This section of the EIS provides an analysis of
the impacts (environmental consequences) that
would result from implementation of the
proposed Price CBM project and aternatives.
Certain measures that would avoid or reduce
impacts have been included in the Proposed
Action as discussed in Chapter 2 and the
Standard Surface Use and Operating Plan,
Appendix 2D. Thefollowing impact assessment
takes these measures into consideration.

The impact analysis addresses al impacts that
would occur in the Project Area, for all
categories of land ownership. However, BLM’s
decison on this project would only apply to
federal lands. The impacts reported for non-
federal lands may occur regardless of BLM’s
decison, and are mostly the same among the
different alternatives, except for differences
relating to well spacing. Impacts on non-federa
lands are included to provide afull disclosure of
effects for the complete project, and to support
other environmental revisons and permitting
associated with the project.

The description of the environmental
consequences for each resource in this section
includes the following subsections:

Introduction - A description of the type and
range of potential impacts that could occur asa
result of implementation of the aternatives.

Direct and Indirect Impacts - An area-
specific and Site-specific impact assessment
relative to the CBM gas production alternatives.
This section quantifies and describes the
impacts to the resource/ discipline.

Where applicable, impact significance criteria

4.0
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

are described. These criteria represent the
threshold or magnitude at which an impact
would be considered significant, thuswarranting
specia attention, such as specia mitigation.
These criteria are based on criteria from
government regulatory standards, available
scientific documentation, previously prepared
environmental documents, and the professional
judgment of resource speciaists.

Impacts Summary - A comparison of direct
and indirect impacts that would occur under
each aternative and between aternatives. A
summary comparison of aternatives is also
provided in Table 2.8-2.

Mitigation - Additional measures that could be
applied to avoid or reduce impacts, above and
beyond the environmental protection measures
described in Chapter 2. Mitigation measures
specified in this summary would be enforceable
only on federa lands and only if they are
included in the ROD.

Unavoidable Adver se | mpacts- Impactsthat
are unavoidable and cannot be mitigated.

Certain issues and environmenta consequences
were considered, but not analyzed in detail for
each dternative. Refer to Section 1.6.2 for a
discussion of these issues.

4.1 GEOLOGY
4.1.1 Introduction
The purpose of the Proposed Action is to
remove al recoverable coalbed methane within

aportion of the Project Area. The recovery of
the methane is considered the only significant



consequence to geologic resources. Other
potential impacts, such as creating geologic
hazards, precluding development of other
mineral resources, or disturbing paleontological
resources, were considered, but not andyzed in
detail by aternative. (Refer to Section 1.6.2.)

4.1.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts

4.1.2.1 Proposed Action

Under the Proposed Action, for the 601 new
and 97 existing wells, peak gas production is
estimated to be 268 MMcf/day and total
production would be 991 bcf for the 30-year
project life. This estimate is based on a zero-
time plot analysis using production history from
the existing RGC wells. CBM gas production
should increase the first few years, then
gradudly decline. For purpose of andysis, it is
assumed that annua production would be
goproximately 58 bcf. This represents
gpproximately five times the volume of CBM
produced in the state of Utah in 1995 which
was 12.2 bcf (Petzet 1996). Annua CBM
production in the U.S. in 1994 was 858 bcf
(Stevens et d. 1996), approximately 15 times
the production of the Proposed Action.
However, CBM accounted for only five percent
of U.S. natural gas production, and less than
four percent of Utah's total gas production in
1994 (Petzet 1996).

The quality of the CBM gas is at least 97
percent pure methane based on the analyses of
the existing production. The gas is considered
pipeine-qudity; no treatment, except water
Separation, is needed prior to distribution for

market via the Questar pipeline.

Coal thickness is an important factor in CBM
production. Plate 10A illustrates the Ferron
Coal isopach contours based on the Utah
Geologica Survey Open File Report 329. Wdlls
with thicker coal seams usually produce gas at
a greater rate and cumulative production per
well is generally greater. Given the depositional
history of the Ferron cods in a fluvid ddtaic
setting, cod thickness can change rapidly within
short distances making predictions of thickness
problematic. With the expected variable coal
thickness in the Project Area, some of the
proposed wells are expected to produce gas at
greater rates than others. There is aso arisk
of drilling a dry hole in an area where the
Ferron codl is absent. At this time, it is not
possble to predict with accuracy which
proposed wells are more prospective than
others given the overal lack of drilling in the
294 sguare mile Project Area.

This CBM production for the Proposed Action
is an irretrievable commitment of resources as
it will no longer be available for future use.

4.1.2.2 Alternatives A, B1, B2, C1, C2, D,
and No Action

Production of CBM under dl alternatives is an
irretrievable commitment of the methane smilar
to the Proposed Action. The amount of gas
produced will vary depending on the number of
wells drilled in the field. The following is the
anticipated gas production for the total project
life of 30 years for each dternative:



Total Peak Gas Tota Gas

Alter- Production Production  Production
native Wells MMcf/day bcf
Proposed 698 268 991
Action
A 1,200 350 1,717
B1 533 227 753
B2 928 315 1,325
C1 647 257 918
C2 1,110 340 1,588
D 642 257 911
No Action 325 150 452

4.1.3 Impacts Summary

A summary comparison of impacts for each
dternative is presented in Table 2.8-2. No
adverse impacts to geologic resources are
expected.

4.1.4 Mitigation

The BLM regulatory program, such as Onshore
Oil and Gas Orders and Notices to Lessees
ensures orderly and efficient gas production,
and protection of the environment. No additional
mitigation measures are required.

4.1.5 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

No unavoidable adverse impacts are expected.

4.2 WATER RESOURCES
4.2.1 Introduction

Impacts to surface water quality may result
from congtruction activities, accidentd spillsand
crossing of streams by transportation corridors.
Impacts to groundwater resources may result
from withdrawing large quantities of water from
the Ferron Sandstone and injecting this
produced water into deeper formations (Curtis
Formation, Navajo-Nugget Aquifer and Entrada
Aquifer). As the sgnificant majority of the
production waters would be injected into the
Navajo-Nugget Aquifer, the following impact
andyss focuses on that aquifer. Impacts to
exising water uses may also occur as a result
of the fresh water requirements of the
Proposed Action. A summary of project
features related to water resource impacts is
provided in Table 4.2-1.

Project-wide environmental protection
measures that would minimize impacts to
surface and groundwater resources include:
RGC 2, 3and 7; and BLM 1-5, 8-23, 29, 31-35.
Best Management Practices (BMPs) used to
protect water quality and related aquatic habitat
will comply with the State of Utah “Nonpoint
Source Management Plan for Hydrologic
Modification” (Utah Department of Agriculture
1995).



For construction activities disturbing more than
five acres, compliance with the Utah Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (UPDES) permit
program would protect water resources from
erosion and sedimentation and spills and leaks.
A General Permit for stormwater discharges
associated with congtruction activity would be
obtained from the Utah Depatment of
Environmental Quality. A stormwater pollution
prevention plan would be developed identifying
potentiad pollution sources and appropriate
BMPs to reduce pollutants in stormwater
runoff.

I'n addition, protection of water resources would
be achieved through compliance with the
Onshore Oil and Gas Order Nos. 1, 2, and 7
that specify surface and drilling requirementsto
provide safeguards and environmental
protection of aquifers and surface waterbodies.
A typicd eght-point drilling plan for the
proposed project, as required by Onshore Oil
and Gas Order No. 1, is included in Appendix
2D.

Water resource issues that were considered,
but not andyzed by aternative include the
potential for community use of produced water,
water rights owned by RGC, and the potential
effect of CBM development on floodplains and
springs. Refer to Section 1.6.2 for details.

4.2.2 Direct and Indirect | mpacts

4.2.2.1 Proposed Action

Surface Water Quality

Surface water quality could be affected by
general construction and reclamation activities
as well as accidental spills and leaks. General
congtruction activities involve the remova of
vegetation, the exposure of soil surfacesand the
compaction of soils. These disturbances which
could potentialy cause increases in runoff,
eroson, and off site sedimentation would be
minimized by the use of appropriate mitigation
measures. Some sediments derived from the
Mancos Shale and Mancos Shale derived soils,
which are found over essentially the entire
Project Area, may be very saline as discussed
in Section 3.4.

The significance of any elevated TDS
concentrations derived from these saline soils
depends on the size of the disturbed area,
sinity of the sediment involved, amount of
runoff affected, proximity of the affected area
to a body of water, and the effectiveness of
erosion control measures. Places where
transportation corridors or pipelines cross
perennial streamswould be the most susceptible
to increased erosion and sedimentation.

Under the Proposed Action, approximately
4,095 acres would be disturbed. Approximately
2,353 acres would be disturbed over the long-
term. The percentage of the Project Area that
would be disturbed under the Proposed Action
is only about 2.4 percent, including existing
disturbance.

Locations close to springs and streams would



be especidly sensitive to construction activities
and to accidental leaks and spills. Locations
where transportation corridors cross streams,
epecidly perennid streams, would dso be
more prone to problems associated with
construction activities. There are currently two
perennia streams that are crossed by project
roads. Under the Proposed Action, there would
be approximately 20 additional locations where
transportation corridorscrossperennial streams.
Roads are proposed within the 660-foot buffer
zone for springsin 11 locations. Proposed wells
would not be located within the buffer zone of
either springs or the 100-year floodplain of
perennia streams per BLM 4 and 5.

BMPs to control erosion such as temporary
ditches, water bars and detention basins would
be implemented in compliance with the UPDES
stormwater permit program and the Utah
Nonpoint Source Management Plan (State of
Utah 1995). Specific BMPs to be implemented
by RGC to minimize erosion include: hay bales,
git fences, riprap or gravel dikes, as
appropriate, to trap sediment and disperse
runoff into sheet flow to minimize channeling.
Permanent stabilization controls for disturbed
areas such as regrading and revegetation would
be implemented in accordance with the BLM-
approved reclamation plan.

RGC intends to use magnesium chloride
(MgCl,) on roads for dust control. Magnesium
chloride is considered a very effective dust
suppressant that would considerably reduce
fresh water consumption. The concentration of
the pre-mixed solution is 30 percent MgCl, and
would be applied a a rate that places
gpproximately one percent of MgCl, in the top
two inches of soil per the manufacturer’s
specifications. The recommended application
procedure ensures deep, even penetration to
minimize leaching or runoff. Based on studies

conducted by the USFS (USFS 1981 and 1982)
and the City of Boulder, Colorado (1993), water
qudity impacts from runoff salts are considered
negligible. (Refer to response to Comment SG-
1.79 for details). Considering the expected
infrequent application rate and lack of data
documenting sdinity impacts, the use of
magnesium chloride for dust control is not
expected to adversaly impact the quality of the
Price River or tributaries.

Asdiscussedin Section4.4.2.1 andillustrated in
Appendix 4A, ongoing soil loss in the Project
Area under current conditions is estimated to
range from 2 tons per acre per year on level
areas with deeper soils to 12 tons per acre on
steeper dopes. Pogt-reclamation soil loss
calculated for the Proposed Action would be
around 0.7 tons per acre per year or 1,235 tons
per year. Assuming mulching of at least one-
third of the disturbance area and successful
revegetation in 5 years, the amount of salt that
would be added to regional waters is estimated
at 0.005 tons per acre per year or
approximately 8 tons per year, well below
natural rates. Although short-term increase in
erosion and subsequently salt content would be
expected despite the use of effective erosion
control measures, longer-term erosion and salt
loading conditions are expected to be within the
range of rates reported for existing conditions.
Based on the analysis discussed in Section
4.4.2.1 and illustrated in Appendix 4A, it is
concluded that the salinity standard adopted by
Colorado River Basin Sdinity Control Forum
would not be exceeded by the Proposed Action.
Overdl, no long-term adverse impacts to
surface water quality due to erosion ae
anticipated. The Utah water quality standards
would not be exceeded as a result of project
activities. Refer to Section 4.4.21 and
Appendix 4A for a thorough discussion of the
eroson potentid soil loss and sdt loading



anaysis.

Accidental leaks or spills of fluids or wastes
such as produced water from conveyance
pipelines, fuels, lubricants and solvents
associated with machinery; or waste drilling
fluids could adversely affect surface water
qudity. Areas that are particularly sensitive to
accidental spills or leaks include springs, seeps
and perennia streams. The significance of
these potentia impacts depends on the amount
and nature of product spilled or leaked as well
as the proximity of the spill to these senditive
areas. Locations where transportation corridors
would cross perennial streams are the most
significant concern.

RGC would implement alesk detection program
for pipelines as described in the environmental
protection measure RGC3, and in accordance
with Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 7. RGC
has prepared and implemented a Spill
Prevention, Control and Countermeasure
(SPCC) plan for handling the storage of oil and
chemicals at the compressor facilities and
disposal well sites. The materials are stored
with secondary containment which is routinely
inspected in accordance with the SPCC plan
requirements. In the event of aminor accidental
Fill, the RGC personnd are trained to promptly
contain and clean-up any released materia. In
addition, adherence to Onshore Oil and Gas
Order No. 1 provides for safe containment and
disposal of waste materials generated during
drilling. Refer to Section 2.2.3.2 for adiscussion
of waste sources and controls.

Protection of surface water resources from
accidental spills or lesks is largely reliant upon
the successful implementation of the mitigation

measures discussed above. As the type of
activities that will occur does not vary between
aternatives, the potential for adverseimpactsto
occur will only vary with the size of the project.
It is anticipated that these measures can be
implementedirrespective of which dternativeis
selected; therefore, no discussion of accidental
soillsor leaks is carried through the dternative
discussions.

Water Resour ces of the Ferron Sandstone

As discussed in Section 2.2.3.2, and illustrated
in Appendix 2E, peak water production of the
entire field of 698 existing and proposed wellsis
estimated to be 100,140 BWPD (129 ac-
ft/day). Water production of each well will
decrease over time. Therefore, the analysis of
impacts associated with peak production
overestimates the potential magnitude of effect.

Injection of production water into a target zone
with poorer quality than the produced water is
consistent with BLM policy and the UDOGM
UIC Permit Program. However, the disposal of
produced water by injecting it into a deeper,
poorer quality aguifer, or by evaporating it
would result in the loss of the resource or at
least the degradation of the resource. Once the
produced water has been injected into the
disposal reservoir, it would be more expensive
to retrieve than it was when it was in the
shallower Ferron Sandstone. It would aso be
more sdine than it wasin the Ferron Sandstone
due to mixing with the poorer qudity of the
disposal reservoir.

Although the loss of water from the Ferron
Sandstone does not constitute a significant
impact dueto it currently being uneconomical as



a water source, the Proposed Action would
result in the relocation and subsequent
evaporation or degradation of up to 100,140
BWPD throughout the project life.

Water Resour ces of the Navaj o-Nugget
Sandstone

The only activity that would disturb the Navgo-
Nugget aquifer is the injection of water
produced from the Ferron Sandstone into the
Navajo-Nugget aquifer. Peak production of the
Proposed Action of 698 wellsis estimated to be
100,140 BWPD (12.9 ac-ft/day). Injection of
production water would localy increase
formation pressures and decrease salinity within
the Navgo-Nugget aguifer. RGC currently
disposes of production water in the American
Quasar 31-1-D1 wel with an approximate
disposal capacity of 6,000 BWPD (0.8 ac-
ft/day) based on existing injection rates. Seven
new injection wells are proposed in addition to
the existing permitted well. These eight wells
give the operation a theoretical disposal
capacity of 76,000 BWPD (9.8 ac-ft/day)
assuming each new well can inject 10,000
BWPD (1.3 ac-ft/day).

Water qudlity in the Navgjo-Nugget Aquifer is
quite saline. Freethey and Cordy (1991)
estimated that TDS concentrations ranged from
3000 to more than 35000 mg/lL. TDS
concentrations have been measured at 172,000
mg/L in the existing injection well and 121,000
mg/L in the recently drilled injection well, D-3
(Table 4.2-2). Theinjection of production water
with TDS concentration less than 10,000 mg/L
would thus not adversely impact the water
qudity of this aguifer. Similarly, injection into
the Curtis Formation and Entrada Sandstone
would not affect these aquifers.

The potentia impacts from injection on pressure
head changes in the aquifer were evaluated

using the Theis equation. The equation is used
to predict changes at various distances from a
given injection well location. (Refer to response
to Comment 1-15.2 for details on the Theis
equation.) Results from smulating the injection
of 10,000 BWPD per well entirely into the
Navajo-Nugget aquifer for the complete 30
year project life, suggest that formation
pressures in the immediate vicinity of a well
may be increased by as much as 1,400 ps
(equivaent to 3,225 feet of water). However,
this excess pressure decreases to only 45 psi
(104 feet of water) once approximately two
miles away from any one injector. No
noticesble pressure increase would occur at
distances of about five miles

and greater. This evaluation is conservative as
it assumes that this maximum flow rate would
occur from day one until the end of the project.
Actual water production is expected to increase
incrementally for ten years, then drop off
consderably, a which time individua injection
rates could be decreased.

Known occurrences of fresh or potable water
in the Navgjo Sandstone include outcrop areas
both west and east of the San Rafael Swell and
in a broad area extending from the east-central
edge of the Swell to the Green River. Potential
water quality impacts were evaluated by
reviewing the USGS publication on the qudity
of water in the Navgjo-Nugget and Entrada
Preuss Aquifers (USGS 1991). The distance
from the southern most injection well under the
Proposed Action to the closest potable portion
of the Navgjo-Nugget aquifer is approximately
18 miles. The potentiometric surface in that
areais estimated to be at least 100 feet higher
than in the Project Area. In order for injected
fluids to have any impact on the potable waters
within the aguifer, the radius of influence would



need to extend out as far as those areas and
thus the potentiometric level would have to
meet or exceed the level in those areas.
Therefore, there islittle, if any, potentid for the
injection of production waters to increase the
TDS concentrations of potable portions of the
Navajo-Nugget aquifer.

Water Use

The Proposed Action would require water for
well drilling and stimulation; construction of
roads, well pads, evaporation ponds and
compressor stations; and preparing magnesium
chloride solution for dust suppression. Table
2.2-7 shows the estimated water requirements
for each dternative. Under the Proposed
Action, a tota of approximately 3,830,113
barrels (494 ac-ft) would be consumed over the
life of the project. Asdiscussed in Section 1.6.2,
water purchased or leased by the project would
not result in further depletion or adverse impact
on the Price River or Scofield Reservoir.
However, the 494 ac-ft of water would shift
from municipd, industrid or agriculturd use to
the CBM Project. Refer to Section 4.8 for a
discusson of potential impacts of water
consumption on Colorado River fish.

4.2.2.2 Alternative A

Surface Water Quality

Disturbances that may affect surface water
qudity are the same for Alternative A as they
were for the Proposed Action. The factors that
affect the degree to which surface water
quality may be affected are also the same. The
Size of the disturbed areaunder Alternative A is
larger than that of the Proposed Action. Under
Alternative A, approximately 5,758 acres would
be disturbed for at least a short period of time,
and approximately 3,585 acres would be
disurbed over the long-term. These areas
represent about 3.3 percent and 2 percent of
the total Project Area, respectively. There
would be approximately 29 road crossings of
perennial streams.

Erosion rates would be essentialy the same for
this alternative as for the Proposed Action as
the same type of congtruction activities would
occur. However, the amount of erosion and
increased sdinity would increase due to the
larger areaof disturbance under thisalternative.
Post-reclamation soils loss calculated for
Alternative A would be approximately 1,540
tons per year with related salt loading estimates
to surface water at 11 tons per year for the
Project Area (refer to Appendix 4A, Table
4A-2). Thus, despitetheincrease in disturbance
area and short-term sedimentation, longer-term
eroson and sdt loading conditions would be
expected to remain within the range of rates
reported for existing conditions. See Section
4.4.2.2 for athorough discussion of erosion, soil
loss and salt loading for Alternative A.



Water Resour ces of the Ferron Sandstone

Under Alternative A, the maximum total water

production rate would be 128,720 BWPD (16.6
ac-ft/day). Although this is not considered a
significant impact because the lost water
resource is not considered economicaly useful

at this time. Alternative A would result in the

relocation and subsequent evaporation or

degradation of up to 128,720 BWPD throughout

the project life.

Water Resour ces of the Navaj o-Nugget
Sandstone

Conservative edtimates of the maximum
production rate, and therefore disposal rate, for
Alternative A are 128,720 BWPD (16.6 ac-
ft/day). In order to dispose of this production
water, the number of injection wells and
evaporation ponds would be increased by 1 (to
8) compared to the Proposed Action. The total
anticipated disposa capacity from injection
wells and associated evaporation ponds would
be 141,000 BWPD which would exceed water
production by approximately 12,280 BWPD.
Although the volumes of water injected into the
Navajo-Nugget Aquifer would increase by
approximately 10,000 BWPD, little or no
potential exists for injected waters to adversely
impact potable portions of the aquifer under
Alternative A.

Water Use

Under Alternative A, atota of approximately
6,609,397 barrels (852 ac-ft) of water would be
consumed over the life of the project, this is
gpproximately twice the volume of water that
would be required for the Proposed Action. As
discussed in Section 1.6.2, water purchased or
leased by the project would not result in further
depletion or adverse impact on the Price River
or Scofield Reservoir. However, approximately
852 ac-ft of water would shift from municipd,
industrial or agricultura use to the CBM
project.

4.2.2.3 Alternative B1

Surface Water Quality

The size of the disturbed area under Alternative
B1 is larger than that of the Proposed Action.
Under Alternative B1, a total of approximately
3,151 acres would be disturbed for at least a
short period of time, and 1,818 acres would be
disurbed over the long-term. These areas
represent about 1.7 percent and 1 percent of
the total Project Area, respectively. Under
Alternative B1, there would be approximately
20 road crossings of perennia streams.
Proposed roads cross the 660-foot buffer zone
of springs at 9 locations.

Erosion rates would be essentially the same for
this alternative as for the Proposed Action as
the same type of congtruction activities would
occur. However, the amount of erosion would
decrease due to the smaller area of disturbance
under this alternative. The percentage of sdine
soils affected by this dternative are larger than
the Proposed Action athough the total number
of acres affected would be less. Post-
reclamation soil loss calculated for Alternative
B1 would be approximately 994 tons per year
with related sat loadings to surface water



estimated at 7 tons per year for the Project
Area (refer to Appendix 4A, Table 4A-3). As
erosion sdinity loadings would be essentidly the

same for this dternative as the Proposed
Action, remaining within the range of reported
rates for existing conditions (see Section
44.23). Therefore, no long-term adverse
impacts to surface water are anticipated for
Alternative B1.

Water Resour ces of the Ferron Sandstone

The activities that could affect the water
resources of the Ferron Sandstone are the same
under Alternative B1 as they were under the
Proposed Action. Under this dternative, the
maximum water production rate for the project
would be 90,300 BWPD (11.6 ac-ft/day).
Although the loss of water from the Ferron
Sandstone does not constitute a significant
impact dueto it currently being uneconomical as
a water source, Alternative B1 would result in
the relocation and subsequent evaporation or
degradation of up to 90,300 BWPD throughout
the project life.

Water Resour ces of the Navaj o-Nugget
Sandstone

Conservative estimates of the maximum
production rate and therefore disposal rate, for
Alternative B1 are 90,300 BWPD. Under
Alternative B1, the number of injection well
facilities and adjacent evaporation ponds would
be reduced by two to five in comparison to the
Proposed Action. The total anticipated disposal
capacity would be 96,000 BWPD, which would
exceed 5,700 BWPD. Little or no potential
exists for injected waters to adversely impact
potable portions of the aquifer.

Water Use

Edtimated tota water requirements for
Alternative B1 is about 2,797,345 barrels (361
ac-ft) to ingtall and stimulate each well and to
construct the necessary roads, pipelines, etc. As
discussed in Section 1.6.2, this would not result
in further depletion or adverse impacts to water
resources, but would result in achange in water
use.

4.2.2.4 Alternative B2

Surface Water Quality

The size of the disturbed area under Alternative
B2 is larger than that of the Proposed Action.

Under Alternative B2, a total of approximately

4,510 acres would be disturbed for at least a
short period of time, and 2,775 acres would be
disturbed over the long-term. These areas
represent about 2.4 percent and 1.5 percent of

the total Project Area, respectively.

Under Alternative B2, there would be
gpproximately 26 road crossings of perennial



streams. Proposed roads cross the 660-foot
buffer zone for springs a approximately 13
locations. Due to the larger area of disturbance
to highly erodable and/or sdine soils, the amount
of eroson and sdt loading would be larger for
this alternative than for the Proposed Action.
Post-reclamation  soil loss caculated for
Alternative B2 would be approximately 1,229
tons per year with related sat loadings to
surface water estimated at 10 tons per year for
the Project Area (refer to Appendix 4A, Table
4A-4). However, longer-term erosion and salt
loading conditions are expected to remain within
the range of reported rates for existing
conditions (see Section 4.4.2.4). Therefore, no
long-term adverse impacts to surface water
resources are anticipated for Alternative B2.

Water Resour ces of the Ferron Sandstone

The activities that could affect the water
resources of the Ferron Sandstone are the same
under Alternative B2 as they were under

the Proposed Action. Under this dternative, the
maximum water production rate for the project
would be 118,890 BWPD (15.3 ac-ft/day).
Although the loss of water from the Ferron
Sandstone would not congtitute a significant
impact, approximately 118,890 BWPD would be
relocated and subsequently evaporated or
degraded in quality.

Water Resour ces of the Navajo-Nugget
Sandstone

The total disposa capacity would be the same
as for the Proposed Action; that is 126,000
BWPD. Excess disposal capacity would total
7110 BWPD. No adverse impacts are
anticipated to the Navao-Nugget Aquifer as a
result of injection under Alternative B2.

Water Use

Estimated water requirements for Alternative
B2 would be about 4,907,713 barrels (633 ac-ft)
toinstal and stimulate all wells and to construct
the necessary roads, pipelines etc. Impacts to
exising water uses are basically the same as
under the Proposed Action. As discussed in
Section 1.6.2, this would not result in further
depletion or adverse impacts to water
resources, but would result in achangein water
use.

4.2.2.5 Alternative C1

Surface Water Quality

Approximatdy 3,778 acres would be
temporarily disturbed, and 2,170 acreswould be
disturbed over thelong-term of the project. This
represents about 2 percent and 1 percent of the
tota Project Area, respectively. Under
Alternative C1, there would be approximately
20 road crossings of perennia streams and 10
road crossings within the 660-foot buffer of

springs.

The amount of erosion and sdt loading for this
aternative would be essentiadly the same as for
the Proposed Action due to the smilarity in
acres and type of soil disturbance. Post-
reclamation soil loss calculated for Alternative
C1 would be approximately 1,139 tons per year
with related sat loadings to surface water
estimated at 8 tons per year for the Project
Area (refer to Appendix 4A, Table 4A-5). As
estimated rates remained within the range
reported for existing conditions, no long-term
adverse impactsto surface water resources are
anticipated for Alternative C1.



Water Resour ces of the Ferron Sandstone

The activities that could affect the water
resources of the Ferron Sandstone are the same
under Alternative Cl1 as were under the
Proposed Action. Under this dternative, the
peak water production rate would be 98,770
BWPD (12.7 ac-ft/day). Thisis not considered
a sgnificant impact because the lost water
resource is not economically useful at thistime,
athough approximately 98,770 BWPD would be
relocated and subsequently evaporated or
degraded.

Water Resources of the Navajo-Nugget
Sandstone

The totd disposa capacity would be the same
as the Proposed Action; that is 126,000 BWPD.
Excess disposa capacity would total 27,230
BWPD. Therefore, little or no potentid or
adverse impacts to the Navgjo-Nugget aquifer
exists for Alternative C1 as for the Proposed
Action.

Water Use

Estimated water requirements for Alternative
C1 would be gpproximately 3,477,913 barrels
(448 ac-ft) for congtruction activities, and well

drilling and completion. As discussed in Section
1.6.2, this would not result in further depletion
or adverse impacts to water resources but
would result in a change in water use.

4.2.2.6 Alternative C2

Surface Water Quality

Approximatedy 5,318 acres would be
temporarily disturbed, and 3,306 acreswould be
disturbed over the long-term of the project. This
represents about 3 percent and 2 percent of the
total Project Area, respectively. Under
Alternative C2, there would be approximately
29 road crossings of perennial streams and 17
road crossings within the 660-foot buffer of
springs. Post-reclamation soil loss calculated for
Alternative C2 would be approximately 1,426
tons per year with related sdt loadings to
surface water estimated at 11 tons per year for
the Project Area (refer to Appendix 4A, Table
4A-6). Due to the larger area of disturbance to
highly erodable and/or saline soils, the amount
of erosion and salt loading would be larger for
this alternative than the Proposed Action.
Therefore, longer-term erosion and salt loading
conditions are expected to remain within the
range reported for existing conditions.
Therefore, no long-term adverse impacts to
surface water resources are anticipated for
Alternative C2.



Water Resour ces of the Ferron Sandstone

The activities that could affect the water
resources of the Ferron Sandstone are the same
under Alternative C2 as were under the
Proposed Action. Under this dternative, the
peak water production rate would be 126,670
BWPD (16.3 ac-ft/day). Thisis not considered
a sgnificant impact because the lost water
resource is not economically useful at thistime,
athough approximately 126,670 BWPD would
be relocated and subsequently evaporated or
degraded.

Water Resour ces of the Navaj o-Nugget
Sandstone

The total disposa capacity would be the same
asthe Proposed Action; that is 126,000 BWPD.
Excess disposad capacity would total 14,330
BWPD. Little or no potential or adverse
impacts to the Navajo-Nugget aguifer exist for
Alternative C2 as for the Proposed Action.

caculated for Alternative D would be
approximately 1,100 tons per year with related
st loadings to surface water estimated at 7
tons per year for the Project Area (refer to
Appendix 4A, Table 4A-7). As estimated rates
remained within the range reported for existing
conditions, no long-term adverse impacts to
surface water resources are anticipated for
Alternative D.

Water Use

Estimated water requirements for Alternative
C2 would be approximately 6,080,597 barrels
(784 ac-ft) for construction activities, and well
drilling and completion. Thiswould not result in
any further depletion or adverse impacts to
water resources but would result in achangein
water use.

4.2.2.7 Alternative D

Surface Water Quality

Approximately 3,618 acres would be
temporarily disturbed, and 2,079 acreswould be
disturbed over the long-termof the project. This
represents about 2 percent and 1 percent of the
total Project Area, respectively. The impacts
associated with Alternative D would be similar
to Alternative C1. Under Alternative D, there
would be approximately 17 road crossings of
perennia streams and 11 road crossings within
the 660-foot buffer of springs.

The amount of erosion and salt loading for this
aternative would be essentialy the same asfor
the Proposed Action due to the smilarity in
acres and type of soil disturbance. Post-
reclamation soil loss

Water Resour ces of the Ferron Sandstone

The activities that could affect the water
resources of the Ferron Sandstone are the same
under Alternative D as were under the
Proposed Action. Under Alternative D, the
maximum total water production rate would be
98,770 BWPD (12.7 ac-ft/day). This is not
considered a significant impact becausethelost
water resource is not considered economically
useful at thistime. Alternative D would result in
the relocation and subsequent evaporation or
degradation of up to 98,770 BWPD throughout
the project life.



Water Resour ces of the Navaj o-Nugget
Sandstone

The total disposal capacity would be
goproximately 15,000 BWPD less than the
Proposed Action; that is, 111,000 BWPD.
Excess disposa capacity would total 12,230
BWPD. Therefore, little or no potential exists
for injected waters to adversely impact potable
portions of the Navgjo-Nugget Aquifer under
Alternative D.

Water Use

Under Alternative D, a total of approximately
446 ac-ft of water would be consumed over the
life of the project, thisis approximately 48 ac-ft
less than would be required for the Proposed
Action. As discussed in Section 1.6.2, water
purchased or leased by the project would not
result in further depletion or adverse impact on
the Price River or Scofidd Reservoir.
However, approximately 446 ac-ft of water
would shift from municipd, industrid or
agricultural use to the CBM project.

4.2.2.8 No Action Alternative

Surface Water Quality

Under the No Action aternative, approximately
1,907 acres would be disturbed for at least a
short period of time, and 1,050 acres would be
disturbed over the long-term. These areas
represent about 1 percent and 0.6 percent of
the total Project Area, respectively. Under the
No Action dternative, there would be
approximately 18 road crossings of perennial
streams. Proposed roads would crossthe buffer
zone of springs a 5 locations. Due to the
sgnificantly smaller area of disturbance to
erodable and/or sdline soils, the amount of
erosion and sdt loading would be lower for this
dternative than the Proposed Action. Post-
reclamation soil loss volumes calculated for the
No Action dternative range from 607 to 14,361
tons per year with related sdt loadings to
surface water ranging from 5 to 107 tons per
year for the Project Area (see Section 4.4.1.7).
As longer-term eroson and sdt loading
conditions are expected to remain within the
range reported for existing conditions, no long-
term adverse impacts to surface water
resources are anticipated for the No Action
aternative.

Water Resour ces of the Ferron Sandstone

Under the No Action alternative, the maximum
production water rate for the project will be
69,9490 BWPD (9.0 ac-ft/day). This is not
considered a significant impact because the lost
water resourceisnot economically useful at this
time, dthough approximately 69,940 BWPD
would be relocated and subsequently degraded.



Water Resour ces of the Navaj o-Nugget
Sandstone

Four new injection wells are proposed in
Section 2.2.3.2 in addition to the existing
permitted well. These five wells give the
operation adisposal capacity of 81,000 BWPD.
Excess disposad capacity would total 11,060
BWPD. Little or no potential for adverse
impacts to the Navajo-Nugget Aquifer exist for
the No Action alternative.

Water Use

Estimated water requirements for the No
Action dternative is about 1,532,861 barrels
(198 ac-ft) for construction activities, and well
drilling and completion. This would not result in
any further depletion or adverse impacts to
water resources but would change water use.

4.2.3 Impacts Summary

Potential impacts to water resources under the
Proposed Action, Alternatives A, B1, B2, C1,
C2, and D, and the No Action alternative are
summarized in Table 2.8-2.

4.2.4 Mitigation

Compliance with the environmental protection
measures identified in Section 2.2.5 would
provide for adequate protection of the surface
and subsurface resources. No additional
mitigation measures are required.

4.2.5 Unavoidable Adverse | mpacts

The primary unavoidable adverse impact to
water resources is the consumptive use and
degradation of the water resource within the
Ferron Sandstone. However, due to the poor
quality and currently prohibitive depth of the
water this impact is not considered significant.

4.3 AIR QUALITY

431 Introduction

Air quality in the Project Area could be impacted as
aresult of project construction and operationsin the
following ways. (1) during construction by
emissions from construction equipment and
suspended particulate matter (dust) from roads,
drilling sites, compressor sites, and genera
congtruction activities, (2) gaseous emissions
from the operation of the gas-fired compressors
and glycol dehydration units at the compressor
facilities, and (3) occasiona flaring of gas at
well sites. These impacts are discussed by
dternative in this section. Methane that would
be released during the completion of each well,
as explainedin Section 1.6.2, is not quantifiable,
but is consdered minimd.

The Proposed Action and aternatives include
several environmental protection measures as
part of the project design. Specific to air quality,
RGC-1 addresses dust suppression from
congtruction and unpaved roads. RGC-3
consists of a leak detection program to detect
lesks of methane from pipelines. These
measures have been taken into consideration in
this impact assessment.

Air quaity impacts would be considered
ggnificant if the emissons from the proposed
project would lead to predicted exceedances
of the ambient air qudity standards. These
standards have been established to protect
public hedth and welfare with an adequate
margin of safety.



Impacts to vishility due to operation of the
compressor stations consdered both views
from insde the nearest Nationd Park (Capita
Reef) and outside the park (so-called integral
vigas). An integrd vida is a view from a
location ingde the park of landscape features
located outside the park boundaries. Impacts
were edimated for two assumed plume
viewing backgrounds: the horizon sky and a
dark terrain object. The vighility criteria are
discussed in Section 4.3.2 Vighility.

4.3.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts

An Air Quaity Technica Support Document
was prepared to provide additional detail
regarding the analysis of air quality impacts
(Woodward-Clyde 1997). This document
provides information regarding the dispersion
model input files, the modeling results, and the
interpretation of these results. The document
has been reviewed by air qudity speciaistswith
the Utah Divison of Air Quality (UDAQ),
USEPA and National Park Service. The
document provides the technica details
supporting the analysis and discussion presented
in Section 4.3.2 and Chapter 5.  The document
is available for review in BLM files a Price,
Utah.

I mpacts of Construction

Construction activities would result in fugitive
particulate emissions from construction
activities and construction vehicle traffic.
Additiondly, gaseous pollutant emissions such
as nitrogen oxides (NO,), carbon monoxide
(CO), and sulfur dioxide (SO,) will result from
operation of construction vehicles and drilling
equipment.

The description of the Proposed Action and
dternatives (Chapter 2.0) includes estimates of
the amount of equipment expected during
congruction of the proposed facilities.
Because of the reaively smdl sze of the
congtruction fleet and duration of congtruction
a any one given dte, the emissons from the
asociated internal combustion engines are not
expected to cause a violation of ambient air
quaity standards.

Based on previous sudies (USDI, BLM
1996) and the number of vehicles proposed
for this project, it was determined that
vehicular emissons would not result in a
sgnificant environmenta concern.

Earthwork during congtruction may contribute
to emissons of particulate matter. The U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency has
estimated that such activity resultsin particulate
emissions of 1.2 tons per acre per month
(USEPA 1995). However, environmenta
protection measure RGC1 would reduce
particulate emissons by 50 to 80 percent. As
noted in Chepter 20, the amount of
disturbance would be spread aong the linear
project fadlities and a multiple stes. While
particulate levels may be elevated for short
periods of time a locations adjacent to the




congtruction dtes, these activities are not
expected to result in aviolation of the ambient
ar quality sandards.

Additiond andyss of the fugitive dust that
would be generated by the construction
activities and the rdated vehicular traffic is
provided in the support document prepared by
Woodward-Clyde (1997). This andys's uses
the very consarvative factors found in the
compilation of ar pollutant emisson factors
(USEPA 1995). The estimate of fugitive dust
resulting from the Proposed Action would be
172 tons/year during the construction period,
46 tonslyear during operation, and 74
tonsl/year during reclamation. The aternatives
would range from alow of 32 tons'year for the
No Action dternative to a maximum of 109
tons per year for Alternative A. This is not
consdered to be sgnificant Sncethe emissons
would be spread out over the 188,242 acres
of the Project Area resulting in an average
emisson rate of 1.83 |bs. of particulate per
acre per year during the congtruction period.
Although this fugitive dust would cause some
locdized vishle dust douds, the emissions are
expected to have minima effect on regiona
haze. Particulate smaler than 25 microns is
the primary contributor to visua haze and
adverse hedth effects. Thisis discussed in the
materid provided by USEPA in support of
thelr recent proposd to revise the ambient
particulate standard (USEPA 1996) presented
by USEPA, lessthan 30 percent of thefugitive
dust generated from unpaved roads is below
2.5 microns (USEPA 1990).

I mpacts of Operation

Each gasfired compressor station would be

required to apply for an Approval Order from
the UDAQ prior to starting construction. The

UDAQ has the responsihility to establish and
enforce regulations designed to protect public

health and welfare. Their review of the request
for an Approval Order includes a review to
ensure compliance of the proposed project with
dl of these regulations. In addition, if the project
involves clearing of land, the UDAQ can
require submittal of afugitive dust control plan.

Air quality impacts from the operation of the
gas-fired compressor stations were predicted
udng the Industrid Source Complex, Short-

Termmodel, Verson 3 (ISCST3). This model

is approved by the USEPA for the smulation
of point and area sources in flat, intermediate
and complex terrain. 1ISCST3 requires input

variables that describe the source (its emission
rates and release characterigtics), the
meteorol ogical conditionsthat govern transport
and dispersion and receptors (the location and

elevation of points where concentration
predictions are desired). The mode has
several options that affect the smulation.

However, the USEPA provides guidance on
which options are to be used for regulatory
goplications. These regulatory default options
were used for the modeling in accordance with
USEPA guiddines.

The specific compressor engine driversfor the
Proposed Action and aternatives have not
been sdlected at thistime. In order to provide
input to the modeling, Smilar compressor
dation projects were reviewed to develop a
typica naturd gas-ired reciprocating engine.

The nitrogen oxide emissons were assumed to
reflect new engineswith clean burn technology.

An emisson rate of 17 grams per
horsepower-hour and an engine size of 1700
horsepower were assumed. Thisisavery low
emission rate, and represents best avallable
control technology (BACT) (Woodward-



Clyde 1997). Engines meeting this emisson
rate are available on the market that would
comply with current Utah permitting
requirements. The number of engines a each
compressor sation would vary depending
upon the total projected horsepower
requirements. The compressor units were
assumed to operate continuoudy throughout
each day and year, a full horsepower. Data
for the glycol dehydration units were taken
from the compressor facility tables in Chapter
2 (Table 2.2-10 for the Proposed Action).

In addition to the compressor engines and
dehydrators, the Proposed Actionincludesthe
occasond flaring of gas. The number of wells
to be flared is expected to be lessthan 10 and
not al wells would be flared at the same time.
Haring a any given well may lagt for up to 60
days, but is more likely that only 10 days
would be required to determine the adequacy
of the wdll. The volume of gasto be flared at
each well is expected to be below 150,000
cubic feet per day. The USEPA Compilation
of Air Pollutant Emisson Factors (USEPA
1995) daesthat newer, efficient flares of this
Sze are expected to emit gpproximately 10.2
Ibs. per day of nitrogen oxide (USEPA 1995).
Evenif dl of the flares are operated during the
same year, it is likedy that the tota nitrogen
oxides (NO,) emissions would not exceed one
ton per year. This is equivaent to five percent
of the emissions from one compressor engine
and is, therefore, considered ingignificant in this
anaysis.

For the purpose of the initial screening analysis,
it was assumed that the proposed new
compressor facilities would be either

electrically-powered or fired on natura gas.
Based on the number of compressors required
and the horsepower requirements for each, it
was assumed that reciprocating engines would
be used for one-haf of the total compression
required while the remainder would be
electrically powered. Use of only natural gas
for compression would result in a potentia
exceedance of the Class Il PSD air quaity
increment.

The use of natural gaswould resultin only small
emissons of particulate matter and sulfur
dioxide, so these compounds were not included
in the anayss. Similarly, smdl amounts of
methane may be emitted from leaks. However,
concentrations of methane are expected to be
well below any explosive or toxic levels and
leak detection programs are included as part of
the project design.

Receptor Grid

A large grid of receptors was used to ensure
adequate spatia coverage aswell as providefor
fine enough resolution to capture the expected
point of maximum impact. A nested receptor
grid was used which encompassed the Project
Area and the compressor dsations for the
proposed project and alternatives. The receptor
grid was approximately centered in the Project
Area and a coarse grid having 1,000 meter (0.6
mile) spacing extended 45 kilometers (28 miles)
in al directions. Fine receptor grids were then
imbedded in the coarse grid around the areas of
maximum impact to refine the prediction of
maximum concentration. The fine grid extended
4 kilometers (2.5 miles) from its center and had
a spacing of 100 meters (328 feet).

In addition to the locationa coordinates of each



receptor, the elevation of the receptor point was
input. Receptor elevations were based on
topographical maps. By entering receptor
elevations, ISCST3 can smulate impact in flat,
intermediate and complex terrain.

M eteor ological Data

In order to simulate both short-term and annual
average impacts, | SCST3 requires hourly values
of temperature, wind speed, wind direction and
atmospheric stability class. Monitoring stations
in the general region were surveyed for the
availability of such detailed data. One year of
hourly data from the Utah Power and Light
Clawson power plant was selected for the
modding.

The Clawson meteorological data were
collected during the year 1988. These data
were reviewed to assess if this year was
representative of typical climatological
conditions expected in the Project Area. A wind
rose portraying the wind speed and direction is
provided in Figure 4.3-1. Based on this review,
the 1988 data represent typical transport and
dispersion conditions for the Project Area

Although the Clawson data have been used for
several permitting projects in the past, some
guestions have been raised recently regarding
the validity of the data. A review of the data
reveals some missing data and some unusua
periods of extended persistence of data. To
respond to these concerns, it was determined
the modeling should include five years of data
from the Salt Lake City airport (Shawn 1997).
This data set (years 1987-1991) has been used
extensvely for disperson modeling anayses
and the UDAQ is familiar with the data.
Although the direction specific information is
not correct, the relatively long data record
represents the “worst case” scenario for
ground-level concentrations. Figures 4.3-2

through 4.3-6 display the annual wind roses for
these data The predominant wind directions
from this data set are strongly influenced by the
terrain in the Salt Lake City area and are not a
reasonable representation of the wind patterns
in the Price area. The Sdalt Lake City areadoes
experience severe inversons and periods of
reduced dispersion, and, therefore, the
disperson conditions do represent a “worst
case.”

Modeling Analysis

The RGC emission sources vary depending on
the alternative considered. Table4.3-1 identifies
the number of potential sources at each
compressor Ste with each adternative. This
table demonstrates that Alternative A has the
greatest number of sources at each site;
therefore Alternative A was used to assess the
combined effect of this project with other
exising and proposed projects in the region.
The impacts associated with the Proposed
Action or any other aternative would be less
than the impacts predicted for Alternative A.

M odeling Results

The estimated emissions from the compressor
dations associated with Alternative A were
input to the ISCST3 model as described in
Table 4.3-2.



Comparison to PSD Class Il Increments
and Significant Impact L evels

NO, emissions from each compressor station
were modeled using ISCST3. To provide a
vaue that would define “significant” impact,
USEPA established significant impact levelsin
the USEPA New Source Review Workshop
Manua (USEPA 1990b).

The significant impact levels are used to
determine whether a detailed air quality impact
andyss needs to be performed to assess
atainment with the NAAQS. Table 4.3-3
shows that the maximum impacts associated
with each dternative is below the applicable
Class || PSD increment. The maximum impact
exceeds the significant impact level for both
NO, and the 1-hour carbon monoxide (CO)
vaue. CO is a product of incomplete
combustion and is typicaly a problem pollutant
in areas of dense automobile traffic. The
ambient 1-hour NAAQS is 40,000 pg/m?, and
the maximum ground level concentration
associated with the proposed project would be
only 2.3 percent of this standard. There are
few major sources of CO in the area and,
therefore, further analysis of CO impactsis not
warranted. Figure 4.3-7 depictsthe areawhere
the NO, significant impact levels is exceeded
when the disperson modding is performed
usng the Salt Lake City meteorological data,
and Figure 4.3-8 depicts the area above the
sgnificant impact levels when the Clawson data
are used. In both cases, the significant impact
level does not extend beyond the project
boundary.

NAAQS Analysis

To demonstrate compliance with the NAAQS,

impacts from the proposed project were
combinedwith the predicted impacts from other
exising major sources (background sources)
within and around the projects significant
impact area. “Natural” or background
concentrations were considered. The
background sources used for this anaysis are
presented in Table 4.3-4. The NO, modding
andyss is based on NO, emissons from all
sources, however, as stated in the USEPA’s
Guiddine on Air Quality Models, the presence
of ozone can retard the formation of NO,. In
accordance with the Tier 2 screening
procedures, a conversion factor of 75 percent is
used to estimate NO, impacts from modeled
results (USEPA 1994).

Compliancewith NAAQS requirestheinclusion
of existing background concentrations. The
background concentration is added to the
predicted impacts from the proposed project.
This total concentration is then compared to the
NAAQS to assess attainment. Information
supplied by the UDAQ indicates that
reasonable maximum background NO,
concentration in the region is 17 ug/m®. This
background concentration is based on
monitoring data collected in 1980 and 1981,
while the major sources of NO, in the region
were in operation.

The maximum concentration (including 17
ug/m? background) where this project would
contribute above the significant impact levels,
would be 25.4 pg/m? when using the Salt Lake
City meteorological data and 33.8 pg/m? when
using the Clawson data. This is well below the
NAAQS of 100 pg/m3.

The conservative dispersion modeling



performed for this project indicated that the
maximum ground level concentration due to the
combined emissions from dl of the plantsin the
region, compared with the background
concentration would aso be below the 100
pg/m? standard (69 using Sdlt Lake City data
and 80.5 using Clawson data, see Table 4.3-5
and Figures 4.3-9 and 4.3-10).

Comparisontothe PSD Class| I ncrements

Prevention of Significant Deterioration
establishes increments for National Parks and
Wilderness Areas referred to as Class | areas.
The Class | increment is the maximum level of
additional degradation that is alowed to occur
within the Class | area, and is established at 2.5
pg/me. The remainder of the United States is
considered Class Il, and a larger increment
leve is established. As reported in Table 4.3-6,
the NO, Class Il increment, applicable to the
Price area, is 25 pg/n®.

The Project Area is over 100 km from the
nearest Class | area (Capitol Reef, see Figure
4.3-7). According to the USEPA modeling
guidelines, the disperson models are not
accurate at this distance. For information only,
receptors were placed at each of the nearest
Class | areas (Capita Reef, Canyonlands, and
Arches Nationa Parks), and at the Dinosaur
National Monument. The model resultsindicate
that the Class | increments would not be
exceeded a any of these locations. The
maximum predicted concentration was 0.07
pg/me a Canyonlands (see Table 4.3-7). This
is 2 percent of the available increment (2.5

Hg/n).

Hazardous Air_Pollutants

The incomplete combustion of natura gas can
result in the emisson of formaldehyde.
Formaldehyde is recognized as a carcinogen.

The UDAQ has established screening criteria
for severa hazardous air pollutants including
formaldehyde. Established risk assessment
procedures use unit risk factors established by
USEPA for carcinogenic compounds (USEPA
1997). Cancer risk in the range 1 per million to
1 per 10,000 is generally acceptable, whilerisks
above 1 in 10,000 typicdly imply a need for
remediation.

Maximum predicted ground level concentrations
are adjusted for duration of exposure. The
maximum exposed individual is assumed to be
exposed for every hour of every day, but the
project will only be operating for 30 years.
Average life expectancy is 70 years. Therefore,
the adjustment factor for exposure duration is
30/70 or 0.43.

The cancer risk is computed by multiplying the
maximum annual predicted concentration (in
ug/n?) by the unit risk factor (in units of risk per
pg/n?), and by the overal exposure to provide
an estimate of the total inhalation cancer risk.

The predicted results of the long-term risk
analyss for formaldehyde are given in Table
4.3-8. These results were determined using the
USEPA model -Screen 3, to predict maximum
ground level concentrations beyond one quarter
of a mile from the source. The compressor
stations are located on state owned land and no
residences would be located nearby. Currently,
the closest residences are over two miles
distant. The total risk is considered acceptable
sinceit falsin the lower end of the range 1 per
million to 1 per 10,000. Overdl, the results on
the long-term risk analysis indicate no potential
for concern. In addition, given the conservative
nature of the maximum exposed individua
analysis, the predicted exposures may overstate
what any individual would experience.



Visibility

Vishility impacts can include the impact of a
vigble plume from a single source or co-located
group of sources (such as a compressor

station), or from a general reduction in regional
visihility because of the pollutant loading from
muitiple sources. The USEPA has established
screening procedures to address the issue of

visible plumes using the VISCREEN mode.

VISCREEN assesses the likelihood of a visua

plume being observed at a given location aswell

as when looking from a given location to a
specific landmark.

The VISCREEN model was run to predict
vighility impacts at both Capitol Reef and
Arches National Parks. As a reasonable worst
case assumption, the model was run for a point
in each park closest to the compressor stations,
and assumed all compressor units a full
operation. Other scenarios would have lesser
impacts.

The perceptibility of a plume is defined by two
parameters. contrast and color difference, or
Delta E. A contrast of 0.02 (where 1.0 would
be a black/white contrast) and a Delta-E of 1
are generaly assumed to be the threshold of
human perceptibility. The screening criteriathat
VISCREEN uses are a contrast of 0.05 and a
Delta-E of 2.0.

A Level 1 screening andysis is the most
conservative, and is performed assuming
meteordogical data of stability F and a wind
speed of 1.0 m/s. If compliance cannot be
shown with a Level 1 analysis, a Level 2
anaysisis performed.

Based on results using Alternative A, the

Proposed Action and al dternatives would
meet al of the screening criteriaat both Arches
and Capitol Reef National Parks and Class |
areas using the Level 1 screening criteria. The
model results are included in the Appendix of
Woodward-Clyde 1997.

While operation of the proposed compressor
stations would not be expected to result in a
sgnificant impact at Capitol Reef or Arches
Nationa Parks, the NO, emissions from al of
the natura gas-fired compressor units may
contribute to regiona haze and a reduction in
overdl visua range in the Project Area
However, based on the study results of the Mt.
Zirkel Wilderness Area Reasonable Attributions
Study of Vighility Imparment, reatively
uncontrolled emission sources such as
automobiles and forest fires combined with the
major coa-fired sources and smdlters in the
region have the greatest contribution to regiona
haze.

Particulate and NO, emissions can contribute to
the formation of regiona haze and impair the
general vishility in a region. The Interagency
Workshop on Air Quality Modding guidance
provides for a screening method to estimate
regiona haze impacts based on predicted 24-
hour impacts. This modd is typicaly used to
predict haze contributions to vistas associated
with Class | areas, but the closest Class | areas
were over 100 km away, and the model is not
recognized as being accurate at that distance.
In addition, the concern for regiona haze, as
expressed during the public scoping process,
was for the Price areaand, therefore, the model
was adapted to present information on the
effect the project emissons may have on
vighility in the Price area. Air quality impacts,
as modeled by 1SC3, are used in the regional
haze caculation. The converson of NO, and
NO, emissions to a particul ate takes place over
time and the contribution to regiona haze is



affected by several factors. These factors and
the assumptions that were made are discussed
in Woodward-Clyde 1997.

The modding predicted a maximum extinction
coefficient of 0.13 kmr* and a deciview change
of 1.2. The screening level established to
protect scenic vistas at Class | areas is 1.0
deciview. A deciview change of 1.2 means that
on the worst case days, an observer may be
able to notice a perceptible change, but on most
days, the emissions from the proposed project
would not cause a perceptible change. Based
on the meteorological data used for the
evauation, the impact would exceed 1 deciview
of change during an average of five days each
year. For the Salt Lake City data set, avaue of
1 deciview of change would be exceeded 1 day
in 1987, 3 daysin 1988, 3 daysin 1989, no days
in 1990, and 4 daysin 1991. For the one year of
Clawson data, the screening vaue of 1
deciview would be exceeded during 17 days.

Thus, while the Proposed Action may contribute
to overdl pollutant loadings and isolated visible
plumes in the Project Area, the project impact
to genera vishility and regiond haze would be
expected to be minor.

Evapor ation Pond

The Proposed Action also includes the use of
evaporation ponds to reduce the quantity of
produced water. Unlike petroleum gas projects,
this project does not have any petroleum
products entrained in the gas stream and,
therefore, no condensate storage is required.
Under norma operation, there are not expected
to be any volatile organic compounds or
hazardous air pollutants emitted from the wells.
Water is separated from the gas stream and
diverted to an injection well or evaporation
pond. No volétile organic compounds emissions
would result from this water. Hest is not added
to the ponds, but evaporation is enhanced
through spray aeration. Based on observations

of the

exising pond, some limited visible emissons
may occur associated with the condensed water
vapor, but thisis not expected to effect regional
vishility or create any traffic hazards. Dissolved
sats would tend to concentrate in the
evaporation pond and would eventually be
entrained as “drift” from the pond. This drift
may have locdized impacts on the soils and
vegetation, but is not expected to result in
sSignificant air quality impacts. Further anaysis
of the evaporation pond drift is included in
Appendix 4A-2.

4.3.2.1 Proposed Action

The Proposed Action would involve
development of project facilities using a well
spacing of 160 acres. Short-term construction
related fugitive dust would create some
localized dust clouds, but would not cause an
exceedance of the health based ambient air
quality standards.

During peak operation, Six compressor stations
would be in operation with a total of 65
compressor _units in _operation; twenty-four
compressor units would be gasfired. Modeling
predicts amaximum of 14.3 ug/ne for NO,_(see
Table 4.3-3). One-hour and eight-hour average
maximum CO levels are predicted at 815 and
533 ug/n?, respectively. Emissions from the
Proposed Action would contribute a maximum
of 2% to the Class | increment, and would
consume approximately 57% of the Class Il
increment. Short-term and localized impacts to
vishility are expected during construction, but
no long-term impacts are expected to regional
haze or vighility from the Class | aress.
Formadehyde emissions would not cause an
unacceptable cancer risk and drift from the
evaporation pond would not result in significant




air quality impacts.

4.3.2.2 Alternative A

Alternative A would involve development of
project facilities usng a well spacing of 80
acres. Asaresult of this aternative, the amount
of surface disturbance would increase, thus
increasing short-term construction emissions.
However, no violations of the ambient ar
quality standards would be expected.

During operation, the number of compressor
daions would be the same as for the
Proposed Action; however, the number of
engines would increase a some stations.
Modding predicts a maximum of 16.9 pg/nt
for NO,. One-hour and eight-hour average
maximum CO levels are predicted at 917 and
599 pg/m?, respectively (see Table 4.3-3).
While impacts would be somewhat greater than
under the Proposed Action, no d€gnificant
impacts are predicted. Modeling predicts no
sgnificant impacts would occur related to
vighility, haze, hazardous air pollutants or sat
drift, smilar to the Proposed Action.

4.3.2.3 Alternative B1

Alternative B1 would involve partial
development of project facilities using a well
spacing of 160 acres. As a result of this
dternative, the amount of surface disturbance
would decrease, thus decreasing short-term
construction emissions. No violations of the
ambient ar quaity sandards would be
expected.

maximum CO levels are predicted at 239 and
133 pg/m?, respectively (see Table 4.3-3).

Impacts would be less than under the Proposed
Action and no significant impacts are predicted.
4.3.2.4 Alternative B2

Alternative B2 would involve partial

During operation, the number of compressor
daions would be the same as for the
Proposed Action; however, the number of
engines would decrease a some sations.

Modeling predicts a maximum of 3.75 pg/n?
for NO,. One-hour and eight-hour average

development of project facilities using a well
spacing of 80 acres. As a result of this
dternative, the amount of surface disturbance
would decrease, thus decreasing short-term
congtruction emissions. No violations of the
ambient ar quaity sandards would be
expected.



During operation, the number of compressor
gations would be the same as for the
Proposed Action; however, the number of
engines would decrease at some stations.
Modeling predicts a maximum of 6.8 ug/n? for
NO,. Onehour and eight-hour average
maximum CO levels are predicted at 349 and
228 pg/n?, respectively (see Table 4.3-3).
Impacts would be less than under the Proposed
Action and no significant impacts are predicted.
4.3.2.5 Alternative C1

Alternative C1 would involve partia
development of project facilities using a well
gpacing of 160 acres. As a result of this
aternative, the amount of surface disturbance
would decrease, thus decreasing short-term
construction emissons. No violations of the
ambient ar quaity standards would be
expected.

During operation, the number of compressor
dations would be the same as for the
Proposed Action; however, the number of
engines would decrease at some stations.
Modedling predicts a maximum of 6 pg/n? for
NO,. Onehour and eight-hour average
maximum CO levels are at 239 and 133 pg/n?,
respectively (see Table 4.3-3). Impacts would
be less than under the Proposed Action and no
significant impacts are predicted.

4.3.2.6 Alternative C2

Alternative C2 would involve partia
development of project facilities using a well
goacing of 80 acres. As a result of this
aternative, the amount of surface disturbance
would decrease, thus decreasing short-term
construction emissons. No violations of the
ambient ar quaity sandards would be
expected.

During operation, the number of compressor
gations would be the same as for the
Proposed Action; however, the number of
engines would decrease at some stations.

Modding predicts a maximum of 14.3 pg/m?
for NO,. One-hour and eight-hour average
maximum CO levels are predicted at 769 and
484 pgm?, respectively (see Table 4.3-3).
Impacts would be less than under the Proposed
Action and no significant impacts are predicted.
4.3.2.7 Alternative D

Alternative D would be similar in impact to the
Proposed Action except that one compressor
sation would not be constructed.  This
aternative would therefore result in less
disturbance than would be expected to result
from the Proposed Action. No violations of the
ambient ar quality standards would be
expected.

During operation, the number of compressors at
each station would be the same as the Proposed
Action except that one compressor station
would not be built. The disperson modeing
indicates that the maximum impact of 14.25
pg/m? of NO, associated with this dternative
does not change from the value

predicted for the Proposed Action (see Table
4.3-3). The amount of NO,, CO, and
forma dehyde rel eased into the atmosphere, and
the extent of the impact associated with the
project would be less than expected with the
Proposed Action. Since impacts are expected
to be less than the Proposed Action, no
significant impacts would occur.

4.3.2.8 No Action Alternative

The No Action dternative would involve
development on only state and private land. As
a result the amount of surface disturbance
would decrease, thus decreasing short-term
construction emissions. No significant impacts
would be expected.

During operation, the number of compressor
engines at the stations would decrease.



Moddling predicts a maximum 7.5 pg/n? for  4.3.5 Unavoidable Adver se Impacts
NO,. One and eight hour maximum CO levels ~ The Proposed Action and each of the alternatives

are predicted at 432 and 282 pg/m?, respectively
(see Table 4.3-3). Impacts would be less than
under the proposed action and no significant
impacts are predicted.

4.3.3 Impacts Summary

A summary comparison of impacts for each
dtenative is provided in Table 28-2.
Congtruction activities would result in the
short-term increase of particulate matter
concentrations in the immediate vicinity of the
work. However, no sgnificant impacts are
anticipated for any of the dternatives. During
operation, the use of naurd gasfired
compressors for one-hdf of the indaled
cgpacity would not result inemisson levelsthat
would cause significant impects to ether ar
quaity or vighility. Under worst-case
conditions, aregiond haze may be discernible
from Price, Utah, but plumes would not be
vigble from the Class| aress.

4.3.4 Mitigation

Additiona measures that canbe undertakento
mitigate impects indude the following:

. Follow manufacturers’
gpecifications for the operation and
maintenance of dl fadlites and
vehicles to reduce emissons.

. Caeful sdection of the naturd
gas-fired compressor unitsto minimize
potentiad emissons of NO, and CO at
the new facilities.

. Use electric-powered
compressors where possible.
would lead to short-term increases of construction. These emissions would

particulate matter and gaseous pollutants during temporarily elevate pollutant concentrations in



the immediate vicinity of the construction
activities. During operation, natura gas-fired
compressor engine emissions of NO, and CO
would increase ambient concentrations in the
Project Area.

4.4 SOILS
4.4.1 Introduction

Impacts to soils from the construction of CBM
well pads, access roads, compressor facilities,
injection wells, installation of gas and water
pipelines, and instalation of electrical power
linesinclude:

l. Increased exposure of surface soil
materials to accelerated erosion and
|oss of soils resources.

Il. Increased sediment loads of stream
channels and rivers, particularly
increased sdinity of surface water asa
result of erosion of high to very highly
sdine soils.

I1. Increased volumes of surface
runoff resulting in new gully
development.

V. Soil compaction and rutting from
heavy equipment traffic.

V. Reduced soil productivity as a
result of decreased biologica activity
and reduced organic matter content of
surface soils.

VI. Loss of soil profile development
due to mixing of soil horizons and
break-down of soil structure.

Such adverse impacts would result from the
clearing of vegetation, excavation, salvage,

gockpiling, and redistribution of soils during
construction and reclamation activities. Blading
or excavation to achieve desired grades could
result in dope steepening of exposed soilsin cut
and fill areas, mixing of topsoil and subsoil
materials, and the breakdown of soil aggregates
into loose particles. Soil structural aggregates
would a so be broken down by compaction from
vehicular traffic.

The absence of vegetative cover, steepening of
dopes, and the breakdown of aggregates would
increase the potential for channelized runoff and
accelerated soil erosion. Erosion would result in
the formation of more rills and gullies and
increased sedimentation and sdinity of surface
water. The end result of these impacts would
be increased difficulty in achieving successful
reclamation. A combination of these impacts
with sengtive soils could result in the failure of
reclamation efforts.

I'n addition, erosion and sedimentation of highly
sdine soils could increase sdlinity of the Price
River and ultimately the Colorado River
(Section 4.2).

Significance Criteria

The following criteria were used to determine
the significance of impacts to soils within the
analysis area:

l. Increased soil erosion that cannot
be reduced by 50 percent after one
year and by 75 percent after five years
of soil disturbance.

. Excessive rill and qgully
development.

[1. Sedimentation and sat deivery
rates in excess of natura rates of 0.005
to 0.51 tons per acre per year (USDI,



BLM 1988; Riley et d. 1982).

V. Location and congruction of
project facilities on sengitive soils (soils
having one or more of the following
characteristics; high eroson potentia,
high sdinity, and unsuitable reclamation
material) without the use of specia
construction methods.

V. Sdt  drift and sdt deposition
downwind from the evaporation ponds
that would increase soil salt content
more than ten percent beyond the
perimeter of the pond.

VI. A reduction in soil productivity to a
level that minimizes or prevents the
disturbed area from recovering to pre-
disturbance soil productivity levels.

VII.

Implementation of the environmenta protection

measures discussed in Section 2.2.5 would
reduce impacts to soils. Specific measures
gpplicable to soils include:

l. RGC-6 states that RGC would
promptly reclam al disturbed areas not
needed for the life of the project.

. BLM 1 - BLM 23 and Appendix
2D (BLM SUPO) limit congtruction in
sendtive areas, and provide for a
genera reclamation plan with erosion
control measures and revegetation
requirements.

1. Site-specific measures would be
developed with each agency and

private landowner prior to project
development.

Measures presented or referenced in Section
225 are predominantly standard protection
measures that have been recommended and
implemented by industry and agencies (USDI,
BLM 1992a, USDI, BLM and USDA, FS 1989,
Law 1984, USDA, FS 1979).

The impact anadyss for each aternative will
focus on the following sengitivity units.

l. Soils with a high erosion potentid,
as determined by the NRCS (USDA,
SCS 1970 and 1988);

[l. Soils with sdlinity levels greater
than 8 mmhos/cm,

[1. Soils  unsuitable for use as
reclamation material such as gullied
lands, rock outcrops, and barren shale;

V. Soils with ahigh erosion potentia in
combination with highly sdine soils or
ils unsuitable for reclamation
material.

4.4.2 Direct and Indirect | mpacts

4.4.2.1 Proposed Action

Table 4.4-1 summarizes acres of impacts to
sengtive soils on federa, UDWR, sate, and
private land, with a breakdown of short- and
long-term impacts.

Direct, short-term impacts under the Proposed
Action would involve the disturbance of
approximately 4,095 acres of soils; 2,211 acres



of federa lands, 334 acres of UDWR lands,
616 acres of state lands, and 934 acres of
private lands.

Short-termimpacts associated with construction
activities include temporary disturbance of soils
for ingtdlation of pipelines and electrica
transmission lines, and construction of a road
network to access al wells. Immediately
following ingdlation of the pipdines, soil would
be backfilled into the trenches and regraded as
necessary. Portions of the construction ROW
not to be retained as part of the adjacent road
would be promptly reclaimed and revegetated to
reduce impacts and return these areas to
productive use. Short-term impacts would
affect 2,512 acres of sensitive soils.

Long-term impacts would include the
disturbance of soilsfor development of facilities
such as production wells, compressor Sites,
injection wells, evaporation ponds, and access
roads needed for the life of the project.
Reclamation and revegetation of these areas
would not occur until the project is completed.
Long-term impacts would affect 1,523 acres of
sengitive soils (Table 4.4-1).

Sengitive soils would be avoided where possible
during project construction; however,
approximately 61 percent of soils disturbed
under the Proposed Action fal within one or
more of the sensitive soil categories described
above. Thisincludes:

l. 1,125 acres of soils with a high
erosion potentia

. 1,236 acres of highly saline soils

II. 151 acres of soilsunsuitable for use
as reclamation material

The 2,512 acres of sengitive soils that would be

impacted under the Proposed Action include
527 acres of soils with a combination of high
erosion potential and high salinity
characteristics, and 116 acres of soils with a
combination of high erosion potentia and soils
unsuitable for reclamation material (Plate 15).
None of the soils have a combination of all
three of the sengitivity criteria.

Erosion

Approximately 27 percent of the total
disturbance area has soils with a high potential
for eroson. Trenching activities for pipeline
ingalation would result in the remova of
vegetation, mixing of soil horizons, and
increased susceptibility to eroson in newly
disturbed areas. Soil compaction caused by
equipment traffic may decrease infiltration and
water storage capacity, increase runoff, and
reduce soil productivity.

Following successful reclamation of pipeline
ROWS, approximately 669 acres of soilswith a
high potentia for erosion would be impacted for
the long-term. Congtruction of facilities would
incdlude the remova of vegetation and
excavation and stockpiling of soil material.
These activities would result in increased soil
exposure, mixing of <ol horizons ol
compaction, loss of topsoil productivity, and
increased susceptibility of the soil to wind and
water erosion. These impacts would, in turn,
lead to increased runoff, soil loss, and off-site
sedimentation.  Additiondly, rill and gully
development could be expected where surface
water runoff would be channelized such as in
ditches along roads or around well pads, and
where culverts or water bars would discharge
excess water. The potentid for gully
development would increase with increasing
slope steepness.

Soils throughout the Project Area, when



disturbed, are naturaly highly erodible and
complete avoidance of these sensitive areas
would not be possible (Plate 12). Soil loss
tolerance factors for the Project Area range
from 1 to 5 tons per acre per year. That is, the
maximum rate of soil eroson by wind or water
that can occur without affecting crop
productivity over a sustained period is one ton
per acre per year for the most sensitive soils.

Under a combination of natural and past and
current management conditions (federd, state,
and private), the soil has aready eroded away
in a number of areas within the Project Area
leaving badlands and gullied lands. The soil map
units Unsuitable Reclamation Material and Poor
Quality Reclamation Materid - Gullied Lands of
Plate 14 define the approximate locations and
extent of lands where the soil layers have been
removed by mostly water erosion. The amount
of ongoing sail loss in the Project Area under
current conditions ranges from approximately 2
tons per acre per year on level, deeper soils to
12 tons per acre per year on steeper dopeswith
sparse vegetation (Cook and Sasser 1996).

Estimated soil loss, sedimentation, and sdt
delivery rates were calculated using the
Revised Universa Soil Loss Equation
(RUSLE). The methodology and calculations
are in Appendix 4A-1. For comparison, soil loss
was caculated for bare ground conditions
representing no mitigation; mulched ground
representing early reclamation; and 5-year
reclamation representing successful
revegetation. Without mitigation, eroson rates
could be as high as 16.8 tons per acre per year,
whichwould amount to about 29,230 tons of soil
loss per year under the Proposed Action
(Appendix 4A-1, Table 4A-1).

The rigorous application of erosion control
measures including the use of mulch or jute
netting as temporary erosion control, and
congtruction of water bars as discussed in
Section 2.2.5 would reduce the potential for soil
erosion. Assuming one-third of the Project Area
would be mulched (Jensen 1996), erosion rates
would be reduced by 2.4 tons per acre per year.
This is an 86 percent reduction compared to
16.8 tons per acre per year that would initialy
occur with newly disturbed, bare ground
conditions prior to the ingtalation of erosion
control measures. Soil loss would be about
1,647 tons per year (Appendix 4A-1, Table 4A-
1). This would reduce erosion well below
exiging rates of up to 12 tons per acre per year
in areas aready experiencing high rates of
erosion.

Assuming revegetation efforts are successful
within 5 years, erosion rates would be reduced
by 96 percent compared to bare ground
conditions. Soil loss would be 0.7 tons per acre
per year or 1,235 tons per year under the
Proposed Action (Appendix 4A-1, Table 4A-1).

In areas not currently undergoing accelerated
erosion, the construction of facilities (roads, well
pads, and structures) would increase the
potential for increased surface runoff due to a
precipitation event within an affected
watershed. Runoff from these facilities,
particularly the roads, would likely be quickly
focused into channels by constructed retention
and conveyance features such as water bars,
roadsde ditches, and culverts. It is this
additional channeled runoff that would add to
the area s already accelerated channel erosion
(gullies and increasingly incised drainages)
down stream in a number of the loca



watersheds and potentially induce an expansion
of gullies or stream incison to previoudy
unaffected parts of the watersheds.

However, implementation of environmenta
protection measures outlined in Section 2.2.5
and measures mandated in the SUPO presented
as Appendix 2D would limit the increase of
channeled flows and soil lossto a brief period of
construction. The construction and maintenance
of berms around well and facility pads, water
bars, retention and conveyance ditches, ditch
gradient controls (check dams), culverts, and
water energy and dispersion festures would
effectively control additional accelerated
erosion produced by well field development.
Diversion or dispersion of channelized water to
less sendtive areas dong with  vigilant
monitoring would reduce potential impacts,
particularly impacts severe enough to prevent
access to valeys and ranges in the Mancos
shale region of the Project Area.

These measures could also potentially
contribute to a reduction in existing erosion
ratesin high erosion areas by intercepting flows,
reducing their energy, and promoting dispersa
and infiltration. The effectiveness in the
mitigation of exigting high eroson conditions
would be governed by characteristics of the
watershed and the frequency and magnitude of
precipitation events.

Without additiond mitigation measures to
prevent rill and gully development, significant
localized impacts could be anticipated.

Salinity

About 30 percent of the soils disturbed under
the Proposed Action are highly to very highly
sdline. Following successful reclamation of the
pipeline ROWSs, impacts would affect 766 acres
of highly sdline soils for the long-term. Sdine
s0ils are abundant throughout the eastern half of
the Project Area and are present in scattered
segments throughout the western half and,
therefore, cannot be entirely avoided (Plate 13).
Soils developing in Mancos Shde materials
have been reported to have 1.46 to 3.8 percent
salt (USDI, BLM 1988c).

As water erosion and sedimentation of saline
s0ils is the primary mechanism by which salts
would be introduced to the surface water
drainage system, the absence of soil erosion
controls, particularly in source areas for sats,
would enhance conditionsfor sdt introduction to
surface waters. From here it would be carried
by surface run-off into local creeks, streams,
and rivers and ultimately into the Colorado
River. The magority of sediment deivery
originates from erosion and degradation of
stream channels as opposed to soil erosion
away from channels.

The Mancos Shale formation is also a source of
senium. Selenium generaly enters the water
system as a result of deep percolation, namely
irrigation, when soils are “flushed” to reduce
sdts (Bureau of Reclamation and Soil
Conservation Service 1993). The Proposed
Action does not include irrigation; however,
eroson and sedimentation of shalow soils
overlaying Mancos Shae could potentialy
contribute selenium to nearby surface waters.

Assuming the current rate of soil lossis2to 12
tons per acre per year, and using the same
methodology shown in Appendix 4A-1 and the
San Rafael study (USDI, BLM 1988), natural



st loading rates would range between 0.005 to
0.22 tons per acre per year. Another study done
by Riley et d. (1982) to evaluate salt movement
from the Price River Basin to the Colorado
River system concluded that natural salt loading
rates range from 0.08 tons per acre per year
from the valley floor to 0.51 tons per acre per
year in the mountains; agricultural loading rates
amount to 2.81 tons per acre annuadly.
According to the study results, 38 percent of the
total salt loading is attributable to irrigated
agricultural lands; 60 percent from the
mountainous areas, and 2 percent from nearly
level to gently doping non-irrigated lands.

Under the Proposed Action, salt delivery rates
for bare ground conditions would average 0.1
ton per acre per year. About 194 tons of salt
per year would enter the Colorado River system
as a result of project development and
congruction. Mulching at least one-third of the
disturbance area would reduce salt loading by
80 percent compared to newly disturbed bare
ground conditions. Salt delivery would be about
0.02 tons per acre per year, or about 27 tons
per year. Assuming successful revegetationin5
years, sdt ddivery would be further reduced by
95 percent to 0.005 tons per acre per year
compared to bare ground conditions. Thiswould
amount to 8 tons of salt per year added to the
regional water system (Appendix 4A-1, Table
4A-1). Erosion control measures would also
prevent other constituents attached to soil
particles, such as sdenium, from entering
surface waters.

The dgnificant reduction of st loading rates
assumes the rigorous application of
environmental protection measures to control
erosion. Measures such as dope reduction, the

use of water bars, mulch or netting, and the
avoidance of the steepest slopes al serve to
reduce eroson and, therefore, sedimentation
and sdt delivery. It aso assumes that all
revegetation efforts are successful. In redlity,
sdt delivery rates will likely be somewhere
between 0.005 and 0.1 tons per acre per year.
These rates fall within the natural rates
presented above.

Salt Drift

Under the Proposed Action, seven evaporation
ponds, in addition to one existing pond, would be
constructed and operated for disposa of
produced water. Depending on the alternative,
the estimated amount of water that would be
produced ranges from 9.0 to 16.6 ac-ft/day,
with approximately 6,500-9,000 mg/L TDS
(refer to Chapter 2.0 for further details).
Natural evaporation of the produced water
would be enhanced by spraying the water about
six feet high through a network of nozzles
floating on the surface of the evaporation pond.
Sdt in water droplets or dry sdt particles could
be blown beyond the perimeter of the pond
depending on wind speed and atmospheric
conditions, as well as the size of the st
particles, size of the water droplets, sdt
concentrations of water in the pond, and other
factors (see Appendix 4a-2). Sdt drift
downwind from the evaporation ponds and
deposition to loca soils could increase soil
sinity levels.  Should salt drift result in a
sgnificant increase in soil sdinity around the
ponds, vegetation could be affected, and erosion
of sdine soils could increase sdt ddivery to
local surface waters.

A Gaussianair dispersion model was performed



to predict deposition of salt particles. Refer to
Appendix 4a-2 for the methodology and
caculations used to estimate salt drift. This
modd calculated the transport properties of salt
using the operations and conditions currently
found at the existing pilot test pond. Twotypes
of drift were modeled; st as a particle and salt
within water droplets. The individua
contributions from each of the two types of drift
were then summed to find the tota
accumulation anticipated at the perimeter of the
pond. Modeing results estimate that the
maximum amount of salt deposited at the edge
of the pond over the 20 year life of the project
would be 159 Ibs/acre or 0.08 tong/acre. The
amount of salt deposition would decrease at
increasing distances from the edge of the pond,
and would be lessin other wind directions. The
vast mgority of the salt deposition would be due
to the transport of free salt particles released
during the enhanced evaporation process rather
than salt particles in water droplets.

Potential impacts would vary depending on the
physical and chemical characteristics of soilsin
the vicinity of the ponds. The location of each
pond was plotted on SCS detailed soils maps for
Carbon and Emery County. The location of the
existing and proposed ponds, and the soil map
unit where the ponds would be located are
shown on Table 4.4-2.

Most of the ponds (Pond Nos. 1, 3, 4, 6, 7, 10,
11, and 13) would be located on deep to very
deep, well-drained, sandy loams, with low to
moderate sdinity levels. It is expected that salt
levels would increase by approximately threeto
nine percent in the top one inch of sail, if al of
the sdt accumulated in this layer during the
operational life of the evaporation pond.
However, salts added to these soils would be
eadly leached because of their drainage
characteristics. Thus, the addition of sat from

drift would be attenuated as the salt leached
down through the soil, and deposited saltswould
be unlikely to erode to surface water systemsin
the Project Area. The amounts of salt added
would not be likely to adversaly affect existing
vegetation, especially whenleached into the soil
column. The Travessilla soils (Pond Nos. 5 and
9), while shalow (about 17 inches deep),
overlay sandstone and are aso unlikely to be
impacted by salt drift because they are naturally
low in st and are deep enough that minor
additions of salt would be attenuated.

Pond Nos. 2, 8, and 12 are or would be located
on shallow soils over beds of weathered shae
or gypsum (a natural source of salts). These
s0ils are loams and silty clay loams that are
highly saline, strongly calcareous (containing
cacium carbonate), and currently undergoing
active erosion. Because these are already
highly saline soils, the relative percent increase
of satswould be only about one percent in the
top inch of soil. Salts deposited on these soils
may erode and contribute to existing salt
ddivery to intermittent drainages and ultimately
to surface waters. Because of the very small
increase in soil sdinity, and the small area of
effect compared to natural sources of salt,
impacts would be minor and would be unlikely
to be noticeable or measurable in the field.

An increase in soil sainity in surface soils by
one to nine percent is a conservative estimate
representing worst case conditions. Based on
these numbers, salt drift from the evaporation
ponds is not expected to result in significant
impacts to soils, vegetation, or surface waters
for any of the alternatives.



Soils Unsuitable for Use as Reclamation
Material

Soils considered unsuitable for reclamation
material comprise about four percent of soils
that would be impacted by development of the
Proposed Action. Following successful
reclamation of the pipeline ROWSs, 88 acres of
s0ils unsuitable for reclamation materia would
be affected for the long-term.

These soils occur throughout the Project Area,
particularly the riverwash material aong the
Price River, and badlands and rock outcrops
located in the southeastern part of the Project
Area (Plate 14). Project construction activities
would not have significant impacts on these soil
series, however, these areas can not provide
coversoil material for reclamation activities.
Reclamation material for these areas would
have to be obtained from suitable materia
salvaged and stockpiled elsewhere in the
Project Area.

While disturbance of these areas would not
increase erosion, application of erosion control
measures between the rocky sites and adjacent
soils would control runoff, and reduce erosion
and subsequent gullying of adjacent soils.

Overlap of Soil Constraints

Thirteen percent of the soils that would be
disturbed with implementation of the Proposed
Action are both highly susceptible to erosion
and highly sdine. These very sengitive soils are
distributed throughout the eastern haf of the
Project Area but generdly do not occur in the
vicinity of the Price River or Gordon Creek
(Plate 15). Following successful reclamation of
the pipeline ROWS, impacts would affect 328
acres for the long-term.

Approximately three percent of the soils that
would be disturbed with implementation of the
Proposed Action have a high erosion potential
and are aso unsuitable for use as reclamation
materid. All of this category of sensitive soilsis
located in Emery County, northeast of EImo
(Plate 15). Moderate to severe erosion of shay
colluvid land on mesas and benches, and stony
dluvid land on the floodplains can increase
eroson of adjacent, highly erodible soils.
Impacts are not expected to be significant with
the implementation of the erosion control
measures discussed previoudly.

4.4.2.2 Alternative A

This aternative would affect about 41 percent
more area than the Proposed Action, and
impacts to sengitive soils would increase by 48
percent. Congruction activities would initidly
impact 5,758 acres of soils; 3,585 acres would
be affected for the life of the project. Short-
term impacts to sensitive soils include:

l. 1,590 acres of soils with a high
erosion potential

. 1,929 acres of highly saline soils



Il. 207 acres of soils unsuitable for
reclamation materid

Alternative A would initialy impact 819 acres
of soils with a combination of high erosion
potential and high salinity characteristics, and
160 acres of soils with a combination of high
eroson potentid and soils unsuitable for
reclamation. Table 4.4-1 summarizes acres of
impacts to sensitive soils on federa, UDWR,
state, and private land.

Erosion

About 28 percent of soils disturbed under
Alternative A have a potential for high eroson.
Successful, reclamation of temporarily disturbed
areas associated with the pipeline ROWs would
reduce impacts to 998 acres of highly erodible
soils for the long-term.

As previoudy discussed, soils with a high
erosion potential occur throughout the Project
Area and, therefore, would be difficult to avoid.
Erosion rates would be essentialy the same for
this dternative asfor the Proposed Action since
the same types of construction activities would
occur. However, the amount of soil loss would
be increased due to the larger area of
disturbance under this aternative. Soil loss
could range from 36,441 to 1,540 tons per year
(Appendix 4A-1, Table 4A-2).

The same impacts and mitigation measures
discussed under the Proposed Action would
apply to this dternative.

Salinity

About 34 percent of soils disturbed under
Alternative A are highly to very highly sdline.
Following construction activities, successful
reclamation of the pipeline ROWswould reduce

impacts to 1,247 acres of sdine soils for the
long-term.

As previoudy discussed, sdine soils occur
throughout the Project Area, particularly in the
eastern portion. Sdinity levels would be
essentidly the same for this dternative as for
the Proposed Action; however, the potentia for
increased sdlinity of the Price River and
ultimately the Colorado River would increase
due to the larger area of disturbance under this
aternative. Potentid salt loading estimates
range from 255 to 11 tons per year (Appendix
4A-1, Table 4A-2).

The same impacts and mitigation measures
discussed under the Proposed Action would
apply to this dternative.

Unsuitable Reclamation M aterial

Soils considered unsuitable for reclamation
material comprise about four percent of the
0ils impacted by Alternative A. The same
impacts and mitigation measures discussed
under the Proposed Action would apply to this
aternative.

Overlap of Soil Constraints

Implementation of Alternative A would initialy
affect about 14 percent of soils in the
disturbance areathat are both highly susceptible
to eoson and highly sdine. Following
successful reclamation of the pipeline ROWS,
long-term impacts would be reduced to 529
acres.

Implementation of this aternative would also
affect approximately 3 percent of soils in the
disturbance area that have a high erosion
potential and are unsuitable for use as



reclamation materia. About 102 acreswould be
affected long-term.

The impacts and mitigation measures discussed
under the Proposed Action would aso apply to
this dternative.

4.4.2.3 Alternative B1

This aternative would affect about 7 percent
fewer acres of sengitive soilsthan the Proposed
Action. Congtruction activities would impact
3,151 acres of soils; 1,818 acres would be
affected for the life of the project. Short-term
impacts to sengitive soils include:

l. 9380 acres of soils with a high
erosion potentia

. 1,202 acres of highly saline soils

Il. 142 acres of soils unsuitable for
reclamation materid

Alternative B1 would impact 500 acres of soils
with a combination of high erosion potential and
high salinity characteristics, and 116 acres of
s0ils with acombination of high erosion potential
and soils unsuitable for reclamation material.
Table 4.4-1 summarizes acres of impacts to
sengtive soils on federal, UDWR, state, and
private land.

Erosion

About 31 percent of soils disturbed under
Alternative B1 have apotentia for high erosion.
Successful reclamation of temporary
disturbance associated with the pipeline ROWs
would reduce long-term impacts to 589 acres of
highly erodible soils.

Erosion rates would be essentialy the same for
this alternative as for the Proposed Action since
the same types of construction activities would
occur. However, the amount of soil loss would

be less due to the smaller area of disturbance
under this aternative. The amount of soil loss
ranges from 22,346 to 944 tons per year
(Appendix 4A-1, Table 4A-3).

The same impacts and mitigation measures
discussed under the Proposed Action would
apply to this dternative.

Salinity

About 38 percent of soils disturbed under
Alternative B1 are highly to very highly saine.
Following construction activities, successful
reclamation of pipeline ROWs would reduce
long-term impacts to 747 acres of saline soils.

Sincethe reduction of acres disturbed under this
alternative occurs in the western portion of the
Project Area, the percentage of saline soils
affected is larger than under the Proposed
Action although the total number of acres
affected would be dightly less. Sdinity levels
would be essentidly the same for this
dternative as for the Proposed Action;
however, the potential for increased salinity of
the Price River and ultimately the Colorado
River would be less due to the smaller area of
disturbance under this dternative. Potentia salt
loading estimates range from 167 to 7 tons per
year (Appendix 4A-1, Table 4A-3).

The same impacts and mitigation measures
discussed under the Proposed Action would
apply to this dternative.



Unsuitable Reclamation M aterial

Soils considered unsuitable for reclamation
material comprise about five percent of the soils
impacted by Alternative B1. The same impacts
and mitigation measures discussed under the
Proposed Action would apply to thisalternative.

Overlap of Soil Constraints

Implementation of Alternative B1 would initialy
affect 16 percent of soils in the disturbance
area that are both highly susceptible to erosion
and highly sdine. Following successful
reclamation of the pipeline ROWS, long-term
impacts would be reduced to 311 acres.

Implementation of this alternative would aso
affect approximately 4 percent of soils in the
disturbance area that have a high erosion
potential and are unsuitable for reclamation
material. About 71 acres would be affected
long-term.

The impacts and mitigation measures discussed
under the Proposed Action would aso apply to
this aternative.

4.4.2.4 Alternative B2

This dternative would affect about 39 percent
more acres of sensitive soils than the Proposed
Action. Congtruction activities would impact
4510 acres of soils; 2,775 acres would be
affected for the life of the project. Short-term
impacts to sengitive soils include:

l. 1,399 acres of soils with a high
erosion potentia

. 1,887 acres of highly saline soils

II. 198 acres of soils unsuitable for
reclamation materid

Alternative B2 would impact 786 acres of soils
with a combination of high erosion potentia and
high salinity characteristics, and 160 acres of
s0ils with acombination of high erosion potentia
and soils unsuitable for reclamation. Table4.4-1
summarizes acres of impacts to sensitive soils
on federal, UDWR, state, and private land.

Erosion

About 31 percent of soils disturbed under
Alternative B2 have a high potential for erosion.
Successful reclamation associated with the
pipdine ROWswould reduce long-term impacts
to 882 acres of highly erodible soils.

Erosion rates would be essentialy the same for
this dternative asfor the Proposed Action since
the same types of construction activities would
occur. However, the amount of soil loss would
be greater due to the larger area of disturbance
of highly erodible soils under this

alternative. The amount of soil lossrangesfrom
20,034 to 1,229 tons per year (Appendix 4A-1,
Table 4A-4).

The same impacts and mitigation measures
discussed under the Proposed Action would
apply to this dternative.

Salinity

About 42 percent of soils disturbed under
Alternative B2 are highly to very highly saine.
Following construction activities, successful

reclamation of pipeline ROWSs would reduce
long-term impacts to 1,228 acres of sdine soils.

Sdinity levelswould be essentialy the same for
this aternative as for the Proposed Action;
however, the potential for increased salinity of
the Price River and ultimately the Colorado
River would increase due to the larger area of



disturbance under this aternative. Potential salt
loading estimates range from 229 to 10 tons per
year (Appendix 4A-1, Table 4A-4).

The same impacts and mitigation measures
discussed under the Proposed Action would
apply to this aternative.

Unsuitable Reclamation M aterial

Soils considered unsuitable for reclamation
material comprise about four percent of the
s0ils impacted by Alternative B2. The same
impacts and mitigation measures discussed
under the Proposed Action would apply to this
aternative.

Overlap of Soil Constraints

Implementation of Alternative B2 would initialy
affect 17 percent of soils in the disturbance
area that are both highly susceptible to erosion
and highly sdine. Following successful
reclamation of the pipeline ROWS, long-term
impacts would be reduced to 511 acres.

Implementation of this alternative would aso
affect approximately 4 percent of soils in the
disturbance area that have a high erosion
potential and are unsuitable for reclamation
material. About 102 acres would be affected
long-term.

The same impacts and mitigation measures
discussed under the Proposed Action would
apply to this dternative.

4.4.25 Alternative C1

This aternative would affect about one percent
fewer acres of senditive soils than the Proposed
Action. Construction activities would impact
3,778 acres of soils, 2,170 acres would be
affected for the life of the project. Short-term
impacts to senditive soils include:

l. 1,091 acres of soils with a high
erosion potential

. 1,236 acres of highly saline soils

1. 150 acres of soils unsuitable for
reclamation material

Alternative C1 would impact 527 acres of soils
with a combination of high erosion potentia and
high salinity characteristics, and 116 acres of
s0ils with acombination of high erosion potentia
and soils unsuitable for reclamation material.
Table 4.4-1 summarizes impacts to sensitive
s0ils on federal, UDWR, state, and private land.

Erosion

About 29 percent of soils disturbed under
Alternative C1 have ahigh potential for erosion.
Successful reclamation of the pipeline ROWs
would reduce long-term impacts to 653 acres of
highly erodible soils.

Erosion rates would be essentialy the same for
this alternative as for the Proposed Action since
the same types of construction activities would
occur. The amount of soil loss would be dightly
less due to the smaller area of disturbance
under this dternative. The amount of soil loss
ranges from 26,956 to 1,139 tons per year
(Appendix 4A-1, Table 4A-5).

The same impacts and mitigation measures
discussed under the Proposed Action would
apply to this dternative.



Salinity

About 33 percent of the soils disturbed under
Alternative C1 are highly to very highly sdine.
Following construction activities, successful
reclamation of pipeline ROWs would reduce
long-term impacts to 767 acres of saline soils.

Salinity levels and the potential for increased
sdinity of the Price River and ultimately the
Colorado River would be essentially the same
for this aternative as for the Proposed Action.
Potential salt loading estimates range from 189
to 8 tons per year (Appendix 4A-1, Table 4A-
5).

The same impacts and mitigation measures
discussed under the Proposed Action would
apply to this dternative.

Unsuitable Reclamation M aterial

Soils considered unsuitable for reclamation
material comprise about four percent of the
0ils impacted by Alternative C1. Long-term
impacts would affect 88 acres. The same
impacts and mitigation measures discussed
under the Proposed Action would apply to this
aternative.

Overlap of Soil Constraints

Implementation of Alternative C1wouldinitialy
affect 14 percent of soils in the disturbance
area that are both highly susceptible to erosion
and highly sdline. Following successful
reclamation of the pipeline ROWS, long-term
impacts would be reduced to 328 acres.

Implementation of this alternative would aso

affect gpproximately 3 percent of soils in the
disturbance area that have a high erosion
potential and are unsuitable for reclamation
material. About 70 acres would be affected for
the long-term.

The impacts and mitigation measures discussed
under the Proposed Action would aso apply to
this aternative.

4426 AlternativeC2

This aternative would affect about 47 percent
more acres of senditive soils than the Proposed
Action. Construction activities would impact
5,318 acres of soils; 3,306 acres would be
affected for the life of the project. Short-term
impacts to sensitive soils include:

l. 1561 acres of soils with a high
erosion potential

. 1,929 acres of highly saline soils

[1. 206 acres of soils unsuitable for
reclamation materia

Alternative C2 would impact 820 acres of soils
with a combination of high erosion potentia and
high salinity characteristics, and 160 acres of
soils with acombination of high erosion potentia
and soils unsuitable for reclamation material.
Table 4.4-1 summarizes



impacts to sensitive soils on federal, UDWR,
state, and private land.

Erosion

About 29 percent of soils disturbed under
Alternative C2 have ahigh potentia for erosion.
Successful reclamation of the pipeline ROWs
would reduce long-term impacts to 986 acres of
highly erodible soils.

Erosion rates would be essentialy the same for
this alternative as for the Proposed Action since
the same types of construction activities would
occur. However, the amount of soil loss would
greater due to the larger area of disturbance
under this dternative. The estimated amount of
soil loss ranges from 33,759 to 1,426 tons per
year (Appendix 4A-1, Table 4A-6).

The same impacts and mitigation measures
discussed under the Proposed Action would
apply to this dternative.

Salinity

About 36 percent of the soils disturbed under
Alternative C2 are highly to very highly sdine.
Following construction activities, successful

reclamation of pipeline ROWSs would reduce
long-term impacts to 1,248 acres of saline soils.

Sinity levelswould be essentidly the same for
this alternative as for the Proposed Action;
however, the potential for increased sdinity of
the Price River and ultimately the Colorado
River would be greater due to the larger area of
disturbance under this dternative. Potential sat
loading estimates range from 250 to 11 tons per
year (Appendix 4A-1, Table 4A-6).

The same impacts and mitigation measures
discussed under the Proposed Action would
apply to this dternative.

Unsuitable Reclamation M aterial

Soils considered unsuitable for reclamation
material comprise about four percent of soils
impacted by Alternative C2. Long-term impacts
would affect 128 acres. The same impacts and
mitigation measures discussed under the
Proposed Action would apply to thisaternative.

Overlap of Soil Constraints

Implementation of Alternative C2 would initidly
affect 15 percent of soils in the disturbance
area that are both highly susceptible to erosion
and highly sdine. Following successful
reclamation of the pipeline ROWSs, long-term
impacts would be reduced to 529 acres.

Implementation of this aternative would aso
affect approximately 3 percent of soils in the
disturbance area that have a high erosion
potential and are unsuitable for reclamation
material. About 102 acres would be affected
for the long-term.

The impacts and mitigation measures discussed
under the Proposed Action would aso apply to
this aternative.

4.4.2.7 Alternative D

This aternative would affect about one percent
fewer acres of sengitive soilsthan the Proposed
Action. Congtruction activities would impact
3,712 acres of soils; 2,160 acres would be
affected for the life of the project. Short-term
impacts to sengitive soils include:

l. 1,106 acres of soils with a high
erosion potential
. 1,236 acres of highly saline soils

M. 151 acres of soils unsuitable for
reclamation materia



Alternative D would impact 527 acres of soils
with a combination of high erosion potential and
high salinity characteristics, and 117 acres of
s0ils with acombination of high erosion potential
and soils unsuitable for reclamation materid.
Table 4.4-1 summarizes impacts to sensitive
soils on federal, UDWR, state, and private land.

Erosion

About 30 percent of soils disturbed under
Alternative D have ahigh potentia for eroson.
Successful reclamation of the pipeline ROWs
would reduce long-term impacts to 665 acres of
highly erodible soils.

Erosion rates would be essentialy the same for
this alternative as for the Proposed Action since
the same types of construction activities would
occur. The amount of soil loss would be dightly
less due to the smaller area of disturbance
under this aternative. The amount of soil loss
ranges from 26,029 to 1,100 tons per year
(Appendix 4A-1, Table 4A-7).

The same impacts and mitigation measures
discussed under the Proposed Action would
apply to this dternative.

Salinity

About 33 percent of the soils disturbed under
Alternative D are highly to very highly saline.
Following construction activities, successful

reclamation of pipeline ROWs would reduce
long-term impacts to 765 acres of saline soils.

Sinity levels and the potentia for increased
inity of the Price River and ultimately the
Colorado River would be dightly less than for
this aternative than for the Proposed Action.
Potential salt loading estimates range from 172
to 7 tons per year (Appendix 4A-1, Table 41-7).

The same impacts and mitigation measures
discussed under the Proposed Action would
apply to this dternative.

Unsuitable Reclamation M aterial

Soils considered unsuitable for reclamation
material comprise about four percent of the
soils impacted by Alternative D. Long-term
impacts would affect 89 acres. The same
impacts and mitigation measures discussed
under the Proposed Action would apply to this
aternative.

Overlap of Soil Constraints

Implementation of Alternative D would initidly
affect 14 percent of soils in the disturbance
area that are both highly susceptible to erosion
and highly sdine. Following successful
reclamation of the pipeline ROWSs, long-term
impacts would be reduced to 327 acres.

Implementation of this alternative would aso
affect approximately 3 percent of soils in the
disturbance area that have a high erosion
potential and are unsuitable for reclamation
material. About 71 acres would be affected for
the long-term.

The same impacts and mitigation measures
discussed under the Proposed Action would
apply to this dternative.

4.42.8 NoAction Alternative

This aternative would affect about 47 percent
fewer acres of sensitive soilsthan the Proposed
Action. Construction activities would impact
1,907 acres of soils; 1,050 acres would be
affected for the life of the project. Short-term
impacts to sensitive soils include:

l. 528 acres of soils with a high
erosion potential

. 724 acres of highly sdine soils

[1. 76 acres of soils unsuitable for
reclamation material



The No Action alternative would impact 221
acres of soilswith acombination of high erosion
potential and high sdinity characteristics, and 50
acres of soilswith acombination of high erosion
potential and soils unsuitable for reclamation
material. Table 4.4-1 summarizes acres of
impacts to sensitive soils on federal, UDWR,
date, and private land.

Erosion

About 28 percent of soils disturbed under the
No Action dternative have a potentia for high
eroson. Successful reclamation of associated
with the pipeline ROWs would reduce long-
term impacts to 303 acres of highly erodible
soils.

Erosion rates would be essentialy the same for
this dternative asfor the Proposed Action since
the same types of congtruction activities would
occur. However, the amount of soil loss would
be less due to the smaller area of disturbance
under this dternative. The estimated amount of
s0il loss ranges from 14,361 to 607 tons per
year (Appendix 4A-1, Table 4A-8).

The same impacts and mitigation measures
discussed under the Proposed Action would
apply to this dternative.

Salinity

About 38 percent of soils disturbed under the
No Action dternative are highly to very highly
sdine. Successful reclamation following

construction activities would reduce long-term
impacts to 456 acres of saline soils.

Sincethe reduction of acresdisturbed under this
aternative occursin the western portion of the

Project Area, the percentage of sdline soils
affected is larger than under the Proposed
Action although the tota acres affected would
be significantly fewer. Sdinity levels would be
essentidly the same for this dternative as for
the Proposed Action, however, the potential for
increased sdlinity of the Price River and
ultimately the Colorado River would be less due
to the smaller area of disturbance under this
aternative. Potentid salt loading estimates
range from 107 to 5 tons per year (Appendix
4A-1, Table 4A-8).

The same impacts and mitigation measures
discussed under the Proposed Action would
apply to this dternative.

Unsuitable Reclamation M aterial

Soils considered unsuitable for reclamation
material comprise about four percent of the
s0ils impacted by the No Action dternative.
The same impacts and mitigation measures
discussed under the Proposed Action would
apply to this dternative.

Overlap of Soil Constraints

Implementation of the No Action aternative
would initidly affect 12 percent of soils in the
disturbance areathat are both highly susceptible
to eoson and highly sdine Following
successful reclamation of the pipeline ROWS,
long-term impacts would be reduced to 165
acres.

Implementation of this aternative would aso
affect approximately 3 percent of soils in the
disturbance area that have a high erosion
potential and are unsuitable for reclamation
materia. About 29 acres would be affected



long-term.

The same impacts and mitigation measures
discussed under the Proposed Action would
apply to this dternative.

4.4.3 Impacts Summary

A summary comparison of the impacts of the
aternatives is presented in Table 2.8-2.
Implementation of the Proposed Action or any
one of the aternatives would affect between
1907 acres and 5,758 acres. Successful
reclamation efforts along the pipeline ROWs
would reduce long-term impactsto 3,585 acres
to 1,050 acres. Long-term impacts resulting
from congtruction and operation of drill pads
and accessroads, sitefacilities, and evaporation
ponds could include removal of vegetation,
exposure of the soil, mixing of soil horizons, ol
compaction, loss of topsoil productivity, and
increased susceptibility of the soil to erosion.
These impacts could increase runoff, erosion,
and off-site sedimentation, particularly of saline
soils. Natural erosion of soils in the Project
Area can be as much as 12 tons per acre per
year and implementation of any of the
dternatives could be expected to increase
erosion, particularly in the soils with a naturaly
high potentiad for erosion. Estimated erosion
rates range from 0.7 to 16.8 tons per acre per
year. Soil loss estimates range from 607 to
36,440 tons per year (Appendix 4A).

Along with increased erosion, sedimentation of
sdine soils and increased sdt loading of the
Colorado River system could be expected.
Potential st loading estimates range from 5 to
255 tons per year (Appendix 4A) depending on
the amount of disturbance and the type of
reclamation measures implemented.

Although sensitive soils occur throughout the
Project Area and are unavoidable, impacts

could be kept to non-significant levels with the
application of the environmental protection
measures described in Section 2.2.5.

4.4.4 Mitigation

As with any adverse impact, avoidance of the
impact should be considered first. Avoidance of
particularly sensitive soil areas should be given
atention in both the project planning and project
construction phases. Particular sensitive soil
areas that should be avoided include those with
a high eroson potentia, high sdinity and
badlands, rock outcrops, barren shale and
riverwash material. As indicated previoudy, 49
percent of the analysis area comprises sensitive
soils, 17 percent of which includes areas with
combinations of the sengtive soils mentioned
above. Sengtive soils should be avoided where
feasible; however, given their wide distribution
and area covered, complete avoidance would
likdy not be feasible. Therefore, special
measures or best management practices would
need to be implemented to minimize the chance
of significant impacts resulting from
congtruction in sengitive soils.

Recommended measures that should be
considered in minimizing adverse impacts
incdude careful construction and performance
monitoring to ensure effective application of
control measures. These measures primarily
address the issues of surface runoff, erosion,
and sedimentation control as well as effective
revegetation of disturbed areas.

To prevent excessive rill and gully development
where surface water runoff is channelized,
ditches, culverts, and waterbars should be
designedto intercept overland flow and disperse
it to stable locations. Sediment retention devices
such as dilt fences, bales of straw, or
recontouring disturbed areas to reduce runoff
velocities and contain saline



soils may be needed to prevent soils from
entering downstream drainages. Additionaly,
minimizing soil disturbance within a 500-foot
buffer zone of perennial surface water would
also reduce potentia impacts from erosion of
sdine soils.

The soil loss caculations in Appendix 4A-1
highlight the significance of applying erosion
control measures which can effectively reduce
erosion up to 85 percent compared to bare
ground conditions prior to implementation of
erosion control mitigation. Successful vegetation
could reduce erosion rates up to 96 percent
compared to bare ground conditions. Similarly,
sedimentation and salt loading could aso be
sgnificantly reduced with effective application
of the environmental protection measures.

Incomplete application of these measures,
where needed, could result in failed erosion
control and revegetation efforts. Such
measures, if applied, would reduce impacts to
soils. Additiondly, through the construction of
erosion control structures in areas of naturally
accelerated erosion, current erosion rates could
be reduced with implementation of any of the
project aternatives.

4.4.5 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

No significant unavoidable adverse impacts to
s0ils would occur due to development of the
Proposed Action or other aternatives with the
implementation of mitigation  stipulations
identified in Section 2 and Appendix 1B.
Although successful surface runoff, erosion,
and sedimentation control is feasible on most of
the soils in the Project Area, there is a residual
chance of ineffective application of control
measures. Significant unavoidable adverse
impacts are unlikely given the range of
mitigation measures available to the operators.
However, falure to apply best management
practices during the planning, construction, or
performance monitoring phases could result in
significant locdized impacts.



4.5 VEGETATION
4.5.1 Introduction

Direct disturbance or removal of vegetation
would occur from construction of well pads,
transportation corridors, and other facilities, and
can be quantified by acres affected. The
disturbance may be short-term, for example
from pipeline congtruction; or long-term, where
previoudy vegetated areas would be occupied
by wells, roads or other semi-permanent
facilities. Where disturbance is short-term, the
ecological effects may be either short or long-
term, depending on the plant community
affected and the success of revegetation. Areas
of short-term impacts would be reclaimed
shortly after disturbance, while areas occupied
by semi-permanent facilitieswould be reclaimed
at the end of the economic lifespan of the
facility. The success or failure of revegetation
may have adverse effects on other resources,
including wildlife, visual resources, recrestion
and livestock grazing.

The relative significance of impacts to the
different vegetation types in the Proposed
Action depends on their social and ecologica
sensitivity and importance:

Riparian and wetland areas are considered
sengitive because of their importance for
wildlife habitat and bictic diversity, their role
in water quality protection, and specific
laws or federal agency policy protecting
them. Wetlands are discussed in more
detail in Section 4.6. In addition, wooded
riparian habitats require a longer time to
regain current conditions after

disturbance and revegetation than shrub
and herbaceous communities.

Pinyon-juniper woodland also has a much
longer recovery period than other
communities, up to 150 years to regain
mature woodland. |mpactsto pinyon-juniper
woodland would affect visual resources
(Section 4.12) and wildlife habitat. Pinyon-
juniper woodlands aso provide therma
cover to wintering mule deer and elk.

Impacts to sagebrush-grass, salt desert and
mountain shrub communities are generally
considered less sensitive because of their
shorter recovery time and their relative
abundance. However, impacts to these
communities in big game critical winter
range may have short- to mid-term
consequences, depending on the success of
revegetation, and would affect carrying
capacity of the critical habitat during the
period required to re-establish vegetation.

Indirect impacts to vegetation may occur from
introduction or spread of noxious weeds, from
increases in fire, accidental spills of fuels,
lubricants, or other materias, and fugitive dust.

A number of environmental protection
measures are required by law or by agency
regulation, or committed to by RGC (Section
2.25). Measures specificaly providing for
protection or reclamation of vegetation include
RGC 7 (reclamation), RGC 8 and 9 (noxious
weeds), BLM 1 (sting, including avoidance of
wetlands and riparian), BLM 2-3 (erosion
control) BLM 4-5 (avoidance of streams and
srings), BLM 6-7 (minimization of
disturbance), BLM 8-23 (reclamation and
erosion control), BLM 24 (control of wildfire),
and BLM 36 (minimization of impacts in
wetlands and riparian areas).

Reclamation would be required for al project
facilities under either BLM or UDOGM
regulations, and bonding is required by both the



BLM and UDOGM. Enhancement of existing
vegetation would be required to mitigate
impacts to big game critica winter habitat,
under environmental protection measure BLM
38.

The impacts associated with each of the
dternatives are discussed below, including
effects on specific vegetation types, noxious
weeds, and revegetation. Other potential
impacts, such as accidental spills of fuels,
[ubricants, or other materiads, and fugitive dust,
would be likely to have only minor and loca
effects on vegetation. Increases in range fires
could potentidly occur under al aternatives
because of increased human presence in the
Project Area.

4.5.2 Direct and Indirect | mpacts

4.5.2.1 Proposed Action

Vegetation Types

The acres of directly-impacted vegetation are
presented in Table 4.5-1. A total of 4,095 acres
of vegetation would be affected by construction,
and 2,353 acres would be occupied by project
facilities during operation. The largest impacts
would occur in the sagebrush/grass vegetation
type, and more than half of the total acres
affected would bein thistype. About one-fourth
of the impacts would occur in sat desert, and
about one-eighth in pinyon-juniper woodland.
Montane and subalpine communities would not
be directly affected, and only minor amounts of
mountain shrub would be affected. Overal,
congtruction would affect about 2.2 percent of
the vegetation in the Project Area, and
operations facilities would occupy 1.2 percent
of the area. The Project Area would remain
predominantly in natural vegetation, and the
maximum proportion of impact in any vegetation
type would be 2.9 percent (sagebrush-grass).

About 73 acres of riparian/wetland vegetation
would be affected during construction, and 42
acres would be occupied by facilities during
operation, based on the proposed locations of
fecilities. However, riparian areas would be
avoided during final sdlection, design and
permitting of facilities, and actual impacts are
likdy to be substantidly less. Since riparian
areas are mostly small and scattered, wells and
some sections of transportation corridors would
easily be relocated short distances to avoid
direct disturbance. Where disturbance to
riparian areas would not be avoided, the



magnitude of impacts would be reduced by
avoiding wooded and higher qudity shrub
riparian areas, and routing transportation
corridors through more disturbed or lower
qudity habitat. Most of the potentia
riparian/wetland impact area is on private land
adjacent to agricultura fields.

Pinyon-juniper woodlands would have about 470
acres of construction impacts (1.4 percent of
this type in the Project Area), and 275 acres of
operational impacts (0.8 percent). The
approximately 200 acres difference includes
transportation corridors which would be subject
to short-term disturbance. Because of the long
time required to re-establish mature pinyon-
juniper woodlands, impacts to al of these areas
would be long-term, even if young pinyon and
juniper trees re-establish quickly in revegetated
areas. Impacts to pinyon-juniper woodlands
would occur in small blocks at well stes and in
relatively narrow  transportation  corridors
scattered through the Project Area and there
would not be any areas with large-scale
removal of woodlands.

Noxious Weeds

Noxious weeds may invade areas disturbed by
construction, and may spread along the cleared
transportation corridors and along roads. Soil
disturbance may also alow weed seed aready
present to germinate and grow, freed from
competition. Species of greatest concern are
probally Russian knapweed, other knapweed
species, musk thistle and Scotch thistlein upland
areas, and leafy spurge, Canada thistle,
quackgrass, field bindweed, and white top in
agricultural and riparian areas. As described in
Section 3.5, there have been minor problems on
RGC facilities to date, involving small numbers
of musk thistle, but there have been no formal
complaints or actions involving RGC facilities.
Musk thistle would likely be abigger problem on
developments in the western portion of the
Project Areathan where existing RGC facilities
are located (Wise 1996). In addition, the much
larger area of construction disturbance in the
Proposed Action could result in increased
noxious weed problems. Under some
circumstances noxious weeds could be
numerous enough to interfere with revegetation,
or could invade natural vegetation outside the
disturbed area. The spread of noxious weeds
would be considered significant if it resulted in
uncontrolled new infestations of noxious weeds
on areas disturbed by the project or on adjacent
areas.

Several project components would help to
control the spread of noxious weeds, including
revegetation, use of weed-free seed, and use of
weed control measures as necessary. Weed
control might include mechanical methods such
as harrowing or disking, or chemica controls. If
chemical control were used, prior approva
would be obtained from the landowner, and only
chemicals approved for the specific application
would be used.



Under the Utah Noxious Weed Act,
landowners are required to control noxious
weeds on lands under their contral. If thisis not
done, the county weed boards have the
authority to perform control measures at the
expense of RGC, after notification and hearing.
Given the legd requirement for weed control, a
regulatory mechanismthat ensures compliance,
and RGC commitment to monitor and control
noxious weeds, significant impacts from the
spread of noxious weeds would be unlikely.

Revegetation

The proposed project includes reclamation of
disturbed areas, ether immediately after
construction (pipelines) or at the end of the
usesble life of the facility. Disturbed lands
would be revegetated to BLM or landowners
specifications, with the goa of replacing
removed vegetation with new vegetation of
equal or greater forage and watershed values.

Specific seed mixes have been developed by
the BLM for each mgjor vegetation type in the
Price CBM Project Area(Appendix 2F). Grass,
forb, and shrub species were selected which
would provide the greatest chance for
successful long-term establishment of a stable
and diverse community, and based on guidelines
in Interagency Forage and Conservation
Panting Guide for Utah (Utah Interagency
Plant Materials Committee, 1989). Use of
native species in seed mixtures was dictated
based on past success. Species were selected
based on erosion control, forage production,
elevation, soils, vegetation communities and
average precipitation zones. Appendix 2F
presents mixes for salt desert, sagebrush-grass,
pinyon-juniper, mountain brush, riparian, and

disturbed areas. These or similar seed mixtures
would aso be used on UDWR, Utah School
and Indtitutiona Trust Lands, and private lands,
depending on landowner requirements. Fall
seeding would likely have the greatest success
(because of winter moisture) and would be used
where feasible. Seedlings and/or planting would
be repeated as necessary until satisfactory
revegetation is accomplished as determined by
BLM or other landowners. Savage and
replacement of topsoil would aid in revegetation
by preserving and replacing existing seed banks
and by returning to the soil organic meatter
needed for seed establishment. Temporary
erosion controls would be used as needed until
vegetation became established. Appropriate
seedbed preparation would be needed, possibly
including ripping, pitting, or use of mulch to
increase the percentage of soil organic material.

Revegetation would result in impacts if it were
unsuccessful. Removal of vegetation would be
considered dgnificant, if after reclamation,
disturbed areas did not have adequate cover,
diversity and composition to support pre-existing
land uses, including use as wildlife habitat. The
time span for achievement of successful
reclamation would be at least five years in
upland habitats, and two years in agricultural,
riparian and wetland habitats.

As described in the affected environment,
environmental conditions in the Project Area
may make revegetation difficult. They include
low and erratic precipitation especidly in the
sdt desert areas, high erosion potential and/or
sinity in some areas, and likdy use of
revegetation plants by grazing animals.
Revegetation efforts on RGC facilities to date
have reportedly been mostly successful in



1993 to 1995, after poor success in 1992.
Revegetation success would be monitored and
areas re-treated as necessary until success is
achieved.

Revegetation in mule deer winter range
represents a special case. Because mule deer
are browsers, re-establishment of pre-existing
habitat values may not occur within five years,
because shrubs are slower to establish than
grasses and forbs.

4.5.2.2 Alternative A

This dternative would affect about 40 percent
more area than the Proposed Action, atotal of
5,758 acres of vegetation during construction,
and 3585 acres during operation. The
distribution of impacts by vegetation type would
be similar to the Proposed Action - about half of
the total acres affected would be sagebrush-
grass, about 27 percent would be salt desert,
and about 11 percent would be pinyon-juniper.
Montane and subapine communities would not
be directly affected, and only minor amounts of
mountain shrub would be affected. Overal,
construction would affect about 3.1 percent of
the vegetation in the Project Area, and
operations facilities would occupy 1.9 percent
of the area. The Project Area would remain
predominantly in natural vegetation, and the
maximum proportion of impacts in any
vegetation type would be 3.8 percent
(sagebrush-grass).

The acreage of potentia impactsto riparian and
wetland vegetation would be about 50 percent
larger, 100 acres during construction and 63
acres during operation. As with the Proposed
Action, actua impacts would likely be
substantially less because of avoidance of these
areas during find location, design and permitting

of facilities. Most of the potential
riparian/wetland impact area is on private land
adjacent to agricultura fields, and not subject to
BLM authority.

The acreage of impacts to pinyon-juniper
woodlands would be about 40 percent larger
under this aternative than the Proposed Action,
658 acres during construction impacts (2
percent of this type in the Project Area), and
412 acres during operational impacts (1.2
percent). The types of impacts would be the
same as for the Proposed Action.

The types of noxious weeds impacts would be
gmilar to those identified for the Proposed
Action. More lands would be disturbed under
this alternative, and more weed control would
be required. The types of revegetation impacts
and reclamation requirements would aso be the
same as for the Proposed Action.

4.5.2.3 Alternative B1

This dternative would affect about 25 percent
less lands than the Proposed Action, a total of
3,151 acres of vegetation during construction,
and 1,818 acres during operation. Impacts
would primarily occur in the sagebrush-grass
and salt desert vegetation types. Overdl,
construction would affect about 1.7 percent of
the vegetation in the Project Area, and
operations facilities would occupy 1.0 percent
of the area. The Project Area would remain
predominantly in natural vegetation, and the
maximum proportion of impacts to any
vegetation type would be 21 percent
(sagebrush-grass).

The acreage of potential impactsto riparian and
wetland vegetation would be the same as for
the Proposed Action, 73 acres during
congtruction and 42 acres during operation. As
with the Proposed Action, actua impacts would



likdy be substantialy less because of avoidance
of these areas during find location, design and
permitting of facilities. Most of the

potential riparian/wetland impact area is on
private land adjacent to agriculturd fields.

The acreage of impacts to pinyon-juniper
woodlands would be only about half the area
affected by the Proposed Action, 235 acres
during construction and 126 acres during
operation (0.7 and 0.4 percent, respectively of
the area of this type in the Project Areq). The
types of impacts would be the same as for the
Proposed Action.

The types of noxious weeds impacts would be
amilar to those identified for the Proposed
Action. The types of revegetation impacts and
reclamation requirements would aso be the
same as for the Proposed Action.

4.5.2.4 Alternative B2

This dternative would affect dightly more area
than the Proposed Action, atotal of 4,510 acres
of vegetation during construction, and 2,775
acres during operation. Impacts would primarily
occur in the sagebrush-grass and salt desert
vegetation types. Overal, congruction would
affect about 2.4 percent of the vegetation in the
Project Area, and operations facilities would
occupy 1.5 percent of the area. The Project
Area would remain predominantly in natura
vegetation, and the largest proportion of impacts
to any vegetation type would be 3.0 percent
(salt desert), and 2.8 percent (sagebrush-grass).

The acreage of potential impactsto riparian and

wetland vegetation would be 40 to 50 percent
larger than the Proposed Action, 100 acres
during congtruction and 63 acres during
operation. As with the Proposed Action, actual
impacts would likely be subgtantidly less
because of avoidance of these areas during
find location, design and permitting of facilities.
Most of the potentia riparian/wetland impact
area would be on private land adjacent to
agricultura fields.

The acreage of impacts to pinyon-juniper
woodlands would be about 30 percent less than
the Proposed Action, 325 acres during
construction (1.0 percent of this type in the
Proposed Action), and 188 acres during
operation (0.6 percent). The types of impacts
would be the same as for the Proposed Action.

The types of noxious weed impacts would be
smilar to those identified for the Proposed
Action. The types of revegetation impacts and
reclamation requirements would also be the
same as for the Proposed Action.



4.5.2.5 Alternative C1

Alternative C1 would affect about 8 percent
less vegetated lands than the Proposed Action:
about 3,778 acres from congtruction, and 2,170
acres during operation. As with previousy
discussed aternatives, impacts would occur
manly in the sagebrush-grass and salt desert
vegetation types. Congtruction activities would
affect about 2.0 percent of the vegetation in the
Project Area, and operationa facilities would
occupy 1.2 percent of the vegetation. The
Project Area would remain primarily in natural
vegetation, and the largest impacts to any
vegetation type would be 2.6 percent
(sagebrush-grass).

The acreage of potential impactsto riparian and
wetland vegetation would be the same as the
Proposed Action, 73 acres during construction
and 42 acres during operation. Actual impacts
would likely be substantially less because these
areas would be avoided during final location and
permitting of the facilities. Most of the potential
impact area is on private land adjacent to
agricultural areas.

The aea of impacts to pinyon-juniper
woodlands would be about 12 percent less than
with the Proposed Action, 408 acres during
congtruction, and 236 acres during operation.
These represent 1.2 and 0.7 percent,
respectively, of the mapped areas of pinyon-
juniper woodland in the Project Area. Thetypes
of impacts would be the same as described for
the Proposed Action.

The types of noxious weed impacts would be
gmilar to those identified for the Proposed
Action. The types of revegetation impacts and
mitigations would aso be the same as for the
Proposed Action. A dightly smaller areawould
require revegetation after construction of
pipelines and at the closure of the project.

4.5.2.6 Alternative C2

Alternative C2 would affect about 40 percent
more vegetated |ands than the Proposed Action:
about 5,318 acres from construction, and 3,306
acres during operation. As with previousy
discussed alternatives, impacts would occur
mainly in the sagebrush-grass and salt desert
vegetation types. Congtruction activities would
affect about 2.8 percent of the vegetation in the
Project Area, and operationa facilities would
occupy 1.7 percent of the vegetation. The
Project Area would remain primarily in natural
vegetation, and the largest impacts to any
vegetation type would be 34 percent
(sagebrush-grass).

The acreage of potential impactsto riparian and
wetland vegetation would be larger than the
Proposed Action and the same as Alternative
A, 100 acres during construction and 62 acres
during operation. Actua impactswould likely be
substantialy less because these areas would be
avoided during find location and permitting of
the facilities. Most of the potential impact area
is on private land adjacent to agricultural aress.



The aea of impacts to pinyon-juniper
woodlands would be about 20 percent larger
than with the Proposed Action, but smaller than
Alternative A, 560 acres during construction,
and 347 acres during operation. These
represent 1.7 and 1.0 percent, respectively, of
the mapped areas of pinyon-juniper woodland in
the Project Area. The types of impacts would
be the same as described for the Proposed
Action.

The types of noxious weed impacts would be
dmilar to those identified for the Proposed
Action. The types of revegetation impacts and
reclamation requirements would aso be the
same as for the Proposed Action. A larger area
would require revegetation after construction of
pipelines and at the closure of the project.

4.5.2.7 Alternative D

Alternative D would affect about 9 percent less
vegetated lands than the Proposed Action,
about 3,722 acres from construction, and 2,134
acres during operation. Impacts would occur
manly in the sagebrush-grass and salt desert
vegetation types. Congtruction activities would
affect about two percent of the vegetation in
the Project Area, and operationa facilities
would occupy about one percent of the
vegetation. The Project Area would remain
largely in natural vegetation, and the largest
impacts to any vegetation type would be 2.5
percent (sagebrush-grass).

The acreage of potentia impactsto riparian and
wetland vegetation would be smaller than the
Proposed Action, 64 acres during construction
and 37 acres during operation. Actual impacts
would likely be substantially less because these

areas would be avoided during final location and
permitting of facilities. Most of the potential
impact area is on private land adjacent to
agricultural areas.

The aea of impacts to pinyon-juniper
woodlands would be about 13 percent smaller
than the Proposed Action, 408 acres during
construction and 236 acres during operation.
These represent 1.2 and 0.7 percent,
respectively, of the mapped areas of pinyon-
juniper woodland in the Project Area. Thetypes
of impacts would be the same as described for
the Proposed Action.

The types of noxious weed impacts would be
smilar to those identified for the Proposed
Action. The types of revegetation impacts and
reclamation requirements would also be the
same as the Proposed Action. A smaller area
would require revegetation after construction of
pipeline and at the closure of the project.



4.5.2.8 No Action Alternative

This aternative would affect dightly less than
half the area of the Proposed Action, atota of
1,907 acres of vegetation during construction,
and 1,050 acres during operation. Impacts
would primarily occur in the sagebrush-grass,
sdt desert vegetation and agriculture types.
Overdl, construction would affect about 1.0
percent of the vegetation in the Project Area,
and operations facilities would occupy 0.6
percent of the area. The Project Area would
remain predominantly in natural vegetation, and
the largest proportion of impacts to any
vegetation type would be agriculture (1.4
percent).

The acreage of potential impactsto riparian and
wetland vegetation would be less than the
Proposed Action, 57 acres during construction
and 33 acres during operation. As with the
Proposed Action, actual impactswould likely be
substantialy |ess because of avoidance of these
areas during fina location, design and permitting
of facilities. Most of the potential
riparian/wetland impact area is on private land
adjacent to agricultural fields.

The acreage of impacts to pinyon-juniper
woodlands would be less than half the area
affected by the Proposed Action, 171 acres
during construction and 86 acres during
operation (0.5 and 0.3 percent, respectively of
the area of this type in the Project Ared). The
types of impacts would be the same as for the
Proposed Action.

The types of noxious weed impacts would be
smilar to those identified for the Proposed
Action. This dternative would disturb less land
than the Proposed Action. Significant increases
in noxious weeds would be unlikely. The types
of revegetation impacts and reclamation
requirements would also be the same asfor the

Proposed Action.
4.5.3 Impacts Summary

A comparison of the impacts of the Proposed
Action and the seven alternatives is provided in
Table 2.8-2. All of the dternatives, including No
Action, would involve removal or disturbance of
large areas of vegetation. The largest impacts
would occur under Alternative A (5,748 acres
of construction impacts), and the smallest would
be No Action (1,907 acres). Impacts would be
scattered through the Project Area, and would
not be concentrated in any one area or
vegetation type. The proportion of vegetation
affected would range from about one to three
percent for the various alternatives. The Project
Area would remain predominantly in natura
vegetation.

The digtribution of impacts among vegetation
types would be generdly smilar among dl
aternatives. The vegetation types with the
largest proportions affectedin most aternatives
would be sagebrush-grass and salt desert, up to
3.8 percent in Alternative A. The area of
affected riparian and wetland vegetation has
been estimated at 57 to 100

acres under the various aternatives, but ismost
likdy an over-estimate because these areas
would be avoided during find gting of facilities.
Between 171 and 658 acres of pinyon-juniper
woodland would be affected under the various
dternatives, in scattered areas, and would have
long-term impacts.

All affected areas would be revegetated either
immediately following construction, or at the
end of the economic life of afacility. All of the
alternatives include areas where revegetation
may be difficult; and repeated reclamation



efforts may be required to ensure adequate
revegetation. The aternatives differ mainly in
the extent of surface disturbance which would
require reclamation. The Proposed Action and
Alternative A would include habitat
enhancement of relatively large areas, to make
up for losses of browse production in critical
mule deer winter range.

A number of noxious weeds could invade the
Project Area. Although noxious weeds have not
been a major concernon RGC facilities to date,
they may become a bigger problem if the area
of disturbance greatly increases. Existing
regulatory mechanisms are adequate, but would
only work with proper monitoring of disturbed
areas associated with the project. RGC's
commitment to train its personne in weed
identification would help to provide monitoring,
if fully implemented.

454 Mitigation

Exiding environmental protection measures
would be generdly adequate. The following
additional mitigations are recommended.

l. RGC should consider an agreement
with the county weed control agencies
to perform weed monitoring and control
on project facilities, since the counties
have certified personnel to monitor and
spray.

. Locations, procedures, responsi-
bilites, and funding for habitat
enhancement projects would be
developed in coordination with BLM
and UDWR prior to disturbance of
mule deer or elk critical winter range.

[1. I mpacts to pinyon-juniper woodland
should be assessed on a case-by-case
basis during fina design, and minor
relocations of facilities made where
appropriate to reduce cutting of trees.

4.5.5 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Short and long-term removal and disturbance to
vegetation would occur under al aternatives
and cannot be avoided, dthough the area
affected would be reduced under some
alternatives. Permanent reductions in the area
of natural vegetation communities would only
occur if project roads are maintained by
landowners at the end of the project.

4.6 WETLANDS
4.6.1 Introduction

Potential impacts to wetlands include filling,
excavating, clearing and grading, and drainage.
These impacts may reduce the area and the
functional value of affected wetlands. Short-
term impacts may result from construction of
pipdines across wetlands, and long-term
impacts may be caused by placement of
permanent facilities such as well pads or roads
in wetlands. Long-term impacts including
changes in wetland area or function could also
result from improper construction techniques
such as placement of culverts and backfill.

Impacts to wetlands are subject to the
provisions of Section 404 of the Clean Water
Act, and any project feature affecting wetlands
would require a permit. Project facilities would
most likely be authorized under nationwide
permits, including Nationwide Permit No. 12
(utility lines) for pipelines and transmission lines,



and Nationwide Permit No. 14 (road crossings).
They might aso be covered by Nationwide
Permit No. 26 (headwaters and isolated
wetlands discharges). Nationwide permits are
subject to various conditions and notification
requirements designed to minimize impacts. For
example, No. 12 requires backfilling of the
surface of the trench with topsoil removed from
the trench, removal of excess material from the
wetland immediately after construction, and
immediate stabilization of exposed dopes and
streambanks. Nationwide permit No. 14 only
gpplies to fills of less than 200 linear feet of
roadway, and filled areas of less than 1/3 acre.
Both Nationwide Permits Nos. 14 and 26
require a pre-discharge notification to the COE,
including delineation of affected wetland aress.
Project features which could not meet the
requirements of the appropriate nationwide
permits would either have to be redesigned to
meet requirements and reduce impacts, or go
through an individua Section 404 permit
process.

Several of the environmental protection
measures described in Section 2.2.5 apply to
wetlands, including RGC 7 (reclamation), RGC
8 and 9 (noxious weeds), BLM 1 (siting,
including avoidance of wetlands and riparian),
BLM 4-5 (avoidance of streams and springs),
BLM 6-7 (minimization of disturbance), BLM
8-23 (reclamation and erosion control), BLM 24
(control of wildfire), and BLM 36 (minimization
of impacts in wetlands and riparian aress).
Reguirements for seeding and planting in
disturbed wetland and riparian areas on BLM
land are provided in Appendix 2F.

Application of these mitigations and of the
Section 404 permit conditions would minimize
encroachment on wetlands and would help
ensure that areas of temporary construction
disturbance are adequately restored.

4.6.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts

4.6.2.1 Proposed Action

Specific project impacts on wetlands cannot be
accurately assessed prior to wetland delineation,
gpplication of environmental protection measure
BLM 1, minimizing of encroachment on
wetlands (and similar on-site protections on
other lands), and initiation of the Section 404
permitting process. This anaysis therefore
focuses on potentia areas of impact: those
areas mapped as riparian on federa lands by
the BLM, and areas mapped as riparian/
wetland in Plate 16. These two sources were
mapped by different techniques, and acresfrom
them cannot be directly compared (See Section
3.5). In addition, both sources do not separate
wetlands and riparian areas. The ecological
differences and similarities between wetland
and riparian areas are described in Section
3.5.2. Impacts to wetlands are regulated under
the Clean Water Act, and riparian areas (both
wetland and non-wetland riparian) are protected
under BLM management policies. This section
is focused on wetland impacts; areas of riparian
and wetland/riparian are presented only as a
measure of potential wetland impacts.

On BLM lands, areas mapped as riparian
include 4.7 acres of construction impacts and
2.6 acres of operational impacts. About 0.5
acres are at proposed wells, and the remainder
is transportation corridors. Riparian types

include cottonwood, tamarisk, and perennial and
annual forbs and grasses. In the entire Project
Area, areas mapped as riparian/ wetland
occupy 73 acres of the proposed construction
area, and 42 acres of proposed operations area
(Table 4.5-1). These represent, respectively, 1.4
and 0.8 percent of the area mapped as riparian



and wetlands vegetation. Wetlands probably
occupy a portion of these areas, but the exact
locations and acres are not available.

Areas of potentia impactinclude both proposed
wells (about 16.6 acres) and transportation
corridors (resource roads). Since wetlands are
smdl and scattered, well sites could easily be
relocated short distances to avoid impacts, if
wetlands are present at the proposed locations.
Some sections of transportation corridors
crossing riparian/ wetland areas may also be
able to be relocated, but avoidance may not be
possible at crossings. Both short and long-term
impacts may occur at crossings.

Where construction in wetlands could not be
avoided, activities would be subject to Section
404 permit requirements and conditions, and to
project dtipulations covering construction
methods and restoration of affected wetlands.
Assuming compliance with the Clean Water
Act, wetland impacts would be mostly short-
term and within dlowable limits. If the amount
of wetlands affected exceeds limits set by the
COE, compensatory wetland creation could be
required. Impacts to wetlands would be
considered significant if they were unauthorized,
or if they werein violation of permit conditions.

4.6.2.2 Alternative A

The types of impacts and mitigations would be
smilar to the Proposed Action, but the area of
potential impact would be larger. On BLM
lands, areas mapped as riparian include 6.3
acres of construction impacts and 3.4 acres of
operational impacts. About 0.5 acres are at
proposed wells, and the remainder is
transportation corridors. Riparian types include
cottonwood, tamarisk, and perennia and annual
forbs and grasses. In the entire Proposed
Action, areas mapped as riparian/ wetland
occupy 100 acres of the proposed construction
area, and 63 acres of the proposed operations
area. These represent, respectively, 2.0and 1.3
percent of the area mapped as riparian and
wetland vegetation in the Project Area. Wells
would provide 30.7 acres of these potentia
impacts.



4.6.2.3 Alternative B1

The types of impacts and mitigationswould also
be smilar to the Proposed Action, and the area
of potentia impact would be similar. On BLM
lands, areas mapped as riparian include 4 acres
of construction impacts and 2 acres of
operational impacts. Nearly dl of thisareaisin
trangportation corridors. Riparian types include
cottonwood, tamarisk, and perennia and annual
forbs and grasses. In the entire Project Area,
impacts to areas mapped as riparian/wetland
would be the same as the Proposed Action: 73
acres of the proposed construction area, and 42
acres of the proposed operations area,
representing 1.4 and 0.8 percent of the mapped
area. Wedlls would provide 16.6 acres of these
potential impacts.

4.6.2.4 Alternative B2

The types of impacts and mitigations would be
smilar to the Proposed Action, but the area of
potential impact would be greater. On BLM
lands, areas mapped as riparian include 5.5
acres of construction impacts and 2.8 acres of
operational impacts. Nearly al of this area
would be affected by transportation corridors.
Riparian types include cottonwood, tamarisk,

and perennial and annua forbs and grasses. In
the entire Project Area, areas mapped as
riparian/wetland occupy 100 acres of the
proposed construction area, and 63 acres of the
proposed operations area. These represent,
respectively, 1.9 and 1.2 percent of the area
mapped as riparian and wetland vegetation in
the Project Area. Wells would provide 30.7
acres of these potential impacts.

The types of impacts and mitigations would be
similar to the Proposed Action, and the area of
potential impact would be similar. On BLM

4.6.2.5 Alternative C1

lands, areas mapped as riparian include 4.4
acres of construction impacts and 2.4 acres of
operational impacts. About 0.5 acres are at



proposed wdls, and the remainder is in
transportation corridors. In the entire Project
Area, impacts to areas mapped as
riparian/wetland would be the same as for the
Proposed Action: 73 acres of the proposed
construction area, and 42 acres of the proposed
operations area, representing 1.4 and 0.8
percent of the mapped area. Wells would
provide 16.6 acres of these potential impacts.

4.6.2.6 Alternative C2

The types of impacts and mitigations would be
smilar to the Proposed Action, but the area of
potential impact would be larger. On BLM
lands, areas mapped as riparian include 5.8
acres of construction impacts and 3.2 acres of
operational impacts. About 0.5 acres are at
proposed wels, and the remainder is in
transportation corridors. In the entire Project
Area, impacts to areas mapped as
riparian/wetland would be 100 acres of the
proposed construction area, and 63 acres of the
proposed operations area, representing 1.9 and
1.2 percent of the mapped area. Wdlls provide
31 acres of these potential impacts.

4.6.2.7 Alternative D

The types of impacts and mitigations would be
smilar to the Proposed Action, but the area of
potential affects would be reduced. On BLM
lands, areas mapped as riparian include 4.4
acres of construction impacts and 2.4 acres of
operational impacts. About 0.5 acres are at
proposed wells, and the remainder are in
transportation corridors. In the entire Project
Area, impacts to areas mapped as
riparian/wetland would be reduced to 64 acres
for construction, and to 37 acres for operation.
These represent 1.2 and 0.7 percent of the
mapped area. Proposed wells would provide 14
acres of these potential impacts.

4.6.2.8 No Action

The types of impacts and mitigations would be
smilar to the Proposed Action, but the area of
potential impact would be less. On BLM lands,
areas mapped as riparian include 0.7 acres of
congtruction impacts and 0.4 acres of
operational impacts. All impacts would be from
trangportation corridors. The only riparian type
affected would be cottonwood.

In the entire Project Area, areas mapped as
riparian/wetland occupy 57 acres of the
proposed construction area, and 33 acres of the
proposed operations area. These represent,
respectively, 1.2 and 0.7 percent of the area
mapped as riparian and wetland vegetation in
the Project Area. Wells would provide 13.0
acres of these potential impacts.



4.6.3 Impacts Summary

A comparison of the impacts of the Proposed
Action and the seven dternativesis provided in
Table 2.8-2. All of the alternatives have the
potential to adversely affect wetland area and
functions. The area of potentia effect is
greatest for AlternativesA, B2, and C2; lessfor
the Proposed Action and Alternatives B1, C1,
and D (about 65 to 70 percent of Alternative
A); and least for No Action (about 50 percent
of Alternative A). Although the actua extent of
impacts cannot be determined now, the
probable extent of adverse effects are likely to
be roughly proportiona to the potential area of
effect. More miles of transportation corridors
are likely to result in more wetlands that cannot
be avoided. However, dl dternatives would be
subject to the same permitting and mitigation
requirements, ensuring that impacts would be
acceptable under the provisions of the Clean
Water Act.

4.6.4 Mitigation

Environmental protection measures applicable
to wetlands have been presented above. They
include permitting and compliance requirements
under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, and
some project wide-mitigations and BLM
dipulations. No additiona mitigations are
required. Mitigation requirements under the
Clean Water Act would depend on the nature
of the impact and the characteristic of the
affected aquatic resource.

4.6.5 Unavoidable Adverse I mpacts

Unavoidable reductions of wetland area and
functions may occur at transportation crossings.
Short-term adverse effects could occur from
pipeine construction, and long-term adverse
effects from road construction and operation.
The extent of losses cannot be quantified with
exiging information. However, dl activities in
wetlands will be subject to the provisons of
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, and
impacts will be consstent with COE
implementation of Section 404.

4.7 WILDLIFE
4.7.1 Introduction

This section is organized to describe:

l. The specific phases of gas field
development (construction, operation,
and abandonment/reclamation) that
may affect wildlife, and environmental
protection measures designed to
minimize impacts

. The direct and indirect impacts for
big game, raptors, and species of
managemernt concern, to serve as the
basis for analysis of impacts of eachof
the aternatives

[1. Actual impacts by aternative for
the major species present in the Project
Area

The Price CBM Project would occur in severad
phases, which would have different effects on
wildlife based on the type and extent of activity:



Construction

This phase includes pre-construction permitting
and sting of facilities, construction of well pads,
pipelines, eectrica utilities, produced water
disposal facilities, and compressor Stations;
construction or improvement of access roads;
and drilling and completion of gas wells. These
activitieswould require numerous personnel and
equipment. They would occur over a period of
several months in any single year, and would
take 6 to 10 years to complete for al of the

proposed facilities.

In genera, construction activities would be
clustered in specific geographic areas in any

one year (Plate 3), and would not be dispersed
throughout the Project Area. About 40 percent
of the area disturbed by construction would be
reclaimed within the same year (areas used for
pipeine and electrical powerline construction).
The remainder of the area disturbed during
construction would be occupied by aboveground
facilities for the life of the project.

Operation

Wedls would operate for approximately 20
years. During this period, human activity would
be less than during construction but would
continue throughout the year. The primary
activitieswhich may have the greatest effect on
wildlife would be human activity during the
winter associated with regular visits to well
pads, facility maintenance, road maintenance
and snow removal, and increased use of the
area by the public. Gas production, treatment
and collection, compression, and produced
water disposal would involve minima personnel
in the field except at compressor stations and
water disposal facilities.

Abandonment and Reclamation

At the end of the operational life of each well,
RGC would remove its facilities, and reclaim
well sites and access roads. Access roads
would be left in place if requested by the
landowner. These activities would involve a
short-termincreasein people and vehiclesin the
Project Area. Abandonment and reclamation
activities would require approximately three
days per well and four days per mile of access
road, for a crew of 4 people.

A number of environmental protection
measures are required by law or by agency
regulation, or committed to by RGC (Section
2.2.5). Measures specifically developed for
protection of wildlifeinclude RGC 10, RGC 11,
RGC 12, RGC 14, RGC 15, and RGC 16, and
BLM 37, BLM 38, BLM 39, and BLM 40. In
addition, environmental protection measures
governing placement of facilities, reclamation,
and other activities would also serve to reduce



impacts to wildlife.

Two major environmental protection measures
areincluded in the description of the Proposed
Action (Section 2.2): restriction of construction
on federa land within one-half mile of a raptor
nest classified as occupied within a three year
period, and development of gates on access
roads, which would be closed in winter to limit
disturbance to wintering big game.

4.7.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts

The following genera discussion of the direct
and indirect impacts of CBM development on
big game, raptors, and other species of
management concern is intended to lay the
foundation for the discussion of impacts for the
Proposed Action and aternatives.

Big Game

Big game species present in the Project Area
include mule deer, ek, pronghorn antelope,
moose, black bear and mountain lion. Direct and
indirect effects on big game species would
occur during each project phase, but the
magnitude of effects would vary depending on
the type of activities, the species affected, and
the seasona sensitivity of the species and its
habitat.

During the construction phase, the most
important direct impact would be habitat 1oss
due to congtruction of facilities. About 40
percent of the disturbed area would be
reclamed immediately, athough revegetation
may require several years. The other 60
percent of the affected area would be occupied
by well pads, roads and other facilities, and
would represent along-term habitat loss. These
losses would be partially replaced by habitat
enhancement projects required by BLM for
direct impacts on federa lands. Similar

requirements may be applied on UDWR lands.
No habitat enhancement projects would be on
State Trust or private lands. These areas
represent 38 to 70 percent of the surface
disturbed areas of the seven aternatives.

Indirect impacts due to displacement would also
occur during construction, and would adversely
affect wildlife resident in the area during the
construction period. Wintering big game would
be unlikely to be affected because most (or al)
of the construction would occur during the
summer and fall, when wintering big game are
not present in the Project Area.

During the operation phase, direct impacts from
removal of habitat would continue, offset to
some extent by enhancement of other habitat.
In addition, because of the greatly increased
network of roads and increased RGC and public
use of the road network, there would be
increased mortdity and injury from big game
calisions with vehicles and from legd and
illegal hunting. However, the most important
impacts during operation would be the indirect
effects from displacement and harassment of
big game on critical and high value habitat
during the critical season. This is described
more fully below.

The abandonment phase would primarily have
postive direct impacts, by remova and
reclamation of facilities. Indirectimpactswould
be smilar, but of lesser magnitude, to the
construction phase.

The greatest impact to big gamewould likely be
disturbance caused by increased human activity,
equipment operation, vehicle traffic and noise.
In this case habitat would not be physically
altered in any way but affected by the presence
of these activities. Big game animals would
avoid or move away from these types of
disurbance to other habitat areas. This



avoidance is referred to as displacement and
would result in underuse of habitat near the
disturbance. The impact would be that the value
of the habitat near the disturbance would be
decreased and would not support the same level
of big game use as long as the disturbance
remained. Another impact associated with this
avoidance or displacement would be dteration
of natura didribution patterns, resulting in
increased or concentrated use of other habitat
areas including areas on Manti La Sal National
Forest and private lands. This would lead to
overuse and degradation of habitats where big
game are concentrated.

Displacement or loss of habitat value for big
game has been documented by numerous
researchers (Lyon 1985, Ward 1976, Ward et
d. 1980, Rogt and Bailey 1979). These
researchers found that disturbance associated
with human presence and traffic on roads
reduces the use of habitat by big game adjacent
to the activity. The distance big game move
away from these activities ranges from 200
meters for deer to well over 800 metersfor elk.
The actua distance big game move to avoid
vehide traffic and other human disturbance is
influenced by topography, presence of
vegetation that may screen the disturbance and
intensty of the disturbance. Avoidance is
greatest along more heavily traveled secondary
or dirt roads (Rost and Bailey 1979, Perry and
Ovely 1976). Other factors affecting road
avoidance by big game include dower traffic
speed, vehicles that stop, and traffic with
associated out-of-vehicle activity. All of these
factors are known to increase the distance big
game move away and are typica of traffic
associated with gas field activity.

Most species of big game are known to adapt to
human related disturbances to some degree or
another. For example, deer and pronghorn
would adapt to heavy traffic associated with
paved roads and characterized as constant
speed with no-out-of-vehicle human activity
(Ward et a. 1980, Ward 1976, Richardson
1992). Severd factors influence the likelihood
of big game populations to adapt to human
related disturbances. Non-migratory and non-
hunted populations of big game are more likely
to adapt than migratory or hunted populations.
Mule deer and ek populations in the CBM
Project Area are migratory and are hunted
immediately prior to their arrival on winter
range in the Project Area. Based on these
factors specific to the Project Area, big game
are not expected to readily adapt to the human
related disturbances associated with the gas
field operation.

Displacement resultsin underuse of habitat near
disturbances (loss of habitat value),
overcrovding on the remaning habitat,
increased competition for space with other
species, areas of overuse, and decreased
physical condition of the population. Other
effects of increased stress and harassment may
include a reduction in reproduction rates, and
increase in winter mortality due to increased
energy use. Increased expenditures of energy
could be particularly significant during severe
winter conditions when mortality of fawns is
high due to natural conditions. Displacement
effects would result in reductions in carrying
capacity; dthough the physica habitat would
dill be present, the animals would use it to a
much lesser extent than before the disturbance.
Loss of carrying capacity may in turn result in
long-term reductions in big game populations,



epecidly if adternative habitat areas are
unavailable or aready occupied. Displacement
is of greatest concern in areas which have been
recognized as critical habitat, areas essential for
the maintenance of the loca populations.
Displacement effects combined with increased
direct mortaity from vehicle collisons, and lega
and illegd harvest could result in unit-wide
reductions in populations.

The magnitude of displacement and actual
reduced habitat value would vary depending on
road use, traffic levels, topography, vegetative
cover and dope. The andysis of displacement
areas for big game follows a two-step
approach, as described in Appendix 4B. This
involves (1) mapping of displacement zones, and
(2) assessment of effects on habitat value
based on expected levels of human activity. The
anaysis of indirectimpacts used aone-hdf mile
displacement distance for ek, and one-eighth
mile for mule deer. These represent average
displacement distances, and animals may occur
within these buffer zones where levels of
human activity are low or when sufficient cover
is present. Similarly, animals would be displaced
a distances wider than the buffer zones where
levels of human activity are high and cover is
not available. Average use of habitat is
expected to increase gradually with distance
from roads and facilities. The zones of reduced
use along the roads would partialy fragment the
habitat but would not present a complete barrier
to movement, such as would occur from a
housing development or reservair.

Raptors

Raptors nesting in or near the Project Area
include golden eagle, Cooper's hawk, red-tailed
hawk, ferruginous hawk, prarie facon,
peregrine falcon, American kestrel, Great
horned owl, and burrowing owl.

During the construction phase, disturbance and
stress associated with human activity in the
vicinity of a raptor nest would cause indirect
impacts, including nest abandonment or loss of
young. Senditivity varies by type of disturbance
and species, for example, breeding ferruginous
hawk are considered to be very sengtive, while
red-tailled hawks are much less sengtive.
Nesting birds would be more sengtive to
disturbance in the line of sight from anest (e.g.,
below a cliff nest) than to activities not in the
line of sight.

The direct impact (destruction of active raptor
nests or disturbance to nests resulting in
disruption of the nesting cycle or mortdlity of
young) isillegal under federal law and should
not occur under any alternative. Therewould be
no aboveground electrica transmission lines
associated with the project, so eectrocutions
and power line collisons are not an issue.

The raptor prey base would be reduced by
construction  activities. Small mammal
populations would be affected most, because of
their limited mobility. Some animas would be
destroyed during the construction phase, or
displaced from their preferred habitat. Animals
displaced due to physica habitat loss would be
subject to a greatly increased chance of
predation and would likely not survive.

Impacts during operation are likely to be less
adverse. Raptors will adapt to human activities
in varying degrees, and may even build nests
near frequent non-threatening human activity,



such as aroad.

The abandonment and reclamation phase would
have positive effects, from reduction of human
activity.

Four environmental protection measures would
help to limit indirect effects on nesting raptors.
Environmental protection measure BLM 40
restricts well construction on federa land within
one-haf mile of any raptor nest active within
the previous three years, unless site-specific
evaluations indicate that there would be no
adverse effects. Road and pipeline construction
may occur after the seasonal closure.
Protective windows established by BLM
(USDI, BLM 1984a) for the raptor speciesin
the Project Areainclude:

l. Golden eagle - February 1 to June

15

. Cooper’s hawk - April 15 to July
15

I1. Red-tailed hawk - February 15 to
June 15

V. Ferruginous hawk - March 15 to
June 15

V. Prairie falcon - March 15 to June
15

VI. American kestrel - April 15 to July
15

VII.  Great horned owl - January 15 to
May 1

VIII.  Burrowing owl - April 15to July 15

Raptor nest locations on federa lands would be
identified during annua raptor nest surveys

(environmental protection measure BLMA41).
Annual monitoring would not be required on
other lands, except potentially on UDWR lands.

For other, non-federal lands, RGC has
committed to RGC 14, a seasond (nesting

season) limit on condtruction within one-half of
rgptor nests, unless not warranted by ste
conditions or regulation. This protection
measure may not be effective without annual
monitoring to identify nesting activity. In
addition, UDOGM includes on its drilling
permits a stipulation providing for seasonal
(February 15 to July 15) restriction on drilling
within one-half mile of nesting raptors, when
requested by UDWR. RGC 14 and UDOGM
protection measures do not prevent disturbance
of raptor nesting activity associated with field
production activity. Under these protection
measures, field production facilities could be
located next to nest sites which could lead to
mortality of young during the subsequent nesting
season or abandonment of the nest site.

During the construction phase of the Price
CBM Project, construction would normally not
occur within one-haf mile of active raptor nests
during the active season, on both federal and
non-federal lands. Exceptions would include
nests where federa and/or state wildlife
biologigts have concluded a less restrictive
measure would provide equivaent protection.
On federd lands, wels would not be
constructed within 0.5 miles of nest sites that
have been documented as occupied within the
previous three years. On non-federal lands,
wells could be constructed after the end of the



seasona window, and those wells and the
associated human activity would potentialy
displace breeding pairs to dternative nesting
sites upon their return to the nesting territory in
the following yesar.

During operation, adverse impacts are not likely
to occur for nest sites on federal lands due to
environmental protection measures BLM40 and
BLM41. However, adverse impacts may occur
to nesting raptors on non-federal lands. RGC 14
and UDOGM protection do not preclude
construction of facilitiesimmediately adjacent to
rgptor nest sSites. Human presence and
associated field maintenance operations in the
nesting season could cause mortdity of youngin
the nest and/or abandonment of the nest site.
Nesting raptorsthat are affected may be forced
to construct or select other nest sites in areas
with lower prey bases which may not be
capable of supporting nesting pairs of raptors.
Some raptors may be injured or killed in
collisons with vehicles. The increased road
network would provide much more public
access, and illegal shooting could cause some
losses of raptors. Minor losses of habitat for
prey populations would be offset to some extent
by increased security cover from culverts,
cattleguards, and other developments. Impacts
associated with abandonment and reclamation
would be minor.

Other Species of Management Concern

Impacts to other species of management
concern are discussed under the Proposed
Action (Section 4.7.2.1). Those include sage
grouse and other upland game, song birds, and
reptiles and amphibians.

4.7.2.1 Proposed Action

The Proposed Action would involve the
congtruction of 601 wells, 350 miles of existing
roads, and various other facilities over a six to
ten year period. Direct (actual habitat loss) and
indirect (displacement) impacts are summarized
below.

Mule Deer

Construction. A summary of the direct effects
on habitat is presented in Table 4.7-1, for the
Proposed Action and each of the other
aternatives. Construction of the wellpads,
roads, pipelines and other facilities would
involve disturbance or remova of existing
vegetation within important mule deer habitats.
This would include 1,341 acres of impact in
mule deer critical winter range (2.5 percent of
this habitat within the Project Area), and 1,191
acres of impact in mule deer high value winter
range (2.3 percent). There would be no impacts
to critical summer habitat. There would belarge
areas dafected within limited vaue yearlong
habitat, but impacts to this habitat is of low
significance compared to other habitat types.
Acres of impacts are provided in the tables, but
are not discussed further in the text.

Although presented as one number in Table 4.7-
1, construction impacts would be spread over 6
to 10 years, and construction within mule deer
critical or high value winter habitat would
probably occur in about two-thirds of the
construction years. During the remaining years,
it would be occurring in other portions of the
Project Area. Within each year, about 40
percent of the area disturbed would be
revegetated, and the remainder would be
occupied by various fecilities for the life of the
project. The project-long total of areas occupied
by operationa facilities would be 754 acres in
mule deer critical winter range (1.4 percent of



avalable habitat in the Project Area), and 712
acres in high value winter range (dso 1.4
percent).

Environmenta protection measure BLM 38
requires that areas affected by construction on
BLM land be mitigated by upgrading of
adjacent habitat to allow for increased use by
wildife in order to maintain the same carrying
capacity for the overall habitat. Actual habitat
enhancement projects would be identified from
those described in the wildlife mitigation plan
(Appendix 4C). Of the 1,341 acres of direct
impact in mule deer critica winter range, 889
acreswould be on federd lands, and would be
compensated for by this environmenta
protection measure. This represents about 66
percent of the total area of critical winter range
affected by construction. These habitat
improvement projects would be subject to
environmental review and compliance
requirements, such as NEPA and cultural
resource clearances.

Impacts to high vaue habitat would aso be
sgnificant unless mitigated. BLM has
developed a new mitigation as a result of the
EIS process, which states: “Where disturbance
exceeds 10 acresin ek or mule deer high value
winter range, an equivalent acreage of adjacent
habitat will be upgraded to accommodate
increased use, and is to be completed
commensurate with surface disturbing activity.”
Of the 1,191 acres of direct impact on mule
deer high value winter range, 690 acres (58
percent) is on federa lands and would be
compensated for by this mitigation.

Areas of direct effect on non-federal lands (452
acres of critica winter range and 501 acres of

high value winter habitat) would not be
compensated, except potentialy on UDWR
lands. Impacts to non-federal lands represent
0.9 percent of the winter range in the herd unit
and are considered significant.

Indirect (displacement) effects of construction
on mule deer would likely be minor, because
little construction would occur during critical
wintering seasons. On BLM lands,
environmenta protection measure 37 requires
that drilling and development only be done from
May 16 to October 31 in winter range. It is
RGC' sintent to be completed with construction
by the end of October at higher elevations. As
aworst case, construction in those areas might
extend to mid-December. For non-federal lands,
UDOGM includes seasonal restrictions as a
dipulation on their permits to drill when
requested by UDWR,; these stipulations state
that construction should be restricted from
December 1 to April 15.

Increases in mortaity from collisons and
increased lega and illegd hunting would be
minor during construction, because few mule
deer would be present in the Project Area
during the seasona construction window.

Operation. The operationa period would last
about 20 years for any one well. During this
period, the facilities in place would continue to
occupy mule deer criticd and high value winter
range. The project-long total of areas occupied
by operationa facilities would be 754 acres in
mule deer critical winter range (1.4 percent of
available habitat in the Project Area), and 712
acres in high vaue winter range (dso 1.4
percent). Thisloss of habitat would be offset by
increases in carrying capacity resulting from



habitat improvement programs (see above), but
there would be no large undisturbed blocks of
land available within the Project Area.

Wintering mule deer would be subject to
disturbance, stress, and displacement where key
wintering habitats overlap with project facilities.
At full operation (years 10 to 20), 205
production wells, 3injection wells, 3 evaporation
ponds, and one compressor station would be
located in criticad winter range;, and 162
production wells, 1 injection well, 3 compressor
sations and 1 evaporation pond would be
locatedin high value winter range. In addition to
existing paved roads, there would be 112 miles
of roads servicing gas field facilities in critica
winter habitat, and 98 miles of roads in high
value winter habitat. Some of these roads are
currently existing but would be upgraded, and
others would be new. Well field maintenance
personnel would visit each well approximately
once every three days, and roads would be kept
clear of snow. Theroad network would be open
to the public year-round except where gates
were closed in winter, and is assumed to result
in higher public use of the area.

Displacement of mule deer from project
facilities was analyzed using a distance of 200
meters. This distance was selected as an
average among ranges of displacement distance
reported in the scientific literature (Ward et d.
1980, Rost and Bailey 1979), and was
suggested by the UDWR (Moretti 1995).
Reduced mule deer use has been reported up to
one-quarter mile from roads (Woodward-Clyde
1995b), and one-eighth mile is commonly used
for management and impact analysis. Because
wells, compressors, and other facilitieswould al
be adjacent to roads, displacement of mule deer
from these facilities is assumed to fal within the
200 meter buffer. The total area of
displacement would be 17,367 acres (32 percent

of available habitat in the Project Area) in
critical winter range; and 15,829 acres (31
percent) in high value winter range.

Winter road closure is included as part of the
Proposed Action in order to reduce impacts to
wintering big game. Where road closures could
be implemented, habitat vaue within the
displacement area would be increased, because
of reductions in traffic volume and human
presence. Although mule deer would be subject
to the same displacement distance as in non-
closed areas, they would have a reduced
frequency of disturbance. Methods of
estimating habitat value, including beneficia
results of road closures, are presented in
Appendix 4B. With closure of selected roads
during winter, there would be 10,280 acres of
reduced habitat value in critical winter range
(19.1 percent of available habitat in the Project
Area), and 11,135 acres of reduced habitat
vaue in high value winter range (21.5 percent)
(Table 4.7-2).

Reductions in habitat value would be likely to
leadto reductionsin loca and management unit-
wide mule deer populations. All of the proposed
RGC facilities in critical and high vaue winter
range would be located within the Northeast
Manti herd unit. The critica and high value
winter habitat within the Project Area
represents about 71 percent of the 148,000
acres of winter range within this unit, including
nearly al of its critical winter range. Critica
winter range by definition is typically the range
most limiting to the survival of amule deer herd.
This is true for the Northeast herd unit as this
herd unit has ample summer range and very
limited winter range. Because critical winter
range is the limiting factor for the herd, effects
to or losses of criticad winter range directly
affect population carrying capacity of the herd.
This effect to population carrying capacity is



assumed to be proportionate to the affected
habitat. Based on this analysis, the mule deer
carrying capacity in the Project Area would be
reduced by 19 percent. Since about 95% of the
critical winter range in the Northeast Manti
herd lies within the Project Area (Bates 19964),
an 18 percent reduction in the carrying capacity
of the Northeast Herd unit would be expected.
This would mean that the target winter
population for the Northeast herd unit would be
reduced by 2,520 deer or from 14,000 to 11,480
(Table 4.7-3). Thetarget buck harvest would be
reduced by 252 bucks from 1400 to 1148.
Although summer range would not be affected
by the Proposed Action, populations of mule
deer on summer ranges would also be reduced
to the same degree. The mule deer population is
currently much lower than the target, and the
project therefore may not cause direct mortality
of exigting deer, but would limit future rebounds

in population.

Displacement and population impacts can be
reduced by implementing mitigations which
reduce conflicting uses, such as acquisition of
habitat or changes in livestock management to
alocate more grazing to wildlife. Determining
appropriate and reasonable mitigation to address
impacts of disturbance/displacement on 21,415
acres of winter range is very difficult.
However, BLM has developed and
implemented a mitigation standard for this type
of impact in al previous CBM gas field
development with smilar habitat values within
the Price River Resource Area. In the previous
two CBM developments, mutual agreement
was reached between BLM, CBM company
officids and UDWR that a one time payment of
$750 per well (regardless of surface or mineral
ownership) be made into an account established

specificdly for this purpose. This was
considered reasonable to address
disturbance/displacement impact to mule deer,
ek, black bear and mountain lion in smilar
habitats. These agreements were reached in
1993 and 1996.

A BLM mitigation measure developed for this
project (Appendix 4C) requires:. “ The proponent
ghdl participate in a Wildlife Habitat Impact
Mitigation Program similar to that devel oped for
the Castlegate Coalbed Methane EIS and for
the Helper Coalbed Methane Field.
Participation shal involve entering into a
cooperative agreement and providing a
monetary contribution on a per well basisinto a
dedicated account managed by BLM and the
Utah Divison of Wildlife Resources” This
mitigation would involve a one-time payment of
$750 (1996 dollars) per well, both on federa
and non-federd lands. Funds accumulated in
this mitigation account would then be used to
effect a change in surface management that
would directly benefit big game, mountain lion,
and black bear. Application of this mitigation
would reduce the magnitude of indirect impacts
to deer, but would not eiminate them.

Increased mortality would aso be likely to
occur during project operation, due to vehicle
callisons, legd and illegd hunting, and
harassment of mule deer. These would al be
likely to increase because of the greatly
expanded network of roads within critical and
high value winter range, and because roads
would be kept open (free of snow) during the
winter. Both of these factors may lead to
greatly expanded traffic volumes, but the
magnitude of adverse effects on mule deer are
difficult to predict.



The potentia for collisons would be greatest
during the winter months when big game is
concentrated at lower elevations and days are
short, and a night when visibility is reduced.
The magnitude of impacts depends on traffic
volume, vehicle speed, habitat openness and
vighility, and driver awareness. The design
speeds for the various road types are relatively
low and may help to reduce the potential for
collisons: 25 mph for collector roads, 20 mph
for local roads, and 15 mph for resource roads.
RGC would require its employees and
contractors to maintain these speed limits
(environmental protection measure RGC 12).
This requirement may be difficult to enforce in
the field, and non-RGC users would not be
subject to it, but road conditions would be likey
to limit excessive speed. RGC would also use a
remote monitoring system which reduces the
frequency of vidts to wels. Gates would
restrict public access during winter on about 60
percent of roads in critical winter range and 45
percent of roads in high value winter range,
greatly reducing the potentid for adverse
effects from collisons in those areas.

The enlarged and improved road network would
make the areamore accessible to both legal and
illegd hunting, and to deliberate and
unintentional harassment, and would make
detection of illega hunting more difficult.
According to UDWR (Gramlich 1996), current
levels of illegad hunting appear to be low
because of low mule deer populations, but
poaching was much greater in the 1980s when
numberswere higher. Unintentional disturbance
of wildlife may occur from people stopping
vehicles and getting out to watch wildlife.
Harassment of wildlife, especialy in winter,
may lead to increased mortality through stress.
The potential for hunting and harassment of
wildlife by RGC personnel would be reduced by
implementation of environmental protection

measures RGC 10 (no firearms or pets for
RGC employees and contractors while on the
job), and RGC 11 (training of employees and
contractors regarding wildlife protections). The
potential for illegal hunting and harassment by
non-RGC employees would be reduced by
winter gate closures.

Abandonment and Reclamation. Activities
associated with abandonment would be likely to
have minor direct and indirect impacts to mule
deer, because the activities would be short in
duration, involve small numbers of employees,
and occur during the summer time when mule
deer would mostly be at higher elevations and
not under stress.

Following abandonment and reclamation,
conditions in the Project Area would tend to
return to pre-project conditions. Recovery of
wildlife populations would be limited to the
extent that roads constructed or improved for
the project were maintained after theend of the
project. Collector and loca roads, and resource
roads that were improved from pre-project
roads would be likely to be kept.



Elk

Construction. A summary of the direct effects
on ek habitat is presented in Table 4.7-4, for
the Proposed Action and each of the other
aternatives. Construction of the wellpads,
roads, pipeines, and other facilities would
involve disturbance or removal of existing
vegetation within important elk habitats. There
would include 808 acres of impact in ek critical
winter range (2.6 percent of this habitat within
the Project Areq), and 1,651 acres of impact in
ek high value winter range (2.4 percent). There
would be no direct effects on critical summer or
yearlong habitat. The project would also affect
substantial value winter habitat, and a small
amount of limited value winter habitat. |mpacts
on substantial value winter habitat and limited
vadue yearlong habitat are presented in the
summary tables, but are not discussed further in
the text because of the lower significance
compared to critical and high value habitat.

Although presented as one number, construction
would be spread over 6 to 10 years, and
impacts to elk critica or high value winter
habitat would probably occur in about two-thirds
of the construction years. During other years,
condruction would be occurring in other
portions of the Project Area. Within each year,
about 40 percent of the area disturbed would be
revegetated, and the remainder would be
occupied by various facilities for the life of the
project. The project-long total of areas occupied
by operationa facilities is 476 acres in ek
critical winter range (1.6 percent of available
habitat in the Project Ared), and 951 acresin
high value winter range (1.4 percent).

Environmental protection measure BLM 38

requires that critica habitat affected by
congtruction on BLM land be mitigated by
upgrading of adjacent habitat to alow for
increased use by wildlife, in order to maintain
the same carrying capacity for the overall
habitat. Of the 808 acres of direct impact in ek
critical winter range, 73 acres are in lands with
BLM surface ownership, and would be
compensated for by this environmental
protection measure. This represents about 46
percent of the total area of critical winter range
affected by construction. Impacts to high vaue
habitat on federa lands would be smilarly
mitigated, based on the BLM mitigation
measure developed as a result of the EIS
process, and discussed under mule deer. Of the
1,651 acres of direct impact on ek high value
winter range, 1,140 acres (69 percent) would be
on federal lands and would be compensated for
by this mitigation. Areas of direct effect on non-
federal lands (435 acres of critical winter range
and 511 acres of high value winter habitat)
would not be compensated, except potentialy
on UDWR lands. Impacts to non-federal lands
represent about 1.0 percent of the winter range
in the Project Area, and are considered
significant.

Indirect (displacement) effects of construction
on dk would be minor, because little
congtruction would occur during critical
wintering seasons. On BLM lands,
environmental protection measure 37 requires
that drilling and development only be done from
May 16 to October 31 in critical winter range. It
is RGC's intent to be completed with
congtruction by the end of October at higher
devations. As a worst case, construction in
those areas might extend to mid-December. For
non-federal lands, UDOGM includes seasonal



restrictions as a stipulation on their permits to
drill when requested by UDWR; these
dipulations state that construction should be
restricted from December 1 to April 15.

Increases in mortdity from collisons and
increased legal and illega hunting would aso
likdly be minor during construction, because few
elk would be present in the Project Area during
the seasonal construction window.

Operation. The operational period would last
about 20 years for any one well. During this
period, the facilities in place would continue to
occupy elk critical and high value winter range.
The project-long total of areas occupied by
operational facilities would be 476 acres in ek
critical winter range (1.6 percent of available
habitat in the Project Ared), and 951 acres in
high value winter range (1.4 percent). Thisloss
of habitat may be offset to some extent by
increases in carrying capacity resulting from
habitat improvement programs (see above), but
there would be no large undisturbed blocks of
habitat suitable for human enhancement
projects within the Project Area.

Wintering elk would be subject to disturbance,
stress, and displacement where key wintering
habitats overlap with project facilities. At full
operation (years 10to 20), 117 production wells,
1 injection wells, 1 evaporation pond, and two
compressor stations would be located in critical
winter range; and 241 production wells, 3
injection wells, 2 compressor stations and 3
evaporation ponds would be located in high
vaue winter range. In addition to existing paved
roads, there would be 68 miles of roads
sarvicing gas field facilities in critical winter
habitat, and 144 miles of roads in high value
winter habitat. Some of these roads are
currently existing but would be upgraded, and
others would be new. Well fiedld maintenance

personnel would visit each well approximately
once every three days, and roadswould be kept
clear of snow. Theroad network would be open
to the public year-round except where gates are
closed in winter, and would contribute to higher
public use of the area.

Displacement of ek from project facilities was
analyzed using a displacement distance of 800
meters. This distance was selected as an
average among ranges of displacement distance
reported in the scientific literature (Lyon 1985,
Ward 1976, Ward et a. 1980, Ward 1985, Ward
and Cupal 1979, Edge and Marcum 1985, Rost
and Bailey 1979, and Irwin and Peek 1983), and
was suggested by the UDWR (Moretti 1995).
The width of the area avoided by ek has been
reported as 0.25 to 1.8 milesor more, depending
on the amount and type of traffic, quality of
road, and density of cover adjacent to the road
(Lyon and Ward 1982, Woodward-Clyde
1995h). Because wells, compressors and other
facilities would al be adjacent to roads,
displacement of ek from these facilities is
assumed to fall within the 800 meter buffer.
The totd area of displacement is 26,380 acres
in critical winter range (87 percent of available
habitat in the Project Area; and 52,988 acresin
high value winter range (78 percent of available
habitat). ElIk would also be displaced from large
portions of substantia value winter habitat,
limited value winter habitat, and a small area of
critical summer habitat.

Winter road closure is included as part of the
Proposed Action in order to reduce impacts to
wintering big game. Where road closures were
implemented, decreases in habitat value would
likdy be reduced, because of lower traffic
volume and human presence. Although ek
would be subject to the same displacement
disance as in non-closed areas, they would
have a reduced frequency of disturbance. The



methods of estimating loss of habitat value are
presented in Appendix 4B. There would be
10,815 acres of reduced habitat value in critical
winter range (36 percent of available habitat in
the Project Area), and 37,892 acres in high
value winter range (56 percent) (Table 4.7-5).
There would aso be substantial reductions in
habitat value on substantia value winter habitat
and limited vaue winter habitat. Reductions in
critical summer range would be minor, because
only asmall portion of criticad summer range is
located in the Project Area.

Reductions in habitat value would be likely to
lead to reductionsin loca and management unit-
wide ek populations and harvest. All of the
proposed RGC facilities in critica and high
value winter range would be located within the
Manti herd unit. About 30 percent of the elk
from this herd unit winter within the RGC
Project Area, about 2,500 to 3,000 animas
(Bates 1996d). Assuming that reductions in
winter carrying capacity would be proportionate
to loss of habitat value in critical winter habitat,
the project would affect about 36 percent of the
ek winter carrying capacity in the Project Area,
and about 11 percent of winter carrying
capacity in the entire herd unit. Assuming that
overal population effects would be proportional
to losses of critica winter range, this would
result in an estimated reduction in the target
Manti ek herd of 1,210 ek, and a reduction in
the target bull harvest of 143 bulls (Table
4.7-6).

Displacement and population impacts can be
reduced by implementing mitigations which
reduce conflicting uses, such as acquisition of
habitat or by changes in livestock management
to dlocate more grazing to wildlife. Funds

provided by the Wildlife Habitat Impact
Mitigation Program (described under mule deer
and in Appendix 4C Wildlife Mitigation Plan)
would reduce the magnitude of indirectimpacts
to dk, but would not diminate them.

As with mule deer, increased mortdity would
be likely from vehicle collisons, hunting and
harassment. A detailed discussion of these
issues is provided under mule deer.

Abandonment and Reclamation. Activities
associated with abandonment would belikdy to
have minor direct and indirect impacts to ek
because the activities would be short in
duration, involve small numbers of employees,
and occur during the summer time when elk are
modlly at higher elevations and are not under
stress.

Following abandonment and reclamation,
conditions in the Project Area would tend to
return to pre-project conditions. Recovery of
wildlife populations would be limited to the
extent that roads constructed or improved for
the project were maintained after the end of the
project. Collector and local roads, and resource
roads that were improved from pre-project
roads, would be expected to be kept.



Black Bear

Construction. A summary of the direct effects
on habitat is presented in Table 4.7-7, for the
Proposed Action and each of the other
aternatives. Construction of the wellpads,
roads, pipelines and other facilities would
involve disturbance or removal of existing
vegetation within yearlong high value black bear
habitat: 566 acres of direct impact (2.1 percent
of the habitat within the Project Area
Congtruction would be spread over 6 to 10
years, but impacts to black bear habitat would
probably occur in about one-third of the
construction years. Avoidance of streams and
associated riparian areas (environmental
protection measure BLM 4) would reduce
potential impacts.

Congtruction would occur during summer and
early fal months, when black bears are active,
and black bears would likely be displaced from
construction areas. Applying the same
displacement distances for bear as for elk (800
meters), bear would be displaced from 22,330
acres (84 percent of their habitat in the Project
Aread) a some point during construction (Table
4.7-8).

Operation. The operationa period would last
about 20 years for any one well. During this
period, the facilities in place would continue to
occupy black bear high vaue yearlong habitat.
The project-long total of areas occupied by
operational facilities would be 331 acres (1.2
percent of available habitat in the Project
Area).

Black bear would continue to be subject to
disturbance, stress, and displacement from
human activities associated with facilities
located within their habitat. At full operation
(years 10 to 20), 65 production wdlls, 1 injection

well, 1 evaporation pond, and two compressor
gations would be located in bear habitat. In
addition to existing roads, there would be 48
miles of roads to CBM fidd facilities within
black bear habitat. Assuming an 800 meter
displacement distance, black bear would be
eliminated from about 84 percent of the Project
Area, and would continue to be present only if
animas were able to adapt to the increased
level of human activity. However, considering
the typicaly dispersed and low densty
occurrence of black bear, adverse impacts to
regiona black bear populations would likely be
minor.

Abandonment and Reclamation. Activities
associated with abandonment would be likely to
have minor direct and indirect impacts to black
bear. Following abandonment and reclamation,
conditions in the Project Area would tend to
return to pre-project conditions, and bear
populations may return.

Mountain Lion

Construction. For andyss, mountain lion
habitat is assumed to be the same as mule deer
habitat, and direct impacts to habitat would be
the same. Direct impacts to mountain lions
would be minor during construction, because
destruction of a breeding den or mortaity from
a vehicle collison would be unlikely. Indirect
impacts may occur to resident mountain lions
during construction, and result in displacement
of mountain lions from areas within 800 meters
of congtruction. However, mountain lion
populations would be likely to be lower in the
Project Area during the construction season
when deer and elk are at higher elevations,
compared to the winter when prey animals are
concentrated on their winter habitat.

Operation. Direct impact to mountain lion



habitat during the operational period would be
the same as for mule deer. Indirect impacts
would be significant. Mountain lion are more
sengtive to human disturbance than deer.
Assuming an 800-meter displacement distance
(@milar to k), mountain lion would be
displaced from about 78 percent (82,700 acres)
of mule deer critica and high value winter
habitat. This could result in a proportionate
decrease in the mountain lion harvest from 6 to
1. Winter road closure may reduce this impact,
but habitat fragmentation and reduction in the
deer and ek herds may eliminate mountain lion
from al but the most rugged portions of the
affected area.

Abandonment and Reclamation. Activities
associated with abandonment would be likely to
have only minor direct or indirect impacts.
Following reclamation, conditions in the Project
Area would tend to return to pre-project
conditions, and mountain lion populations should
recover.

Pronghorn Antelope

Construction. A summary of the direct effects
on habitat is presented in Table 4.7-9, for the
Proposed Action and each of the other
aternatives. Construction of the wellpads,
roads, pipelines and other facilities would
involve disturbance or removal of 871 acres of
exising vegetation within antelope high vaue
yearlong habitat (1.8 percent of habitat available
in the Project Area), and 649 acres of potentia
antelope habitat (1.0 percent). Impacts to
antelope would probably occur in about haf of
the construction years.

Pronghorn antelope exhibit high levels of

adaptability to human disturbance and have
been found to adapt to increased traffic
volumes (Reeve 1984, Ward et a. 1980). Based
on these studies, displacement of antelope
during construction was analyzed using a
displacement distance of 100 meters from
roads. Displacement from other facilities is
assumed to fall within the 100 meter buffer.
Antelope would be displaced from 6,088 acres
of high value yearlong habitat (12 percent of
that type available in the Project Area) (Table
4.7-10).

Increases in mortdity from collisons and
increased lega and illegdl hunting would likely
be minor during construction, because there are
dready numerous roads within pronghorn
habitat in the Project Area.

Operation. The operationd period would last
about 20 years for any one well. During this
period, the facilities in place would continue to
occupy pronghorn habitat. The project-long total
of areas occupied by operationa facilitieswould
be 511 acres in pronghorn high value yearlong
range (1.0 percent of available habitat in the
Project Area), and 349 acresin potentia habitat
(1.2 percent).

Displacement effects would continue during
operation, but pronghorn may adapt to project
fecilities and routine human activities within
yearlong high value habitat. At full operation
(years 10 to 20), 147 production wells and 76
miles of new or improved roads would be
located in high vaue winter habitat.
Displacement effects may limit expansion of
antelope populations into the potential habitat
west of Highway 10; project facilities planned
for that area include 81 wells, 3 evaporation



ponds, 3 injection wels, and 1 compressor
dation, aong with 79 existing weélls.
Displacement effects would be unlikely to have
sgnificant adverse effects on antelope
populations, because less than 1 percent of
habitat available within the herd unit would be
affected. Inaddition, no critical habitat would be
affected.

The enlarged and improved road network would
make the area more accessible to both legal and
illegd hunting, and to deliberate and
unintentional harassment. The potential for
hunting and harassment of wildlife by RGC
personnel would be reduced by implementation
of environmenta protection measures RGC 10
(no firearms or pets for RGC employees and
contractors while on the job), and RGC 11,
training of employees and contractors regarding
wildlife protections.

Abandonment and Reclamation. Activities
associ ated with abandonment would be likely to
have minor direct and indirect impacts to
antel ope, because the activities would be short
in duration and involve smal numbers of
employees.

Following abandonment and reclamation,
conditions in the Project Area would tend to
return to pre-project conditions. Recovery of
wildlife populations would be limited to the
extent that roads constructed or improved for
the project were maintained after theend of the
project. Collector, local, and resource roads that
were improved from pre-project roadswould be
expected to be kept.

M oose

Construction. Construction of the wellpads,
roads, pipelines and other facilities would
involve disturbance or removal of existing
vegetation on 356 acres in moose limited value
winter range (1.8 percent of this habitat within
the Project Area) (Table 4.7-11). Construction
would be spread over 6 to 10 years, but most of
the impacts to moose habitat would occur in 1
to 3 construction years, during other years,
construction would be occurring in other
portions of the Project Area. Avoidance of
streams and associated riparian areas
(environmental protection measure BLM 4)
would reduce potential impacts.

Indirect (displacement) effects of construction
on moose would likely be minor, because little
congtruction would occur during winter.
Increases in mortdity from collisons and
increased legal and illega hunting would also
likely be minor during construction, because few
moose would be present in the Project Area
during the seasona construction window.

Operation. The operational period would last
about 20 years for any one well. During this
period, the facilities in place would continue to
occupy moose limited value winter habitat. The
project-long total of areas occupied by
operational facilities would be 213 acres in
moose habitat (1.1 percent of available habitat
in the Project Area).

Wintering moose may be subject to disturbance,
stress, and displacement where wintering
habitats overlap with project facilities. At full
operation (years 10 to 20), 41 production wells,
one injection well, one evaporation pond, and
one compressor station would be located in
moose limited value winter habitat. There would
also be 30 miles of new or upgraded roads to



CBM fidd facilities. Assuming a displacement
distance of 800 meters, the total area of
displacement would be 15,751 acres (78 percent
of available habitat in the Project Area) (Table
4.7-12). With winter road closure, the area of
reduced habitat value would be reduced to
12,209 acres (60 percent of habitat available in
the Project Area). These changes would be
unlikdy to have adverse effects on moose
populations, because the affected habitat is of
limited vaue.

Minor amounts of increased mortality may
occur, from collisons, illegd and legd hunting,
and harassment.

Abandonment and Reclamation. Activities
associated with abandonment would belikely to
have minor direct and indirect impacts to
moose, because the activities would be short in
duration, involve small numbers of employees,
and occur during the summer time when moose
are mostly at higher elevations and are not
under stress.

Raptors

Construction. Twenty-eight raptor nests are
known to have been active in the Project Area
from 1993 to 1995. Thirteen of these are within
one-haf mile of proposed facilities, including 9
golden eagle nests, 2 hawk (buteo) nests, 1
Cooper’ s hawk nest, and 1 historic golden eagle
nest used by prairie falcons during 1993-1995.
Twenty-two proposed wells would be within
one-haf mile of a recently active raptor nest,
including 16 on federal lands, 4 on UDWR land,
and 2 on date land. About 12 miles of
transportation corridor would be within buffer
zones of recently active raptor nests, including
about 9.5 miles on federa land and 1.5 on
UDWR land.

The 16 wells on BLM land would be subject to
environmental protection measure BLM 40,
which would restrict development of those
wells. These wells could be developed if raptor
nests were not used for a period of three years,
which would indicate that the nests had been
abandoned. This anaysis represents wells and
roads subject to restrictions based on current
conditions (1993 to 1995 activity), and the
locations and number of restricted wells would
be likely to vary by the time of construction.
The roads on BLM land and the wells and
transportation corridors on other landswould be
subject to seasona restrictions on construction,
which would delay construction until after
nesting. Therefore, no direct or indirect
disturbance would be likely from activities on
federal lands for these nests during the year of
congruction. Some pairs could potentialy be
displaced in the following year, because of the
presence of new facilities and the human
activity associatedwith them. Nine of the raptor



nests would be protected by BLM
environmental protection measures, but four of
them may be affected by facilities on non-
federal lands.

Operation. Application of environmenta
protection measures BLM 40 and BLM 41
would prevent adverse impacts to raptor nests
on federal lands. Wells or facilities with
recurring human activity on nonfederal land
constructed in close proximity to raptor nests
could result in mortality of young in the nest,
reduced surviva of young, and/or abandonment
of the nesting territory during the operation
phase. Nesting pairs of raptors displaced from
their preferred nest sites may relocate to
another nest site or construct new nests within
the Project Area. Since suitable nesting habitat
supporting a sufficient prey base to sustain
nesting raptors may be occupied or limited in
availability, displaced pairs may experience
reduced productivity or nesting success. Some
individuals may adapt to gas field activities, and
re-occupy old nests or build new nests near
CBM project facilities. Raptors may be subject
to increased stress, disturbance and harassment
from general increases in human activity
resulting from the improved and expanded road
system and well maintenance and operation.
Harassment by RGC employees and
contractors would be reduced with
implementation of a wildlife protection training
program (environmental protection measure
RGC 11).

Abandonment and Reclamation. Activities
associated with this phase would have minimal
impacts on raptors. Raptors may continue to be
subject to increased stress and harassment,
compared to pre-project conditions, depending
on how much of the road system were
maintained by landowners after abandonment.

Sage Grouse

Aerial surveys over al potentia sage grouse
habitat within the Price CBM Project Area(i.e.,
Porphyry, Consumers, Horse and Telephone
Benches) revealed no sign of sage grouse or
sage grouse strutting grounds (MDG 1995a).
Subsequent consultation with BLM (Mills 1995)
and UDWR (Bates 1994) biologists determined
that Porphyry, Consumers, Horse and
Telephone Benches would be considered clear
from current activity of breeding sage grouse
and sage grouse strutting grounds. However,
higoric lek sites have been documented on
Telephone Bench and may occur elsewhere in
the Project Area.

Under current conditions, no adverse impactsto
sage grouse strutting grounds or nesting habitat
would occur from the Proposed Action.
However, the presence of CBM facilities and
human activity could prevent or delay re-
establishment of sage grouse in the Project
Area, if regiona populations increase. The
Proposed Action would not provide any large
blocks of habitat suitable for reintroduction. It
would directly affect 1,038 acres of yearlong
habitat during construction, and 586 acres
during operation (Table 4.7-14). Thisrepresents
about 3.3 and 1.9 percent, respectively, of the
sage grouse yearlong habitat in the Project
Area.

Other Upland Game

Chukar, ring-necked pheasant and desert
cottontail may experience increased mortality
during construction and operation, from
increased vehicle traffic. Because of their high
reproductive rates, this is unlikely to have any
effect on populations in the Project Area. All
three species are mobile, and unlikely to be
killed or injured by other construction activity.
They are relatively tolerant of human activity,



and are unlikely to suffer displacement from
facilitiesafter construction if surrounding habitat
remains suitable. Long-term losses of habitat
and carrying capacity would occur where roads,
well pads, and other facilities occupy their
habitats. Losses of habitat value and populations
were assumed to be proportiona to the area
directly disturbed within the vegetation types
representing their general habitat:

I. Chukar occur primarily in sagebrush, salt
desert, and riparian habitats, which occupy
about 72 percent of the study area. Under
the proposed Action, well field facilitieswill
occupy about 1,927 acres, or about 1.4
percent of chukar habitat.

I1. Pheasants occur mainly in agricultural and
riparian areas, which together cover about
20,687 acres, or about 11 percent of the
Project Area. Well field facilities would
occupy about 187 acresin pheasant habitat,
or about 0.9 percent of available habitat.

I11. Desert cottontail rabbits occur in al habitat
types. Wadll field facilities would occupy
about 2,353 acres, or 1.2 percent of their
habitat, for the life of the project.

White-tailed Prairie Dog Complexes

Approximately 7,094 acres of white-tailed
prarie dog complexes occur within the Price
River CBM Project Area. Numerous federal
and state threatened, endangered and sensitive
species are grassdand/shrubland ecosystems
species, particularly associated with the
presence of prairie dogs. The white-taled
prairie dog complexesin the Price area provide
potentiad prey and year-long habitat for the
endangered black-footed ferret, nesting habitat
for burrowing owls, and prey for ferruginous
hawks. Disturbance during road and well
construction phases would directly disturb or
destroy individud prairie dog mounds. There
would likely be increased direct mortaity from
congtruction activities, increased numbers of
vehicles, and from indiscriminate shooting by
the public. These are unlikely to have a long-
term adverse effect on prairie dog populations.

The Proposed Action would affect 244 acres of
active prairie dog towns, of which 130 acres
would be occupied by facilities such as roads
and well pads (Table 4.7-15). This would be a
loss of about 1.9 percent of current prairie dog
habitat, for the life of the project. Prairie dog
towns in the Project Area have an average of
about 66 burrows per acre, based on transects
conducted in 1994 (Intermountain Ecosystems
1994). Congtruction would destroy or disturb
about 16,100 burrows in active prarie dog
towns, of which about 8600 would be in areas
occupied by roads or wellpads. Prairie dog
populations fluctuate, and the proportion of
burrows and size of complexeswill dsovary. In
1994, about 45 percent of the burrows were
occupied in the active prairie dog complexesin
the Project Area, based on data in



Intermountain Ecosystems (1994).

Waterfowl and Shorebirds

Under the Proposed Action, construction of 7
new evaporation ponds would result in an
additional 24 acres of surface water habitat, in
addition to the 11.5 acres of surface water at
the existing evaporation pond which began
operating in 1996. These new areas of surface
water are likely to attract waterfowl and
shorebirds, particularly during migration, and
would greatly expand the amount of surface
water available in the Project Area.

The new evaporation ponds would be smilar to
the existing RGC evaporation pond, except for
sze (approximately 3.7 surface acres each,
compared to 11.5). The existing pond began
operation in August of 1996, and is a pilot test
for operation of the other ponds. It islined and
fenced, and the berms around it are kept clear
of vegetation. A spray evaporation system is
being used approximately 9 months of the year
to accelerate evaporation. Evaporation would
eliminate some of the produced water entering
the ponds, and the remainder would be pumped
from the deeper end of the pond, opposite the
inlet, and disposed in injection wells. Pond
operations are ill being tested; for planning
purposes RGC has estimated that water would
be removed from the pond when it has a
concentration of about 15,000 mg/L TDS. The
spray evaporation system would become less
effective as TDS concentrations increase. On
November 18, 1996, the concentration of the
pond surface water was 11,755 mg/L, and the
pond bottom was 14,546 mg/L.. Disposal into the
injection well had not yet begun at that time.
Produced water entering the pond has 6,500 to
9,000 mg/L TDS. Sdlts present in the produced
water are mainly sodium bicarbonate and
sodium chloride. (Refer to Table 4.2-2 for

water qudity results of evaporation pond
water.)

Phytoplarkton and aquatic invertebrates are
expected to become established in the ponds
within the first several years of operation, and
to become a food source for waterfowl and
shorebirds. Birds are most likely to occur
during migration, or other non-breeding periods.
Litle or no waterfowl breeding is expected,
because of the absence of vegetation within the
fenced perimeter of the pond.

If breeding were to occur, the salinity of the
evaporation ponds would be high enough to
cause reduced growth, other sublethal effects,
or increased mortality of ducklings. Ducklings
may experience adverse effects at about 7,000
mg/L TDS, and mortality at about 17,000 mg/L.
Waterfowl have salt glands in their nostrils that
enable them to dispose of excess sdts, which
become functiona with age and length of
exposure to elevated salt levels. Recently
hatched ducklings require fresh water for
survival because their salt glands do not work
for the first six days (Swanson et a, 1988). In
North Dakota, wild ducklings on saine lakes
concentrated and fed around freshwater
seepages, and sdine lakes presented major
limitations for waterfowl breeding.

Birds with flight capability are not reported to
be adversely affected by saline lakes under
natural conditions. In North Dakota, waterfowl
have been observed to congregate at saline
lakes when large numbers of invertebrates are
present (Swanson et a, 1988). Birdsfeeding on
sine lakes may fly to other sources for
freshwater, and adult waterfowl are relatively
tolerant to sdinity. Adult mallards can tolerate
water containing about 20,000 mg/L sodium
chloride, but cannot survive on seawater
(Mitchell and Wobeser 1988). The sdlinity of
the evaporation ponds is therefore not likely to



cause mortaity to waterfowl.

Sdt loading of feathers has been reported in

both natural salt lakes and at evaporation ponds,
resulting in salt toxicosis or secondary mortdlity.

Wobeser and Howard (1987) reported mortality
as a result of crystalization of salt on the
plumage of waterfowl at a hypersaline lake in

Saskatchewan, where water became
supersaturated when cooled. Euliss, Jarvis and
Gilmer (1989) found carbonate deposition on tall

feathers of ruddy ducks, which caused erosion
of the tail feather vanes and difficulty in flying.

This occurred at an evaporation pond with a
conductivity up to 6 times that of sea water.

These reported cases have occurred on
hypersaline waters (water more saline thansea
water). Water in the evaporation ponds in the
Project Areawould have much lower sdlinities,
and salt loading of feathers is not expected to
be a problem.

The produced water does not have any other
condituents in potentially toxic quantities,
except possbly for boron. Sampling of the pond
on March 27, 1996, found that arsenic,
cadmium, chromium, copper, lead, and selenium
concentrations were below Utah water quality
numeric standards for Class 3D waters
(protected for waterfowl, shore birds, and other
water-oriented wildlife, including the necessary
aguatic organisms in their food chain).
Somewhat higher concentrations may occur
during operation, but periodic removal and
injection of pond water would prevent high
concentrations from accumulating.

Boron is not addressed by a Utah water quality
standard for wildlife, but concentrations in the
evaporation pond of 7.0to 7.4 mg/L exceed the
Utah agricultural standard of 0.7 mg/L by a
factor of ten. Agricultural crops are relatively
sensitive to boron, with effects reported at
concentrations as low as 0.3 to 1.25 mg/L in

irrigation water, for senditive species (Eider
1990). Aquatic organisms, including plants,
invertebrates, fish and amphibians are reported
to tolerate up to 10 mg/L for extended periods
without harm, but 1 mg/L is recommended as a
standard for aguatic life (Eider 1990). For
waterfowl, growth is adversely affected at a
dose of 30 mg/kg body weight, with no adverse
effects at 13 mg/kg body weight. These are
equivdent to a dietary concentration of 150
mg/L and 65 mg/L, respectively. Much larger
concentrations are required to cause lethal
effects. Based on these data, boron may limit
growth of some aguatic organisms, but is not
likdy to adversely affect waterfowl at the
concentrations reported.



Song Birds

Impacts to non-game birds resulting from the
Proposed Action would consist of direct
mortdity from increased human activity and
traffic, and habitat loss. Indirect impacts would
consist of displacement from nesting habitat.
Short-term direct loss of individuas and nest
sites would occur in dl habitat types during any
construction activities occurring during the
breeding season. Long-term loss of habitat and
displacement of birds from breeding habitat
would aso occur in areas with semi-permanent
wells, roads and facilities, and high human
activity. About 2.2 percent of the general song
bird habitat in the project area would be
destroyed or altered during construction and
operation (Table 4.5-1), and would result in a
proportionate decrease in bird populations.
About 1.2 percent diminated during the
operationa phase of the project, in areas
occupied by wellpads, roads, and other
aboveground facilities, resulting in a long-term
reduction in carrying capacity. An additiona 1.0
percent of the Project Area would be disturbed
during the construction period. Although areas
of short-term impacts would be revegetated,
their value for song birds would be reduced for
10 to 15 years until shrubs are re-established
and approximately their origind size.

Reptiles and Amphibians

Ground-disturbing activities such as road and
wellpad congtruction would displace, kill or
injure reptiles and amphibians in the
construction zone, and increased roads and road
traffic would caused increased mortality during
both construction and operation.  Areas
occupi ed by aboveground facilitieswould mostly
become non-habitat for the life of the project,
while areas affected short-term during
congtruction of pipelines and underground
transmission lines may have a reduced carrying
capacity for severa years until vegetation re-
establishes. Reptiles occur in al of the
vegetation types, while amphibians are most
likdy to occur in riparian and agricultural aress,
and in the vicinity of streams and springs. About
2.2 percent of the general habitat in the Project
Areawould be affected during construction and
operation (Table 4.5-1), including about 1.2
percent eliminated during the operationa phase
of the project, and an additional 1.0 percent
disturbed during the construction period.
Impacts to reptile and amphibian populations in
the Project Area are anticipated to be minor.

4.7.2.2 Alternative A

Impacts under Alternative A would be similar to
those described for the Proposed Action;
however, the magnitude of the impacts under
Alternative A would be greater than the
Proposed Action because of the increased
number and density of wells and roads. The
analysis below only describes differences
between Alternative A and the Proposed
Action.



Mule Deer

The types of impacts would be the same as for
the Proposed Action, and the same
environmental protection measureswould apply.
Impacts would be increased because of the
increased well density and number of facilities.

Direct impacts on habitat from construction
would be increased by 37 percent (to 1,834
acres) for critical winter habitat and by 27
percent (to 1,508 acres) for high value winter
habitat (Table 4.7-1). About 1,206 acres (66
percent) of the construction impacts in critical
winter habitat and 904 acres (60 percent) in
high value winter habitat would be on federal
land and subject to requirements for
compensatory enhancement of adjacent habitat.
Areas of direct effect on non-federal lands (628
acres of critical winter range and 604 acres of
high value winter habitat) would not be
compensated, except potentially on UDWR
lands. Impacts to non-federal lands would
represent 1.2 percent of the winter range in the
herd unit and are considered significant.

Areas occupied by operationd facilities would
increase by 51 percent in critical winter range
(to 1,142 acres), and by 31 percent in high value
winter range (to 943 acres). At full operation
(years 10 to 20), 357 production wdls, 3
injection wells, 3 evaporation ponds, and one
compressor station would be located in critical
winter range; and 265 production wells, 1
injection well, 3 compressor sations and 1
evaporation pond would belocated in high vaue
winter range. In addition to existing paved
roads, there would be about 147 miles of roads
sarvicing gas field facilities in critical winter
habitat, and 129 miles of roads in high value

winter habitat.

The area of indirect impact from displacement
would be 22,162 acres in critical winter habitat
(41 percent of that type in the Project Area),
and 18,682 acres (36 percent) in high value
winter range. Winter road closures would
reduce harassment and disturbance in large
parts of this area, and overal reductions in
habitat value are estimated to be 13,027 acresin
critical winter range (24 percent of available
habitat in the Project Ared), and 13,368 acresin
high value winter range (26 percent) (Table 4.7-
2). Increases in mortality from vehicle collisons
and legd and illegd hunting would likely be
greater than would the Proposed Action,
because of the larger road network.

All of the RGC facilities in critical and high
value winter range would be located within the
Northeast Manti herd unit. Using the same
assumptions as for the Proposed Action, the
loss of 24 percent of winter range carrying
capacity would lead to areduction in the target
Northeast Manti deer herd of 3,220 deer, and a
reduction in the target buck harvest of 332
bucks (Table 4.7-3). The mule deer population
is currently much lower than the target, and the
project therefore may not cause direct mortdity
of existing deer, but would limit future rebounds
in population.



Ik

The types of impacts would be the same as for
the Proposed Action, and the same
environmental protection measureswould apply.
Impacts would be increased because of the
increased well density and number of facilities.

Direct impacts of construction would be
increased by 25 percent (to 1,020 acres) for
critical winter habitat and by 33 percent (to
2,196 acres) for high value winter habitat (Table
4.7-4). About 479 acres (47 percent) of the
congtruction impacts to critical winter habitat
and 1,527 acres (70 percent) in high value
winter habitat would be on federal land and
subject to requirements for compensatory
enhancement of adjacent habitat. Areas of
direct effect on non-federa lands (541 acres of
critical winter range and 669 acres of high value
winter habitat) would not be compensated,
except potentidly on UDWR lands. Impacts to
non-federal lands would represent about 1.2
percent of the winter range in the Project Area.

Areas occupied by operationa facilities would
increase by 32 percent in critica winter range
(to 620 acres), and by 45 percent in high vaue
winter range (to 1,381 acres). At full operation,
183 production wells, 1 injection wdl, 1
evaporation pond, and two compressor stations
would be located in critical winter range; and
413 production wells, 3 injection wells 2
compressor stations and 3 evaporation ponds
would be located in high value winter range. In
addition to existing paved roads, there would be
about 84 miles of roads servicing gas field
facilitiesin critical winter habitat, and 182 miles
of roads in high value winter habitat.

The area of indirect impact from displacement
would be 26,425 acres in critical winter habitat
(87 percent of that type in the Project Area),
and 54,352 acres (80 percent) in high value

winter range). Winter road closures would
reduce harassment and disturbance in large
parts of this area, and overal reductions in
habitat value are estimated to be 10,828 acresin
critical winter range (36 percent of available
habitat in the Project Areq), and 38,502 acres of
in high value winter range (57 percent) (Table
4.7-5). Increases in mortdity from vehicle
callisons and legd and illegd hunting would
likdy be greater than would the Proposed
Action.

All of the RGC facilities in critical and high
value winter range would be located within the
Manti ek herd unit. Using the same
assumptions as for the Proposed Action, the
loss of 11 percent of winter range carrying
capacity in the Manti herd unit would lead to a
reduction in the target herd size of 1,210 ek,
and areduction in the target bull harvest of 143
bulls (Table 4.7-6).



Black Bear

With Alternative A, the types of impacts would
be the same as for the Proposed Action. The
area of affect for direct impacts would be
increased, but the area of indirect impacts
would be about the same (Tables4.7-7 and 4.7-
8). The area of construction impacts would be
increased about 19 percent to 673 acres, and
the area of operationa facilities increased about
23 percent to 408 acres. Construction would
occur during summer and early fal months,
when black bears are active, and black bears
would likely be displaced during construction
and operation of the facilities. At an estimated
displacement distance of 800 meters, bear
would be displaced from 22,351 acres, 84
percent of their habitat in the Project Area. At
full operation (years 10 to 20), 114 production
wells, 1 injection well, 1 evaporation pond, and
two compressor stations would be located in
bear habitat. In addition to existing roads, there
would be 55 miles of roads to CBM field
facilities within black bear habitat. Black bear
could be liminated from the Project Area, and
would continue to be present only if animas
were able to adapt to the increased level of
human activity. However, considering the
typicdly dispersed and low density occurrence
of black bear, adverse impactsto regiona black
bear populations would likely be minor and non-
significant.

Mountain Lion

Impacts under Alternative A would be similar to
those described for the Proposed Action. A
larger area would be directly affected, as
described for mule deer. Although there would
be an increased density of wells and roads, the
area of displacement would be about the same
as with the Proposed Action. Mountain lion
could be displaced from about 80 percent
(84,200 acres) of habitat, and result in a
proportionate decrease in the mountain lion
harvest, from 6 to 1.

Pronghorn Antelope

The types of impacts to pronghorn antelope
would be smilar to the Proposed Action, and
the same environmental protection measures
would apply. Impacts would be increased
because of the greater density of wells and
roads. The analysis below only describes
differences between Alternative A and the
Proposed Action.

Direct impacts from construction would be
increased by 46 percent (to 1,276 acres) within
antelope high vdue yearlong habitat (2.6
percent of habitat availablein the Project Area),
and by 67 percent to 1,084 acres of potential
antelope habitat (3.7 percent) (Table 4.7-9).
Based on a displacement distance of 100
meters, antelope would be displaced from 8,284
acres of high value yearlong habitat during
congtruction (16.9 percent of that available in
the Project Area) (Table 4.7-10). Although
antelope do not currently occur west of
Highway 10, noise and disturbance would make
6,741 acres (13.9 percent) of potential habitat
unsuitable for future occupancy.

The area occupied by operational facilities
would aso increase substantialy, to 802 acres



in high value yearlong habitat, and 655 acresin
potential yearlong habitat. Displacement effects
would continue during operation, athough some
habituation may occur which would reduce the
area of effect. At full operation (years 10 to
20), 273 production wells and 104 miles of new
or improved roads would be located in high
value winter habitat. Direct disturbance of
vegetation and displacement effects may limit
expanson of antelope populations into the
potential habitat west of Highway 10; project
facilities planned for that areainclude 200 wells,
3 evaporation ponds, 3 injection wdls, 1
compressor station, and 83 miles of new or
improved roads, along with 79 existing wells.
Although displacement effects would likely
result in decreased use of the Project Area by
antelope, they would be unlikey to have
sgnificant adverse effects on overall antelope
populaions even at full development, because
less than 1 percent of habitat available within
the herd unit would be affected, and no critical
habitat would be affected. Some increases in
hunting and harassment would be likely to
occur, and may aso reduce the number of
antelope in the Project Area.

M oose

The types and magnitude of impacts to moose
would be about the same as for the Proposed
Action (Tables 4.7-11 and 4.7-12). Direct
impacts would be dightly greater due to the
increased well dengity, and there would be more
fecilities (wells and roads) located in moose
habitat, but the area of indirect impacts would
be the same. Construction of the wellpads,
roads, pipelines and other facilities would
involve disturbance or remova of existing
vegetation on 407 acres in moose limited value
winter range (2.0 percent of this habitat within
the Project Ared). The project-long total of
areas occupied by operationa facilities would
be 250 acres in moose habitat (1.2 percent of
avalable habitat in the Project Area). At full
operation (years 10 to 20), 63 production wells,
1 injection well, 1 evaporation pond, and one
compressor station would be located in moose
limited value winter habitat. There would also
be 34 miles of new or upgraded roads to CBM
fidd facilities. Assuming a displacement
disgance of 800 meters, the total area of
displacement would be 15,771 acres (78 percent
of available habitat in the Project Area). With
winter road closure, the area of reduced habitat
vadue would be reduced to 12,199 acres (60
percent of habitat available in the Project
Ared). These changes would be unlikely to
have adverse effects on moose populations,
because the affected habitat is of limited vaue.

Raptors

Under Alternative A, two additional raptor nests
would be within one-haf mile of project
facilities than with the Proposed Action.

The types of impacts and applicable
environmental protection measures would be
the same as for the Proposed Action.



Fifteen raptor nests active between 1993 and
1995 would be within one-haf mile of facilities,
including 10 golden eagle nests, 2 buteo nests, 1
Cooper’ s hawk nest, and 2 historic golden eagle
nest used by prairie falcons during 1993-1995.
Forty-two new wells would be within one-half
mile of a recently active raptor nest, including
26 on federal lands, 7 on UDWR land, 5 on
state land, and 4 on private land. About 19 miles
of transportation corridor would be within buffer
zones of recently active raptor nests, including
about 12 miles on federa land and 2 on UDWR
land. Eight of the raptor nests would be
protected by BLM environmenta protection
measures, but seven of them may be affected
by facilities on non-federal lands.

Sage Grouse

Like the Proposed Action, Alternative A would
not provide any large blocks of habitat suitable
for reintroduction. It would directly affect a
larger area of yearlong habitat, 1,302 acres
during construction, and 807 acres during
operation (Table 4.7-14). This represents 4.1
and 2.6 percent, respectively, of the sage
grouse yearlong habitat in the Project Area
(Table 4.7-14).

Other Upland Game

Alternative A would have impacts smilar to the
Proposed Action, but would have more habitat
occupied by well fidd facilities for the life of
the project. Reductionsin carrying capacity and
reductions in upland game popul ations would be;

I. Chukar: about 2,946 acres, or about 2.2
percent of general chukar habitat.

I1. Ring-necked pheasant: about 284 acres, or

about 1.4 percent of genera pheasant
habitat.

Desert cottontail: about 3,585 acres, or 1.9
percent of general habitat.

White-tailed Prairie Dog Complexes

The types of impacts would be smilar to the
Proposed Action, but a greater area of prairie
dog complexes would be affected. Alternative
A would impact 382 acres of prairie dog towns,
of which 225 acres would be occupied by
facilities such as roads and well pads. This
would be aloss of about 3.2 percent of current
prarie dog habitat, for the life of the project.
Congtruction would destroy or disturb about
25,200 burrows, of which about 14,850 would
be in areas occupied by roads or wellpads.

Other Species

The types of impacts to songbirds and reptiles
and amphibians would the same as for the
Proposed Action, but a larger area of habitat
would be affected. About 3.1 percent of the
genera habitat in the Project Area would be
affected during construction and operation,
including about 1.9 percent eliminated during the
operational phase of the project and an
additional 1.2 percent in areas of short-term
disturbance.

The types of impacts to waterfowl and
shorebirds would be the same as for the
Proposed Action. The area of new surface

water habitat created would be increased to
about 27 acres.



4.7.2.3 Alternative B1

Alternative B1 would preclude CBM wdll
development in the federa mineral estate within
the combined deer and ek critical winter range
under the 160 acre well spacing scenario
(Section 2.4.2).

Impacts under Alternative B1 would be smilar
to those described for the Proposed Action.
However, the magnitude of the impacts under
this alternative would be reduced from the
Proposed Action because of the decreased
number and density of wells. The magnitude of
potential adverse impacts would generaly
decrease in proportion to the decrease in well
density and miles of transportation corridor. The
location of facilities would aso be modified
because development would be restricted in a
large area west of Price, which would further
reduce impacts for some species, and would
a so provide suitable locations for compensatory
habitat enhancement projects. The anayss
bedow only describes differences between
Alternative B1 and the Proposed Action.

Mule Deer

The types of impacts would be the same as for
the Proposed Action, and the same
environmental protection measureswould apply.
Although deer and ek critical winter habitat on
federa land would be restricted from
development, a substantia area of effect would
dill occur because of transportation corridors
through federal lands and CBM project
development on BLM high value winter habitat,
and in critical and high value habitat on state,
UDWR, and private lands.

Direct impacts on habitat from construction
would be decreased by 60 percent (to 536
acres) for critical winter habitat and by 12
percent (to 1,051 acres) for high value winter

habitat (Table 4.7-1). About 131 acres (24
percent) of the construction impacts in critical
winter habitat and 581 acres (55 percent) in
high value habitat would be on federa land and
subject to requirements for compensatory
enhancement of adjacent habitat. Areas of
direct effect on non-federal lands (405 acres of
critical winter range and 470 acres of high value
winter habitat) would not be compensated,
except potentially on UDWR lands. Impacts to
non-federal lands would represent 0.8 percent
of the winter range in the herd unit.

Areas occupied by operationd facilities would

decrease by 62 percent in critical winter range

(to 288 acres), and by 11.5 percent in high value

winter range (to 630 acres). At full operation

(years 10 to 20), 78 production wells, 1 injection

well, 1 evaporation pond, and one compressor

station would be located in critical winter range;

and 146 production wells, 1 injection well, 3
compressor stations and 1 evaporation pond

would be located in high value winter range. In
addition to existing paved roads, there would be
about 41 miles of roads servicing ges field

facilities in critical winter habitat, and 94 miles
of roads in high value winter habitat.

The area of indirect impact from displacement
would be 6,585 acres in critical winter habitat
(12 percent of that type in the Project Area),
and 13,988 acres (27 percent) in high vaue
winter range. Winter road closures would
reduce harassment and disturbance in large
parts of this area, and overal reductions in
habitat value are estimated to be 4,680 acresin
critical winter range (9 percent of available
habitat in the Project Ared), and 10,590 acresin
high value winter range (20 percent) (Table 4.7-
2). Increasesin mortality from vehicle collisons
and lega and illegal hunting would be smaller
than with the Proposed Action, because of the
smdller road network and avoidance of much of



the critical winter habitat.

All of the RGC facilities in criticd and high
value winter range would be located within the
Northeast Manti herd unit. Using the same
assumptions as for the Proposed Action, the
loss of 8 percent of the winter range carrying
capacity would lead to a reduction in the target
Northeast Manti deer herd of 1,120 deer, and a
reduction in the target buck harvest of 112
bucks (Table 4.7-3). The mule deer population
is currently much lower than the target, and the
project therefore may not cause direct mortality
of existing deer, but would limit future rebounds

in population.
Ik

The types of impacts would be the same as for
the Proposed Action, and the same
environmental protection measureswould apply.
Although deer and ek critica winter habitat on
federal land would be restricted from
development, a substantial area of effect would
dill occur, because of development in other
areas and from transportation corridors on
federal lands.

Direct impacts on habitat from construction
would be decreased by 33 percent (to 539
acres) for critica winter habitat and by 41
percent (to 974 acres) for high value winter
habitat (Table 4.7-4). About 151 acres (28
percent) of the construction impacts in critica
winter range and 496 acres (51 percent) inhigh
vaue winter habitat would be on federal land
and subject to requirements for compensatory
enhancement of adjacent habitat. Areas of
direct effect on non-federal lands (388 acres of
critical winter range and 478 acres of high value

winter habitat) would not be compensated,
except potentially on UDWR lands. Impacts to
non-federal lands would represent about 0.9
percent of the winter range in the Project Area.

Areas occupied by operationd facilities would
decrease by 35 percent in critical winter range
(to 311 acres), and by 40 percent in high vaue
winter range (to 565 acres). At full operation,
68 production wells, 1 injection wel, 1
evaporation pond, and two compressor stations
would be located in critical winter range; and
125 production wells, 1 injection wel, 2
compressor stations and 1 evaporation pond
would be located in high vaue winter range. In
addition to existing paved roads, there would be
about 44 miles of roads servicing gas field
facilities in critical winter habitat, and 84 miles
of roads in high value winter habitat.

The area of indirect impact from displacement
would be 20,050 acres in critical winter habitat
(66 percent of that type in the Project Area),
and 35,859 acres (53 percent) in high value
winter range. Winter road closures would
reduce harassment and disturbance in large
parts of this area, and overal reductions in
habitat value are estimated to be 9,662 acres in
critical winter range (32 percent of available
habitat in the Project Area), and 29,288 acresin
high value winter range (43 percent) (Table 4.7-
5). Increases in mortdity from vehicle collisons
and legd and illegd hunting would likdly be
much less than would the Proposed Action.

All of the RGC facilities in critical and high
value winter range would be located within the
Manti ek herd unit. Usng the same
assumptions as for the Proposed Action, the
loss of 10 percent of winter range carrying



capacity would lead to areduction in the target
Manti ek herd of 1,100 €k, and a reduction in
the target buck harvest of 130 bulls (Table 4.7-
6).

Black Bear

With Alternative B1, the types of impactswould
be the same as for the Proposed Action, but the
area of effect would be greatly reduced (Tables
4.7-7 and 4.7-8). About two-thirds of bear
habitat in the Project Area would be located
within the critical area where development on
BLM lands would be restricted. The area of
construction impacts would be decreased about
24 percent to 430 acres, and the area of
operational facilities decreased about 25 percent
to 248 acres. The area of indirect impacts
would be reduced about 21 percent, to 17,704
acres (67 percent of black bear habitat in the
Project Area). At full operation (years 10 to
20), 53 production wells, 1 injection wel, 1
evaporation pond, and two compressor stations
would be located in bear habitat. In addition to
existing roads, there would be 35 miles of roads
to CBM field facilitieswithin black bear habitat.
With two-thirds of its habitat potentiadly
affected, black bear could be eliminated from
the Project Area, and would continue to be
present only if animals were able to adapt to the
increased level of human activity. However,
consdering the typicaly dispersed and low
density occurrence of black bear, adverse
impacts to regiona black bear populations
would likely be minor and non-significant.

Mountain Lion

Impacts under Alternative B1 would be similar
in type but reduced in scade from those
described for the Proposed Action.
Development would be restricted on federal
lands within critical elk and deer winter range,
whichwould provide secure areas for mountain
lions and help to maintain them in the Project
Area. Mountain lion could be displaced from
about 56 percent (59,000 acres) of habitat, and
result in a proportionate decrease in the
mountain lion harvest, from 6 to 3. Inaddition, a
smdler area would be directly affected, as
described for mule deer.

Pronghorn Antelope

The types of impacts to pronghorn antelope
would be similar to the Proposed Action, and
the same environmental protection measures
would apply. In addition, the area of direct and
indirect impacts would be amost identicd to the
Proposed Action (Tables4.7-9 and 4.7-10). The
restrictions on development in the mule deer
and ek critica habitat would have amost no
effect on development in pronghorn habitat.



M oose

The types of impacts to moose for Alternative
B1 would be the same as for the Proposed
Action, but the area affected would be reduced
in gze by about 8 to 15 percent (Tables 4.7-11
and 4.7-12). The critical area addressed in this
dternative covers about half of the moose
winter habitat. Construction of the wellpads,
roads, pipdines, and other facilities would
involve disturbance or removal of existing
vegetation on 297 acres in moose limited value
winter range (1.5 percent of this habitat within
the Project Ared). The project-long total of
areas occupied by operationa facilities would
be 176 acres in moose habitat (0.9 percent of
avalable habitat in the Project Area). At full
operation (years 10 to 20), 30 production wells,
1 injection well, 1 evaporation pond, and one
compressor station would be located in moose
limited value winter habitat. There would aso
be 25 miles of new or upgraded roads to CBM
fidd facilities. Assuming a displacement
distance of 800 meters, the total area of
diglacement would be 13,619 acres (67.7
percent of available habitat in the Project
Ared). With winter road closure, the area of
reduced habitat value would be reduced to
11,143 acres (55 percent of habitat available in
the Project Area). These changes would be
unlikdy to have adverse effects on moose
populations, because the affected habitat is of
limited value.

Raptors

Under Alternative B1, most of the BLM lands
in the northwest quarter of the Project Area
would be restricted from development. Since
most active raptor nests are in this area, this
aternative would have much lower conflicts
with raptors than the Proposed Action. Only
four raptor nests would be within one-haf mile
of project facilities, compared to 13 for the
Proposed Action, and a relatively small number
of wells and roads would be located within
buffer zones of recently active raptor nests.
The types of impacts and applicable
environmental protection measures would be
the same as for the Proposed Action.

Four raptor nests active between 1993 and 1995
would be within one-haf mile of facilities,
including 2 golden eagle nests, 1 buteo nest, and
1 Copper's hawk nest. Seven new wells would
be within one-haf mile of a recently active
raptor nest, including 1 on federal lands, 4 on
UDWR land, and 2 on state land. About 3 miles
of transportation corridor would be within buffer
zones of recently active raptor nests, including
about 1 miles on federal land and 1.5 miles on
UDWR land. All four active raptor nests may
be affected by facilities on non-federal lands.



Sage Grouse

This dternative would provide some areas
suitable for sage grouse reintroduction. There
would be no wells on Horse Bench, and the
number of wells on Cedar Bench would be
reduced from 5to 2. It would a so have reduced
direct effects on sage grouse yearlong habitat,
611 acres (1.9 percent) during construction and
355 (1.1 percent) during operation (Table 4.7-
14).

Other Upland Game

Alternative B1 would have impacts smilar to
the Proposed Action, but would have less
habitat occupied by well field facilities for the
life of the project. Reductions in carrying
capacity and reductions in upland game
populations would be:

I. Chukar: about 1,547 acres, or about 1.1
percent of general chukar habitat.

I1. Ring-necked pheasant: about 186 acres, or
about 0.9 percent of genera pheasant
habitat.

I11. Desert cottontail: about 1,818 acres, or 1.0
percent of general habitat.

White-tailed Prairie Dog Complexes

The types of impacts would be similar to the
Proposed Action, and a similar area of prairie
dog complexes would be affected. Alternative
B1 would impact 244 acres of prairie dog
towns, of which 133 acres would be occupied
by facilities such as roads and well pads. This
would be aloss of about 1.9 percent of current
prairie dog habitat, for the life of the project.
Congtruction would destroy or disturb about
16,100 burrows, of which about 8800 would be
in areas occupied by roads or wellpads.

Other Species

The types of impacts to songbirds and reptiles
and amphibians would the same as for the
Proposed Action, but a smaler area of habitat
would be affected. About 1.7 percent of the
genera habitat in the Project Area would be
affected during construction and operation,
induding about 1.0 percent eliminated during the
operationa phase of the project.

The types of impacts to waterfowl and
shorebirds would be the same as for the
Proposed Action. The area of new surface
water habitat created would be less, about 17
acres.

4.7.2.4 Alternative B2

Alternative B2 would preclude CBM well
development in the federal mineral estate within
the combined deer and ek critical winter range
under the 80 acre wel spacing scenario
(Section 2.4.2).

Impacts under Alternative B2 would be similar
to those described for the Proposed Action. The
magnitude of the impacts under this adternative
would be variously greater or less than the
Proposed Action depending on the distribution
of animal habitats relative to the areas closed to
development. This dternative would provide
auitable locations for compensatory habitat
improvement projects. The analysis below only
describes differences between Alternative B1
and the Proposed Action.



Mule Deer

The types of impacts would be the same as for
the Proposed Action, and the same
environmental protection measureswould apply.
Although deer and elk critical winter habitat on
federa land would be restricted from
development a substantial area of effect would
dill occur because of transportation corridors
through critical winter habitat on federa lands,
and CBM project development on BLM high
vaue winter habitat, and in critica and high
vadue habitat on state, UDWR, and private
lands. In addition, the density of wells would
increase.

Direct impacts on habitat from construction
would be decreased by 44 percent (to 758
acres) for critical winter habitat and would be
increased by 13 percent (to 1,346 acres) for
high value winter habitat (Table 4.7-1). About
164 acres (22 percent) of the construction
impacts in critical winter habitat and 768 acres
(57 percent) in high value winter habitat would
be on federal land and subject to requirements
for compensatory enhancement of adjacent
habitat. Areas of direct effect on non-federal
lands (594 acres of critical winter range and
578 acres of high value winter habitat) would
not be compensated, except potentialy on
UDWR lands. Impacts to non-federal lands
would represent 1.1 percent of the winter range
in the herd unit.

Areas occupied by operationa facilities would
decrease by 42 percent in critical winter range
(to 439 acres), and would increase by 18
percent in high value winter range (to 840
acres). At full operation (years 10 to 20), 119
production wells, 2 injection wells, 2 evaporation

ponds, and one compressor station would be
located in critica winter range; and 230
production wells, 1 injection well, 3 compressor
dations and 1 evaporation pond would be
located in high value winter range. In addition to
existing paved roads, there would be about 58
miles of roads servicing gas field facilities in
critical winter habitat, and 114 miles of roadsin
high value winter habitat.

The area of indirect impact from displacement
would be 9,034 acres in critical winter habitat
(17 percent of that type in the Project Area),
and 16,697 acres (32 percent) in high value
winter range. Winter road closures would
reduce harassment and disturbance in large
parts of this area, and overal reductions in
habitat value are estimated to be 6,204 acresin
critical winter range (12 percent of available
habitat in the Project Ared), and 12,780 acresin
high value winter range (25 percent) (Table 4.7-
2). Increases in mortality from vehicle collisons
and lega and illegal hunting would be smaller
than with the Proposed Action, because of the
smdller road network and avoidance of much of
the critical winter habitat.

All of the RGC facilities in critical and high
vaue winter range would be located within the
Northeast Manti herd unit. Using the same
assumptions as for the Proposed Action, the
loss of 11 percent of the winter range carrying
capacity would lead to a reduction in the target
Northeast Manti deer herd of 1,540 deer, and a
reduction in the target buck harvest of 154
bucks (Table 4.7-3). The mule deer population
is currently much lower than the target, and the
project therefore may not cause direct mortality
of existing deer, but would limit future rebounds
in population.



Ik

The types of impacts would be the same as for
the Proposed Action, and the same
environmental protection measureswould apply.
Although deer and ek critical winter habitat on
BLM land would be restricted from
development, a substantial area of effect would
dill occur because of development in other
areas, and because the density of wells and
other facilities would increase.

Direct impacts on habitat from construction
would be decreased by 13 percent (to 706
acres) for critical winter habitat and by 23
percent (to 1,274 acres) for high value winter
habitat (Table 4.7-4). About 191 acres (27
percent) of the congtruction impacts in critical
winter range and 641 acres (50 percent) in high
value winter habitat would be on federal land
and subject to requirements for compensatory
enhancement of adjacent habitat. Areas of
direct effect on non-federal lands (515 acres of
critical winter range and 633 acres of high value
winter habitat) would not be compensated,
except potentialy on UDWR lands. Impacts to
non-federal lands represent about 1.2 percent of
the winter range in the Project Area.

Areas occupied by operationd facilities would
decrease by 9 percent in critical winter range
(to 431 acres), and by 19 percent in high vaue
winter range (to 771 acres). At full operation,
115 production wells, 2 injection wdls, 1
evaporation pond, and two compressor stations
would be located in critical winter range; and
211 production wdls, 1 injection well, 2
compressor stations and 1 evaporation pond
would be located in high value winter range. In
addition to existing paved roads, there would be
about 55 miles of roads servicing gas field
facilitiesin critical winter habitat, and 107 miles
of roads in high value winter habitat.

The area of indirect impact from displacement
would be 21,028 acres in critical winter habitat
(69 percent of that type in the Project Area),
and 39,653 acres (58 percent) in high value
winter range. Winter road closures would
reduce harassment and disturbance in large
parts of this area, and overal reductions in
habitat value are estimated to be 10,087 acresin
critical winter range (33 percent of available
habitat in the Project Area), and 31,370 acres of
reduced habitat vaue in high value winter range
(46 percent) (Table 4.7-5). Increases in
mortality from vehicle collisons and legal and
illegal hunting would likely be less than would
the Proposed Action.

All of the RGC facilities in critical and high
value winter range would be located within the
Manti ek herd unit. Using the same
assumptions as for the Proposed Action, the
loss of 10 percent of winter range carrying
capacity would lead to a reduction in the target
Manti ek herd of 1,100 ek, and a reduction in
the target buck harvest of 130 bulls (Table 4.7-
6).



Black Bear

With Alternative B2, the types of impactswould
also be the same as for the Proposed Action,
but the area of effect would be reduced (Tables
4.7-7 and 4.7-8). About two-thirds of bear
habitat in the Project Area would be located
within the critical area where development on
BLM lands would be restricted, but there would
be an increased density of wells on non-BLM
lands within black bear habitat. The area of
construction impacts would be decreased about
9 percent to 514 acres, and the area of
operational facilities decreased about 7 percent
to 308 acres. The area of indirect impacts
would be reduced about 17 percent, to 18,544
acres (70 percent of black bear habitat in the
Project Area). At full operation (years 10 to
20), 79 production wells, 1 injection well, 1
evaporation pond, and two compressor stations
would be located in bear habitat. In addition to
exiging roads, there would be 41 miles of roads
to CBM field facilitieswithin black bear habitat.
With 70 percent of its habitat potentialy
affected, black bear could be eliminated from
the Project Area, and would continue to be
present only if animals were able to adapt to the
increased level of human activity. However,
consdering the typicaly dispersed and low
density occurrence of black bear, adverse
impacts to regiond black bear populations
would likely be minor and non-significant.

Mountain Lion

Impacts under Alternative B2 would be similar
in type but reduced in scale from those
described for the Proposed Action.
Development would be restricted on federal
lands within critical elk and deer winter range,
which would provide secure areas for mountain
lions and help to maintain them in the Project
Area. There would be an increased density of
wdls and roads outside of these aress.
Mountain lion could be displaced from 61
percent (64,100 acres) of habitat, and resultin a
proportionate decrease in the mountain lion
harvest, from 6 to 2.

Pronghorn Antelope

The types of impacts to pronghorn antelope
would be smilar under Alternative B2
compared to the Proposed Action. The
magnitude of direct and indirect impact would
be greater because the increased density of
wdls and facilities, and would be amost
identical to Alternative A. Restrictions on
development on BLM lands within critical and
high value mule deer and ek winter range
would have almost no effects in pronghorn
antel ope habitat.



M oose

The types of impacts and area of direct impact
would be about the same with this Alternative
as for the Proposed Action; but the area of
indirect impact would be reduced about 6
percent (Tables 4.7-11 and 4.7-12). As with
Alternative B1, the critical area addressed in
this aternative covers about half of the moose
winter habitat. Construction of the wellpads,
roads, pipelines and other facilities would
involve disturbance or removal of existing
vegetation on 348 acres in moose limited value
winter range (1.7 percent of this habitat within
the Project Ared). The project-long total of
areas occupied by operationa facilities would
be 212 acres in moose habitat (1.0 percent of
avalable habitat in the Project Area). At full
operation (years 10 to 20), 48 production wells,
1 injection well, 1 evaporation pond, and one
compressor station would be located in moose
limited value winter habitat. There would aso
be 29 miles of new or upgraded roads to CBM
fidd facilities. Assuming a displacement
distance of 800 meters, the total area of
displacement would be 14,073 acres (70 percent
of available habitat in the Project Area). With
winter road closure, the area of reduced habitat
vaue would be reduced to 11,351 acres (56
percent of habitat available in the Project
Ared). These changes would be unlikely to
have adverse effects on moose populations,
because the affected habitat is of limited value.

Raptors

Under Alternative B2, most of the BLM lands
in the northwest quarter of the Project Area
would again be restricted from devel opment.
Since most active raptor nests are in this area,
this aternative would have lower conflicts with
raptors than the Proposed Action on BLM land.
For other lands the full buildout would result in
more conflicts than the Proposed Action.
Conflicts would be centered around only 8
recently active raptor nests, compared to 13 for
the Proposed Action. The types of impacts and
goplicable environmental protection measures
would be the same as for the Proposed Action.

Eight raptor nests active between 1993 and
1995 would be within one-haf mile of facilities,
including 6 golden eagle nests, 1 buteo nests,
and 1 Cooper's hawk nest. Seventeen new
wells would be within one-haf mile of a
recently active raptor nest, including 1 on
federa lands, 7 on UDWR land, 6 on state land,
and 3 on private land. About 4.5 miles of
transportation corridor would be within buffer
zones of recently active raptor nests, including
about 1 mile on federa land and 2 miles on
UDWR land. All eight nests may be affected
by facilities on non-federd lands.

Sage Grouse

This aternative would be similar to Alternative
B1, and would provide some areas suitable for
sage grouse reintroduction. There would be no
wells on Horse Bench, and only 2 on Cedar
Bench. It would have greater direct effects to
sage grouse yearlong habitat than Alternative
B1, because of the increased well and road
dengity. Itwould affect 781 acres (2.5 percent)
during construction, and 477 acres (1.5 percent)
during operation (Table 4.7-14).



Other Upland Game

Alternative B2 would have impacts similar to
the Proposed Action, but would have more
habitat occupied by well field facilities for the
life of the project. Reductions in carrying
capacity and reductions in upland game
populations would be:

I. Chukar: about 2,365 acres, or about 1.8
percent of genera chukar habitat.

I1. Ring-necked pheasant: about 284 acres, or
about 1.4 percent of general pheasant
habitat.

I. Desert cottontail: about 2,775 acres, or
about 1.5 percent of generd habitat.

White-tailed Prairie Dog Complexes

The types of impacts would be smilar to the
Proposed Action, but a greater area of prairie
dog complexes would be affected, smilar to
Alternative A. Alternative B2 would impact
373 acres of prairie dog towns, of which 221
acres would be occupied by facilities such as
roads and well pads. This would be a loss of
about 3.2 percent of current prairie dog habitat,
for the life of the project. Construction would
destroy or disturb about 24,600 burrows, of
which about 14,600 would be in areas occupied
by roads or wellpads.

Other Species

The types of impacts to songbirds, reptiles and
amphibians would the same asfor the Proposed
Action, but a larger area of habitat would be
affected. About 2.4 percent of the generd
habitat in the Project Area would be affected

during construction and operation, including
about 15 percent eiminated during the
operational phase of the project, and about 0.9
percent affected by short-term disturbance.

The types of impacts to waterfowl and
shorebirds would be the same as for the
Proposed Action. The area of new surface
water habitat created would be the same, about
24 acres.

4.7.2.5 Alternative C1

This dternative would preclude CBM
development on specific portions of the elk and
mule deer winter habitat identified as security
areas. These areas were developed jointly by
UDWR and BLM based on past experience
with big game winter distribution patterns, and
represent the most valuable winter habitats.
Outside of these areas, which occupy 5 percent
or less of the total Project Area, development
would be the same as with the Proposed
Action.

Impacts from this aternative would be smilar to
those described for the Proposed Action, except
for reductions in magnitude and locations of
disturbance associated with the security areas.
Since most of the Security Areas are directly
associated with the major drainages (i.e,
Gordon Creek) that serve as primary big game
migration routes, protection of these areas
would minimize interference with big game
movement between seasona ranges. Another
difference between this alternative and the
proposed action is that protecting the Security
areas from any type of disturbing activity would
make these areas suitable for enhancement
work designed as mitigation. Theanaysisbelow



only describes differences between Alternative
C1 and the Proposed Action.

Mule Deer

The types of impacts would be the same as for
the Proposed Action, and the same
environmental protection measureswould apply.
Impacts would be decreased because of
regrictions on development in the security
areas, which includes concentration areas
within critical and high value winter range.

Direct impacts on habitat from construction
would be decreased by 16 percent (to 1,132
acres) for critical winter habitat and would be
decreased by 9 percent (to 1,085 acres) for high
value winter habitat (Table 4.7-1). About 709
acres (63 percent) of the construction impacts
in critical winter habitat and 630 acres (58
percent) in high vaue winter habitat would be
on federal land and subject to requirements for
compensatory enhancement of adjacent habitat.
Areas of direct effect on non-federa lands (423
acres of critical winter range and 455 acres of
high value winter habitat) would not be
compensated, except potentially on UDWR
lands. Impacts to non-federal lands would
represent 0.8 percent of the winter range in the
herd unit.

Areas occupied by operational facilities would
decrease by 16 percent in critical winter range
(to 636 acres), and would decrease by 9
percent in high value winter range (to 649
acres). At full operation (years 10 to 20), 168
production wells, 3 injection wells, 3 evaporation
ponds, and one compressor station would be
located in criticad winter range; and 147
production wells, 1 injection well, 3 compressor
sations and 1 evaporation pond would be
located in high value winter range. In addition to
existing paved roads, there would be about 93
miles of roads servicing gas field facilities in

critical winter habitat, and 97 miles of roads in
high value winter habitat.

The area of indirect impact from displacement
would be 14,505 acres in critical winter habitat
(27 percent of that type in the Project Area),
and 14,405 acres (28 percent) in high vaue
winter range. Winter road closures would
reduce harassment and disturbance in large
parts of this area, and overal reductions in
habitat value are estimated to be 9,116 acresin
critical winter range (17 percent of available
habitat in the Project Ared), and 10,624 acresin
high value winter range (21 percent) (Table 4.7-
2). This andyss may be conservative
(overestimating impacts) because no alowance
has been made for the greater value of the
security areas as wintering habitat, relative to
other winter range. Increases in mortality from
vehicle collisons and legd and illega hunting
would be smaller than with the Proposed
Action, because of the reduced devel opment.

All of the RGC facilities in critical and high
value winter range would be located within the
Northeast Manti herd unit. Using the same
assumptions as for the Proposed Action, the
loss of 16 percent of the winter range carrying
capacity would lead to a reduction in the target
Northeast Manti deer herd of 2,240 deer, and a
reduction in the target buck harvest of 224
bucks (Table 4.7-3). The mule deer population
is currently much lower than the target, and the
project therefore may not cause direct mortality
of exigting deer, but would limit future rebounds
in population.
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The types of impacts would be the same as for
the Proposed Action, and the same
environmental protection measureswould apply.
Impacts would be decreased because of
restrictions on development in security areas,
which includes concentration areas within ek
critical and high value winter habitat.

Direct impacts on habitat from construction
would be decreased by 24 percent (to 618
acres) for critica winter habitat and by 8
percent (to 1,524 acres) for high value winter
habitat (Table 4.7-4). About 237 acres (38
percent) of the construction impacts in critica
winter range and 1,037 acres (68 percent) in
high value winter habitat would be on federal
land and subject to requirements for
compensatory enhancement of adjacent habitat.
Areas of direct effect on non-federal lands (381
acres of critical winter range and 487 acres of
high value winter habitat) would not be
compensated, except potentialy on UDWR
lands. Impacts to non-federal lands represent
about 0.9 percent of the winter range in the
Project Area.

Areas occupied by operational facilities would
decrease by 24 percent in critical winter range
(to 362 acres), and by 7 percent in high vaue
winter range (to 882 acres). At full operation,
84 production wedls, 1 injection well, 1
evaporation pond, and two compressor stations
would be located in critical winter range; and
219 production wells, 3 injection wells, 2
compressor stations and 3 evaporation ponds
would be located in high value winter range. In
addition to existing paved roads, there would be
about 50 miles of roads servicing gas field

facilities in critical winter habitat, and 132 miles
of roads in high value winter habitat.

The area of indirect impact from displacement
would be decreased to 20,856 acres in critical
winter habitat (69 percent of that type in the
Project Area), and 51,278 acres (76 percent) in
high value winter range. Winter road closures
would reduce harassment and disturbance in
large parts of this area, and overal reductionsin
habitat value are estimated to be 9,369 in critical
winter range (31 percent of available habitat in
the Project Area), and 38,295 acres in high
vaue winter range (57 percent) (Table 4.7-5).
Increases in mortdity from vehicle collisons
and legd and illegd hunting would likely be less
than would the Proposed Action.

All of the RGC facilities in critical and high
vaue winter range would be located within the
Manti elk herd wunit. Using the same
assumptions as for the Proposed Action, the
loss of 9 percent of winter range carrying
capacity would lead to areduction in the target
Manti elk herd of 990 elk, and areduction in the
target harvest of 117 bulls (Table 4.7-6).



Black Bear

With Alternative C1, the types of impactswould
also be the same as for the Proposed Action,
but the area of effect would be greatly reduced
and would be smilar to Alternative B1 (Tables
4.7-7 and 4.7-8). About one-quarter of bear
habitat in the Project Area would be located
within several security areas where
development on BLM and UDWR lands would
be restricted. The area of construction impacts
would be decreased about 24 percent to 428
acres, and the area of operationa facilities
decreased about 24 percent to 250 acres. The
area of indirect impacts would be reduced about
22 percent, to 17,396 acres (65 percent of black
bear habitat in the Project Area). At full
operation (years 10 to 20), 59 production wells,
1 injection well, 1 evaporation pond, and two
compressor stations would be located in bear
habitat. In addition to existing roads, there
would be 34 miles of roads to CBM field
facilities within black bear habitat. With nearly
two-thirds of its habitat potentialy affected,
black bear could be eliminated from the Project
Area, and would continue to be present only if
animas were able to adapt to the increased
level of human activity. However, considering
the typicdly dispersed and low dengty
occurrence of black bear, adverse impacts to
black bear populatiions would likely be minor
and non-significant.

Mountain Lion

Impacts under Alternative C1 would be similar
in type but reduced in scale from those
described for the Proposed Action.
Development would be restricted on federal
lands within elk and deer security areas. These
would also provide secure areas for mountain
lions and help to maintain them in the Project
Area. Mountain lion could be displaced from
about 71 percent (75,300 acres) of habitat, and
result in a proportionate decrease in the
mountain lion harvest, from 6 to 2.

Pronghorn Antelope

With Alternative C1, the types and magnitude
of impacts to pronghorn antelope would be the
same as the Proposed Action. None of the
areas closed to development is antel ope habitat.



M oose

The types of impacts would be the same as for
the Proposed Action, but the area of impact
would be less because several of the security
areas are located in moose winter habitat.
Congtruction of the wellpads, roads, pipelines
and other facilities would involve disturbance or
removal of existing vegetation on 259 acres in
moose limited value winter range (1.3 percent
of this habitat within the Project Area). The
proect-long total of areas occupied by
operational facilities would be 156 acres in
moose habitat (0.8 percent of available habitat
in the Project Area). At full operation, 32
production wells, 1 injection well, 1 evaporation
pond, and one compressor station would be
located in moose limited value winter habitat.
There would aso be 21 miles of new or
upgraded roads to CBM fied facilities.
Assuming a displacement distance of 800
meters, the total area of displacement would be
12,068 acres (59.7 percent of available habitat
in the Project Area). With winter road closure,
the area of reduced habitat value would be
reduced to 9,794 acres (48 percent of habitat
avalable in the Project Area. These changes
would be unlikely to have adverse effects on
moose populations, because the affected habitat
isof limited value.

Raptors

Under Alternative C1, a number of big game
security areas would be restricted from
development, mainly in the northwest quarter of
the Project Area. Severa of the active raptor
nests are in these areas, and this aternative
would have somewhat lower conflicts with
raptors thanthe Proposed Action. Eleven raptor
nests would be affected, compared to 13 for the
Proposed Action, and the number of wells
within buffer zones would be reduced from 24
to 17. The types of impacts and applicable
environmental protection measures would be
the same as for the Proposed Action.

Eleven raptor nests active between 1993 and
1995 would be within one-haf mile of facilities,
induding 7 golden eagle nests, 2 buteo nests, 1
Cooper’s hawk nest, and 1 historic golden eagle
nest used by prairie falcons 1993-1995. Sixteen
new wells would be within one-haf mile of a
recently active raptor nest, including 9 on
federd lands, 5 on UDWR land, and 2 on state
land. About 7 miles of transportation corridor
would be within buffer zones of recently active
raptor nests, including about 5 miles on federa
land and 1 mile on UDWR land. Seven of the
11 nests would be protected by BLM
environmental protection resources, but four of
them may be affected by facilities on non-
federal lands.



Sage Grouse

Alternative C1 would provide areas suitable for
sage grouse rei ntroduction, because there would
be no development on Telephone or Cedar
Benches. It would have less direct impacts on
yearlong habitat than the Proposed Action, and
more than Alternative B1. It would affect 811
acres (about 2.6 percent) during construction,
and 457 acres (about 1.5 percent) during
operation (Table 4.7-14).

Other Upland Game

Alternative C1 would have impacts similar to
the Proposed Action, but would have less
habitat occupied by well field facilities for the
life of the project. Reductions in carrying
capacity and reductions in upland game
populations would be:

I. Chukar: about 1,784 acres, or about 1.3
percent of general chukar habitat.

I1. Ring-necked pheasant: about 186 acres, or
about 0.9 percent of general pheasant
habitat.

I11. Desert cottontail: about 2,170 acres, or
about 1.2 percent of generd habitat.

White-tailed Prairie Dog Complexes

The types of impacts would be smilar to the
Proposed Action, and the area affected would
be the same. Alternative C1 would impact 244
acres of prairie dog towns, of which 130 acres
would be occupied by facilities such as roads
and well pads. This would be a loss of about
1.9 percent of current prairie dog habitat, for
the life of the project. Congtruction would
destroy or disturb about 16,100 burrows, of
which about 8600 would be in areas occupied

by roads or wellpads.

Other Species

The types of impacts to songbirds, reptiles and
amphibians would the same asfor the Proposed
Action, but a smaller area of habitat would be
affected. About 2.0 percent of the generdl
habitat in the Project Area would be affected
during construction and operation, including
about 1.2 percent eliminated during the
operational phase of the project and an
additional 0.8 percent in areas of short-term
disturbance.

The types of impacts to waterfowl and
shorebirds would be the same as for the
Proposed Action. The area of new surface
water habitat created would be the same, about
24 acres.

4.7.2.6 Alternative C2

This dternative would preclude CBM
development on specific portions of the elk and
mule deer winter habitat identified as security
areas. Outside of these areas, which occupy 5
percent or less of the total Project Area,
development would be similar to Alternative A,
with 80 acre well spacing.

Impacts from this aternative would be smilar to
those described for the Proposed Action, except
for reductions in magnitude and locations of
disturbance associated with the security aresas,
and increases associated with the denser well
spacing and increased road network. The
andyss below only describes differences
between Alternative C2 and the Proposed
Action.



Mule Deer

The types of impacts would be the same as for
the Proposed Action, and the same
environmental protection measureswould apply.
Impacts would be increased because of
increased numbers of wells on areas outside the
Security areas.

Direct impacts on habitat from construction
would be increased by 13 percent (to 1,510
acres) for critica winter habitat and by 17
percent (to 1,392 acres) for high value winter
habitat (Table 4.7-1). About 955 acres (63
percent) of the construction impacts in critica
winter habitat and 845 acres (61 percent in high
vaue winter habitat would be on federa land
and subject to requirements for compensatory
enhancement of adjacent habitat. Areas of
direct effect on non-federa lands (555 acres of
critical winter range and 547 acres of high value
winter habitat) would not be compensated,
except potentially on UDWR lands. Impacts to
non-federal lands would represent 1.0 percent
of the winter range in the herd unit.

Areas occupied by operationd facilities would
increase by 24 percent in critical winter range
(to 936 acres), and would increase by 22
percent in high value winter range (to 871
acres). At full operation (years 10 to 20), 288
production wells, 3injection wells, 3 evaporation
ponds, and one compressor station would be
located in critical winter range;, and 245
production wells, 1 injection well, 3 compressor
stations and 1 evaporation pond would be
located in high value winter range. In addition to
existing paved roads, there would be about 119
miles of roads servicing gas field facilities in
critical winter habitat, and 118 miles of roadsin

high value winter habitat.

The area of indirect impact from displacement
would be 18,218 acres in critical winter habitat
(34 percent of that type in the Project Area),
and 17,203 acres (33 percent) in high value
winter range. Winter road closures would
reduce harassment and disturbance in large
parts of this area, and overal reductions in
habitat value are estimated to be 11,437 acresin
critical winter range (21 percent of available
habitat in the Project Ared), and 12,880 acresin
high value winter range (25 percent) (Table 4.7-
2). This andyss may be conservative
(overestimating impacts) because no alowance
has been made for the greater value of the
security areas as wintering habitat, relative to
other winter range. Increases in mortdity from
vehicle collisons and legd and illega hunting
would be greater than with the Proposed
Action, because of the increased road network.

All of the RGC facilities in critical and high
vaue winter range would be located within the
Northeast Manti herd unit. Using the same
assumptions as for the Proposed Action, the
loss of 20 percent of the winter range carrying
capacity would lead to areduction in the target
Northeast Manti deer herd of 2,800 deer, and a
reduction in the target buck harvest of 280
bucks (Table 4.7-3). The mule deer population
is currently much lower than the target, and the
project therefore may not cause direct mortdity
of existing deer, but would limit future rebounds
in population.
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The types of impacts would be the same as for
the Proposed Action, and the same
environmental protection measureswould apply.
Impacts would be decreased in critical winter
habitat because of restrictions on devel opment
in security areas, but increased in high vaue
winter habitat because of the greater well
density.

Direct impacts on habitat from construction
would be decreased by 3 percent (to 787 acres)
for critica winter habitat and increased by 21
percent (to 1,890 acres) for high value winter
habitat (Table 4.7-4). About 319 acres (41
percent) of the construction impacts in critica
winter habitat and 1,374 acres (69 percent) in
high value winter habitat would be on federa
land and subject to requirements for
compensatory enhancement of adjacent habitat.
Areas of direct effect on non-federal lands (468
acres of critical winter range and 616 acres of
high vaue winter habitat) would not be
compensated, except potentialy on UDWR
lands. Impacts to non-federa lands would
represent about 1.1 percent of the winter range
in the Project Area.

Areas occupied by operationd facilities would
increase by 1 percent in critical winter range (to
482 acres), and by 31 percent in high value
winter range (to 1,247 acres). At full operation,
140 production wells, 1 injection wdl, 1
evaporation pond, and two compressor stations
would be located in critical winter range; and
366 production wels, 3 injection wels, 2
compressor stations and 3 evaporation ponds
would be located in high value winter range. In
addition to existing paved roads, there would be
about 62 miles of roads servicing gas field
facilitiesin critical winter habitat, and 164 miles
of roads in high value winter habitat.

The area of indirect impact from displacement
would be decreased to 21,232 acres in critical
winter habitat (70 percent of that type in the
Project Area), and increased dightly to 53,310
acres (79 percent) in high value winter range.
Winter road closures would reduce harassment
and disturbance in large parts of this area, and
overdl reductionsin habitat value are estimated
to be 9,590 acres in critica winter range (32
percent of available habitat in the Project Area),
and 39,550 acres in high vaue winter range (58
percent) (Table 4.7-5). Increases in mortality
from vehicle collisons and legal and illegal
hunting would likely be less than would the
Proposed Action.

All of the RGC facilities in critical and high
value winter range would be located within the
Manti ek herd unit. Using the same
assumptions as for the Proposed Action, the
loss of 10 percent of winter range carrying
capacity would lead to a reduction in the target
Manti ek herd of 1,100 ek, and a reduction in
the target buck harvest of 130 bulls (Table 4.7-
6).



Black Bear

With Alternative C2, the types of impactswould
also be the same as for the Proposed Action,
but the area of effect would be reduced,
especidly for indirect impacts (Tables4.7-7 and
4.7-8). About one-quarter of bear habitat in the
Project Area would be located within severa
security areas where development on BLM and
UDWR lands would be restricted. The area of
construction impacts would be decreased about
10 percent to 511 acres, and the area of
operational facilities decreased about 6 percent
to 310 acres. The area of indirect impacts
would be reduced about 21 percent, to 17,646
acres (66 percent of black bear habitat in the
Project Area). At full operation (years 10 to
20), 86 production wells, 1 injection well, 1
evaporation pond, and two compressor stations
would be located in bear habitat. In addition to
existing roads, there would be 40 milesof roads
to CBM field facilitieswithin black bear habitat.
With two-thirds of its habitat potentidly
affected, black bear could be eliminated from
the Project Area, and would continue to be
present only if animals were able to adapt to the
increased level of human activity. However,
considering the typicdly dispersed and low
density occurrence of black bear, adverse
impacts to black bear populations would likely
be minor and non-significant.

Mountain Lion

Impacts under Alternative C2 would be similar
in type but reduced in scale from those
described for the Proposed Action.
Development would be restricted on federal
lands within elk and deer security areas. These
would also provide secure areas for mountain
lions and help to maintain them in the Project
Area. Mountain lion could be displaced from 74
percent (78,000 acres) of habitat, resulting in a
proportionate decrease in the mountain lion
harvest, from 6 to 2.

Pronghorn Antelope

With Alternative C2, the types and magnitude
of impactsto pronghorn antelope would be the
same as Alternative A. Compared to the
Proposed Action, the magnitude of impact
would be greater because the increased density
of wells and area of direct and indirect effect.



M oose

The types of impacts would be the same as for
the Proposed Action, but the area of impact
would be reduced (Tables 4.7-11 and 4.7-12).
The area of construction impacts would be
reduced about 15 percent to 303 acresin moose
limited value winter range (1.5 percent of this
habitat within the Project Area), and the area of
operational facilities reduced to 187 acres in
moose habitat (0.9 percent of available habitat
in the Project Area). At full operation (years 10
to 20), 46 production wells, 1 injection well, 1
evaporation pond, and one compressor station
would be located in moose limited value winter
habitat. There would aso be 24 milesof new or
upgraded roads to CBM fied facilities.
Assuming a displacement distance of 800
meters, the total area of displacement would be
12,250 acres (61 percent of available habitat in
the Project Area). With winter road closure, the
area of reduced habitat value would be reduced
t0 9,880 acres (49 percent of habitat availablein
the Project Area. These changes would be
unlikdy to have adverse effects on moose
populations, because the affected habitat is of
limited vaue.

Raptors

Under Alternative C2, a number of big game
security areas would again be restricted from
development, mainly in the northwest quarter of
the Project Area. Several of the active raptor
nests are in these areas, and this dternative
would reduce conflicts with three nests.
However, because of the denser development,
2 more wells would be located within raptor
buffer zones. The types of impacts and
applicable environmental protection measures
would be the same as for the Proposed Action.

Thirteen raptor nests active between 1993 and
1995 would be within one-haf mile of facilities,

including 8 golden eagle nests, 2 buteo nests, 1
Cooper’ s hawk nest, and 2 historic golden eagle
nests recently occupied by prarie facon.
Twenty-six new wells would be within one-half
mile of a recently active raptor nest, including
13 on federd lands, 6 on UDWR land, 5 on
state land, and 2 on private land. About 12 miles
of transportation corridor would be within buffer
zones of recently active raptor nests, including
about 6 miles on federa land and 1 mile on
UDWR land. Seven of the 13 raptor nests
would be protected by BLM environmental
protection measures, but six raptor nests may
be affected by facilities on non-federa land.

Sage Grouse

Alternative Cl1 would aso provide areas
suitable for sage grouse reintroduction, because
there would be no development on Telephone or
Cedar Benches. It would have less direct
impacts on yearlong habitat than Alternative A,
and more than Alternative B-2. It would affect
1,007 acres (3.2 percent) during construction,
and 623 acres (2.0 percent) during operation
(Table 4.7-14).

Other Upland Game

Alternative C2 would have impacts smilar to
the Proposed Action, but would have more
habitat occupied by well field facilities for the
life of the project. Reductions in carrying
capacity and reductions in upland game
populations would be:

. Chukar: about 2,732 acres, or about 2.0
percent of general chukar habitat.

I1. Ring-necked pheasant: about 283 acres, or
about 1.4 percent of genera pheasant
habitat.

[11. Desert cottontail: about 3,306 acres, or 1.8



percent of general habitat.

White-tailed Prairie Dog Complexes

The types of impacts would be similar to the
Proposed Action, but a greater area of prairie
dog complexes would be affected, the same as
Alternative A. Alternative C2 would impact 382
acres of prairie dog towns, of which 225 acres
would be occupied by facilities such as roads
and well pads. This would be a loss of about
3.2 percent of current prairie dog habitat, for
the life of the project. Construction would
destroy or disturb about 25,200 burrows, of
which about 14,850 would be in areas occupied
by roads or wellpads.

Other Species

The types of impacts to songbirds, reptiles and
amphibians would the same as for the Proposed
Action, but a larger area of habitat would be
affected. About 2.8 percent of the generd
habitat in the Project Area would be affected
during congtruction and operation, including
about 1.8 percent diminated during the
operational phase of the project and an
additional 1.0 percent in areas of short-term
disturbance.

The types of impacts to waterfowl and
shorebirds would be the same as for the
Proposed Action. The area of new surface
water habitat created would be increased to
about 27 acres.

4.7.2.7 Alternative D

This dternative was developed in a
collaborative process between BLM and RGC,
in consultation with UDWR and UDOGM. It

includes a number of project modifications
designed to provide more protection for wildlife
resources, including the following:

. No CBM development would occur in most
of the Gordon Creek Wildlife Management
Area

I1. Facility siting criteria would be used within
big game minimum disturbance corridors
(Plates 8a and 8b).

[11. BLM would not authorize well spacing of
less than 160 acres on Federa lands within
big game winter range.

V. RGC would meet itsresponsibilities
for 1:1 habitat replacement by payment of
$1,250 for each federa well in critical
winter range. Payments would go into a
fund that would be used for habitat
enhancement projects.

V. The condruction window in big game
winter range would beincreased to April 16
to November 31 (changed from May 16 to
October 31), and authorized activitieswithin
the winter closure period are defined.

VI. RGC would conduct non-
emergency workovers in big game winter
range outside of the seasona closure
window.

VII. RGC would construct gates for
winter closure a specific locations
identified by BLM.

Alternative D would the same as the Proposed
Action, except for these changes. Impacts
would be smilar to those described for the



Proposed Action, except as described below.
This alternative would provide suitable areas for
habitat compensation projects, in Gordon Creek
Wildlife Management Area and within some of
the big game minimum disturbance corridors. It
would meet the objectives of the Wildlife
Mitigation (Appendix 4C), and would supersede
Appendix 4C wherethere are differencesin the
specifics of mitigation.

The following discussion of impacts by species
is based primarily on the wel and facility
locations displayed on Plate 8a  Some
additional reduction in impacts may occur from
gpplication of the Site Location Standard at the
APD stage. Potentid results of the application
of the Standard are shown on Plate 8b,
including movement of wells and shortening of
access roads within the Big Game Minimum
Disturbance Corridors. These potential
aternative locations have not been proposed or
reviewed by RGC at thistime. Actua locations
would be developed at the APD stage.

Mule Deer

The types of impacts would be the same as for
the Proposed Action. The same environmental
protection measures would apply, except as
described above. Impacts would be decreased
because of the no-development area in the
Gordon Creek Wildlife Management Area
Additional reductions in impacts may occur
from reduced development in the big game
minimum disturbance corridors, after application
of the Site Location Standard.

Direct impacts on habitat from construction
would be decreased by 5 percent (to 1,279
acres) for critical winter habitat and would be
decreased by 26 percent (to 886 acres) for high
vaue winter habitat (Table 4.7-1). About 891
acres (70 percent) of the construction impacts
in critical winter habitat and 574 acres (65

percent) in high value winter habitat would be
on federa land and subject to requirements for
compensatory enhancement of adjacent habitat.
Areas of direct effect on non-federal lands (388
acres of critical winter range and 312 acres of
high value winter habitat) would not be
compensated. Impacts to non-federa lands
would represent 0.7 percent of the winter range
in the herd unit.

Areas occupied by operationa facilities would
decrease by 8 percent in critical winter range
(to 692 acres), and would decrease by 26
percent in high value winter range (to 530
acres). At full operation (years 10 to 20), 189
production wells, 3injection wells, 3 evaporation
ponds, and 1 compressor station would be
located in criticd winter range; and 122
production wells and 2 compressor stations
would be located in high value winter range. In
addition to existing paved roads, there would be
about 35 miles of roads servicing gas field
facilities in criticd winter habitat, and 30 miles
of roads in high value winter habitat.

The area of indirect impact from displacement
would be 16,374 acres in critical winter range
(30 percent of that type in the Project Area),
and 11,973 acres (23 percent) in high value
winter range. Winter road closures would
reduce harassment and disturbance in large
parts of this area, and overal reductions in
habitat value are estimated to be 10,005 acresin
critical winter range (19 percent of available
habitat in the Project Area), and 9,525 acres in
high value winter range (18 percent) (Table 4.7-
2). Increases in mortality from vehicle
collisons and legd and illegd hunting would
probably be smaller than with the Proposed
Action, because of the reduced devel opment.

All of the RGC facilities in critica and high
value winter range would be located within the
Northeast Manti herd unit. Using the same



assumptions as for the Proposed Action, the
loss of 18 percent of the winter range carrying
capacity would lead to a reduction in the target
Northeast Manti deer herd of 2520 deer, and a
reduction in the target buck harvest of 252
bucks (Table 4.7-3). The mule deer population
is currently much lower than the target, and the
project therefore may not cause direct mortality
of existing deer, but would limit future rebounds
in population.

Application of the Site Location Standard in Big
Game Minimum Disturbance Corridors would
result in some additiona reductions in impacts.
The corridors are designed to provide additiona
protection for mule deer, and are located in
critical and high value winter range. Based on
the potentia relocations shown in Plate 8b,
direct impacts may be reduced about 29 acres
in critical winter habitat, and by 24 acresin high
value winter habitat, compared to the locations
shown on Plate 8a. Indirect impacts may be
reduced about 5 percent (484 acres) in critica
winter range, and about 5 percent (687 acres) in
high value winter range, compared to the
locations shown in Plate 8a. Thiswould reduce
the percentage of affected critical and high
vaue winter habitat in the Project Area by 1
percent each, to 18 and 17 percent,
respectively.

Elk

The types of impacts would be the same as for
the Proposed Action, and the same
environmental protection measureswould apply,
except as described above. Impacts would be
greatly decreased because of the elimination of
CBM development in most of the Gordon Creek
Wildlife Management Area. Some additional

reduction in impacts, mostly in high vaue winter
range could occur from gpplication of the Site
Location Standard within Big Game Minimum
Disturbance Corridors.

Direct impacts on habitat from construction
would be decreased by 39 percent (to 496
acres) for critical winter habitat, and by 4
percent (to 1,588 acres) in high vaue winter
habitat (Table 4.7-4). About 356 acres (72
percent) of the construction impacts in critica
winter range and 1,355 acres (53 percent) in
high value winter habitat would be on federal
land and subject to requirements for
compensatory enhancement of adjacent habitat.
Areas of direct effect on non-federd land (140
acres of critical winter range and 233 acres of
high value winter habitat) would not be
compensated. Impacts to non-federa lands
represent about 0.4 percent of the winter range
in the Project Area.

Areas occupied by operational facilities would
decrease by 39 percent in critical winter range
(to 290 acres), and by 4 percent in high value
winter range (to 912 acres). At full operation,
72 production wells and 1 compressor station
would be located in critical winter range; and
229 production wells, 3 injection wdls, 2
compressor gations, and 3 evaporation ponds
would be located in high value winter range. In
addition to existing paved roads, there would be
about 22 miles of roads servicing ges field
facilities in critica winter habitat, and 45 miles
of roads in high value winter habitat.

The area of direct impact from displacement
would be decreased to 16,300 acres in critical
winter habitat (54 percent of that type in the
Project Areq), and 49,293 acres (73 percent) in



high value winter range. Winter road closures
would reduce harassment and disturbance in
large parts of thisarea, and overal reductionsin
habitat value are estimated to be 7.435 acres of
critical winter range (24 percent of available
habitat in the Project Area), and 35,953 acresin
high vaue winter range (53 percent) (Table4.7-
5). Increases in mortality from vehicle collisons
and legd and illegd hunting would likely be less
than with the Proposed Action.

All of the RGC facilities in critical and high
value winter range would be located within the
Manti ek hed unitt Usng the same
assumptions as for the Proposed Action, the
loss of 7 percent of winter range carrying
capacity would lead to a reduction in the target
Manti elk herd of 770 ek, and areduction in the
target bull harvest of 93 bulls (Table 4.7-6).

Black Bear

With Alternative D, the types of impacts would
also be the same as with the Proposed Action,
but the area of effect would be greatly reduced,
and would be the least of any alternative (Table
4.7-7 and 4.7-8). About one-half of bear habitat
in the Project Area would be protected within
the Gordon Creek no development area. The
area of construction impacts would be
decreased by 59 percent to 232 acres, and the
area of operationd facilities decreased by 60
percent to 131 acres. The area of indirect
impacts would be reduced by 58 percent, to
9,341 acres (35 percent of black bear habitat in
the Project Areq). At full operation (years 10 to
20), 31 production wells and 1 compressor
station would be located in bear habitat. In
addition to existing roads, there would be 13.8
miles of roads to CBM field facilities within
black bear habitat. Although black bear use of
the Project Area may be reduced by about one-
third, adverse impacts to black bear populations

are likely to be minor because of their dispersed
and low density occurrence.

Mountain Lion

Impacts under Alternative D would besmilar in
type but reduced in scale from those described
for the Proposed Action. Restrictions on
development in the Gordon Creek no-
development area and siting criteria in the big
game corridors would provide secure areas for
mountain lions, and help to maintain them in the
Project Area. Mountain lion could be displaced
from about 65 percent (68,797 acres) of habitat,
and result in a proportionate decrease in the
mountain lion harvest, from 6 to 2.

Pronghorn Antelope

Impacts would be the same as with the
Proposed Action.

M oose

Impacts would be much less than with the
Proposed Action, and would be the lowest of
any aternative, because most of the moose
habitat in the Project Area would be in the
Gordon Creek no-development area.
Congtruction of the wellpads, roads, pipelines
and other facilities would involve disturbance of
removal of existing vegetation on 40 acres in
moose limited vaue winter range (0.2 percent
of this habitat within the Project Area). The
project-long total of areas occupied by
operational facilities would be 23 acres in
moose habitat (0.1 percent). At full operation, 2
production wells would be located in moose
limited value winter habitat. There would aso
be 3.6 miles of new or upgraded roads to CBM
facilities. Assuming a displacement distance of
800 meters and winter road closures, the area
of reduced habitat value would be reduced to
2,480 acres (12 percent). These changes would



be unlikely to have adverse effects on moose
populations.

Raptors

Potential impacts would be reduced compared
to the Proposed Action. Several raptor nests
are located in the Gordon Creek no-
development area, and would not be affected
under Alternative D. Nine raptor nests would
be affected, compared to 13 for the Proposed
Action, and the number of wells within buffer
zones would be reduced from 22 to 15. The
types of impacts and applicable environmental
protection measures would be the same as for
the Proposed Action.

Nine raptor nests active between 1993 and
1995 would be within one-hdf mile of facilities,
including 7 golden eagle, 1 hawk (buteo),and 1
higoric golden eagle nest used by prarie
facons during 1993-1995. Fifteen proposed
wells would be within one-hdf mile of a
recently active raptor nest, including 14 federa
lands and 1 on date land. About 5 miles of
transportation corridor would be within buffer
zones of recently active raptor nests, including
about 4 on federd land. Eight of the nine nests
would be protected by BLM environmental
protection measures, but one nest may be
affected by facilities on non-federd lands.

Sage Grouse

This dternative would protect yearlong sage
grouse habitat on Telephone, Cedar, and Horse
Benches, and Bob Wright Canyon, and would
provide the largest areas for sage grouse re-
introductions. It would have reduced direct
effects on sage grouse yearlong habitat, 704
acres (2.2 percent) during construction and 385
acres (1.2 percent) during operation (Table 4.7-
14).

Other Upland Game

Alternative D would have impactssmilar tothe
Proposed Action, but would have less habitat
occupied by well fidd facilities for the life of
the project. Reductionsin carrying capacity and
reductions in upland game popul ationswould be:

I. Chukar: about 1,717 acres, or about 1.3
percent of general chukar habitat.

I1. Ring-necked pheasant: about 306 acres, or
about 0.9 percent of general pheasant
habitat.

[11. Desert cottontail: about 3,722 acres, or
about 1.1 percent of general habitat.

White-tailed Prairie Dog Complexes

The types of impacts would be similar to the
Proposed Action and the area affected would
be the same. Alternative D would affect 244
acres of prairie dog towns, of which 130 acres
would be occupied by facilities such as roads
and well pads. This would be a loss of about
1.9 percent of current prairie dog habitat, for
the life of the project. Construction would
destroy or disturb about 16,100 burrows, of



which about 8600 would be in areas occupied
by roads or wellpads.

Other Species

The types of impacts to songbirds, reptiles and
amphibians would the same as for the

Proposed Action, but a smaller area of habitat
would be affected. About 2.0 percent of the
general habitat in the Project Area would be
affected during construction and operation,
including about 1.1 percent eiminated during the
operational phase of the and an additional 0.9
percent in areas of short-term disturbance.

The types of impacts to waterfowl and
shorebirds would be the same as for the
Proposed Action. The area of new surface
water habitat created would be about 20 acres.

4.7.2.8 No Action Alternative

The No Action dternative would preclude
CBM development on federal mineral estate
lands, however, development on state and
private lands would likely occur.

Impacts under this dternative would be similar
to those described for the Proposed Action;
however, the magnitude of the impacts under
the No Action aternative would be much less
than the Proposed Action because of the
decreased number and density of wells. The
andyss below only describes differences
between the No Action aternative and the
Proposed Action.

Mule Deer

The types of impacts would be the same as for
the Proposed Action, and the same
environmental protection measureswould apply.
Impacts would be greatly decreased because
there would be little development on federa
lands. However, development on other lands
would still result in Significant impacts.

Direct impacts on habitat from construction
would be decreased by 62 percent (to 512
acres) for criticd winter habitat and by 54
percent (to 552 acres) for high value winter
habitat (Table 4.7-1). About 110 acres (22
percent) of the construction impacts in critica
winter habitat and 121 acres (22 percent) in
high value winter habitat would be on federal
land and subject to requirements for
compensatory enhancement of adjacent habitat.
Areas of direct effect on non-federal lands (402
acres of critical winter range and 431 acres of
high value winter habitat) would not be
compensated, except potentialy on UDWR
lands. Impacts to non-federa lands would
represent 0.8 percent of the winter range in the
herd unit.

Areas occupied by operationa facilities would
decrease by 63 percent in critical winter range
(to 279 acres), and by 55 percent in high vaue
winter range (to 321 acres). At full operation
(years 10 to 20), 65 production wells, 1 injection
wells, 1 evaporation ponds, and one compressor
station would be located in critical winter range;
and 59 production wells, 1 injection well, 3
compressor stations and 1 evaporation pond
would be located in high value winter range. In
addition to existing paved roads, there would be
about 39 miles of roads servicing gas field
facilities in critica winter habitat, and 49 miles
of roads in high value winter habitat.

The area of indirect impact from displacement



would be 6,273 acres in critical winter habitat
(12 percent of that type in the Project Area),
and 7,630 acres (15 percent) in high value
winter range. Winter road closures would
reduce harassment and disturbance in large
parts of this area, and overal reductions in
habitat value are estimated to be 4,329 acresin
critical winter range (8 percent of available
habitat in the Project Areq), and 4,418 acresin
high value winter range (9 percent) (Table 4.7-
2). Increasesin mortality from vehicle collisons
and legal and illegal hunting would be decreased
from the Proposed Action, because of the
smdller road network.

All of the RGC facilities in critical and high
value winter range would be located within the
Northeast Manti herd unit. Using the same
assumptions as for the Proposed Action, the
loss of 8 percent of the winter range carrying
capacity would lead to areduction in the target
Northeast Manti deer herd of 1,120 deer, and a
reduction in the target buck harvest of 112
bucks (Table 4.7-3). The mule deer population
is currently much lower than the target, and the
project therefore may not cause direct mortality
of existing deer, but would limit future rebounds

in population.
Ik

The types of impacts would be the same as for
the Proposed Action, and the same
environmental protection measureswould apply.
Impacts would be greatly decreased because
there would be little development on federa
lands. However, development on other lands
would il result in significant impacts.

Direct impacts on habitat from construction

would be decreased by 46 percent (to 433
acres) for critica winter habitat and by 64
percent (to 600 acres) on ek high value winter
habitat (Table 4.7-4). About 56 acres (13
percent) of the construction impacts in critica
winter habitat and 149 acres (25 percent) in
high value habitat would be on BLM land and
subject to requirements for compensatory
enhancement of adjacent habitat. Areas of
direct effect on non-federa lands (377 acres of
critical winter range and 451 acres of high value
winter habitat) would not be compensated,
except potentially on UDWR lands. Impacts to
non-federal lands represent about 0.8 percent of
the winter range in the Project Area.

Areas occupied by operationa facilities would
decrease by 48 percent in critical winter range
(to 245 acres), and by 64 percent in high value
winter range (to 339 acres). At full operation,
56 production wells, 1 injection wdl, 1
evaporation pond, and two compressor stations
would be located in critical winter range; and 66
production wells, 1 injection well, 2 compressor
dations and 1 evaporation pond would be
located in high value winter range. In addition to
existing paved roads, there would be about 34
miles of roads servicing gas field facilities in
critical winter habitat, and 50 miles of roads in
high value winter habitat.

The area of indirect impact from displacement
would be decreased to 16,856 acres in critical
winter habitat (55 percent of that type in the
Project Area), and to 27,794 acres (41 percent)
in high value winter range. Winter road closures
would reduce harassment and disturbance in
large parts of thisarea, and overdl reductionsin
habitat value are estimated to be 6,492 in criticd
winter range (21 percent of available habitat in



the Project Area), and 21,346 acres in high
value winter range (32 percent) (Table 4.7-5).
Increases in mortdity from vehicle collisons
and legd and illegd hunting would likely be less
than would the Proposed Action.

All of the RGC facilities in critical and high
vaue winter range would be located within the
Manti ek herd unit. Using the same
assumptions as for the Proposed Action, the
loss of 6 percent of winter range carrying
capacity would lead to a reduction in the target
Manti elk herd of 660 ek, and areduction in the
target buck harvest of 78 bulls (Table 4.7-6).

Black Bear

Under the No Action alternative, the types of
impacts would also be the same as for the
Proposed Action, but the area of effect would
be reduced, especidly for indirect impacts
(Tables 4.7-7 and 4.7-8). About one-quarter of
black bear habitat is on BLM lands, where
there would be little or no development, but
activities on the three-quarters of the habitat on
other lands would proceed, and result in
substantial losses of habitat. The area of
construction impacts would be decreased about
28 percent to 406 acres, and the area of
operational facilities decreased about 30 percent
to 231 acres. The area of indirect impacts
would be reduced about 23 percent, to 17,207
acres (65 percent of black bear habitat in the
Project Area). At full operation (years 10 to
20), 46 production wels, 1 injection wel, 1
evaporation pond, and two compressor stations
would be located in bear habitat. In addition to
existing roads, there would be 33 miles of roads
to CBM fidd facilitieswithin black bear habitat.
With nearly two-thirds of its habitat potentialy
affected, black bear could be eiminated from
the Project Area, and would continue to be
present only if animalswere able to adapt to the
increased level of human activity. However,
considering the typicaly dispersed and low
density occurrence of black bear, adverse
impacts to black bear populations would likely
be minor and non-significant.



Mountain Lion

Impacts under the No Action dternative would
be similar in type to the Proposed Action but
greatly reduced because there would be little
development on federd land. Mountain lion
could be displaced from about 44 percent
(46,424 acres) of habitat, resulting in a
proportionate decrease in the mountain lion
harvest, from 6 to 3.

Pronghorn Antelope

The types of impacts to pronghorn antelope
would be similar to the Proposed Action, and
the same environmental protection measures
would apply. Impacts would be decreased
because of the imination of most development
on federal lands.

Direct impacts from construction would be
decreased by 41 percent (to 516 acres) within
antdope high value yearlong habitat (0.6
percent of habitat availablein the Project Aresa),
and by 53 percent to 307 acres of potential
antelope habitat (0.5 percent) (Table 4.7-9).
Based on a displacement distance of 100
meters, antelope would be displaced from 3,138
acres of high vaue yearlong habitat during
construction (6 percent of that available in the
Project Area) (Table 4.7-10). Although
antelope do not currently occur west of
Highway 10, noise and disturbance would make
1583 acres (5.5 percent) of potential habitat
unsuitable for future occupancy.

The area occupied by operationa facilities
would also decrease, to 294 acresin high value
yearlong habitat, and 143 acres in potentia
yearlong habitat. Displacement effects would

continue during operation, dthough some
habituation may occur which would reduce the
area of effect. At full operation (years 10 to
20), 79 production wells and 45 miles of new or
improved roads would be located in high value
winter habitat. The likelihood of future
expansion of antelope populations into the
potential habitat west of Highway 10 may be
reduced; project facilities planned for that area
include 23 wells, 2 evaporation ponds, 1
injection wells, 1 compressor station, and 19
miles of new or improved roads, along with 79
exiging wells. Although displacement effects
are likely to result in decreased use of the
Project Area by antelope, they are unlikely to
have significant adverse effects on overal
antelope populations even at full development,
because less than 1 percent of habitat available
within the herd unit would be affected, and no
critical habitat would be affected. Some
increases in hunting and harassment are likely
to occur, and may also reduce the number of
antelope in the Project Area.



M oose

The types of impacts would be the same as for
the Proposed Action, but the area of impact
would be reduced (Tables 4.7-11 and 4.7-12).
The area of construction impacts in moose
habitat would be reduced about 23 percent to
274 acres, and the area of operationa facilities
would be reduced about 25 percent to 160
acres. At full operation (years 10 to 20), 27
production wells, 1 injection well, 1 evaporation
pond, and one compressor station would be
located in moose limited value winter habitat.
There would aso be 33 miles of new or
upgraded roads to CBM field facilities. The
area of indirect impacts would be reduced to
13,137 acres, about 65 percent of the habitat
avaladle in the Project Area. With winter
closure, the area of reduced habitat value would
be reduced by about 11 percent compared to
the Proposed Action, to 10,844 acres, or about
54 percent of the limited value winter habitat in
the Project Area. These changes to habitat are
unlikdy to have adverse effects on moose
populations, because the affected habitat is of
limited value.

Raptors

Under the No Action alternative, there would
be only minor developments on federa lands,
and most raptor nests would be more than one-
haf mile from proposed facilities, resulting in
much fewer conflicts than with the Proposed
Action. Only four recently active raptor nests
would be in conflict with new development, and
only seven wells would be affected. The types
of impacts and applicable environmenta
protection measures would be the same as for
the Proposed Action.

Four raptor nests active between 1993 and 1995
would be within one-hdf mile of proposed
facilities, including 2 golden eagle nests, 1 buteo

nest, and 1 Cooper’s hawk nest. Seven new
wells would be within one-hdf mile of a
recently active raptor nest, including 1 on
federal lands, 5 on UDWR land, and 1 on state
land. About 2.5 miles of transportation corridor
would be within buffer zones of recently active
raptor nests, including about 1 mile on federal
land and 1.5 mile on UDWR land. All four of
the raptor nests may be affected by activitieson
non-federa lands.

Sage Grouse

This alternative would provide some areas
auitable for sage grouse reintroduction. There
would be no wells on Horse Bench, and the
number of wells on Cedar Bench would be
reduced from 5 to 2. It would a'so have reduced
direct effects on sage grouse yearlong habitat,
600 acres (1.9 percent) during construction and
347 (1.1 percent) during operation (Table 4.7-
14).

Other Upland Game

The No Action aternative would have impacts
similar to the Proposed Action, but would have
less habitat occupied by well field facilities for
the life of the project. Reductions in carrying
capacity and reductions in upland game
populations would be:

. Chukar: about 830 acres, or about 0.6
percent of general chukar habitat.

I1. Ring-necked pheasant: about 167 acres, or
about 0.8 percent of genera pheasant
habitat.

[Il. Desert cottontail: about 1,050 acres, or
about 0.6 percent of general habitat.

White-tailed Prairie Dog Complexes




The types of impacts would be smilar to the
Proposed Action, but a much smaller area of
prairie dog complexes would be affected. The
No Action aternative would impact 95 acres of
prairie dog towns, of which 41 acres would be
occupied by facilities such as roads and
wellpads. This would be a loss of about 0.6
percent of current prairie dog habitat, for the
life of the project. Construction would destroy
or disturb about 6,300 burrows, of which about
2,700 acres would be in areas occupied by
roads or wellpads.

Other Species

The types of impacts to songbirds, reptiles and
amphibians would the same as for the Proposed
Action, but a smaller area of habitat would be
affected. About 1.0 percent of the generd
habitat in the Project Area would be affected
during construction and operation, including
about 0.6 percent eiminated during the
operationa phase of the project.

The types of impacts to waterfowl and
shorebirds would be the same as for the
Proposed Action. The area of new surface
water habitat created would be reduced to 14
acres.

4.7.3 Impacts Summary

A comparison of the impact of the Proposed
Action and the seven alternatives is provided in
Table 2.8-2. All of the dternatives would
involve similar types of impacts, but the
magnitude of impact would vary according to
the number and digtribution of CBM facilities.
All of the dternatives would involve significant
impacts to big game, and much of the
development in big game habitat would be on
non-federal lands, and would not be covered by
BLM-required environmental protection
measures or mitigation.

Impacts would occur from disturbance of
habitat during construction, long-term
occupancy of habitat by aboveground facilities,
increased human presence and activity at al
seasons, increased public use of the expanded
and improved road network, higher potential for
collisons, and improved access for legal and
illegd hunting and harassment. Displacement of
animas away from human activities would
likdy have the greatest adverse effects, and
would make large areas of habitat unsuitable for
wildlife use.

Direct impacts related to construction would
occur over a 6 to 10 year period at the
beginning of the project. Operational impacts
would extend throughout the 30 year project,
but would be highest in the middle years after
al wells and roads have been constructed, and
before any have been abandoned and
reclaimed. For most species, indirect
(displacement) impacts would be greatest
during this period. Wells would be abandoned
and reclaimed at the end of their estimated 20
year life span, and would decrease in number



through the last 10 years of the project. At the
end of the project, approximately 30 years after
startup, dl wells would be reclaimed, but some
roads may remain open. Wildlife displaced from
the area during operation may reoccupy the
Project Area as the project facilitiesare closed.

Quantitative impacts are evauated and
compared for direct disturbance of habitat, and
for indirect (displacement) effects, for mule
deer, ek, black bear, pronghorn antelope,
moose, and raptors. For mule deer, ek, and
pronghorn antelope, severa different types of
habitat are evaluated, representing different
types of seasona use and importance. The eight
alternatives would generally affect between 1
and 4 percent of the specific seasond habitats
avaladle in the Project Area. Elk and deer
winter habitats overlap in the Project Area. A
summary of impacts to combined elk and deer
critical and high priority habitat is provided in
Table 4.7-13. Direct impacts to elk and deer
habitat on federal lands would be compensated
by habitat enhancement projects.

Displacement effectswould impact much larger
areas than direct effects. Displacement effects
would be reduced by using gate closureswhere
possible to minimize motorized vehicle accessto
winter habitat during the critical season. The
seven dternatives would have the following
indirect effects, in terms of acre reductions of
habitat value, and percent of the habitat
available in the Project Area:

l. 4,300 to 13,000 acres of deer
critical winter habitat (8 to 24 percent)

. 4,400 to 13,400 acres of deer high
value winter habitat (8 to 26 percent)

. 6,500 to 10,800 acres of €k critical
winter habitat (21 to 36 percent)

V. 21,300 to 38,502 acres of ek high
value winter habitat (32 to 57 percent)

V. 9,300 to 22,400 acres of black bear
high value yearlong habitat (35 to 85
percent)

VI. 46,000 to 84,400 acres of mountain
lion habitat (44 to 80 percent)

VII. 3,400 to 8,300 acres of antelope
highva ueyearlong hebitat (6t0 17 percent)

Funds provided under the BLM's Wildlife
Habitat Mitigation Program would reduce the
meagnitude of indirect impacts to area deer and
ek, but would not eliminate them. The Proposed
Action and Alternative A would not have large
blocks of undisturbed habitat available for
habitat enhancement, unlike the other
dternatives.

Reductions in ek and deer winter range would
be likely to lead to reduced regiona populations.
Mule deer winter range in the Project Area
makes up most of the winter range available in
the Northeast Manti deer herd unit, and ek
habitat in the Project Area provides about 30
percent of the winter range for the Manti elk
herd. The various aternatives would displace
wildlife from about 8 to 23 percent of winter
habitat for the North Manti deer unit, and 6 to
11 percent of winter habitat for the Manti elk
herd, resulting in corresponding population
reductions (or limits on future growth), and
reductions in harvest. Loss of black bear,
antel ope, and moose habitat would be unlikely to
have adverse effects on regiona populations or
harvest, athough local use would be reduced.

Between 4 and 14 recently active raptor nests
would be located within one-haf mile of CBM
facilities. Adverse indirect effects would be
limited by several environmental protection



measures.

In general, Alternative B1 and the No Action
aternative would have the lowest impacts, and
Alternative A the highest impacts, followed by
Alternative C2. The BLM preferred alternative
(D), critical areas avoidance aternatives (B1
and B2), and security areas protection
dternatives (C1 and C2) would provide
protection for much of the most critically valued
habitats for big game, black bear, mountain lion,
and sage grouse; protectsthe primary migration
corridor for the Gordon Creek winter range, and
provide the opportunity for wildlife habitat
enhancement projects within the Project Area.

4.7.4 Mitigation

The environmental protection measures
described in Section 2.2.5 would provide some
protection for wildlife resources. However,
additional mitigation measures are
recommended to reduce impacts or to
compensate for impacts.

Direct and indirect impacts to wildlife critica
and high vaue winter habitat should be
mitigated consistent with the BLM's Wildlife
Habitat Mitigation Plan (Appendix 4C). Impacts
should be mitigated, to the extent possible,
within the same herd unit, in order to benefit the
impacted population. Impacts should be
mitigated within the Project Areaiif possible, but
may be mitigated off-site or outside of the herd
unit. Existing requirementsfor 1:1 enhancement
of adjoining habitat for surface disturbing
activities on critical winter range (BLM 38)
should be extended to include impacts to high
vaue winter habitat. These should include
physical habitat enhancement projects such as

vegetation treatments to increase the quality
and quantity of forage. Displacement impactsto
critical and high vaue winter habitats should be
mitigated through changes in surface
management, to eliminate resource conflicts
(such as diminating competition with wildlife
resources on critical winter range).

Exploratory drilling should be conducted on
critical and high value big game habitat to
assess the extent of the CBM resources and
facilitate mitigation planning. Areas with limited
CBM potentia should be set aside for wildlife
habitat.

With permission of landowners, RGC should
ingal design features (speed bumps or dips) to
limit excessive rates of speed in sensitive
wildlife habitat, to reduce the potentia for
vehicle collisons with wildlife.

Widls and facilities should be placed behind
visual screens, such as topography and dense
pinyon forest. Placement of wells, roads and
facilities along forest/sage-grassand edge
should be avoided.

RGC's information and education program
should include locd, state and federd wildlife
laws and regulations, genera natural history and
wildlife species of the area, potential impacts to
wildlife, and measures to avoid or mitigate
impacts to wildlife. Workers should be
ingtructed to report raptor nests, sage grouse
observations, wildlife moraities, and other
noteworthy observations to the BLM and
UDWR.



4.7.5 Unavoidable Adverse I mpacts

Unavoidable adverse impacts to wildlife and
fisheries would be direct loss of some habitat;
displacement of mule deer and ek from winter
range; and increase in potential for vehicle
related wildlife morditiesand injuries. Adequate
Sized and suitable areas for mitigation of direct
and indirect impacts may not be available within
the Project Area or herd units, and wildlife

winter habitat carrying capacity and deer and
ek populations may be reduced for the life of
the project. Implementation of mitigation as
described in Sections 2.2.5 and 4.7.3 would
reduce, but not eliminate, impacts. In addition, a
lagtime of vegetation establishment would likely
occur between the initiation of reclamation and
habitat enhancement and the establishment of



big game habitat of equa quality to habitat |ost.
This could result in the short-term reduction in
carrying capacity of big-game for the first one
to five years, depending on the relative
scheduling of habitat enhancement and the
construction of wells and roads.

4.8 SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES
4.8.1 Introduction

Thirteen species of federally listed threatened
or endangered plant or anima species, and 17
other sensitive species have been identified as
potentialy occurring within Carbon and Emery
counties. These include 9 species of plants, 7
species of terrestrial wildlife, 8 species of bats,
and 6 species of fish.

As described in Section 3.8, this EIS will serve
as a Biological Assessment as part of BLM’s
compliance with Section 7 of the Endangered
Species Act. The description of the Proposed
Action is provided in Chapter 2, description of
the affected environment for listed threatened
and endangered species is provided in Section
3.8.3, and analysis of project effectsis provided
in this section. Project effects to be addressed
indude direct, indirect, beneficia and
cumulative impacts, and those caused by
interrelated and interdependent actions.
Cumulative effects under ESA regulations
refers to state and private actions that are
reasonably certain to occur within the Project
Area in the foreseeable future. In this context,
impacts from project development on state and
private lands outside of federa mineral
ownership would be considered as cumulative
effects for the Biological Assessment, since
BLM has no authority to permit or deny them.
These types of impacts are discussed below
under direct and indirect impacts, rather than in
Chapter 5. This section aso includes a

summary of conclusions regarding whether the
BLM’s action (approval of the project on
federal land) may affect a listed species. A
summary of the conclusionsfor listed speciesis
provided in Table 4.8-1. Copies of
correspondence are included in Appendix 3C.

The other 17 species evaluated in this section
are not protected under the federal ESA, but
are considered sensitive by BLM and state
agencies.

Federally endangered threatened and
endangered species are protected under the
ESA, and compliance with the ESA would be
required under federa law and under standard
lease terms, for all project components.

Sensitive species are protected on federal lands
under BLM policies and guidelines.
Environmental protection measures listed in
Section 2.2.5 that may minimize impacts to
endangered, threatened and sensitive species
indude RGC 12 (speed limits), RGC 14
(seasonal avoidance of raptor nests), BLM
1(ste sdlection), BLM 4 to 5 (avoidance of
streams and springs), BLM 8 to 23 (erosion
control and reclamation), BLM 31 to 35 (water-
related measures), BLM 36 (avoidance of
wetland and riparian areas), BLM 40 (raptor
nest buffer zones), BLM 41 (raptor surveys),
and BLM 41A (bad eagle roost buffer zones).



4.8.2 Direct and Indirect |mpacts

4.8.2.1 Proposed Action

Federal Endangered and Threatened
Species

Bald Eagle. Potentia impacts to bald eagles
indude increased mortality and disturbance to
winter roosts.

Bald eagles that pass through the Project Area
or roost within the Project Area during winter
may be attracted to road killed wildlife, and
would therefore be more vulnerable to injury or
death from increased vehicle traffic as a result
of CBM construction and operation. The death
of a single bad eagle would conditute a
sgnificant impact. However, speeds on
collector, local, and resource roads would be
maintained below 25 mph and would therefore
be unlikely to increase eagle mortdlity.

Four bald eagle winter roost sites were
identified during surveys conducted in the
winter of 1994-1995. Direct removal or
disturbance to roosts would cause the
abandonment of the roost and may be subject to
prosecution under the “takings' provison of the
ESA. However, no existing bald eagle winter
roost would be removed by any alternative.

Any activity within 0.25 miles (400 meters) of
critical bald eagle roosts during the winter
(October 15 to March 15) could potentialy
cause the abandonment of the roost (Martell
1992), and may aso be considered a "takings'
under the ESA. Where disturbance is in line of
sght of the roost, 0.25 miles may not be
adequate to prevent disturbance. Environmental
Protection Measure BLM41A specifies that
there be no surface occupancy within 0.5 mile
of awinter roost, except where authorized on a
case by case bass through joint consultation

with the BLM, USFWS, and UDWR, based on
topography and visua sight distances around the
night roost Site. Facilities located within 0.5 and
0.25 miles of bald eagle roosts are summarized
in Table 4.8-2, for each of the alternatives. The
Gordon Creek East and Gordon Creek West
roosts would each have a proposed well located
0.25 to 0.5 mile from the roost, dong with short
segments of loca roads. In addition, about one
mile of the existing Consumers Wash Road is
aso located within the 0.5 mile buffer zone of
the Gordon Creek West communa roost.
Three proposed wellsand 2.1 miles of proposed
local road would be located within 0.5 mile of
the Bull Point site. No proposed facilities are
located near the Miller Creek site. All of these
facilities arelocated on UDWR land, except for
1 wdll a the Bull Point site.

With implementation of BLM 41A, both direct
and indirect impacts to bald eagles and to
critical winter roost sites would be unlikely to
occur under the Proposed Action.

Peregrine Falcon. Potentia impacts include
disturbance or harassment of nesting birds,
leading to nest failure or abandonment, and
reduction of prey base.

The peregrine falcon nest discovered in 1996 is
located on a cliff at the edge of the Project
Area, and overlooks the Project Area. USFWS
and UDWR guidelines for protection of
peregrine nests (USFWS 1984; Zoblan 1996;
Bates 1996a) providefor aone-mile buffer zone
around active nests during the breeding season
(February 15 to July 15). Construction activity
would not be alowed during this period, but
could occur during other parts of the year., and
operational activities would not be restricted
within this buffer zone. With this mitigation,
significant disturbance to nesting peregrines
would be unlikely. Only a few project facilities



would be affected by this requirement: four
proposed wells and about 2 miles of access
road are located within 1 mile of the 1996 nest
site. The closest wells are dightly more than
one-haf mile away, and about one-quarter mile
of proposed road iswithin one-haf mile. One of
the proposed wells and some of the access road
are located on Utah sate land, and the
remainder are on BLM land. The numbers and
locations of facilities within 1 mile may vary in
the future if the peregrine pair use a different
nesting site.

Environmental protection measures that would
additionally reduce the potentia for impacts to
nesting peregrines include RGC 10 (prohibition
of carrying fireams by employees and
contractors), RGC 11 (training on wildlife
protection measures), BLM 40 (no surface
occupancy within one-half mile of nests active
within athree year period), and BLM 41 (spring
rgptor surveys of areas proposed for
construction).

Prey populations (mainly medium and smal
Sized birds) may be dightly reduced by removal
of vegetation. Within one mile of the nest, the
amount of vegetation occupied by operational
fecilities would be about 15 acres, or about 1
percent of this area. About 80 percent of the
proposed project facilities would be built within
a 10-mile radius of the nest (the radius of the
average hunting ared), and would result in
removal of about 1 to 2 percent of the
vegetation during operation. Additional short-
term vegetation loss would occur during
construction.

Peregrine falcon populations in central and
southern Utah are hedlthy and expanding. The

110 nesting pairs now present exceeds the
recovery goas for this population (Bates
19963).

Black-footed Ferret. Partial winter surveys
and complete summer surveys of al known
prarie dog towns within the Price River CBM
Project Area and areas of influence, found no
evidence of black-footedferrets. Surveys were
conducted according to USFWS survey
protocol by trained biologists. Based on the
results of these surveys, development of the
Price River CBM Project would not likely
impact the black-footed ferret.

Colorado River Fish. The closest
documented occurrence of threatened and
endangered Colorado River fish (Colorado
River squawfish, humpback chub, bonytail chub
and razorback sucker) is in the lower Price
River, and they would not be directly affected
by the Proposed Action.

Consumptive water use associated with the
project is shown in Table 2.2-7. Consumptive
use of water from the Colorado River Basin
would total 494 ac-ft over thelifethe project, or
about 49 ac-ft per year. This amount of
consumptive use is below the 100 ac-ft annual
use threshold for compensation, established by
USFWS, and is unlikely to result in adverse
impacts. The depletions associated with the
project would be covered under the Final
Biological Opinion for Water Depletion Projects
in the Moab Didtrict Over the Next Five Years
(USDI, FWS, May 4, 1994, ES/6-UT-94-008).
This covered the combined and cumulative
effects of numerous small projects, with atotal
estimated depletion of 531 ac-ft from 1994 to
1998.

Indirect impacts such as degradation of water



quality within Colorado River fish habitat are
also unlikely. Although disturbance to sdine
0ils could increase eroson and runoff of
dissolved salts into surface water, impacts are
likdy to be minor and local, and unlikely to
affect habitat 15 miles or more downstream
from the Project Area. Asdiscussed in Sections
4221 and 4421, no long-term adverse
impactsto surface water quality are anticipated.
The Utah water quality standards and Colorado
River Basin Salinity Control Forum standards
would not be exceeded due to project activities.
Eroson and sedimentation, and associated salt
or slenium delivery would not increase beyond
exiging conditions. Wells and other facilities
would be located to minimize ground surface
disturbance within 330 feet of perennid
streams. In addition, eroson control and
revegetation measures would be implemented
which would help minimize runoff.

Endangered or Threatened Plants. The sx
listed plant species in Emery County (Barneby
reed mustard, Jones cycladenia, Last Chance
townsendia, Maguire daisy, San Rafael cactus,
and Wright fishhook cactus) are highly unlikely
to occur in the Project Area, and the project will
have no impacts on them.

Sensitive Species

Northern Goshawk. No impacts to northern
goshawks are anticipated due to lack of suitable
habitat for this species. No northern goshawks
or potentia breeding habitat were identified
during surveys of the Price River CBM Project
Area. An occasonal goshawk may pass
through the area during migration or forage in
the higher eevations, but would be unlikely to
nest within the Project Area.

Ferruginous Hawk. Ferruginous hawk are
known to nest within the Project Area, and one
active nest was found during a detailed raptor
nest survey for this project (Parrish 1995). This
nest is located several miles from the nearest
planned project facility and outside the project

boundary, and would not be affected. There are
other recent and historic ferruginous hawk nest
locations near project facilities. Ferruginous
hawks are very sengitive to human disturbance
and would likely abandon anest if disturbed. On
federal lands, adverse effects would be unlikely
with the application of environmental protection
measure BLM 40. RGC 14 would smilarly
protect nesting ferruginous hawks during
construction but would not protect nests from
disturbance during operation and maintenance.
These activities on private or state land could
cause nest abandonment and mortdity to young
if ferruginous hawks occupied a nest near
project facilities.

Western Burrowing Owl. Approximatey
7,094 acres of prairie dog towns occur within
the Project Area (MDG 1995b) that could
provide breeding habitat for the burrowing owl.
Any disturbanceto prairie dog townsthat affect
openness, vegetation height, prairie dog
dengities, and burrow availability have the
potential to adversely impact burrowing owl
populations. Of these four components, short
vegetation height and burrow availability arethe
most critical for maintaining owl populations
(Marks and Ball 1983, Thomsen 1971, Martin
1973, Zarn 1974). Burrowing owls apparently
acclimate to human presence and can be found
in disturbed open areas such as road cuts and
airports (Finch 1992). Owls aso tend to select
their burrows in areas with other burrows close
to roads (Plumpton 1992) and vehicletraffic has
litle impact on productivity of burrowing owls
(Plumpton and Lutz 1993), athough there is a
potential for collisons with vehicles. There may
also be increased mortality from shooting.

The primary direct effect of the project would
be destruction of nesting burrows during the
nesting season (April to August) (Haug et al.
1993). Because of the extent of prairie dog
towns within the Project Area it would not be
possible to minimize possble impacts to
burrowing owls by avoiding placement of well,
roads and other facilitiesin prairie dog towns.



If congtruction is planned during the egg-laying
to fledging period (April to August), a Ste-
specific search of the planned disturbance area
should be conducted to determine the presence
or absence of active nest burrows. If present,
congtruction on or immediately adjacent to
nesting burrows should be avoided or delayed
until the end of nesting. RGC employees and
contractors should report al observations of
active burrowing owl nests to the BLM. On
federal lands, adverse impacts would be
minimized with use of this mitigation.

L ogger head Shrike. Construction may result
in destruction of active shrike nests or
disturbance sufficient to cause abandonment of
the nests, which would be considered a
sgnificant impact. Additional hunting perches
would be created by overhead powerlines and
structures on well pad sites. Construction of
wellpads and roads would result in temporary
removal of the vegetation on about 194 acres of
dhrike habitat, of which 107 acres would be
occupied by aboveground facilities during the
life of the project (Table 4.8-3). Thisrepresents
about 1 percent and 0.5 percent of shrike
habitat in the Project Area.

If congtruction is planned during the breeding
season (April to mid-duly) in potentid shrike
habitat, a site-specific search of the planned
disturbance area should be conducted to
determine the presence or absence of active
nests. If present, construction on or immediately
adjacent to nests should be avoided or delayed
until the end of nesting. RGC employees and
contractors should report al observations of
active nests to the BLM. On federa lands,
adverse impacts would be unlikely with use of
this mitigation.

Spotted Bat. No spotted bats have been
documented within the Project Area, but the
Project Areaincludes potentially suitable habitat
and they arelikely to occur (Toone 1993, 1995).
The most critical factor in spotted bat habitat is
the presence of cracks and crevices of the right
sze in limestone or the preferred sandstone
formations (Poche 1981). Because few, if any,
sandstone cliff formations would be disturbed
by the Proposed Action, adverse impacts to
spotted bats are unlikely. Additionally, spotted
bats are apparently tolerant to human presence
as major roosting areas have been documented
near heavy human disturbance (Fenton et &.
1987, Navo 1990).



Other Bats. Seven other sensitive (former
category 2) bat species may occur in the
Project Area. The project is unlikely to affect
foraging bats or food supply, or typicd roostsin
caves, mines, and crevices in cliffs. Bats
roosting in trees could be disturbed during
congtruction, and bats attempting to use
compressor station vent stacks may be killedor
injured. These impacts would be unlikely to
affect overal populations of these speciesin the
Project Area and region.

Milk Snake

Milk snakes are considered rare in the Project
Area, but may occur in nearly al of the
vegetation types. Their occurrence in south-
eastern Utah is on the western edge of their
distributional range. They are secretive, largely
subterranean in southeastern Utah (Dalton et al

1990), and may be active day or night
depending on the weather. Milk snakes may be
killed or injured during ground-disturbing
activities such asroad and wellpad construction,
and may be killed on roads during the
operational period. Aboveground facilities will
occupy about 1 percent of the Project Area at
full build-out, and may dightly reduce the
carying capacity of the habitat. Overadl
impactsto milk snakein the Project Areawould
be minor, and would not adversaly affect
regiona populations.

Colorado River Fish. Impacts to senstive
Colorado River fish would be the same as those
previoudy described for threatened and
endangered Colorado River fish. No direct or
indirect adverse impacts to roundtail chub or



flannelmouth sucker are likely to occur, from
reduction of water quantity or quality.

Creutzfeldt Catseye (Cryptantha). There
will be no direct impacts to the two known
occurrences near Price, and the nearest project
facility would be located amost a mile away.
Both of these known locations are on private
land. This species could potentially occur at
currently undiscovered locations on Mancos
shde badlands at eevations of 5,600 to 6,800
feet throughout the Project Area. If present in
construction areas, construction of project
facilities could destroy individud plants and may
jeopardize loca populations. Impacts would be
sgnificant if they threatened the viability of the
loca population, and/or induced an upgrade in
status. Impacts would be minimized or avoided
through pre-construction surveys followed by
avoidance or mitigation of impacts.

Canyon Sweetvetch. This species could
potentialy occur at currently unknown locations
in mesic and shaded areas along perennia and
intermittent streams and washes in the Project
Area. Exigting ti pulations and mitigationswould
protect most potential habitat on federa lands.
This includes the existing BLM tipulation that
prohibits occupancy or surface disturbance
within 330 feet of the centerline or within the
100-year recurrence interval floodplain
(whichever is greater) of perennial streams.
Impacts would be further minimized or avoided
through pre- construction surveys followed by
avoidance or mitigation of impacts.

Graham Beardtongue. This species is highly
unlikely to occur in the Project Area, and the
project would have no impacts on it.

4.8.2.2 Alternative A

Alternative A would increase the density and
number of wells to 1,105, and incresse the
number of roads, pipeines, eectrica lines and
ancillary facilities (Section 2.3). The land area
disturbed would be about 40 percent greater
than the Proposed Action.

Impacts to listed threatened and endangered
species would be the same as for the Proposed
Action. Bad eagles occur in the Project Area,
but are not likely to be adversely affected. The
number of wells and miles of roads within the
bald eagle roost buffer zone would be the same
as in the Proposed Action, except for 2
additiona wells and 0.2 miles of road near the
Bull Point site. All of the facilities within bald
eagle buffer zones would be on UDWR lands,
except for 1 well a the Bull Point ste.
Peregrine falcon also occur but are not likely to
be adversdly affected by construction and
operation of facilities near the nest. Five wells
and about 2.25 miles of access roads would be
within 1 mile of the 1996 nest site. The same
tipulations and mitigationswould gpply asin the
Proposed Action. Four Colorado River fish
species occur 50 or more miles downstream,
and would be unlikely to be adversely affected.
Average annua consumption of water from the
Colorado River drainage would be 85 acre-
feet/year, the highest use for any of the
aternatives. Black-footed ferret and six listed
plant species are not known or expected to
occur in the Project Area, and would not be
affected.

Impacts to senditive species from this
aternative would be smilar to those described
for the Proposed Action. There would be more
surface disturbance and human activity
potentidly conflicting with burrowing owl,
loggerhead shrike, ferruginous hawk nests, and



sendtive plant habitat. About 281 acres (1.5 percent) of shrike habitat would be



directly affected during construction and 178
acres (1 percent) of shrike habitat occupied by
aboveground facilities during the operationa
phase. On federal lands mitigations for this
aternative would be the same as for the
Proposed Action and the resulting impacts after
application of mitigations and stipulations would
be smilar. BLM mitigations would not gpply on
non-federal lands, and the project may
adversely impact these species if they are
present near project facilities. About 48 percent
more SITLA and private land would be
disturbed by Alternative A compared to the
Proposed Action. Impacts to all other species
would be the same as for the Proposed Action.

4.8.2.3 Alternative B1

Alternative B1 would preclude CBM well
development on the federal minera estate
within the combined deer and ek critical winter
range under the 160-acre well spacing scenario
(Section 2.4.1). The areaof surface disturbance
would be about 75 percent of the Proposed
Action. Effects on listed threatened and
endangered species would be the same as for
the Proposed Action, except that there would
be only 1 proposed well within 0.5 miles of the
bald eagle winter roogt, and only 3 wells within
1 mile of the 1996 peregrine falcon nest site.

Impacts on sendgitive species from this
aternative would be smilar to those described
for the Proposed Action. There would be less
surface disturbance and human activity
potentialy conflicting with loggerhead shrike,
ferruginous hawk nests, and senstive plant
habitat. About 92 acres (0.5 percent) of shrike
habitat would be directly affected during
construction and 48 acres (0.3 percent) of
shrike habitat occupied by aboveground

facilities during the operational phase. Impacts
to burrowing owl habitat (prairie dog towns)
would be about the same as the Proposed
Action. Impacts to al other species would be
the same as for the Proposed Action.
Mitigations for this aternative would be the
same as for the Proposed Action and the
resulting impacts after gpplication of mitigations
and dipulations would be similar.

4.8.2.4 Alternative B2

Alternative B2 would preclude CBM wdll
development on the federal minera estate
within the combined deer and ek critical winter
range under the 80-acre well spacing scenario
(Section 2.4.2). The areaof surface disturbance
would be about 10 percent larger than for the
Proposed Action. Effects on listed threatened
and endangered species would be the same as
for the Proposed Action except that there
would be only 1 proposed well and 0.5 miles of
road within 0.5 miles of a bald eagle winter
roost, and only 3 wells within 1 mile of the 1996
peregrine nest site.

Impacts to senditive species from this
aternative would be similar to those described
for the Proposed Action. There would be more
surface disturbance potentially conflicting with
burrowing owl, loggerhead shrike, ferruginous
hawk nests, and senditive plant habitat. About
129 acres (1 percent) of shrike habitat would be
directly affected during construction and 75
acres (0.5 percent) of shrike habitat occupied
by aboveground facilities during the operational
phase. Impactsto al other specieswould bethe
same as for the Proposed Action. Mitigations
for this dternative would be the same asfor the
Proposed Action and the resulting impacts after
gpplication of mitigations and stipulations would
be smilar.






4.8.2.5 Alternative C1

This dternative would restrict development
within concentration (security) areas for mule
deer and elk on BLM and UDWR lands. The
area of surface disturbance would be about 8
percent less than the Proposed Action. Effects
on listed threatened and endangered species
would be the same as for the Proposed Action.
There would be no wells within the Gordon
Creek East bald eagle buffer zone and 2 wells
near the Bull Point site.

Impacts to sensitive species would be similar to
the Proposed Action. There would be dightly
less disturbance potentially conflicting with
loggerhead shrike, ferruginous hawk nests, and
sengdtive plant habitat. About 157 acres (1
percent) of shrike habitat would be directly
affected during construction and 86 acres (0.5
percent) of shrike habitat occupied by
aboveground facilities during the operationa
phase. Impactsto burrowing owl habitat (prairie
dog towns) would be about the same as the
Proposed Action. Impacts to all other species
would be the same as for the Proposed Action.
Mitigations and residual impacts after mitigation
would also be the same.

4.8.2.6 Alternative C2

This dternative would restrict development
within concentration (security) areas for mule
deer and €k on BLM and UDWR lands,
combined with anincreasein well density to 80-
acre spacing. The area of surface disturbance
would be about 38 percent more than the
Proposed Action.

Effects on listed threatened and endangered
species would be the same as for the Proposed
Action except that there would be no wells
within the Gordon Creek East bald eagle roost
buffer zone, and 5 wels within 1 mile of the

1996 peregrine falcon nest site.

Impacts to sensitive species would be smilar to
the Proposed Action. There would be more
surface disturbance potentialy conflicting with
burrowing owl, loggerhead shrike, ferruginous
hawk nests, and sensitive plant habitat. About
225 acres (1.5 percent) of shrike habitat would
be directly affected during construction and 140
acres (1 percent) of shrike habitat occupied by
aboveground facilities during the operational
phase. Impacts to all other species would be
the same as for the Proposed Action.
Mitigations and residual impacts after mitigation
would also be the same.

4.8.2.7 Alternative D

This dternative would restrict development in
most of the Gordon Creek Wildlife
Management Area, and would use well siting
criteria within big game migration corridors The
area of disturbance would be about 9 percent
less than the Proposed Action.

Effects on listed threatened and endangered
species would the same as the Proposed
Action. There would be no proposed fecilities
within 0.5 mile of bald eagle winter roosts
(Table 4.8-2).

Effects on senditive species would be smilar to
the Proposed Action. There would be less
surface distance potentially affecting
loggerhead shrike, ferruginous hawk nests, and
sengtive plant habitat. About 194 acres (1
percent) of shrike habitat would be directly
affected during construction and 107 acres (0.5
percent) of shrike habitat occupied by
aboveground facilities during the operational
phase. Impactsto burrowing owl habitat (prairie
dog towns) would be about the same as the
Proposed Action. Impactsto al other






species would be the same as the Proposed
Action. Mitigations and residua impacts after
mitigation would also be the same.

4.8.2.8 No Action Alternative

The No Action dternative would preclude
CBM development on federa mineral estate
lands, however, development on state and
private lands would likely occur. The area of
surface disturbance would be less than haf as
much as the Proposed Action. Impacts to listed
threatened and endangered species would be
the same as for the Proposed Action except
that there would be only 1 well and about 1 mile
of road within 1 mile of the 1996 peregrine
falcon nest site, and 1 well within 0.5 mile of the
Bull Point bald eagle winter roost.

Impacts from this aternative would be similar to
those described for the Proposed Action. There
would be less surface disturbance potentially
conflicting with burrowing owl, loggerhead
shrike, ferruginous hawk nests, and senstive
plant habitat. About 77 acres (0.5 percent) of
shrike habitat would be directly affected during
congtruction and 40 acres (0.2 percent) of
drike habitat occupied by aboveground
facilities during the operational phase. Impacts
to al other species would be the same as for
the Proposed Action. Mitigations for this
alternative would be the same as for the
Proposed Action and the resulting impacts after
application of mitigations and stipulations would
be smilar.

4.8.3 Impacts Summary

A comparison of the impacts of the Proposed
Action and the seven dternativesis provided in
Table 2.8-2. None of the aternatives are likely
to adversely affect federally listed endangered
or threatened species.

All alternatives could destroy or disturb
burrowing owl, loggerhead shrike, and
ferruginous hawk nests and have the potential
to damage undocumented occurrences of
sendgitive plant species. On federal lands
impacts to these species would be minor and
non-significant, assuming the application of
committed and proposed mitigation measures.
BLM mitigation would not apply on Sate or
private lands, and impacts may occur under al
aternatives (including No Action) if nests or
plants are located at facility locations.

4.8.4 Mitigation

The mitigationsincluded in the Proposed Action
and environmental protection measures would
provide protection for endangered, threatened
and sensitive species. In addition, the following
mitigations should be required to reduce or
avoid impacts:.

l. No construction should occur
within 1 mile of an active peregrine
falcon nesting during the nesting season
(February 15 to July 15).

. If construction is planned during the
breeding season in potential shrike or
burrowing owl habitat, a site-specific
search of the planned disturbance area
should be conducted to determine the
presence or absence of active nests. If
present, construction on or immediately
adjacent to nests should be avoided or
delayed until the end of nesting. RGC



employees and contractors should use of this mitigation.
report al observations of active

burrowing owl nests to the BLM. [1.

Adverse impactswould be unlikely with



V.

Prior to construction, botanical
clearance surveys should be conducted
in an appropriate season in al areas of
potential habitat that would be directly
affected, for dl facilities. If previoudy
undocumented occurrences of
Creutzfeldt catseye or canyon
sweetvetch are found, their occurrence
should be reported and direct impacts
avoided by minor redignment of
facilities. If avoidance is not possible,
gppropriate  mitigation should be
developedin consultation with the BLM
and other agencies.

RGC should use screening on vent
pipes at compressor stations to prevent
bats from roosting in them.

485 Unavoidable Adverse
Impacts

Unavoidable adverse impacts to
threatened, endangered and sensitive
species would be a loss of some
foraging and nesting habitat (peregrine
facon, bald eagle, burrowing owl); and
some increase in potentia for vehicle
related wildlife moralities and injuries.
There would be no unavoidable
adverse impacts to sendgtive plant
Species.

4.9 CULTURAL RESOURCES

4.9.1 Introduction

Cultural resources are highly sensitive
to ground disturbance. Direct impacts
to prehistoric and historic
archaeologica sites would occur from
ground-disturbing activities associated
with construction of CBM wells,
compressor  stations, other facilities,
access roads, pipelines, and eectrica
lines. Most archaeological sites in the
Project Area are shallow, and cultura
deposits would be damaged or
destroyed by vegetation clearing and
blading or excavation of soils. Standing
higoric structures, because they are
reedily identifiable, are less likely to be
subject to these types of impacts. The
12 higtoric buildings in Price and Spring
Glen that are listed on the NRHP
would not be directly impacted.

Cultural resources may aso be subject
to indirect impacts such as increased
vanddism, artifact collection from the
surface of sites, and illegal excavation
of archaeologicd sites as a result of
opening previoudy inaccessible areas
to construction crew members and to
the generd public. Such indirect
impacts pose a threat to culturd
resources because those activities
destroy the potential for recovery of
dgnificant  scientific information
regarding the past. Indirect impacts can
also destroy the character of the site,
making it worthless for future public
enjoyment or education.

The Advisory Council on Historic



Preservation (ACHP) has set
procedures (36 CFR 800) to be
followed to determine the effect a
project may have on significant cultura
resources and how to mitigate that
effect if it is determined to be adverse.
The BLM, SHPO, ACHP, and RGC
have prepared a Programmatic
Agreement (PA) for cultural resources
that stipulates how significant cultura
resources are to be treated, including
Site avoidance or protection measures
and mitigation of adverse effects. The
PA will serve as the officia
compliance document and will be
referenced in the ROD for the overal
project.

When no sites or properties eligible to
or listed on the NRHP are located in
the APE, the Proposed Action can be
determined to have “No Historic
Properties,” and the action can be
alowed to proceed with no further
archaeological work. If any site(s)
currently on or digible for nominaion
to the NRHP is present in the Area of
Potential Effects (APE), steps must be
taken to avoid adverse impacts to the
cultural property. An action is
considered to have an adverse effect
when it may diminish the integrity of
the dgnificant property’s location,
design, setting, materias, workmanship,
feeling or association. Adverse effects
include but are not limited to:

Physical destruction, damage, or
ateration of al or part of the property

Isolation of the property from or
ateration of the character of the
property’s setting, when the character
contributes to the property’s digibility
to the Nationa Register

3. Introduction of visud, audible, or
amospheric elements that are out of
character with the property or alter its
Setting

4. Neglect of a property resulting in
its deterioration and destruction

5. Transfer, lease, or sae of the
property

For most archaeological sites, the first effect is
of the greatest concern. Effects 2 through 4 are
more likely to adversdy affect historic
structural sites or rural historic landscapes. All
five effects, however, would probably be
considered adverse impacts to traditiona
cultural properties dignificant to Native
Americans.

Effects of an undertaking that would otherwise
be found to be adverse may be considered as
being not adverse when the historic property is
of vaue for its potential contribution to
archaeological, historical, or architectural
research (i.e, criterion 36 CFR 60.4 [d] only),
and when its dgnificant vaues can be
subgtantidly preserved through research or
archaeological data recovery efforts conducted
in accordance with applicable professiona
standards and guidelines. The Environmental
Protection Measures identified in Section 2.2.5
implement measures to: identify, evauate, and
treat historic properties (BLM42); consult with
Native American groups regarding traditiona
cultura properties (BLM43); eva uate and treat
higoric  properties encountered during
construction or operation (BLM44); and ded
with human remains encountered on federal
lands (BLM44). The UDWR and SITLA Lands
both aso require cultural/historic surveys of
areas affected by land-disturbing operations.
Environmental protection measure RGC 18
further specifies that RGC would educate its
work crews to not collect, excavate, or
otherwise disturb cultura resource materias
found within or near the Project Area. These
measures would protect significant cultura



resources in the Project Area from many
adverse impacts resulting from the Proposed
Action or any of the aternatives.

Direct disturbance or destruction of significant
cultural resource sites would take place within
any areas subject to direct disturbance from
development. Direct impacts would occur
during the congtruction and drilling phase of the
project. Additiond direct impacts to cultura
resources are not anticipated during the
production phase or during the final reclamation
and abandonment phase, providing that ground
disturbance associated with those actions is

restricted to the APE, as defined below. The
acreage calculations for direct impacts under
the Proposed Action and each dternative
(Table 4.9-1) include the proposed short-term
disturbance areas for transportation corridors
plus the proposed disturbance areas for
compressor  stations, evaporation  ponds,
injection wells, and proposed wells. Existing
fecilities are not included in the totas.
Significant cultural resources are expected in
the high and medium sensitivity zones.



Because the cultura resource inventory would
not be conducted until after the EISis complete,
the numbers and types of significant siteswithin
the Proposed Action and each alternative are
presently unknown. Acres of direct disturbance
have been used to quantify the potential direct
impacts to cultural resources.

The APE is larger than the direct impact area
and judged to be the area within which indirect
loss of important cultural materials due to
private collection or vandalism may occur, or
where there may be direct or indirect
disturbance or destruction of important Native
Americanreligious or culturaly significant sites.
The APE for cultural resources is of variable
size, depending upon the projected levels of
sengitivity for cultural resources identified in
Section 3.9.2 (Table 4.9-2). In low senditivity
areas, the APE is defined as the direct impact
areas only and a 100-foot-wide corridor
centered along transportation routes. In medium
sengtivity areas, the APE is defined as the
actual disturbance area plus an additional 75
feet dong each side or a minimum of 10 acres
surrounding wells and other CBM facilities,
whichever is larger, and a 150-foot-wide
corridor centered on all transportation routes. In
high sengitivity aress, the APE is defined asthe
actual disturbance area plus an additional 150
feet along each side or a minimum of 10 acres
surrounding well locations and other CBM
facilities, whichever is larger, and a 300-foot-
wide corridor centered on al transportation
routes. The total APE acreage figures within
each sengitivity zone (Table 4.9-3) have been
used to quantify the potential secondary
disturbance to cultural resources.

4.9.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts

4.9.2.1 Proposed Action

The Proposed Action would result in ground
disturbance and potentia direct impacts to
sgnificant cultural resources throughout the
Project Area. Acres disturbed during
construction amount to 1,613 acres of the high
sengitivity zone (1.9 percent of the total), 1,985
acres of the medium sengtivity zone (24
percent of the total), and 496 acres of the low
sendtivity zone (2.5 percent of thetota) (Table
4.9-1). The APE for the Proposed Action,
where indirect impacts resulting from increased
access to cultural resources may result, includes
7,487 acres of high sengitivity(8.7 percent of the
total), 6,168 acres of medium senstivity (7.5
percent of the total), and 603 acres of low
sengtivity (3.1 percent of the total) (Table
4.9-3). Significant cultural resources are not
expected to be present in the low sengtivity
zone. Cultura resource inventories of 14,259
acres would be required for the Proposed
Action.

4.9.2.2 Alternative A

Alternative A would result in more ground
disturbance and potentia direct impacts to
significant cultural resources than the Proposed
Action. Impacts would occur throughout the
Project Area. Acres disturbed during
congruction of Alternative A (Table 4.9-1)
amount to 2,109 acres of the high senstivity
zone (2.4 percent of the total), 2,754 acres of
the medium sensitivity zone (3.3 percent of the
total), and 897 acres of the low senditivity zone
(4.6 percent of the total). Significant cultural
resources are not expected to be present in the
low sengtivity zone. The APE for Alternative A
(Teble 4.9-3) includes 10,327 acres of high
sengtivity (11.9 percent of the total), 9,571
acres of medium sengitivity (11.7 percent of the
total), and






1,106 acres of low sengitivity (5.6 percent of the
total). Cultura resource inventories of 21,004
acres would be required for Alternative A.

4.9.2.3 Alternative B1

Alternative B1 would result in less ground
disturbance and potentiad direct impacts to
significant cultural resources than the Proposed
Action. Impactswould be restricted to asmaller
geographic area. Acres disturbed during
congtruction of Alternative B1 (Table 4.9-1)
amount to 1,216 acres of the high sensitivity
zone (1.4 percent of the total), 1,439 acres of
the medium sensitivity zone (1.8 percent of the
total), and 496 acres of the low sengitivity zone
(2.5 percent of the total). Significant cultural
resources are not expected to be present in the
low sensitivity zone. The APE for Alternative
B1 (Table 4.9-3) includes 5,263 acres of high
sengitivity (6.1 percent of the total), 4,321 acres
of medium sengtivity (5.3 percent of the total),
and 603 acres of low sensitivity (3.1 percent of
the total). Cultura resource inventories of
10,187 acres would be required for Alternative
B1.

4.9.2.4 Alternative B2

Alternative B2 would result in ground
disturbance and potentia direct impacts to
significant cultural resources within a smaller
geographic area than the Proposed Action.
Acres disturbed during construction (Table
49-1) amount to 1,625 acres of the high
sengitivity zone (1.9 percent of the total), 2,008
acres of the medium sendtivity zone (2.4
percent of the total), and 875 acres of the low
sengtivity zone (4.4 percent of the totd).
Significant cultural resources are not expected
to be present in the low senstivity zone. The
APE for Alternative B2 (Table 4.9-3) includes
7,518 acres of high sensitivity (8.7 percent of
the total), 6,709 acres of medium sensitivity (8.2
percent of the total), and 1,095 acres of low
sengtivity (5.6 percent of the total). Cultura
resource inventories of 15,322 acres would be
required for Alternative B2.



4.9.2.5 Alternative C1

Alternative C1 would result in less ground
disturbance and potentiad direct impacts to
sgnificant cultural resources than the Proposed
Action. Impacts would also be restricted to
smaller geographic area. Acresdisturbed during
construction (Table 4.9-1) amount to 1,389
acres of the high sengtivity zone (1.6 percent of
thetota), 1,894 acres of the medium sengtivity
zone (2.3 percent of thetotal), and 496 acres of
the low sengtivity zone (2.5 percent of the
total). Significant cultural resources are not
expected to be present in the low senstivity
zone. The APE for Alternative C1 (Table
4.9-3) includes 6,213 acres of high senditivity
(7.2 percent of the total), 5,825 acres of
medium sengitivity (7.1 percent of thetotal), and
603 acres of low sengtivity (3.1 percent of the
total). Cultura resource inventories of 12,642

acres would be required for Alternative C1.

4.9.2.6 Alternative C2

Alternative C2 would result in more ground
disturbance and potentia direct impacts to
significant cultura resources than the Proposed
Action, even though impacts would be restricted
to a smaller geographic area. Acres disturbed
during construction (Table 4.9-1) amount to
1,805 acres of the high sensitivity zone (2.1
percent of the total), 2,616 acres of themedium
sengtivity zone (3.2 percent of the total), and
897 acres of the low sengtivity zone (4.6
percent of the total). Significant cultural
resources are not expected to be present in the
low sensitivity zone. The APE for Alternative
C2 (Table 4.9-3) includes 8,648 acres of high
sensitivity (10 percent of



the totd), 9,035 acres of medium sensitivity (11
percent of the total), and 1,106 acres of low
sengitivity (5.6 percent of the total). Cultural
resource inventories of 18,789 acres would be
required for Alternative C2.

4.9.2.7 Alternative D

Alternative D would result in less ground
disturbance and fewer potentia direct impacts
to sgnificant cultura resources than the
Proposed Action. In addition, impacts would be
restricted to a smaller geographic area. Acres
disturbed during construction (Table 4.9-1)
amount to 1,582 acres of the high sengitivity
zone (1.8 percent of the tota), 1,077,085 acres
of the medium sensitivity zone (1.3 percent of
the total), and 502,511 acres of the low
sengtivity zone (2.56 percent of the tota).
Significant cultural resources are not expected
to be present in the low senstivity zone. The
APE for Alternative D (Table 4.9-3) includes
4,236 acres of high sengitivity (4.9 percent of
the total), 3,984,011 acres of medium sengtivity
(4.9 percent of the total), and 301,310 acres of
low sendtivity (1.6 percent of the totd).
Cultura resource inventories of 8,535,556 acres
would be required for Alternative D.

4.9.2.8 No Action Alternative

The No Action dternative would till result in
ground disturbance and potentia direct impacts
to significant cultural resources, principally from
transportation corridors crossing federal lands.
Acres disturbed during construction (Table
49-1) amount to 998 acres of the high
sengitivity zone (1.2 percent of the total), 678
acres of the medium sendtivity zone (0.8
percent of the total), and 234 acres of the low
sengtivity zone (1.2 percent of the totd).
Significant cultural resources are not expected
to be present in the low senstivity zone. The
APE for the No Action dternative (Table
4.9-3) includes 4,355 acres of high sensitivity (5
percent of the total), 1,872 acres of medium
sengtivity (2.3 percent of the total), and 261
acres of low sengtivity (1.3 percent of the
total). Cultura resource inventories of 6,488
acres would be required for the No Action
aternative.

4.9.3 Impacts Summary

Construction of any of the alternatives would
result in direct and indirect impactsto significant
cultural resources, with the greatest impacts to
cultural resources expected under Alternative A
(Table 2.8-2). Direct and indirect impacts to
significant cultural resourceswould be mitigated
through implementation of a PA, which includes
the Environmental Protection Measures
presented in Section 2 and the additional
mitigation measures proposed in Section 4.9.4,
below. The implementation of these measures
should result in an overal increasein knowledge
regarding prehistoric and historic occupation of
the Project Area because of the large-scale
cultural resource studies that would be an
outcome of project development.



4.9.4 Mitigation

In addition to the implementation of the
Environmental Protection Measures outlined in
Section 2, potentid adverse effects to
sgnificant cultural resources resulting from
direct or indirect project impacts would be
mitigated through the development and
implementation of a Cultura Resources
Management Plan (CRMP). RGC, in
conaultation with the BLM, would develop the
CRMP prior to any additional construction
activities by RGC. The CRMP would address
the potential effects of the entire project on
hisoric properties. The CRMP would identify
al known historic properties in the APE and
probable site types that may be located, the
nature of the effects to which each property
would be subjected, and the treatment strategies
proposed to minimize or mitigate the effects of
the undertaking. The CRMP would include, a a
minimum, the following e ements:

. A research design that addresses
important questions for the key periods
of occupation or traditions represented
in the sites in the Project Area.

. Suggested means of informing the
public of the research in a manner that
does not endanger the resource.

. Procedures for consulting with any
interested persons or affected Indian
tribes on issues that may involve

historic properties.

. The means by which sengtive
information concerning historic
properties would be kept confidentid.

. The means by which RGC would

educate work crews as to the
sengtivity of cultural resources, the

protection they are afforded, and their
responsbilities to avoid disturbance to
dtes and to report any discoveries
during construction activities.

. Procedures for addressing
previously unknown properties
encountered during construction.

. Procedures for addressing the
discovery of human remains, including
consultation with federal and state
officids and the appropriate American
Indian Groups.

The CRMP would include provisons for
determining potential effects on previoudy
recorded historic properties located within the
APE of the proposed project or properties
located by the identification and evauation
activities undertaken as part of the project. The
CRMP would address the potential indirect
impacts to historic properties located in the
APE and would address possible mitigation
measures including, but not limited to, public and
work crew education, increased on-Site
presence by local interested groups or citizens,
monitoring during construction, site review at
scheduled intervals, data standards, data
recovery, and a summary a the end of the
project. The CRMP would also address the
option of alowing public access to a Site after
gppropriate studies have been conducted. The
BLM, RGC, and the SHPO would work
together to determine the most feasible means
of mitigating potentia indirect impact.

The CRMP would address means of mitigating
impacts to traditiona culturd properties, if any
are identified in the APE. These means may
include time use redtrictions, landscaping and
replanting, project or site blessing, and
relocation of project elements. American Indian
groups would be consulted to determine



appropriate mitigation measures.

4.9.5 Unavoidable Adverse | mpacts

Most adverse effects to cultural resources
would be mitigated. It is possible, however, that
inadvertent destruction of some cultural
resources may occur. In addition,
archaeol ogical data recovery (excavation) of a
cultural resource site is an irretrievable
commitment of a non-renewable resource.
Because significant archaeological sites that
cannot be avoided would be managed for their
information potentid, the number of historic
properties in the Project Area available for
conservation management may be reduced.
Data recovery may also lessen or destroy a



ste’'s public value, making it worthless for
public education as an archaeological
interpretive site. This is particularly the case
when data recovery is being conducted so that
project development cantake place. Depending
on the size of the property and the values which
render it significant, some archaeologica sites
are completely destroyed during the
mitigation/data recovery process. Additionaly,
the surface-disturbing impacts which set the
data recovery process in motion may complete
the destruction process with some types and
szes of propeties. Furthermore, current
archaeologica techniques do not recover and
andyze all data contained on a site. Even
though the curated data collected from the
excavations would dill be avalable for
additional research, any cultural resources
destroyed now through excavation and/or
congtruction would, themsdves, no longer be
available for study when new archaeological
techniques are employed in the future.

410 LAND USE
4.10.1 Introduction

The following types of land use impacts are
discussed in this section of the EIS:

I. Direct remova or loss of lands
currently used for agriculture and
industrid uses during the life of the
project. Direct impacts to exigting land
uses could occur in areas required for
roads, production wels, pipelines,
compressor dtations, and injection
wells. These would be short or long-
term impacts.

Direct impacts to land use operations
due to the presence of project facilities,
such as changes to agricultura
operations. Operational impacts would
be long-term effects.

Conflicts with rura residential and
community areas due to the presence
of truck traffic, dust, noise and visua
impacts. Project facilities and activities
may create impacts to other existing or
planned uses due to secondary effects
of increased dudt, traffic, noise, and
visual changes. The proximity of the
proect facilities to residential,
recreational or public community uses
and the presence or absence of
topographic  barriers would largely
determine the degree to which land use
incompatibility effects occur. These
impacts may be short or long-term.

Nonconformity with adopted plans and
policies of federal, state and loca
agencies. Consistency with land use
plans and regulations is evaluated in
accordance with the adopted plans,
policies, guiddines, and regulations of
federal, state, and local agencies.

Impacts associated with project-
related vehicle traffic on Project Area
highways and local roads. Vehicle trips
associated with the proposed project
incdlude worker commute trips, well
mai ntenance/workover trips, and trucks
hauling construction materials and other
suppliesto the CBM devel opment area.
Transportation impacts would be
described in the context of current



traffic on Project Area roads and the
capacity of those roads to handle the
additional project-related traffic.

V. Impacts of project-related using county
roads for access to the CBM
development area and the potential cost
to the county road specia service
digtricts.

Recreation and grazing issues are discussed in
Sections 4.11 and 4.12, respectively.

Significance Criteria

Impacts to land uses are considered potentialy
sgnificant and unmitigable if the project directly
impacts residential or agricultural areas with
split estate mineral/surface ownership and the
surface owner is not able to negotiate a
satisfactory surface use plan.

Impacts to land uses are considered potentialy
sgnificant, and mitigable, if the project impacts
residential or agricultural areaswith surface and
subsurface land ownership. Landowner
agreements would be secured in this setting to
the satisfaction of the landowner and RGC. In
these areas, landowners would negotiate
agreements and compensation with RGC
regarding the placement, construction, and
operation of CBM facilities.

Impactsto residential areaswould be significant
and potentialy unmitigable where the CBM
wells are located on private or state mineral
estate lands within 500 feet of arural residence
due to the land use incompatibility of rura
residential uses with the industrial noise, traffic,
dust, safety hazards, and visual effects of CBM
fecilities.

Impacts to residential areas may be significant
where the CBM wells are located within 0.5

mile of a rural residence with unobstructed
views to the proposed facilities due to the land
use incompatibility of rura residentia uses with
the industriad noise, traffic, dust, and visual
effects of CBM facilities.

Land use compatibility impacts to residential
areas may vary from ggnificant to dightly
adversein areas where the CBM facilities are
located within a middleground distance zone
(0.5t0 4.0 miles). Degree of impact would vary
depending upon distance, topographic, and
vegetation conditions, aswell asthe number and
type of facilities that would be constructed and
operated and maintained.

Impacts to planned land uses would be
dgnificant if the project directly conflicts with
the management goals and objectives of the
Carbon County and Emery County generd
plans and Carbon County Trails Plan. Impacts
to the Gordon Creek Wildlife Management
Area would be sggnificant if the project
substantialy diminishes the resource vaues for
which the management area was establishedto
conserve. With respect to transportation,
impacts associated with project-related traffic
on highways and local roads would be
significant if project-related traffic were to
exceed the actual traffic capacity of those
roads. Impacts on county road districts
associated with increased maintenance costs
would be sdignificant if the increase in
mai ntenance costs were to exceed payments or
roydties received by those districts from the
project.



Environmental Protection M easur es include RGC 1, RGC 4, RGC 6, RGC 7, RGC
10, RGC 12, RGC 13, BLM 46, and BLM 47.

Environmental protection measures that would
be followed to reduce land use-related impacts



4.10.2 Direct and Indirect |mpacts

4.10.2.1 Proposed Action

L and Status and Administration

Lands under the jurisdiction of the BLM and
State of Utah, and private lands of Carbon and
Emery counties, are shown according to
surface status on Plate 1. Table 2.2-1 lists the
acres of short-term and long-term disturbance
by each facility type and
ownership/administration that would occur from
the Proposed Action. The Proposed Action
would affect approximately 2,211 acres of
BLM lands, 334 acres of UDWR lands, 616
acres of the State Trust lands, and 934 acres of
private lands.

Agriculture

The Proposed Action would have short-term
(construction) impacts on approximately 198
acres of irrigated agriculture during
construction, and long-term (operation) effects
on 120 acres. Table 4.10-1 identifies the
short-term and long-term impacts to irrigated
agriculture by aternative. Impactsto agriculture
would include the permanent loss of land from
production, reduced productivity in construction
areas due to soil compaction from heavy
equipment operations, and modifications to
equipment operations. Overal, the project
would have direct, long-term impacts on
aoproximately 1.1 percent of the irrigated
agriculture in the Project Area. Approximately
7 acres of agricultural land may be significantly
impacted short-term in split-estate surface/
subsurface ownership areas. Long-term
impacts to agricultura land in these areas is
estimated at 3 acres. The Proposed Action
would require approximately 49 acre-feet of
water per year. The source of this water would
vary, however, some water would be
withdrawn from the Carbon Canal. Assuming
that the 49 ac-ft/yr would be water formerly
used for irrigation of agricultura lands,
goproximately 11 acres of irrigated land would
be impacted by the project. That represents
about 0.07 percent of the tota irrigated
agricultural land in the Project Area.



Residential and Community Uses

The Price CBM Project would avoid physically
impacting the communities of Price, Carbonville,
Spring Glen, Wdlington, and EImo due to the
distance between the proposed facilities and
these towns. Land use incompatibility impacts
would result from increased noise, dust, traffic,
and visual changes where the CBM facilities
and activities are within foreground (up to 0.5
mile) to middleground distances (up to 4 miles)
of existing residential land uses. These types of
direct impacts to resdents would primarily
occur west and south of Price, northwest of
Price dong Gordon Creek Road, and west of
Elmo, where the project facilities would be
located in dispersed residential/agricultura
areas.

Table 4.10-2 shows the number of residences
that may be affected by CBM development
within certain distances of proposed wellsites.
In the 160-acre well spacing scenario
(Proposed Action, Alternatives B1, C1, and D),
there would be 59 homes within 500 feet of well
gtes; 273 residences within one-quarter mile of
well sites; and 505 residences within one-half
mile of proposed wells. In the 80-acre well
spacing scenario (Alternatives A, B2, C2), there
would be 76 residences within 500 feet of
proposed wells, 300 residences within one-
quarter mile of proposed wels, and 513
resdences within one-haf mile of proposed
wells. The No Action aternative scenario has
wells being drilled only on state and private
lands with a 160-acre well spacing. For the No
Action, there would be 46 residences within 500
feet, 248 residences within one-quarter mile,
and 483 residences within one-haf mile of
proposed wells. As shown in Table 4.10-2,

there is not a significant difference in the
number of residences within the buffer zones of
proposed wells in the different alternatives,
including the No Action alternative. Thisisdue
to the fact that most alternatives differ from
each other in the location and amount of land
excluded from CBM development due to
wildlife concerns. These lands are located
modly in the western part of the Project Area
away from residential development. Residential
development generally occurs in the eastern
part of the Project Area near existing towns
where the mgority of the land is ether private
or state owned. CBM development can occur
on state and private land without any approval
of the BLM (where the subsurface minerals
ownership is aso non-federal). Table 4.10-3
shows how many residences may be affected
by CBM development occurring exclusively on
federa land.

Where CBM facilities are located in the
proximity of residences, truck traffic from
construction and operation activities could pose
increased safety hazards to children and
pedestrians. Hazards to residents would aso be
created by construction activities and
equipment, including drilling rigs, road graders,
etc., and by production well operations. These
impacts are considered significant and mitigable
in areas directly affected where private
landowners control both surface and subsurface
minerals and, therefore, can negotiate lease
terms with RGC as necessary. In total, the
Proposed Action would physicaly affect 13
acres of resdentid lands during construction
and 8 acres long-term. Direct impacts to split
estate lands are considered potentialy
unmitigable due to the redtricted rights of
landowners and the non-binding nature of



suggested mitigation measures  described
therein. These types of physical impacts would
potentially occur on two acres of land proposed
for CBM facilities.

Consistency with L and Use Plans and
Controls

The Proposed Action is consistent with the
exiging PRRA MFP (USDI, BLM 1984a), and
subsequent Environmental Assessment
Supplement on Cumulative Impacts on Oil and
Gas Categories (USDI, BLM 1988a. All
operations proposed by RGC would be
conducted in full compliance with the termsand
conditions of the MFP and federal and state
lease stipulations.

Conflicts with potentia mining activities are not
anticipated. The coals within the Project Area
are currently uneconomical to mine, due to both
depth and current pricing structures for
subbituminous cods. In addition, the removal of
methane and water from the coabeds may be
beneficial to the mine lessee, should mining
become feasible in the future.

The Proposed Action would be consistent with
the State of Utah's policies regarding state trust
lands, which are aimed at obtaining the greatest
possible monetary return for thetrust consistent
with sound management practices, and
managing trust lands for their highest and best
use.

The Proposed Action would not be consistent
with the overal purpose and management
objectives of the Gordon Creek Wildlife
Management Area land management plan. The
management goals of the plan include habitat,
wildlife, and recreation elements, with emphasis
on achieving and mantaining optimum
population levels for deer, ek, and moose.
Under the Proposed Action, wells and roads

would be located throughout the wildlife
management area, and would have significant
impacts to wildlife (Section 4.7). UDWR would
require mitigation for both direct and indirect
impacts as described in Section 2.2.5.3. UDWR
has expressed a concern that drilling on these
lands which were acquired with funds from the
USFWS under the Pitman-Robertson Act, may
represent a diverson of these lands from the
purposes for which they were acquired, which
could jeopardize further federal aid dollars.

The recently approved Carbon County
Comprehensive Plan contains goals, objectives,
and strategies for a number of different issues
important to the county, ranging from business
development to recreational opportunities. The
Proposed Action and the aternatives vary in
consistency and relevancy with the various plan
components. Generally, the CBM development
would be compatible with many of the
economic and business development goals of
the county, including business expanson and
retention. Other policies and goals, particularly
those deding with retention of the county’s
rural and scenic qualities, fee collection from
commercia/industria users of county roads, 100
percent bonding based on estimated reclamation
costs, and development of a county trails
system may not be met to varying degrees by
the proposed project. The Carbon County
Trals Plan is included in the comprehensive
plan as an appendix. Severa of thetrailsinthe
proposed trail system would be used by CBM
congtruction and maintenance vehicles, and
would also be in the viewshed of project
facilities. The recreation section (4.12) gives
further detail on impacted trails.

In Carbon County oil and gas development is
alowed, with the necessary permits, in al land
use zoning categories except for the CE-1 zone.
In CE-1 areas, RGC must request a zoning



change to CE-2 and also receive a conditiona
use permit. A conditional use permit is aso
required for any well development in areas
zoned as residential. In Emery County, gas
wells are dlowed in dl land use zoning
categories that are present within the EIS study
area. However, RGC must apply for a
conditional use permit for al proposed wells
regardless of the zoning classification. In both
counties, the process for the county to grant
RGC a conditiona use permit requires areview
of the proposed dte plans by county planning
commissons and the County Commissioners,
and aso requires a public hearing where the
public has an opportunity to voice specific
concerns about the development plans. Aslong
as RGC complies with the permitting process of
the counties, the Proposed Action would be
consstent with zoning regulations of the
Counties.

Transportation

Project-related traffic would consist of both
worker commute trips from their homes to the
active portion of the CBM development area,
and truck trips associated with the hauling of
vaious materials and supplies. For the
Proposed Action, it is estimated that there
would be a maximum of 120 commuter round
trips per day during the active construction
period from May to November. It is assumed
that many project workers would ride together
and use pickup trucks and other four wheel
drive vehicles to commute to the active part of
the project site. Workers would not be shuttled
by RGC to the project site by bus or other types
of high occupancy vehicles (e.g., van). In
addition, approximately 110 truck trips per day
would occur during the height of the
construction season.

As a part of routine CBM field operation and
maintenance, each CBM well would receive a
mai ntenance visit about once every three days.
Generdly, crews average about two wells per
trip. It isestimated that a maximum of 100 truck
trips per day would occur at project peak, when
al 601 of the proposed CBM wells would be in
operation. It is important to note that the 100
maintenance trips per day would be distributed
throughout the development area, rather than
concentrated in a specific area, aswould be the
case for the construction phasetrips. Over time,
as CBM wedlls would go out of production, the
number of daily maintenance trips would also
declinein the Project Area

Since there would be an overlap between the
construction and operations phases, the tota
volume of traffic in the Project Area could be



as high as 330 trips per day at project peak (230
construction trips plus 100 maintenance trips).

Based on review of current traffic data on
Project Area highways and roads, these
project-related trips are not expected to cause
traffic volumes to exceed the capacity of the
road network. Relative to pre-project conditions,
traffic volumes could increase by approximately
6.9% on U.S. Highway 6, 13% on State Route
10, and about 32% on State Route 122 during
the May to November construction season.
The reason for the large increase in traffic
volume on State Route 122 is the low traffic
volumes experienced on that road at present.
Impactsto particular portions of these highways
would vary from year to year because of the
phased nature of the proposed CBM
development. Each portion of highway in the
overall Project Areawould beimpacted for part
of the 10 year construction phase. For example,
development in the vicinity of State Route 122
would occur in Years 1 - 4, but notin Years 5 -
9 (Pate 3). Given that these highways all
operate well below their capacity at present,
these projected traffic increases would not
sgnificantly increase traffic congestion or
accident rates in the Project Area. In some
locations, trucks could cause minor traffic
ddlays, but this type of impact would be
sporadic and less than significant.

As described in Section 3.10.7, historic traffic
counts were not avallable from the Carbon
County Road Department for county maintained

roads in the Project Area. However, the county
has stated that pre-project traffic volumes were
quite low due to the sparse population of the
areas they serve. For impact assessment
purposes, the County Road District has
estimated that vehicle traffic would probably
triple under the Proposed Action, compared
with historic levels. This would represent a
significant increase in traffic volumes, athough
they would remain subgtantialy below the
capacity of the loca roads to handle them.
According to the Transportation Research
BoardOs Highway Capacity Manua, the
County maintained gravel roads that serve the
CBM development area have a capacity of up
to 2,850 vehicles per day. Even if the project
were to triple the traffic volume on those roads,
the 330 trips per day maximum generated by
the project would be well below this capacity.
This increase in traffic on loca roads would
increase dust and air pollutant emissions,
increase noise, and increase county road
maintenance costs. Potential traffic-related
impacts to air quality are addressed in Section
4.3. Impacts associated with vehicle noise are
addressed in Section 4.14, and impacts on
county road maintenance costs are addressed
below and in Section 4.15 in more detail.

Carpooling or other forms of ridesharing would
reduce the number of commuter vehicletripson
Project Area highways and roads. RGC has
encouraged ridesharing where feasible.
However, RGC has not formally



proposed ridesharing as a mitigation measure to
reduce traffic because of the disbursed nature
of CBM field congtruction activities. While drill
rig crews who work together at the same site
dl day can rideshare effectively, other
construction workers often have assignments
that send them to various locations in the field
over the course of the day and ridesharing is not
practical.

The increased use of county roads by project
workers and trucks to access the CBM
development area would increase road
maintenance costs. In Carbon County, the
government agency that has responsibility for
building, improving, and maintaining these roads
is the Carbon County Roads Special Service
District. RGC would need to obtain a Road Use
Permit for transporting heavy equipment and
materias on Carbon County Roads, and a Road
Opening Permit for intersecting a project road
or pipeline with a county road. In Emery
County, the responsibility for roads rests with
the Emery County Specia Service Digtrict #1.
RGC would need to obtan a Roadway
Encroachment Permit for any disturbance such
as upgrading, condructing, redaligning, or
obstructing a county roadway or ROW.

Although future project activities would
increase the need for maintenance on county
roads, and that maintenance may increase costs
borne by the two county road districts,
consderable mineral lease royalty payments
would be made by RGC that would be allocated
to those districts. Section 4.15 discusses
increased county road maintenance costs and
future royalty payments that would be paid to
the county road districts.

4.10.2.2 Alternative A

Land Status and Administration

Short-term and long-term disturbances to
federal BLM, State of Utah, and private lands
are summarized on Table 2.3-1. Alternative A
would affect approximately 3,048 acres of
BLM lands, 1,413 acres of Stateland, and 1,285
acres of privatelands. Permitting and regulatory
requirements associated with the various
agencies is the same as described for the
Proposed Action.

Agriculture

Table 4.10-1 summarizes the short-term and
long-term impacts to agriculture that would
result from theimplementation of Alternative A.
Total short-term and long-term impacts to
agriculture are estimated to be 298 and 193
acres, respectively. Potentidly significant
impacts on split estate agricultural landsinclude
approximately 12 acres disturbed during
congtruction and 7 acres lost during the life of
the project. Impact issues are the same as
described previoudy for the Proposed Action.
Oveadl, Alternative A would have a direct,
long-term impact on approximately 1.7 percent
of the agricultural land within the Project Area.
Additiondly, another 19 acres of irrigated land
may be impacted due to a change in water use
from agriculture to industry.



Residential and Community Uses

Impacts to residential and community areas
would be similar to those described for the
Proposed Action. Alternative A would have a
greater impact on rural residentia areas due to
the increased density of wells (i.e., 80-acre

versus 160-acre well spacing), as compared to
the Proposed Action. In total, Alternative A
would physically affect 18 acres of residential
lands during construction, and 12 acres during
the life of the project.



Consistency with L and Use Plans and
Controls

The consistency of this dternative with federal,
state, and locd plans would be smilar as
described for the Proposed Action. The
increased density of wells for Alternative A
would result in greater conflicts with the Gordon
Creek Wildlife Management Area gods and
objectives.

Transportation

Since this dternative would subgtantidly
increase the number of CBM wells and
associated roads, impacts to the transportation
system would be greater than described for the
Proposed Action. For Alternative A, up to 212
commuter round trips per day are projected
during the active construction period. In
addition, approximately 160 truck trips per day
would occur during the height of the
construction season. For routine maintenance of
producing CBM wells (workovers), up to 184
truck trips per day could occur at project peak.
In total, about 556 trips per day could occur at
project peak (372 construction trips plus 184
maintenance trips). Despite this increase in
traffic relative to the Proposed Action, review
of current traffic data on Project Area
highways and roads show that these project-
related trips are not expected to cause traffic
volumes to exceed the capacity of the road
network. In some locations, trucks could cause
minor traffic delays, but this type of impact
would be less than significant.

The increased use of county roads by project
workers and trucks to access the CBM
devdopment area would increase road
maintenance costs. This substantially more
intensive project aternative would likely
increase the severity of road wear impacts and
increase maintenance costs to the county road

districts. Considerable minerd lease royalty
payments would be made by RGC that would
be allocated to those districts. These royalties
would be even greater than described for the
Proposed Action due to increased gas
production. Based on projected royaty
payments, it is estimated that project-related
roydty revenue would vastly exceed any
increased costs that would be borne by the road
districts for maintaining impacted county roads.
Section 4.15 addresses project-related road
maintenance costs and minera lease royalty
payments to the county road districts.

4.10.2.3 Alternative B1

Land Status and Administration

Short-term and long-term disturbances to
federal BLM, State of Utah, and private lands
are summarized on Table 2.4-1. Alternative B1
would affect approximately 1,401 acres of
BLM lands, 262 acres of UDWR lands, 589
acres of the State Trust land, and 889 acres of
private lands. Permitting and regulatory
requirements associated with the various
agencies is the same as described for the
Proposed Action.

Agriculture

Impacts to agriculture would generdly be the
same as for the Proposed Action. See Table
4.10-1for acres of direct impacts. Seven acres
of irrigated agricultural land may be impacted
due to the change in water use.



Residential and Community Uses amilar impacts on rural residentia areas as the
Proposed Action.

Impacts to residential and community aress
would be the same as described for the
Proposed Action. Alternative B1 would have



Consistency with L and Use Plans and
Controls

The consistency of this alternative with federd,
state, and loca plans would be smilar to the
Proposed Action. This dternative would impact
less acreage of the Gordon Creek Wildlife
Management Area, resulting in fewer conflicts
with the management goals of this designated
area. There would be no development in the
southeastern and south-central portions of the
area, but wells would be placed in several
Security areas.

Transportation

This alternative would decrease the number of
CBM wells and associated roads by about 30
percent, relative to the Proposed Action. Thus,
impacts to the transportation system are
projected to be smaller than described for the
Proposed Action. For the Alternative B1, about
90 commuter round trips per day are projected
during the active construction period. In
addition, approximately 75 truck trips per day
would occur during the height of the
construction season. For routine
maintenance/workovers of producing CBM
wells, up to 73 truck trips per day could occur at
project peak. In total, about 238 trips per day
could occur at project peak (165 construction
trips plus 73 maintenance trips). These project-
related trips are not expected to cause traffic
volumes to exceed the capacity of the road
network.

The increased use of county roads by project
workers and trucks to access the CBM
development area would increase road
maintenance costs. This less intensive project

aternative would likely result in less road wear
impacts and maintenance costs to the county
road digtricts, relative to the Proposed Action.
Mineral lease royalty payments that would be
made by RGC and dlocated to the county road
districts would exceed costs that would be
borne by those didricts for maintaining
impacted county roads. Section 4.15 addresses
project-related road maintenance costs and
mineral lease royaty payments to the county
road digtricts.

4.10.2.4 Alternative B2

Land Status and Administration

Short-term and long-term disturbances to
federal BLM, State of Utah, and private lands
are summarized on Table 2.4-3. Alternative B2
would affect approximately 1,933 acres of
BLM lands, 318 acres of UDWR lands, 996
acres of State Trust lands, and 1,239 acres of
private lands. Permitting and regulatory
requirements associated with the various
agencies is the same as described for the
Proposed Action.

Agriculture

Impacts to agriculture would generaly be the
same as for Alternative A. See Table 4.10-1
for acres of direct impacts. Fourteen acres of

irrigated land may aso be impacted due to a
change in water use.



Residential and Community Uses

The types of impacts to residential and
community areas would be the same as
described for the Proposed Action. Alternative
B2 would have a greater impact on rura
residential areas due to the increased density of
wels (i.e, 80 acre versus 160 acre well
spacing), as compared to the Proposed Action

and Alternative B1.

Consistency with L and Use Plans and

Controls

The consistency of this dternative with federal,
state and local plans would be similar to



Alternative A, except for the Gordon Creek
Wildlife Management Area, with which
Alternative B2 would conflict less. Therewould
be no development in the southeastern or south-
central portions of the area, but wells would be
placed in severa security aress.

Transportation

Since this alternative would incresse the
number of CBM wells and associated roads by
approximately 18 percent, impacts to the
transportation system would be greater than
described for the Proposed Action. For
Alternative B2, about 160 commuter round trips
per day are projected during the active
construction period. In addition, approximately
130 truck trips per day would occur during the
height of the construction season.

For routine maintenance/workovers of
producing CBM wdlls, up to 139 truck trips per
day could occur at project peak. In total, about
429 trips per day could occur at project peak
(290 congtruction trips plus 139 maintenance
trips). Despite thisincrease in traffic relative to
the Proposed Action, these project-related trips
are not expected to cause traffic volumes to
exceed the capacity of the road network. In
some locations, trucks could cause minor traffic
delays, but this type of impact would be less
than significant.

The increased use of county roads by project
workers and trucks to access the CBM
development area would increase road
maintenance costs. This more intensive project
aternative would likely increase the severity of
road wear impacts for the areas developed and
increase maintenance costs to the county road
districts. Mineral lease royalty payments that
would be made by RGC and allocated to the

county road districts would exceed costs that
would be borne by those districts for
maintaining impacted county roads. Section 4.15
addresses project-related road maintenance
costs and minera lease royaty paymentsto the
county road districts.

4.10.2.5 Alternative C1

Land Status and Administration

Short-termand long-term disturbancesto BLM,
state, and private lands are summarized on
Table 2.5-1. Alternative C1 would impact
approximately 2,018 acres of BLM lands, 230
acres of UDWR lands, 617 acres of State Trust
lands, and 913 acres of private lands. Permitting
and regulatory requirements associated with the
various agencies is the same as described for
the Proposed Action.

Agriculture

Table 4.10-1 summarizes the short-term and
long-term impacts to agriculture that would
result from the implementation of Alternative
C1. Totd short-term and long-term impacts to
agriculture are estimated to be 195 acres and
118 acres, respectively. Potentialy significant
impacts to split-estate agriculture lands include
7 acres during construction and 3 acres long-
term. Impact issues are the same as described
previoudy for the Proposed Action. Alternative
C1 would affect approximately 1.0 percent of
the agriculture in the Project Area. An
additional 11 acres may be impacted due to a
change in water use.



Residential and Community Uses described for the Proposed Action. Table
4.10-1 shows acres impacted.

The types of impacts to residentia and
community areas would be the same as



Consistency with L and Use Plans and
Controls

The consistency of Alternative C1 with federd,
state, and local plans would be smilar to the
Proposed Action. Thisaternative would present
fewer conflicts with the wildlife management
gods and objectives of the Gordon Creek
Wildlife Management Area since big game
security areas on both federal and UDWR
lands would be avoided. This is discussed in
further detail in Section 4.7.

Transportation

This aternative would decrease the number of
CBM wells and associated roads by about eight
percent, relative to the Proposed Action. Thus,
impacts to the transportation system are
projected to be smaller than described for the
Proposed Action. For Alternative C1, 110
commuter round trips per day are projected
during the active construction period. In
addition, approximately 95 truck trips per day
would occur during the height of the
congtruction season. For routine maintenance/
workovers of producing CBM wells, up to 92
truck trips per day could occur at project peak.
In total, about 297 trips per day could occur at
project pesk (205 congtruction trips plus 92
maintenance trips). These project-related trips
are not expected to cause traffic volumes to
exceed the capacity of the road network.

The increased use of county roads by project
workers and trucks to access the CBM
development area would increase road
maintenance costs. This less intensive project
aternative would likely result in less road wear
impacts and maintenance costs to the county
road digtricts, relative to the Proposed Action.
Minerd lease royaty payments that would be
made by RGC and allocated to the county road
districts would exceed costs that would be

borne by those didricts for maintaining
impacted county roads. Section 4.15 addresses
project-related road maintenance costs and
mineral lease royaty payments to the county
road districts.

4.10.2.6 Alternative C2

Land Status and Administration

Short-term and long-term disturbancesto BLM,
state, and private lands are summarized on
Table 25-3. Alternative C2 would impact
approximately 2,787 acres of BLM lands, 280
acres of UDWR lands, 1,003 acres of State
Trust lands, and 1,248 acres of private lands.
Permitting and regulatory requirements
associated with the various agencies is the
same as described for the Proposed Action.



Agriculture

Table 4.10-1 summarizes the short-term and
long-term impacts to agriculture that would
result from the implementation of Alternative
C2. Totd short-term and long-term impacts to
agriculture are estimated to be 295 acres and
191 acres, respectively. Potentialy significant
impacts to split-estate agriculture lands include
12 acres during construction and 7 acres long-
term. Impact issues are the same as described
previoudly for the Proposed Action. Alternative
C2 would affect approximately 1.7 percent of

the agricultura land in the Project Area. An
additional 17 acres may be impacted due to a
change in water use from agriculture to
industry. Comparatively, this aternative would
have greater impacts than the Proposed Action
or Alternatives A, B1 or C1, due to the 80 acre
well spacing of Alternative C2.

Residential and Community Uses

The types of impacts to resdentid and
community areas would be the same as



described for the Proposed Action. Overal
impacts would be more intense in resdential
areas, due to the 80-acre well spacing alowed
by Alternative C2.

Consistency with L and Use Plans and
Controls

The consistency of Alternative C2 with federd,
state, and loca plans would be smilar to the
Proposed Action. Thisalternative would present
fewer conflicts with the wildlife management
gods and objectives of the Gordon Creek
Wildife Management Area, since big game
security areas on both federal and UDWR
lands would be avoided.

Transportation

Since this alternative would incresse the
number of CBM wells and associated roads by
approximately 69 percent, impacts to the
transportation system would be greater than
described for the Proposed Action. For
Alternative C2, approximately 195 commuter
round trips per day are projected during the
active construction period. In  addition,
approximately 150 truck trips per day would
occur during the height of the construction
season. For routine maintenance/workovers of
producing CBM wells, up to 168 truck trips per
day could occur at project pesk. In total, about
513 trips per day could occur at project peak
(345 congtruction trips plus 168 maintenance
trips). Despite this increase in traffic relative to
the Proposed Action, these project-related trips
are not expected to cause traffic volumes to
exceed the capacity of the road network. In
some locations, trucks could cause minor traffic
delays, but this type of impact would be less
than significant.

The increased use of county roads by project
workers and trucks to access the CBM
development area would increase road
maintenance costs. This more intensive project
dternative would likely increase the severity of
road wear impacts for the areas developed and
increase maintenance costs to the county road
districts. Mineral lease royalty payments that
would be made by RGC and alocated to the
county road districts would exceed costs that
would be borne by those districts for
maintaining impacted county roads, however.
Section 4.15 addresses project-related road
maintenance costs and mineral lease royalty
payments to the county road districts.



4.10.2.7 Alternative D

L and Status and Administration

Short-term and long-termdisturbancesto BLM,
state and private lands are summarized in Table
26-1. Alternative D would directly impact
2,213 acres of BLM lands, 7 acres of UDWR
lands, 590 acres of State Trust lands, and 902
acres of private lands. Under this alternative,
whichwas developed for protection of big game
habitat, CBM activity on UDWR lands in the
Gordon Creek Wildlife Management Area
would be limited.

Agriculture

The types of potential impacts and issues are
the same as the Proposed Action. Table 4.10-1
identifies the short and long term impacts to
agricultural lands that would result from
implementation of Alternative D. Approximately
195 acres would be directly impacted during
congtruction, and approximately 118 acres
would be impacted in the long-term during the
operation phase of the proposed project. Split-
estate agriculturd lands include 7 acres during
construction and 3 acres during operations.
About 1.0 percent of the agricultural lands
within the Project Area would be impacted in
the long-termin



this aternative. The potentia loss of irrigated
land due to a change in water use from
agricultureto industry would effect an additional
11 acres.

Residential and Community Uses

Issues and types of potential impacts are the
same as the Proposed Action. This dternative
issimilar in the intengity of potentia impacts to
residential areas as the Proposed Action, and
other aternatives with 160-acre well spacing
(Alternatives B1, C1, No Action). Table 4.10-1
lists direct impacts to existing residential aress.
Table 4.10-2 list the number of resdences
within 500 feet, one-quarter mile and one-half
mile of proposed wells.

Consistency with L and Use Plans and
Controls

The consistency of Alternative D to federdl,
state and locd land use plans is similar to the
Proposed Action. This alternative would impact
less land within the Gordon Creesk Wildlife
Management Area, and consequently would
present less of a conflict with the management
goals of that area. The Consumers
Wash/Pinnacle Peak trall, identified in the
recreation section as one of the more popular
loop drives in the Price area, and one of the
tralls identified in the Carbon County Trails
Plan, would experience less impacts as a result
of the reduced development in the Gordon
Creek Wildlife Management Area. Thiswould
result in dightly less conflicts with the county’s
trails plan.

Transportation

This alternative would decrease the number of
CBM wells and associated roads by about eight
percent, relative to the Proposed Action. Thus,
impacts to the transportation system are
projected to be smaller than described for the
Proposed Action. For Alternative D, 110
commuter round trips per day are projected
during the active construction period. In
addition, approximately 95 truck trips per day
would occur during the height of the
construction season. For routine maintenance/
workovers of producing CBM wells, up to 92
truck trips per day could occur at project pesk.
In total, about 297 trips per day could occur at
project peak (205 congtruction trips plus 92
maintenance trips). These project-related trips
are not expected to cause traffic volumes to
exceed the capacity of the road network.



The increased use of county roads by project
workers and trucks to access the CBM
development area would increase road
maintenance costs. This less intensive project
aternative would likely result in less road wear
impacts and maintenance costs to the county
road digtricts, relative to the Proposed Action.
Mineral lease royalty payments that would be
made by RGC and allocated to the county road
districts would exceed costs that would be
borne by those didricts for maintaining
impacted county roads. Section 4.15 addresses
project-related road maintenance costs and
mineral lease royalty payments to the county
road districts.

4.10.2.8 No Action Alternative

L and Status and Administration

Short-term and long-term disturbances to
federal BLM, State of Utah, and private lands
are summarized on Table 2.7-1. The No Action
dternative would affect approximately 349
acres of BLM lands, 238 acres of UDWR land,
526 acres of State land, and 794 acres of
private lands. Under this alternative, no
additionad BLM lands would be leased for
production, however, ROWs would be granted
for access to state and private lands.

Agriculture

Table 4.10-1 summarizes the short-term and
long-term impacts to agriculture that would
result from the implementation of the No Action
alternative. Total short-term and long-term
impacts to agriculture are estimated to be 171
and 109 acres, respectively. Potentidly
significant impacts during construction and
operation to split-estate agricultura landswould
be 3 acres and 2 acres, respectively. Impact
issues are the same as described previously for
the Proposed Action. Overall, the No Action
dternative would impact approximately
1.0 percent of the agriculture within the Project
Area. An additional 5 acres of agricultura land
may be impacted due to a change in water use
from agricultural to industrid use.

Residential and Community Uses

Impacts to residential and community areas
would be similar to those previously described
for the Proposed Action. The No Action
aternative would have dightly less impacts on
rural residential areas due to the decreased
level of production that this dternative would

permit.

Overdl, dgnificant impacts to residentia and
community land uses would still occur where
CBM facilities are constructed within
foreground distances of several residences due
to increased noise, dust, traffic, and visua
effects. These impacts would primarily occur
northwest of Price, along Gordon Creek Road,
west and south of Price and west of EImo.



Consistency with Land Use Plans and
Controls

Under this alternative, BLM lands would be
used primarily for providing access to other
private and state lands that would still be
developed. No wells or other ancillary facilities
would be constructed on BLM lands. The
consistency of the No Action aternative would
be smilar to the Proposed Action. This
aternative would impact less acreage of the
Gordon Creek Wildlife Management Area.
Although wells would be placed in severa
security areas, there would belittle development
in the southern half of the area.

Transportation

The No Action aternative would decrease the
number of CBM wells and associated roads by
about 62 percent, relative to the Proposed
Action. Thus, impacts to the transportation
system are projected to be considerably smaller
than described for the Proposed Action. For the
No Action aternative, aout 50 commuter
round trips per day are projected during the
active construction period. In addition,
approximately 50 truck trips per day would
occur during the height of the construction
season. For routine maintenance/workovers of
producing CBM wells, up to 38 truck trips per
day could occur at project peak. In total, about
138 trips per day could occur at project peak
(100 congtruction trips plus 38 maintenance
trips).These project-related trips are not
expectedto cause traffic volumes to exceed the
capacity of the road network.

The increased use of county roads by project
workers and trucks to access the CBM

development area would increase road
maintenance costs. This less intensive project
dternative would likely result in less road wear
impacts, relative to the Proposed Action. As
has been the case in the past, it is likely that
RGC would maintain county roads accessing
state and private lands under this aternative.
Since vey little federd lands would be
developed under this dternative, minimal
mineral lease royaty payments would be
alocated to the county road districts. Section
4.15 addresses project-related road
maintenance costs and minera lease royaty
payments to the county road districts.



4.10.3 Impact Summary

The impacts of the CBM alternatives on land
use are summarized and compared by
dternative in Table 2.8-2. Overall, each of the
aternatives, including the No Action aternative,
would directly impact agricultural land and be
incompatible with existing rura resdential
areas. In addition, al the aternatives, including
the No Action dternative, would have
potentially significant impacts on residential and
community areas that would lie within 0.5 mile
of CBM construction and operations and rel ated
traffic, noise, dust, and visua effects.
Depending on the setting (including topography,
vegetation, and other land uses) and number of
facilities built, significant incompetibility effects
may extend beyond 0.5 mile. Impacts to
agriculture and community/residential areas are
considered potentially significant and
unmitigable in areas of “split-estate” ownership
(i.e, private surface and BLM or sate
subsurface mineral ownership). The greatest
impacts would occur from Alternatives A, B2,
and C2, which provide for 80-acre spacing of
wells on private and state lands. Impacts for
Alternatives B1, C1, and D would be very
sgmilar to the Proposed Action, while the No
Action would have the least (but till potentialy
significant) impacts. The increased density of
well sites, associated with Alternatives A, B2,
and C2 would substantialy increase the impacts
to agriculturd and grazing activities, when
compared to the Proposed Action, Alternative
B1, Alternative D, and the No Action
aternative. These dternatives would aso result
in the greatest degree of land use incompatibility
with residentia uses that would be within 0.5
mile of project facilities or activities. The No
Action dternative would aso result in

sggnificant conflicts with agriculture and
commercia/residential areas. Because of the
potential for gas royalties to generate more
revenue than traditional agricultural or
commercid uses, some landowners may desire
well development on their property and look
upon the CBM development as an opportunity
for increased income.

All aternatives would conflict with the Carbon
County Trails Plan and the Gordon Creek
Wildlife Management Area Plan. Impacts
would be reduced for Alternatives B1, B2, D,
and the No Action dternative for conflicts with
both plans. Alternatives C1 and C2 would have
reduced conflicts with the Gordon Creek
Wildlife Management Area Plan. Alternative D
would have the least conflict with the Gordon
Creek Wildlife Management Area Plan.

Although the Proposed Action and project
aternatives would increase automobile and
truck traffic on Project Area highways and
roads, projected traffic volumes would not
exceed the capacity of the transportation
network. In genera, for aternatives that would
include development on federa lands, minera
lease royalty payment would exceed increased
road maintenance costs that would be borne by
the county road districts. RGC would maintain
the roads that they construct.

4.10.4 Mitigation

The following additional mitigation
recommendations would further reduce
potential impacts to existing land uses and
incompatibilities between the project activities
and residential areas:



Prior to congruction, RGC should
prepare an employee/contractors
manual that describes the procedures
that would be followed in the fied to
reduce conflicts with agricultura and
grazing lands, residential areas, and
other community uses. This manua
should be made part of employee/
contractor job descriptions/
requirements. On private lands with
“gplit estate” ownership, consultations
with surface landowners should occur
prior to fina well design to discuss
specific landowner concerns, such as
potential effects to equipment
operations, land use options, and land
fragmentation. RGC should coordinate
with the landowners to the degree
possible to minimize impacts to surface
use and long-term use options. Impacts
may remain sgnificant and unmitigable
in “split estate” aress.

Project-related activities in residentia
areas should be avoided by usng
alternate roads, whenever possible. In
residential areas that cannot be
avoided, vehicular traffic should be
kept to a minimum and truck/ vehicle
speeds reduced to 15 to 20 mph.
Adequate signage, including stop signs
and dgns identifying truck traffic
shoud be ingdled on dl loca
resdential roads, as well as nearby
highways.

4.10.5 Unavoidable Adver se Effects

Unavoidable adverse effects include long-term
impactsto existing grazing and agriculturd lands
resulting from the permanent removal of land
from these uses for CBM facilities.
Unavoidable impacts would aso include dust,
noise, traffic, and visua effects from facility
congtruction and operations to existing
residential areas due to the presence of project
facilities and activities. The industria character
of project activities and facilities would change
the rurd and undeveloped quality of life
currently afforded in rural residential aress.
Unavoidable effects are considered significant
in agricultural and residentia split-estate areas
and in residential areas where CBM facilities
would be on private and/or state lands within
0.5 mile.
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LIVESTOCK MANAGEMENT

4.11.1 Introduction

The types of impacts that may be associated
with the Price CBM Project include:

Vegetation disturbance resulting in
a reduction in the carrying capacity of
the alotments. The congtruction of
roads, wellpads, pipdines, evaporation
ponds, compressor sites and other
ancillary facilities would reduce the
amount of forage available to livestock
and cause an overal decrease in
livestock production, as indicated by a
lossin AUMs. Noxious weeds may be

introduced or spread in the alotments
due to land disturbance which may
provide an opportunity for weeds to
establish themselves.

An increase in vehicular traffic
from the genera public and from the
construction and maintenance of roads,
wellpads, and other facilities which
may result in livestock management
problems, and the effects of seasonal
road closures on livestock operators
access to the allotments.



V.

Effects to the management and
control of livestock caused by the
disturbance to range improvements
such as fences, corras, wells, springs,
detention dams, water pipelines, and
water tanks. Construction and
maintenance of roads, wellpads, and
other facilities would require crossing
exiging fencelines in most of the
alotments, and would require crossing
several water pipelines in  two
alotments.

Several environmental protection
measures have been committed to by
the RGC and/or required by the BLM
which would reduce the potentia
impacts to livestock management.
These measures are listed in Section
2.2.5. Measures that would apply to the
grazing and range improvement
resource include RGC 7, RGC 8, RGC
9, RGC 17, BLM 1, BLM 8 through 23
(reclamation measures), BLM 48
through 52 (livestock specific
measures).

These protection measures are
considered to be part of the project
description and their implementation is
assumed in the impact analysis. The
measures address issues such as
noxious weed control, the protection of
livestock facilities, and access to
grazing areas.

4.11.2 Direct and Direct Impacts

4.11.2.1 Proposed Action

Carrying Capacity

Disturbance due to the construction of
roads, wellpads, and other facilities
would result in a loss of available
forage and a reduction in AUMSs that
the alotments currently support. Table
4.11-1 ligtsthe acres of disturbance and
the number of AUMs lost in each
allotment for all alternatives.
Approximatdy 2,126 acres of BLM
land and 708 acres of state/private land
within the dlotments would be
impacted during the construction phase,
resulting in aloss of 146 and 48 AUMs
on BLM and date/private lands,
respectively. This represents about a
two percent reduction in AUMs on
public lands.

Approximately 1,243 acres of BLM
land and 483 acres of state/private land
within the dlotments would be
impacted during the operation phase,
resulting in a loss of 86 and 30 AUMs
on BLM and date/private lands,
respectively. This represents about a
one percent reduction in AUMs on
public lands.

A loss of 195 AUMs would occur
during the construction phase. The
average livestock season is two and
one-haf months per dlotment. This
would equal a total of 78 cattle or its
equivdent being removed from the



Project Area. A total of 116 AUMs
would be lost during the operationa
phase. Thiswould equa 46 cattle or its
equivdent being removed from the
Project Area. However, on an
individua alotment basis the impact for
either construction or operation would
be less than four cows per allotment.
Allotments would be evauated to
determine if an adjustment to the
grazing permit may be necessary.

Noxious weeds are discussed in
Section 4.5. Due to the environmental
protection measures and other
regulatory controls that require strict
control of the possible introduction or
spread of noxious weeds, significant
impacts from the spread of noxious
weeds are unlikely.

Revegetation of disturbed areas is aso
addressed in Section 4.5. A seed mix
for revegetation has been established
by the BLM which would provide for
forage production, among other criteria.

Traffic and Access

The construction and operation of the
Price CBM project would result in an
increase in traffic, both from the
construction and operations traffic, and
potentialy from the public who may use
some of the wel field roads.
Congtruction traffic, estimated to be
about 230 daly trips, would be
concentrated in the area being
developed. Operational traffic,
estimated to be about 100 daily trips,
will be more spread out across the
entire development area. Often,
livestock may stand on, or walk across
roads within the alotment. With the
increase in traffic there would be more
opportunity for collisons with livestock
or for the livestock to be harassed by
vehicles driving along the roads. In a
sudy of effects of oil and gas
operations on New Mexico ranch
operations (Fowler and Witte 1985),
increased vehicular activity was aso
believed to be responsible for
decreases in caving percentage and
calf market weight.

Increased vehicle traffic from the
construction and operation phases, and
from ectivities of the generd public
would deposit dust particles on the
vegetation adjacent to the roads and
well sites. Thiswould lower the qudity
of the available forage for livestock in
these confined areas. Increased traffic
may also increase livestock
management problems including gates
being left open or torn down, watering
and other improvements being
vandalized, and harassment of
livestock.



Protection measures call for livestock
operators to maintain access to grazing
areas a dl times, regardless of
seasonal road closures that may be
implemented for wildlife or other
resource concerns. Operators would be
issued a key for closed gates if
necessary to maintain their access to
livestock on the grazing alotments. This
measure appliesto al aternatives.

Livestock M anagement Facilities

As described in Section 3.11, there are
range improvements on alotments
which are used to control livestock
movement and to provide stock water.
Protection measures that would be
applied to all aternatives cal for the
protection of range improvements
either by gting facilities away from
them, or if avoidanceis not possible, to
return the facility to its origind
condition. Where construction or
operation activity requires access
across a fenceline, a gate or
cattleguard will be ingtaled and the
fence braced on either sde of the
roadway. Approximately 350 miles of
roadway would be congtructed in this
aternative. As more fencelines are
crossed by new roads and gates
ingtdled in the fenceline, there would
be more opportunity for gates to be left
open and livestock to get out of the
alotment. Fowler and Witte (1985)
studied the effects of oil and gas
development on ranch operations in
New Mexico, and found that ranches
had increased labor requirements from
activities such as gathering cattle, fixing
fences, closng gates, removing litter,
and repairing vandalism damages.

In all alternatives except the No Action
alternative, a water supply pipeline in
the Poison Spring Bench and the
Mohrland alotments would be crossed
by proposed new roads. To ensure that
these pipelines are not damaged, as
required by the environmental



protection measures, they may have to heavy truck traffic.
be excavated and buried in a protective
deeve to protect against breakage from



4.11.2.2 Alternative A

Carrying Capacity

Approximately 2,934 acres of BLM
land and 1,157 acres of state/private
land within the alotments would be
impacted during construction, resulting
inaloss of 202 and 75 AUMson BLM
and dtate/private lands, respectively.
This represents about a three percent
reduction in AUMs on public lands.

Approximately 1,837 acres of BLM
land and 722 acres of state/private land
within the dlotments would be
impacted during the operation phase,
resulting in aloss of 127 and 47 AUMs
on BLM and sate/private lands,
respectively. This represents less than
a two percent reduction in AUMs on
public lands.

A loss of 277 AUMs would occur
during the construction phase. The
average livestock season is two and
one-half months per alotment. This
would equal atotal of 111 cattle or its
equivalent being removed from the
Project Area. A total of 174 AUMs
would be lost during the operationa
phase. Thiswould equd 70 cattle or its
equivalent being removed from the
Project Area. However, on an
individua alotment basis the impact for
either construction or operation would
be less than five cows per alotment.
Allotments would be evauated to
determine if an adjustment to the
grazing permit may be necessary.

Traffic and Access

Types of impactsto livestock and their
management caused by an increase in
traffic would be the same as the
Proposed Action except that the level
of traffic would increase and the
potentia for collisions or harassment of
livestock isgreater. Construction traffic
is estimated to be about 372 daily trips
during construction, and about 184
during operation, compared to 230
(congtruction) and 100 (operation) in
the Proposed Action.

Livestock Management Facilities

Alternative A cals for 80-acre wel
spacing and a significant increase in
miles of roads to be built.
Approximately 514 miles of roadway
would be congtructed in this dternative.
This would result in more cattleguards
and gates being ingtalled in fencelines,
with more opportunity for gates to be
left open and livestock to get out of the
alotment.



4.11.2.3 Alternative B1

Carrying Capacity

Alternative B1 includes a large area,
located in the western half of the
Project Area, where well devel opment
activity would be excluded on public
lands due to criticd wildlife habitat.
This would significantly decrease the
amount of disturbance in the
Consumers Wash, Fausett, Haley
Canyon, Long Bench, Porphyry Bench,
Pinnacle Bench, Wattis, North Spring,
Hiawatha, and the North Huntington
alotments.

Approximatey 1,393 acres of BLM
land and 827 acres of state/privateland

within the dlotments would be
impacted during construction, resulting
in aloss of 100 and 52 AUMson BLM
and dsate/private lands, respectively.
This represents about a 1.5 percent
reduction in AUMs on public lands.

Approximately 800 acres of BLM land
and 485 acres of state/private land
within the alotments would be
impacted during the operation phase,
resulting in a loss of 58 and 30 AUMs
on BLM and date/private lands,
respectively. This represents less than
a one percent reduction in AUMs on
public lands.



A loss of 152 AUMs would occur
during the construction phase. The
average livestock season is two and
one-haf months per dlotment. This
would equal atotal of 61 cattle or its
equivalent being removed from the
Project Area. A tota of 88 AUMs
would be lost during the operationa
phase. Thiswould equd 35 cattle or its
equivalent being removed from the
Project Area. However, on an
individud dlotment basis the impact for
either construction or operation would
be less than three cows per alotment.
Allotments would be evauated to
determine if an adjustment to the
grazing permit may be necessary.

Traffic and Access

Types of impacts to livestock and their
management caused by an increase in
traffic would be the same as the
Proposed Action, except that the level
of traffic would decrease and the
potential for collisons or harassment of
livestock isless. Traffic is estimated to
be &bout 165 daly trips during
construction, and about 73 during
operation, compared to 230
(congtruction) and 100 (operation) in
the Proposed Action.

Livestock M anagement Facilities

Alternative B1 would restrict well
development on many of the alotments
because of wildlife concerns.
Approximately 260 miles of roadway
would be constructed in thisdternative.
The number of fencelines crossed by
new road construction would be less
than the Proposed Action, reducing the
opportunity for gates to be left open
and for livestock to get out of the
alotment.

4.11.2.4 Alternative B2

Carrying Capacity

Alternative B2 has the same area of
restricted development as B1, but in
areas where field development would
occur, it would be on a 80-acre well
spacing, increasing the amount of
development and land disturbance from
the Bl levels.

Approximatdy 1,920 acres of BLM
land and 1,080 acres of state/private
land within the dlotments would be
impacted during construction, resulting
inaloss of 138 and 69 AUMson BLM
and dtate/private lands, respectively.
This represents about a two percent
reduction in AUMs on public lands.

Approximately 1,177 acres of BLM
land and 668 acres of state/private land
within the dlotments would be
impacted during the operation phase,
resulting in aloss of 86 and 42 AUMs
on BLM and date/private lands,



respectively. This represents about a
one percent reduction in AUMs on
public lands.

A loss of 208 AUMs would occur
during the construction phase. The
average livestock season is two and
one-hdf months per dlotment. This
would equa atota of 83 cattle or its
equivdent being removed from the
Project Area. A total of 128 AUMs
would be lost during the operationa

phase. Thiswould equal 51 cattle or its
equivdent being removed from the
Project Area. However, on an
individua alotment basis the impact for
either construction or operation would
be less than eight cows per alotment.
Allotments would be evauated to
determine if an adjustment to the

grazing permit may be necessary.



Traffic and Access

Types of impacts to livestock and their
management caused by an increase in
traffic would be the same as the
Alternative B1 except that the level of
traffic would increase and the potential
for collisons or harassment of livestock
would be greater. Construction traffic
is estimated to be about 290 daily trips
during congtruction, and about 139
during operation, compared to 165
(construction) and 73 (operation) in
Alternative B1.

Livestock M anagement Facilities

Alternative B2 would restrict well
development on many of the alotments
because of wildlife concerns.
However, the number of fencelines
crossed by new road construction
would be greater than for Alternative
B1, increasing the opportunity for gates
to be left open and for livestock to get
out of the alotment. Approximately 357
miles of roadway would be constructed
in this aternative.

4.11.2.5 AlternativeC1

Carrying Capacity

Alternative C1 would restrict well
development in scattered aress in the
western haf of the Project Areadueto
big game security areas. The
Consumers Wash, Fausett, Haley
Canyon, North Spring, Mohrland, and
North Huntington alotments contain
some big game security areas where
development would be restricted.

Approximatey 1,994 acres of BLM
land and 837 acres of state/private land
within the dlotments would be
impacted during construction, resulting
inaloss of 138 and 50 AUMson BLM
and state/private lands, respectively.
This represents about a two percent
reduction in AUMSs on public lands.

Approximatdly 1,159 acres of BLM
land and 480 acres of state/private land
within the alotments would be
impacted during the operation phase,
resulting in a loss of 80 and 29 AUMs
on BLM and date/private lands,
respectively. This represents about a
one percent reduction in AUMS on
public lands.

A loss of 188 AUMs would occur
during the construction phase. The
average livestock season is two and
one-haf months per alotment. This
would equal atotal of 75 cattle or its
equivdent being removed from the
Project Area. A total of 109 AUMs



would be lost during the operational
phase. Thiswould equal 44 cattle or its
equivalent being removed from the
Project Area. However, on an
individua alotment basis the impact for
either construction or operation would
be less than four cows per allotment.
Allotments would be evaluated to
determine if an adjustment to the
grazing permit may be necessary.

Traffic and Access

Types of impacts to livestock and their
management caused by an increase in
traffic would be the same as the
Proposed Action except that the level
of traffic would be dightly less. The
potential for collisons or harassment of
livestock would generally be the same
as the Proposed Action. Construction
traffic is estimated to be about 205
daly trips during congtruction, and
about 92 during operation, compared to
230 (construction) and 100 (operation)
in the Proposed Action._



4.11.2.6 Alternative C2

Carrying Capacity

Alternative C2 would restrict well
development in scattered areas in the
western half of the Project Areadueto
bg game security areas, as in
Alternative C1, but would have well
development occurring on a 80-acre
spacing, increesing the level of
development from C1.

Approximately 2,748 acres of BLM
land and 1,086 acres of state/private
land within the alotments would be
impacted during construction, resulting
inaloss of 191 and 68 AUMson BLM
and dtate/private lands, respectively.
This represents about a three percent
reduction in AUMs on public lands.

Approximately 1,703 acres of BLM
land and 689 acres of state/privateland
within  the dlotments would be
impacted during the operation phase,
resulting in aloss of 118 and 44 AUMs
on BLM and sate/private lands,
respectively. This represents about a
two percent reduction in AUMs on
public lands.

A loss of 259 AUMs would occur
during the construction phase. The
average livestock season is two and
one-haf months per dlotment. This
would equal atotal of 104 cattle or its
equivdent being removed from the
Project Area. A total of 162 AUMs
would be lost during the operationa
phase. Thiswould equd 65 cattle or its
equivaent being removed from the
Project Area. However, on an

individua alotment bads the impact for
either construction or operation would
be less than five cows per allotment.
Allotments would be evauated to
determine if an adjustment to the
grazing permit may be necessary.

Traffic and Access

Types of impactsto livestock and their
management caused by an increase in
traffic would be the same as in
Alternative C1 except that the level of
traffic would be greater, increasing the
potentid for collisons or harassment of
livestock. Construction traffic is
estimated to be about 345 daily trips
during construction, and about 168
during operation, compared to 205
(construction) and 92 (operation) in
Alternative C1.

Livestock M anagement Facilities

Alternative C2 would restrict well
development on severa of the
allotments because of wildlife
concerns. However, the number of
fencelines crossed by new road
construction would be greater than the
Alternative C1, increasing the
opportunity for gates to be left open
and for livestock to get out of the
dlotment. Approximately 473 miles of
roadway would be congtructed in this
aternative.



4.11.2.7 Alternative D

Carrying Capacity

Alternative D would restrict well
development in the northwest corner of
the Project Area. The only change in
direct impacts to alotments between
this alternative and the Proposed
Action is that there would be no well
activity in the Trail Canyon dlotment.

Approximatdly 2,102 acres of BLM

land would be directly impacted during
the construction phase of the project,
resulting in the loss of forage equivalent
to about 146 AUMSs. During
operations, approximately 1,244 acres
of BLM land would be directly
impacted, resulting in a loss of forage
equivdent to about 85 AUMs.
Approximately



726 acres of state and private lands
would be directly impacted during
congruction, resulting in a loss of
forage equivalent to about 48 AUMSs.
During operations, approximately 384
acres of state and private lands would
be directly impacted, resulting in aloss
of forage equivaent to about 25
AUMs.

In total, a loss of 193 AUMs would
occur during the construction phase.
The average livestock season is two
and one-half months per allotment.
Thiswould equal atotal of 77 cattle or
its equivalent being removed from the
project area. A total of 111 AUMs
would be lost during the operational
phase. This would equal atotal of 44
catle or its equivaent being removed
from the project area. However, on an
individual alotment basis the impact
during either construction or operation
would be less than 2 cows per
alotment. Allotments would be
evaluated on an individua bass to
determine if an adjustment to the
grazing permit may be necessary.

Traffic and Access

The types of issues and potentia
impacts to the allotments caused by an
increase in traffic and change in access
would be the same as the Proposed
Action. The no-development zone in
the northwest corner of the Project
Area is mostly in an area where there
are no dlotments, and overdl, the
potentia for collisons or harassment of

livestock, for reduced quality of forage
next to roadways, effects of seasonal
road closures and effects to livestock
management issues would not change
significantly from the Proposed Action.

Livestock M anagement Facilities

Potential impacts to livestock facilities
would be the same as the Proposed
Action, including effects to fencelines
and water supply pipelines.

4.11.2.8 No Action Alternative

Carrying Capacity

The No Action aternative would deny
development on federal mineral estate.
However, development on state and
private lands would likely occur. Some
disturbance would occur on public
lands as aresult of access roads being
built to access development areas on
state and private lands.

Approximately 359 acres of BLM land
and 709 acres of state/private land
within the dlotments would be
impacted during construction, resulting
inaloss of 27 and 43 AUMs on BLM
and date/private lands, respectively.
This represents less than one- half of
one percent reduction in AUMs on
public lands.

Approximately 121 acres of BLM land
and 433 acres of dtate/private land
within the alotments would be
impacted during the operation phase,
resulting in alossof 9 and 27 AUMson



BLM and state/private lands,
respectively. This represents about a
one-tenth of one percent reduction in
AUMs on public lands.

A loss of 69 AUMswould occur during
the construction phase. The average
livestock season is two and one-half
months per alotment. This would equal
a total of 28 cattle or its equivalent
being removed from the Project Area.
A totd of 36 AUMs would be lost
during the operational phase. This
would equal 14 cattle or its equivaent
being removed from the Project Area.
However, on an individua allotment
basis the impact for either construction
or operation would be less than two
cows per alotment. Allotments would
be evaluated to determine if an
adjustment to the grazing permit may
be necessary.

Traffic and Access

Types of impacts to livestock and their
management caused by an increase in
traffic would be the same as the
Proposed Action except that the level
of traffic would be significantly less.
The potentia for collisons or
harassment of livestock would be
greatly reduced from the Proposed
Action. Construction traffic is
estimated to be about 100 daily trips
during construction, and about 38
during operation, compared to 230
(construction) and 100 (operation) in
the Proposed Action.

Livestock M anagement Facilities

The No Action dternative would
restrict most well development activity
to state and private lands.
Approximatey 154 miles of roadway
would be constructed in this aternative,
most of which would be built outsde of
the established alotments. The number
of fencelines crossed by new road
construction would much less than the
Proposed Action, reducing the
opportunity for gates to be left open
and for livestock to get out of the
dlotment.

4.11.3 |Impacts Summary

A summay comparison of the
Proposed Action and dternatives is
provided in Table 2.8-2.

All of the aternatives would result in
some reduction in carrying capacity
due to disturbance of vegetation.
Alternative A would result in the
greatest loss in AUMS, approximately
202 on public lands and a total of 277
on dl lands. The No Action aternative
would result in the lowest impacts to
allotment production with
approximately 27 AUMSs lost on public
lands and about 69 total AUMSs lost for
al lands.

Alternatives A and C2 would require
the greatest number of daily trips by
congtruction and operation related
traffic, and the No Action aternative
would require the least amount of
traffic. A lower traffic level would
decrease the potential for livestock
injury, fataity collisons, and the
opportunity for vehicles to harass



livestock.

Livestock improvements such as
fences, corrds, springs, detention dams,
water pipelines, and water tanks would
be protected by the RGC committed or
the BLM required environmenta
protection measures. As long as
livestock improvements are avoided
during the siting of facilities, or are
returned to ther origind condition if
disturbance is unavoidable, there should
be little to no impacts on the control or
maintenance of livestock on the
dlotments. If gates are ingaled in
fencelines that need to be crossed by
roads or other facilities, there is the
increased possibility for gatesto be left
open and for livestock to get out of the
dlotment. Alternatives A and C2

require the greatest miles of roadsto be
built and would require the greatest
number of fence crossings, increasing
the possibility of a gate being left open.
The No Action dternative would
require the least amount of fence
Crossings.

4.11.4 Mitigation

The RGC committed to, and the BLM
requires environmental protection
measures that address many of the
concerns related to livestock
management, including control of
noxious weeds, revegetation of
disturbed lands to return them to
productive use, and the protection of
livestock management fecilities



such as fences and water
improvements. The following additional
mitigation measures would further
reduce potential effects to livestock
management:

l. Cattleguards should be installed (to
BLM weight load carrying capacity) on
all high use roads to replace gates for
ease of access for well equipment and
workers, the general public,
recreationists, and livestock operators.
Using cattleguards instead of gates
would reduce the possibility for gatesto
be left open and would improve the
control of livestock movements.

4.11.5 Unavoidable Adverse I mpacts

Disturbance to vegetation, resulting in aloss of
forage production and a reduction in AUMs
supported by the various alotmentswill occur to
some extent under all aternatives. Road
construction and an increase in traffic, resulting
in an increased possibility of livestock accidents
or harassment of livestock, would aso occur
under all alternatives, athough the area affected
would be reduced under some aternatives.

4.12 RECREATION
4.12.1 Introduction

Recreation-related impacts from the Proposed
Action and dternatives may include the
following:

l. Engine and machine noise
generated during construction and
drilling and pumping operations would
degrade the quality of recreational
experiences for nonmotorized users.
Increased truck traffic would similarly
diminish the opportunity for solitude for

dl recreational users and reduce the
quiet atmosphere enjoyed by
nonmotorized users.

The quality of recreationa
experiences and the availability of
recregtional opportunities on public
BLM and sate lands would be
diminished over the life of the project.
The vishility of project facilities and
activities would change from roaded
natural landscapes suited for a variety
of informal recreationa activities to a
predominantly semi-industrial
environment.

Increased traffic and heavy
vehicles may tend to "powder” roads
currently used, or planned, for mountain
biking. This would make such roads
less suitable for this sport, as well as
increase the amount of fugitive dust
that would have to be endured.

The quality of recreationa
experiences would similarly be
diminishedat devel oped recreation sites
located adjacent to project roads and
wells.



V. Impacts relating to severa
recreation issues would not vary by
alternative, and are discussed in Section
1.6. These include restrictions of public
access in winter closure areas, and
impacts to the Carbon County
Fairgrounds, Four-mile Rifle Range,
and Pinnacle Peak Black Powder
Range.

Several environmental protection measures
have been committed to by RGC or required by
the BLM that would reduce impacts to
recreation resources. These measures arelisted
in Section 2.2.5 and address such issues as
gting of facilities (BLM 1) and protection of
visual resources (BLM 53 - 56). Other
measures that would reduce impacts to wildlife
and promote successful revegetationof
disurbed lands would indirectly benefit
recregtionists as hunting, viewing wildlife and
recreating in natural appearing landscapes are
important elements in the recreational
opportunities available in the area.

4.12.2 Direct and Direct Impacts

4.12.2.1 Proposed Action

No Special Recreation Management Areas
(SRMA), designated Wilderness Areas, or
Wilderness Project Areaswould be affected by
the Proposed Action. Similarly, the Proposed
Action would not directly impact any developed
recreation areas, such as the Carbon County
Country Club and Golf Course and loca
community park and recreation areas. The
proposed project would aso avoid impacting
areas of highest informal recreationa use,
including Wood Hill and the area between Price
and Kenilworth.

Impacts to recreationa lands and values would
occur on public lands throughout the CBM
project development area As wadl field

development increases, the character of the
landscape would change from a semi-primitive
motorized and roaded natura setting to more of
asemi-industria type of landscape. In total, the
Proposed Action would impact approximately
3,146 acres of federal and state open space
lands in the short-term, and 1,838 acres in the
long-term.

A reduction in wildlife populations would result
in a corresponding loss in hunting opportunities,
and a decrease in the number of hunters. This
would have an economic impact to loca
communities, as discussed in the Section 4.15.
Due to mitigations that protect bald eagle
habitat, including restricted CBM activity during
winter months, the Bald Eagle Day event,
sponsored by UDWR, should not be affected.

Recreationists would be displaced to other
areas not affected by minera development.
This displacement would result in greater usage
in displaced areas and greater competition
among hunters. Impacts of project development
would dso include limiting the County's options
for developing and promoting mountain biketrail
systems.

As mentioned in Section 3.12, Carbon County
has recently approved a County Trails Plan,
which includes several roads/trails that would
be impacted by the Price CBM Project. The
magor trails that would be effected include the
Pinnacle Peak/Gordon Creek/Consumers Road
Loop and a loop trail in the North Spring
Canyon/Horse Bench area, off the main road to
Wattis. The scenic quality, and consequently,
the quaity of the recreational experience would
be impacted as trail users viewed the CBM
facilities, and as they potentialy encounter well
field development related traffic. As part of the
project description of all aternatives, severa
roads within the Project Area would be



seasonally closed to reduce impacts to wildlife.
Closure dates are between December 1 and
April 1. This would not effect the Pinnacle
Peak/Gordon Creek/Consumers Road Loop
since the Trails Plan also calls for restricting
traffic on this loop during the same time period,
also due to wildlife concerns. However, the
North Spring Canyon/Horse Bench loop would
be impacted by this road closure, limiting the
use of the trail. The Wood Hill to Kenilworth

loop is one of the heaviest used trials in the
Price area and would be part of the planned
county traill system. This area would not be
impacted by the Price CBM Project. It is,
however, impacted by the existing Helper CBM
development and isin anarea planned for more
extensive well development. Thisisdiscussedin
Chapter 5.



Anincrease in traffic due to field development
activities would aso cause a change in the
recreational setting and experience. Dispersed
recreational activities such as bicycling, driving
for pleasure and wildlife viewing would be
impacted by the increase in traffic, dust, and
noise, especially during the construction phase
of the project. For those persons who do not
mind the more developed environment, there
would be a higher dengity of roads for them to
bicycde or drive on. Road improvements to the
Finnacle Peak/ Gordon Creek/Consumers
Wash Road would improve motorized access to
atrailhead on the Manti-LaSal National Forest.
Proposed roads to be built for the Price CBM
Project include collector (higher use), loca
(moderate use) and resource (lower use) roads.
These roads are being designed for certain
design speeds: Callector - 25 mph; loca - 20
mph; and resource - 15 mph.

Noise impacts would come from severa
sources, and would be at their highest levels
during the construction phase. During
operations, a compressor stations would emit
noise levels up to 58-62 dBA at 500 feet. A
bicyclist traveling by a compressor station
would hear the noise generated from the
compressor site for several minutes. See
Sections 4.10 and 4.14 for more information on
traffic and noise.

4.12.2.2 Alternative A

Alternative A would result in the same types of
impacts reported for the Proposed Action. The
intengity of impacts to informa recreational
uses and quality of experiences would be
greater, however, due to the denser
development associated with the 80-acre
spacing of production wells. Increased levelsof
noise, dust, and visua changes to the landscape
would result as compared to the Proposed
Action. Alternative A would impact
goproximately 4,453 (short-term) and 2,786
(long-term) acres of public BLM and state
lands currently in open space.

4.12.2.3 Alternative Bl

Alternative B1 would have fewer impacts on
informal recreational opportunities, than the
Proposed Action and Alternative A. This
dternative would reduce impacts to recreation
in the Porphyry Bench/Pinnacle Peak area by
restricting CBM facilities to state and private
lands. Indirect noise, dust, and visua changes
would impact the quality of recreationa
experiences, since the CBM facilities and
activities would be located on nearby state and
private lands. In total, Alternative B1 would
affect approximately 2,242 (short-term) and
1,292 (long-term) acres of federal and state
lands currently in open space.



4.12.2.4 Alternative B2

Impacts on informal recreationa uses would be
smilar to those described above for Alternative
B1. This dternative would minimize impacts to
the Porphyry Bench and Pinnacle Peak area by
limiting CBM activities to state and private
lands. Alternative B2 would provide for 80-acre
well spacing, however, which would intensify
the semi-industrial nature of the CBM
development on adjacent state and private
lands. Consequently, the CBM project would

result in greater indirect noise, dust, and visua
impacts than those anticipated with Alternative
B1l. In total, Alternative B2 would affect
approximatdy 3,257 (short-term) and 2,002
(long-term) acres of open space federa and
state lands.

4.12.2.5 Alternative C1

Alternative C1 includes areas excluded from
well development due to big game security



areas. This would reduce impacts in scattered
areas in the Consumers Wash, Gordon Creek,
Pinnacle Bench, Serviceberry Creek, Potter
Wash, and Oil Well Bench areas. Other than
those excluded areas, impacts would be the
same as those described in the Proposed
Action, including negative effects to the
recreational setting (from a natural appearing
landscape to a more developed, semi-industrial
setting), to opportunities for hunting and viewing
wildlife, to the quality of dispersed recreationa
activities such as driving for pleasure, OHV
use, bicycling, and effects to the planned county
traill system. In total, Alternative C1 would
affect approximately 2,853 (short-term) and
1,666 (long-term) acres of federa and state
lands.

4.12.2.6 Alternative C2

Types of impacts would be smilar to dternative
C1 except that this aternative provides for 80-
acre well spacing which would greetly intensify
the semi-industrial appearance of lands in the
CBM development area. Consequently,
Alternative C2 would result in greater traffic,
noise, dust, and visua impacts than Alternative
Cl. In tota, Alternative C2 would affect
gpproximately 4,054 (short-term) and 2,530
(long-term) acres of federal and state lands
currently in open space.

4.12.2.7 Alternative D

Alternative D would reduce development
activity in of the Gordon Creek Wildlife
Management Area, and would protect big game
corridors. These actions would help reduce
impacts to big game, which would also reduce
potentia impacts to hunting opportunities within
the Project Area. The reduced activity in the
Gordon Creek Wildlife Management Area
would also result in less noticesble visua
disturbance to travelers using the Pinnacle
Peak/Consumers Wash loop drive, which isone
of the trails mentioned in the Carbon County
Trals Plan, and is one of the more popular
scenic drives in the Price Area. Other types of
impacts would be the smilar to the Proposed
Action (Section 4.12.2.1). Alternative D would
directly impact 2,805 acres (construction) and
1,608 acres (operations) of federal and state
lands currently in open space.

4.12.2.8 No Action Alternative

The No Action dternative would avoid
impacting BLM lands with CBM facilities,
however, access would be provided across
BLM lands to state and private lands. As such,
this alternative would limit impactsto public land
recreational opportunities. Project-related
indirect noise, visud, and dust would impact the
qudity of recreational experiences. In total, the
No Action alternative would impact
approximately 1,108 (short-term) and 580 (long-
term) acres of federal and state lands currently
in open space.



4.12.3 Impact Summary

A summary comparison of the impacts of the
dternativesis provided in Table 2.8-2.

All of the aternatives would impact lands used
for informal recreationa pursuits including the
planned county trail system. Reductions in the
quality of recreational experiences would result
in areas subject to increases in noise, dust, and

traffic, as wel as visua changes to the
character of the landscape. Impacts to
recreational  opportunities in the CBM
development area would cause displacement of
persons to other areas, which in turn would
increase use and hunting competition in those
areas. Among the alternatives, the No Action
aternative and Alternative B1 would result in
the least impactsto informal recreationa areas,



since dl would avoid high use public BLM lands
near Porphyry Bench and Pinnacle Peak.
Alternative A would have the greatest impact
on informal recreation due to the 80-acre well
spacing throughout the CBM devel opment area.

4.12.4 Mitigation

I RGC should employ the services of
a landscape architect or other
appropriate professional to assist in the
siting and design of facilitiesassociated
with the CBM development in special
circumstances where there may be the
potential for s€ignificant impacts to
sengitive land uses such as residential
and recreation areas.

1. Carbon County, BLM, SITLA,
RGC, private landowners, and other
potertiadl CBM developers within the
cumulative effects area should work
together to identify new potentid trail
corridors, and potential funding sources
for aternative trail congtruction to
mitigate impacts to existing trails that
may be significantly impacted by CBM
development.

I1. The fairgrounds and the roads next
to the fairgrounds are under the
jurigdiction of Carbon County and the
BLM has no authority to enforce
mitigations. However, the following
actions would reduce impacts to the
fairgrounds. Theroad on the west side
of the fairgrounds should be moved
dightly west of its existing location, if
possible. There should be a physical
separation (fence) between the

roadway and the fairgrounds, and trees
planted aong the fence to reduce the
visua and noise effects of traffic.
Speed limits for that section of the road
along the fairground should be set very
low (<20 mph). The County should
advise RGC when significant events
will take place at the fairgrounds such
as rodeos and the county fair, and RGC
should use alternative access roads
during those periods.

4.12.5 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Public lands with recreational vaues for
hunting, wildlife viewing, horseback riding,
hiking, and biking would be affected, regardless
of the dternative selected. Impacts to
recreation include reductions in the quality of
recreational experiences afforded by public
lands. These impacts would result in a
displacement of recreationists to other areasin
the region, thus increasing the amount of use
such areas receive and competition among
hunters.

4.13 VISUAL RESOURCES
4.13.1 Introduction

The visua impacts resulting from the Proposed
Action and dternatives fdl into the following
general impact categories:

1 Impacts to Landscape
Character and Quality. The
congtruction and operation of the
project facilities would transform
dgnificant portions of the existing
Project Arealandscapes from anatura



3.

to a semi-industrial character.
Character changes would result from
grading natura landformsand removing
pinyon/juniper, sagescrub and grassland
vegetation patterns for wells, roads,

pipelines, evaporation ponds,
compressor stations and  electrical

substations. Character changes would
be most dramatic a compressor
stations, injection wells and evaporation
ponds due to the amount of acreage
required a these stes, and the
industria appearance of thesefacilities.
During operation, the semi-industrial
character of the landscape would be
lessened, but till on-going due to both
the presence of the facilities and
associated truck traffic, dust and
mai ntenance activities.

Visual Impacts to Viewers.
Visual sengitivity depends upon viewer
attitudes towards landscape changes
and the number of viewers potentialy
affected. Within the Project Area,
viewers sendgitive to landscape and
visua quality changes brought about by
the project consist of loca residents,
persons engaging in dispersed
recreational activities on public or
private lands, and travelers dong State
highways and loca thoroughfares.
Visual impacts to each of these types
of viewer groups would depend upon a
number of factors including: distance
from which the facilities are viewed;
the number and type of facilities and
roadways seen; and whether the
fecilities are screened by vegetation
and/or topography or openly visble
and/or skylined on ridgelines.

Visual Impacts Resulting from

Regional Haze and Reductions in
Air Quality. Over the past 20 years,
regiond vishility has diminished due to
the combined influences of air
pollutants and climatic conditions.
Regiona haze reduces both the outer
limits of visible landscapes as well as
the clarity and color of landscape
features seen at closer ranges. The
CBM project facilities will contribute to
regiond air quality haze due to nitrogen
oxide emissions from the compressor
stations. These types of impacts are
discussed in the Air Quality Section
(4.3).

4. Reductions in Dark Skies and
Visibility to Stars and Other
Celestial Objects. The proposed
project and facilities would require
night lighting a compressor stations,
injection wells, evaporation ponds and
drilling rigs. Flaring of gas would aso
impact nighttime views. Night lighting
of these facilities may be visible from
sendtive  viewing locations and/or
affect the darkness of skies and the
related visibility and clarity of celetia
objects.

RGC has incorporated several mitigation
measures into their project description,
including: dust suppresson on roads and
congtruction zones during construction and
operation using magnesium chloride (RGC 1)
and the undergrounding of eectrical utility lines.
On BLM lands, measures BLM 53 through 56
would be followed which address grading and
reclamation of access roads, litter control, and
conformity with VRM classes.

The visud impacts of the Proposed Action and
alternatives were estimated based upon the



degree of change, or contrast, that each
aternative would cause to the natural landscape
and to sensitive viewers. Contrast ratings were
conducted in the fidd from representative
KOPs that served as proxies for the Project
Area and viewer groups as awhole. KOPs are
shown on Plate 12 and anticipated visihbility
conditions are shown on Plate 25. Table 4.13-1
summarizes the assessment results. The
following criteria were used to determine the
significance of visua impacts:

Impactsto Natural L andscapes

The amount of land dedicated to the project
would vary (see Tables 2.2-1, 2.3-1, 2.4-1,
24-3, 25-1, 25-3, 2.6-1, and 2.7-1) by each
type of facility and dternative. Cumulatively,
however, any of the project aternatives would
create alarge-scale web of indugtrid facilities,
activities, and roads.

Visua contrasts in line and form would be
strong in amost all cases. Color and texture
contrasts would range from strong to moderate.
Movement of trucks and wells would also
contribute to strong visual contrasts throughout
the Project Area.

Impacts to landscape character were assessed
according to the degree to which the composite
buildout of the proposed project or aternatives
would comply with the BLM’s VRM classes
for Project Area lands. This approach
recognizes that, while individua well stes might
not be visualy dominant in the characteristic
landscape, the cumulative effects of truck
traffic, fugitive dust, and other
construction/maintenance activities would be.
Significantimpactswere consequently identified

where the project would directly impact VRM
Class I11 or Il landscapes. Landscape impacts
were considered less than significant in areas
designated as VRM Class V. (See Section
3.13for VRM Class definitions.)

Impacts to natural landscape quaity would also
occur and would be most evident in adjoining
areas with open, low shrub/grassland vegetation
cover. Within the Project Ares, this type of
open vishility occurs on the benches, in the
agricultural valleys, and in areas with desert
salt, sagebrush and grassland vegetation cover.
Adjacent areas with pinyon/juniper vegetation
would be less affected indirectly due to the
intermittent visibility conditions afforded by this
vegetation type. (See Plate 16, Vegetation.)
Impacts to natural landscape amenities are
considered significant where VRM Class /111
public lands would be openly visible and within
0.5 mile of project roads, compressor stations,
injection wells and evaporation ponds. In these
areas, project facilities and activities would ill
dominate the characteristic landscape. |mpacts
to adjacent landscapes quality would not be
ggnificant in instances where facilities are
limited to a few wells or vegetation patterns
largely screen the visua influences of the
project.



Impactsto Viewers

The visua contrasts of the project facilities,
roads and construction/operation activitieswere
evaluatedfor different viewer groupstaking into
consideration the distance between viewersand
project facilities/activities, the amount and type
of facilities/activities viewed; whether facilities
would be screened or not by vegetation and/or
topography; and duration of view, as reflected
by viewer activity. The degree of visual
contrast potentially created by the project
facilities and activities in the line, form, color
and texture of the viewed landscape were
assessed. The degree of change in each visual
element was rated according to three levels:
strong, moderate and weak. The following
factors were considered in determining the
significance of impacts to sensitive viewers:

Distance Zones - The intervening distance
between project facilities and activities and
senditive viewers would largely determine
the degree to which the project is visualy
evident and dominant in the seen landscape.

Within aforeground (0 to .5 mile) distance
zone, the project facilities, roads, truck
traffic, dust and other activities would
visualy dominate the landscape in most
cases. Visud impacts to sensitive viewers
are consgdered dgnificant within  this
distance zone. Within middleground (.5 to
4.0 miles) distances, the project may
visudly dominate the seen landscape,
particularly in instances where panoramic
views to multiple facilities and roads are
possible or where wells are visbly skylined
on ridgdines.

Vegetation Cover - In genera, open
grassdand, sagescrub, agricultural, and/or
desert st vegetation cover would provide
little to no screening of project facilities and
activities. These types of open, low covers
predominate in the central and eastern parts
of the Project Area. Significant impacts to
sendtive viewers would occur where
facilities and activities are proposed within
foreground and middleground distance
zones with these types of open settings.

Landforms - Much of the Project Area
consists of a series of flat to rolling benches
and open plains and valleys. Escarpments
connecting these landforms provide
landform relief and diverdity in rockforms
and color. Landforms largely determine the
degree to which wells would be skylined on
visble ridgdlines or viewed as alarge semi-
indugtrid field from elevated viewpoints. In
generd, dgnificant visud impacts would
occur where existing open panoramic views
of the naurd landscape would be
transformed to views of a massive semi-
industrial scale.

Project Facilities - The CBM project
facilities/activities would impose different
degrees of visua change by virtue of ther
Sze, height, color, location and movement.
Fecilities are described and shown
grephicaly in Section 2.2 of this EIS.
During project construction, the amount of
road and pipeline congruction, grading,
truck traffic, dust and equipment would
impose strong contrasts in line, form, color,
and texture at dl facilities, construction well
Sites.

Congtruction-related  visual impacts to
sengtive viewers are considered significant
for al the aternatives within foreground



and middleground distance zones. Figure
4.13-1 shows photographs of typica CBM
construction equipment and activities.

Following construction, the degree of
visual contrast created by the project
fecilities would vary. Visua contrasts
of compressor stations, roads,
pipdine corridors, evaporation ponds
and injection wels would remain
srong, and significant, within
foreground distance zones. Figure
413-2 contans photographs of
compressor station facilities.
Evaporation ponds and injection wells
may vary in visua contrast from
strong to moderate within foreground
to middleground distance zones.
Visua contrasts of individua well
sites would range from strong to
weak depending upon distance and
the degree of vegetation/landform
screening. Figure  4.13-3  shows
representative equipment at
production well stes and aong
pipeline corridors. Withinbackground
distance zones, dl facilities are
expected to have a moderate to
weak contrast, except for road
systems, where fugitive dust may
cause drong and highly visble
contrasts within the seen landscape.
Figure 4.13-4 shows existing RGC
facilities from middleground and
background distances.

Table 4.13-2 summarizes the degree of visual
impacts expected to result to various types of
sensitive viewer groups in the Project Area
Impacts are discussed below by dternative.

Table 4.13-3 compares the adternatives
according to the number of acres of designated
VRM Classes that would be affected on
Federal BLM lands. These data correspond to
the classes designated by BLM in the 1970s.
Table 4.13-4 summarizes how BLM Class
designations would pertain to landscape values
and visud sengtivities. This table summarizes
the amount of area potentialy impacted that lies
within the foreground distance zone (0.5 mile)
of residential areas, recreationa sites and trails
and State Highway 6/191.

4.13.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts

4.13.2.1 Proposed Action

L andscape Quality and Char acter

The Proposed Action would dramatically alter
the existing natural landscape character of
areas developed for CBM facilities. Plate 2
shows the digtribution of facilities within the
Project Area. Table 2.2-1 summarizes the
overdl amount of physicd disturbance
anticipated with the proposed project. Section
4.10 further describes the amount of truck
traffic anticipated during project construction
and operation phases. Impacts to landscape
character would be greatest during construction
and at five compressor sites (25 acres), seven
evaporation ponds (28 acres) and seven
injection wdls (56 acres), along with 51 miles of
pipeline routes and 350 miles of roads. In total,
601 production wells would be constructed.

Overdl, approximatdy 2,353 acres would be
permanently converted from a natural to semi-
industrial character for the proposed facilities.
Approximately 4,095 acres would be disturbed
during construction. The federa lands affected
by the Proposed Action are currently



designated as VRM Class 1V (2,114 acres) or
[11 (275 acres). The proposed project would be
in conformity with Class IV VRM objectives
and on state lands where no visual management
objectives have been adopted. Project activities
may exceed the BLM’s VRM Class IlI
management objectives for visua changes.
Based on present-day conditions, the Proposed
Action would affect approximately 1,793 acres
that meet VRM Class Il or 111 criteria.

Landscape and visua impacts would be
greatest during construction due to the amount
of disturbance anticipated and the presence of
congtruction crews, trucks, dust, drilling rigs,
etc. Cumulatively, these activities may be highly
visble, depending upon specific viewing
conditions, due to fugitive dust and construction
equipment not subject to visua blending and
painting. During operation, theintensity of visua
changes would be reduced at well sites and
along roadways by both the limited number of
maintenance crews and trips required, as well
as the panting of permanent facilities.
However, visua changes would remain strong
at the compressor stations, evaporation ponds
and injection wells, due to the scale of these
facilities and on-going presence of trucks, and
operation activities.

Visual Impactsto Viewers

Viewer impacts are summarized for the
proposed project on Table 4.13-1 and 4.13-2.
Plate 25 shows the composite vishility of
Project Area lands that could be visible from
several representative Key Observation Points
in the Project Area. Significant visua impacts
may result, depending on specific location, on
local rural residential areas and to recreationists
using BLM public lands. Visual impactsto rural
residentia areas would primarily result from the
presence and movement of construction
equipment, grading and use of project roads,
and operation of wells within foreground (0.5
mile) and middleground (0.5 to 4.0 mile)
distances. Rural residential areas south and
west of Price, dong Gordon Creek Road, and
west of EImo may be significantly affected by
movement of trucks and associated fugitive
dust, construction equipment, and long-term
operation and movement of production wells.
Within these areas, existing rural agricultura
and natural views would be transformed to
landscapes of asemi-industrial character dueto
presence and movement of wells, roads,
vehicles, and ancillary facilities such as
pipeines, manhole barricades, and electrical
boxes at well sites. Viewed within aforeground
distance zone, and to 200 feet from residences,
these facilities would be visudly dominant and
sgnificantly ater the residentia settings. From
middleground distances, views to multiple wels
and relocated facilities and roads would also
cumulatively alter the existing natura, rura
character of these residential areas to a mixed
semi-industrid setting.

Visua impacts to the quality of views and
recreational experiences along county
designated trails west of Price would aso be
sgnificant. Existing county trails along Pinnacle
Creek and Bench roads would be converted
and/or used as major collector roads and



pipeine corridors. A compressor station and
related facilities would a so be located adjacent
to this trail system. Other recreational areas
sgnificantly affected by foreground views to
wells, trucks and fugitive dust include Consumer
Wash Road, Gordon Creek Road, Horse Bench
and Porphyry Bench.

Visual changes associated with the Proposed
Action would be substantialy less evident, and
not significant, from Highway 6, from the
communities of Price, EImo, and Wdlington,
and from the Carbon County Country Club.
Moderate levels of visua impact, associated
with trucks, fugitive dust and well construction
and operation, would occur at the fairgrounds,
and along Highways 10, 122 and 155.

Reqgional Haze | mpacts

Impacts associated with regional haze and
reduced vishility are discussed in Section 4.3,
Air Qudlity.

Night Lighting and I mpactsto Dark Skies

Lights would be required a compressor
stations, injection wells, evaporation ponds and
on drilling rigs. Lightswould be 250 wetts, clear
bulbs, emitting 30,000 lumens. Eight lightswould
be required on each of the six compressor
stations, with two lights on each of the seven
injection wells and evaporation ponds. During
congtruction, lightswould beon drilling rigs, with
a maximum of 2 to 6 drilling rigs operating at
any one time. Flaring of gas would aso impact
nighttime views. Lighting on permanent facilities
would be mounted and directed downwards.
Night lighting of drilling rigs may be
intermittently visible during construction from
residential areas, along travel routes and from
elevated



public vistas (e.g., Woodhill). Permanent lighting
would have no perceivable effect on the quality
of dark skiesin the region.

4.13.2.2 Alternative A

Alternative A would result in the same types of
impacts to landscape character and viewers.
Compared to the Proposed Action, this
dternative would cause greater landscape
modifications for 514 miles of roads and 1103
well pads, however, due to the 80 acre spacing
of production wells. Landscape disturbances
and night lighting impacts at compressor sites,
injection wells and evaporation ponds would be
the same asfor the Proposed Project. See Plate
4 and Table 2.3-1.

Visua impacts to viewers are summarized on
Table 4.13-2. Impacts to rural residents and
recreationists would be aso be significant and
greater than reported for the proposed project.
Ovedl, Alternative A would initidly disturb
5758 acres, with 3,585 acres permanently
converted to industrial production and use.
Alternative A would impact approximately 402
acres of federa BLM lands designated as
VRM Class Il and 2,889 acres of lands
designated as Class |V (Table 4.13-3). Based
upon present-day conditions, approximately
2,396 acres of lands affected by Alternative A
would meet VRM Class Il or Ill standards
(Table 4.13-4).

4.13.2.3 Alternative B1

Alternative B1 would result in the same types
of landscape character changes and impacts to
viewers as the proposed project. Plate 5 and
Table 2.4-1 summarize the general location and
amount of land disturbance anticipated during
the congruction and operation of this
aternative. Table 4.13-2 summarizes the visua
impacts to viewers, Alternative B1 would limit
the amount of CBM development on landswest
of Price. In areas restricted from devel opment,
the predominantly natural roaded character of
the landscape would remain largely unchanged.
These areaswould gtill be availableto the public
for aesthetic enjoyment and related recreational
experiences. Visua impacts to the county
designated trail system would be significant,
however, since portions of thetrail would till be
used for transportation and pipeline corridors
needed for project developments occurring on
nearby state lands.

In total, Alternative B1 would temporarily
disturb 3,151 acres, with long-term permanent
changes to 1,818 acres. Compared to the
Proposed Action, this alternative would cause
less disturbances for injection wells (5 sites/25
acres), evaporation ponds (5 sites20 acres),
production wells (436 wells/611 acres) and
roads (260 miles). With respect to VRM Class
conformity, Alternative Bl would impact
goproximately 215 acres of federal Class Il
landscapes and 1,307 acres of federal Class 1V
landscapes (Table 4.13-3). Based on present-
day conditions, approximately 1,375 acres
potentidly affected by Alternative B1 would
meet VRM Class Il or Il standards (Table
4.13-4).



4.13.2.4 Alternative B2

The visua and landscape character impacts of
Alternative B2 would be smilar to, but of
greater intensity than, Alternative B1.

The visua impacts of this dternative are
considered to be similar to the Proposed Action

for most viewer groups. Landscape impacts
would also be similar to the Proposed Action in
teems of overal disturbance; however,
Alternative B2 would retain larger blocks of
natural landscapes intact. See Plate 6 and Table
2.4-3 for information on the location and
quantity of changes anticipated.



Table 4.13-2 summarizes the impacts to
viewers.

Overdl, Alternative B2 would temporarily
disturb 4,510 acres, with long-term permanent
changes to 2,775 acres. Compared to the
Proposed Action, this aternative would cause
greater impacts for production wells (831 wells)
and roads (357 miles). With respect to VRM
Class conformity, Alternative B2 would impact
approximately 308 acres of federal lands
desgnated as Class Il and 1,797 acres
designated as Class |V (Table 4.13-4). Based
on present-day conditions, an estimated 1,829
acres potentially affected by Alternative B2
would meet VRM Class Il or Il standards
(Table 4.13-4).

4.13.2.5 AlternativeC1

Impacts of Alternative C1 to landscape
character would be similar to, but less than, the
Proposed Action. Thisaternative would restrict
vaious aress from development and limit
access during portions of the year for wildlife
management purposes. Relevant information on
the location and amount of disturbance
associated with this adternative are shown on
Table 2.5-1 and Plate 7.

Visual impacts from Alternative Cl1 are
summarized on Table 4.13-2 and would be
smilar to the Proposed Action for most viewer
groups. This dternative would retain the natural
landscape character in selected areas used for
dispersed recreationd activities. Alternative C1
would impact approximately 259 acres of
federal lands designated as VRM Class |11 and
1,890 acres designated Class |V (Table 4.13-3).
Based on present-day conditions, an estimated
1,718 acres affected by this aternative would
meet VRM Class Il or Il standards (Table
4.13-4).

4.13.2.6 Alternative C2

The impacts of Alternative C2 on landscape
character are summarized on Table 2.5-3, with
approximate locations of proposed facilities
shown on Plate 8. Overdl, this aternative
would have similar impacts on viewers as
Alternative A. Viewer impacts summarized on
Table 4.13-2.

Alternative C2 would temporarily disturb 5,318
acres, with 3,306 acres permanently converted
to industria uses and facilities. Compared to the
Proposed Action, this dternative would have
amilar impacts at five compressor sites and
adong 52 miles of pipelines. Greater impacts
would occur from an additional injection well
and evaporation pond, 1,013 production wells,
and aong 473 miles of roads. Alternative C2
would impact approximately 372 acres of
federal lands designated VRM Class Il and
2,606 acres designated Class |V (Table 4.13-3).
Based on present-day conditions, approximately
2,751 acres impacted by Alternative C2 would
meet VRM Class Il or Il standards (Table
4.13-4).



4.13.2.7 Alternative D

Alternative D is similar to the Proposed Action
in the extent of potential effects to the visua
resources within the Project Area, except for
the northwest corner where the no devel opment
area, shownon Plate 8A, would result in little to
no visual impacts in that portion of the Project
Area. Table 2.6-1 displays the direct
disturbance impacts anticipated during the

construction and operational phases of the
project. Table4.13-2 summarizesvisual impacts
to viewers. Except for the viewpoint along the
Consumers Wash road, potential effects are the
same or sSmilar to the Proposed Action.
Viewers along the western section of the
Consumers Wash road would have greatly
reduced visual



impacts, which isimportant, asthisis one of the
more scenic landscapes within the Project
Area, and contains a portion of the Consumers
Wash/Pinnacle Peak loop drive, identified as
one of the more popular recreational drives in
the Price Area.

Intotal, Alternative D would impact 3,712 acres
in the short-term and 2,160 acres in the long-
term. Compared to the Proposed Action, this
aternative would have 56 fewer wells and one
less compressor facility, injection well, and
evaporation pond. As Table 4.13-3 shows,
during construction Alternative D would directly
impact 253 and 2,011 acres of BLM designated
VRM Class Il and Class IV lands,
respectively. During operation, approximately
146 and 1,193 acres of designated VRM Class
[11 and 1V lands would be impacted. Based on
the analysis that mapped potential present-day
VRM conditions, this adternative would impact
1,214 acres land whichwould likely meet VRM
Class 11/111 standards during construction, and
679 acres during operation.

4.13.2.8 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action aternative, development
would still occur on state lands and lands with
state mineral rights. Plate 9 shows the
distribution of facilities for this alternative, and
Table 2.7-1 summarizes the overall amount of
temporary and permanent disturbances
anticipated. The No Action aternative would
dill result in the long-term loss of 1,050 acres
for 228 production wells, five compressor sites,
four evaporation ponds and four injection wells.
Approximately 47 miles of pipeine and 154
miles of roads would be built on state minera
lands.

Federal lands would remain predominantly
natural in character, athough additional access
roads to state and private lands would create

soil/vegetation contrasts, aswell astruck traffic
and fugitive dust. These visua changes would
be moderate to strong in areas directly affected.
The No Action dternative would il
ggnificantly affect views from rural residential
areas and affect the visua quality aong the
County’s designated trail system at Pinnacle
Creek/Bench Road. Table 4.13-2 summarizes
the visua impacts to viewers that could result
from the No Action aternative. With respect to
conformity with designated VRM Classes, the
No Action dternative would impact only 69
acres of federal lands designated VRM Class
[11 and 345 acres of lands designated as Class
V. Based on present-day conditions, the No
Action alternative would still impact
approximately 1,085 acres that are estimated to
meet VRM Class Il or Il standards (Tables
4.13-3 and 4.13-4).

4.13.3 Impact Summary

A summary comparison of impacts of the
Proposed Action and alternativesis presented in
Table 2.8-2.

All the dternatives, including the No Action
aternative, would substantially change the
visual quality of portions of the Project Area
and result in significant visual impacts to rural
residences, to public lands used for recreation
and tolocal travel routes. Natura pinyon-juniper
and grassland/shrub landscapes would be
changed to a more semi-industrial character.
These types of changes are consistent with the
BLM’s VRM objectives for Class 1V
landscapes. Changes to Class 111 lands would
mogt likely exceed thelevel of acceptable visual
change, however, depending upon vishility
conditions and the number and type of facilities
planed. Private rura residentia lands,
estimated as Class I or Class |1l VRM due to
viewer attitudes and numbers, would aso be
affected by reduced quadlities in rurd natural
settings. Mitigation measures are needed



throughout the Project Area to maintain the
visual quality of views from Class Il and Il
areas.

With respect to landscape character and quality
impacts, the No Action dternaive avoids
impacts to the greatest extent. Alternatives B1
and Cl1 dso minimize the amount of
disturbance, compared to other aternatives
being considered.

All of the dternatives, including the No Action
aternative, would affect views from a variety
of Key Observation Points associated with
residential areas, recreationa lands, and travel
routes. Table 4.13-2 shows the overdl
comparison of visua impactsfor al alternatives.

4.13.4 Mitigation

Mitigation measures suggested below would
further reduce the long-term visua impacts of
the project facilities.

. All above ground facilities (eg.,
wells, tanks, batteries, etc.) that would
remain on site six months or longer,
should be painted upon construction
completion. Prior to construction each
year, facility paint color(s) should be
chosen in consultation with BLM to
blend the facilities with the surrounding
natural or rural landscape tones. Colors
compatible with desert st (eg.,
Carlsbad Canyon), pinyon-juniper and
agricultural landscapes should be used.
BLM should review and approve a
color palette prior to issuance of APD.
Exceptions to this mitigation include
facilities that need to be a certain color
due to operationa needs, such as
portions of compressor facilities that
need to be white for temperature
control, and pipeline manhole guards

that need to be yellow for safety
reasons.

. Weélls should be sted to minimize
skylining to the greatest extent possible.
Setbacks aong bench edges or within
pinyon-juniper vegetation communities
should be followed to reduce skylining
of wels and drilling rigs. Prior to
issuance of APD, a BLM recreation/
visual specidist should review the
tentative locations of wells and provide
recommendations of well placementsif
visual skylining impacts can be avoided.

. Ground disturbance activities, cut
and fills, and remova of vegetation
should be drictly confined to areas
designated in the BLM-approved
APDs. Minimizing disturbance would
reduce contrasts between exposed soils
and natura vegetation.

. Juniper and pinyon trees should be
protected and used as screening for
facilities to the greatest extent possible.
Juniper and pinyon trees can potentialy
screen roads, activities and facilities not
afforded by grassand and sagescrub
vegetation.

Reclamation plans approved by the BLM,
UDOGM and private landowners should be
followed and monitored for at least two growing
Seasons.



4.13.5 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts aternatives, including the No Action dternative.

Unavoidable adverse impacts are discussed
Unavoidable, adverse and significant impactsto under the No Action aternative.
landscape character or viewers would result

from the proposed project or any of the



Mitigation measures described herein may
minimize the degree of impacts that would
occur, but would not substantidly eiminate
changes to the quality of existing settings and
views described in this EIS.

4.14 NOISE
4.14.1 Introduction

The noise impact assessment estimates ambient noise

levels resulting from congtruction activities,
drilling, and operation of compressor stations
and pumps. The assessment is performed by
adding expected noise levels from these
activities to existing background levels.

The Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA
1974) has identified an L, level of 55dB asthe
maximum sound level that will not adversdly
impact public heath and welfare. For the
purposes of this assessment, alevel of 55 dBA
is used as the criteria for a significant adverse
impact.

4.14.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts

4.14.2.1 Proposed Action

| mpacts of Construction

Impacts from construction would be temporary
and would result primarily from heavy
equipment and vehicle traffic. The sound levels
at adistance of fifty feet are presented in Table
4.14-1 for various types of construction
equipment. Estimates of noise attenuation can
be made by reducing noise levels by afactor of
6 dB for each doubling of distance. Using this
formula, noise levels would be expected to fall
bdow the 55 dB level a a distance of
approximately 800 to 3200 feet from the
construction  activities. However, since
construction activities would occur only during
daylight hours, and background levels in the
Project Areaarerelatively low, the L, average
vaues are expected to be below the
significance levels. The actual noise levels
experienced by a receptor will depend on the
distance of the receptor from the construction
activities, and residences located in close
proximity to the construction activities could
experience significant impacts.

Impacts from drilling activities would be
expected to be dgmilar to those from
congruction. Monitoring done for similar
projects (WCC 1988) indicates that noise levels
fdl below 55 dB L, at approximately 500 feet
from a wellpad. Thus, receptors located within
500 feet would be impacted.

An analysis was conducted to determine the
number of residences within 500 feet of the
proposed wells (see Table 4.10-2). For the 160-



acre well spacing assumed for the Proposed
Action, 59 residences have been identified that
would be within 500 feet of awell pad. Each of
these residences would potentialy be impacted
by noise associated with the drilling and well
workover activities. The drilling of each well
would occur over a one- to six-day period.
Where possible, drilling would not occur late at
night, and would not occur during the winter
(between December 16 and April 14 of the
following year).

I mpacts of Operation

In addition to drilling and congtruction activities,
the mgjor noise sources during operation would
be the compressor stations. Each compressor
dtation would include gas and/or €ectric driven
compressors housed in an enclosure. Based on
information provided by Caterpillar Inc.
(Johnson 1996), noise levels from the operation
of such compressordrivers would be
approximately 80 dB at a distance of 50 feet.
However, the enclosure would reduce the noise
level by approximately 30 dB. Thus, noise from
compressor station operation would not be
expected to exceed the impact significance
criteria

Noiseimpacts during field operationswould aso
include vehicle traffic, wellhead operation, well
workovers and drilling. Noise levels from these
sources would be expected to be as high as 60
to 90 dB at a distance of 50 feet, smilar to
construction activities. Receptors located within
500 feet of these activities would experience
sgnificant impacts.

4.14.2.2 Alternative A

Alternative A would involve full development of
project facilities usng a well spacing of 80
acres. Impacts from construction would be
gmilar to those from the Proposed Action.
Smilarly, Alternative A would aso involve the
same number of compressor stations during
operation. However, the reduced well spacing
increases the number of residences located
within 500 feet to construction or operation
activitiesto 76.

4.14.2.3 Alternative Bl

Alternative Bl would involve partial
development of project facilities using a well
spacing of 160 acres. Impacts from
construction would be smilar to those from the
Proposed Action. Similarly, Alternative Bl
would dso involve the same number of
compressor stations during operation. Fifty-nine
resdences would be located within
approximately 500 feet of construction and
operational activities.

4.14.2.4 Alternative B2

Alternative B2 would involve partial
development of project facilities using a well
spacing of 80 acres. Impacts from construction
would be similar to those from the Proposed
Action. Alternative B2 would involve the same
number of compressor stations during operation.
However, the number of engines would be less
at some stations. However, the reduced well
spacing would increase the number of
residences located within approximately 500
feet of congtruction or operation activitiesto 76.



4.14.2.5 AlternativeC1

Alternative C1 would involve partial
development of project facilities using a well
spacing of 160 acres. Impacts from
construction would be smilar to those from the
Proposed Action. Alternative C1 would involve
the same number of compressor stations during
operation. However, the number of engines
would be less a some stations. Fifty-nine
residences would be located within 500 feet of
construction and operational activities.

4.14.2.6 Alternative C2

Alternative C2 would involve partial
development of project facilities using a well
spacing of 80 acres. Impacts from construction
would be similar to those from the Proposed
Action. Alternative C2 would involve the same
number of compressor stations during operation.
However, the number of engines would be less
at some stations. However, the reduced well
gpacing would increase the number of
resdences located within 500 feet of
construction or operation activities to 76.



4.14.2.7 Alternative D

Alternative D would involve full development of
project facilities, outside of the no development
area, usng a wdl spacing of 160 acres.
Impacts from construction would be similar to
those from the Proposed Action. Alternative D
would have one less compressor station during
operation. Fifty-nine residences would be
located within approximately 500 feet of
construction and operationa activities.

4.14.2.8 No Action Alternative

The No Action dternative would involve
development on State and private lands.
Impacts from construction would be similar to
those from the proposed action. During
operation, the number of compressor stations
would decrease, thus making it less likely that
residences would be located in close proximity
to a station. Residences located within 500 feet
of construction and operationd activities would
be approximately 46.

4.14.3 Impact Summary

The proposed action and each of the
aternatives would lead to short term increases
in noise levels during construction. The use of
enclosed compressor stations would mitigate
some operational impacts. However, vehicle
traffic, well workovers and drilling would
produce short-term locally elevated noise levels.
The impacts experienced at a given receptor
would depend on the distance between the
receptor and the activity.

4.14.4 Mitigation

In cases where project facilities are located
closeto sengitive receptors, mitigation measures
are recommended. The use of enclosures for
the compressor station engines would reduce
noise levels during operation to acceptable
levels. Also, mufflers may reduce noise levels
from pumps and other equipment.

4.14.5 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Construction and operationa activities would
result in intermittent and short-term unavoidable
adverse impacts to receptors located within
approximately 500 feet of the activity.

4.15 SOCIOECONOMICS
4.15.1 Introduction

The following sections address potentia project
impacts on socioeconomic conditions in the
Project Area portions of Carbon and Emery
counties. Thediscussonswill focus primarily on
the scoping issues identified in Section 1.6.1.

In terms of significance criteria, the proposed
project would have significant impacts on
socioeconomic conditions and quality of lifein
the Project Arealif:

l. Population growth were induced by
the project that would exceed the
capacity of the local housing market,
community facilities and services, or
otherwise cause significant growth-
related social and economic changes,

. Loca government fiscal conditions
were impacted in such a way that
revenues would not adequately provide
public facilities and services at
established levels;



[1. Project-related changes in existing
ways of life that cause community
discontent sufficient to raise conflict
and organized response/opposition.

M ethodology

For the Proposed Action and its alternatives,
direct employment and earnings impacts are
associated with employment and payment of
wages by RGC and its contractors to workers
directly involved with the project. For the
Proposed Action, the direct employment vaues
presented in this anaysis were provided by
RGC, which has projected its future staffing
and contracting needs over the life of the
project.

Woodward-Clyde estimated direct earnings,
using current salary and wage rates for various
RGC and contractor employees (provided by
RGC) and applied them to the projected mix of
employee types (managers, Supervisors,
tradesmen, etc.) on an annua basisover thelife
of the project. All earnings were calculated and
are presented in current 1996 dollars. For
transient construction workers, who reside in
the Project Area on a seasona basis, the
estimated expenditure of earnings in the loca
economy was assumed to be the daily per diem
rate these workers are paid for lodging and
meals. This assumption was based on input
from the Governor’'s Office of Planning and
Budget, which, in various studies, has found
expenditure of earnings by transient workersis
very limited beyond actud living expenses. For
the project dternatives, employment and
earnings values were scaled, based on the
number of wells that would be developed, and
miles of roads that would be constructed. Since

RGC has been operating in the Project Area
since 1993, and is currently employing many
workers and paying wages, royalties and taxes,
the analysis of economic and fisca impacts of
the Proposed Action and its alternatives focuses
on what the net increase or decrease of
employment or earnings would be in the Project
Areg, relative to current conditions.

Indirect impacts are associated with project-
related purchases of assorted equipment and
supplies, such as pipe, well casing, and valves
from vendors. Some of these purchases would
be from businesses within Carbon, and possibly
Emery Counties, while other purchases would
be from businesses outside of the Project Area,
in cities such as Vernal. The discusson of the
indirect impacts of this project will focus
primarily on purchasing activity from businesses
within the Project Area. This local area
purchasing activity would generate indirect
economic impacts on the Project Area through
increased hiring and associated payment of
earnings to people working at these businesses.

Induced economic impacts are associated with
the expenditure of project-related earnings
within the communities of the Project Area on
housing, gasoline, food, and numerous other
goods and services. In general, by increasing
sales of these goods and services, the proposed
project would induce additiond hiring of
workers and associated payment of earnings by
the busi nesses providing the goods and services.

For calculation of both indirect and induced
economic impacts of the project, an input-output
(1/0) model of the joint Carbon and Emery
county economy was run using both data
provided by RGC on purchasing activity, and



earnings figures caculated by Woodward-
Clyde, based on RGC's projected employment
for the project. The I/0O model was constructed
by the Utah Governor’s Office of Planning and
Budget specifically for Carbon and Emery
Counties. The model was run with the

assistance of the Utah Department of Natura
Resources, Office of Energy and Resource
Planning. In brief, the model calculates
estimated employment and earnings that would
be generated through purchasing



activity and expenditure of earnings, as
described above, by applying economic
multiplier effects to purchases and
expenditures. It is important to note that while
the model was constructed and run by state
government agencies, the employment and
earnings data used to compute input values for
the modd were provided by RGC and
Woodward-Clyde. Thus, the indirect and
induced economic impacts presented in the
andysis are not the official projections of the
State of Utah.

Since the emphasis of the analysis is the net
change to the Project Area relative to current
conditions, the indirect and induced economic
impacts predicted by the model for the future
were compared with those calculated by the
model for 1996, using current earnings and
purchasing values as inputs.

4.15.2 Direct and Indirect Impacts

4.15.2.1 Proposed Action

Employment and Earnings

The Proposed Action would directly create
numerous jobs in the Project Area over the life
of the project, which is estimated to be roughly
30 years. Table 4.15-1 provides a detailed
breakdown of job types over the life of the
project for al aternatives. The table provides
both total direct project employment and the net
increase/decrease in employment for local area
resdents, relative to current employment
conditions. Table 4.15-2 summarizesthe change
in tota direct employment of locd area
residents for al aternatives. In genera, project-
related direct employment would jump from
current levels of about 164 workers to 171
workers in the 1997 construction season and
increase gradually until about the year 2006,
when employment would reach its peak at
about 214 positions. Thus, at project peak, the
Proposed Action would result in a net increase
of about 50 jobs (a 2.6% increase in the current
mining/oil and gas employment sector), relative
to current conditions. The vast mgority of these
jobs would be occupied by local area residents.
After completion of the construction phase of
the project, employment would drop off sharply
in the year 2007 to about 98 positions as the
number of construction workers would be
sharply reduced. This completion of
construction would result in the unemployment
of about 33 local construction workers (a 7.4%
loss of current construction employment) that
would have to find aternative sources of
employment in the local area.



Project employment in the post construction
phase would be primarily related to CBM field
operation and maintenance (RGC employees),
as well as gradual reclamation of the field and
associated roads as gas wells go out of
production (estimated to be 30 loca
contractors). During that period, from roughly
2006 to 2026, employment would gradudly
diminish from about 98 postions to 50 in the
year 2026. This decline in employment would
comprise a net loss of up to 31 jobs, relative to
current conditions. At the very end of the
project, when employment would drop to zero,
aound 2027, the Project Area would
experience a net loss of about 81 positions,
compared with current conditions. This loss of
81 jobs would comprise a 3.5% loss in
employment in the mining/oil and gas and
construction sectors, but alessthan one percent
decrease in total Project Area employment.
These unemployed workers would have to find
work on other CBM or mining projects, or take
lower paying jobs in the service and trade
industries. Figure 4.15-1 provides an illugtration
of projected net increaseddecreases in
employment of local area residents by
aternative over the life of the project.

In terms of employment types and recruiting by
the project applicant during the construction
phase, about 63 workers would be seasondly
employed by a loca area construction
contractor that would be hired by RGC to
construct and maintain roads and well pads,
construct  utility trenches, and install
underground gas pipelines, water pipelines, and
underground €eectric lines. This levd of
contractor employment would be smilar to
current conditions. Thus, no net increasein loca
contractor employment is expected to occur
during the construction phase of the project
(Table 4.15-1). Examples of local contractor
jobs would include gravel and water truck

drivers, heavy equipment operators, and pipeline
workers. According to the current construction
contractor, workers requiredto staff the project
have been and would be hired amost entirely
from the local communities in the Project Area
(Jensen 1995).

Smilarly, RGC would directly hire production
hands to monitor and maintain CBM wells, as
well as staff the company officein Price. These
podtions would be year round, rather than
seasond, congtruction jobs. This hiring by RGC
would result in a net increase of up to 50
positions, relative to current conditions. Many of
these workers would be hired from the local
area, particularly if they possessed necessary
skills, such as pump and pipeline maintenance,
compressor and electric motor maintenance,
and some computer skills needed for production
monitoring. It is important to note that many of
the positions could be filled by former power
plant and cod mine workers ill living in the
local area who possess the required skills.
Many of these workers are presently employed
in service and trade sector jobs earning wages
consderably lower than previousy earned as
miners or power plant construction workers.
Local workers who have relevant skills and
experience needed to staff the project would
likely leave the typicaly lower paying trade and
service positions for the higher wage job
opportunities the project would create ($7 -
$15/hour for tradesmen, $17 - $22/hour for
supervisors). The employment vacanciesin the
trade and service industries would likely be
filled by unemployed residents of the local area,
including students at the CEU, who lack the
skills necessary to take advantage of the higher
wage jobs that would be created by the project
(Utah Department of Employment Security,
1996) (Utah Governor’s Office of Planning and
Budget, 1996). It is adso possible that certain
RGC positions would have to be filled by non-



local workers where specialized expertise is
required.

The remaining portion of the project workforce
would consist of non-local transient construction
workers with specialized expertise needed to
drll and complete the CBM wells. These
workers would reside in the Project Area for
about six months each year during the May to
November construction season. It is estimated
that about 83 transient construction workers
would reside in the Project Area during the
congruction season each year. This level of
transent contractor employment would be
gmilar to current conditions. Thus, no net
increase in transient contractor employment is
anticipated during the life of the project.
According to RGC, the vast mgjority of these
workers live in motels while they are working in
the Project Area and do not bring their families
with them to the Project Area. After completion
of the construction phase of the project, it is
likdy that the vast mgority of transent
contractor employees would leave the Project
Area in pursuit of other employment
opportunities.

The proposed project would also generate
substantial earnings, a large portion of which
would be spent in the loca economy for
housing, food, and goods and services. Based
on projections provided by RGC, it is estimated
that project payroll would amount to $2.67
million in the first year of the project (a 6.7%
increase in Project earnings from 1996) and
increase until the year 2005 to $3.7 million (in
current dollars) as the project reaches its
employment peak (a 48% increase in project
earnings from 1996). After that, during the
production and reclamation phase, earnings

would gradually decline from $2.56 to $1.41
million annudly in 1996 dollars. At the very end
of the Project, when earnings would drop to
zexo, the Project Area would experience a net
loss of $2.5 million in locd earnings reldive to
1996, which would represent a 3.5 percent loss
of total earnings in the Project Area. To the
extent total local area earnings increase over
the next 30 years, the loss of project-related
earnings would actually represent less than 3.5
percent. Over thelife of the project, total direct
local earnings would amount to approximately
$73.3 million in 1996 dollars.

As described in the Methodology section
previoudy, economic benefits would occur as a
result of RGC purchases of equipment and
supplies from local area vendors (indirect
economic impacts) and expenditure of project-
related earnings on housing, food, and goods
and services provided by Project Area
businesses (induced economic impacts).
Estimates of these indirect and induced
economic benefits that would be generated by
the Proposed Action were calculated using an
input-output economic model, created by the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget, for
Carbon and Emery counties, using purchasing
data provided by RGC and earnings vaues
estimated by Woodward-Clyde.

Based on the direct project employment and
associated earnings estimates, the Proposed
Action would create up to 13 additional new
jobs in local area communities during the
construction phase of the project. These jobs
would represent a net increase above what the
project is estimated to have indirectly created in
1996. These would primarily consist of service
and trade sector jobs, with afew jobs created in



finance, insurance, and real estate, as well as
trangportation and public utilities. Since the vast
majority of service and retail trade activity
occursin the Price areg, it is assumed that most
of these new jobs would also be created in
Price, or adjacent communities in Carbon
County. These new jobs indirectly created and
induced by the Proposed Action would
comprise both expansion of existing businesses
and creation of new businesses. Conversdly,
after completion of project congtruction, the
reduction in direct employment and earnings
would indirectly result in a reduction of service
and trade sector jobs. Compared with current
conditions, the Project Areawould experience a
net loss of about 54 service and trade sector
jobs over the 20 year production and
reclamation phase of the project.

Smilaly, the indirect/induced creation of jobs
would generate additional earnings in the loca
economy that would also be spent in the loca
area. Based on project-related earnings and
purchasing activity, the economic model has
estimated the Proposed Action would indirectly
generate up to $226,000 in additional earnings
per year during the construction phase of the
project above and beyond what the RGC
project is currently generating. These indirect
earnings would be generated primarily due to
the increased service and trade sector
employment, but aso due to increased
transportation and utility employment,
construction employment, and finance,
insurance and real estate employment. After
completion of project construction, the reduction
in direct earnings would indirectly result in a
reduction of service, trade, and other job sector
earnings. Compared with current conditions, the
Project Area would experience a net loss of up
to $729,000 in indirect earnings per year over
the 20 year production and reclamation phase of
the project.

Population, Housing, and Community
Eacilities and Services

Since many of the estimated 50 RGC new year-
round workers would be recruited from
communities within the Project Area (gradually
hired from 1997 through 2006) and the use of
local construction workers would remain at
current levels during the construction phase of
the project, it is likey that only a modest
increase in population would occur.

Several new housing developments are being
considered in the Project Area that could
increase the supply of avalable housing.
Assuming these housing developments are
approved, the addition of a modest number of
new residents associated with the Proposed
Action would not adversely impact the loca
housing market.

As described in Section 3.15, recent population
growth has resulted in increased public school
enrollment in Carbon County to the point that
many schools are nearing capacity. To the
extent project workers are recruited from
outsde the local area and bring families with
school-age children, the Proposed Action would
aggravate this shortage of school capacity. The
Proposed Action would, however, mitigate the
impact of increased demand for school capacity
indirectly through payment of about $7.0 million
in ad valorem taxes to the Carbon County
School Digtrict. These tax dollars could be used
by the Disrict towad funding school
expansions and/or hiring of additional teachers
and staff.

The proposed use of non-local construction
workers for specialized construction activities
would include about the same number of
workers that have been used in recent years
(83 workers). Thus, little or no additional
demand for temporary housing would occur in



the future. The vast mgjority of transient
construction workers brought in from outside of
the Project Area would not bring their families
with them and would generdly utilize motels,
recreational vehicles, and mobile homes for
housng. As a result, little or no increase in
demand on public schools or other community
facilities and services from transient
construction workers is foreseen.

With respect to law enforcement services, the
Carbon County Sheriff's Office has stated it
would not patrol the CBM field or provide other
routine security services. The sheriff's office
would, however, respond to cals on an as
needed basis if vandalism or other crimina
activity were reported in the CBM field. Thus,
no need for an increase in staffing at the
Sheriff's Office is foreseen as a result of the
Proposed Action (Robertson 1996). In generd,
RGC employees who work on night shift would
patrol the CBM field and provide their own
security services. The sheriff's office would
only be caled in the event of acrime. Thus, the
Proposed Action is not expected to increase
costs of law enforcement in the Project Area.

Costs and Benefits of the Proposed
Project on L ocal Gover nment Fiscal
Conditions

The Proposed Action would result in some
costs for the counties in the Project Area, but
would also generate benefits for those entities.
On balance, total revenues are projected to
exceed increased costs by awide margin.

Interms of actud financial costs, an important
potential project-related impact concerns the
use of county roads. Within Carbon County, the

government agency that has responsibility for
building, improving, and maintaining these roads
is the Carbon County Roads Specia Service
Didtrict. In Emery County, this responsbility
rests with the Emery County Special Service
Didtrict #1. Revenues used by these districtsis
generated through federd mineral lease
royalties, state paymentsin lieu of taxes (PILT),
and interest earned on funds not expended.
Additiona project-related costs to Carbon and
Emery Counties would arise from a variety of
adminigtrative services and oversight that would
be required. From arevenue standpoint, federal
mineral lease royalties, ad valorem taxes, and
sales and use taxes would all be paid to the
counties as a result of the project. Table 4.15-3
provides a table illustrating estimated project
costs and revenues to loca government fiscal
conditions.

Cost of County Road M aintenance

For the proposed project, initial access to
considerable portions of the CBM development
area from state and federa highways would
require the use of county roads and could
increase maintenance costs borne by the special
districts. The Carbon County Roads Specid
Service District was contacted to estimate
these increased costs. Based on estimated
project traffic on paved and non-paved county
roads, the proposed project would increase
county road maintenance costs hy
approximately $140,000 over the life of the
project. For Emery County, increased
maintenance costs are estimated to be $68,000
(Table 4.15-3).

In addition, RGC has projected future federa
royalty payments that the county road districts



would receive as a result of the proposed
project. Theestimated royalty payments Carbon
County would receive for roads could be as
high as $1 million annualy if gas production
estimates are accurate. Over the life of the
proposed project, federal royalty payments to
the Carbon County Roads Specia Service
District are estimated to be approximately $10.2
million. Similarly, federd royatiesthat would be
pad to the Emery County Roads Special
Service District would be approximately $4.9
million. Based on those projections, federal
royaty payments generated by the proposed
project would more than compensate for any
increased maintenance costs the counties would
have to bear in the future (Table 4.15-3).

County Administrative Costs

The Proposed Action would result in increases
in demand for a wide variety of county
adminigrative services. One example includes
the mapping, naming, and signing of roads
developed in the proposed CBM fidd to
facilitate access for police, fire, and medical
emergency services in the event of an
emergency. The Carbon County Planning and
Zoning Department has estimated its own
increase in adminigtrative costs, plus the
increased cost to the Building Department and
the Geographic Information System (mapping)
Department would be approximately $5,000 and
$10,000 per year, depending on the number of
wels developed. Based on this estimate, the
total cost of the Proposed Action over a 20-
year period would be up to $200,000 to these
county departments. For Emery County, Smilar
costs would arise. Based on the relative scale
of development in the Emery County portion of
the Project Area, additional costs are estimated
to be up to $100,000 over a 20-year period.

Federal Mineral Royalties

Mineral lease roydties are collected by the
BLM for gas produced by CBM wells
completed in minerals owned by the BLM. The
majority of the CBM wells proposed by RGC
(approximately 370 wells) would be completed
in BLM-owned minerals and would generate
substantial federal minera royalty payments.
Federa minera royalties are collected at arate
of 12.5% and are split evenly between the
federal government and the state where the gas
is produced. Utah state law governs how the
stateOs half of thefederal royalty paymentsare
divided and distributed. The largest shares of
the stateOs portion of federal royalty payments
are digtributed to the Permanent Community
Impact Fund (PCIF) (32.5%), which is
described below, The Regents of the Utah
University system (33.5%), and the county
were the gas was produced (25%).

Based on estimated gas production rates for the
proposed CBM wells, RGC has projected the
total roydty on federa wells would be
gpproximatdy $121.5 million over the life of the
project. Of this amount, about $60.7 million
would be paid to the State of Utah and allocated
as described above. As aresult, approximeately
$19.7 million would be distributed to the PCIF,
$20.4 million would be distributed to the Utah
Regents, and $15.1 million would be distributed
to Carbon and Emery Counties. For both
Carbon and Emery Counties, this 25% share of
the stateOs federal royalty money is distributed
to the County Roads Specia Service Didtrict.
As described previoudly, it is projected that the
Carbon County Roads Specid Service District
would receive gpproximately $10.2 million and
the Emery County Roads Specia Service
Digtrict would receive approximately $4.9
million to over the life of the project. Thus, the
development of CBM wells on federally-owned
minerals would generate fiscal benefits at the
federal, state, and local government levels.



State Mineral Royalties and Taxes

Minera lease payments are also collected by
the State of Utah for wells producing on state
lands where the State also owns the subsurface
minerd rights. In 1995, state royalty payments
for RGC wells amounted to $1.74 million. Over
the life of the proposed project, these payments
would increase each year until the year 2005,
when the project would reach full production.
Over the life of the project, it is estimated that
approximately $30.2 million in State royaties
would be generated.

State royalties are deposited into the SITLA
Permanent Fund. Discussions with SITLA
Lands office have confirmed that while royalty
payments from wells developed on state-owned
minerals in Carbon and Emery Counties are
large, a very smal portion of those funds
actudly return to Carbon and Emery County
school districts. The primary reason for thisis
SITLA invests the principal amount collected,
rather than distributing it directly. The invested
principal returns interest and other investment
income. Some of the interest and investment
income is reinvested to cover inflation, and the
rest is distributed to the counties of Utah, in
proportion to the percentage of school age
students residing in those counties. Thus, many
of the more populated counties along the
Wasatch Front receive relatively large
percentages of state school trust money, while
the rura countieswith asmall percentage of the
stateOs students receive relatively  small
percentages. Accordingly, the development of
CBM wédlls on state-owned minerals by RGC
would generate relatively small fiscal benefits
for Project Area counties, but would benefit the
State of Utah as a whole through substantial

contributions to SITLA Lands Permanent Fund.

Severance and Conservation taxes on gas
produced by the proposed project would aso
contribute revenue to the State government. It
is estimated that these tax payments associated
with proposed wells would be $300,000 in 1996
and would increase during the construction
phase of the project due to increases in
production. Over time, as production would
decline, this source of revenue would aso
decline.

The Permanent Community Impact Fund

As described in Section 3.15.2, another
important source of revenue that would be
contributed by the proposed project that is aso
related to minera royaty payments is the
Permanent Community Impact Fund (PCIF),
which is administered by the State of Utah. In
generd, the PCIF was established to provide
rura communitiesin Utah that generate federal
mineral lease roydties a means of funding
magor infrastructure projects that benefit them
over the long-term. Rather than making the
roydties available to communities for genera
fund expenditure, the PCIF program was
created specificaly to fund infrastructure
projects (Clarke 1996). Cities within the Project
Area, such as Price, Helper, Wellington,
Huntington, and Castle Dae can apply for
grants and low interest loans to fund a variety
of infrastructure projects, such as roads, sewer
projects, educational institutions, and
recreationd facilities.

RGC has estimated that royalty payments from
the proposed project would contribute
approximately $19.7 million to the PCIF over



the life of the project, which would result in
beneficial impacts for cities throughout Utah,
including loca cities in Carbon and Emery
Counties.

The PCIF is a significant source of funds for
infrastructure development in the Project Area.
From 1991 to 1995, Carbon County citieswithin
the Project Area received approximately $2.4
millionin grants and $13.2 million in low interest
loans from the PCIF for 23 infrastructure
projects. Smilarly, Emery County cities within
the Project Area received approximately $6.0
million in grants and $1.0 million in low-interest
loans for 19 infrastructure projects. In terms of
roydty payments into the PCIF, from 1991 to
1995, Carbon County mining and oil and gas
operations contributed about $6.9 million, while
Emery County operations contributed about
$19.8 million, whichwas the highest in the state.
Although counties are generally supposed to
receive PCIF funds that correspond with their
contributions, some counties pay more than they
receive and others receive more than they
contribute.

By contributing millions of dollars to the PCIF
via federa royaty payments, the Proposed
Action would indirectly support future
infrastructure projects in citiesthroughout Utah,
incdluding Carbon and Emery counties through
PCIF grants and low-interest loans to the loca
communities, thereby providing long-term
benefits to the State that may outlive the project
itself.

Local Ad Valorem Tax Revenue

With respect to the cities and counties of the
Project Area, another important source of
revenue that would be generated by the
proposed project would be ad valorem/ property
tax that would be levied on improvements
constructed by RGC. In 1996, wells and other
improvements generated about $298,000 in ad
valorem tax revenue in Carbon County. In the
future, this ad valorem tax revenue would be
used by the county to fund avariety of services
and facilities. Over time, as the number of wells
and improvements were increased, ad valorem
taxes would increase correspondingly. When
the proposed project construction phase would
reach Emery County, ad valorem tax revenue
would be collected by that county for schools
and other facilities and services.

Based on gas reserve predictions, RGC has
estimated the future ad valorem taxes the
proposed project would generate. Very
preliminary estimates of ad valorem taxes that
would be paid during the construction phase of
the project (through about 2005) amount to
approximately $12.5 million that would be paid
to Carbon County, and $1.9 million that would
be paid to Emery County.

For Carbon County, the Carbon School District
would be the largest recipient of project-
generated ad valorem tax revenue. Over thelife
of the project, the district would receive
approximately $7.3 million. Smilarly, the Carbon
County General Fund would receive
gpproximately $2.9 million. The county could
then utilize these funds for additiona law
enforcement, fire protection, or other
community facilities and services. Findly, other
sarvice digtricts in Carbon County, such as the
Price River Water District would receive an
additiona $2.3 million in ad vaorem tax



revenues. For Emery County, the Emery
County School District would receive
approximately $1.2 million over the life of the
project, while the General Fund would receive
about $423,000, and other service districts, such
as the county library, would receive about
$291,000. Table 4.15-3 provides a listing of
these revenues, as well as other revenues and
costs to loca counties over the life of the
project.

In Carbon County, estimated payment of ad
valorem taxes by RGC would result in an
increase of up to 14% in this source of revenue
at its peak, relative to 1994. Ad valorem tax
payments would continue in the years following,
but would decline annually as wells go out of
production and the vaue of equipment
depreciates. This eventua decline in revenuein
Carbon and Emery Counties could result in
reduced funding for community facilities and
services, unless other projects and economic
growth in genera replace declining RGC ad
valorem tax revenue. Figure 4.15-2 illustrates
preliminary projections of ad valorem tax
revenue for both counties over the life of the
project.

Sales and Use Tax Revenue

In terms of indirect fiscal impacts, purchasing
activity by RGC would generate sales and use
tax revenue for the cities and counties of the
Project Area and the State of Utah. Although
precise purchasing amounts are not available, it
is estimated that purchasing activity in the local
area would amount to about $3.8 million
annudly. Based on a sales tax rate of 5.78%
(4.78% state, 1% local), the Proposed Action
would generate about $182,000 in state sales
tax revenue and $38,000 in loca sales tax
revenue per year in 1996 dollars during the
construction phase of the project. Over the life
of the project, approximately $380,000 would be
generated, primarily in Carbon County. Local
governments in turn would use this tax revenue
for providing services and operating community
facilities, thereby benefiting loca arearesidents.

In summary, from afiscal cost versus benefits
sandpoint, the Proposed Action would
contribute millions of dollarsto various state and
local government entities. Despite costs that
would be borne by the counties for road
maintenance, the project would result in alarge
net benefit for loca government fiscal
conditions. Over time, as production eventually
would decline and end, roydties and tax
revenues generated would a so decline and end.



Estimating the Economic and Quality of
Life Costs Associated With the
Degradation of Outdoor Recreational

Opportunities

Oneissue raised regarding the overall benefits
and costs of the proposed project isthe potential
impact to quality of life for Project Area
residents associated with lost or degraded
recreational opportunities. Given that the
proposed project would construct numerous
facilities (wells, roads, etc) in reatively
undisturbed areas, there is concern that outdoor
recreational experiences enjoyed by local area
residents, such as hunting, off road vehicle use,
mountain biking, and wildlife observation, would
be substantially degraded.

Hunting. Blk and deer hunting is one of the
most important recreational activities in the
Project Area. It is enjoyed by numerous local
arearesidents, visitors from other parts of Utah,
as well as visitors from other states. Hunters
from outside of the Project Area generate
economic benefits in Price and other local
communities due to hunter expenditures on fudl,
ammunition and other hunting equipment, motel
rooms, meals, and other goods and services.
Based on UDWR data, the average hunter
expenditure per ek harvested is $1,075
(assuming $62 average expenses per day, 2.6
days/permit, and a 15 percent hunter success
rate). Similarly, for mule deer, the average
hunter expenditure per deer harvested is $710
(Bates 1996h).

As described previoudy in Section 4.7, the
Proposed Action would impact elk and deer
habitat and thereby reduce game populations, if
proposed habitat enhancement activities are not
successful. With reduced game populations, the
UDWR would issue fewer ek and deer hunting
tags. These project-related impacts on game

populations could result in a reduction of up to
$154,000 in ek hunting-related income for the
local economy annually, and areduction of up to
$179,000 in deer hunting income annudly
($333,000 combined). Over the life of the
project, these reductions in hunting-related
business activity could amount to as much as
$6.9 million (Table 4.15-3). It is important to
note these values assume game populations are
at target/healthy management levels. These
reduced hunting impacts are aso assuming
habitat enhancement mitigation measureswould
not be successful. In recent years, game
populations have been far lower than target
levels due to adverse conditions (i.e., drought
and severe winters). Thus, the reduction in
hunting-related economic activity with the
Proposed Action could actually be less than
described above. However, since big game
populetions could rebound naturally over the
next 10 years, these calculated impacts are
presented as a worst-case scenario.  Even if
game populations were to reach target
management levels, the described economic
impact would be mitigated to the extent habitat
enhancement activities are successful and game
populations are maintai ned.

In addition to ek and deer, other important
game species that are hunted or pursued on a
smaler scae include the pronghorn and
mountain lion, athough the number of hunters
that pursue them is considerably smadler than
for ek and deer. In 1995, approximately 72
hunter days were recorded in the Project Area
for pronghorn and 99 hunter days were
recorded for mountain lion. In addition, 175
pursuit days were also recorded for mountain
lion pursuits (where lions are tracked, treed and
released, not killed) (Mills 1996). Although the
number of hunters that visit the Project Area
for pronghorn and mountain lion is smaler than
for elk and deer, the hunting of these species



also contributesto thelocal economy, asvisitors
from outside of the Project Area make
expenditures on accommodations, food, fuel,
and various supplies in the Project Area. With
respect to mountain lion hunts/pursuits, many
hunters utilize local guide services and expend
considerable amounts of money during their
hunts/pursuits. This money is circulated in the
local economy, generating economic benefits
for the Project Area. As described for deer and
elk, potential project impacts to pronghorn
habitat and/or mountain lion habitat and prey
populations could reduce the number of hunter
permitsissued and thereby reduce the economic
contribution of hunting these species bring to the
local economy. The economic impact of
reduced pronghorn and mountain lion hunting
would be considerably smaller than described
for elk and deer, however.

Findly, numerous other types of wildlife are
aso hunted in the Project Area, athough
hunting of these speciesis generally carried out
by local area residents. These species include
mourning dove, quail, pheasant, waterfowl,
coyote, cottontail rabbit, jackrabbit, and prairie
dogs. Potential project impacts on the habitats
of these wildlife species could reduce their
populations, to some extent, and therefore
hunter success rates. This would represent a
negetive impact both from a recreational
gsandpoint, but adso from an economic
standpoint if local area hunting activity were to
decrease and purchases of ammunition and
other hunting supplies were to decline. This
economic impact would be relatively small
compared with ek and deer hunting reductions,
however.

Informal Outdoor Recreation. Asde from

hunting, many local residents aso enjoy informal
recreation activitiesin the Project Area, such as
off road vehicle use, mountain biking, and
wildlife viewing. In generd, the estimation of
costs to the local population due to degradation
of informal recreationa opportunities is an
inexact science, and can be the subject of
condderable debate. Although, in many cases, a
market does not exist specificaly for scenic
beauty or pristine recreational opportunities,
there are real world examples where market
vauation is influenced by such characteristics.
Congider, as an example, the increased market
vaue for ahome with a scenic view, or that is
in close proximity to ski dopes. The market
vdue for a home with one of these
characteristics will be higher than for the same
home without either of them. This increased
vaue is directly related to the willingness of
buyers in the market to pay for scenic views or
easy access to ski slopes.

Various studies have been carried out in
different parts of the country in an attempt to
quantify the loss of value to scenic views or
recreational resources due to construction of
industrial facilities or other human disturbance.
These studies have recognized that wilderness,
wildlife, ar quaity, water qudity, and
recreationally important |ands have considerable
value to society, even if a market value can not
be readily assigned. These studies have shown
that many citizens place a value on wilderness
and other recreational resources, whether they
intend to use them or not. Conceptually, these
studies have found that some individuas vaue
having recreational opportunities available, so
they have the option of using the resource when
they choose to (option vaue). Other citizens
may choose to never use the resource, but



vaue the fact that it exists (existence value),
similarly, many respondents indicated that
athough they would not persondly use the
resource, they wanted their children and other
descendants to have the opportunity to vist the
resource in the future (bequest vaue).
Examples of these sudies include an
assessment of the effects of construction of
additional coal-fired power plants near Lake
Powell. Another addressed the effects of
power plant emissions on vishility in the Grand
Canyon and the loss of recreationa value.
These studies involved extensve survey
research of recreational users, combined with
detailed information on the type and number of
recregtiona visits.

For the proposed project, cdculaing a vaue
associated with the reduced recreational appeal
of the Project Area due to CBM devel opment
would require a study specific to the local area.
Since no survey research has been conducted
of recreational users in the local area, and
gpecific  recreational use numbers (e.g.,
numbers of mountain bikers, birdwatchers, etc.)
are not available at this time, a specific dollar
value associated with potentially lost or
degraded recreational experiences can not be
derived at this time. Although a specific dollar
vaue associated with the informal recreational
opportunities of the Project Area has not been
caculated for this andyss, it is important to
acknowledge that non-market sources of
economic value exist and that they would be
negatively impacted by development of the
Proposed Action. Loca area residents who
recreate in the area proposed for CBM
development, or at least value the area in its
undeveloped state, would experience this type
of loss.

Potential Project Impacts on Tourism and
Economic Diversity

Carbon County Future and other organizations
have expressed an interest in reducing the
dependence of the local economy on the mining
and utility industries. These organizations
promote economic diversfication, including
increased tourism, attraction of retirees to the
local area, and increased manufacturing. As
described in  Sections 4.12 and 4.13,
development of the Proposed Action would
have impacts on outdoor recreation and visua
resources of the project area. Given the general
economic goa of promoting tourism in Carbon
and Emery Counties, concerns have been raised
by the public and various locd officids that
development of CBM resources and resulting
impacts to recrestion, visual resources, wildlife,
and other resources may negatively impact
tourism in the Project Area.

While the Proposed Action could reduce the
attractiveness of the immediate development
area for tourist vigits, particularly deer hunters
due to potentialy reduced game populations,
virtualy al of the noteworthy tourist attractions
in the region (Ninemile Canyon, San Rafael
Swell, Cleveland Lloyd Dinosaur Quarry, CEU
Prehistoric Museum, etc) would not be
impacted by the project because they are not
located in or near proposed CBM devel opment
areas. Thus, it isunlikely they would experience
a reduction of visitation as a result of the
project. Since the Price area provides virtualy
al of the services to tourists visiting these
tourist attractions, stable or even increased
tourist vidtation of these non-impacted
atractions would continue to support the
tourism industry in the Price area, despite
potential losses in hunting-related tourist visits
specificaly to the CBM development area.



Recent trends of increased tourist visitation to
the region have more to do with increased
vigtation to the attractions mentioned above and
Southeastern Utah as a whole (with pass
through visits to Price) than growth in
recreational use of the proposed CBM
development area. Interviews and discussions
with awide variety of agencies and individuas
familiar with the Project Area have indicated
that very little non-local tourist visitation occurs
gpecificdly within the CBM development area
other than hunting, due to lack of noteworthy
attractions or otherwise significant recreationa
opportunities. The reason for this is the
abundance of superior recrestiona opportunities
elsewhere.

While many local area residents enjoy
recreating within the proposed CBM
development area, the number of tourists who
travel to Price specifically to recreate in the
CBM development area appears to be modest
at best. Thus, aside from big game hunting, the
devdopment of CBM resources within the
project area is not considered to represent a
conflict with established or even potential future
tourist vigtation and would not preclude future
growth of the tourist economy in the Project
Area

With respect to other economic sectors, the
project could reduce the attractiveness of
Carbon and Emery counties to retirees who
could potentialy retire in the Project Area. As
described subsequently, those who value having
quality outdoor recreational opportunities near
home would be discouraged from relocating to
Carbon or Emery County if the Proposed
Action were developed. However, outdoor
recreational opportunity is just one factor that

retirees consider in where they locate.
Avalability of adequate medical facilities,
climate, availability of culturd attractions, and
other factors can aso play arole in attracting
retirees to a given community. Thus, it is
unclear whether project-related impacts to the
CBM development area would preclude
attraction of retirees to Carbon and Emery
Counties with certainty and to what degree.

Other economic sectors, such as manufacturing,
would not be impacted by CBM devel opment
such as availability of infrastructure
(development sSite, water, sewer capacity,
electric power), presence of a
quaified/educated workforce, and access to
trangportation systemsare primary concernsfor
businesses seeking to relocate. Although many
businesses include qudity of life and availability
of outdoor recreation as factors in choosing
where they rel ocate, metropolitan areas such as
St Lake City and Denver have been selected
by many companies, not only because of
outdoor recreational opportunities, but because
of the availability of qudified labor and access
to efficient transportation systems. Assuming
Carbon or Emery Counties can provide
adequate infrastructure, the workforce a
company needs, and their location is suitable
from a transportation standpoint, it is likely
companies would relocate there, regardless of
development of CBM resources in surrounding
areas. Discussions with vendors that serve
RGC have indicated some of them may actually
relocate to Carbon and Emery Counties as a
result of the project.



Property Values

At the present time, there is no literature
available that provides specific information on
how the development of proposed CBM wells
may impact resdential property vaues within
the Project Area. Discussions with officiasin
La Paa County, Colorado, which has
experienced smilaar CBM development in
recent years have revealed that impacts on
property valuesvary considerably, depending on
proximity of the wells to existing residences. In
general, homes that were located in close
proximity to CBM wells, where the wells were
in plain sight and could be heard suffered the
greatest lossin value. In many cases, the noise
from CBM wells decreased over time and the
effect on neighboring properties a so decreased.
Homes where wells were somewhat visible in
the distance and were barely audible suffered
nominal loss of value, and homes where wells
were not visble or audible suffered no

appreciable impact.

For the overall property tax base of Carbon and
Emery Counties, it has been quditatively
estimated that a strong economy resulting from
the proposed and other CBM projects, as well
as other economic growth in the local area
would likely raise overall property vaues and
property tax revenuesin the Project Area. The
limited number of residences in close proximity
to proposed CBM wells (59 within 500 feet)
and the potential subsequent loss of property
vaue does not suggest a significant adverse
impact on property tax revenue for the counties.

Potential Adverse Il mpacts of an
Economic Boom-Bust Cycle

During the first ten years of the Proposed
Action, employment, earnings, and roydtiesand
tax revenues would al incresse, relative to
current conditions, resulting in beneficia socid
and economic impacts to the Project Area
However, after construction is completed and
gas production in the CBM fiedld declines,
project-related employment, earnings, and
royalties and tax revenues would decline.

The analysis of the potential for the Proposed
Action to cause an economic boom-bust cycle
in Carbon and Emery Counties must first place
the project in the context of the overall Project
Area economy. To accomplish this, estimated
prgect employment figures were compared
with 1996 employment figures provided by the
Utah Department of Employment Security for
the mining sector (which includes oil and gas
employment), construction sector, and total non-
farm employment for the Project Area.

As described previoudy, the project would
result in a net increase of about 50 local area
jobs at project pesk, a layoff of about 33 local
congtruction workers in about 2007, and then a
loss of about 50 local area jobs at project
completion in 2027 (Table 4.15-1). These
employment impacts equate to a 2.6% increase
in mining/oil and gas employment a project
peak, then a 7.4% loss of loca construction
employment in 2007, and eventually a 3.5% loss
in mining/oil and gas sector employment at
project completion. It is important to note that
project-related gains and losses in employment
are compared with 1996 employment values,
whichmay be considerably different than actua
employment values in the future. For example,
assuming the congtruction industry will grow
over the next ten years due to other projectsin



the local area, the loss of 33 jobs may actudly
represent a smdler than 7.4% loss in
construction sector employment. Conversdly, if
the construction industry declines in size over
the next 30 years, the eventua |oss of jobs may
be larger than 7.4% of employment in that
sector.

Similarly, the construction phase of the project
would cause an increase in earnings in the
Project Areg, relative to current conditions. The
completion of the construction phase and
eventual depletion of gas in the CBM fidd
would result in declining earnings over time. At
project completion, loca earnings would drop to
zero, resulting in net loss of about $2.5 millionin
earnings annualy, relative to 1996. This loss of
$2.5million would represent a 3.5% loss of total
earnings for Carbon and Emery Counties as a
whole, again assuming total earnings in 2027
would be comparable to 1996. It is assumed
total Project Area earnings will be considerably
larger in 2027, and thus, the loss of earnings
from project completion would be smaler than
3.5%.

Thus, athough the Proposed Action would
result in an increase and then a decrease in
Project Area employment and earnings,
compared to current conditions, therlative size
of these increases and decreases are small in
the context of the overal economy. In addition,
with the growth of the service and trade sectors
in Carbon County, as well as an increase in
tourism in recent years, the economy of the
Project Area is more diversified than it was in
the 1970s and early 1980s. Accordingly,
changes in the mining and utility industries
generdly have less impact today than they did
15 years ago. In conclusion, dthough

construction and mineral/gas sector employment
and earnings would decline in the later years of
the project, it is unlikely that the economy of
Carbon and Emery Counties would “bust” asiit
did in the early 1980s.

The eventuad decline in employment and
earnings would result in hardship on families no
longer employed by the project and would result
in reduced tax revenues for local governments.
However, the total contribution of the project to
the loca economy and local government fiscal
conditions would have long-term positive
impacts on the Project Area, particularly with
respect to infrastructure and community facility
improvements that would be funded by the
project indirectly through tax and roydty
payments and PCIF grants from the state.

Although many hardships were experienced in
Carbon and Emery counties in the 1980s due to
the “energy bust” and generd economic
downturn, many important community facilities
and infrastructure that remain in usetoday were
constructed with revenues generated by the
coal and dectrica utility industries during their
“boom” years. Thus, although the proposed
project would not provide permanent
employment and revenue benefits past 30 years,
it would contribute substantidly to the
congtruction of infrastructure and community
facilities within the Project Area that may last
many years after the project itself has ended.

Applicant Support of the L ocal
Community

Recently, RGC has made financia contributions
to the Helper Arts Festival, the air show held at
the Carbon County Airport, an Emery County



drug awareness program, and the Rocky donated equipment for lighting the loca skating
Mountain Elk Foundation. In addition, RGC has rink, and has



donated various equipment for use a the
Carbon County Fairgrounds. Finally, RGC
recently sponsored a tree and shrub planting
project carried out by local area Boy Scouts.

Although RGC does not have specific plans for
SpPONSOring community eventsor organizationsin
the future, company officials have stated an
interest in continued sponsorship and/or
participation in community events in the future.

Quality of Life Issues

The assessment of impactsto quality of lifeisa
subjective and controversia subject. Opinions,
attitudes, and lifestyles vary considerably in the
Project Area as do perceptions of potentia
impacts of the proposed project on quality of life
in Carbon and Emery Counties.

For those in the Project Area who strongly
vaue outdoor recreation experiences, such as
mountain  biking and wildlife viewing, the
proposed project would likely degrade the
qudity of lifefor thoseindividuas. Similarly, the
reduced availability of outdoor recreation
opportunities in the loca area may reduce its
apped to potential new residents. Section 4.11
describes potential impacts to recreation
resources in more detail. Smilarly, individuas
that would find the sight of CBM facilities and
wells in open space areas unattractive may also
feel the project would have adverse impacts on
their qudity of life. RGC would implement
mitigation measures that would reduce visual
impacts, such as painting CBM facilities colors
that blend well with the surroundings. In
addition, the maintenance of clean working
areas would minimize unsightly debris. These
measures would help to reduce potentia

impacts to the attractiveness of the Project
Area and associated qudlity of life.

The Project Area has a long history of mining
and natural resources extraction and production.
Many residents in the Project Area currently
derive their livelihoods from coa mining and
power plant operations (12 percent in Carbon
County, 46 percent in Emery County). In
generd, the fact that employment in these
industries provides higher wages and is the
economic base of the region is well understood
in the communities of the Project Area. Unlike
other areas where a new mine or natural gas
development would cause significant changesin
the composition and character of loca
communities, the proposed project would be
competible with other industries that have been
established in the Project Area for many
decades. For individuas that would be
employed directly or indirectly, the project may
have beneficia impacts on quality of life. In
general, wages that would be paid to project
workers would be higher than many of the
wages paid to service and trade sector workers
in the Project Area. In addition, to the extent
the proposed project provides additiona tax
revenue and royalty income to various loca
government entities and increases the funding
of important community facilities and services,
the project could have beneficial impacts on the
quality of lifein the Project Area.

4.15.2.2 Alternative A

Employment and Earnings

Alternative A would create more construction
and RGC company jobs in the Project Area,
compared with the Proposed Action. During the



construction phase, local contractor employment
would increase by about 50 positions, and
transient contractor positions would increase by
about 66 postions, compared with current
conditions, due to the increase in wells that
would be drilled and completed annually. In
addition, RGC would hire an additiona eight or
nine new employees annualy to maintain the
growing CBM fidd. At project peak,
employment of loca area residents would
increase by about 155 additional workers,
relative to current conditions (Table 4.15-1). At
the end of the construction phase, total project
employment would decline by 209 positions (149
transient contractor jobs and 59 local contractor
jobs logt). Over the following 20 years, aswells
go out of production, RGC employment would
gradually decline aswell. At project completion,
when direct employment would drop to zero, the
Project Areawould experience a net loss of 81
jobs, compared with 1996 (Figure 4.15-1).

Direct project earnings for loca area
employees, along with transient contractor per
diems that would be spent in the local economy
would amount to gpproximately $4.8 million in
1997, and would increase to about $6.7 million
at project peak in 2006, compared with about
$2.5 million in 1996. After 2006, earnings would
decline due to the abrupt loss of construction
jobs and gradua reduction of employment of
RGC CBM field workers. Over the life of the
project, Alternative A would generate
approximately $134.5 miillion in direct local
earnings in 1996 dollars (Table 4.15-3).

The expenditure of direct earnings by project
workers and purchases of equipment and
supplies by RGC generate additional
employment and earnings in the local economy.
Based on direct employment and earnings, as
well as project purchasing activity, Alternative
A would create up to 23 additiona new jobsin

local area communities during the construction
phase of the project, beyond what the project
created in 1996. As described for the Proposed
Action, these jobs would be primarily in the
trade and service sectors, and would include
both expansion of existing businesses and
creation of new businesses. After completion of
project construction, the reduction in direct
employment and earningswould indirectly result
in a reduction of service and trade sector jobs.
Compared with current conditions, the Project
Area would experience a net loss of about 54
service and trade sector jobs over the 20 year
production phase and completion of the project.

Smilarly, the indirect/induced cregtion of jobs
would generate additional earnings in the loca
economy that would aso be spent in the local
area. Based on project-related earnings and
purchasing activity, Alternative A would
indirectly generate up to $407,000 in additiona
earnings per year during the construction phase
of the project above and beyond what the RGC
project is currently generating. These indirect
earnings would be generated primarily due to
the increased service and trade sector
employment. After completion of project
congtruction, the reduction in direct earnings
would indirectly result in a reduction of service,
trade, and other job sector earnings. Compared
with current conditions, the Project Areawould
experience a net loss of up to $1.3 million in
indirect earnings per year over the 20 year
production phase of the project.



Population, Housing, and Community
Facilities and Services

Since the mgjority of new year-round workers
would be recruited from communities within the
Project Areg, it is likely that only a modest
increase in population would occur. The
proposed use of non-local construction workers
for specidized congruction activities would
indude approximately 225 workers, which
would represent an 80 percent increase above
historic levels. This potential increase of 100
non-local workers coming to the Project Areain
need of housing would not put a strain on the
currently tight rental housng market in the
Project Area because temporary housing units,
such as motel rooms and mobile homes would
generdly be used. These types of units are in
greater supply than is the case for more
permanent types of housing. Since non-loca
workers would generally not bring their families
with them, little or no increase in demand on
public schools or other community facilities and
services would occur due to these non-local
workers.

Costs and Benefits of the Proposed

Project and L ocal Government Fiscal

Conditions

Alternative A would result in increased costs
for the counties in the Project Area, but would
also generate benefits for those entities. On
balance, total increased revenues would vastly
exceed increased costs to the state and local
governments. These costs and benefits would
both be greater in magnitude than for the
Proposed Action due to the increase in the
number of wells and associated truck traffic
and road use, as well as increased royalty and
tax revenues that would be generated.

Alternative A would contribute approximately
$53.2 million in royalties for roads and ad
valorem and sales tax revenue to Carbon and
Emery Counties over the life of the project.
Despite costs that would be borne by the
counties for road maintenance and increased
administrative burdens (approximately
$908,000), the project would result in an even
larger net benefit for loca government fiscal
conditions. (Table 4.15-3).



Estimating the Economic and Quality of
Life Costs Associated With the
Degradation of Outdoor Recreational

Opportunities

Impacts to hunting and other outdoor recreation
opportunities would be smilar in nature to those
described for the Proposed Action, but would
be greater in magnitude, due to greater
disturbance of game habitat and areas used for
outdoor recreation. With respect to hunting,
using the same assumptions described for the
Proposed Action, project-related impacts on
game populations would result in a reduction of
about $154,000 in elk hunting-rel ated income for
the local economy annually, and a $236,000
reduction in deer hunting income annualy
(about $390,000 combined). Over thelife of the
project, this reduction in hunting-related
business activity could amount to as much as
$7.8 million (Table 4.15-3). These values are
again based on hedthy elk and deer populations

and ineffective habitat enhancement efforts. If
game populations are lower than target
management levels in the future, the reduction
in  hunting-related economic activity with
Alternative A would actually be less than
described above. The more extensive
development that would occur under this
aternative could also reduce hunting
opportunities for other species, such as
mountain lion, pronghorn, quail, and the other
species described for the Proposed Action.

With respect to outdoor recreation, impacts
associated with reduced or degraded
recreational opportunities tolocal arearesidents
would be somewhat greater than described for
the Proposed Action, due to the increased
number and density of CBM wells, and related
visual and truck-related disturbance. Impactsto
tourism would be modest since Alternative A
would not impact



tourigt attractions that draw visitors to the loca
area.

Potential Adverse | mpacts of an
Economic Boom-Bust Cycle

The issues associated with a potential boom-
bust cycle for Alternative A would be the same
as those described for the Proposed Action,
athough the increase in the number of jobs for
local residents at peak of the boom period, and
the number of jobs eventualy lost would be
greater (Table 4.15-1) (Figure 4.15-1).

As described previoudy, Alternative A would
result in a net increase of about 155 local area
jobs at project peak, a layoff of about 59 local
construction workers in about 2007, and then a
net loss of about 81 local area jobs at project
completion in 2027 (Table 4.15-1). These
employment impacts equate to a 16.8%
increase in mining/oil and gas employment at
project peak, then a 13.3% loss of loca
consgtruction employment in 2007, and
eventudly a 3.5% loss in mining/oil and gas
sector employment at project completion.
Again, the project-related gains and losses in
employment presented have been compared
with 1996 employment values, which may be
considerably different than actual employment
valuesin the future. Actua percentages of jobs
gained and lost in their respective industries and
compared to the economy as a whole would
ultimatdy depend on their actual size in the
future.

Although this alternative would result in an
increase and then a decrease in Project Area
employment even greater than under the
Proposed Action, given the diversification of the

local area economy in recent years, itisunlikely
that the economy of Carbon and Emery
Counties as a whole would “bust” asiit did in
the early 1980s as a result of the project,
despite the sudden jump in unemployment in the
construction industry anticipated.

Quality of Lifelssues

The issues associated with a qudity of life for
Alternative A would be the same as those
described under the Proposed Action, athough
with considerably more intensive development,
visud impacts and related impacts to quality of
life for some Project Area residents would be
even greater.



4.15.2.3 Alternative B1

Employment and Earnings

Since the number of CBM wells and associated
roads would be reduced under this dternative,
compared with the Proposed Action,
Alternative B1 would create fewer jobs in the
Project Area over the life of the project.
Furthermore, direct project employment of
congtruction workers would actually be
reduced, relative to current conditions over the
entire construction phase of the project. During
the congtruction phase, local contractor
employment could actualy drop by about 19
positions, and transient contractor employment
would drop by about 25 positions, compared
with current conditions, due to the reduction in
wells that would be drilled and completed
annudly. However, during that period, RGC
would hire an additional three or four new
employees annudly to maintain the growing
CBM field. At project peak, RGC would
employ about 11 additional local area workers
beyond those currently employed by the project
(Table 4.15-1). At the end of the construction
phase, total project employment would decline
by 81 positions (58 transient contractor jobs and
23 local contractor jobslost). Over thefollowing
20 years, as wells go out of production, RGC
employment would gradudly decline as well
(Figure 4.15-1).

Direct project earnings for local area
employees, along with transient contractor per
diems that would be spent in the local economy
would amount to approximately $1.86 million in
1997, and would increase to about $2.59 million
at project peak in 2006, compared with about
$2.5million in 1996. After 2006, earnings would
decline due to the abrupt loss of construction
jobs and gradual reduction of employment of
RGC CBM field workers. Over the life of the

project, Alternative Bl would generate
goproximatdy  $53.2 million in direct locd
earnings in 1996 dollars (Table 4.15-3).

The reduction in wells that would be drilled, and
associated employment and earnings, would
also result in smaller indirect and induced
economic impacts on the Project Area as well.
Based on direct employment and earnings, as
well as project purchasing activity, Alternative
B1 would create up to 9 additiona new jobsin
local area communities during the construction
phase of the project, beyond what the project
created in 1996. After completion of project
construction, the reduction in direct employment
and earnings would indirectly result in a
reduction of service and trade sector jobs.
Compared with current conditions, the Project
Area would experience a net loss of about 54
service and trade sector jobs over the 20 year
production phase and completion of the project.

Smilarly, the indirect/induced creation of jobs
would generate additional earnings in the local
economy that would also be spent in the local
area. Based on project-related earnings and
purchasing activity, Alternative B1 would
indirectly generate up to $158,000 in additional
earnings per year during the construction phase
of the project above and beyond what the RGC
project is currently generating. These indirect
earnings would be generated primarily due to
the increased service and trade sector
employment. After completion of project
congtruction, the reduction in direct earnings
would indirectly result in areduction of service,
trade, and other job sector earnings. Compared
with current conditions, the Project Areawould
experience a net loss of up to $510,000 in
indirect earnings per year over the 20 year
production phase of the project.



Population, Housing, and Community
Facilities and Services

Since the mgjority of new year-round workers
would be recruited from communities within the
Project Areg, it is likely that only a modest
increase in population would occur. The
proposed use of non-local construction workers
for specidized congruction activities would
include about the same number of workers that
have been used in recent years. Thus, no
additional demand for temporary housing would
occur in the future. The vast maority of
transient construction workers brought in from
outsde of the Project Area would not bring
their families with them and would generdly
utilize motels and mobile homes for housing. No
increase in demand on public schools or other
community facilities and services is projected.

Costs and Bengefits of the Proposed
Project and L ocal Government Fiscal
Conditions

Alternative B1 would result in some costs for
the counties in the Project Area, but would aso
generate benefits for those entities. In general,
a net benefit to fiscal conditions is projected as
revenues would exceed increased road
maintenance and county administrative costs.
These costs and benefits would both be smaller
in magnitude than for the Proposed Action due
to the reduced number of wells and associated
truck traffic and road use, aswell as decreased
roydty and tax revenues that would be
generated.  Approximately $18.4 million in
royalties for roads and ad valorem and salestax
revenue would be generated for local counties
over the life of the project (Table 4.15-3).



Estimating the Economic and Quality of
Life Costs Associated With the
Degradation of Outdoor Recreational

Opportunities

Impacts to hunting and other outdoor recreation
opportunities would be smilar in nature to those
described for the Proposed Action, but would
be smdler in magnitude, due to reduced
disturbance of game habitat and areas used for
outdoor recreation. With respect to hunting,
using the same assumptions described for the
Proposed Action, project-related impacts on
game populations would result in a reduction of
about $140,000 in ek hunting-rel ated income for
the loca economy annudly, and a $80,000
reduction in deer hunting income annualy
(about $220,000 combined). Over thelife of the
project, this reduction in hunting-related
business activity could amount to as much as
$4.4 million (Table 4.15-3). These values are
again based on hedthy elk and deer populations
and ineffective habitat enhancement efforts. If
game populations are lower than target
management levels in the future, the reduction
in hunting-related economic activity with
Alternative B1 would actually be less than
described above.

With respect to outdoor recreation, impacts
associated with reduced or degraded
recreational opportunitiesto local arearesidents
would be less than described for the Proposed
Action, due to the decreased number of CBM
wells and exclusion from certain areas. Impacts
to tourism would be modest since Alternative
B1 would not impact tourist attractions that
draw visitorsto the local area

Potential Adverse Il mpacts of an
Economic Boom-Bust Cycle

The issues associated with a potential boom-
bust cycle for Alternative B1 would be the
same as those described for the Proposed
Action, dthough the increase in the number of
jobs for loca residents at peak of the boom
period, and the number of jobs eventualy lost
would be smaler (Table 4.15-1) (Figure
4.15-1).

As described previoudy, Alternative B1 would
result in a net increase of about 11 local area
jobs at project peak, a layoff of about 19 loca
construction workersin 1997 and about 23 more
in 2007, and then a net loss of about 81 local
area jobs a project completion in 2027 (Table
4.15-1). These employment impacts equate to
just a 0.5% increase in mining/oil and gas
employment at project peak, then about 5.2% in
losses of local congtruction employment in 1997
and 2007, and eventualy a 3.5% loss in
mining/ail and gas sector employment at project
completion. Again, the project-related gainsand
losses in employment presented have been
compared with 1996 employment values, which
may be considerably different than actua
employment vaues in the future.

Sincethis aternative would result in an increase
and then a decrease in Project Area
employment that is even smdler than under the
Proposed Action, it is unlikely that the economy
of Carbon and Emery Counties as a whole
would “bust” as it did in the early 1980s as a
result of the project.



Quality of Lifelssues

The issues associated with a qudity of life for
Alternative B1 would be the same as those
described under the Proposed Action, athough
with reduced development, visual impacts and
related impacts to qudity of life for some
Project Area residents would be reduced.

4.15.2.4 Alternative B2

Employment and Earnings

Alternative B2 would create more jobs in the
Project Area, compared with the Proposed
Action. Furthermore, direct project employment
of construction workers and RGC employees
would incresse, relative to current conditions
over the entire construction phase of the
project. During the construction phase, loca
contractor employment would increase by about
11 positions, and transient contractor positions
would increase by about 15 positions, compared
with current conditions, due to the increase in
wells that would be drilled and completed
annudly. In addition, RGC would hire an
additional four to six new employees annually to
maintain the growing CBM field. At project
peak, Alternative B2 would result in a net
increase of about 74 jobs for Project Area
residents, relative to current conditions (Table
4.15-1). At the end of the construction phase,
total project employment would decline by 137
positions (98 transient contractor jobs and 39
local contractor jobslost). Over thefollowing 20
years, as wells go out of production, RGC
employment would gradualy decline as well
(Figure 4.15-1).

Direct project earnings for local area

employees, dong with transient contractor per
diems that would be spent in the local economy
would amount to approximatedy $3.15 million in
1997, and would increase to about $4.36 million
at project peak in 2006, compared with about
$2.5million in 1996. After 2006, earnings would
decline due to the abrupt loss of construction
jobs and gradual reduction of employment of
RGC CBM field workers. Over the life of the
project, Alternative B2 would generate
approximately $101.3 million in direct loca
earningsin 1996 dollars (Table 4.15-3).

The expenditure of direct earnings by project
workers and purchases of equipment and
supplies by RGC generate additional
employment and earnings in the local economy.
Based on direct employment and earnings, as
wel as project purchasing activity, Alternative
B2 would create up to 15 additiona new jobsin
local area communities during the construction
phase of the project, beyond what the project
created in 1996. After completion of project
construction, the reduction in direct employment
and earnings would indirectly result in a
reduction of service and trade sector jobs.
Compared with current conditions, the Project
Area would experience a net loss of about 54
service and trade sector jobs over the 20 year
production phase and then completion of the
project.

Smilarly, the indirect/induced creation of jobs
would generate additional earnings in the local
economy that would aso be spent in the local
area. Based on project-related earnings and
purchasing activity, Alternative B2 would
indirectly generate up to $267,000 in additional
earnings per year during the construction phase
of the project above and beyond what the RGC



project is currently generating. These indirect
earnings would be generated primarily due to
the increased service and trade sector
employment. After completion of project
construction, the reduction in direct earnings
would indirectly result in areduction of service,
trade, and other job sector earnings. Compared
with current conditions, the Project Areawould
experience a net loss of up to $859,000 in
indirect earnings per year over the 20 year
production phase of the project.

Population, Housing, and Community
Facilities and Services

Since the mgjority of new year-round workers
would be recruited from communities within the
Project Areaq, it is likely that only a modest
increase in population would occur. The
proposed use of non-loca construction workers
for specidized congruction activities would
include about 148 workers, which would
represent an 18 percent increase above higoric
levels. This potentia increase of 23 non-loca
workers coming to the Project Areain need of
housing would not put a strain on the currently
tight rental housing market in the Project Area
because temporary housing units, such as motel
rooms and mobile homes would generaly be
used. Little or no increase in demand on public
schools or other community facilities and
services would occur.

Costs and Benefits of the Proposed
Project and L ocal Government Fiscal
Conditions

Alternative B2 would result in some costs for
the counties in the Project Area, but would also
generate benefits for those entities. Both costs
and benefits would be greater in magnitude than
for the Proposed Action due to the increase in
the number of wells and associated truck traffic
and road use; and royalty and tax revenues
would be increased. Approximately $33.9
million in royalties for roads and tax revenue
would be generated for local counties over the
life of the project (Table 4.15-3).

Estimating the Economic and Quality of
Life Costs Associated With the
Degradation of Outdoor Recreational

Opportunities

Under Alternative B2, impacts to hunting would
be less than described for the Proposed Action
because CBM well development would be
excluded from important game habitat aress.
Impacts to outdoor recreation would generally
be greater than the Proposed A ction because of
the increased number and density of CBM
wells in the area that would be devel oped.

With respect to hunting, using the same
assumptions described for the Proposed Action,
project-related impacts on game populations
would result in areduction of about $140,000 in
dk hunting-related income for the loca
economy annualy, and a $109,000 reduction in
deer hunting income annualy (about $249,000
combined). Over the life of the project, this
reduction in hunting-related business activity
could amount to as much as $4.9 million (Table
4.15-3). These values are again based on
healthy elk and deer populations and ineffective
habitat enhancement efforts. If game
populetions are lower than target management



levels in the future, the reduction in hunting-
related economic activity with Alternative B2
would actually be less than described above.

With respect to outdoor recreation, impacts
associated with reduced or degraded
recreational opportunitiesto local arearesidents

would be somewhat greater than described for
the Proposed Action, due to the increased
number and density of CBM wells, and related
visua and truck-related disturbance. Impactsto
tourism would be modest since Alternative B2
would not impact



tourist attractions that draw visitors to the locd
area.

Potential Adverse | mpacts of an
Economic Boom-Bust Cycle

The issues associated with a potential boom-
bust cycle for Alternative B2 would be the
same as those described for the Proposed
Action, although the increase in the number of
jobs for locd residents at pesk of the boom
period, and the number of jobs eventually lost
would be greater (Table 4.15-1) (Figure
4.15-1).

As described previoudy, Alternative B2 would
result in a net increase of about 74 local area
jobs at project peak, a layoff of about 39 loca
construction workers in about 2007, and then a
net loss of about 81 local area jobs at project
completion in 2027 (Table 4.15-1). These
employment impacts equate to a’5.8% increase
in mining/oil and gas employment a project
peak, then an 8.8% loss of loca construction
employment in 2007, and eventudly a 3.5% loss
in mining/oil and gas sector employment at
project completion. Again, the project-related
gains and losses in employment presented have
been compared with 1996 employment values,
whichmay be considerably different than actual
employment values in the future.

Although this alternative would result in an
increase and then a decrease in Project Area
employment even greater than under the
Proposed Action, given the diversification of the
local areaeconomy in recent years, it isunlikely
that the economy of Carbon and Emery
Counties as a whole would “bust” asit did in
the early 1980s as a result of the project,
despite the sudden jump in unemployment in the
construction industry anticipated.

Quality of Lifelssues

The issues associated with a quality of life for
Alternative B2 would be the same as those
described under the Proposed Action, athough
with more intensive development overdl, visua
impacts and related impacts to quality of lifefor
some Project Area residents would be even
greater.

4.15.2.5 AlternativeC1

Employment and Earnings

Since the number of CBM wells and associated
roads would be reduced under this alternative,
compared with the Proposed Action,
Alternative C1 would create dightly fewer jobs
in the Project Area over the life of the project.
Furthermore, direct project employment of
construction workers would be dightly reduced,
relative to current conditions, over the entire
construction phase of the project. During the
construction phase, local contractor employment
would drop by about six positions, and transient
contractor employment would drop by about
eight postions, compared with current
conditions, due to the reduction in wells that
would be drilled and completed annudly.
However, during that period, RGC would hire
an additional four or five new employees
annudly to maintain the growing CBM field. At
prgect peak, RGC would employ about 37
additional local area residents beyond those
currently employed by the project (Table 4.15-
1). At the end of the construction phase, total
project employment would decline by 105
postions (75 transient contractor jobs and 30
local contractor jobslost). Over the following 20
years, as wells go out of production, RGC
employment would gradualy decline as well
(Figure 4.15-1).

Direct project earnings for loca area



employees, along with transient contractor per
diems that would be spent in the local economy
would amount to gpproximately $2.4 million in
1997, and would increase to about $3.33 million
at project peak in 2006, compared with about
$2.5million in 1996. After 2006, earnings would
decline due to the abrupt loss of construction
jobs and gradua reduction of employment of
RGC CBM field workers. Over the life of the
prgect, Alternative C1 would generate
approximately $67.0 million in direct loca
earnings in 1996 dollars (Table 4.15-3).

The reduction in wells that would be drilled, and
associated employment and earnings, would
also result in smdler indirect and induced
economic impacts on the Project Area as well.
Based on direct employment and earnings, as
well as project purchasing activity, Alternative
C1 would create up to 12 additiona new jobsin
local area communities during the construction
phase of the project, beyond what the project
created in 1996. After completion of project
construction, the reduction in direct employment
and earnings would indirectly result in a
reduction of service and trade sector jobs.
Compared with current conditions, the Project
Area would experience a net loss of about 54
service and trade sector jobs over the 20 year
production phase and completion of the project.

Smilaly, the indirect/induced creation of jobs
would generate additiona earnings in the loca
economy that would also be spent in the loca
area. Based on project-related earnings and
purchasing activity, Alternative C1 would
indirectly generate up to $203,000 in additional
earnings per year during the construction phase
of the project above and beyond what the RGC
project is currently generating. These indirect

earnings would be generated primarily due to
the increased service and trade sector
employment. After completion of project
congtruction, the reduction in direct earnings
would indirectly result in areduction of service,
trade, and other job sector earnings. Compared
with current conditions, the Project Areawould
experience a net loss of up to $655,000 in
indirect earnings per year over the 20 year
production phase of the project.

Population, Housing, and Community
Facilities and Services

Since the magjority of new year-round workers
would be recruited from communities within the
Project Areg, it is likely that only a modest
increase in population would occur. The
proposed use of non-local construction workers
for specialized congruction activities would
include about the same number of workers that
have been used in recent years. Thus, no
additional demand for temporary housing would
occur in the future. The vast magority of
transient construction workers brought in from
outsde of the Project Area would not bring
their families with them and would generaly
utilize motels and mobile homes for housing. No
increase in demand on public schools or other
community facilities and services is projected.



Costs and Benefits of the Proposed
Project and L ocal Government Fiscal
Conditions

Alternative C1 would result in some costs for
the counties in the Project Area, but would also
generate benefitsfor those entities. These costs
and benefits would both be smaller in magnitude
than for the Proposed Action due to the
reduced number of wells and associated truck
traffic and road use, as well as decreased
roydty and tax revenues that would be
generated. In genera, fisca benefits would
exceed costs. Approximately $26.6 million in
royalties and tax revenue would be generated
for local counties over the life of the project
(Table 4.15-3).

Estimating the Economic and Quality of
Life Costs Associated With the
Degradation of Outdoor Recr eational

Opportunities

Impacts to hunting and other outdoor recreation
opportunities would be similar in nature to those
described for the Proposed Action, but would
be smadler in magnitude, due to reduced
disturbance of game habitat and areas used for
outdoor recreation. With respect to hunting,
using the same assumptions described for the
Proposed Action, project-related impacts on
game populations would result in a reduction of
about $126,000 in elk hunting-rel ated income for
the locad economy annudly, and a $159,000
reduction in deer hunting income annualy
(about $285,000 combined). Over the life of the
project, this reduction in hunting-related
business activity could amount to as much as
$5.7 million (Table 4.15-3). These vaues are
again based on healthy elk and deer populations
and ineffective habitat enhancement efforts. If
game populations are lower than target
management levels in the future, the reduction
in  hunting-related economic activity with
Alternative C1 would actually be less than
described above.

With respect to outdoor recreation, impacts
associated with reduced or degraded
recregtiona opportunities tolocal arearesidents
would be dightly less than described for the
Proposed Action, due to the decreased number
of CBM wellsand exclusion from certain areas.
Impacts to tourism would be modest since
Alternative C1 would not impact tourist
attractions that draw visitors to the local area.



Potential Adver se Impacts of an
Economic Boom-Bust Cycle

The issues associated with a potential boom-
bust cycle for Alternative C1 would be the
same as those described for the Proposed
Action, dthough the increase in the number of
jobs for locd residents at peak of the boom
period, and the number of jobs eventually lost
would be smaller (Table 4.15-1) (Figure
4.15-1).

As described previoudy, Alternative C1 would
result in a net increase of about 37 loca area
jobs at project peak, a layoff of about 6 local
congtruction workersin 1997 and about 30 more
in 2007, and then a net loss of about 81 local
area jobs at project completion in 2027 (Table
4.15-1). These employment impacts equate to
just a 1.6% increase in mining/oil and gas
employment at project peak, then about 6.8% in
losses of local construction employment in 1997

and 2007, and eventudly a 3.5% loss in
mining/ail and gas sector employment at project
completion. Again, the project-related gains and
losses in employment presented have been
compared with 1996 employment vaues, which
may be considerably different than actua
employment vaues in the future.

Sincethis aternative would result in an increase
and then a decrease in Project Area
employment that is even smdler than under the
Proposed Action, it is unlikely that the economy
of Carbon and Emery Counties as a whole
would “bust” as it did in the early 1980s as a
result of the project.

Quality of Lifelssues

The issues associated with a qudity of life for
Alternative C1 would be the same as those
described under the Proposed Action, athough
with reduced devel opment, visua



impacts and related impacts to qudity of life for
some Project Area residents would be dightly
reduced.

4.15.2.6 Alternative C2

Employment and Earnings

Alternative C2 would create more jobs in the
Project Area, compared with the Proposed
Action. Furthermore, direct project employment
of construction workers and RGC employees
would incresse, relative to current conditions
over the entire construction phase of the
project. During the construction phase, loca
contractor employment would increase by about
43 positions, and transient contractor positions
would increase by about 56 positions, compared
with current conditions, due to the increase in
wells that would be drilled and completed
annudly. In addition, RGC would hire an
additiona eight or nine new employeesannudly
to maintain the growing CBM field. At project
peak, employment of local arearesidentswould
increase by about 139 additional workers,
relative to current conditions (Table 4.15-1). At
the end of the construction phase, total project
employment would decline by 195 positions (139
transient contractor jobs and 56 local contractor
jobs logt). Over the following 20 years, aswells
go out of production, RGC employment would
gradually decline as well (Figure 4.15-1).

Direct project earnings for loca area
employees, dong with transient contractor per
diems that would be spent in the local economy
would amount to approximately $4.49 million in
1997, and would increase to about $6.21 million
at project peak in 2006, compared with about
$2.5 millionin 1996. After 2006, earnings would
decline due to the abrupt loss of construction
jobs and gradual reduction of employment of
RGC CBM fidd workers. Over the life of the
project, Alternative C2 would generate

approximately $123.5 million in direct loca
earnings in 1996 dollars (Table 4.15-3).

The expenditure of direct earnings by project
workers and purchases of equipment and
supplies by RGC generate additional
employment and earnings in the local economy.
Based on direct employment and earnings, as
well as project purchasing activity, Alternative
C2 would create up to 22 additiona new jobsin
local area communities during the construction
phase of the project, beyond what the project
created in 1996. After completion of project
construction, the reduction in direct employment
and earnings would indirectly result in a
reduction of service and trade sector jobs.
Compared with current conditions, the Project
Area would experience a net loss of about 54
service and trade sector jobs over the 20 year
production phase and completion of the project.

Smilaly, the indirect/induced creation of jobs
would generate additional earnings in the local
economy that would aso be spent in the local
area. Based on project-related earnings and
purchasing activity, Alternative C2 would
indirectly generate up to $380,000 in additional
earnings per year during the construction phase
of the project above and beyond what the RGC
project is currently generating. These indirect
earnings would be generated primarily due to
the increased service and trade sector
employment. After completion of project
congtruction, the reduction in direct earnings
would indirectly result in areduction of service,
trade, and other job sector earnings. Compared
with current conditions, the Project Areawould
experience a net loss of up to $1.2 million in
indirect earnings per year over the 20 year
production phase of the project.



Population, Housing, and Community
Facilities and Services

Since the mgjority of new year-round workers
would be recruited from communities within the
Project Areg, it is likely that only a modest
increase in population would occur. The
proposed use of non-local construction workers
for specidized congruction activities would
include about 210 workers, which would
represent an 68 percent increase above higoric
levels. This potentia increase of 85 non-local
workers coming to the Project Areain need of
housing would not put a strain on the currently
tight rental housing market in the Project Area
because temporary housing units, suchas motel
rooms and mobile homes would generaly be
used. Little or no increase in demand on public
schools or other community facilities and
services would occur.

Costs and Benefits of the Proposed
Project and L ocal Government Fiscal
Conditions

Alternative C2 would result in some costs for
the counties in the Project Area due to
increased road maintenance and administrative
costs, but would also generate greater benefits
for those entities. These costs and benefits
would both be greater in magnitude than for the
Proposed Action due to the increase in the
number of wells and associated truck traffic
and road use, as well as increased royalty and
tax revenues that would be generated. In
generd, thefiscal benefitswould greatly exceed
increased costs in the Project Area
Approximately $47.5 million in royaties and tax
revenue would be generated for local counties
over the life of the project (Table 4.15-3).

Estimating the Economic and Quality of
Life Costs Associated With the
Degradation of Outdoor Recr eational

Opportunities

Under Alternative C2, exclusion of development
from small critical habitat areas would dightly
reduce the impacts to ek hunting relative to the
Proposed Action, but would increase the impact
to deer hunting and outdoor recreation relative
to the Proposed Action because of the
increased number and density of CBM wdlsin
the area that would be devel oped.

With respect to hunting, using the same
assumptions described for the Proposed Action,
project-related impacts on game populations
would result in areduction of about $140,000 in
dk hunting-related income for the loca
economy annualy, and a $199,000 reduction in



deer hunting income annually (about $339,000
combined). Over the life of the project, this
reduction in hunting-related business activity
could amount to as much as $6.8 million (Table
4.15-3). These values are again based on
healthy elk and deer populations and ineffective
habitat enhancement efforts. If game
populaions are lower than target management
levels in the future, the reduction in hunting-
related economic activity with Alternative C2
would actually be less than described above.

With respect to outdoor recreation, impacts

asociated  with  reduced or degraded
recreational opportunitiesto local arearesidents
would be greater than described for the
Proposed Action, due to the increased number
and density of CBM walls, and related visual
and truck-related disturbance. Impacts to
tourism would be modest since Alternative C2
would not impact tourist attractions that draw
visitorsto the local area.



Potential Adver se Impacts of an
Economic Boom-Bust Cycle

The issues associated with a potential boom-
bust cycle for Alternative C2 would be the
same as those described for the Proposed
Action, dthough the increase in the number of
jobs for locd residents at peak of the boom
period, and the number of jobs eventually lost
would be greater (Table 4.15-1) (Figure
4.15-1).

As described previoudy, Alternative C2 would
result in a net increase of about 139 local area
jobs at project peak, a layoff of about 56 local
congtruction workers in about 2007, and then a
net loss of about 81 local area jobs at project
completion in 2027 (Table 4.15-1). These
employment impacts equate to a 14.8%
increase in mining/oil and gas employment at
project peak, then a 12.6% loss of loca
construction employment in 2007, and
eventudly a 3.5% loss in mining/oil and gas
sector employment a project completion.
Again, the project-related gains and losses in
employment presented have been compared
with 1996 employment values, which may be
considerably different than actual employment
valuesin the future.

Although this dternative would result in an
increase and then a decrease in Project Area
employment even greater than under the
Proposed Action, given the diversification of the
local area economy in recent years, it isunlikely
that the economy of Carbon and Emery
Counties as a whole would “bust” as it did in
the early 1980s as a result of the project,
despite the sudden jump in unemployment in the
construction industry anticipated.

Quality of Lifelssues

The issues associated with a quality of life for
Alternative C2 would be the same as those
described under the Proposed Action, although
with more intensive development overdl, visua
impacts and related impacts to quality of life for
some Project Area residents would be even
greater.



4.15.2.7 Alternative D

Employment and Earnings

Since the number of CBM wellsand associated
roads would be reduced under this alternative,
compared with the Proposed Action,
Alternative D would create dightly fewer jobs
in the Project Area over the life of the project.
Furthermore, direct project employment of
construction workers would be dightly reduced,
relative to current conditions, over the entire
construction phase of the project. During the
congtruction phase, local contractor employment
would drop by about six positions, and transient
contractor employment would drop by about
eght positions, compared with current
conditions, due to the reduction in wells that
would be drilled and completed annudly.
However, during that period, RGC would hire
an additiond four or five new employees
annually to maintain the growing CBM fidld. At
project pesk, RGC would employ about 37
additional local area residents beyond those
currently employed by the project (Table 4.15-
1). At the end of the construction phase, total
project employment would decline by 105
positions (75 transient contractor jobs and 30
local contractor jobslost). Over thefollowing 20
years, as wells go out of production, RGC
employment would gradualy decline as well
(Figure 4.15-1).

Direct project earnings for local area
employees, along with transient contractor per
diems that would be spent in the local economy
would amount to approximately $2.4 million in
1997, and would increase to about $3.33 million
at project peak in 2006, compared with about
$2.5 million in 1996. After 2006, earningswould
decline due to the abrupt loss of construction
jobs and gradual reduction of employment of
RGC CBM field workers. Over the life of the

project, Alternative D would generate
goproximady  $66.5 million in direct locd
earnings in 1996 dollars (Table 4.15-3).

The reduction in wells that would be drilled, and
associated employment and earnings, would
also result in smaller indirect and induced
economic impacts on the Project Area as well.
Based on direct employment and earnings, as
well as project purchasing activity, Alternative
D would creste up to 12 additional new jobsin
local area communities during the construction
phase of the project, beyond what the project
created in 1996. After completion of project
construction, the reduction in direct employment
and earnings would indirectly result in a
reduction of service and trade sector jobs.
Compared with current conditions, the Project
Area would experience a net loss of about 54
service and trade sector jobs over the 20 year
production phase and completion of the project.

Smilarly, the indirect/induced creation of jobs
would generate additional earnings in the local
economy that would also be spent in the local
area. Based on project-related earnings and
purchasing activity, Alternative D would
indirectly generate up to $203,000 in additional
earnings per year during the construction phase
of the project above and beyond what the RGC
project is currently generating. These indirect
earnings would be generated primarily due to
the increased service and trade sector
employment. After completion of project
congtruction, the reduction in direct earnings
would indirectly result in areduction of service,
trade, and other job sector earnings. Compared
with current conditions, the Project Areawould
experience a net loss of up to $655,000 in
indirect earnings per year over the 20 year
production phase of the project.



Population, Housing, and Community
Facilities and Services

Since the mgjority of new year-round workers
would be recruited from communities within the
Project Areg, it is likely that only a modest
increase in population would occur. The
proposed use of non-local construction workers
for specidized congruction activities would
include about the same number of workers that
have been used in recent years. Thus, no
additional demand for temporary housing would
occur in the future. The vast maority of
transient construction workers brought in from
outsde of the Project Area would not bring
their families with them and would generdly
utilize motels and mobile homes for housing. No
increase in demand on public schools or other
community facilities and services is projected.

Costs and Benefits of the Proposed
Project and L ocal Gover nment Fiscal
Conditions

Alternative D would result in some costsfor the
counties in the Project Area, but would aso
generate benefitsfor those entities. These costs
and benefits would both be smaller in magnitude
than for the Proposed Action due to the
reduced number of wells and associated truck
traffic and road use, as well as decreased
roydty and tax revenues that would be
generated. In genera, fisca benefits would
exceed cogts. Approximately $27.2 million in
royalties and tax revenue would be generated
for local counties over the life of the project
(Table 4.15-3).

Estimating the Economic and Quality of
Life Costs Associated With the
Degradation of Outdoor Recr eational

Opportunities

Impacts to hunting and other outdoor recresation
opportunities would be similar in nature to those
described for the Proposed Action, but would
be smaler in magnitude, due to reduced
disturbance of game habitat and areas used for
outdoor recreation. With respect to hunting,
using the same assumptions described for the
Proposed Action, project-related impacts on
game populations would result in a reduction of
about $98,000 in ek hunting-related income for
the loca economy annualy, and a $179,000
reduction in deer hunting income annualy
(about $277,000 combined). Over the life of the
project, those reductions in hunting-related
business activity could amount to as much as
$5.5 million (Table 4.15-3). These values are
again based on hedlthy elk and deer populations
and ineffective habitat enhancement efforts. If
game populations are lower than target
management levels in the future, or habitat
enhancement mitigation measures are effective,
the reduction in hunting-related economic
activity with Alternative D would actualy be
less than described above.

With respect to outdoor recreation, impacts
associated with reduced or degraded
recreational opportunities toloca arearesidents
would be dightly less than described for the
Proposed Action, due to the decreased number
of CBM wellsand exclusion from certain aress.
Impacts to tourism would be modest since
Alternative D would not impact tourist
atractions that draw visitors to the local area.



Potential Adver se |l mpacts of an
Economic Boom-Bust Cycle

The issues associated with a potential boom-
bust cycle for Alternative D would be the same
as those described for the Proposed Action,
athough the increase in the number of jobs for
local residents at peak of the boom period, and
the number of jobs eventualy lost would be
smaler (Table 4.15-1) (Figure 4.15-1).

As described previoudy, Alternative D would
result in a net increase of about 37 local area
jobs at project peak, a layoff of about 6 local
congtruction workersin 1997 and about 30 more
in 2007, and then a net loss of about 81 local
area jobs at project completion in 2027 (Table
4.15-1). These employment impacts equate to
just a 1.6% increase in mining/oil and gas

employment at project peak, then about 6.8% in
losses of |ocal construction employment in 1997
and 2007, and eventualy a 3.5% loss in
mining/oil and gas sector employment at project
completion. Again, the project-related gains and
losses in employment presented have been
compared with 1996 employment vaues, which
may be considerably different than actual
employment values in the future.

Sincethisaternative would result in an increase
and then a decrease in Project Area
employment that is even smaller than under the
Proposed Action, it isunlikely that the economy
of Carbon and Emery Counties as a whole
would “bust” as it did in the early 1980s as a
result of the project.



Quality of Lifelssues

The issues associated with a qudity of life for
Alternative D would be the same as those
described under the Proposed Action, athough
with reduced development, visual impacts and
related impacts to qudity of life for some
Project Area residents would be dightly
reduced.

4.15.2.8 No Action Alternative

Employment and Earnings

Since the number of CBM wells and associated
roads would be substantially reduced under this
aternative, compared with the Proposed Action,
the No Action aternative would create fewer
jobs in the Project Area over the life of the
project. Furthermore, direct project employment
of construction workers would be reduced,
relaive to current conditions over the entire
construction phase of the project. During the
construction phase, local contractor employment
would drop by about 35 positions, and transient
contractor employment would drop by about 46
positions, compared with current conditions, due
to the reduction in wells that would be drilled
and completed annually. During that period,
RGC would hire an additiona two new
employees annudly to maintain the growing
CBM fidd. At project peak, RGC would
employ about 13 additiona local area workers
beyond those currently employed by the project,
dthough total loca resdent employment,
induding loca construction workers, would be
22 positions fewer than in 1996 (Table 4.15-1).
At the end of the construction phase, total
project employment would decline by 52
postions (37 transient contractor jobs and 14
local contractor jobslost). Over thefollowing 20
years, as wells go out of production, RGC
employment would gradualy decline as well
(Figure 4.15-1).

Direct project earnings for local area
employees, along with transient contractor per
diems that would be spent in the local economy
would amount to approximatey $1.20 million in
1997, and would increase to about $1.66 million
at project peak in 2006, compared with about
$2.5 million in 1996. Thus, even at project peak,



the No Action aternative would generate fewer
earnings than under current conditions. After
2006, earnings would decline due to the abrupt
loss of congtruction jobs and gradua reduction
of employment of RGC CBM field workers.
Over the life of the project, the No Action
dternative would generate approximately $27.8
million in direct local earnings in 1996 dollars
(Table 4-15.3).

The considerable reduction in wells that would
be drilled, and associated employment and
earnings, would aso result in smaller indirect
and induced economic impacts on the Project
Area as well. Based on the reduction in direct
employment and earnings, as well as project
purchasing activity, the No Action dternative
would result in a decline of about 10 jobs in
local area communities during the construction
phase of the project, beyond what the project
created in 1996. After completion of project
construction, the reduction in direct employment
and earnings would indirectly result in a
reduction of service and trade sector jobs.
Compared with current conditions, the Project
Area would experience a net loss of about 54
service and trade sector jobs over the 20 year
production phase and then completion of the
project.

Similarly, the indirect/induced loss of jobsdueto
project reduction, would reduce earnings in the
local economy in the loca area. Based on
project-related earnings and purchasing activity,
the No Action dternative would result in aloss
of about $150,000 in earnings per year during
the construction phase of the project, relative to
what the project is currently generating. After
completion of project construction, the further
reduction in direct earnings would indirectly
result in areduction of service, trade, and other
job sector earnings. Compared with current
conditions, the Project Areawould experience a

net loss of up to $328,000 in indirect earnings
per year over the 20 year production phase of
the project.

Population, Housing, and Community
Facilities and Services

Since the magjority of new year-round workers
would be recruited from communities within the
Project Areq, it islikely that little or no increase
in populaion would occur. The proposed use of
non-local construction workers for speciaized
construction activities would include fewer
workers than have been used in recent years.
Thus, there would be a decrease in demand for
temporary housing in the future. There would
be no impact to public schools or other
community facilities and services under this
aternative.

Costs and Benefits of the Proposed
Project and L ocal Government Fiscal
Conditions

The No Action aternative would result in some
costs for the counties in the Project Area, but
would also generate benefits for those entities.
These costs and benefits would both be
substantially reduced in magnitude relative to
the Proposed Action due to the reduced number
of wells on federal lands and associated truck
traffic and road use, as well as decreased
roydty and tax revenues that would be
generated. Approximately $6.8 million in
royalties and tax revenue would be generated
for local counties over the life of the project
(Table 4.15-3).



Estimating the Economic and Quality of
Life Costs Associated With the
Degradation of Outdoor Recreational

Opportunities

Impacts to hunting and other outdoor recrestion
opportunities would be similar in nature to those
described for the Proposed Action, but would
be consderably smdler in magnitude, due to
reduced disturbance of game habitat and areas
used for outdoor recreation. With respect to
hunting, using the same assumptions described
for the Proposed Action, project-related impacts
on game populations would result in areduction
of about $34,000 in ek hunting-related income
for the local economy annually, and a $80,000
reduction in deer hunting income annualy
(about $184,000 combined). Over the life of the
project these reductions in hunting-related
business activity could amount to as much as
$3.3 million (Table 4.15-3). These vaues are
again based on hedlthy elk and deer populations.
If game populations are lower than target
management levels in the future, the reduction
in hunting-rel ated economic activity with the No
Action aternative would actually be less than
described above.

With respect to outdoor recreation, impacts
associated with reduced or degraded
recreational opportunities tolocal arearesidents
would be considerably less than described for
the Proposed Action, due to the decreased
number of CBM wells and exclusion from areas
managed by the BLM. Impacts to tourism
would be modest since the No Action
aternative would not impact tourist attractions
that draw visitors to the local area.

Potential Adverse | mpacts of an
Economic Boom-Bust Cycle

Given the considerably smaller scale of the No
Action alternative, employment would actualy
be reduced, relative to current conditions over
the entire life of the project. Hiring by RGC
during the construction phase, and then
subsequent reductions in employment would
smaller in scale than for the Proposed Action
and other aternatives (Table 4.15-1) (Figure
4.15-1).

Even at project pesk, the project would result in
a net reduction of 22 jobs for local workers
(09% of totd mining/oil and gas and
construction employment), compared with
current conditions. After completion of the
modest construction phase, about 14 loca
congtruction jobs would be lost (3.2% of the
construction industry), and then a net loss of 81
postions at project completion (3.5% of total
mining/oil and gas and construction
employment). Again, the project-related gains
and losses in employment presented have been
compared with 1996 employment vaues, which
may be considerably different than actual
employment vaues in the future.

Since this dternative would result in
employment impacts that would be considerably
smaller than under the Proposed Action, it is
unlikely that the economy of Carbon and Emery
Counties as a whole would “bust” as it did in
the early 1980s as a result of the project.



Quality of Lifelssues

The issues associated with a quality of life for
this aternative would be the same as those
described under the Proposed Action, athough
with sgnificantly reduced devel opment on state
and private lands only, visual impacts and
related impacts to qudity of life for some
Project Area residents would be reduced
considerably. With the reduced scale of the
project, the number of new job opportunities for
local area residents would also be reduced.

4.15.3 Impacts Summary

A summary comparison of impacts of the
Proposed Action and aternativesis provided in
Table 2.8-2.

With the exception of the No Action aternative,
dl of the project dternatives would result in
additiona employment in the Project Area
beyond current conditions, although the numbers
of jobs and related earnings vary by aternative
(Table 4.15-2). Most of the project workers
would be recruited from the Project Area, so

the potential influx of workers and associated
population increase would be modest in scale.
Accordingly, only modest increases in demand
for community facilities (such as schools) and
services (such as police and fire protection) is
anticipated for al project aternatives. Earnings
generated by the project would be spent in the
Project Area economy for housing, food, and
goods and services, thereby creating additional
trade and service sector jobs and earnings.

The proposed project and all aternatives would
generate substantia revenue for the state and
vaious loca government entities through
payment of royalties and taxes. These
payments or fiscal benefits would vastly exceed
any costs the project would have on local
services, such as county road maintenance and
adminigrative services. These revenues would
be used by the cities and counties for funding a
variety of services and possibly the
development of new community facilities and
infrastructure in genera. Although the rise and
fal of project



employment, earnings, and government
revenues could be percelved as creating
another boom-bust cycle, the scae of
employment and earnings impacts is small,
relative to the local economy asawhole. Tothe
extent the project’ s revenue contributions would
finance infrastructure and other community
facilities, it would generate long-term benefits
that would last well beyond the end of the
project itself. Reduction in hunting opportunities
due to impacted game populations, as well as
reduction in the quality of outdoor recreation
experiences would have additional negative
economic impacts on the loca communities.
These impacts would vary by aternative.

In terms of quality of lifeissues, someresidents
of the Project Area perceive the development
of the CBM field as degrading recrestional
opportunities in the Project Area and overal
quality of life, while others vaue the creation of
new jobs that pay relatively good wages as an
important factor in their quality of life.

4.15.4 Mitigation

In addition to conforming with Visua Resource
Management objectives in the project
development area, a commitment by RGC to
maintain clean working areas would minimize
unsightly debris and perceived degradation of
the Project Area. This mitigation measure
would help to reduce potential impacts to the
atractiveness of the Project Area and
associated qudity of life for those concerned.
Moreover, the hiring of loca workers to the
maximum extent possible would minimize the
influx of new population and associated demand
on schools and other community facilities and
services.

4.15.,5 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Impacts to qudity of life would occur with al of
the project dternatives under consideration.
Residents who vaue having loca and
convenient recreational opportunities and those
who value the appearance of undevel oped open
land surrounding their communities would
experience adverse impacts to their quality of
life. While various mitigation measures could
reduce the severity of impactsto recreation and
the aesthetics of the proposed CBM
development area, these measures are unlikely
to completely mitigate impacts.

4.16 HEALTH AND SAFETY

4.16.1 Introduction

Potential risks associated with implementation
of well field development under any of the
alternatives would include;

I. Geologic Hazards



. Methane Gas Seepage VIl.  GasFlowline Leskage or Rupture

1. Hydrogen Sulfide Releases VIIl.  Wel Fires

V. Abnormal High Pressure IX. Human-caused Wildlife
(blowouts)

V. Seismic Activity X. Public and Employee Safety

VI. Fires and Explosions XI.



4.16.2 Direct and Direct impacts

4.16.2.1 Proposed Action

Geologic Hazards

Geologic hazards are discussed in detail in
Section 1.6.2. The following is a brief
summary.

Methane Gas Seepage - Since al wells
would be cased and cemented, methane
seeps to surface soils would be prevented
and no impacts are expected. USGS, under
the direction of UDOGM is monitoring
methane concentrationsin groundwater and
soils to determine if seepageis occurring as
aresult of the CBM projects.

. Hydrogen Sulfide Releases - Hydrogen

aulfide (H,S) has not been encountered to
date while drilling over 100 CBM wdlls, and
it is highly unlikdy tha H,S would be
encountered while drilling any CBM well in
the area.

RGC would have a trained safety specialist

on site to monitor for H,S. In addition, a

written contingency plan would be required
to be in effect whenever workover
operations are in progress. RGC employees
and subcontractors are trained to deal with
an H,S release, and safety equipment
would be at each drill site where H,S may
be encountered.

Abnormal High Pressure (Blowouts) -
Nearly 100 CBM wdlls have been drilled in
the Project Area without experiencing
abnormdly high pressure. Blowouts are
considered unlikely in the Price CBM

Project Area because of the shallow well
depths, low gas pressures, past experience
in the area, and BLM and UDOGM
requirements for the use of Blowout
Prevention Equipment (BOPE). All wells
drilled would be required to have BOPE to
control any abnormal pressures
encountered. UDOGM would make
ingpections during drilling activity to verify
compliance with these requirements. In
addition, RGC drilling crews are certified
with blowout prevention training.

Seismic Activity - Maps of seismic
risk for the United States indicate this
portion of Utah is at a relatively low risk
(Keller 1982). Relatively minor earthquakes
of up to a magnitude of 4 on the Richter
Scale have been recorded in the vicinity of
the proposed project. The intensity that is
usualy associated with a magnitude 4
earthquake can be compared to the
“vibration of apassing truck” (Keller 1982).
Earthquakes of this minor intensity are not
likdy to affect the integrity of wells,
pipelines, or other surface facilities.

Fires and Explosions

Gas Flowline Leskage or Ruptures - The
potential for natural (CBM) gas flowline/
pipeline leaks or ruptures exists for the
proposed project. According to the DOT,
an average rupture frequency of 1 rupture
per 5000 miles of pipeine could be
expected. Most ruptures are the result of
heavy equipment accidentally striking the
pipeline while operating in close proximity
to the gas pipeline. Such ruptures could lead
to a fire and/or explosion should a spark or



b)

open flame ignite the gas being released
from the rupture.

Fipeine design, materids, construction,
operations, maintenance, and abandonment
practices would be conducted in
accordance with safe and proven
engineering practices and would meet or
exceed the DOT regulations (49 CFR Part
192, Transportation of Natural and Other
Gas by Pipelines: Minimum Federal Sefety
Standards) and standard construction
specifications recommended by the
American Society of Mechanica Engineers
(ASME-31.8) and the American Petroleum
Ingtitute (APl Standard 1004). Adherence
to these standards during construction and
testing would likely reduce the potential for
lesks or pipdine falure to a minimal
probability. Frequent signing of gas pipeline
ROW and placement of colored warning
tape above the pipdine in the trench would
reduce the risk of accidental ruptures from
excavating equipment.

RGC would have aleak detection program
in place as described in the environmental
protection measure, RGC 3 (refer to
Section 2.2.5.1).

. Wl Fires and Explosions - Well fires are

very rare, but under certain conditions,
could occur. A wdll fire could result from a
blowout during drilling activities, or a gas
leak during operations. Gas would have to
accumulate, such as in a confined space,
and there would have to be a spark or
source of ignition to start the fire (Hunt
1997). Since a blowout is unlikely (see
Geologic Hazards above), it is dso unlikely
that al these conditions would occur at the
same time and result in a wel fire or
explosion in the Price CBM Project Area.
In the event of awell fire, RGC would cdl

one of severa service companies
gpecidizing in contralling well fires, not the
county fire department.

Human-caused Wildfire - The BLM
recognizes that increased human use of
lands within the Project Area can lead to
increased risk of wildfire. Use of the area
by construction crews and the general
public is of concern; however, construction
and operating personnel would be required
to adhere to fire prevention measuresin al
authorized activities (Appendix 2D). Use of
the area by the genera public should not
lead to an increased risk of fire. All
wildfires endangering life or property will
be suppressed.

Public and Employee Safety

Public Sefety

Siting Wells near Residential Areas - BLM
L ease Category 3 - No Surface Occupancy
has stipulations on federal |eases restricting
drilling from within incorporated cities
(Appendix 1B). There are no other lease
stipulations requiring a buffer zone from
dwellings. Additiondly, neither UDOGM,
Carbon County, or Emery County have
established regulatory setbacks or buffer
zones from CBM wells to residences.
Refer to Section 4.10 for an analysis of the
number of residences in close proximity to
proposed project activities.

RGC has taken certain measures to
minimize risks a existing facilities and
would continue to do so should the
Proposed Action or any of the alternatives
be approved. These safety measures
include fencing al compressor stations,
injection wells, and evaporation ponds.
Widlpads and pump jacks would have a



guard railing around them to prevent large moving parts. Some pump jacks may be
animas and people from being injured by



fenced or be enclosed in a building to
increase public safety.

Vandalism at wells has asmall potentia for
causing afire, but is highly unlikely to result
in an exploson because of low gas
pressures. Warning signs have been placed
at al mgor facilities and some wells. RGC
iS continuing to put up warning signs at al
existing wells, and al new facilities would
aso have warning signs. RGC night shift
personnel patrol the CBM field to provide
increased security.

Employee Safety

Risks associated with construction of
wellsites, access roads, pipelines, electrical
digtribution lines, and ancillary facilities, and
well drilling, completion, and production
operations would approximate impacts
associated with heavy construction and
industry. During 1992, a totd of 12,100
workdays were lost in the oil and gas
extraction industry (U.S. Department of
Labor 1994). Of this total, 2,600 days were
log in the area of crude petroleum and
natura gas production; the remaining 9,500
lost workdays occurred in the oil and gas
field services area. Injury- and illness-
related lost workdays for the oil and gas
industry were nearly double the rate for
gmilar activities in the mining industry.
These potential risks associated with the oil
and gas industry would be limited to
employees and subcontractors and would
not affect the public. Issues and concerns
regarding increased traffic on field
development and public roads are
addressed in Section 4.10 of this EIS.

RGC to date has had no deaths or
reportable injuries on the job, as defined by
OSHA. The construction contractor for

the compressor sation did have one
accidental death. RGC has an Emergency
Plan that is in conformance with OSHA
requirements. The Plan covers al potentia
emergencies including fires, employee
injuries, chemical releases, hydrogen sulfide
releases, and many others. The Plan also
includes phone numbers for all medica and
emergency services, and a list of
responsble personnel to contact in an
emergency situation. The Plan is posted at
dl mgor facilities and is adso kept in al
employee vehicles. In addition, 4l
employees are trained in emergency
response when they are hired, and take
refresher training once a year thereafter.
Subcontractors working on the site are also
trained and carry the Emergency Plan with
them at al times. RGC has worked closely
with locd hospitas, fire departments, and
emergency personnel to coordinate and
prepare for any potential emergency.

4.16.2.2 Alternatives A, B1, B2, C1, C2,
D, and No Action

Riskgimpacts from construction, operations,
and abandonment of the well field would be
smilar to those described for the Proposed
Action; however, the probability, of incidence
would change by dternative due to the level of
development associated with each alternative.
The following is the expected change in
probability of incidence by aternative:

Alternatives, A, B2 and C2 - small increase due
to greater level of development.

Alternatives B1, C1, D and No Action - small
decrease due to reduced level of development.



4.16.3 Impacts Summary

A summary comparison of impacts of the
Proposed Action and dternatives is provided in
Table 2.8-2.

Hazards associated with the well field
development program, including construction,
operations, and abandonment activities, are
those hazards normally associated with the il
and gas extraction industry. A minimal risk to
the public would exist from the spread of
wildfire accidentaly initiated by industry
employees or contractors, however, the risk
would be minimized by the relative absence of
public habitation in proximity to proposed CBM
fecilities.

4.16.4 Mitigation

Asthe potentia risksto hedlth and safety would
be minima for the Proposed Action and
aternatives, no additional mitigation measures
beyond those presented or referenced in
Section 2 would be required.

4.16.5 Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Minima risks to the health and safety of
primarily CBM workers, and to a lesser extent,
the public would be present for the life of the
project.



