more delay ^aurs. r.uiin

all this time, toxic substances are destroying vegetation, soils, and/or uater
and associated life forms. I feel that an adequate explainat ion of "Ba.kup
systems" and "Emergency Procedures" during a rupture was not provided in this
DEIS.

SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS

1) Dse Alternative 18 (delay of project), at least, until the required
!» 6*ct ion 7 consultation process is completed.

2) Bse Alternative 17 (take no action) if any federal- or state- listed
Threatened and Endangered Species are found near the proposed pipeline
routefji),

3) Avoid the Pine Mt. and Little Ht. alternatives; f 8 and 110.

*) Hake all maps (1 through IB) more site specific.

J) Avoid all National Parka, Monuments, Waterfowl and Wildlife Management

Mr. D. W. King



Public Hearing Statements and Comments

Copies of verbatim transcripts are a part of the EIS record (available

in the MAPCO EIS background files, BLM NMSO). The full transcripts will

be considered with equal weight in the final decision to that given to letter

comments. Comments received at the Rock Springs Hearing have been

reiterated and responded to, especially in letters 12 and 17. Following are

the substantive comments and responses from the Farmington Public

Meeting.

Farmington Public Meeting

1. Comment from Jack Scott:

On page 1-7 of the report it states: "The pipeline would be near

existing pipelines or other existing ROWs for approximately 92 percent of

its length. Corridor analysis, i.e., consideration of future use of the

proposed routes by other projects, was not considered."

Response:

As stated in the DEIS on page 1-7, corridor analysis was not

attempted. In the absence of a specific proposal, it was determined that

the environmental effects and impacts identified for this project could

differ with future projects. Any additional proposals would need to be

analyzed on a case-by-case basis.
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2. Comment from Jack Scott:

It seems that the federal government in their environmental aspects

for forming corridors across the United States are causing great hardship

on private property owners within the areas adjacent to federal lands

because of federal government dictates on BLM, Forest Service, BIA

ground where these corridors are going to be. There is no consideration

given private lands adjoining these areas. The federal government has vast

quantities of land on which these lines can go, but then limits them to a

small area. Whereas the private individual has very small holdings in

comparison to the federal government. When you have a corridor of five or

six different public utilities passing through a farm or ranch, it destroys

that farm or ranch.

I feel that this should be looked at from the private standpoint in the

impact statement as to what this policy is doing. They should look at how

these other utility lines are going to affect private lands.

Response:

Environmental impacts to private lands resulting from the proposed

project were evaluated. The concept of corridorization represents an

effort to confine and minimize areas of impact. Affected landowners may

view this as a hardship.

3. Comments from Jack Scott:

MAPCO in the statement on 1-22 has gone through a whole list of

things that they are going to do as far as reseeding and everything, but if a

person signs this lease and agreement for damages that they have brought

around, MAPCO is not going to do any of this, it is the responsibility of

whoever signs, really, the property owner. I feel that this should be

discussed in the environmental impact.
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Response:

MAPCO has agreed to numerous revegetation and reclamation items.

However, the BLM does not have jurisdiction on private lands and therefore

could require stipulations on private lands. It is the private landowner's

responsibility to require what would be necessary. Impact analysis was

based on combined natural revegetation and some erosion control and

revegetation processes.

4. Comment from Jack Scott:

Also in the impact at 1-30, procedures for a major rupture, what is

meant by high concentration of hydrocarbons in the third paragraph of this

section? If a break occurred near a house or a major east-west highway or

near the ski area up there, what damage and deaths might be expected, if

any, on these lines? These things need to be further covered.

Response:

A high concentration (in the form of a vapor cloud) would be

detectable by people.

Historically, the most likely causes of a rupture are external forces.

Upon rupture, the pressure in the line would cause the product to discharge

at a high velocity. It is unlikely that any injuries or deaths would occur

unless the rupture was accidentally ignited.

5. Comment from Jack Scott:

Under Section 3-13, Prime and Unique Farmlands, what procedures

will be used by MAPCO to insure that viability of lands will not be

diminished? The existing Northwest pipeline up there still has areas on

private ground where the viability of the land was permanently damaged.
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Response:

Where Prime or Unique Farmlands occur on public lands, MAPCO

would be required to save top soil or "double ditch" the line to ensure that

the viability of these lands are not diminished; however, the BLM does not

have jurisdiction over private lands and would be unable to enforce any

stipulations for "double ditching" on private lands. Private land owners

could require the same stipulations to ensure that the viability of their

farmlands are not diminished.

Comment from Jack Scott:

Also in this section the final draft should address why or why not the

proposed pipeline can or cannot go with the Northwest Pipeline Company's

existing right-of-way. My understanding is that the Forest Service, also

the Game and Fish in Colorado, are trying to require that they go within

the existing right-of-way and not take new right-of-way.

Response:

On private lands, ROWs are negotiated and granted by the private

landowners. The BLM has no jurisdiction on these private lands. The

pipeline that goes through Bloomfield was located there prior to the

establishment of the town. Since that time, the town has grown around the

existing line and numerous houses have been built adjacent to the pipeline.

Normally, MAPCO prefers to avoid pipeline locations in residential areas.

Comment from Jack Scott:

In closing, since there are still property owners along the proposed

route who have not been contacted by MAPCO, and this is as late as last

week, the hearing agency here should require MAPCO serve written notice

to all affected people and time should be extended for these people to give

written comments to the hearing agency.
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Response:

In advance of issuance of the ROW grant, BLM does not have

authority to require MAPCO to contact all affected people.

8. Comment from F. F. Montoya:

I already have two power lines, a 32 inch gas line and a four-lane

highway through my Colorado property. I think this could be the best

possible way to transport the hydrocarbon and save the land by using the

trucks.

Response:

See the response to letter 38, comment 26.

9. Comment from F.F. Montoya:

Since BLM was doing the planning, maybe they could have been more

informative in letting us in on the planning. MAPCO has yet to contact us.

We have to find out from neighbors or phone calls. As landowners we have

rights as taxpayers living in a free country and should not be dictated to.

After all, we are the government and would like to think we are capable of

taking care of our lands and what is done with it.

Response:

In an attempt to gain public input:

1. Notice of Intent to prepare on EIS was published in the Federal

Register , Vol. 44, No. 134, on Wednesday, July 11, 1979. This also

mentions intent to hold scoping meetings.

2. Scoping meeting announcements were mailed out the first of August.

The announcement identified time, date and location of all scoping
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meetings planned. The announcement was sent to 574 different govern-

ment agencies and private individuals and organizations, as well as 519

different media located along the route.

3. In addition to the announcements, these were numerous newspaper

articles published which identified the purpose, date, time and location of

the scoping meetings held along the route. There were also several follow

up articles published which identified where written comments should be

sent.

10. Comment from Jack Ward:

I guess I have more of a question than anything else on Map 8-18.

According to the legend, it says that the area right through Bloomfield is

not near an existing right-of-way. It is my understanding, and I think some

of the people here can probably verify it, there are at least two right-of-

ways in that immediate area that this pipeline will probably go through.

That is speaking a little differently than what Mr. Montoya said. In the

particular area that I am concerned about, we have on Highway 64 an

elementary school about three-quarters of a mile out towards Blanco on

Highway 64, then a high school right on Highway 64-44. It concerns me if

they start moving too many feet one way or another or a quarter of a mile

east or west. It could involve those schools.

Response:

As the comment points out, there are many existing ROWs in

Bloomfield. However, Map 8-18 shows that the line through Bloomfield is

not near an existing utility ROW, as the proposal would not follow any one

specific utility ROW. Since the time of the Farmington Public Meeting,

the route has been revised as indicated in Appendix Map A-l.
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11. Comment John Curtis:

My question doesn't concern the BLM so much as it does the fact that

why couldn't the MAPCO pipeline follow the existing right-of-way? They

want to go down through my land, which is small, but I have had several

realtors tell me that I would lose $24,000 in land value alone if that

pipeline goes through. I am sure the pipeline company is not going to offer

me that kind of recompense.

There are two existing right-of-ways just to the east of us. One is a

26-inch pipeline with a 200-foot right-of-way, and the other is a 100-foot

right-of-way that goes right down through the city. Our question is why

can't they use those right-of-ways?

Response:

See the response to the Farmington meeting transcript, comment 6.

12. Comment from Bob Browning:

I would like to request at this point for a group of landowners that

have become recently organized to help with some of these problem-

solving situations a list of all the landowners' names in New Mexico, a list

of the landowners, their addresses, and a legal description of the land that

will be involved in the pipeline.

Response:

The BLM does not have this information. County records do provide

land ownership information.

13. Comment from John Scott:

Why is BLM, Navajo-owned properties and privately-owned properties

under three separate jurisdictions? You spell it out right here in your

preliminary plan.
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Response:

The land ownerships are different. BLM does not have jurisdiction

over private and Indian lands.

14. Comment from Stella Montoya:

I think your maps are really off. It shows the pipeline coming through

the eastern part of the state. As far as I am concerned, we are pretty well

to the other corner of the state. If you look at the map, there is no way

that you would think it would ever concern us.

Response:

The proposed pipeline would cross from southeastern to northwestern

New Mexico and across the southwestern corner of Colorado.

15. Comment from Stella Montoya:

Another thing is I think the people are misinformed and they think

when they get an existing pipeline if some other company has it MAPCO is

not going to go in and put a pipeline in it. They are going to get another

one beside it. They are going to all be draining. That is why I think you

should use trucks or trains or other transportation.

Response:

The transportation by truck or train alternative was screened from

detailed analysis because it was impractical and uneconomical. For further

discussion please refer to response to letter 38, comment 26.
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CHANGES TO THE TEXT

This section reproduces pages of the DEIS text which have been

changed due to public comment, other agency review and internal review.

Changes within the body of the text are indicated in bold type.
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Material (commercial fill, sand and gravel, and

other surfacing or construction material of

common variety) under 43 CFR 3611, Noncom-
petitive 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

• Navajo AHoted Trust land, 17.5 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

approval of any of the related developments

discussed in this EIS does not commit the

Secretary of the Interior to any decision re-

garding Indian lands.

The rights-of-way would be approved sub-

ject 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 & Wildlife Service to ensure

consideration of wildlife resources in the per-

mitting 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

Cooperation, 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 responsi-

bilities for the processing, granting, and admin-

istration 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 Manage-

ment, US Department of the Interior, as the

Lead Agency and Forest Service, US Depart-

ment of Agriculture, Rocky Mountain Region

and the Intermountain 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

implementing regulations through the process

outlined in 36 CFR 800 (The Protection of

Historic and Cultural Properties). A proposed

programmatic Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA) to accomplish these requirements is

under review by the Advisory Council. The
Bureau of Land Management and the State

Historic Preservation Officers have signed the

agreement.

State
The various state grants and permits would

be obtained by the applicant. Each State

Highway Department is responsible for provid-

ing permission to bore under highways.

Texas
Texas has no further permitting require-

ments.

Lands would
for crossing

New Mexico
The Commissioner of Public

grant rights-of-way easements
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
applicant 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
carrier, the ultimate use and destination of the

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

various 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

various 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. The
present production of natural gas liquids (NGL)

is linked to natural gas production. If natural

gas is produced, NGL is produced. If the local

market is saturated, the NGL must be stored,

which is expensive. Consequently, total

production costs may dictate that both NGL and

natural gas will be left in the ground. With the

pipeline, it becomes economic to extract and

process more NGL and natural gas. More plants

will be built and existing plants will expand their

capacity. 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

injection 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

future use of the proposed routes by other

projects was not considered. The environ-

mental 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. Future

proposed ROWs would have to comply with

NEPA. It is beyond the scope of this EIS to

analyze potential cumulative impacts of

unidentified future proposals or projects.

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. However, since

publication of the DEIS one potential Wilderness

Study Unit (Red Creek Badlands-Tepee

Mountain, Wyoming) has been expanded to

include a 1-mile segment of the proposed action.

The proposed action would be near existing

pipelines or other existing ROW for

approximately 92 percent 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. One mile of the Flaming

Gorge National Recreation Area would be

crossed by the proposed action. 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
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appropriate, they are also subject to l. 669 miles of 10 3/4" outside diameter
compliance with regulations and procedures for (O.D.).

Cultural Resources and Threatened and

Endangered Species. Specific locational details 2. 194 miles of 12 3/4" O.D. main pipeline.

(topography, towns, land status, etc.) near the

proposed action are shown on Maps 1 to 18 in 3. 309 miles of 6", 8", or 10" gathering

Appendix A. The proposed pipeline system system pipeline:

would consist of the following 8 elements.
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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

transportation of 35,000 BPD initially,

and 10 pump stations for ultimate

capacity of 65,000 BPD when and if

hydrocarbon production 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

illustration).

6. Between 27 and 32 above-ground scraper

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

7. To minimize corrosion of the pipe, cath-

odic 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. Groundbeds are subsur-

face 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 electric-

ity. These would be sited to avoid con-

flicts 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. Depart-

ment of Transportation.

Construction of new access roads is not

proposed for construction or operation of the

proposed action. Existing roads or the ROW
itself would be used for surface travel. Roads

used would be maintained during and rehabili-

tated after construction. Some existing roads

may have to be upgraded to accommodate
heavy equipment and materials.

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

215 (DEIS 1-10)



Tulsa, Oklahoma, for monitoring by personnel

on a 24 hour a day basis.

During winter, maintenance or repair

operations would use equipment able to

negotiate terrain and conditions. In areas of

deep snow cover, access would be made by use of

snow cats or helicopters. As necessary, and
depending on conditions, terrain and site-

specific problems, the pipeline may be repaired

on a temporary basis and permanent repairs

made during more favorable seasons.

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

advance of construction. Ranchers would be
advised of any fence openings, disturbances to

range improvements, or other range-use related

structures in advance of construction. Owners
of existing ROWs and existing related utility

facilities that are adjacent to the proposed ROW
would be notified prior to start 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
require plans for construction, operation, main-
tenance, and termination of the pipeline

system,

include:

At a minimum, the plans would

• 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

pipeline

• 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

alignment of the pipe, contract specifi-

cations, access roads, clearing of vege-
tation for trenching, pole setting, type of

trench by area, cuts and fills, and any
other activities related to construction of

the project;

• the fire plan, including a description of

channels of responsibility for fire pre-

vention and suppression, attack pro-

cedures, 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

pipeline, (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 con-
struction. This plan would include emer-
gency 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
(Figures 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
efficient 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
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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

practical 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
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the site of each pump station it would be
necessary to have telephone lines for commun-
ications and electric lines for electric service,

as has been depicted in Figure 1-1. Under-
ground 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 stan-

dards, 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, and an individual certified as a pesticide

applicator would oversee the spraying within the

fences at pump stations to prevent weed growth
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

specifically 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 cons-
truction. The schedule for building pump
stations 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 re-

source 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 practices are
intended to minimize environmental impacts.

All Lands

Recreation Resources
Construction of the project may occur

during the summer months when tourist and
recreational use are high. The following mea-
sures
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Table 1-8. CRUCIAL WILDLIFE USE AREAS AND PERIODS TO AVOID

CONSTRUCTION OF PROPOSED ACTION

Approximate Dates During Which Construction

Mile Posts Would Be Avoided Reason

MAINLINE

April 1 to May 31

April 1 to May 31 .

December 1 to April 15 '

November 15 to April 30

65 to 79

418 to 420

424 to 443

459 - 467

566 - 568 November 1 to May 15

586 (Kane Springs Canyon)
March 15 to June 15

601 to 605

604 (Colorado River)

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 843

850 to 852

858 to 862

GATHERING LINES

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 .

November 15 to ApriLl
March 15 to June 1

f,k
November 15 to April

May 15 to July 1
K

..
September 15 to March 1*^

December 15 to April 1

March 1 to June 15.

March 1 to June 15

g

Lesser prairie chicken booming period

Big game 6c 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 and incubation

Big game crucial winter range

Sage grouse strutting grounds

Sage grouse strutting grounds

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
g

December 15 to April l|

December 15 to April 1*

March 15 to July Is

December 15 to April l
g

17 to 18

24 to 44

84 to 96 October 15 to May 15

114 to 122 (perennial streams) .

May 15 to August 15
1

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 to 5

October 15 to May 15

October 15 to May 15
h,j

October 15 to May 15

Big game crucial winter range

Big game crucial winter range

Big game crucial winter range

a
Unless authorized by appropriate area manager.

b
Gates, J. New Mexico Department of Game and Fish, Santa Fe, N.M.

e
Bird, W. U.S. Bureau of Land Management^ armington, N.M.

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

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

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

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

h
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.

k
Wicks, G. Bureau of Land Management, Utah State Director, Salt Lake City, Utah.

Ferguson, L.H. Bureau of Land Management, VernaL 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 or

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

background for that location.

Wilderness Values

(This paragraph was deleted in response to

the expansion of a Wilderness Study Unit (Red
Creek Badlands-Tepee Mountain, Wyoming) at

the time of publication of the DEIS.)

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. The inventory would be conducted on all

lands including privately-owned lands for which
landowner permission is granted. Actions would
be taken to locate and protect cultural resources
in accordance with the Memorandum of
Agreement (MOA) being developed between the
Bureau of Land Management, the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation, and
appropriate State Historic Preservation
Officers. The MOA will outline responsibilities

which ensure compliance with 36 CFR 800.

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

consultation 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.

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 dis-

covered, the Project Archaeologist would
report the find to the Authorized Officer, pro-
vide immediate suggestions regarding the re-

covery 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,

Professional Qualifications) and will be

approved by the Authorized Officer. All

inventory and data recovery work on federal

and state lands would be authorized under

applicable antiquities permits.

(This paragraph was deleted.)

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 con-

struction activities, the applicant would advise

the appropriate agency of that need. Removal
and/or relocation would then be done in accor-

dance 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 secur-

ity 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).

Consultations with the Vernal District Office

and the Daggett County Commission have

resulted in an agreement to use the existing road

bed. The pipeline would be located within the

road, with some minor road straightening. This

would effectively avoid the adverse visual

effects which would have resulted from a side

hiH location (see Map A-3 for revision).

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 dis-

turbance by construction of the proposed

action, the applicant would embed the disturbed

area with straw or shredded bark or other

recommended material, using a sheepsfoot or

other appropriate methods to mitigate erosive

conditions arising from construction. Construc-

tion and restoration in this area would be

accomplished by practical means approved by

the Rock Springs District Manager. For ins-

tance removal of vegetation would not be done

unless specifically authorized, and times of

construction would be limited to those enabling

successful and immediate post construction res-

toration efforts and to seasons of dry weather.

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

The applicant would undertake special mea-
sures immediately after construction to mini-

mize the visual and erosion impact of the

pipeline clearing. The right-of-way would be
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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.

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.

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.
fit

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.

11. Follow an existing pipeline through the town of Green River, Wyoming. This

route would depart from the proposed action north of the Rock Springs pump
station (MP-869), continue north along Highway 373 to a point just southwest
of Rock Springs where it would head west (parallel to Highway 30) through
the town of Green River, and rejoin the proposed route at MP-WL21.

Other Alternatives

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

hydrocarbons, or for reinjection into the natural gas stream.

13. Build local fractionating facilities to decompose the liquid hydrocarbons
for distribution elsewhere.

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

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

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

trucks and/ or railroads).

16. 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.

17. Partial implementation of the proposed action.

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

Selected for detailed analysis.
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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)

4. 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. Goslin Mountain Richard's Gap (UT,WY) X

b
10. Pine Mountain (UT,WY)
11. Green River Townsite X
12. Building of local storage X

facilities for later disposition.

13. Building of local fractionation X
facilities to decompose the

products for distribution elsewhere.

14. Transport the mixed stream to X
destinations other than Hobbs
Station, Texas (construction of

one or more pipelines).

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

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

,17. Partial implementation. X
rl8. No Action

19. 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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a The segment FO was added to the map to reflect the evaluation of and screening from detailed analysis of the Green
River Townsite alternative, based on criterion three.

Map 1-4. ALTERNATIVE ROUTES CONSIDERED UNDER SCREENING
CRITERION THREE, TRI-STATE AREA
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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.

Green River Townsite, Wy (Town and Bridge)

Both of these alternatives were originally

considered because they more closely follow an

existing pipeline route. These alternatives were

eliminated from detailed analysis as a result of

identification of numerous conflicts:

• Both alternatives would be longer than the

Davis Bottoms route.

• Both alternatives would result in visual

impacts which would be clearly visible

from the town of Green River.

• Both alternatives would traverse either

existing residential areas or areas

presently under development. Should

future development continue as expected,

location of the pipeline along either of

these alternatives would result in conflicts

with townsite zoning and planning.

• The bridge alternative would be in direct

conflict with a privately owned and

operated recreation site located along the

Green River.

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 for 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 101W. 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

station 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, in the

Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area

(administered by the Ashley National Forest)

crosses Goslin Mountain in Ashley National

Forest, goes north over Little Mountain and

rejoins the proposed 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
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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
action 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.

226 (DEIS 1-37)



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

41 to 43

March 1 to April 30
u

November 15 to April 30

November 15 to May 31 ,g

November 15 to April 30

May 1 to May 31g

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

Big game crucial winter range
Big game migration

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 ,

September 15 to March 1

December 15 to April 1

March 1 to June 15

Sage grouse strutting grounds

Big game crucial winter range
Brown trout spawning and
incubation

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 1

November 15 to April 1

May 15 to July 1 .

September 15 to March 1

November 15 to April l
c

'
e

December 15 to April 1

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

Big game crucial winter range

Big game crucial winter range

Unless authorized by appropriate Area Manager.

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

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

Ferguson, L.H. U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Vernal, Utah.

e
Haverly, S.J. U.S. Bureau of Land Management, Rock Springs, Wyoming.

f
Wicks, G. BLM Utah State Director, Salt Lake City, Utah.

%oover, R. Colorado Division of Wildlife Denver, Colorado.
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Table 1-12. SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS FOR PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

impact Topics

Proposed Action Alternative Segments
No

Action

Delay
of

ProjectMainline

Gathering

Lines

Pump

Stations Operation

Comparison One ,
Comparison Two

AB ACa DEP a DP DEG

CO CO All in UT, WY

Climate

Air Quality NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS

Geologic Hazards NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS

Paleontology (?) (?) (?) (?) (?) (?) (?) (?) (?) (?)

Soils NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS

Water Resources NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS

Vegetation NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS

Wildlife NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS

Cultural (?) (?) (?) (?) (?) (?) (?) (?) (?) (?)

Visual (-) (-) NS NS (-) (-) (-) () (-) (-)

Noise NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS

Recreation NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS

Wilderness

Livestock Grazing NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS

Agriculture NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS

Land Use Controls

and Constraints

(-) (-)

Transportation Networks NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS

Social and Economic (?) (?) NS (+) NS NS NS NS NS (-) (-)

Conditions

100-Year Floodplains NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS

Threatened or

Endangered Species
(?) (?) (?) (?) (?) (?) (?) (?) (?) (?)

Wild Horses NS NS NS NS NS NS NS

Prime and Unique
Farmland

NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS NS

Energy Use NS NS NS M NS NS NS NS NS (-) NS

Proposed Action Key: (-) significant adverse impact, (NS) no significant impact, (+) significant beneficial impact, (?) = unknown

significance, (0)=no impact.
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MITIGATION NOT OTHERWISE
IN THE PROPOSED ACTION

INCLUDED

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 would be incorporated as

stipulations in the ROW grant.

Paleontology
Prior to construction, necessary surveys

would be conducted on public lands. Areas of

public lands within the ROW containing fossils of

exceptional scientific value would be avoided or

mitigated.

Soils

Erecting vehicle barriers would be required

along the ROW in areas where necessary to

facilitate reclamation.

Wildlife

1. In order to avoid the potential impact of

opening new access into crucial wildlife

areas such as Rye-Grass Draw (MP 818-

820), the Authorized Officer would re-

quire the construction of vehicle barriers

where deemed necessary.

2. Mitigation of adverse impacts to riparian

habitat and aquatic life at stream cros-

sings would be required on a case-by-case

basis by the Authorized Officer. Such

measures would include: (a) special re-

vegetative 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. In areas where necessary, revegetation of

the ROW with plant species that are

beneficial to wildlife in the area would be

required to minimize the effect of

removing valuable summer or winter

forage.

Visual Resources

If necessary to reduce visual contrasts,

replacement of large rocks and boulders in the

ROW would be required to help minimize visual

contrasts, for instance, in areas within narrow

canyons, such as Kane Springs, Utah, and Moab
Canyon, Utah.
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Table 2-1 FORMATIONS AND NUMBER OF MILES ALONG THE PROPOSED
ACTION HAVING POTENTIAL PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Formation Miles

Dockum; Chinle 3

Morrison 28

Kirtland Shale; Fruitland 8

Animas 8

Nacimiento, Ojo Alamo 86

San Jose 19

Cutler 6

Wasatch 131

Green River 73

Uinta 11

Bridger J3

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

studies, 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 biologi-

cal 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 and further investigations

indicate the possible occurrence of the species

listed in Table 2-2.

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-

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.

A BLM Class in Inventory is being conducted

along the proposed route on all lands, including

privately-owned lands for which land owner

permission is granted. The inventory will locate

all surface sites within the proposed 50-foot

ROW, as well as provide locations where
subsurface sites may be encountered.

At the present time (6/80) the inventory has

been completed along one half of the proposed

route, resulting in the location of 120 sites.

Most of these sites are lithic procurement areas

or scatters of lithic and ceramic materials. The
Overland Trail is crossed at about MP 25 on the

West Leg. Avoidance of all sites would be

undertaken when feasible, as discussed in

Chapter One. The inventory would be completed

prior to construction in accordance with the

Memorandum of Agreement developed for the

project by the Bureau of Land Management, the

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, and

appropriate State Historic Preservation

Officers.

Inventory results indicate sensitive areas are

located in southwestern Colorado in the Anasazi

culture area and in the sand-dune areas in

western Wyoming.

Major prehistoric and historic periods which

may be represented in the study corridor are

listed below and described in the following

discussion.

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

Historic

• Spanish Exploration and Settlement

• Fur Trade
• Westward Migration

• Settlement and Development
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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 New Mexico Colorado Utah Wyoming

WILDLIFE
Black-footed ferret E
Bald eagle E
Peregrine falcon E
Whooping crane E
Colorado squawfish E
Humpback chub . E
Razorback sucker P

• C T1
Pecos gambusia E
Bonytail chub £

PLANTS
Sclerocactus mesae-verdae T
Echinocereus kuenzleri E
Pediocactus knowltonii E
Sclerocactus glaucus T

X
X
X
X
X

X
X

X
X
X

X X X
X X X
X X X
X X X
X X
X X X
X X

X

X
X

X

X

E = Endangered, P = Proposed and T = Threatened

nThe razorback sucker was dropped from the proposed list on April 23, 1980

(45 FR 27710; 4/23/80).

'The Pecos gambusia did not appear on the FWS November 16, 1979 list response.

Its known occurrence 20 miles south of the proposed route necessitates its

inclusion for impact analysis.

*The bonytail chub did not appear on the FWS November 16, 1979 list response. Its

known occurrence in rivers crossed by the proposed route necessitates its

inclusion for impact analysis. The bonytail chub was officially listed as

endangered on April 23, 1980 (45 FR 27710; 4/23/80).
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Table 2-4. SITES IN OR ELIGIBLE FOR INCLUSION IN THE NATIONAL
REGISTER a WITHIN TEN MILES OF PROPOSED ACTION

Name 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

11 mi. E of Bernalillo

in Cibola National

Forest

5 mi. W of MP 427 San Juan

6 mi. W of MP 415 San Juan

6.5 mi. NE of MP 302 Sandoval

1 mi. NE of MP 297 Sandoval

1 mi. NE of MP 288 Sandoval

near MP 285 Sandoval

4 mi. SW of MP 280 Sandoval

4 mi. SW of MP 270 Sandoval

COLORADO a 'b

Collage Shelter

52/05/0002

Whiskey Creek Trestle

Sacred Mountain
District

Lowry Ruin NHL
PH0087335

Pigge Site

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

6 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.26, February 6, 1979.

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

c
Pending nomination to National Register.

NHL: National Historic Landmark. '

e
Utah 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.

^inee publication of the DEIS, this site has be«n included in the National Register.
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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 redu-

cing atmosphere. Pictographs and petroglyphs

are common in the Fremont culture area.

Zoomorphic, anthropo-morphic, and geometric

designs are present, and are often stylized. The
Fremont peoples seem to have abandoned 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 soaps-

tone 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 be-

cause 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 encoun-

tered are surface sites such as slight depres-

sions encircled with rocks (wickiup sites) and

open camps. In areas where limited agriculture

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

enhanced 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 in 1776.

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 Bap-

tiste Brown. Between 1812 and 1840, the
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26/7 - 4

Draft #1

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
management 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 H
areas was evaluated. The proposed action

crosses a wilderness inventory unit boundary.
This is the Red Creek Badlands-Tepee Mountain
WSU in Wyoming. The boundary of the unit was
expanded at the time of DEIS printing.

Consequently, the proposed action would cross

this unit for about 1 mile. In every other case

there is an existing road between the boundary
and the proposed action. Eleven 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

memorandum, dated 30 August, 1976, seeks to

ensure that Prime and Unique Farmlands are

not irreversibly 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

traversed by the proposed action. Of these,

Important Farmland maps are available (as of

17 January, 1980) for only 5 counties. All

appropriate state and local SCS offices were
contacted 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 mapping is well under way. The
location of all known Prime and Unique
Farmlands was provided; 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
Farmland and no Unique Farmland occurs in the

southwestern Wyoming region (BLM 1978).

County maps of such farmlands are not

available. Local SCS offices indicated that no
Prime and Unique Farmlands would be
traversed 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

planning 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, which was established by PL-90-540. An
existing Management Plan and Final E1S affirms

the primary purposes as recreational and scenic.
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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

document may recommend inclusion of the

river
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Table 2-6 WILDERNESS AREAS FOR INTENSIVE INVENTORY WITHIN TWO MILES OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

Distance
&

DirectionBLM# Name of Area County/State Acreage Milepost Existing Use

NM-010-022 Cabezon Sandoval, NM 8,320 317 2.0W Grazing

CO-030-251 Meneffe
Mountain

Montezuma, CO 7,360 483 0.5S Grazing, oil &
gas leases

CO

UT -060-139 Mill Creek San Juan &
Grand, UT

18,200 88-598 1.0E Grazing, mineral

exploration,

recreation

CO

3 UT -060-140 Behind the Rocks Grand, UT 18,500 590-600 0.2W It Tl

UT -060-138 Negro Bill Grand, UT 8,406 600-603 1.0E II II

to Canyon
l-1

UT -060-089 Gold Bar Canyon Grand, UT 22,100 600-608 0.1W II 11

CO-070-001 Prairie Canyon Garfield, CO 10,200 695-705 2.0W Grazing

CO-070-009 Demaree Canyon Garfield, CO 29,890 697-700 0.1E Grazing, oil and
gas leases

WY-040-406 Red Creek Badlands- Sweetwater, WY 31,622 834-845 O.OW Grazing,

WY-040-407 Tepee Mountain hunting

WY-040-410
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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

Canyon. This narrow canyon is the only viable

north-south corridor through eastern Utah.

The Flaming Gorge National Recreation

Area (NRA) was established by congress for

special management to provide for?

• Public outdoor recreation benefits

t Conservation of scenic, scientific, his-

toric, and other values contributing to

public enjoyment
• Such management, utilization, and

disposal of natural resources as in his

(Secretary of Agriculture's) judgement will

promote or are compatible with and do not

significantly impair the purpose for which

this National Recreation Area was

established.

Based on PL-90-540, the Ashley National

Forest developed a Management Plan and FEB.
This plan states that "conflicts between

recreational or scenic values will be resolved in

favor of the focmer."

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

accommodate 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. How-

ever, 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 percent (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).

Wilderness Resources
This alternative would be located 0.1 miles

east of the Demaree Canyon WSA (CO-070-009).

Existing use is grazing, and oil and gas leases in

the 29,890 acre area.

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. This alternative would cross the

Little Hole Recreation Complex and Little Hole
National Recreation Trailhead in the Flaming
Gorge NRA. The National Forest is developing

plans for significant expansion of the existing

facilities at this site. The approved
Management Plan for this portion of the Flaming
Gorge NRA is restrictive of developments not

included in the Plan.

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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Mainline

M.P. 800

9000-

Rock Springs

Pump Station

Mainline

M.P. 800

Utah/Wyoming
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Mountain

10000H

20 30 40

MILEPOST

DF LITTLE MOUNTAIN ALTERNATIVE

Alternate

South Baxter

Pump Station
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4000
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T

Douglas Pass

Rangely Gas
Processing Plant

White River
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I ^T
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A8 DOUGLAS PASS ALTERNATIVE

70

LEGEND:

I, n, III, IV, V — Visual Resource Management Classes

SOURCES:

BLM — Colorado State Office, Utah State Office,

Wyoming State Office,

Southwest Wyoming Coal- Final EIS

Forest Service

a Since publication of the DEIS baseline data has been changed in this area

by the BLM Rock Springs District.

Figure 2-3. VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT CLASSES
ALONG ALTERNATIVE ROUTES

241 (DEIS 2-24)



D#2 7/4 T- 10

Table 2-10. DISTRIBUTION OF VRM CLASSES BY MILES OR LOCATION
FOR ALTERNATIVES

VRM Class

Alternative I n ni IV V

Douglas Pass

CO 34 18 20

Little Mountain

UT
WY

2.5

16

10.5

3

17

7
\

Pine Mountain

UT
CO
WY

6

3

9 21

2

27
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Table 3-1. ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCES AND IMPACT TOPICS

ANALYZED

Climate
Air Quality

1. fugitive dust from construction

2. emissions from pump stations

3. non-attainment areas

Geologic Hazards

1. subsidence

landsliding

fault rupture

volcanic eruption

radioactivity

Paleontology

1. areas of known potential for

scientific fossils

areas of high potential for ex-

ceptional scientific fossils

2.

3.

4.

5.

2.

Soils

1.

2.

3.

4.

soil erodibility by type

soil loss

slope, erosion control

reclamation measures

Water Resources

1. construction impacts on water

quality (suspended sedim ent)

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.

2.

3.

Noise

1.

2.

VRM Classes

short-term adverse impacts

long-term adverse impacts

construction impacts

operational impacts

Land Uses

1. Recreation

a. developed site inventory

b. 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

2. 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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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 tur-

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

entering the streams could contain these pro-
ducts.

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 im-
pacts if revegetation does not become reestab-

lished within one year as anticipated.

The second potential impact may occur in

the Rye-Grass Draw area (MP 818-820) 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
concerning this proposed project has been
conducted for each of the species identified as
possibly occurring near the proposed action.

Based on this biological assessment, the BLM
has determined the whooping crane, Colorado
Squawfish and razorback sucker may be affected
by the proposed action (see following Biological

Assessment Summary). Pursuant to Section 7 of

the Endangered Species Act, the BLM is

presently requesting formal consultation with

FWS on the whooping crane and Colorado
squawfish. Compliance would be determined
prior to construction.

Mitigating measures that have the potential

of reducing the possible effects to these species

have been identified. Since the areas where the
effects may occur involve private land, the BLM
lacks the authority to stipulate those measures
in the ROW grant. However, the BLM
anticipates providing these measures to the U.S.

Army Corps of Engineers as recommended
conditions to be attached to the applicant's

Section 10 or 404 permits for the Colorado River
crossing near Moab, Utah and the Green River
crossing near Jensen, Utah.

Cultural Resources

A BLM Class HI cultural resource inventory
is being undertaken and would be completed
prior to construction to locate previously

unrecorded surface cultural resources within the
50-foot right-of-way (ROW). 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 would outline procedures to identify,

evaluate, and protect cultural resources in, or

eligible for inclusion in, the National Register of

Historic Places. All surface resources and those
known to exist in the ROW would be avoided, if

avoidance is prudent and feasible (as determined
in consultation with the appropriate surface

management agency). Effects to surface
resources which are not prudently or feasibly

avoidable would be mitigated prior to

construction. Therefore, any surface resources
that may be affected would not be adversely
impacted by the proposed action.

Construction
Recorded 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.

Mixing and loss of artifacts and stratigraphie

data could also occur. Alteration, damage, or

destruction of these subsurface resources could
result specifically in the following:
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BIOLOGICAL ASSESSMENT SUMMARY
Reference should be made to the biological assessment

on file at the BLM-NMSO for specific details.

Species Status
a

Anticipated
Effect

Black-footed ferret

( Mustela nigripes)

Bald eagle

( Haliaeetus

leucoephalus)

Peregrine falcon

(Falco peregrinus )

Whooping crane

(Grus americana)

Colorado squawfish

(Ptychocheilus

lucius)

Humpback chub

(Gila cypha )

Razorback sucker

( Xyrauchen
texanus )

Bonytail chub

(Gila elegans )

Pecos gambusia

(Gambusia
nobilis )

Mesa Verde cactus

(Sclerocactus

mesae-verde )

Kuenzler Hedgehog
cactus

(Echinocereus

kuenzleri )

Knowlton cactus

(Pediocactus
knowltonii )

Unita Basin Hookless

cactus

(Sclerocactus

glaucus)

Remarks

None This determination pending completion of black-footed

ferret surveys in project area as recommended by FWS.

Formal consultation to be initiated if ferrets

or evidence of ferrets discovered.

None No known nests exist along proposed or alternative

routes. Construction activities not expected to

conflict with any migrating or wintering populations.

None No know eyries along proposed or alternative routes.

Construction not planned during nesting season.

Plentiful hunting habitat available for present

populations.

Mayb Potential migration stop at proposed Green River crossing

near Moab, Utah.- Recommended mitigation: avoid

construction of river crossing during migration,

October 1 to November 30; or monitor during

migration period.

Mayb Spawning in the vicinity of crossings of Colorado

River near Moab, Utah and Green River near Jensen,

Utah. Recommended mitigation: avoid construction

of river crossing until after August 31, after spawning.

None Only occasionally or sporadically occur at the Colorado

River Crossing near Moab, Utah and Green River crossing

Jensen, Utah. Tolerant to turbid water conditions.

May Possible spawning at same 2 river crossings as the

squawfish. Same recommendation as the squawfish.

None Sporadic occurrence in Green River near Jensen, Utah.

Tolerant to turbid water conditions.

None Nearest known population 20 miles south of proposed

route. No potential habitat would be disturbed.

None Nearest known population 50-60 miles southwest of

proposed route.

None Known distribution is about 40 miles to the west and

southwest of the proposed route. No known populations

traversed.

None Known distribution is about 10 miles east of the

proposed route. No known populations traversed.

None All known populations south of proposed route. No

known populations traversed. Recent surveys of

potential in northeast Utah revealed no population

along the route in that area.

aE = Endangered, P = Proposed, and T = Threatened.

b
Formal consultation requested concerning these species.

°This summary added to the DEIS.
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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)

Long-Term
Impact

(5 years or longer)
,

Proposed Mainline

MP 480-482 (CO)
MP 587-589 (UT)
MP 605-609 (UT)
MP 708 (CO)
MP 710-712 (CO)
MP 821-823 (UT)

lMP 826-827 (UT)

Hills/mountainous

Canyon/rock outcrop

Canyon
Mountainous
Mountainous
River valley

Canyon

X

X

X
X

X
X

X

Proposed Gathering Lines

MP 10-11,

West Leg (WY)
River/canyon X X

a
Since publication of the DEB, MAPCO has proposed specific alignment of the

route in Jesse Ewing Canyon. This route specification would eliminate the

significant impact at that location. The proposed location is shown in FEB,
Map A-3 in Appendix A.
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Mainline

Construction of the proposed mainline would

create significant visual impact in 6 areas.

Five of the areas have similar physical features

and impacts and are described as

mountain/canyon areas. The remaining area is

a river valley.

The 5
a

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. All of

these 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 view-

ing area where contrasts can be easily detec-

ted. The removal of tall, mature vegetation

from slopes in the areas of the San Juan

National Forest, and Baxter Pass, would change

the existing vegetation form and create con-

trasting, unnaturally rigid lines. Post-construc-

tion and erosion prevention techniques may
induce changes in the land surface that would

moderately contrast with the existing land

form. Revegetation of the right-of-way would

diminish visual impacts at MP 480-482 (San

Juan National Forest), and MP 708 (Baxter

Pass), 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

features in the terrain. Throughout the gather-

ing line system there would be only one signifi-

cant visual impact on the West Leg gathering

line at approximately MP 10-11. At this loca-

tion, the proposed West Leg would cross the

Green River in the Davis Bottom area of Flam-

ing Gorge National Recreation Area. Canyon

walls with multi-colored, horizontal bands, cot-

tonwoods and other riparian vegetation can be

found at this location. The river and surounding

area are used for rafting, camping, and picnick-

ing.

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.

a FEB Changes to the Text for DEIS p. 1-27 indicates a revised route in Jesse Ewing Canyon which

eliminated 1 significant visual impact.
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f

Wilderness Resources
the Wilderness program in 1979. As discussed in

The proposed route would cross one mile of the FEIS summary, a decision about whether or

an area which has been added to the Red Creek not the proposed action remains a viable

Badlands-Tepee Mountain Inventory in Wyoming. alternative is being delayed. If wilderness

The area was added to the unit for further characteristics are determined to be present,

review after having been officially dropped from further impact analysis would be necessary.
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Operation

Energy requirements for operation and

maintenance of the proposed action were

estimated 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 compari-

son, 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 use of the heat value in BTUs for the

NGL in this analysis intentionally under-

estimates its energy value. The use of NGL
chemical products is much more energy-

efficient than simply burning them for heat.

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 3 areas

in 3-5 years (MP 480-482 [San Juan National

Forest], 708 [Baxter Pass], and 821-823

[Green River near Brown's Park] . 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 perma-

nent visual impact. At these 2 locations a

cumulative visual impact would result as there

is already visual evidence of an existing pipe-

line 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. There would be both a

short and long term visual impact at MP WL 10-

11 in the Davis Bottom area of the northernmost

Green River crossing.
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RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN LOCAL
SHORT-TERM USE
AND LONG-TERM PRODUCTIVITY

The following discussions address the trade-

off between local short-term use of the

;

I

1
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Table 3-6. SUMMARY OF SIGNIFICANT
FOR ALTERNATIVES

VISUAL RESOURCE IMP;VCTS

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

X
X

X

Little Mountain (DF)

MP 21-24 Hills/river X

Pine Mountain (DEG)

MP 21-23

MP 26-27

MP 39-41

River valley

Canyon
Mountainous

X
X
X

i
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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.

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. As the
line would proceed up Goslin Mountain, a
significant long lasting contrast would be
created.

Land Use Controls and Constraints

The crossing of the Little Hole recreation

area would conflict with the proposed expan-sion
of this area and with management deci-sions

regarding recreational development by the FS.

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 Moutain (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 2 areas with significant

visual resource impacts along this alternate
route. The first is at MP 21-23 which is

identical to MP 821- 823 (Green River near
Browns Parks) and is are discussed under Main-
line. The second location would occur at

MP 41-42 on Pine Mountain, Wyoming. Coni-
ferous forest and steep, rocky slopes are found
at this location. Pipeline construction would
create moderate contrasts to the form and line

of the vegetation. Removal of vegetation
would expose a light-colored, rocky surface,

creating a strong contrast to the surrounding
green vegetation. This contrast would be seen
in the background (5-15 miles) of views from
the nearest travel routes. As revegetation
progresses, 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.

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
petroleum products (liquid hydrocarbons) would
have to be re-injected (with possible loss) or

distributed in some other manner, such as, by
truck or rail. These other modes of transporta-

tion 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
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be about $60,000 per day plus the increased per month). The other effect of this alterna-

cost of materials and labor for construction due tive is decreased efficiency of processing plant

to inflation (estimated to be at least 1 percent
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Table 3-7. SUMMARY OF COMPARITIVE INFORMATION FOR PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

Information for Comparison

Total
Proposed
Project

Comparison
One

Comparison
Two

No
Action

ACa

Baxter
Pass, CO

DEF a

East of DF DEG
AB Little Little Pine

Douglas Mountain,Mountain,Mountain,
Pass, CO UT,WY UT,WY UT,WY

Delay of

Project

tom
*>.

8
w
I—

I

w
I

to
to

Miles

Acres disturbed

Miles near existing utilities

Percent of total near existing

utilities

Miles not near existing utilities

Percent of total not near
existing utilities

Miles in proposed ACEC
Miles in Flaming Gorge National

Recreation Area
Number of major rivers crossed

Number of proposed Wild and
Scenic rivers crossed

Gallons of estimated fuel use

for construction

1,172 74 72 63 56 68 1,172
7,102 436 448 382 339 412 7,102
1,083 71 72 53 36 59 1,083
92 96 100 85 65 86 92

89 3 10 20 9 89

8 4 15 35 14 8

1

12

1

968,072 61,124

1

1

59,472 52,038 46,254 56,158

1

12

1

968,072

Number of Developed Recreation
Areas Crossed

b

Proposed action.

Includes 416 miles of existing MAPCO ROW (35% of total).

mm mm



Table 3-10. SUMMARY OF HUMAN USE INFORMATION FOR COMPAR-
ISON OF PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

Information for Comparison

Cultural Resources

Expected Surface Site Density

Comparison
One

Comparison
Two

Expected Subsurface Site Density

Expected Significance for Local high

Research Goals

Expected Significance in Terms of low

Eligibility to National Register

Miles of VRM Classes Crossed

Class I

Class n
Class m
Class IV

Class V
Miles of significant visual impacts

Wilderness
boundaries crossed

access increased by ROW
areas within two miles

Number of acres of Important Farmland
disturbed

Prime and Unique
state

local

other

DEF*
East of DF DEG

ACa AB Little Little Pine

Baxter Douglas Mountain,Mountain,Mountain,

Pass, CO Pass, CO UT,WY UT,WY UT,WY

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'

high in high in high in high in high in

alluvial alluvial alluvial alluvial alluvial

areas areas areas areas areas

high

high

high high high

moderate moderate moderate
to high to high to high

h
18.5

b
34 34 15 9

18 37 9 13.5 9

20 30 33 24 50

6

2.5 5.5 2 3 4

1
C

2 1 3 3

• 6

14 12 18 12

9

a
Proposed Action.

b
One of these miles is in a potential ACEC for visual resources.

c
The Red Creek Badlands-Tepee Mountain WSU was expanded since the time of publication to include an

area which this alternative would cross for about one mile.
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MAP A-1. BLOOMFIELD AREA
A-l
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MAP A-3 JESSE EWING CANYON, PINE MOUNTAIN ALTERNATIVE

AND EAST OF LITTLE MOUNTAIN ALTERNATIVE AREAS
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