Appendix D
Consideration of Alternatives

Appendix D1
Alternatives Considered but Eliminated
by the Bureau of Land Management

Alternatives Considered but Dismissed by the BLM

1. Alternative Route Alignments
In 2012 and 2014, Enefit reviewed several overall alternative routes for their proposed utility corridors
comprised of 16 different segments. Enefit Routing Alignment Comparison Based on Plans of
Development (POD) Dated November 26, 2012 and April 23, 2014 documents that review and EAO
Response to Enefit Routing Alignment Comparison documents the EPG’s technical review of those
alignments. These segments are shown in comparison to project area topography on the below Figure 1
which was excerpted from the EAO Response document. Both documents conclude that the proposed
alternative is the least environmentally damaging overall of the routes identified for consideration.

BLM has reviewed both the Enefit prepared comparison and the EPG prepared review of the 16
alignments. In addition, BLM compared those documents and their conclusions to various in-house
resource GIS data sets. A summary of BLM’s findings from their internal data review is summarized in
the following table:
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Based on the review of both documents and the internal data, BLM has determined the following:
That the range of alternatives considered by Enefit is appropriate given the objective of moving
utilities from existing sources to their private land and moving their product from their private
land to existing transmission facilities. Enefit proposes to connect to the nearest available utility
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supply and product transportation facility to minimize impacts. Requiring Enefit to connect to a
more distant utility supply and product facility would be remote and speculative given that
Enefit has indicated they can, if necessary or under the no action alternative, generate their own
utilities on-site and transport their product by truck. Therefore, no alternatives requiring
connection to more distant utility sources were carried identified by the BLM as reasonable for
inclusion in this EIS.
The segments of the proposal that were carried forward as the proposed action are the shortest
routes available and also the widest (topographically) and flattest routes available, which
minimizes cut and fill during construction. All other segments identified as possible alignments
are substantially similar to the proposed action in impact nature. However, all other considered
segments are longer, equally or more topographically challenging, and have an equal or higher
occurrence of resource issues. Therefore, BLM concurs that the other segments can be
eliminated from detailed analysis as it would not improve the range of alternatives, especially as
they relate to minimizing impacts expected from those alternatives.
Further, no issues were identified by the BLM, the public during public scoping, or BLM’s
cooperators that necessitate the detailed review of any of the other alternatives.

2. White River Crossing Alternatives
Ten crossing location alternatives considered by Enefit for crossing the White River were documented in
the White River Crossing Technical Pre-Feasibility Study September 2014. The two most feasible
alternatives were further reviewed by EPG, as documented in EAO Response to Enefit Routing Alignment
Comparison (segments “G to I” and “H to I”). This review considered both alternative crossing locations
and alternative methods for crossing the river. In addition, three crossing methods were considered by
Enefit for crossing the White River were documented in the White River Crossing Technical PreFeasibility Study September 2014. These are discussed further in the following subsections.
a. Pipeline and Powerline Crossing locations
Ten possible crossing locations in five separate regions are shown in the below figure ES-2 excerpted
from the Pre-Feasibility Study. There ten locations were identified by Enefit as meeting their goals for
the crossing: providing balance of cost and risk, minimize environmental impact and permitting
requirements, and providing a reliable and stable crossing for operation and maintenance. The ten
routes were then ranked by Enefit’s contractor according to Engineering and Construction Factors,
Environmental Impact and Permitting Factors, and Cost and Operation Factors to identify the
recommended pipeline crossing location. The proposed action was determined to have the best access
for long term operation and maintenance on both sides of the river, the best topography, good
alignment with the rest of the proposed routes, and consolidated Enefit’s proposal with other pipeline
and powerline crossings as shown in the below excerpted figures-5 from the Pre-Feasibility Study.
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Based on the review of both documents, BLM has determined the following:
That the range of alternatives considered by Enefit is appropriate given the objective of moving
utilities from existing sources to their private land and moving their product from their private
land to existing transmission facilities. Any routes further to the east or west would move into
areas with greater topographical challenges or resource issues. They would also be out of
alignment with the rest of the utility project.
The route carried forward as the proposed action is the shortest route available and also the
widest (topographically) and flattest route available, which minimizes cut and fill during
construction. All other segments identified as possible alignments are substantially similar to
the proposed action in impact nature. However, all other considered segments are longer,
equally or more topographically challenging, and have an equal or higher occurrence of resource
issues. Specifically the route that would parallel Highway 45 is narrow and would result in
significant cut and fill to fit the utilities into the narrow canyon navigated by Highway 45.
Therefore, BLM concurs that the other segments, including paralleling Highway 45, can be
eliminated from detailed analysis as they would not improve the range of alternatives, especially
as they relate to minimizing impacts expected from those alternatives.
Further, no issues were identified by the BLM, the public during public scoping, or BLM’s
cooperators that necessitate the detailed review of any of the other alternatives.

b. Pipeline Crossing Methods
Three possible crossing methods were identified as potentially feasible for the proposed White River
crossing: open cut, trenchless (microtunnel) and overhead utility bridge. Enefit concluded that due to
the size of bridge required to support the three proposed pipelines, the overhead utility bridge was
unlikely to be feasible due to high costs and visual impacts. They concluded that open cut construction
methods are proven feasible for the project area, but less desirable due to the permitting requirements,
environmental impacts, and risks associated with working in a flowing river. They concluded that the
trenchless construction method is their preferred method due to its ability to minimize the
environmental impacts, permitting requirements, and risks.
Based on the review of the Pre-Feasibility Study, BLM has determined the following:
That the range of method alternatives considered by Enefit is appropriate given BLM’s
experience with methods used for other pipeline crossings in this and other rivers in the Vernal
Field Office.
The method carried forward as the proposed action is the least impacting of the possible
methods because it minimizes impacts to the river and visual resources. The bridge crossing
method would result in similar impacts to the river, but greater impacts to visual resources. The
open cut method would result in greater impacts to the river, but similar impacts to visual
resources. Therefore, BLM concurs that the other methods can be eliminated from detailed
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analysis as they would not improve the range of alternatives, especially as they relate to
minimizing impacts expected from those alternatives.
Further, no issues were identified by the BLM, the public during public scoping, or BLM’s
cooperators that necessitate the detailed review of the other method alternatives.

3. Alternative Water Withdrawal Points
Two water withdrawal points are available to Enefit to supply water for their project. Their water right
allows for withdrawal from either the White River or the Green River. Enefit has elected to utilize water
from the Green River for their project due to higher and more stable flows, and due to the fact that they
were able to work out a deal with the Bonanza Powerplant to utilize the Plant’s existing water
withdrawal system and pipeline to withdraw and move the water closer to the Enefit project area. BLM
requested technical feasibility data from Enefit regarding their ability to withdraw water from the White
River. Ryan Clerico provided a response on June 5, 2015 that confirmed that they could withdraw the
water from points in the White River near the proposed utility crossing. The supplemental details they
provided in response to this question are as follows:
To withdraw the water, a minimum of six to eight acres would be disturbed for installation of at
least 3 to 4 withdrawal facilities. This would result in a relocation of the proposed pipeline and
powerline crossing, which would result in greater environmental impacts from those utilities
since the proposed crossing was determined to be the least impacting crossing point. Also, the
proposed utilities are able to span above (power lines) or weave between (pipelines)
archaeological sites present in the crossing area. The pads required to support the withdrawal
facilities would not be able to avoid those archaeological sites.
The White River has a lower flow rate than the Green River, so withdrawal would have to occur
when the water is available and then the water would have to be stored in a reservoir or tank
battery on Enefit’s private land against the time when flows cannot supply the required water.
There would also be a greater probability that endangered fish in the White River would be
adversely impacted if the water is withdrawn from that river given the lower flows, than if the
same water amounts were withdrawn from the higher flowing Green River.
Based on the review of the provided details, BLM has determined the following:
That the range of water withdrawal locations considered by Enefit is appropriate given the
limitations of their existing water right, which is administered by the Utah Division of Water
Rights and is therefore outside the jurisdiction of the BLM.
The Green River withdrawal location carried forward in the proposed action is the least
impacting of the two possible withdrawal locations because the facilities and half the pipeline
are already in place, and because the Green River has a higher flow rate than the White River.
Also, the White River withdrawal site would likely result in additional impacts to visual
resources, archaeological resources, and surface resources (from construction of the facilities on
BLM land and construction of the reservoir on private land). Therefore, BLM concurs that the
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White River withdrawal location can be eliminated from detailed analysis as it would not
improve the range of alternatives, especially as they relate to minimizing impacts expected from
those alternatives.
Further, no issues were identified by the BLM, the public during public scoping, or BLM’s
cooperators that necessitate detailed review of the White River withdrawal location alternative.
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Appendix D3
Applicant and Consultant Routing
Alignment Comparison

Analysis Categories
Route Descriptions
Route Length (miles)1
Estimated Cost
Enefit’s
Recommendation to
Retain or Eliminate
(based on POD
analysis)

Route 1A
A-B-E-G-I-J1-K
20.2
$77.3 million
Eliminate

Secondary

Route 4B
A-B-C-D-F2-G-H-I-J2-K
20.2
$72.4 million
Eliminate

No gilsonite crossings
north of Bonanza,
more than four of
Bonanza
Less severe
max/average slopes
Worst existing
construction access
north of Bonanza, best
south of Bonanza
Best available width
Most drainage
crossings north of
Bonanza, fewest south
of Bonanza
No significant
difference in BLMadministered land or
existing road/utility
crossings
Follows Chipeta Wells
Road for appx 3.5
miles and Dragon
Road for appx 3 miles

Route 4A
(Preferred Route based
on analysis in POD)
A-B-C-D-F1-G-H-I-J2-K
19.4
$71.2 million
Retain

No gilsonite crossings
north of Bonanza,
more than four south
of Bonanza
Least severe
max/average slopes
Worst existing
construction access
north of Bonanza, best
south of Bonanza
Best available width
Fewest drainage
crossings north and
south of Bonanza
No significant
difference in BLMadministered land or
existing road/utility
crossings
Follows Dragon Road
appx 3 miles to South
Project private
property

Route 3B
A-B-C-D-F2-G-H-I-J1-K
20.6
$74.6 million
Eliminate

No gilsonite crossings
north of Bonanza,
more than four south
of Bonanza
Less severe
max/average slopes
Worst existing
construction access
north and south of
Bonanza
Moderate available
width
Most drainage
crossings north of
Bonanza, fewest south
of Bonanza
No significant
difference in BLMadministered land or
existing road/utility
crossings
Follows Chipeta Wells
Road for appx 3.5
miles

All routes cross the
White River
(pikeminnow critical
habitat)
No other primary
resource criteria

Route 3A
A-B-C-D-F1-G-H-I-J1-K
19.9
$73.4 million
Eliminate

ENEFIT ROUTING ALIGNMENT COMPARISON
Based on Plans of Development (POD) Dated November 26, 2012 and April 23, 2014

Route 2B
A-B-C-E-H-I-J2-K
20.6
$73.3 million
Eliminate

No gilsonite crossings
north of Bonanza,
more than four south
of Bonanza
Less severe
max/average slopes
Worst existing
construction access
north and south of
Bonanza
Moderate available
width
Moderate drainage
crossings north of
Bonanza, fewest south
of Bonanza
No significant
difference in BLMadministered land or
existing road/utility
crossings
Does not follow any
existing named roads

All routes cross the
White River
(pikeminnow critical
habitat)
No other primary
resource criteria

No wetland crossings
north of Bonanza, one
south of Bonanza
Black-footed ferret in
portion of length
UNHP occurrences

Route 2A
A-B-C-E-H-I-J1-K
20.9
$75.5 million
Eliminate

One gilsonite crossing
north of Bonanza,
more than two south
of Bonanza
Moderately severe
max/average slopes
Moderate existing
construction access
north of Bonanza, best
south of Bonanza
Moderate available
width
Moderate drainage
crossings north and
south of Bonanza
No significant
difference in BLMadministered land or
existing road/utility
crossings
Does not follow State
Road 45; follows
Dragon Road appx 3
miles to South Project
private property

All routes cross the
White River
(pikeminnow critical
habitat)
No other primary
resource criteria

Multiple wetland
crossings north of
Bonanza, one south of
Bonanza
Black-footed ferret in
portion of length

Route 1B
A-B-E-G-I-J2-K
19.7
$75.0 million
Eliminate

One gilsonite crossing
north of Bonanza,
more than two south
of Bonanza
Moderately severe
max/average slopes
Moderate existing
construction access
north of Bonanza,
worst south of
Bonanza
Moderate available
width
Moderate drainage
crossings north and
south of Bonanza
No significant
difference in BLMadministered land or
existing road/utility
crossings
Does not follow State
45; follows appx 2
miles of Dragon Road

All routes cross the
White River
(pikeminnow critical
habitat)
No other primary
resource criteria

No wetland crossings
north of Bonanza, one
south of Bonanza
Black-footed ferret in
portion of length
UNHP occurrences

Engineering Issues2
More than two
gilsonite crossings
north of Bonanza, one
south of Bonanza
Most severe
max/average slopes
Best existing
construction access
north and south of
Bonanza
Worst available width
Moderate drainage
crossings north and
south of Bonanza
No significant
difference in BLMadministered land or
existing road/utility
crossings
Follows DG&T rail
road, State Road 45
and Dragon Road to
the South Project
private property

All routes cross the
White River
(pikeminnow critical
habitat)
No other primary
resource criteria

Multiple wetland
crossings north of
Bonanza, one south of
Bonanza
Black-footed ferret in
portion of length

Physical Environment Criteria
All
More than two gilsonite
crossings north of
Bonanza, one south of
Bonanza
Most severe
max/average slopes
Best existing
construction access
north of Bonanza, worst
south of Bonanza
Worst available width
Moderate drainage
crossings north and
south of Bonanza
No significant difference
in BLM-administered
land or existing
road/utility crossings
Follows DG&T rail road
and State Road 45,
departs Dragon Road
after appx 2 miles at
point I

All routes cross the
White River
(pikeminnow critical
habitat)
No other primary
resource criteria

No wetland crossings
north of Bonanza, one
south of Bonanza
Black-footed ferret in
portion of length
UNHP occurrences

Environmental Resource Criteria
Primary

All routes cross the
White River
(pikeminnow critical
habitat)
No other primary
resource criteria

No wetland crossings
north of Bonanza, one
south of Bonanza
Black-footed ferret in
portion of length
UNHP occurrences
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No wetland crossings
north of Bonanza, one
south of Bonanza
Black-footed ferret in
portion of length
UNHP occurrences
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All routes cross the
White River
(pikeminnow critical
habitat)
No other primary
resource criteria
No wetland crossings
north of Bonanza, one
south of Bonanza
Black-footed ferret in
portion of length
UNHP occurrences

Enefit American Oil Utility Corridor Project EIS

Analysis Categories

Water Resources

Minerals/Geology/Soil
Resources
Biological Resources
Vegetation
Special Status Species
Wildlife
Note: for all mentions of
Beardtongue
Penstemon Critical
Habitat, both Graham’s
and White River
beardtongues have
been removed from
consideration for
listing under the ESA;
therefore, no critical
habitat is present. No
alternatives cross
conservation areas
covered under the

Route 1A
within portion of length
Sage grouse habitat
throughout, lek
approximately 5 miles to
NE
Multiple areas of big
game crucial habitat
south of Bonanza
Passes adjacent to rural
community of Bonanza

Crosses one Source
Water Protection Area
No shallow, unconfined
aquifers
Third highest use of dust
control and hydrostatic
testing water due to third
longest overall length

All routes cross oil and gas
lease areas and mineral
lease areas
All routes cross Greater
sage grouse habitat
(winter, occupied, and
brooding)
Crosses the Ferret
Management Zone in
Vernal Field Office
Resource Management
Plan (RMP)
Crosses White River
Beardtongue Penstemon
Priority Critical Habitat

Enefit American Oil Utility Corridor Project EIS

ENEFIT ROUTING ALIGNMENT COMPARISON
Based on Plans of Development (POD) Dated November 26, 2012 and April 23, 2014

All routes cross oil and
gas lease areas and
mineral lease areas
Crosses the Ferret
Management Zone in
Vernal Field Office RMP
Near White River
Beardtongue Penstemon
Priority Critical Habitat

All routes cross oil and
gas lease areas and
mineral lease areas
Crosses the Ferret
Management Zone in
Vernal Field Office RMP
Near White River
Beardtongue Penstemon
Priority Critical Habitat
Crosses Graham’s
Beardtongue Penstemon
Priority Critical Habitat

All routes cross oil and
gas lease areas and
mineral lease areas
Near White River
Beardtongue Penstemon
Priority Critical Habitat

All routes cross oil and
gas lease areas and
mineral lease areas
Near White River
Beardtongue Penstemon
Priority Critical Habitat

Route 1B
Route 2A
Route 2B
Route 3A
Route 3B
within portion of
within portion of
within portion of
within portion of
UNHP occurrences
length
length
length
length
within portion of
Sage grouse habitat
Sage grouse habitat
Sage grouse habitat
length
Sage grouse habitat
throughout, lek
throughout, no leks
throughout, no leks
throughout, no leks
Sage grouse habitat
approximately 5 miles
within 5 mile buffer
within 5 mile buffer
within 5 mile buffer
throughout, no leks
to NE
Multiple areas of big
Multiple areas of big
within 5 mile buffer
Multiple areas of big
Multiple areas of big
game crucial habitat
game crucial habitat
game crucial habitat
Multiple areas of big
game crucial habitat
south of Bonanza
south of Bonanza
south of Bonanza
game crucial habitat
south of Bonanza
Passes greater than 1.5
Passes greater than 1.5
south of Bonanza
Passes within appx 0.5
mile from rural
mile from rural
mile of the rural
Passes adjacent to
Passes within appx 0.5
rural community of
community of
community of
community of
mile of the rural
Bonanza
Bonanza
Bonanza
Bonanza
community of
Bonanza
Additional Resource Data Received from Bureau of Land Management Vernal Field Office Resource Management Plan
Crosses one Source
No crossings of
No crossings of
No crossings of
No crossing of Source
Water Protection Area
Source Water
Source Water
Source Water
Water Protection
Protection or Drinking
Protection or Drinking
Protection or Drinking
Areas or Drinking
No shallow,
Water Protection
Water Protection
Water Protection
Water Protection
unconfined aquifers
Areas
Areas
Areas
Areas
Second lowest use of
No shallow,
No shallow,
No shallow,
No shallow,
dust control and
unconfined aquifers
unconfined aquifers
unconfined aquifers
unconfined aquifers
hydrostatic testing
water due to second
Highest use of dust
Second highest use of
Third lowest use of
Second highest use of
shortest overall length
control and hydrostatic
dust control and
dust control and
dust control and
testing water due to
hydrostatic testing
hydrostatic testing
hydrostatic testing
longest overall length
water due to second
water due to third
water due to second
longest overall length
shortest overall length
longest overall length
All routes cross oil and
gas lease areas and
mineral lease areas
Crosses the Ferret
Management Zone in
Vernal Field Office RMP
Crosses White River
Beardtongue Penstemon
Priority Critical Habitat
Crosses Graham’s
Beardtongue Penstemon
Priority Critical Habitat

D3-2

No crossings of
Source Water
Protection or Drinking
Water Protection
Areas
No shallow,
unconfined aquifers
Third highest use of
dust control and
hydrostatic testing
water due to third
longest overall length

Route 4B
within portion of
length
Sage grouse habitat
throughout, no leks
within 5 mile buffer
Multiple areas of big
game crucial habitat
south of Bonanza
Passes within appx 0.5
mile of the rural
community of
Bonanza

No crossings of
Source Water
Protection or Drinking
Water Protection
Areas
No shallow,
unconfined aquifers
Lowest use of dust
control and hydrostatic
testing water due to
shortest overall length

All routes cross oil and
gas lease areas and
mineral lease areas
Near White River
Beardtongue Penstemon
Priority Critical Habitat
Crosses Graham’s
Beardtongue Penstemon
Priority Critical Habitat

Route 4A
(Preferred Route based
on analysis in POD)
UNHP occurrences
within portion of
length
Sage grouse habitat
throughout, no leks
within 5 mile buffer
Multiple areas of big
game crucial habitat
south of Bonanza
Passes within appx 0.5
mile of the rural
community of
Bonanza

All routes cross oil and
gas lease areas and
mineral lease areas
Near White River
Beardtongue Penstemon
Priority Critical Habitat
Crosses Graham’s
Beardtongue Penstemon
Priority Critical Habitat
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Analysis Categories
Penstemon
Conservation
Agreement.
Cultural Resources

Land Use Resources

Visual Resources

Route 1A

Not considered – assumed
to be completed as Class I
evaluation by BLM
following selection of
alternatives to be carried
forward for full analysis.
Duck Rock Information
Kiosk in the vicinity.
All routes cross or are in
the vicinity of gilsonite
mine leases
All routes cross nonwilderness study area
lands with wilderness
characteristics inventory
areas. No lands with
wilderness characteristics
appear to be crossed.
North Chapita Wells Oil
and Gas Project in the
project study area and
crossed by all alternative
routes.
All routes cross grazing
allotments in the Vernal
Field Office
All routes cross wild
horse herd management
areas.Duck Rock
Information Kiosk in the
vicinity.

Route 1B

Not considered

Not considered – assumed
to be completed as Class I
evaluation by BLM
following selection of
alternatives to be carried
forward for full analysis.
Duck Rock Information
Kiosk in the vicinity.
All routes cross or are in
the vicinity of gilsonite
mine leases
All routes cross nonwilderness study area
lands with wilderness
characteristics inventory
areas. No lands with
wilderness characteristics
appear to be crossed.
North Chapita Wells Oil
and Gas Project in the
project study area and
crossed by all alternative
routes.
All routes cross grazing
allotments in the Vernal
Field Office
All routes cross wild
horse herd management
areas.

Route 2A

Not considered

Not considered – assumed
to be completed as Class I
evaluation by BLM
following selection of
alternatives to be carried
forward for full analysis.
Duck Rock Information
Kiosk in the vicinity.
All routes cross or are in
the vicinity of gilsonite
mine leases
All routes cross nonwilderness study area
lands with wilderness
characteristics inventory
areas. No lands with
wilderness characteristics
appear to be crossed.
North Chapita Wells Oil
and Gas Project in the
project study area and
crossed by all alternative
routes.
All routes cross grazing
allotments in the Vernal
Field Office
All routes cross wild
horse herd management
areas.

Route 2B

Not considered

Not considered – assumed
to be completed as Class I
evaluation by BLM
following selection of
alternatives to be carried
forward for full analysis.
Duck Rock Information
Kiosk in the vicinity.
All routes cross or are in
the vicinity of gilsonite
mine leases
All routes cross nonwilderness study area
lands with wilderness
characteristics inventory
areas. No lands with
wilderness characteristics
appear to be crossed.
North Chapita Wells Oil
and Gas Project in the
project study area and
crossed by all alternative
routes.
All routes cross grazing
allotments in the Vernal
Field Office
All routes cross wild
horse herd management
areas.

Route 3A

Not considered

Not considered – assumed
to be completed as Class I
evaluation by BLM
following selection of
alternatives to be carried
forward for full analysis.
Duck Rock Information
Kiosk in the vicinity.
All routes cross or are in
the vicinity of gilsonite
mine leases
All routes cross nonwilderness study area
lands with wilderness
characteristics inventory
areas. No lands with
wilderness characteristics
appear to be crossed.
North Chapita Wells Oil
and Gas Project in the
project study area and
crossed by all alternative
routes.
All routes cross grazing
allotments in the Vernal
Field Office
All routes cross wild
horse herd management
areas.

Route 3B

ENEFIT ROUTING ALIGNMENT COMPARISON
Based on Plans of Development (POD) Dated November 26, 2012 and April 23, 2014

Not considered – assumed to
be completed as Class I
evaluation by BLM
following selection of
alternatives to be carried
forward for full analysis.
Duck Rock Information
Kiosk in the vicinity.
All routes cross or are in
the vicinity of gilsonite
mine leases
All routes cross nonwilderness study area lands
with wilderness
characteristics inventory
areas. No lands with
wilderness characteristics
appear to be crossed.
North Chapita Wells Oil
and Gas Project in the
project study area and
crossed by all alternative
routes.
All routes cross grazing
allotments in the Vernal
Field Office
All routes cross wild horse
herd management areas.

Not considered

Not considered

NOTES:
Mileage rounded to the nearest tenth mile
See evaluation criteria for engineering analysis below from Stantec 2012 referenced in the Plan of Development.
1
2

GENERAL NOTES:

Route 4A
(Preferred Route based
on analysis in POD)

Four NRHP-eligible sites
identified during Class I
file search and Class III
field survey

Duck Rock Information
Kiosk in the vicinity.
All routes cross or are in
the vicinity of gilsonite
mine leases
All routes cross nonwilderness study area
lands with wilderness
characteristics inventory
areas. No lands with
wilderness characteristics
appear to be crossed.
North Chapita Wells Oil
and Gas Project in the
project study area and
crossed by all alternative
routes.
All routes cross grazing
allotments in the Vernal
Field Office
All routes cross wild
horse herd management
areas.

Not considered

Route 4B

Not considered – assumed
to be completed as Class I
evaluation by BLM
following selection of
alternatives to be carried
forward for full analysis.
Duck Rock Information
Kiosk in the vicinity.
All routes cross or are in
the vicinity of gilsonite
mine leases
All routes cross nonwilderness study area
lands with wilderness
characteristics inventory
areas. No lands with
wilderness characteristics
appear to be crossed.
North Chapita Wells Oil
and Gas Project in the
project study area and
crossed by all alternative
routes.
All routes cross grazing
allotments in the Vernal
Field Office
All routes cross wild
horse herd management
areas.

Not considered

No Enefit baseline report data is reported in this table because the baseline report data only reflects the surveys for the current Enefit proposed action. Also the way these route segments are discussed in this table is based on the POD. The proposed utility line data do not follow the alternative route
data received for the POD preferred route 4A. There is no specific data from the Stantec Evaluation Report in the POD, only the resulting scores from the evaluation.

STANTEC Evaluation Criteria
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Existing data used to inform the comparative analysis included physical and environmental information from the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), the Utah Natural Heritage Program, the Utah Automated Geographic Reference Center, the Utah Geological Survey,
and Uintah County.

Enefit American Oil Utility Corridor Project EIS

Physical constraints (e.g., topography, construction workspace, etc.) provided a majority of the preliminary route control.

Following existing features (e.g., roads, pipelines, and transmission lines) where possible.
Crossing of White River and Evacuation Creek were main construction points considered in the routing. Due to steep canyon wal ls associated with each, the crossing locations from an engineering standpoint were limited. Two viable options for each feat ure
within the Project study area were available. These crossings did not affect the development of alternatives or preliminary r oute selection as a whole but did inform the approach angles and departures of the utilities in the vicinity of these crossings.
Physical Environment Criteria

BLM-administered land, where routes crossing less BLM land were favored
Existing road crossings, where fewer crossings were favored
Available width, where adequate space for construction was favored
Maximum slope, where routes with less severe localized hill slopes were favored
Average slope, where routes with less severe average slopes over the total length of the segment were favored
Gilsonite mine crossings, where routes with fewer gilsonite mine trench crossings were favored (gilsonite mine trench crossings may represent areas of specialized construction techniques and/or higher hazard pipe classif ication due to exposed pipe segments)
Construction access, where areas with better accessibility via existing roads were favored
Utility crossings, where segments with fewer crossings of existing pipelines and transmission lines were favored
Roadway corridors, where segments following existing roadways were favored due to access and minimization of visual disturban ce (this category was considered jointly with the construction access category); and
Drainage crossings, where routes with fewer mapped drainage crossings were favored.
Environmental Resource Evaluation Criteria

Two criteria categories used to evaluate: Primary and Secondary. Primary evaluation criteria defined as those criteria that could represent significant implications on pipeline constructio n and/or where the area should be avoided altogether to avoid environmental
impacts. Secondary criteria were those that should be avoided to the extent practical but do not necessarily represent fatal flaws in the routings.
Primary environmental evaluation criteria
High Consequence Areas, which are defined by PHMSA and are areas that must be accounted for in emergency response plannin g
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, which are BLM-designated lands
Wild and Scenic Rivers
Large wetland complexes
Large water bodies
Permit-sensitive lands, such as Department of Defense lands or lands with tribal ownership
Properties listed in the National Registry of Historic Properties or identified by the State Historic Preservation Office
Habitat for federally-listed threatened and endangered species; and Wildlife refuges
Secondary environmental evaluation criteria
Source water or wellhead protection areas
Water/river crossings
Wetland crossings
Sensitive habitats and special-status species mapped occurrences
Rural communities
Shallow, unconfined aquifers
Residences and associated features

D3-4
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Route segments were scored using a weighted quantitative methodology, with each segment score adjusted for total length. This length-weighted score approach allowed a mechanism for favoring shorter routes, which would result in more limited disturbance in mo st
cases. A cost-basis was developed for each of the routes as well, in order to provide a comparative cost-benefit analysis for each route in conjunction with the physical and environmental criteria.

Enefit American Oil Utility Corridor Project EIS

Appendix D4
White River Crossing Technical
Pre-Feasibility Study Coordination

7/15/2015

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR Mail  Technical Feasibility question

Howard, Stephanie <showard@blm.gov>

Technical Feasibility question
Ryan Clerico <Ryan.Clerico@enefitamericanoil.com>
To: "Howard, Stephanie" <showard@blm.gov>
Cc: Michael Doyle <mdoyle@epgaz.com>

Fri, Jun 5, 2015 at 1:15 PM

Hi Stephanie,
Please see responses in red text below, and feel free to call if you'd like to discuss any details.
Kind regards,
Ryan
Ryan Clerico
Head of Development and Environment
Enefit American Oil
Office: +1 801 363 0206
Mobile: +1 801 703 6983
Skype: Ryan.Clerico
Ryan.Clerico@enefit.com
CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain
proprietary, confidential and/or privileged information belonging to Enefit American Oil, Eesti Energia, and/or its affiliates. Any unauthorized
review, use, disclosure or distribution is strictly prohibited. If you are not a recipient indicated or intended in this message (or responsible for
delivery of this message to such person), or believe for any reason that this message may have been addressed to you in error, you may not
use, copy or deliver this message to any other person or entity. In such case, you should immediately destroy this message and are
respectfully requested to notify the sender by reply email.

From:
"Howard, Stephanie" <showard@blm.gov>
To:
Ryan Clerico <ryan.clerico@enefitamericanoil.com>
Cc:
Michael Doyle <mdoyle@epgaz.com>
Date:
06/04/2015 04:58 PM
Subject:
Technical Feasibility question

Hi Ryan,
I have a multipart question for you. We've had some questions on alternatives come up,
and I need to know the following administrative/technical feasibility details as I try to figure
out how to respond:
Is it administratively feasible to move Enefit's water right back from the Green River to
the White River, specifically to the area where all your utilities will be crossing the
river, or to the private land north of the White River Oil Shale Mine? This paperwork is
outside BLM's jurisdiction so I have no idea if that is even administratively possible or
not. The water right still retains the original approved points of diversion (PODs) on the
White River, and most of those are nearby (i.e. within 0.5 mile) the proposed utility
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=8b42d32573&view=pt&as_from=ryan.clerico%40enefitamericanoil.com&as_to=showard%40blm.gov&as_sizeopera…
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crossing location. The PODs on the Green River were added as approved PODs, but
the original White River locations were not abandoned. Therefore, administratively, the
same water could be withdrawn from the White River from these PODs as it could
from the Green River as proposed. However, withdrawal of the same amount of water
from the same water right from those White River PODs has a very different technical
impact than withdrawal from the Green River PODs, as further discussed below.
With regard to the private land north of the White River Oil Shale Mine, new PODs
under this water right would have to be applied for with the Utah Division of Water Rights
(UDWRi) in order to relocate to this private land. However, Enefit has no ownership
interest in those lands (currently owned by the Pickup family, according to Uintah County
Property Appraiser records). It is highly unlikely that the UDWRi would approve any such
application for change in POD onto lands in which the applicant has no ownership
interest. Therefore, in this case, I would say that it is not administratively possible.
Is there enough room at the utility crossing site for Enefit to install any necessary
water collection facilities (I recognize there is an arc. site and another pipeline there 
could those facilities fit in around them or would you have to partially or totally impact
them, or could you fit in at all)? The preliminary engineering design for the collector
well system on the Green River indicates that up to two acres is required for each
collector well. Collection of the 15 cfs water right from the Green River is expected to
require at least three, and possibly four, collector wells at the approved Green River
PODs, totaling 68 acres. However, it is important to note that this design data was
based on the flows and other sitespecific design criteria for the Green River PODs
and will vary by location. There is 68 acres available in the White River floodplain
adjacent to the proposed crossing location and at the location of the approved White
River PODs; however, this would likely require a full relocation of the existing
pipelines, as well as the relocation of the proposed Enefit pipelines (inland, with a
more significant cut into the cliff) and full disturbance to the White River Stage Station
cultural site, and it would result in permanent aboveground structures and fill in the
floodplain of the White River. The collector well systems consist of mechanical pumps,
filtration systems, etc., and these would need to be elevated above the White River
100year flood levels via significant fill placement to ensure safe and reliable operation
and to prevent discharge of hydraulic fluids, treatment chemicals, etc. from the
facilities during flood conditions (this design has already been accounted for at the
Green River POD location). Further, the collector system design that requires 34
wells is specific for the alluvial groundwater conditions at the Green River POD
location. The Green River maintains significantly higher and more reliable flow rates
than the White River, and it is likely that a collector well system on the White River
would require even more individual wells due to lower flows and different alluvial
hydrology, which would in turn require more acerage than the currently anticipated 68
acres. The wells need to be adequately spaced along the river, such that withdrawal at
one does not negatively effect the yield at another. With the lower flows on the White
River when compared to the Green, this would likely require more spacing and result
in insufficient lands available. The Green River was specifically chosen over the White
River as the preferred POD for reliability purposes and to reduce potential hydrologic
and endangered fish impacts from collector well drawdown, which would be more
significant on the White than on the Green.
Is there enough room at the private land north of the White River Oil Shale mine to
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=8b42d32573&view=pt&as_from=ryan.clerico%40enefitamericanoil.com&as_to=showard%40blm.gov&as_sizeopera…
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install any necessary water collection facilities (I'm making the assumption you could
get approval from the surface owner for that  let me know if you don't think approval is
likely)? This would depend heavily on the alluvial hydrogeology at the indicated
location, as to the number of collector wells required. There appears to be available
land; however, whether that amount of land is sufficient is unknown given the
unknowns about the hydrology in this location. The same issues associated with
permanent fill in a floodplain would occur, and I cannot speak to the presence of other
sensitive resources  as indicated above, Enefit does not retain an ownership interest
in this land, and thus we have not surveyed it. It would likely be deemed an
unacceptable corporate risk to site such critical infrastructure as water supply facilities
on land which we did not own. I believe this option is both administratively and
technically infeasible.
What might a water withdrawal facility on the white river look like, besides the water
pipeline itself? How many acres would it be, would it just be water wells, or would
there be a facility pad with fences, generators, other buildings, etc? As described
above, a collector well facility on the White River would be about two acres per well,
with the number of wells likely being greater than 34, based on the engineering work
conducted for the Green River system and the reduced flow in the White. There would
be a fenced facility pad for each well that would contain a building with pumps and
filtration systems. There is power available at the Green River location, and thus
generators are not required. At the White River POD location, power is not currently
available, so there would need to be either generators (and fuel source for each) or a
new transformer station to step down power off of the new 138kV transmission lines.
If increased well spacing is required to ensure adequate yield, then additional
infrastructure requirements may be required that are not considered here.
Are there any other technical/economic/administrative details about installing a water
withdrawal site on the white river that you know of and I need to think about? The
yearround flow in the Green River is sufficient to allow for direct flow to the South
Project, eliminating the need for construction of a large storage reservoir on the South
Project site; surge demands can be addressed by onsite storage in tanks. Due to
seasonal flow variation in the White River, however, a large storage reservoir would
likely be required in conjunction with a White River withdrawal to ensure reliable, year
round water supply for the South Project. This large storage reservoir would
experience evaporative and infiltration losses of transported water, thus making it a
less efficient (in terms of water resources) and more costly use of water available
under the water right. Also, in contrast to White River, the Green River flows are less
susceptible to depletion from Colorado users. From an economic standpoint, diversion
from the White River would likely not be comparable to the proposed action  while this
option would require 13 less miles of 30inchdiameter steel pipeline, it would likely
require more collector wells and their supporting infrastructure systems, as well as a
new dedicated power source, and would certainly require a large onsite storage
reservoir, which is not currently contemplated by Enefit. Administratively, it is expected
that a collector well system on the White River would require a different (and more
extensive) set of authorizations than one on the Green River, both directly and
indirectly. Directly speaking, a collector well system on the White River would result in
the relocation of a operating regulated interstate natural gas liquids pipeline, full
impact of a cultural resource site listed on the National Registry of Historic Places,
potentially more POD approvals from UDWRi if the existing ones were not adequately
spaced, and would most likely result in formal consultation under Section 7 of the
https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=8b42d32573&view=pt&as_from=ryan.clerico%40enefitamericanoil.com&as_to=showard%40blm.gov&as_sizeopera…
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Endangered Species Act due the drawdown/impact potential of critical habitat for
multiple fish species. Indirectly speaking, the large storage reservoir that would be
required would have its own independent set of authorizations, such as a dam safety
permit from UDWRi. With regard to placing a water withdrawal site adjacent to the
proposed crossing location on the White River, I think it is important to note that this
option would result in permanent aboveground facilities, on BLM land, in a major river
floodplain, at the only location in the project area that was considered an important
viewshed, and that would fully impact a cultural resource site. While I recognize that it
is the applicant's responsibility to provide technical information and the BLM's
responsibility to conduct impact analysis, these were certainly considerations that
Enefit made as we did our tradeoff analysis of potential water sources.
[Quoted text hidden]

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ui=2&ik=8b42d32573&view=pt&as_from=ryan.clerico%40enefitamericanoil.com&as_to=showard%40blm.gov&as_sizeopera…

4/4

Appendix D5
White River Crossing
Pre-Feasibility Study

White RiveR CRossing
Technical Pre-Feasibility Study

September 2014

Job No. 393-14-01

Prepared by:

Prepared for:

Proposed Gas Line

LEGEND
Proposed Product Line
Proposed Power Transmission Line
Proposed Water Line
Major Roads
White River Crossing Study Area

Proposed Enefit
Plant Site

Evacuation C reek

Wh
iv

er

White River Crossing
Study Area

Bonanza

Little
Bonanza

as
h

W

Proposed Switch-Yard Connection to
Existing 138 kV Transmission Line

Future Product Line Connection
to Chevron Product Lines

45
«
¬

te

Future Connection to
Questar Gas Lines

yo

R

45
«
¬

R iv e r

Co

it e

P:\Enefit American Oil\White River Crossing Feasibility Study\4.0 GIS\4.1 Projects\ES-1 Overall Study Area.mxd tolsen 8/11/2014

SCALE:

0

1

CONFIDENTIAL

DG&T Power Plant

NORTH:

NORTH

OVERALL PROJECT
AREA

ENEFIT AMERICAN OIL

2

Miles

FIGURE NO.

WHITE RIVER
CROSSING STUDY

ES-1

W hi t e

on

2

Optio

n3

535 0

0

54
50
50
54

0

550

0

535

0

540

0

―

55 0
0
55
50

00
55

50
51

50
52

RY

0

50
54

550

50
52

570
0

55
00

57
00 5
75
0

58
00

5300

5
56 55 0
00
545 0

―
0
505

00
54

0

Op

50
58

5
57 65 0
00

tio n

–

―

495

–
–
–

–

00
53

–

8

00
56

–

―
–

–
–
–

–
–

5450

56
00

50
52

570
0

5550

C

535 0

―

–

–
–
17–

0 00
―

–

lls

0

―

1

―6000

He

520 0

–

9

54
00

an
yo
n

00
57

–
–

0

560 0
550 0

―

–
–

―

–

–

585

580 0

0

00
53

–

–
–
–

―

–
–
–

50
55

5
7
5
0
57
00

00
57

54
00

580 0

565
0
550
0

50
56

–

–

21
00
0

545 0

–

―

–

EA

t ion

ST – HEL
ER
L
S
C
– NS
TU ANY
–
DY
ON
B
OU
ND
A
0

O

pti
on
1

Op

5

00
52 5 0
54

5650

0

540
0

1 –

–
–
–

―4000
515 0

5600

540

540

―

–

5100 5200

–
510 0

00
55

NORTH:

550 0
0

―

100
0

–
–

―

―

575

0

SCALE:

540 0

CONFIDENTIAL

50
57
00
57

5550

550

n4

535

tio

4

Creek

57
00

50
53

Op

W hite River

ation

00
55

–

500 0

3

cu

–

Option
51
50

45

«
¬

57
50

560 0

5650

0
535

–
–

–
–

200 0

―
–

0

ti
Op

0

0

–

545 0

505

300

400

―

45

«
¬

1

2

515 0
500 0

520 0
51
00

–

–

530 0

535
0

550

Feet

1,500

0

50
57

5100

ES-2

FIGURE NO.

WHITE RIVER
CROSSING STUDY

5

0
ENEFIT AMERICAN
75 OIL

UTILITY CORRIDOR
CROSSING
OPTIONS
5550

58000
59
585 0 0
0

0 0 75 0
5
57

535 0

540 0

5000

545 0

50
56

White River Overlook Region

53
50

5450

545

0

Existing Utility Crossing Region

5150

–

5200

2

00
53

NORTH

t)
m en

555

5500

5400

3
Evacuation Creek Region

50

5900

58
00
5950

5450

4
Eastern Study Area Region

0

5600

UTILITY CROSSING REGIONS
1 Highway 45 Bridge Region

5

LEGEND

0

515

EAO Land Holdings
510

Contours
Minor (50-ft)51

Major (250-ft)

53
50

565 0

HIGHWAY 45 BRIDGE
WESTERN STUDY BOUNDARY

53
50

00
52

―
–

–

–
0
515

1
8000

―

530 0

–
–

50
52

540 0

―
50
52

50
57

530 0

00
57

P:\Enefit American Oil\White River Crossing Feasibility Study\4.0 GIS\4.1 Projects\ES-2 Utility Corridor Options.mxd tolsen 8/11/2014

575
56
0
00

56
50

58
50

580 0
57
00

–

5550

00

120

55
50
13000

540 0

Optio n 7

54
50

6
i on
Op t

end
90
00

54
50

5400

11 00 0

53
50

10000

53
50

Op t
ion
5
sly
R ec
om
m
viou
(Pre

54
50
53
00

60
00

ed A
lign

Ev a

54
00

525 0

53
50

54
50

54
50

00
56
00
53

550 0

540
0

EA

545 0

55 0
0
55
50

55
00

50
54

0

530

0

535 0

0

5300

505

56
00

540 0

00
57
50
55

58
00

56
00

50
52

50
58

570 0
565
0

585

5450

535 0
00
54

00
53

50
55

580 0

0
57
00

575

0

0

CONFIDENTIAL

565

545 0

00
57

57
00 5
75
0

0

0

570

570

5500

n

550

0

an
yo

520 0

Y

550

He

lls
C

54
00

50
53

AR

5650

0

560

555 0

54
00

50
52

50
54

0

50
54

0

hi t

5600

535

W

ST HEL
ER
N LS
C
S
TU ANY
DY
ON
B
OU
ND

00
55

550 0

540

0

Power Line
Option 7
20 0
515 0 5

00
55

50
54

5100 5200

510 0

5000

00
56

505

50
55

a

545 0

0

Ev

45

«
¬

535

53
50

5450

Power Line
Option 5

5350

Power Line
Option 6

5450

5550

57
00

550 0

500 0

575

0

550

555 0

SCALE:

0

590

0 0 75 0
5
57

0

580

0

50
57
00
57

0

5550

50
57

55
00

0

Feet

1,500

ES-3

FIGURE NO.

WHITE RIVER
50
CROSSING
57 57STUDY
0

ENEFIT AMERICAN OIL

5850

SHORTLISTED ALIGNMENT
OPTIONS

NORTH:

5900

5250

Pipeline Utility
Option 1

Pipeline Utility
Option 2

Pipeline Utility
Option 4
5150

530 0

535
0

535 0

57
50

560 0

5650

0

580

5750

58
00
5950

55
50
55
00

5450
540 0

54
00

NORTH

56
50

515 0

51
00

45

«
¬

53
50

53
50

565 0

r
i ve
R

e
5550

0
555

5200

520 0

5150

540 0

5400

5450

LEGEND
4

0 Land Holdings
EAO
95

00
53

5400

54
54
50
00
53
50

53
50

White River Crossing Study Area

Major (250-ft)
51

00
52

Line Options
50

550 0
5100

Pipeline Utility Options

00
51Power

0
515

Minor (50-ft)

Contours

5100

5600

tion Creek
a
cu
53
50

HIGHWAY 45 BRIDGE
WESTERN STUDY BOUNDARY

0
515

530 0
50
52

540 0

50
52

50
57

530 0

P:\Enefit American Oil\White River Crossing Feasibility Study\4.0 GIS\4.1 Projects\ES-3 Shortlisted Alignments.mxd tolsen 8/11/2014

5150

550 0

575
56
0
00

56
50

58
50

580 0
57
00

515 0

54
50
53
00

53
50

54
50

50
50

Approximately Location of Existing
MAPCO 10" Natural Gas Liquid Lines
and Easement

Existing Power
Poles (typ)

5100

RECOMMENDED OVERHEAD
POWER ALIGNMENT
5050

White River

515 0

520 0

SCALE:

150

CONFIDENTIAL

Access Road

NORTH:

0

Feet

300

5000

52
50

ES-5

FIGURE NO.

WHITE RIVER
CROSSING STUDY

ENEFIT AMERICAN OIL

RECOMMENDED
515 0
CROSSING
ALIGNMENTS

NORTH

0

RECOMMENDED PIPELINE
UTILITY ALIGNMENT
Existing Inactive Natural Gas
Pipeline Span

525 0

510

L E G E N D
138 kV Power Line

EAO Power Line

12" Product

EAO Pipeline Utilities
12" Gas
30" Water
100' EAO Easement

Easement
50" MAPCO Easement
Minor (50-ft)

Contours
Major (250-ft)

5250

520 0

530 0

P:\Enefit American Oil\White River Crossing Feasibility Study\4.0 GIS\4.1 Projects\ES-5 Recommended Alignments.mxd tolsen 9/16/2014

5150

Appendix D6
Data Gap Tracking Table –
Plan of Development

Section
General

General

4.1.1

4.1.1

Line
Number

Page
Number

-

13

13

Commenter
BLM

Comment Tracking Table for
Enefit American Oil Utility Corridor Project EIS
Detailed Plan of Development

See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap Nos. 16, 17, 18, 19, and 20
Data gaps are addressed. No further action required.

1

February 17, 2015

Notes from July 10, 2014 Coordination Call: Enefit to provide well-founded assumptions on the range and/or quantity of water usage for the
proposed action. Enefit to disclose high-level and qualitative scenario information (e.g., scenario using on-site and scenario using utility corridor).

See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap Nos. 11, 12, 13, 14, and 15
Data gaps are addressed. No further action required.

Notes from July 10, 2014 Coordination Call: Enefit to provide response that includes more description of how water will be used on the project
(e.g., hydrotesting, etc.).

See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 10
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.

Notes from July 10, 2014 Coordination Call: Enefit is working on the Traffic and Transportation study and will be included as part of the Dragon
Road engineering study. This report will include traffic counts and other pertinent traffic and transportation information.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.

See EAO Response to Data Gaps (January 30, 2015) – Data GAP No. 5

Submitted to BLM/Enefit on June 24, 2014
EPG Revised July 18, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on October 13, 2014
EPG Revised November 12, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on January 30, 2015
EPG Revised February 17, 2015
Enefit Response (reference to Enefit Data Gap Response added by EPG)/
EPG Comment or Text Revision to Enefit Response
Note: This data gap was identified during the August 5, 2014 cooperating agency meeting.

EPG

In the Data Gap Analysis dated August 29, 2013, we identified the need
for the Traffic and Transportation Report (Plan) to be included in the
POD. It is not in this version of the document and the information is
needed for the EIS.

EPG Comment or Text Revision
Data gaps have been identified by the BLM for the gas compressor
station that would tie into Questar’s line. Please provide information for
this portion of the project description.

EPG

Data gaps occur with respect to analyzing impacts to water resources.
For direct and indirect impacts, we need to know the following:
• How much water is needed for installation of the various
pipelines and other infrastructure within the requested BLM
right-of-way?
• Regarding the water source, we understand that Enefit plans to
use excess water from the Deseret Power Plant, but how much
water is available?
• Does water availability change during the year?
• Is there anyone else currently using the excess Deseret water?
Is the watershed fully allocated? What other uses are permitted
in the watershed and Groundwater Basin?

•

•

•

EPG

Regarding cumulative impacts, we need to know the following:
• How much water is needed for various activities associated with
the mining project? Construction? Operations? Sanitary
facilities? Timing for water needs?
• Where will this water be sourced? Deseret Power Plant? Again,
same questions as above. How much water is available? Does
water availability change during the year.
• What other uses are permitted in the watershed? Pending
permits?
• What reasonably foreseeable future actions are proposed in the
watershed? Groundwater Basin?
Will water need to be treated before use? After use?
How will wastewater be treated? Disposed of?

Enefit American Oil Utility Corridor Project EIS
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Section
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4.2

4.3

4.4
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Number

Page
Number
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16

16

Comment Tracking Table for
Enefit American Oil Utility Corridor Project EIS
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Commenter
EPG

EPG Comment or Text Revision
In the July 31, 2013 comments on the Preliminary Draft Chapter 2 –
Proposed Action and Alternatives text that were provided to Enefit by
the BLM, temporary acres of disturbance were requested along with
permanent acres of disturbance for the water, gas, product supply
pipelines. Tables 4-1, 4-2, and 4-3 only address permanent disturbance
for each pipe at 50 feet wide. Please confirm that all temporary
disturbance for the pipelines will occur within the 50-100 ft wide
permanent right-of-way grant for the pipelines.

See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 25
Data gap addressed, no further action required.
As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.

2

February 17, 2015

BLM will begin process of getting cooperators involved and identify the alignment of Dragon Road as a pending item. The cooperators may have
opinions about Dragon Road as well.

See EAO Response to Data Gaps (January 30, 2015) – Data GAP No. 10
As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Notes from July 10, 2014 Coordination Call: The Dragon Road engineering study will be available in October 2014 and will help determine
reclamation and identify pavement methods. Enefit will coordinate with county and BLM to establish reclamation procedures.

No response in EAO Response to Data Gaps received October 13, 2014

Notes from July 10, 2014 Coordination Call: Enefit to provide response. BLM will need info in order to issue a temporary use permit for
construction.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.

See EAO Response to Data Gaps (January 30, 2015) – Data GAP No. 7

See EAO Response to Data Gaps (October 13, 2014) – Data Gap No. 22
More information from right-of-way engineering required.

Notes from July 10, 2014 Coordination Call: Enefit to provide clarification and understands the comment.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.

See EAO Response to Data Gaps (January 30, 2015) – Data GAP No. 6

See EAO Response to Data Gaps (October 13, 2014) – Data Gap No. 21
More information from right-of-way engineering required.

Submitted to BLM/Enefit on June 24, 2014
EPG Revised July 18, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on October 13, 2014
EPG Revised November 12, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on January 30, 2015
EPG Revised February 17, 2015
Enefit Response (reference to Enefit Data Gap Response added by EPG)/
EPG Comment or Text Revision to Enefit Response
Notes from July 10, 2014 Coordination Call: Enefit to provide response. BLM will need info in order to issue a temporary use permit for
construction.

EPG

Please provide temporary laydown yard dimensions and acreage for each
site.

•

•

To clarify, please provide the following:
• More detailed information on access in areas where the
pipeline/transmission line will be built together.
Access road plans in areas where only the transmission line will
be constructed.

When the pipeline segments of the utility corridor are built, it is
understood that a construction access road will be developed in the
ROW. In areas where the transmission line will be built parallel to the
pipeline, is it the intent to use the same access roads as well? In areas
where only the transmission line will be built, how does Enefit plan to
access those areas without spur roads or new access? The existing access
roads on the Appendix B map do not cover all segments of the utility
corridors, so either new roads or spur roads will need to be built.

EPG

EPG

If the new alignment of Dragon Road is built, what will happen to the old
alignment and pavement – left in place or ripped and restored? If the
later, please describe the acreages involved and restoration process to be
used.
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4.5

4.6

Line
Number

Last
Paragraph

Page
Number
16

18
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EPG

EPG
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3

See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 27
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.

Notes from July 10, 2014 Coordination Call:
From this comment on, Enefit was clear on the data gaps and will provide responses accordingly.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.

See EAO Response to Data Gaps (January 30, 2015) – Data GAP No. 11

See EAO Response to Data Gaps (October 13, 2014) – Data Gap No. 26
More information from right-of-way engineering required.

Notes from July 10, 2014 Coordination Call: Enefit to provide clarification and understands the comment.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.

See EAO Response to Data Gaps (January 30, 2015) – Data GAP No. 9

See EAO Response to Data Gaps (October 13, 2014) – Data Gap No. 24
More information from right-of-way engineering required.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.

See EAO Response to Data Gaps (January 30, 2015) – Data GAP No. 8

See EAO Response to Data Gaps (October 13, 2014) – Data Gap No. 23
More information from right-of-way engineering required.

Submitted to BLM/Enefit on June 24, 2014
EPG Revised July 18, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on October 13, 2014
EPG Revised November 12, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on January 30, 2015
EPG Revised February 17, 2015
Enefit Response (reference to Enefit Data Gap Response added by EPG)/
EPG Comment or Text Revision to Enefit Response
Notes from July 10, 2014 Coordination Call: Enefit to coordinate with Moonlake Electric to obtain this information.

EPG Comment or Text Revision
In the July 31, 2013, comments on the Preliminary Draft Chapter 2 –
Proposed Action and Alternatives text that were provided to Enefit by
the BLM, the following information was requested from Enefit and is
missing from this version of the document:
• Additional information on typical transmission line
specifications: height of structures, width, diameter; conductor
materials and specs; acres of temporary and permanent
disturbance associated with pulling and tensioning sites, wire
splicing sites, structure work areas, communication sites, and
substations. (Please refer to Table 2-1 in Preliminary Draft
Chapter 2 dated July 31, 2013 for an example of how this
information could be outlined.)
Tower structure material is referred to as steel in the POD –
please clarify if it is galvanized steel or self-weathering steel.
•

In addition, information on the 8.44-acre switchyard on BLMadministered land needs to be detailed and described. Information should
include:
• Approximate site size (dimensions that equate to 8.44 acres)
• Equipment in the yard
• Access roads required for construction, operation, and
maintenance
• Fire protection facilities
• Grounding
• Acres of permanent and temporary disturbance
• Voltage
We question the assumption that there will be no upgrade or
improvements to existing roads for construction access. Please provide
more information on the existing access road plan to verify no upgrades
or improvements will be needed.
Information in a table format should include:
• Proposed access road numbering system (or some sort of
identification system)
• Current access road base material (i.e., paved, gravel, dirt)
• Land ownership
• Road length (miles)
• Road width and acreage
• Adequacy to handle construction traffic (i.e., cranes, lowboy
trailers, etc.) and if improvements are required
Of the utilities identified for relocation, are any historic resources?
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Commenter
EPG

EPG

Page
Number
18

19

EPG

Line
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4.7.1

20

Section
4.6

5
ERM

Comment Tracking Table for
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As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.

See EAO Response to Data Gaps (January 30, 2015) – Data GAP No. 13

4
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As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps (October 13, 2014)– Data Gap No. 35
Adequate information provided in Tables A1-1, A1-2, A1-6 to A1-8. Verify that non-vehicle engines will not be used for construction, or provide
information for such engines.

See EAO Response to Data Gaps (January 30, 2015) – Data GAP No. 12

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps (October 13, 2014)– Data Gap No. 34
Adequate information for criteria pollutants provided in Tables A1-1, A1-2, A1-6 to A1-8. What engine emission specification (e.g., Tier II, Tier
III) is assumed?

See EAO Response to Data Gaps (January 30, 2015) – Data GAP No. 12

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps (October 13, 2014)– Data Gap No. 33
Adequate information for criteria pollutants provided in Tables A1-1, A1-2, A1-6 to A1-8. What engine emission specification (e.g., Tier II, Tier
III) is assumed?

See EAO Response to Data Gaps (January 30, 2015) – Data GAP No. 12

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps (October 13, 2014)– Data Gap No. 32
Adequate information for criteria pollutants provided in Tables A1-1, A1-2, A1-6 to A1-8. What engine emission specification (e.g., Tier II, Tier
III) is assumed?

See EAO Response to Data Gaps (January 30, 2015) – Data GAP No. 12

See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 30
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps (October 13, 2014)– Data Gap No. 31
Adequate information for criteria pollutants provided in Tables A1-1, A1-2, A1-6 to A1-8. What engine emission specification (e.g., Tier II, Tier
III) is assumed?

Submitted to BLM/Enefit on June 24, 2014
EPG Revised July 18, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on October 13, 2014
EPG Revised November 12, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on January 30, 2015
EPG Revised February 17, 2015
Enefit Response (reference to Enefit Data Gap Response added by EPG)/
EPG Comment or Text Revision
EPG Comment or Text Revision to Enefit Response
How would inspection and reclamation be carried out for the relocated
See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 28
sections of these utilities? Would cultural resource monitoring occur
Data gap is addressed. No further action required. However, suggest Enefit strike last parenthetical statement from Data Gap No. 28 Response,
during these activities?
which reads “although effects of utility relocations on private land as a result of South Project development are beyond the scope of this EIS”. This
statement is incorrect. Doing so is not critical to preparation of the EIS or to Section 106 consultation.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 29
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.

ERM

Need corridor construction phase information for number and
horsepower for planned crushers, screeners, and material stockpiling
equipment.

When the location and construction method of crossing the White River
is determined, will there be consideration of resource effects from
different options? For visual resources, an underground option would be
preferred over the utility bridge option due to the visual sensitivity of this
area.
Please describe the activities planned for geotechnical investigations of
the pipelines and transmission line, as requested in July 2013.
Need corridor construction phase information on a periodic basis for the
number, type, type of fuel, monthly level of use (e.g., hours or
days/month) and approximate horsepower of each category of
construction equipment and vehicles

ERM

Need corridor construction phase information for tons per hour capacity
and periodic operating schedule for planned fuel-fired crushers,
screeners, and material stockpiling equipment.

ERM

ERM

20-28

20-28

20-28

20-28

20-28

Need corridor construction phase information on number of construction
works and staff, per month or per construction phase, for commute
vehicle emission estimates.

5.1

5.1

5.1

5.1

5.1

Need corridor construction phase information on number, type, type of
fuel, monthly level of use (e.g., hours or days/month) for non-vehicle
fuel fired equipment (e.g., generators, pumps).
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Number
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Number
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ERM

EPG

ERM

22
27
EPG

20-28

5.1.3
5.1.10.1
24

5.1

5.1.8

ERM

EPG

29
ERM

27

5.2.2
29

5.1.10.1

5.2.2

Comment Tracking Table for
Enefit American Oil Utility Corridor Project EIS
Detailed Plan of Development

ERM

Need corridor construction information on packaging materials
anticipated to become solid wastes (i.e. cardboard boxes, filters, conduit,
wire, welding rods and other discarded construction materials, etc.).

See EAO Response to Data Gaps (January 30, 2015) – Data GAP No. 14
As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 38
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 39
Data gap addressed, no further action required.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps (October 13, 2014) – Data Gap No. 40
More information from right-of-way engineering required.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps (January 30, 2015) – Data GAP No. 15
As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 41
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps (October 13, 2014) – Data Gap No. 42
Detailed information not available yet, please forward information when available
See EAO Response to Data Gaps (January 30, 2015) – Data GAP No. 16
As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 43
Detailed information not available yet, please forward information when available
See EAO Response to Data Gaps (January 30, 2015) – Data GAP No. 17
As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 44
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 45
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.
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Submitted to BLM/Enefit on June 24, 2014
EPG Revised July 18, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on October 13, 2014
EPG Revised November 12, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on January 30, 2015
EPG Revised February 17, 2015
Enefit Response (reference to Enefit Data Gap Response added by EPG)/
EPG Comment or Text Revision to Enefit Response
See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 36
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps (October 13, 2014)– Data Gap No. 37
1) Describe how the dust control measures identified in the Dust Control Plan are accounted for in Table A1-4.
2) Fugitive construction dust emissions are usually related to acres disturbed, not only the VMT of the construction equipment. Document which
fugitive sources are included in the factors in Table A1-4.
3) Clarify how the VMT and acreage values in Tables A1-15 and A1-16 were estimated.

EPG Comment or Text Revision
If a working busing program is planned, the number of buses and
estimated route lengths and trips per day.
Identify planned fugitive dust mitigation measures for construction
roadways, stockpiles, and material transfer points (e.g., watering,
suppressants, vehicle speed limits, etc.)

Will there be any level of standardized cultural resource monitoring
during trenching and excavation activities for the Project as a whole?
(not just in proximity to known sites)
What is the water discharge plans for hydrostatic testing of the pipelines?
This can be a significant volume of water and needs to be addressed in
the EIS.
Self-supporting steel towers and guyed structures are mentioned in this
section but not previously as part of the project description. Please
provide diagrams and details in Section 4.2.

ERM

Need corridor construction information on procedure, containers and
plan for disposition of used oil.
Need corridor construction plan for disposition of construction fill or
removed solid materials.

Need corridor construction phase information on number of personnel
that will be on the site during different phases of construction, (for
estimates of food waste, trash, etc?)
Need corridor construction information on the plan for trash receptacles
or contract services.

29
ERM

29

5.2.2
29

5.2.2

5.2.2
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ERM

ERM
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ERM

ERM

Commenter
ERM

EPG Comment or Text Revision
Need corridor construction information on quantities and container sizes
(where applicable) of all products/materials used, stored or produced
during construction.
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9.1.1
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See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 55
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 56
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 57
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.

See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 54
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.

See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 51
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 52
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 53
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.

See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 48
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 49
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 50
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 47
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.

See EAO Response to Data Gaps (January 30, 2015) – Data GAP No. 18

Submitted to BLM/Enefit on June 24, 2014
EPG Revised July 18, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on October 13, 2014
EPG Revised November 12, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on January 30, 2015
EPG Revised February 17, 2015
Enefit Response (reference to Enefit Data Gap Response added by EPG)/
EPG Comment or Text Revision to Enefit Response
See EAO Response to Data Gaps (October 13, 2014) – Data Gap No. 46
Detailed information not available yet, please forward information when available

37
EPG

Page
Number
29

37
EPG

Section
5.2.2 and
5.2.3

5.2.2 and
5.2.3
5.2.2 and
5.2.3
5.2.3

37
EPG

5.2.2 and
5.2.3

5.2.3

37

Need corridor construction information on estimated monthly throughput
and maximum amounts of products/materials stored at any one time.
Categories of materials anticipated include:
a. Fuels, gasoline, diesel
b. Herbicides/pesticides
c. Solvents
d. Oils, lubricants used in machinery maintenance
e. Coolants/antifreeze
f. Batteries
g. Paints and adhesives
Need corridor construction information on anticipated maintenance areas
and description of activities, i.e. oil changes, lube, repair, etc.
Provide any other relevant and available information pertaining to
hazardous materials and solid wastes.
Need corridor construction information on the plan/procedure for the
delivery, storage and dispensing of hazardous material at construction
sites.
Need corridor construction information on the plan/procedure for
profiling solid waste to determine hazardous/nonhazardous status
Need corridor construction information on the anticipated fueling
stations or above ground storage tanks for fuel.
Need corridor construction information on the number, size, and
approximate placement of above ground storage tanks, secondary
containment sizes and liquid transfer capacities.
Only two potentially eligible sites were identified in the Utility Corridor
Project, including the remains of the White River Stage Station. Is there
no remaining evidence of the associated stage road in the Project area?
Please correct White River State Station to read White River Stage
Station.
Are both of these sites located on lands under the sole jurisdiction of the
BLM?
“. . . EAO would work in consultation with the BLM VFO to determine
appropriate mitigation activities to document these sites prior to
construction . . .” Why is the Utah State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) not included in this consultation? Determination of effects and
the identification of appropriate mitigation efforts are the responsibility
of the lead federal agency in consultation with the land-management
agency and the SHPO. The Project Proponent is not involved in making
any form of determination regarding cultural resources or the appropriate
treatment thereof.
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Submitted to BLM/Enefit on June 24, 2014
EPG Revised July 18, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on October 13, 2014
EPG Revised November 12, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on January 30, 2015
EPG Revised February 17, 2015
Enefit Response (reference to Enefit Data Gap Response added by EPG)/
EPG Comment or Text Revision to Enefit Response
See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 58
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.

No further action required.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 65
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.
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See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 64
EPG still suggests revision of POD text and Data Gap No. 64 Response to make clear the responsibility of the lead federal agency in determining
the appropriate treatment of cultural resources. However, doing so is not critical to preparation of the EIS or to Section 106 consultation. If
necessary, BLM can specifiy any mitigation requiremetns as conditions of the Record of Decision or a Notice to Proceed.

See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 63
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.

See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 62
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.

See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 61
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.

See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 60
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.

See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 59
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.

No further action required.

EPG

EPG Comment or Text Revision
“Because of the relatively small area occupied by both of these sites, it is
anticipated that the utility corridor could be micro-sited to fully avoid
impacts to either.” This statement is misleading, Site 42UN2558 (White
River Stage Station) is actually a relatively large site at greater than
1,516 feet east-west by 576 feet north-south.
The absence of any mention of the Utah SHPO in this section is of
concern. The SHPO is a part of the Section 106 review process and must
be consulted regarding Project effects and mitigation strategies. Though
the lead federal agency is legally responsible for compliance with
Section 106, consultation with other cooperating agencies, tribes, and the
SHPO is required under the law.
Why are vertebrate and plant fossils called out specifically in this section
rather than stating something more inclusive (e.g. significant
paleontological materials)?
How will the 200+ person workforce referenced earlier in the document
be educated regarding the relevant federal regulations applicable to
cultural and paleontological resource protection? Will there be a formal
training provided by Enefit that all workers would be required to attend
before beginning work on the Project? How will this process take place
and how will this training be documented?
“In the even unanticipated discovery of cultural or paleontological
resources occurs, operations in the immediate area would be suspended .
. . “It is important to define specific buffer requirements for protection of
inadvertent discoveries. The immediate area is too open to interpretation.
“. . . until written authorization to proceed is issued by the appropriate
surface management agency AO” If the BLM is acting as lead federal
agency then BLM would be involved in any authorization to proceed
issued for the project. Authorization to proceed would be issued in
consultation with the land managing agency.
“Appropriate mitigation measures would be determined by EAO in
consultation with the BLM” Similar to above comment - Determination
of appropriate mitigation in the event of an unanticipated discovery is the
responsibility of the lead federal agency in consultation with the landmanagement agency and the SHPO. The Project Proponent is not
involved in making any form of determination regarding cultural
resources or the appropriate treatment thereof.
Section 9.1.2 does not reference proposed critical habitat for the
beardtongue species. Does proposed critical habitat occur in or in
proximity to the proposed ROW corridor or other parts of the project
area (or access roads)? If so, are mitigation measures developed for these
areas?
No comments.
No further action required.

38

EPG

See comments on Section 4.

See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 66
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.

EPG

EPG

Please provide a GIS shapefile of the Dragon Road improvement
alignment.

Second
Paragraph

38

EPG
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Submitted to BLM/Enefit on June 24, 2014
EPG Revised July 18, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on October 13, 2014
EPG Revised November 12, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on January 30, 2015
EPG Revised February 17, 2015
No comments.

See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 67
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.

No further action required.

Enefit Response (reference to Enefit Data Gap Response added by EPG)/
EPG Comment or Text Revision to Enefit Response

Please provide detail on what sorts of BLM approved herbicides could be
considered for use on the ROW.

No further action required.

EPG Comment or Text Revision

EPG

No comments.

See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 68
Data gap is addressed. No further action required.

Commenter
EPG

EPG
What is the data source of the “future power corridor” data layer shown
on the map? Is this part of Enefit’s proposal?

8

EPG
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Appendix D7
Data Gap Tracking Table –
Baseline Reports

Section

Line
Number

Page
Number

Comment Tracking Table for
Enefit American Oil Utility Corridor Project EIS
Enefit Baseline Reports - EPG Data Gap Analysis

Submitted to BLM/Enefit on August 29, 2013
EPG Updated June 24, 2014
EPG Revised July 18, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on October 13, 2014
EPG Updated November 12, 2014
EPG Updated (based on BLM Comments) December 29, 2014
Data Gap responses Received from Enefit on January 30, 2015
EPG Updated February 20, 2015
Enefit / SWCA Responses (reference added by EPG)/
EPG Comment or Text Revision
EPG Comment or Text Revision to Enefit Response
Traffic and Transportation Plan for Enefit American Oil’s Utility Corridor Project (SWCA, October 10, 2014)
What are the estimated daily trip generation rates for the utility corridor project and
See EAO Response to Data Gaps (January 30, 2015) – Data GAP No. 1
South Project relative to the current roadway capacity? Should we use Annex 1, Table
As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
A1-9. “Commuter and delivery vehicle daily emissions” for the trip count rates?

Which location option is Enefit proposing – Option #4 for the pipelines and
Option #5 for the powerline?
Which construction methods are being proposed specifically for the project?

The rest of the Plan appears sufficient for the utility corridor aspect of the proposed
action, but what about the transportation plan for the connected action, South Project?
Is it similar to the utility corridor plan?
White River Crossing Technical Pre-Feasibility Study (Bowen Collins & Associates, September 2014)
In the Executive Summary (no other chapters were provided to BLM/EPG) there are
See EAO Response to Data Gaps (January 30, 2015) – Data GAP No. 1
several items that need clarification:
As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
1.
2.

3. Please provide an updated GIS shapefile of the alignments for each segment.

1

The baseline community analysis lacks any geographic descriptions of the study area,
which should include land area, population density, and land ownership (i.e., federal,
state, private, Native American).
The baseline community analysis lacks any description of fiscal resources in the
study area. The development and operations of this project could result in property

February 17, 2015

See EAO Response to Data Gaps (October 13, 2014) – Data Gap No. 3
EAO did provide additional information on property taxes in their response, including a description of how property is taxed

See EAO Response to Data Gaps (October 13, 2014)– Data Gap No. 2
Data gap addressed. No further action required.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.

See EAO Response to Data Gaps (January 30, 2015) – Data GAP No. 1

Note: This comment also was submitted by EPA during scoping.

Fugitive Dust Control Plan (SWCA, October 10, 2014)
No data gaps identified.
Enefit American Oil Hydrology Baseline Field Sampling Program, Year One, Second Quarter 2013 (Walsh Environmental, August 2013)
and
Enefit American Oil Hydrology Baseline Field Sampling Program, Year One, Fourth Quarter 2013 (Walsh Environmental, March 2014)
Data gaps associated with water resources are addressed in the comment tracking table for the Enefit American Oil Detailed Plan of Development - dated July 18, 2014.
Baseline Community Analysis – Enefit American Oil (GSB Richman Consulting, April 2014)
There is no assessment of the location of environmental justice populations in
See EAO Response to Data Gaps (October 13, 2014) – Data Gap No. 1
proximity to the project. This may be undertaken as a separate evaluation from
socioeconomics, but regardless, would need to be evaluated, especially due to the
While EOA did provide additional information on low income populations in Uintah County in their response, it is not
presence of the Uintah and Ouray Indian Reservation. To identify potential minority
sufficient to determine if there are EJ populations that may be impacted by the project. In order to make this determination it
and poverty populations within a specified proximity to the project area, it is
is necessary to examine the Census data at a finer scale (track, blocks, or block groups) closest to the project area and compare
necessary to provide an evaluation at a finer geographic detail (e.g., Census blocks,
the percentage of minority or low income individuals with percentage in the state or county. This is analysis is necessary in
block groups, Tracts) in the Affected Environment.
order to conclude whether or not there are potential EJ populations in the study area which then can be used evaluate whether
these populations will be impacted disproportionately by the proposed project.

Commenter
EPG

EPG

EPG

EPG

BCA General
Comments

EPG

BCA General
Comments

BCA General
Comments
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Section

BCA Section 2

BCA 2-6
Housing

BCA 2-7-1
Education

Line
Number

4

Page
Number

16-17

20

Commenter

Comment Tracking Table for
Enefit American Oil Utility Corridor Project EIS
Enefit Baseline Reports - EPG Data Gap Analysis

February 17, 2015

See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 6
EAO in their response to the request to provide additional information on the capacity of schools (districts) that may be
impacted by the increase in population caused by the project did estimate that an additional 2,200 students would be expected
with the operation of the South Project. In addition, they indicated that the increase in enrollment would require 95 additional
teachers. However, EAO also indicated that it would be impossible to say where these students would reside and which
districts would be affected. However, we believe reasonable assumptions can be made on where families of workers would
reside given that very rural area which the facility would be located. It is likely that families would relocate to either Vernal
(Utah) or Rangely (Colorado). EPG will evaluate the impacts on education and other socioeconomic resources in each of
these communities. Data gap addressed. No further action required.

EPG will update the number of vacant housing units for each county in the EIS using the most current data available (2013
American Community Survey 3-year estimates from the Census for Uintah and Duchesne counties and 5-year estimate for
Rio Blanco county). Data gap addressed. No further action required.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 5

See EAO Response to Data Gaps (January 30, 2015) – Data Gap No. 3

EAO indicates in their response that the BCA (Section 1.1) provides an “extensive list” of stakeholders which they have
coordinated with. The list is one page and is primarily general in nature. In addition, EAO does not identify Tribes as
stakeholders or if any agricultural interests were consulted. More context is needed to address how these stakeholder groups
view the project, how will the project affect their way of life, and have any conflicts been identified. For instance, EAO
indicated that 60% of land ownership is with the Federal government in Uintah County. Does this fact influence the opinion
of any of the stakeholder groups?

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps (October 13, 2014) – Data Gap No. 4

See EAO Response to Data Gaps (January 30, 2015) – Data Gap No. 2

A discussion should be included in the baseline study on the tax revenues generated in Uintah county for each type of tax (e.g.
sales and use, property, etc.).

Additional information was provided on the sales and use tax and property tax that would result from the South Project.
Additional information is needed on the approach used to estimate these taxes in order to evaluate whether or not that are
reasonable.

Submitted to BLM/Enefit on August 29, 2013
EPG Updated June 24, 2014
EPG Revised July 18, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on October 13, 2014
EPG Updated November 12, 2014
EPG Updated (based on BLM Comments) December 29, 2014
Data Gap responses Received from Enefit on January 30, 2015
EPG Updated February 20, 2015
Enefit / SWCA Responses (reference added by EPG)/
EPG Comment or Text Revision to Enefit Response
in Uintah County. However, the discussion only considered the property taxes of the private land within the corridor and not
of the transmission line. The valuation of the transmission line would be undertaken using the centrally assessed property
rules provided by the Property Tax Division of the Utah State Tax Commission. Property taxes for the transmission line
would be centrally assessed and collected annually by Uintah County. This information should be included in the baseline
report.

EPG

Although the introduction section of Section 2 provides some description of the
historic and cultural context of the region, BLM Land Use Planning Handbook
Appendix D provides guidance on including social organization and institutions and
attitudes and meanings. There is some description about how the communities have
evolved with boom/bust cycles, but additional information could be provided on
social organizations (e.g., stakeholders), interactions among various stakeholders and
communities of interests (e.g., extraction and recreation), and how the communities
have learned from and/or remain vulnerable to these economic cycles.

EPG Comment or Text Revision
taxes to the study area. The Affected Environmental should include a description of
the appropriate taxes to which the utility corridor project would be subject (e.g.,
property taxes) as well as the typical approach to estimate these taxes. Current
property taxes levied or received by county should also be provided.
For cumulative effects, a description of the taxes to which the South Project would be
subject and approach to estimate these taxes should be provided.

EPG

EPG

2

This housing section presents relevant information to the analysis. However, the
section should focus on the numbers (not percentages) of currently available housing
units (for rent or for sale) for the potential construction and operational workforce.
Communities in close proximity to the project location should be highlighted in terms
of the number of available housing units. Additionally, this section should also
provide some information on temporary lodging (i.e., RV parks, motels, and hotels)
availability and the impact of the tourism season on the lodging availability. This
would be relevant for housing the construction workforce.
Current enrollment in schools within the study area is provided in the assessment.
However, to better understand the potential impacts to schools, additional information
on enrollment relevant to school capacity in proximately schools and/or districts
should be provided.
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Comment Tracking Table for
Enefit American Oil Utility Corridor Project EIS
Enefit Baseline Reports - EPG Data Gap Analysis

3

Additionally, the difference between height at the gauge and at time of surveys could
be substantially different at the sample site. If the thalwag geometry at the gauge
differed from the sample location, the height would also differ between the two sites.
This paragraph represents inconclusive evidence to support the estimated OHWM and
should potentially be omitted from the report or further clarified to support the
estimate.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.

February 17, 2015

SWCA recognizes that the channel geometry at the gage and survey site are different, and the statistical analysis completed by
SWCA was not used as a substitute for field indicators of OHWM or a definitive identification of the discharge or stage
associated with the OHWM of the White River in the survey area.

Submitted to BLM/Enefit on August 29, 2013
EPG Updated June 24, 2014
EPG Revised July 18, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on October 13, 2014
EPG Updated November 12, 2014
EPG Updated (based on BLM Comments) December 29, 2014
Data Gap responses Received from Enefit on January 30, 2015
EPG Updated February 20, 2015
Line
Page
Enefit / SWCA Responses (reference added by EPG)/
Section
Number
Number
Commenter
EPG Comment or Text Revision
EPG Comment or Text Revision to Enefit Response
Enefit American Oil Meteorological and Air Quality Monitoring Report (TetraTech, October 2013)
There were no specific data gaps to note for the Enefit American Oil Meteorological and Air Quality Monitoring Report (TetraTech, October 2013).
See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 7
Data gap addressed. No further action required.
General data gaps associated with air quality have been identified in the comment tracking table for the Enefit American Oil Detailed Plan of Development
(dated June 24, 2014, Pages 5-8) which accompanies this table.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 8
In addition to the comments located in the tracking table for the Enefit American Oil Detailed Plan of Development the BLM requests the following:
Data gap addressed. No further action required.
•
BLM requests emissions inventory information for the (1) right-of-way project and (2) surface mine and processing plant (South Project), if
available. If not available, please advise BLM when Enefit expects the information to be available (even it if it is years down the road, long past
the completion of the BLM EIS). BLM requires the information to determine the level of analysis in indirect/cumulative effects adequate for
NEPA compliance in accordance with BLM NEPA Handbook section 6.85.2 and 40 CFR 1502.22.
•
BLM requests information from Enefit regarding the timing of Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) modeling anticipated to be
performed to support permitting for the surface mine and processing plant. BLM requests the information to determine whether the timing of the
PSD modeling could be such to allow the modeling results to be referenced (and potentially support analysis) in the EIS.
Enefit American Oil Meteorological and Air Quality Monitoring Report (TetraTech, March 2013)
EPG
Based on an email from Enefit on August 12, 2013, a final ambient air quality
Comment noted. The final ambient air quality report will be provided in October 2013.
modeling report is expected be received in early September. At that time, EPG will
review all provided baseline information and prepare a data gap analysis.
As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Preliminary Conceptual Site Model for Enefit Property, Uintah County, Utah (CH2M Hill, January 30, 2013)
All
General
EPG
Memo identified data gaps in surface and groundwater studies. Once complete – these Comment noted. Data gaps identified in the CH2M Hill Conceptual Site Model are being addressed via Enefit’s ongoing
comment
should be made available for review.
surface water and groundwater monitoring program. Quarterly monitoring reports, beginning with Q2 2013 for surface water
and Q3 2013 for groundwater and continuing through Q1 and Q2 2014, respectively, will be submitted to the BLM as they
Need to quantify the amount of water required during construction (all project
become available.
components, including water pipeline and other utility lines, water treatment facilities,
Water usage description pending Scoping Report inquiry.
etc.), operation (during each stage), and ultimately, amount needed during
decommissioning.
As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
25-Year and 10-year Peak Flow Rates at the Enefit Site, Utah (CH2M Hill, November 5, 2012)
No data gaps identified.
Delineation of Waters of the U.S. and State of Utah for Enefit Oil Shale Mining and Production Complex, Uintah County, Utah (SWCA, July 23, 2013)
4.2.2
9
EPG
How does a volumetric estimation of 2-year flood flow events result in information
The 2-year flood discharge was estimated for the White River to get a rough understanding of what the discharge might look
adequate to conclude the estimated OHWM height was accurate? Vegetation and
like in terms of stage.
erosional patterns should be adequate to determine where the OHWM is located. Was As described in the third paragraph of this section, the statistical analysis was used to determine the discharge of the 2-year
flood flow, compare it to the flow at the time of the field work, and compare it to our field identification of the OHWM. For
the gauge height used as a comparison such that the estimated 2-year flood flow
velocity was X feet above mean sea level and flows at the time of survey were X feet example, if the White River was flowing at 3,270 cfs at the gage on the day of field work, one could assume that the elevation
above mean sea level and thus the difference in height at the gauge was then applied at of the river in the survey area would be close to the OHWM. If it was well above 3,270 cfs, the OHWM might not have been
visible.
the survey point to confirm field estimates? If this was the methodology used, please
state that, if not, please provide a description of the methodology used.
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Section
Section 5.1.1,
5.2.1, 5.3.1,
5.4.1, and 5.5.1

Section 5.1.1,
5.2.1, 5.3.1,
5.4.1, and 5.5.1

Line
Number

Page
Number
16–18
Commenter
EPG

EPG

EPG

16–18

A-31

EPG

EPG

Map 8 of 33

A-33 and A35

Map sets

Maps 9 and 10
of 33
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Comment Tracking Table for
Enefit American Oil Utility Corridor Project EIS
Enefit Baseline Reports - EPG Data Gap Analysis

While it would be beneficial, no reissuance of the report will be made for this purpose.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.

See EAO Response to Data Gaps (January 30, 2015) – Data Gap No. 4

Comment noted. Once a final jurisdictional determination is received, please submit to BLM/EPG.

The report does not authorize or make a determination. It has been submitted to the USACE for their consideration in making a
final determination of jurisdictional status. We expect a conclusion will be made after the USACE reviews the delineation
report. Future permit applications (to the State and the USACE) will be made on the basis of that final determination.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
See EAO Response to Data Gaps (October 13, 2014)– Data Gap No.

The EIS may clarify this sentence: “They are both waters of the U.S. and waters of the State, but they are most likely regulated
by the UDWRi under the Stream Alteration Program.” This could be clarified in the EIS by explaining the specific conditions
under which the USACE authorizes UDWRi to process permits. For example, stream bank impacts of less than 300 ft
(hardened) or 500 ft (bio-engineered), no impacts to cultural resource impacts, no impacts to threatened or endangered species,
and no impacts to wetlands are all conditions that, if met by the project, allow for a permit processing by UDWRi.

No changes will be made to the report, which has already been submitted to USACE for their review. Enefit will also work with
the State Engineer to secure relevant permits.
Matters of jurisdiction may be addressed in the EIS once the USACE have issued a formal determination on the project. The
EIS may acknowledge that not all waters of the State are inherently waters of the U.S. The lower reaches of the Sevier River are
an example because it is considered isolated. Similarly, not all waters of the U.S. are waters of the State, especially small
ephemeral streams.
It is correct that the permit for Coyote Wash could have been processed as a GP 40, which applies to WOUS. However, Coyote
Wash meets the definition of a water of the State and, in a situation where both a NWP and Steam Alteration permit are
required, impacts to Coyote Wash in the area of jurisdiction described by EPG should be quantified for UDWRi to be processed
as a State-only permit.

Submitted to BLM/Enefit on August 29, 2013
EPG Updated June 24, 2014
EPG Revised July 18, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on October 13, 2014
EPG Updated November 12, 2014
EPG Updated (based on BLM Comments) December 29, 2014
Data Gap responses Received from Enefit on January 30, 2015
EPG Updated February 20, 2015
Enefit / SWCA Responses (reference added by EPG)/
EPG Comment or Text Revision to Enefit Response
BLM: Note that the entire project area is located in Indian Country where the USACE has jurisdiction.

EPG Comment or Text Revision
The State of Utah takes jurisdiction over the natural stream environment, which
consists of the stream, the conveyed water, and the abutting riparian zone (upland or
wetland, up to 30 feet from the bank full channel). As stated in the delineation report,
the State usually assumes jurisdiction over blue-line streams which, as also indicated in
the delineation report are not always jurisdictional under CWA standards. Not all
waters of the State are inherently jurisdictional waters of the U.S. Additionally, if
stream alteration permits have been submitted to the State Engineer and permits have
not been authorized, he is still reviewing the applications and Coyote Wash may not be
determined a water of the State but is likely a potentially jurisdictional water of the
U.S. This section is contradictory and should be revised.

Apparent Jurisdictional Status: It is the authority of the USACE and UDWRi to
ascertain jurisdiction of any water, not us. Using the term “potentially jurisdictional”
rather than “apparently jurisdictional” is not only more accurate but also preferred by
the USACE since they are acknowledged as the authorized agency in charge of making
that determination. Consider revising to read “potentially jurisdictional” and let the
USACE make the formal determination. Also, it is mentioned that the UDWRi has
authority over RPWs and not the USACE. Ultimately, the USACE has jurisdiction over
a water of the US or the State unless it is determined by the USACE that the water in
question is not a water of the U.S., in which case the USACE would not be involved in
the permitting process. All RPWs would be considered jurisdictional under the CWA
and thus the USACE would hold primacy over those waters. In Utah the two agencies
commonly take a cooperative role in regulating a water and can allow duel
administration; such is the case of permitting impacts to waters of the US and waters of
the State with the PGP40 permit. These sections should be revised.
It would be beneficial to the reader to have a map tile index to refer to.

February 17, 2015

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Map 8 of 33 shows that there could potentially be wetlands on the other side of the
The report does not authorize or make a determination. It has been submitted to the USACE for their consideration in making a
White River at White River 1 and 2. I didn’t see a discussion in the delineation report final determination of jurisdictional status. We expect a conclusion will be made after the USACE reviews the delineation
suggesting that there could be wetlands, only that the OHWM had been estimated. This report. Future permit applications (to the State and the USACE) will be made on the basis of that final determination.
is incomplete information in the delineation report.
As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
It appears that Evacuation Creek has a fairly developed riparian corridor but I don’t see The report does not authorize or make a determination. It has been submitted to the USACE for their consideration in making a
any wetland/upland sample sites to confirm that there are or are not wetlands present in final determination of jurisdictional status. We expect a conclusion will be made after the USACE reviews the delineation
the riparian corridor. This is incomplete information in the delineation report.
report. Future permit applications (to the State and the USACE) will be made on the basis of that final determination.
4

Section
General

Line
Number

D-61 and D72

Page
Number

Comment Tracking Table for
Enefit American Oil Utility Corridor Project EIS
Enefit Baseline Reports - EPG Data Gap Analysis

Enefit / SWCA Responses (reference added by EPG)/
EPG Comment or Text Revision to Enefit Response

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Comment noted. No edit will be made because this does not materially affect the content of the document.

Comment noted, the BLM has responded. No further response from Enefit.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
BLM: Report has been submitted to USACE.

Submitted to BLM/Enefit on August 29, 2013
EPG Updated June 24, 2014
EPG Revised July 18, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on October 13, 2014
EPG Updated November 12, 2014
EPG Updated (based on BLM Comments) December 29, 2014
Data Gap responses Received from Enefit on January 30, 2015
EPG Updated February 20, 2015

Will this report be submitted to the USACE for a jurisdictional or pre-jurisdictional
determination?

EPG Comment or Text Revision

EPG

W48 and W66 photographs are the same

Commenter

EPG
EPG

Appendix D
Map set

EPG

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
A technical memorandum entitled 25-year and 100-year Peak Flow Rates at the Enefit Site, Utah has been prepared and will be
submitted to the BLM. FEMA floodplain data should be readily available as a public data source and should be acquired by the
BLM as part of the EIS drafting process.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
It would be helpful to the reader to differentiate project facilities with separate colors to This is a baseline report for the full survey area; individual utilities were not considered during the delineation effort. This
identify whether the facility in the ROW is for the transmission line, water line, oil line, should be address in the EIS.
NG line, etc.

Baseline data

Has a flood analysis been completed or has FEMA data been collected? I did not see
those data in the Baseline Report. This is a data gap issue that needs to be included in
baseline data set.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
As with FEMA floodplain data, data about State-listed impaired waters are readily available public information and should be
acquired by the BLM as part of the EIS drafting process.

Baseline data

EPG

EPG

There was no information or data on State-listed impaired waters. Evacuation creek
and tributaries are impaired waters. Please include missing data.

1

2

5

Please update the pH, EC, SAR, Soil Texture, Saturation %, CaCO3 %, Coarse
Fragments % Erosion Factor, Boron, and Selenium, parameters to a citable and

Table needs to define if this is pre-disturbance or post-disturbance values. The
suitability assessment will be slightly different based on timing of sampling. Please
indicate the test methods that should be used to predict parameters (i.e. EC (Saturated
Paste)). Different test methods can lead to different results and conclusions.
Kw is the correct erosional factor to use if we are reviewing non-disturbed adjacent
properties. Kf should be evaluated to predict potential impacts of the disturbed soils
since the rock content may be different in the disturbed soils especially under the
pipeline installation scenario. Please provide appropriate Kf values for disturbed sites.

February 17, 2015

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
The report uses the parameter values stipulated in the “Enefit American Oil Baseline Surveys: Geology and Soils Study Plan”
reviewed and approved by the BLM in March 2013. These values were based on the referenced extension (SSE), which is no

This approach is consistent with the “Enefit American Oil Baseline Surveys: Geology and Soils Study Plan” reviewed and
approved by the BLM in March 2013.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
As noted above, this report provided only baseline values for the existing condition (undisturbed), based on available NRCS
data. It is expected that the EIS will predict values post-disturbance.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Per the description of methods in Section 2.1, this was a baseline assessment of existing condition using NRCS soils data. No
field methods were used or proposed to predict parameters or conditions. No change made to report.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Soils and Geology Technical Report (SWCA, May 29, 2013)
Since the pipeline will be buried, the soils need to be evaluated to the depth of burial
Per the approved study plan (where five of the eight parameters specifically referenced the surface layer or measurements from
not just surface (A Horizon) features. Since trenching is going to be completed the
the surface), the report focused on the surface soil conditions and geology. Reviewing the available data, evaluation of lower
review of B and C soil horizons is likely the most important feature to evaluate when
horizons may only be possible for salinity, SAR, pH, and water erosion hazard.
determining potential site impacts.
Depending on applicant committed measures and/or mitigation (such as topsoil stockpiling), evaluation of subsurface
conditions may not be needed, so no change has been made at this time, pending further BLM direction.

EPG

1

Table 1

1

2.1

EPG

EPG

2

2

Table 1
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Here is a more complete reference for the SSE tool:
Bureau of Land Management (BLM). 2000. Soils Suitability Extension (SSE), v1.0. An
ArcView tool developed by the BLM for the management of soils. BLM National Science and Technology Center, Denver,
Colorado.

Submitted to BLM/Enefit on August 29, 2013
EPG Updated June 24, 2014
EPG Revised July 18, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on October 13, 2014
EPG Updated November 12, 2014
EPG Updated (based on BLM Comments) December 29, 2014
Data Gap responses Received from Enefit on January 30, 2015
EPG Updated February 20, 2015
Enefit / SWCA Responses (reference added by EPG)/
EPG Comment or Text Revision to Enefit Response
longer active/available but was developed and used by the BLM.

EPG Comment or Text Revision
scientifically justifiable soil characterization source such as the Office of Surface
Mining, Reclamation and Enforcement on Federal Lands. These non-referenced
numbers cannot be adequately reviewed, please provide the entire reference for these
parameters. I could not find the cited source and could not confirm the numbers. Please
provide source and scientific justification for values used.

This tool is described and can be accessed at
www.blm.gov/nstc/resourcenotes/respdf/RN49.pdf

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
As specified in Table 1, the values are based on AWS. AWS was calculated to 100 cm. From the NRCS: Available water
supply (AWS) is the total volume of water (in centimeters) that should be available to plants when the soil, inclusive of rock
fragments, is at field capacity. It is commonly estimated as the amount of water held between field capacity and the wilting
point, with corrections for salinity, rock fragments, and rooting depth. AWS is reported as a single value (in centimeters) of
water for the specified depth of the soil. AWS is calculated as the available water capacity times the thickness of each soil
horizon to a specified depth.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Footnote 1 cannot be located. We will need SWCA to provide this extension if desired. SWCA has provided the base data used per the approved study plan. The EIS may use a different approach if the BLM
The extension does not appear to contain scientifically justifiable data based on other
determines that is needed. See response immediately above that makes the point that the extension itself was not used; the
governmental sources obtained from the Office of Surface Mining or US Forest Service parameters specified in the study plan and used in the report were based on the extension.
therefore I suggest not using the extension at this time.
The droughtiness restrictive feature does not make sense as it appears that they are
talking about the total water holding capacity to 100 cm but both the footnote and
parameter column are discussing AWHC in terms of cm/cm. Need to clarify. If it is
total available water holding capacity to 100 cm, 10 cm is not likely to be sufficient in
this climate. Please provide references for this 10 cm number.

Please see responses above regarding the methods and identification of parameters (in the study plan phase).

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Please define what was used to determine the “Reclamation Potential” parameter. Need The reclamation potential parameter could no longer be considered since the SSE is no longer active and was included in Table
to make sure that SWCA changes the “course” fragments to “coarse” fragments. This 1 in error. Please note that it was not included in Table 3 (results) and should not be used for evaluation in the EIS. Other
is just a typo.
parameters were calculated using the data ranges from the SSE, but were evaluated without the extension itself. Thank you for
catching the typo. Please address it in the EIS.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Most of the individual reclamation limitation parameters are either low or moderate but The statement identified is meant to be general, and is made more specific by the information in Table 3 and the maps. No
most of the soil map units have at least one parameter in the table that is High which
change has been made to the report.
would make the entire soil High. The report needs to update to account for the most
Additional detail from the table and maps can be added to the EIS.
limiting parameter in the table.

February 17, 2015

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Minor soil map unit components need to be evaluated as a portion of this table. In
Per the approved study plan, all mapping and analysis was done at the map/soil unit scale, rather than by series. This is the most
instances where there is a map unit “Walknolls-Bullpen association” both the
discrete unit of mapping we had available, and thus the most site-specific for this project.
Walknolls and Bullpen soil series need to be evaluated against the suitability criteria.
As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
The data in Table 3 is suspect and needs to be reevaluated, most evident by the soil unit The presence of restrictiveness ratings for “water” is not an indication of corruption; rather it is because the NRCS provides
“water” had some categories calculated. This indicates that the database is possibly
depth and water supply values for water polygons. It can be omitted from the EIS.
corrupt and the entire table is therefore suspect. The table needs to be recalculated
6
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Enefit / SWCA Responses (reference added by EPG)/
EPG Comment or Text Revision to Enefit Response

Please see responses above related to the methodology and selection of parameter values.

Submitted to BLM/Enefit on August 29, 2013
EPG Updated June 24, 2014
EPG Revised July 18, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on October 13, 2014
EPG Updated November 12, 2014
EPG Updated (based on BLM Comments) December 29, 2014
Data Gap responses Received from Enefit on January 30, 2015
EPG Updated February 20, 2015

1

EPG

EPG

Did the team encounter any flushing by the nesting raptors when approached by the
helicopter? If so, it should likely be discussed if observed.

It appears that the entire analysis area was not surveyed and some of the utility
corridors were excluded. Please clarify why. As it stands, this is a significant data gap
that needs to be addressed.

Commenter

N/A

1

EPG

Page
Number

1.0

N/A

2

EPG

Line
Number

1.0

N/A

All

EPG

Section

EPG Comment or Text Revision
using soil science reclamation standards. The current soil suitability as identified in
Table 3 is not sufficient as noted previously.

2.0

Throughout

4

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
The cited report has been submitted to the BLM as part of Enefit’s baseline data collection and therefore should be part of the
administrative record. No edits will be made to the submitted CH2M Hill report.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
The data gap identified in the cited (CH2M Hill) report was addressed in SWCA’s 2013 raptor nest surveys, which were
inclusive of all ROW areas (see Raptor Analysis Area in figure C-5 of the Special Status Wildlife Species Technical Report.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
2012 Raptor Nest Survey Utah Oil Shale Project ( CH2MHill October 11, 2012)
Please add more detail on habitat as the reviewer or reader may not have access to the The cited report has been submitted to the BLM as part of Enefit’s baseline data collection and therefore should be part of the
cited report 2012 Greater Sage-Grouse Lek Survey Report (CH2M Hill 2012).
administrative record. No edits will be made to the submitted CH2M Hill report.

2.2.1

EPG

EPG

Why state that “white shale badlands were characterized as part of SSS
documentation”? The significance of this statement is unclear, as is its intended
meaning. Also- should “white shale badlands” be capitalized as it is one of the
SWReGAP land cover types?

7

February 17, 2015

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
The vegetation characterization report provides information that supports the Special Status Plants Species Technical Report, so
the methods for delineation of white shale badlands and resulting distributions need to be included in the document. White
shale badlands is not a SWReGAP cover type. No revisions have been made to the report.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
The report has been revised with the correct number of potential weed species throughout.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required
Revised General Vegetation Characterization and Noxious Weeds Inventory Technical Report (SWCA, November 2013)
All data gaps have been addressed in revised report. No additional data gaps identified.

The stated number of weed species with potential to occur in the analysis area is
different in these two areas.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
General Vegetation Characterization and Noxious Weeds Inventory Technical Report (SWCA, July 26, 2013)
Recommend using consistent terminology for “vegetation communities.” The terms
Report has been revised with clear terminology and definitions for SWReGAP versus actual mapped vegetation throughout.
‘vegetation types’, ‘habitat types’, ‘land cover types’, ‘land cover classes’, ‘cover
types’, etc. are used nearly interchangeably. If these various terms are to be used, they As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
should be defined more precisely (e.g., “land cover classes” for when SWReGAP is
referenced, “vegetation communities” for what was actually mapped at the site, etc.)
There is probably no need to use the word “habitat” since this document is not
reporting results of species-specific surveys.
Recommend elaborating on how, specifically, “land cover, terrain, and existing
As stated in the report, potential weed locations were identified based on the assumption that noxious weed infestations
disturbance and development” was used to determine potential for weed occurrences. predominate along roadways are in proximity to areas of disturbance. For this reason, aerial imagery (terrain) and SWReGAP
disturbed land cover types were targeted specifically for noxious weeds. Nevertheless, noxious weed surveys were conducted
throughout the vegetation analysis area. No revisions have been made to the report.
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Submitted to BLM/Enefit on August 29, 2013
EPG Updated June 24, 2014
EPG Revised July 18, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on October 13, 2014
EPG Updated November 12, 2014
EPG Updated (based on BLM Comments) December 29, 2014
Data Gap responses Received from Enefit on January 30, 2015
EPG Updated February 20, 2015
Enefit / SWCA Responses (reference added by EPG)/
EPG Comment or Text Revision
EPG Comment or Text Revision to Enefit Response
Wildlife Habitat Characterization Technical Report (SWCA, July 26, 2013)
There are several bat species not listed on this table. I would recommend a table for
Comment noted. This should be addressed in the EIS, as this type of information can be included in Chapter 3 Affected
Reptiles and Amphibians; and Fish.
Environment. No revision to the report will be made.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
General observation: This report seems more geared towards wildlife species over
Comment noted. No revisions have been made to the report.
habitat.
As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Greater Sage-grouse Lek and Habitat Survey EAO Oil Shale Project (CH2M Hill, April 2012)
The background outline of the “Project Area” that it appears to be based on does not
This study was completed in 2012, prior to Enefit establishing the proposed utility corridors and/or defining the project. It was
match my understanding of the project area we are evaluating in the EIS, and notably provided for informational purposes only, as it covers the Enefit South area and parts of the proposed utility corridor. The 2013
they did not survey the utility corridor. I compared the survey area with the
survey was specific to this application. No edits to the 2012 study will be made.
UDWR/BLM maps of priority habitat, and it appears that surveys were conducted
As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
outside of the area identified by BLM and UDWR as sage-grouse habitat (which
probably explains some of their observations about suitability)… but they also did not
survey areas that have been identified as suitable habitat crossed by and adjacent to the
utility corridor. They appear to have used the correct shapefiles to identify priority
habitat (looking at the figures).
This is a significant data gap issue.
There is a historic lek on the Enefit property. It seems like this lek site should at least See above response.
have been investigated in the survey, and it does not appear that it was. No discussion
as to why or why not provided.
The survey was only performed within 2 miles of the project. BLM has required 4
See above response. Also, the 2013 survey covered a 4-mile buffer.
miles on other projects, provided suitable habitat exists. The BLM Vernal RMP states 2
miles is the requirement, but BLM has been informally been using 4 miles. Plus, BLM As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
will require the impact analysis to go out 4 miles, at a minimum.
It appears that SWCA did a sage-grouse survey in 2013, that was based on the correct The SWCA sage-grouse survey completed in 2013 is addressed in the document Special Status Wildlife Species Technical
buffers, but there appears to be no report provided, just GIS data.
Report.

February 17, 2015

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Special Status Plant Species Technical Report (SWCA, July 26, 2013)
The recent USFWS proposed rule to list Graham’s and White River beardtongues
The recent USFWS proposed rule clearly does not contemplate Enefit’s/SWCA’s recently completed surveys and reporting.
states that "The (Enefit) project area overlaps 19 percent of all known Graham's
Enefit believes the proposed rule was drafted before the survey and reporting were completed and submitted to the BLM and
beardtongue plants and 26 percent of all known White River beardtongue plants." This the Utah Natural Heritage Program. Enefit recommends that the BLM contact the USFWS to address this data gap, because
is not consistent with findings of these surveys- 117 Graham’s beardtongue individuals Enefit does not currently have access to the sensitive species locational data used in the proposed rule.
is only 0.4% of all known individuals and 413 White River beardtongue individuals is
As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
only 3.6% of all known individuals (as reported in the proposed rule to list). This is a
large discrepancy and a significant data gap.
The proposal to list these species cites a document that described GIS analysis of
occurrences of these species: Service, U.S. Fish and Wildlife. 2013. Penstemon
grahamii and Penstemon scariosus var. albifluvis GIS Analysis Vernal, Utah: Utah
Ecological Services Field Office, Energy Pilot Office: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.
14 pages.
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As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.

Section 2.1 states how potential habitats were determined during pre-field analyses. Section 2.2 states that potential habitat
areas were visually assessed. See BLM 2012a and BLM 2012b (as cited in the technical report) or the Vernal RMP (BLM
2008) for more detailed discussion of potential habitat definitions for the target species. This response should be sufficient to
support EIS analyses. No revisions have been made to the report.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
As stated in the results and discussion sections, SWReGAP does not recognize white shale habitats or surrounding shale
badlands. The results also state that geology and soils layers, while generally predictive, did not precisely predict distributions
of occupied or potential habitat areas. Potential habitats were determined based on a combination of pre-field desktop analyses
of available land cover and species occurrence data and field surveys of known locations and white shale badlands (and
surrounding habitats) based on: 1) the SWCA field botanist’s expertise and field experience with these species and 2)
definitions of habitat associations from the literature and agency documents.

Submitted to BLM/Enefit on August 29, 2013
EPG Updated June 24, 2014
EPG Revised July 18, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on October 13, 2014
EPG Updated November 12, 2014
EPG Updated (based on BLM Comments) December 29, 2014
Data Gap responses Received from Enefit on January 30, 2015
EPG Updated February 20, 2015
Enefit / SWCA Responses (reference added by EPG)/
EPG Comment or Text Revision
EPG Comment or Text Revision to Enefit Response
The data used for the USFWS analysis should be consulted to better determine extents
of occurrences of these species in the analysis area, which are likely to be very
different than the results of these surveys.
Recommend either 1) replacing the word “ranges” with “occurrences” as UNHP data is The term “range” is used in reference to the geographical distribution of the species; the term “occurrence” is used in reference
discreet points, not extents of habitat, or 2) clarifying that ranges were identified using to a specific location of the species. The terms are not used interchangeably. No revisions have been made to the report.
UNHP occurrence data.
“Potential habitats” are referenced throughout the document. How were potential
habitats determined? It is not clear from the document whether:
a) known occurrences (UNHP) were overlain with SWReGAP cover types and
geology layers to determine which of these constituted potential habitat (as it
seems in the second sentence of the last paragraph of page 3),

habitat layers (known, potential, etc.) were provided by the agencies (as it
seems from Table 2 and other places), or

b) habitat descriptions from literature (i.e. UNPS 2003-2013, USFWS 2011,
Barneby 1989, Welsh et al. 2008, Goodrich and Neese 1986) were used to
determine which SWReGAP vegetation categories and geology layers
constituted potential habitat (as it seems from Table 1 and other places),
c)
d) a combination of the above.
Recommend making explicit statements regarding methods for determining “potential
habitat,” especially if methods varied by species. This information might be well-suited
to a table.
Is UNHP data the only data referenced for this area? What about BLM data?

Uinta Basin hookless cactus is spelled incorrectly.

EPG

EPG

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Where is the location of the known occurrence(s) of Uinta Basin hookless cactus? This The cited species occurrence is from previous surveys conducted by SWCA for other clients. No revisions have been made to
species was not present in the analysis area using the UNHP data I explored.
the report.

3

6
EPG

Approx. 25

Table 3
6

2.1

SWCA used the UNHP data. The BLM data are submitted to UNHP, so the two data sets should reflect largely the same
distributions except for minor potential differences due to limited recent updates to the UNHP data. SWCA also relied on
known locations mapped as part of services to other clients. No revisions have been made to the report.

3.1
Table 3

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Comment noted. No revisions have been made to the report to address this typographical error.

3.1

EPG

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
The acronym GIS is not necessarily plural in all cases. In this instance, the data was compiled in a geographic information
system. Regardless, the comment is noted and does not warrant a revision to the original report, as is it editorial in nature and
does not affect the overall usability of the document.

2.1

The text “compiled in a GIS” should be changed to “compiled using GIS technology”
or similar. Doesn’t make sense to say “compiled in a Geographic Information
Systems.”

Second-to- 3
last sentence,
last
paragraph

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Yes. See comment above. SWCA possesses data from survey work that has not been updated in the UNHP database since 2010.
No revisions have been made to the report.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.

February 17, 2015

EPG

2.1

9

Is “additional data from previous rare plant surveys” different than UNHP occurrence
data? If not, use consistent terminology.
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last sentence,
last
paragraph
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Submitted to BLM/Enefit on August 29, 2013
EPG Updated June 24, 2014
EPG Revised July 18, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on October 13, 2014
EPG Updated November 12, 2014
EPG Updated (based on BLM Comments) December 29, 2014
Data Gap responses Received from Enefit on January 30, 2015
EPG Updated February 20, 2015
Enefit / SWCA Responses (reference added by EPG)/
EPG Comment or Text Revision
EPG Comment or Text Revision to Enefit Response
Recommend providing greater specificity of how survey locations (habitat areas) were See response to #3 Special Status Plant Species Technical Report above. No revisions have been made to the report.
determined (roughly the same comment as #3 above).
As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Recommendation noted. This can be addressed in the EIS because it does not materially affect the content of the report.
Recommend changing “known species distributions” to “known species occurrences.”

EPG

This table is what makes me think that agency-provided habitat shapefiles were used to
determine survey areas, but it would be good to make this clearer if it is the case. Or
were UNHP data points used to determine “occupied habitat,” and this is the extents
presented in Column 4? Needs to be clarified.

February 17, 2015

All white shale badlands were treated as potential habitats for the target special status plant species for purposes of field
surveys. No revisions have been made to the report.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Paragraph will be moved as requested. See discussion of potential habitat determination in comments above.
Per responses above, Table 1 has not been revised.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
The USFWS 2013 Sclerocactus habitat polygon is cited as the source used to define potential habitat for the species (Section
3.2.6). No cacti were found during surveys of Sclerocactus habitats in the vegetation analysis area, but the USFWS defines the
entirety of the Sclerocactus habitat polygon as “known occupied,” so the acres surveyed fit both categories. No revisions have
been made to the report.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
There are no unbuffered shapefiles of potential habitat available for these species. Potential habitat acres were based on fieldmapped vegetation types and land cover. Occupied habitat areas comprise field-verified habitat polygons occupied by the target
species. In some cases, a given habitat polygon contained more than one target species. Occupied habitat areas reflect a 300foot buffer around plant locations identified during field surveys. No revisions have been made to the report.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Expound on “habitat mapping”- is this agency-provided habitat mapping, and if so, for No agency-provided habitat mapping was used. The term “habitat mapping” as used in the technical report refers to mapping
which species? Recommend making the distinction between “habitat mapping” as
habitat during on-the-ground surveys, in other words, the act of delineating the distribution of a particular habitat based on the
provided by agencies and “habitat” that is only called “habitat” because it matches
vegetation community, bedrock geology, slope, aspect, or other defining features. No revisions have been made to the report.
descriptions of vegetation communities, geology, etc. in relevant literature.
As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
The term “general vegetation habitat characterization” is used. Recommend
Recommendation noted. This can be addressed in the EIS because it does not materially affect the content of the report.
substituting “general vegetation characterization” to be consistent with general
vegetation technical report.
As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
The text “digitized in a GIS” should be changed to “digitized using GIS technology” or See comment above. No change made.
similar.
As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
When was negative species occurrence data collected? Opportunistically throughout
All species occurrences were documented. Negative species occurrence data = previously documented occurrences (UNHP) in
potential habitat (however that was determined), or at UNHP sites that were
the survey area that were not occupied at the time of survey. No revisions have been made to the report.
unoccupied, or both? Recommend stating explicitly.
As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Recommend showing how habitat descriptions from literature translated into geology As stated in the results and discussion, SWCA did not find publically available geology or soils data to be useful in predicting
types, SWReGAP land cover classifications, etc. IF this is the method that was used to occupancy. Furthermore, SWReGAP land cover was not used to delineate habitat. See potential habitat discussion above. No
determine potential habitat (perhaps in a new column at the end of the table).
revisions have been made to the report.

EPG

EPG

It is apparent that USFWS Sclerocactus habitat polygons were used to determine
potential habitat for Uinta Basin hookless cactus (though this is not stated explicitly in
the document). Were known occurrences of this species found throughout the polygon?
If not, how can the same number be in both the “known-occupied areas” column and
the “potential habitat” column?
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10

Recommend moving this paragraph to the beginning (in place of the second paragraph)
of this section. Also, recommend stating explicitly why this cover type was the focus of
surveys (matches descriptions in literature, as a result of GIS overlay of known
locations [probably not, since SWReGAP info was so incorrect], as a result of agency
consultation, etc.?). Can refer to Table 1 if the new column is added as recommended.
Is “white shale potential habitat” the same as “White Shale Badlands”? If so,
recommend using consistent terminology.
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3.2.1
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EPG

Recommend elaborating on the specifics of “one hundred percent surveys”.

Were known UNHP occurrences shown to exist in this area? If so, recommend stating
that these sites were visited and no individuals were located.

EPG

Enefit / SWCA Responses (reference added by EPG)/
EPG Comment or Text Revision to Enefit Response

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
The recommendation is noted; however, this can be addressed in the EIS. No report revisions have been made.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
USFWS 2011 survey requirements are cited throughout the document. The USFWS 2011 guidelines detail the survey
requirements for each species, including Sclerocactus. No revisions have been made to the report.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
As noted in the methods section, field surveys for special status plant species followed the guidelines defined in USFWS 2011.
Surveys covering 100% of the USFWS habitat polygon are required, per the 2011 guidelines. Further elaboration is available in
that document. No revisions have been made to the report.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Yes. UNHP records of plant occurrences were revisited as part of special status plant species surveys. In some cases, the
occurrence was not re-located. The results maps submitted to the agency can be compared to the UNHP data to reflect those
findings. No revisions have been made to the report.

Submitted to BLM/Enefit on August 29, 2013
EPG Updated June 24, 2014
EPG Revised July 18, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on October 13, 2014
EPG Updated November 12, 2014
EPG Updated (based on BLM Comments) December 29, 2014
Data Gap responses Received from Enefit on January 30, 2015
EPG Updated February 20, 2015

22

EPG

An explanation of having used the 2013 USFWS Sclerocactus habitat polygon to
determine potential habitat for this species should be given earlier in the document,
perhaps as a table that presents this information for all species.

EPG Comment or Text Revision
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Recommended rewording of paragraph for clarity:
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11

Has the additional reports for big free-tailed bat been completed? If so, can a copy be
provided? There is also reference to an addendum to the SSS report. Is that completed
and if so is it available?

February 17, 2015

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
The addendum report consists of the methodology and results of the big free-tailed bat survey. This was provided to the BLM
on 8/13/13, along with an updated geodatabase that included the relevant spatial data.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Content seems out of place- this level of detail would be better suited to the results
Comment noted. This can be addressed in the EIS because it does not materially affect the content of the report.
section. May be more appropriate after the paragraph describing White Shale Badlands
(currently on page 9).
As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Revised Special Status Plant Species Technical Report (SWCA, November 2013)
All data gaps have been addressed in revised report. No additional data gaps identified.
Special Status Wildlife Species Technical Report (SWCA, July 26, 2013)
General Vegetation Characterization report not provided.
The report titled General Vegetation Characterization and Noxious Weeds Inventory Technical Report was provided as part of
the baseline dataset.

One federally listed plant species (Sclerocactus wetlandicus), two plant species
As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
proposed for federal listing (Penstemon grahamii, P. scariosus var. albifluvis), and
three BLM sensitive plant species (Cryptantha barnebyi, Townsendia strigosa var.
prolixa, and Yucca sterilis) were determined by SWCA to have the potential to occur in
the analysis area.
Occurrences of Cryptantha barnebyi, P. grahamii, P. scariosus var. albifluvis, and
Sclerocactus wetlandicus have been previously reported in the analysis area (UNHP
2010). Habitat for Cryptantha barnebyi, Townsendia strigosa var. prolixa, and Yucca
sterilis was determined to occur in the analysis area despite occurrences of these
species not having been previously reported.
The document does not ever go into detail about what was found on-the-ground when The habitat conditions for each species are summarized in the associated tables. The data sheets for each documented
known occurrences were visited. Recommend adding this information.
occurrence with site-specific information are included in the appendices. No revisions have been made to the report.
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Commenter

Comment Tracking Table for
Enefit American Oil Utility Corridor Project EIS
Enefit Baseline Reports - EPG Data Gap Analysis

Difficult to determine “bolded” species in .pdf table

Page
Number
EPG

Line
Number
12–13
Were raven nests included in Raptor nest table? Recommend those be excluded.

Section
Table 6
EPG

Also, see response above regarding nests occupied by raven and Canada goose.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Recommendation noted. This can be addressed in the EIS because it does not materially affect the content of the report.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Table 7 displays nests that were inactive at the time of survey, so it is unknown whether they would be used by ravens at some
future date. Inactive nests were assigned to size classes (described in Section 5.2.1), one of which was Buteo/Raven. As
described in Section 5.2 of the report, “nests occupied by raven and Canada goose have potential for raptor species to use the
nest locations in subsequent years, and were therefore documented in the survey.” In other words, because raptors may use
these nest locations in the future, they are considered to be potential raptor nesting habitat. They are included so that they can be
resurveyed as appropriate during the breeding season immediately prior to construction to confirm that they are not being used
by raptors.

Submitted to BLM/Enefit on August 29, 2013
EPG Updated June 24, 2014
EPG Revised July 18, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on October 13, 2014
EPG Updated November 12, 2014
EPG Updated (based on BLM Comments) December 29, 2014
Data Gap responses Received from Enefit on January 30, 2015
EPG Updated February 20, 2015
Enefit / SWCA Responses (reference added by EPG)/
EPG Comment or Text Revision
EPG Comment or Text Revision to Enefit Response
As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Comment noted. No change made.

5.1
15–16

12

The identification of KOPs, and the contrast rating analysis, is first and foremost to

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
The technical report references the VRI, which is available for use in the EIS.

The technical report was developed before scoping was conducted. It was assumed that additional/alternate KOPs might be
identified during scoping and following the finalization of alternatives to be added at a later date. This information could then
be reflected in the EIS. No revisions have been made to the report.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Comment noted. No revisions have been made to the report.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.

February 17, 2015

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
The KOPs were selected based on discussions with the BLM. These discussions did not identify Duck Rock as a desired

Typically, simulations are developed to display potential effects resulting from a
project as well as confirming compliance with BLM VRM Class objectives and
supports/augments the contrast assessment. The assessment of visibility at this distance
with visual simulations is usually reserved for viewpoints of national significance such
as National Parks, National Monuments, National Scenic or Historic Trails, etc.
Due to the inaccessibility of the Rector Ridge KOP, has this been removed from
Yes, it was removed from analysis in this report. However, after assessing the scoping material, there can be discussions with
analysis of the project?
Enefit about collecting additional data. Additional KOPs could be added and could include Rector Ridge if safe access can be
identified.

It appears that due to the limited number of viewing locations in this area, the KOPs
could cover off on analyzing impacts on viewing locations with the addition of a KOP
at Duck Rock recreation site.
“Visual simulations may be helpful for making a final determination on project
visibility, especially if the project is in the background or 5 or more miles from the
KOP”

This technical report does not describe the affected environment associated with
scenery potentially affected by the Project (i.e., Scenic Quality Rating Units) or the
other components of the Vernal Field Office’s Visual Resource Inventory. This is a
significant data gap that needs to be addressed.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Visual and Noise Resources Technical Report (SWCA, July 23, 2013)
Need to describe what criteria the 10 mile “survey area” for visual resources was based The report has been revised to include the criteria for the survey area boundaries.
upon for defensibility. Was it based on the mine facilities, the t-line, etc.?

Recommend removing Canada goose from table.

Table 7

EPG

5.2.2

18

EPG

Table 8

2

5.2.2

2.1
EPG

EPG

EPG

EPG

2

3

3

3

2.2.

2.2

2.2

2.2

Enefit American Oil Utility Corridor Project EIS
Enefit Baseline Reports – EPG Revised Data Gap Analysis2

Page
Number
Commenter
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Number
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Section
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EPG

EPG
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EPG
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2.3.3

2.3.6

Enefit American Oil Utility Corridor Project EIS
Enefit Baseline Reports – EPG Revised Data Gap Analysis2

Comment Tracking Table for
Enefit American Oil Utility Corridor Project EIS
Enefit Baseline Reports - EPG Data Gap Analysis

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.

Because this was a stand-alone baseline data report prepared under contract to Enefit (and not the third-party EIS), we felt it
important to note that the BLM had been involved in the selection of the KOPs. No change made.

Submitted to BLM/Enefit on August 29, 2013
EPG Updated June 24, 2014
EPG Revised July 18, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on October 13, 2014
EPG Updated November 12, 2014
EPG Updated (based on BLM Comments) December 29, 2014
Data Gap responses Received from Enefit on January 30, 2015
EPG Updated February 20, 2015
Enefit / SWCA Responses (reference added by EPG)/
EPG Comment or Text Revision
EPG Comment or Text Revision to Enefit Response
identify compliance or noncompliance with BLM VRM Class objectives. As such, why location for a KOP. As noted before, additional/alternate KOPs can be evaluated based on scoping and alternatives
was there no KOP identified at the Duck Rock recreation site (and overlook) on the
development.
White River which would have unobstructed views of the Project traversing BLM
VRM Class II lands from approximately 0.75 mile away? This KOP could also be used As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
to aid in the discussion of impacts on the White River SQRU (Class A) since the river
crossing would be visible from this location.
“…include very distant views of cliffs that create a very weak contrast due to the color Report has been revised to eliminate any suggestion of contrast.
and line”.
As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Visual contrast, as described from KOP locations, is based on the level of modification
to the existing landscape’s form, line, color, and texture resulting from a project.
Existing features could not “contrast” with the other existing features in the landscape
since they are the basis for analyzing the project’s level of impact (contrast). Revise
incorrect text.
“This KOP was selected because it is one of the few accessible points to the northwest Each KOP description includes a sentence documenting the rationale for its selection. This effort was a preliminary look by
of the survey area, is a former IOP, and was recommended by the BLM”
Enefit at likely KOPs. This survey was conducted before scoping and without alternatives. It was always understood that these
initial KOPs would need to be refined. All of the KOPs were selected based on the usage of the roads, viewing features, and the
number of users, as per discussions with the BLM.
Global Comment for All KOP descriptions

There needs be a more definitive discussion of why this KOP (and others throughout
this report) was selected. Typically the selection of a KOP is based on usage of the
road(s) or viewing feature (i.e. recreation land use, residence, etc.) in context with the
sensitivity of the viewer’s using the using the feature. Also, the number of users and
management of a feature plays into the selection of KOPs. This is key to set up the
context for the contrast and impact assessment.

February 17, 2015

This preliminary statement regarding visibility and contrast was intended to describe the utility of this KOP and to assist the
EIS writer with analysis. This information should be used with discretion, and it is understood that formal impact statements
will be developed for the EIS.

Since this is for a BLM EIS there is no need to say the BLM recommended the KOP as
all KOPs should be approved by the BLM (including non-BLM KOPs as well [i.e., on
private or state-administered lands]).
IOPs are used for inventory purposes only and do not reflect impacts associated with a
particular project (see VRM training manual).
Global Comment
The text has been revised to show that the KOPs “occur” in a particular VRM class and are not “designated” as that class. It
would be out of process (and out of the scope of this report) to try and determine which project elements may be visible. This is
KOPs are not designated with or as a VRM class. KOPs occur within a landscape unit reserved for the EIS.
that has been assigned a management class and associated objective. The KOPs are
As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
used to assess whether a project is in compliance with the VRM Class for which is
located. The fact that the KOP is on Class II designated lands is inconsequential. If the
KOP has views of Class II lands on which the project is located would be of
consequence and should be documented as such. The text is not clear regarding which
project element may be visible and what VRM Class that visible element would be
located on. Please review and revise text descriptions accordingly for inventory
section.
Global Comment
“…Goblin City, there is a remote possibility that the survey area would be visible in
13
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Number
Commenter
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Number

15

EPG

Section
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EPG

EPG

EPG

Comment Tracking Table for
Enefit American Oil Utility Corridor Project EIS
Enefit Baseline Reports - EPG Data Gap Analysis

Enefit / SWCA Responses (reference added by EPG)/
EPG Comment or Text Revision to Enefit Response

They are attached to the PDF version of the report as Appendix B.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.

As recorded, each of the documented KOPs was considered to be a static point. However, the report has been revised to include
a more developed description of the roads, where applicable.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.

Please see the response to the comment in Section 2.3.4

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.

Submitted to BLM/Enefit on August 29, 2013
EPG Updated June 24, 2014
EPG Revised July 18, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on October 13, 2014
EPG Updated November 12, 2014
EPG Updated (based on BLM Comments) December 29, 2014
Data Gap responses Received from Enefit on January 30, 2015
EPG Updated February 20, 2015
EPG Comment or Text Revision
the distance. However, it is anticipated that because the survey area is 10 miles away
and any contrasts created by the project would be weak, it would be virtually
undetectable.”
Impact statements should not be made in the inventory. If the project may be seen than
an explanation of the landscape and its condition should be described. Saying contrast
would be weak at this point is premature (i.e., before an assessment has been conducted
and described) and should be described in the impact assessment portion of this report.
When a BLM VRM Class was identified for each KOP, was that based on the location
of the KOP itself or does it correspond with the area potentially crossed by the Project
viewed from the KOP? The latter is what should be used to identify compliance with
BLM VRM Class objectives.
Global Comment
KOPs can be static or linear. In this regard, does the road that this KOP represents get
closer to the utility corridor or other areas of the Project? If so the description for the
road should be further developed to account for a characterization of other points of the
road (unless the roads views and setting don’t change in context of the visibility of the
project). This comment is relevant to all road KOPs.
If available, please provide the KOP contrast rating worksheets in a digital format.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Comment noted. No report revisions have been made because this does not materially affect the content of the report. This can
be addressed in the EIS.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
The location sketch is typically a plan view graphic that displays the KOP location and This is a baseline characterization. It would have been out of process to attempt to incorporate the project in context with the
the project in context with local landscape features (i.e., USGS topographic map).
local landscape features. The BLM and the contractor will tackle that task after the alternatives are finalized. The coordinates
for each KOP were provided in a GIS format, as well as mapped (in plan view) in the report.
“Visual simulation are necessary for verification”

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Comment noted. No response required.

February 17, 2015

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
The decision whether to incorporate Rector Ridge as a KOP can be determined by the BLM and Enefit per the responses above
about adding/revising KOPs following scoping and alternatives development. We would want to work with the BLM to ensure
that we understand the best route to ensure crew safety.

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
“Jason West” has been replaced with “Recreation Specialist” in the sentence in question. However, as per reference protocol,
his name has been retained in the personal communication reference.

Is the plan to develop these simulations? If not, this text should be removed to avoid
confusion to the reader.
Noise resources baseline report - no comments. Information in report is adequate for
use in EIS.
Please have Enefit remove my name and replace it with my position within the Visual
and Noise resources Technical Report.

EPG
EPG
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As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Revised Visual and Noise Resources Technical Report (SWCA, November 2013)
After review of the revised Visual and Noise Resources Technical Report (SWCA,
See EAO Response to Data Gaps – Data Gap No. 9
November 2013), all data gaps identified in August 2013 have been addressed except Data gap addressed. No further action required.

EPG

EPG
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Rector Ridge is not a dangerous road and a secondary effort should be made to
incorporate it as a KOP with an additional field visit.
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Comment Tracking Table for
Enefit American Oil Utility Corridor Project EIS
Enefit Baseline Reports - EPG Data Gap Analysis
Submitted to BLM/Enefit on August 29, 2013
EPG Updated June 24, 2014
EPG Revised July 18, 2014
Data Gap Responses Received from Enefit on October 13, 2014
EPG Updated November 12, 2014
EPG Updated (based on BLM Comments) December 29, 2014
Data Gap responses Received from Enefit on January 30, 2015
EPG Updated February 20, 2015
EPG Comment or Text Revision
“The identification of KOPs, and the contrast rating analysis, is first and foremost to
identify compliance or noncompliance with BLM VRM Class objectives. As such, why
was there no KOP identified at the Duck Rock recreation site (and overlook) on the
White River which would have unobstructed views of the Project traversing BLM
VRM Class II lands from approximately 0.75 mile away? This KOP could also be used
to aid in the discussion of impacts on the White River SQRU (Class A) since the river
crossing would be visible from this location.”

Enefit / SWCA Responses (reference added by EPG)/
EPG Comment or Text Revision to Enefit Response

This data gap has been included in the data gap analysis until confirmation can be
received from the BLM regarding inclusion of this KOP in the EIS.
Class III Cultural Resources Inventory of the Utah Oil Shale Project, in Uintah County, Utah (SWCA, July 24, 2013)
What does the statement “located primarily on private land” mean in the context of the The mining and processing complex is located entirely on private lands. No revisions have been made to the report.
mining and processing complex. Are these facilities not located entirely on private
lands? If they are not, what is the nature of the jurisdiction?
As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Information in report is adequate for use in EIS.
Comment noted. No response required.
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February 17, 2015

As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
Paleontological Technical Report for the Enefit Utah Oil Shale Project, Bureau of Land Management Lands, Uintah County, Utah (SWCA, July 26, 2013)
No Comments. Information in report is adequate for use in EIS.
GIS fossil locality data were provided to the BLM via the geodatabase. The agency geodatabase contained a feature class called
“Previously_Documented_Paleo_Locality_within_1mile.” Those are the localities we received for Duchesne and Uintah
However, we need the GIS fossil locality data. SWCA identified 81 fossil localities
Counties. The localities identified by SWCA are called “Fossil_Point” and “Fossil_Line.”
within 1 mile of their Paleontological Analysis Area (450’-1200’) including 8 localities
within the PAA. During the survey they discovered 62 non-significant fossils and 24
As of February 20, 2015, data gap addressed. No further action required.
significant fossils within the PAA. They have recommended monitoring for several
areas of the project where ground disturbance will occur.

Commenter

EPG
EPG

EPG
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NOTES:

Final ambient air quality monitoring report – Submitted November 18, 2013.
Air dispersion modeling report – Pending Scoping Report response.
Surface water and groundwater baseline reports – Q2 2013 surface water (Walsh) submitted November 18, 2013; Q3 2013 surface water (Walsh) and Q3 2013 groundwater (Norwest) anticipated submittal by December 13, 2013.
Water resources impact report – Pending Scoping Report response.
Geochemical and leaching report – Pending Scoping Report response.
Socioeconomic report – Anticipated Q1 2014.
Traffic and transportation report – To be included with Detailed Plan of Development, which is pending Scoping Report response.
Revised Plan of Development – Pending Scoping Report response.

August 29, 2013: Several Enefit baseline reports that were due on July 31, 2013 are still outstanding as of August 20, 2013. These are as follows:

•

•
•
•
•
•
•
•

June 24, 2014: The following is an update to the report status as of June 24, 2014.
Received
• Final ambient air quality monitoring report
• Surface water and groundwater baseline reports
• Water resources impact report – Will not be submitted by Enefit as part of the EIS analysis.
• Geochemical and leaching report – Will not be submitted by Enefit as part of the EIS analysis.
• Socioeconomic Baseline Community Analysis
• Revised Plan of Development

Pending
• Air dispersion modeling report – Enefit has noted that this will not be submitted as part of the EIS analysis. However, pending coordination with EPA, additional air reports may be required to analyze cumulative effects.
• Socioeconomic impact analysis report – Outstanding.
• Traffic and transportation report – Outstanding.
• SWCA 2013 Survey Report for Greater Sage Grouse Lek Surveys – Outstanding.
• General Vegetation and Noxious Weeds Inventory Report – Revisions to report not received.
• Visual Resources Report – Revisions to report not received and methodology issues not in compliance with BLM guidelines and manuals.
• Socioeconomic Impact Analysis Report – Outstanding; was scheduled for April 2014.
Baseline Data Items Requested from BLM
• Copy of the draft USFWS Candidate Conservation Agreement on Graham’s and White River Beardtongue penstemon species.
July 18, 2014: The following is an update to the report status as of July 18, 2014.

16

Received
• SWCA 2013 Survey Report for Greater Sage Grouse Lek Surveys – Provided previously in Wildlife Report.
• General Vegetation and Noxious Weeds Inventory Report – Received revised report.
• Visual Resources Report – Received revised report.
• Draft USFWS Candidate Conservation Agreement on Graham’s and White River Beardtongue penstemon species – EPG to download from Federal Register.
Pending
• Socioeconomic impact analysis report – Outstanding.
• Traffic and transportation report – Outstanding.
November 7, 2014: The following is an update to the report status as of November 7, 2014.
Received
• Traffic and transportation report – October 13, 2014.
Pending
• Socioeconomic impact analysis report – Outstanding.

Enefit American Oil Utility Corridor Project EIS
Enefit Baseline Reports – EPG Revised Data Gap Analysis2

February 17, 2015

February 20, 2015: The following is an update to the report status as of February 20, 2015.
Received
• No new reports received
Pending
• None; Enefit clarified that there would be no additional socioeconomic reports received at this time.

Enefit American Oil Utility Corridor Project EIS
Enefit Baseline Reports – EPG Revised Data Gap Analysis2
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Appendix E – Construction Emissions
Calculations Supporting Data

Phase
First Mobilization
Second Mobilization
Project Wide Totals

Table E-1
Green House Gas Emission Calculations
PM2.5
PM10
NOX
CO
26.70
126.07
19.16
13.65
18.96
87.00
34.20
28.36
45.65
213.08
53.36
42.01

VOC
2.67
5.17
7.85

SO2
0.03
0.05
0.09

GHG
2,640.48
4,536.32
7,117.00

SOURCE: Estimates based on Applicant prepared roster of construction equipment and vehicles.

Final Enefit American Oil Utility Corridor Project EIS
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Mobilization Duration: 12 Months
Construction Emission Sources

187.9

116
acres/Mob

acres/Mob
0.19

0.19
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–

–

h/month

162.3

100.2

PM10
(peak lb/h)

37.2

53.6

33.1

PM10
(ton/Mob)

0.208

0.208

0.208

Frac of PM108

Ratio: PM2.5
to PM10

1.0

23.5

33.8

20.8

PM2.5
(peak lb/h)

26.1

0.33

7.7

11.1

6.9

PM2.5
(ton/Mob)

Controlled PM2.5 Emission
Rates

Maximum Operation Schedule Hrs/Day: 10

50%

112.8

79.0

Controlled PM10
Emission Rates6

50%

–

0.208

Percent

50%

1.6

0.032
0.152
0.047
0.025
0.054
0.068
0.016
0.081
0.014
0.015
0.004
0.032
0.000
0.539

125.4

0.13
0.60
0.18
0.10
0.22
0.12
0.06
0.11
0.01
0.03
0.01
0.03
0.00
1.609

4.8

0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92

380.0

0.034
0.165
0.051
0.027
0.059
0.074
0.018
0.088
0.015
0.017
0.004
0.034
0.000
0.586

0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92

–

0.14
0.65
0.20
0.11
0.23
0.13
0.07
0.12
0.02
0.03
0.01
0.04
0.00
1.749

0.280
0.022
0.001
0.028
0.060
0.018
0.000
0.078
126.07

0.258
0.020
0.001
0.026
0.056
0.016
0.000
0.072
26.70

SUBTOTALS
3
12
3
3
3
3
3
3
1
1
1
1
0
SUBTOTALS

0.50
0.09
0.00
0.03
0.12
0.03
0.01
0.157
381.93

Incl.
Incl.
Incl.
Incl.
Incl.
Incl.
Incl.
Incl.
Incl.
Incl.
Incl.
Incl.
Incl.

Incl.
12
Incl.
3
Incl.
2
Incl.
2
Incl.
8
Incl.
2
Incl.
1
SUBTOTALS
TOTAL EMISSIONS

0.46
0.08
0.00
0.03
0.11
0.03
0.01
0.144
80.80

50%

Table E-2
Particulate Matter Emission Estimation – Construction Equipment, 1st Construction Mobilization
Fraction of Equipment in Use: 0.701
Active Construction Acres: 437
Fraction of Acreage Actively Disturbed: 0.251
PM
Peak Unit
Nominal Area or Unit
PM10 Uncontrolled Emission
Control
No. per
Operation Days3
Factor
Efficiency4
Mob5
Units

Watering/Veh. Speeds

0.19

Value

Watering/Veh. Speeds
acres/Mob
0.42

Units

Water Supply Pipeline – 19.1 miles

130.6
acres/Mob

Value

Transmission Line No. 1 – 10.4 miles
Watering/Veh. Speeds
2.5

Construction Equipment Emission Sources
Unit-Days/Mob
0.04534
lb/hr/unit
Unit-Days/Mob
0.05458
lb/hr/unit
Unit Days/Mob
0.06695
lb/hr/unit
Unit Days/Mob
0.03533
lb/hr/unit
Unit Days/Mob
0.07831
lb/hr/unit
Unit Days/Mob
0.04411
lb/hr/unit
Unit Days/Mob
0.02337
lb/hr/unit
Unit Days/Mob
0.03878
lb/hr/unit
Unit Days/Mob
0.01596
lb/hr/unit
Unit Days/Mob
0.03324
lb/hr/unit
Unit Days/Mob
0.01058
lb/hr/unit
Unit Days/Mob
0.03720
lb/hr/unit
Unit Days/Mob
0.01682
lb/hr/unit

Particulate Control

Colocated Lines No. 1 and No. 2 – 8.6
miles (assume 1/2 acreage)
Watering/Veh. Speeds

216
864
216
216
216
480
216
648
264
144
120
264
0

Unit Days/Mob
Unit Days/Mob
Unit Days/Mob
Unit Days/Mob
Unit Days/Mob
Unit Days/Mob
Unit Days/Mob

Description2

Temporary Access Roads

Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design

1,920
216
144
528
1,152
336
6

Number of
Unit-Months2

Rock Trenchers
Side Boom Trackers
Rock Crusher – Track
Portable Compaction Rollers
Bulldozer
Motor Graders
HDPE Fusion Machine
Crane, Mobile – 50 ton
Pole Drilling Machine
Backhoe
Ditchwitch
Forklift – All terrain
Welding Machines

Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design

ton PM10/acremonth7
ton PM10/acremonth7
ton PM10/acremonth7
ton PM10/acremonth7

9
36
9
9
9
20
9
27
11
6
5
11
0

Truck, 3/4 Pickup
Service Truck
Concrete Truck
Line Truck
Cable Pull/Tension Truck
Bucket Truck
Water Truck

On-Site Mobile Sources
0.04174
lb/hr/unit
0.02904
lb/hr/unit
0.00229
lb/hr/unit
0.01500
lb/hr/unit
0.01500
lb/hr/unit
0.01500
lb/hr/unit
0.00686
lb/hr/unit

80
9
6
22
48
14
14

NOTES:

Page E-3

1Due to the linear nature of the construction areas, only a portion will be under active construction during any month of the mobilization. This factor reflects the assumed active fraction during a given month.
2
Number of unit-months is based on the presence of construction equipment units for each month of the mobilization. The description of the equipment types obtained from Enefit project description.
3Size of active construction zone at a given time during the mobilization, and number of unit operating hours for the mobilization, based on Project Description.
4Minimum control efficiency for PM and PM
10
2.5 from watering of active construction zones and wet drilling activity set at 50%, based on AP-42 and other references.
5Peak unit count of equipment present during the mobilization, used to determine maximum hourly emissions.
6Hourly and monthly emission rates calculated for 10 hours per day and over the entire duration of the mobilization.
7
Emission
factor for construction activity from AP-42 section on Heavy Construction. Equipment exhaust emission factors reflect a composite of equipment power ratings except as noted. Factors obtained from SCAQMD Calif. Environ. Quality Act (CEQA) handbook, for 2016 operating year
scenario.
of PM2.5 to PM10 obtained from SCAQMD, 2006.
8Ratio
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Mobilization Duration: 18 Months
Construction Emission Sources

Watering/Veh. Speeds
68.3

52.6
acres/Mob

acres/Mob

0.19

0.19

0.19
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50%

–

–

h/month

38.0

59.0

45.4

PM10
(peak lb/h)

37.2

12.5

19.5

15.0

PM10
(ton/Mob)

0.208

0.208

0.208

0.208

Frac of PM108

Ratio: PM2.5
to PM10

1.0

23.5

7.9

12.3

9.4

PM2.5
(peak lb/h)

17.8

0.33

7.7

2.6

4.0

3.1

PM2.5
(ton/Mob)

Controlled PM2.5 Emission
Rates

Maximum Operation Schedule Hrs/Day: 10

50%

–

112.8

54.1

Controlled PM10
Emission Rates6

50%

–

0.208

Percent

50%

1.6

0.070
0.337
0.103
0.055
0.121
0.099
0.000
0.108
0.011
0.013
0.004
0.026
0.104
1.051

85.8

0.08
0.40
0.12
0.07
0.14
0.08
0.00
0.07
0.01
0.03
0.01
0.03
0.06
1.121

4.8

0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92

260.0

0.076
0.367
0.112
0.059
0.132
0.107
0.000
0.117
0.012
0.014
0.004
0.028
0.113
1.143

0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92
0.92

–

0.09
0.44
0.13
0.07
0.16
0.09
0.00
0.08
0.02
0.03
0.01
0.04
0.07
1.219

0.533
0.049
0.008
0.023
0.050
0.018
0.000
0.068
87.00

0.490
0.045
0.007
0.021
0.046
0.016
0.000
0.063
18.96

SUBTOTALS
2
8
2
2
2
2
0
2
1
1
1
1
4
SUBTOTALS

0.33
0.06
0.01
0.03
0.12
0.02
0.01
0.142
261.34

Incl.
Incl.
Incl.
Incl.
Incl.
Incl.
Incl.
Incl.
Incl.
Incl.
Incl.
Incl.
Incl.

Incl.
8
Incl.
2
Incl.
4
Incl.
2
Incl.
8
Incl.
1
Incl.
1
SUBTOTALS
TOTAL EMISSIONS

0.31
0.05
0.01
0.03
0.11
0.01
0.01
0.131
55.33

50%

Table E-3
Particulate Matter Emission Estimation – Construction Equipment, 2nd Construction Mobilization
Fraction of Equipment in Use: 0.701
Active Construction Acres: 298
Fraction of Acreage Actively Disturbed: 0.251
PM
Peak Unit
Nominal Area or Unit
PM10 Uncontrolled Emission
Control
No. per
Operation Days3
Factor
Efficiency4
Mob5
Units

Watering/Veh. Speeds
acres/Mob
0.19

Value

Natural Gas Pipeline – 8.7 miles

44
acres/Mob
0.42

Units

Product Delivery Pipeline – 11.3 miles
Watering/Veh. Speeds
130.6
acres/Mob

Value

Transmission Line No. 2 – 2.4 miles
Watering/Veh. Speeds
2.5

Construction Equipment Emission Sources
Unit-Days/Mob
0.04534
lb/hr/unit
Unit-Days/Mob
0.05458
lb/hr/unit
Unit Days/Mob
0.06695
lb/hr/unit
Unit Days/Mob
0.03533
lb/hr/unit
Unit Days/Mob
0.07831
lb/hr/unit
Unit Days/Mob
0.04411
lb/hr/unit
Unit Days/Mob
0.02337
lb/hr/unit
Unit Days/Mob
0.03878
lb/hr/unit
Unit Days/Mob
0.01596
lb/hr/unit
Unit Days/Mob
0.03324
lb/hr/unit
Unit Days/Mob
0.01058
lb/hr/unit
Unit Days/Mob
0.03720
lb/hr/unit
Unit Days/Mob
0.01682
lb/hr/unit

Particulate Control

Colocated Lines No. 1 and No. 2 – 8.6
miles (assume 1/2 acreage)
Watering/Veh. Speeds

480
1,920
480
480
480
696
0
864
216
120
120
216
1,920

Unit Days/Mob
Unit Days/Mob
Unit Days/Mob
Unit Days/Mob
Unit Days/Mob
Unit Days/Mob
Unit Days/Mob

Description2

Temporary Access Roads

Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design

3,648
480
960
432
960
336
15

Number of
Unit-Months2

Rock Trenchers
Side Boom Trackers
Rock Crusher – Track
Portable Compaction Rollers
Bulldozer
Motor Graders
HDPE Fusion Machine
Crane, Mobile – 50 ton
Pole Drilling Machine
Backhoe
Ditchwitch
Forklift – All terrain
Welding Machines

Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design
Engine Design

ton PM10/acremonth7
ton PM10/acremonth7
ton PM10/acremonth7
ton PM10/acremonth7
ton PM10/acremonth7

20
80
20
20
20
29
0
36
9
5
5
9
80

Truck, 3/4 Pickup
Service Truck
Concrete Truck
Line Truck
Cable Pull/Tension Truck
Bucket Truck
Water Truck

On-Site Mobile Sources
0.04174
lb/hr/unit
0.02904
lb/hr/unit
0.00229
lb/hr/unit
0.01500
lb/hr/unit
0.01500
lb/hr/unit
0.01500
lb/hr/unit
0.00686
lb/hr/unit

152
20
40
18
40
14
35

NOTES:

Page E-4

1Due to the linear nature of the construction areas, only a portion will be under active construction during any month of the mobilization. This factor reflects the assumed active fraction during a given month.
2Number of unit-months is based on the presence of construction equipment units for each month of the mobilization. The description of the equipment types obtained from Enefit project description.
3Size of active construction zone at a given time during the mobilization, and number of unit operating hours for the mobilization, based on Project Description.
4
Minimum control efficiency for PM10 and PM2.5 from watering of active construction zones and wet drilling activity set at 50%, based on AP-42 and other references.
5Peak unit count of equipment present during the mobilization, used to determine maximum hourly emissions.
6
Hourly
and monthly emission rates calculated for 10 hours per day and over the entire duration of the mobilization.
7Emission factor for construction activity from AP-42 section on Heavy Construction. Equipment exhaust emission factors reflect a composite of equipment power ratings except as noted. Factors obtained from SCAQMD Calif. Environ. Quality Act (CEQA) handbook, for 2016 operating year
scenario.
Ratio of PM2.5 to PM10 obtained from SCAQMD, 2006.
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3
12
3
216
480

216

216
864
216

Unitdays/Mob

Unit-Days per
Mob4

0.9387

0.568

1.902
0.8866

0.5273

0.5719
0.9315
1.411

lb/hr/unit

NOX
Emission
Factor5

9.18
2.60
0.11
0.50

0.53
0.66
0.20
0.51
0.00
24.9

2.82

1.19

3.99
1.86

1.11

1.20
7.82
2.96

Max.
lb/hr

1.00

5.14
0.66
0.027
0.46

0.49
0.33
0.09
0.47
0.00
11.6

2.13

0.43

1.44
1.49

0.40

0.4263

Construction Equipment Emission Sources
0.43
0.4479
0.94
0.34
2.82
0.5549
4.66
1.68
1.07
0.7067
1.48
0.53
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Maximum Operation Schedule Hrs/Day: 102

0.09
0.40
0.14

Ton/Mob

7.70E-04

6.96E-04
1.26E-03
1.67E-03

lb/hr/unit

1.62E-03

1.46E-03
1.06E-02
3.51E-03

Max. lb/hr

5.82E-04

5.26E-04
3.81E-03
1.26E-03

Ton/Mob

Controlled SO2 Emissions6
Max.
lb/hr

0.00

SO2 Emission
Factor5

0.25
1.12
0.38

Controlled VOC
Emissions6
lb/hr/unit

0.00

0.15

0.50
0.25

0.05

0.18
0.20

1.27E-03

2.69E-03
1.50E-03

2.67E-03

5.65E-03
3.15E-03

9.60E-04

2.03E-03
2.52E-03

0.30

0.072

0.2383
0.1197

0.83

0.68
0.99

3.13E-03

0.3944

0.27

4.14E-03

1.90
1.24

1.38E-03

0.76

0.26

1.62E-03
6.65E-04
1.58E-04
7.54E-04
0.00E+00
0.0180

0.9053
0.5883

0.34

1.75E-03
1.32E-03
3.75E-04
8.16E-04
0.00E+00
0.0370

0.3602

0.1137

1.75E-03
1.32E-03
3.75E-04
8.16E-04
3.18E-04

0.97

0.06
0.05
0.01
0.07
0.00
1.52

1.28

0.06
0.10
0.03
0.08
0.00
3.3

9.48E-03
1.41E-03
5.49E-05
7.37E-04

0.0623
0.0988
0.0305
0.0775
0.0482

1.61E-03

0.46
0.26
0.09
0.42
0.00
7.0

1.69E-02
5.61E-03
2.18E-04
7.98E-04

1.40
0.35
0.02
0.08

3.19E-03

0.32

1.41E-03
1.87E-03
1.09E-04
3.99E-04

0.1164
0.1179
0.0088
0.0397

3.99E-04

0.0397

1.44

0.5016
0.50
0.5213
0.52
0.2184
0.22
0.4549
0.45
0.1951
0.00
14.8
On-Site Mobile Sources
0.7552
9.06
0.3651
1.10
0.0418
0.08
0.1801
0.36

0.78
0.09
0.004
0.07

5.07
0.28
0.021
0.33
0.1801

0.16

0.73

0.12
0.1335
0.1803

VOC
Emission
Factor6

Table E-4
Gaseous Pollutant Emission Estimation – Construction Equipment, 1st Mobilization
Fraction of Equipment in Operation: 0.71

3

216

0.534
0.6603
0.2044
0.5104
0.2173
SUBTOTALS

1.99

Controlled CO
Emissions6

3
3

648

0.7647
0.8678
0.0542
0.2482

CO Emission
Factor5

3

264
144
120
264
0

0.2482

Controlled NOX
Emissions6

3

1,920
216
144
528

Ton/Mob

1
1
1
1
0

1,152

3.99E-04
1.27E-03

0.0397
0.0442

0.1801
0.3474

0.21
0.007
6.65
13.6

4.69E-04
2.67E-05
0.0138
0.0318

0.047
0.0009
1.16
2.7

0.36
0.35
12.7
27.5

Page E-5

7.98E-04
1.27E-03
0.0288
0.0658

0.08
0.04
2.3
5.6

Max.
lb/hr

12
3
2
2

0.29
0.004
7.60
19.20

lb/hr/unit

8

0.50
0.20
15.10
39.90

Ton/Mob

2
1

336
0.2482
6
0.2021
SUBTOTALS
TOTAL EMISSIONS

Peak No.
of Units3

Mobilization Duration: 18 Months

Truck, 3/4 Pickup
Service Truck
Concrete Truck
Line Truck
Cable Pull/Tension
Truck
Bucket Truck
Water Truck

Rock Trenchers
Side Boom Trackers
Rock Crusher – Track
Portable Compaction
Rollers
Bulldozer
Motor Graders
HDPE Fusion
Machine
Crane, Mobile – 50
ton
Pole Drilling Machine
Backhoe
Ditchwitch
Forklift – All terrain
Welding Machines

Description8

Construction Emission Sources
Number of
UnitMonths7
9
36
9
9

9

9
20

27
11
6
5
11
0

80
9
6
22
48
14
14

NOTES:
1Less than 100 percent of the equipment will be in operation at one time, this factor reflects the expected utilization of the roster of equipment per day
2Maximum daily operating schedule is 10 hours, per the Enefit Project Description.
3Peak unit count of equipment present during the mobilization, used to determine maximum hourly emissions.
4Unit-operating days are the combined total of unit-days involved in the Mobilization for each class of equipment.
5Gaseous emission factors for construction equipment obtained from South Coast AQMD California Environmental Quality Act Handbook for emission factors, the vehicle population is set for the 2016 operating year.
6
Hourly
and monthly emission rates calculated for 10 hours per day and over the entire duration of the mobilization.
Number of unit-months is based on the presence of construction equipment units for each month of the mobilization. The description of the equipment types obtained from Enefit project description.
units are as described in the Enefit Project Description.
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Mobilization Duration: 12 Months
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0.66

Construction Equipment Emission Sources
0.96
0.4479
0.63
0.75
6.26
0.5549
3.11
3.73
2.37
0.7067
0.99
1.19

0.072

0.2383
0.1197

0.0792

0.12
0.1335
0.1803

lb/hr/unit

0.00

0.33
0.17

0.11

0.17
0.75
0.25

Max.
lb/hr

0.00

0.40
0.29

0.13

0.20
0.90
0.30

Ton/Mob

1.27E-03

2.69E-03
1.50E-03

7.70E-04

6.96E-04
1.26E-03
1.67E-03

lb/hr/unit

0.00E+00

3.77E-03
2.10E-03

1.08E-03

9.74E-04
7.06E-03
2.34E-03

Max. lb/hr

0.00E+00

4.52E-03
3.65E-03

1.29E-03

1.17E-03
8.47E-03
2.81E-03

Ton/Mob

Maximum Operation Schedule Hrs/Day: 102

1.52
1.43

Table E-5
Gaseous Pollutant Emission Estimation – Construction Equipment, 2nd Mobilization
Fraction of Equipment in Operation: 0.71

0.55

0.00

0.23

0.34

1.38E-03

1.13E-02
3.74E-03
4.36E-04
7.98E-04

1.75E-03
1.32E-03
3.75E-04
8.16E-04
1.27E-03
0.0256

2.76E-03

1.34E-03

1.80E-02
3.14E-03
3.66E-04
6.03E-04

1.32E-03
5.54E-04
1.58E-04
6.17E-04
2.14E-03
0.0309

4.17E-03

Controlled SO2 Emissions6

0.3944

1.27
0.82

0.1137

1.75E-03
1.32E-03
3.75E-04
8.16E-04
3.18E-04

3.19E-03

SO2 Emission
Factor5

Max.
lb/hr

0.89

0.00

1.29

0.047
0.041
0.013
0.084
0.46
3.22

1.41E-03
1.87E-03
1.09E-04
3.99E-04

Controlled VOC
Emissions6

NOX
Emission
Factor5

0.80
5.22
1.98
0.9053
0.5883

0.85

0.06
0.10
0.03
0.08
0.19
2.5

3.99E-04

VOC
Emission
Factor6

lb/hr/unit

0.74

0.3602

Controlled CO
Emissions6

Unit-Days per
Mob4

0.5719
0.9315
1.411
3.20
2.16

CO Emission
Factor5

Unitdays/Mob

0.5273

0.00

Controlled NOX
Emissions6

480
1,920
480
2.66
1.24

0.4263

Ton/Mob

480

0.00
2.84

Max.
lb/hr

2
8
2

0.568

1.902
0.8866

1.88
0.40
0.28
0.09
0.39
1.46
21.3

lb/hr/unit

2

0

480
696

0.9387
0.53
0.66
0.20
0.51
0.87
17.3

Ton/Mob

2
2

864
0.534
0.6603
0.2044
0.5104
0.2173
SUBTOTALS

Peak No.
of Units3

0
2
216
120
120
216
1,920

1.49
0.20
0.030
0.06

0.0623
0.0988
0.0305
0.0775
0.0482

1
1
1
1
4

0.13

0.38
0.22
0.09
0.34
5.24
16.9

Rock Trenchers
Side Boom Trackers
Rock Crusher – Track
Portable Compaction
Rollers
Bulldozer
Motor Graders
HDPE Fusion
Machine
Crane, Mobile – 50
ton
Pole Drilling Machine
Backhoe
Ditchwitch
Forklift – All terrain
Welding Machines

9.76
1.46
0.182
0.38

0.93
0.24
0.04
0.08
0.83

0.32

6.12
1.74
0.22
0.50

0.1164
0.1179
0.0088
0.0397
1.99

0.0397

0.7647
0.8678
0.0542
0.2482

9.64
0.61
0.140
0.27

0.2482

0.61

3,648
480
960
432

1.44

960

0.5016
0.50
0.5213
0.52
0.2184
0.22
0.4549
0.45
0.1951
0.78
10.7
On-Site Mobile Sources
0.7552
6.04
0.3651
0.73
0.0418
0.17
0.1801
0.36

8
2
4
2

0.1801

8

3.99E-04
1.27E-03

0.0397
0.0442

0.1801
0.3474

4.69E-04
6.67E-05
0.0240
0.0549

Page E-6

3.99E-04
1.27E-03
0.0211
0.0467

0.047
0.0023
1.96
5.2

0.21
0.018
11.50
28.4

0.04
0.04
1.7
4.2

0.18
0.35
9.3
20.0

1
1

0.29
0.011
12.9
34.2

Truck, 3/4 Pickup
Service Truck
Concrete Truck
Line Truck
Cable Pull/Tension
Truck
Bucket Truck
Water Truck

0.25
0.20
11.0
28.3

336
0.2482
15
0.2021
SUBTOTALS
TOTAL EMISSIONS

Description8

Construction Emission Sources
Number of
UnitMonths7
20
80
20
20

0

20
29

36
9
5
5
9
80

152
20
40
18
40
14
35

NOTES:
1Less than 100 percent of the equipment will be in operation at one time, this factor reflects the expected utilization of the roster of equipment per day
2Maximum daily operating schedule is 10 hours, per the Enefit Project Description.
3Peak unit count of equipment present during the mobilization, used to determine maximum hourly emissions.
4Unit-operating days are the combined total of unit-days involved in the Mobilization for each class of equipment.
5Gaseous emission factors for construction equipment obtained from South Coast AQMD California Environmental Quality Act Handbook for emission factors, the vehicle population is set for the 2016 operating year.
6
Hourly
and monthly emission rates calculated for 10 hours per day and over the entire duration of the mobilization.
Number of unit-months is based on the presence of construction equipment units for each month of the mobilization. The description of the equipment types obtained from Enefit project description.
units are as described in the Enefit Project Description.
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Construction Emission Sources

CO2 Emission
Factor2

Ce CO2
Emissions3

Ce CO2
Emissions4

CH4 Emission
Factor5

Appendix E –Construction Emissions Calculations Supporting Data

CH4
Emissions3

MT Ce/Mob

Ce CH4
Emissions4

1.50E-03
2.90E-03
3.86E-03
2.22E-03
6.68E-03
3.38E-03
3.12E-03
3.28E-03
4.20E-03
2.82E-03
7.71E-04
1.79E-03
6.52E-04

lb N2O/hr

N2O Emission
Factor5

0.010
0.077
0.025
0.015
0.044
0.022
0.021
0.022
0.0092
0.0062
0.0017
0.0039
0.000
0.256

Max. kg/hr

N2O
Emissions3

0.31
2.38
0.79
0.45
1.37
1.54
0.64
2.01
1.05
0.38
0.09
0.45
0.00
11.46

MT Ce/Mob

Ce N2O
Emissions4

1,523.62

MT CO2e/Mon

Total GHG
emissions

Max Operation Schedule Hrs/Day: 10

Max. kg/hr

0.056
0.437
0.145
0.084
0.252
0.283
0.118
0.370
0.193
0.071
0.016
0.082
0.000
2.11

0.022
0.168
0.056
0.032
0.097
0.049
0.045
0.047
0.020
0.014
0.0037
0.0086
0.000
0.562

3.19E-03
4.24E-03
1.85E-04
8.84E-04
8.84E-04
8.84E-04
3.12E-03

1,116.86
2,640.48

1.067
0.160
0.0046
0.081
0.178
0.052
0.0033
1.545
3.7

5.80
0.87
0.025
0.44
0.97
0.28
0.018
8.400
19.9

0.1844
0.0614
0.0018
0.0085
0.0341
0.0085
0.0150
0.3137
0.88

0.0841
0.0280
0.0008
0.0039
0.0156
0.0039
0.0069
0.143
0.40

Table E-6
Greenhouse Gas Emission Estimation - Construction Equipment, 1st Construction Mobilization
Fraction of Equipment in Operation: 0.7
Peak Unit
No.1

3
12
3
3
3
3
3
3
1
1
1
1
0

Units

216
864
216
216
216
480
216
648
264
144
120
264
0

Operating
Days per
Mob1
UnitDays/Mob

Rock Trenchers
Side Boom Trackers
Rock Crusher - Track
Portable Compaction Rollers
Bulldozer
Motor Graders
HDPE Fusion Machine
Crane, Mobile - 50 ton
Pole Drilling Machine
Backhoe
Ditchwitch
Forklift - All terrain
Welding Machines

1,920
216
144
528
1,152
335
6

Description 1

9
36
9
9
9
20
9
27
11
6
5
11
0

Truck, 3/4 Pickup
Service Truck
Concrete Truck
Line Truck
Cable Pull/Tension Truck
Bucket Truck
Water Truck

Unit-Months
per Mob 1

80
9
6
22
48
14
14

Max.
lb CO2/hr
MT Ce/Mob
lb CH4/hr
MT/hr
Earthmoving Equipment Emission Sources
58.71
0.39
40.3
0.0033
114.02
3.01
313.5
0.0064
151.42
1.00
104.1
0.0085
87.05
0.57
59.8
0.0049
262.49
1.73
180.4
0.0147
132.74
0.88
202.7
0.0074
122.56
0.81
84.2
0.0068
128.63
0.85
265.2
0.0072
164.91
0.36
138.5
0.0092
110.58
0.24
50.7
0.0062
30.28
0.067
11.6
0.0017
70.28
0.15
59.0
0.0039
25.6
0.00
0.0
0.0014
Equipment Subtotals
10.1
1510.1
On-Site Non Road Vehicles
3.30
764.2
0.0070
1.10
114.5
0.0093
0.03
3.3
0.0004
0.15
58.3
0.0019
0.61
127.3
0.0019
0.15
37.0
0.0019
0.27
2.3
0.0068
5.6
1106.9
15.7
2617.0

12
125.09
3
166.55
2
7.25
2
34.72
8
34.72
2
34.72
1
122.5
Vehicle Subtotals
TOTAL GHG EMISSIONS

NOTES:

Page E-7

1Number and description of construction equipment units and unit-days per Mobilization were obtained from Project Description and emission estimates provided by Enefit.
2For construction equipment and mobile sources (Diesel) the CO emission factors (lb/hr operation) were obtained for a 2016 operating year from SCAQMD CEQA Handbook; Off-Road Mobile Source Emission Factors (http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook)
2
3
Maximum
hourly emissions based on peak unit number on-site, assuming all units may be in operation for the highest impact hour
emissions for the duration of the mobilization estimated for the total number of operating days X peak equip. no. X fraction of units in continual operation.
factors for CH4 and N2O derived from the CO2 factor from SCAQMD, scaled by the ratio of the factors for CH4 and N2O relative to CO2 in USEPA, Emission Factors for Greenhouse Gas Emissions (April 2014 version)
4Total
5Emission

Final Enefit American Oil Utility Corridor Project EIS

Construction Emission Sources

CO2 Emission
Factor2

Ce CO2
Emissions3

Ce CO2
Emissions4

CH4 Emission
Factor5
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CH4
Emissions3

MT Ce/Mob

Ce CH4
Emissions4

6.68E-03
3.38E-03
3.12E-03
3.28E-03
4.20E-03
2.82E-03
7.71E-04
1.79E-03
6.52E-04
6.68E-03
3.38E-03
3.12E-03
3.28E-03

lb N2O/hr

N2O Emission
Factor5

0.029
0.015
0.000
0.014
0.0092
0.0062
0.0017
0.0039
0.0057
0.029
0.015
0.000
0.014
0.170

Max. kg/hr

N2O
Emissions3

3.04
2.23
0.00
2.68
0.86
0.32
0.09
0.37
1.19
3.04
2.23
0.00
2.68
19.51

MT Ce/Mob

Ce N2O
Emissions4

2,593.81

MT CO2e/Mon

Total GHG
emissions

Max Operation Schedule Hrs/Day: 10

Max. kg/hr

0.56
0.41
0.00
0.49
0.16
0.059
0.016
0.07
0.22
0.56
0.41
0.00
0.49
3.59

0.064
0.033
0.00
0.032
0.020
0.014
0.0037
0.0086
0.013
0.064
0.033
0.00
0.032
0.372

3.19E-03
4.24E-03
1.85E-04
8.84E-04
8.84E-04
8.84E-04
3.12E-03

1,942.51
4,536.32

2.026
0.355
0.0309
0.067
0.148
0.052
0.0082
2.687
6.27

11.02
1.93
0.168
0.36
0.80
0.28
0.044
14.610
34.1

0.123
0.041
0.0036
0.0085
0.034
0.0043
0.015
0.2293
0.60

0.056
0.019
0.0016
0.0039
0.0156
0.0019
0.0069
0.105
0.27

Table E-7
Greenhouse Gas Emission Estimation - Construction Equipment, 2ndt Construction Mobilization
Fraction of Equipment in Operation: 0.7
Peak Unit
No.1

2
2
0
2
1
1
1
1
4
2
2
0
2

Units

480
696
0
864
216
120
120
216
1,920
480
696
0
864

Operating
Days per
Mob 1
UnitDays/Mob

Rock Trenchers
Side Boom Trackers
Rock Crusher - Track
Portable Compaction Rollers
Bulldozer
Motor Graders
HDPE Fusion Machine
Crane, Mobile - 50 ton
Pole Drilling Machine
Backhoe
Ditchwitch
Forklift - All terrain
Welding Machines

3,648
480
960
432
960
336
15

Description 1

20
80
20
20
20
29
0
36
9
5
5
9
80

Truck, 3/4 Pickup
Service Truck
Concrete Truck
Line Truck
Cable Pull/Tension Truck
Bucket Truck
Water Truck

Unit-Months
per Mob 1

152
20
40
18
40
14
35

Max.
lb CO2/hr
MT Ce/Mob
lb CH4/hr
MT/hr
Earthmoving Equipment Emission Sources
262.49
1.15
400.9
0.0147
132.74
0.58
294.0
0.0074
122.56
0.00
0.0
0.0068
128.63
0.57
353.6
0.0072
164.91
0.36
113.3
0.0092
110.58
0.24
42.2
0.0062
30.28
0.067
11.6
0.0017
70.28
0.15
48.3
0.0039
25.6
0.23
156.4
0.0014
262.49
1.15
400.9
0.0147
132.74
0.58
294.0
0.0074
122.56
0.00
0.0
0.0068
128.63
0.57
353.6
0.0072
Equipment Subtotals
6.7
2570.7
On-Site Non Road Vehicles
2.20
1452.0
0.0070
0.73
254.4
0.0093
0.06
22.1
0.0004
0.15
47.7
0.0019
0.61
106.1
0.0019
0.08
37.1
0.0019
0.27
5.8
0.0068
4.1
1925.2
10.8
4495.9

8
125.09
2
166.55
4
7.25
2
34.72
8
34.72
1
34.72
1
122.5
Vehicle Subtotals
TOTAL GHG EMISSIONS

NOTES:
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1Number and description of construction equipment units and unit-days per Mobilization were obtained from Project Description and emission estimates provided by Enefit.
2For construction equipment and mobile sources (Diesel) the CO emission factors (lb/hr operation) were obtained for a 2016 operating year from SCAQMD CEQA Handbook; Off-Road Mobile Source Emission Factors (http://www.aqmd.gov/home/regulations/ceqa/air-quality-analysis-handbook)
2
3
Maximum
hourly emissions based on peak unit number on-site, assuming all units may be in operation for the highest impact hour
emissions for the duration of the mobilization estimated for the total number of operating days X peak equip. no. X fraction of units in continual operation.
factors for CH4 and N2O derived from the CO2 factor from SCAQMD, scaled by the ratio of the factors for CH4 and N2O relative to CO2 in USEPA, Emission Factors for Greenhouse Gas Emissions (April 2014 version)
4Total
5Emission
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Construction Emission Sources
Description8
Tanker Trucks (Product)
Truck Driver Commute Veh.
NOTES:

50
200

Peak No. of
Units4
20,100
40,200

VMT/day5

50
200

Peak No. of
Units3

20,100
40,200

VMT/day4

NOX Emission
Factor6
lb/VMT
0.01887
0.000556
SUBTOTALS
Ton/Yr
69.22
4.08
73.3

Table E-8
Gaseous Pollutant Emission Estimation - No Action Alternative1
Assumed avg speed of On-Road Vehicles: 502
CO Emission
Tailpipe NOX Emissions7
Tailpipe CO Emissions7
Factor6
lb/VMT
Max. lb/hr
Ton/Mob
0.00705
17.63
25.86
0.00576
57.60
42.26
75.2
68.1
Max. lb/hr
47.18
5.56
52.7

PM10 Emission
Factor5
lb/VMT
0.00183
0.0000939
SUBTOTALS

VOC Emission
Factor6
lb/VMT
0.00161
0.000633

Table E-9
Particulate Matter Emission Estimation - No Action Alternative1
Assumed avg speed of On-Road Vehicles: 502
PM2.5 Emission
Tailpipe PM10 Emissions6
Tailpipe PM2.5 Emissions6
Factor5
Max. lb/hr
Ton/Yr
lb/hr/unit
Max. lb/hr
Ton/Yr
On-Road Vehicles - Product Shipment Emission Sources
4.58
6.71
0.0016
4.00
5.87
0.94
0.69
0.0000613
0.61
0.45
5.5
7.4
4.6
6.3

Max. lb/hr
9.88E-02
1.07E-01
0.2058

Ton/Yr
0.14
0.08
0.2234

Tailpipe SO2 Emissions7
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PM2.5 Emission
Factor5
lb/VMT

Ton/Yr
5.91
4.64
10.55

PM10 Emission
Factor5
lb/VMT

0.00401
0.00038

PM10 Ton/yr

14.70
2.81
17.5

PM2.5 Ton/Yr
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Table 13.2.1 ADT 500 to 5000
Tons
Trucks
Tons
Worker Veh

59.91
11.44
71.3

Road Entrainment Emissions7

Days Operation per Year: 3652

Days Operation per Year : 3653
SO2 Emission
Tailpipe VOC Emissions7
Factor6
lb/VMT
3.95E-05
1.07E-05
Max. lb/hr
4.03
6.33
10.4

0.01633
0.00156

0.2
30
3

1No Action Alternative assumes that the South Project is constructed and operates without the utility corridors. Involves truck shipment of product and additional commute for drivers.
2Assumed average speed on the road for trucks and commuter vehicles, used only to estimate hourly emission rates.
3Maximum annual emissions assume that product shipment by tanker truck may occur up to 365 days per year.
4Peak unit count of equipment is estimated from the number of daily trips required, and used only to determine maximum hourly emissions.
5
Vehicle
Miles Traveled (VMT) per day based on 201 truck trips, of 100 miles round trip for product shipment. Drivers assumed to operate in 2, 12-hour shifts and travel daily round trips of 100 miles to Vernal, UT.
6Gaseous emission factors for tanker trucks (heavy trucks) and commuter vehicles (light trucks) obtained from CARB EMFAC11, updated 2013 (CARB 2013).
and Annual emission rates calculated for 24 hour per day tanker truck operation, and 2 shifts of up to 100 drivers.
description of the vehicle types obtained from Enefit project description.
7Hourly
8The

Construction Emission
Sources
Description8
Tanker Trucks (Product)
Truck Driver Commute Veh.

Silt
Veh wt
NOTES:
1No Action Alternative assumes that the South Project is constructed and operates without the utility corridors. Involves truck shipment of product and additional commute for drivers.
2Assumed average speed on the road for trucks and commuter vehicles, used only to estimate hourly emission rates. Maximum annual emissions assume that product shipment by tanker truck may occur up to 365 days per year.
3
Peak unit count of equipment is estimated from the number of daily trips required, and used only to determine maximum hourly emissions.
4Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) per day based on 201 truck trips, of 100 miles round trip for product shipment. Drivers assumed to operate in 2, 12-hour shifts and travel daily round trips of 100 miles to Vernal, UT.
5Particulate matter emission factors for tanker trucks (heavy trucks) and commuter vehicles (light trucks) obtained from CARB EMFAC11, updated 2013 (CARB 2013).
Hourly and Annual emission rates calculated for 24 hour per day tanker truck operation, and 2 shifts of up to 100 drivers.
Road dust entrainment emission factors calculated using information and equations in USEPA Document AP-42, Section 13.2 Paved Roads. Parameters provided in bottom table section.
description of the vehicle types obtained from Enefit project description.
6
7
8The
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Construction Emission Sources
Description8
Tanker Trucks (Product)
Truck Driver Commute Veh.

VMT/Oper
Day4

10,200
20,400

Table E-10
Greenhouse Gas Emission Estimation - No Action Alternative1
Assumed avg speed of On-Road Vehicles: 502
Ce CO2
Emissions7

CH4
Emissions5

CO2 Emission
Factor6

CH4 Emission
Factor6

lb CO2/VMT

Ce CO2
Emissions7

Peak Unit
No.5

23.16
12.17
35.3

Units
4.211
1.10678
SUBTOTALS

Max. MT/hr
MT Ce/Yr
lb CH4/VMT
kg/yr
On-Road Vehicles - Product Shipment Emission Sources
34490.6
0.000142
1163.07
18130.4
0.0000562
920.62
52621.0
2083.7

50
100

MT Ce/Yr

Ce CH4
Emissions6

1.07E-04
2.82E-05

lb N2O/VMT

N2O Emission
Factor7
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kg/yr

N2O
Emissions5

MT Ce/Yr

Ce N2O
Emissions3

53072.4

Total GHG
emissions
(MT CO2e/Mon)
(MT CO2e/Yr)

878.31
461.69
1340.0

261.74
137.58
399.3

Days Operation per Year: 3653

29.077
23.016
52.1

Tailpipe CO Emissions4
Tailpipe VOC Emissions
Max. lb/day5
Ton/Activity6
Max. lb/day5
Ton/Activity6
On-Road Vehicles - Corridor Construction Commuters
2.006
0.08
0.432
0.018
2.866
0.12
0.617
0.026
4.9
0.2
1.049
0.044
2.866
0.31
0.617
0.067
2.87
0.31
0.617
0.067
0.57
0.06
0.123
0.013
6.305
0.681
1.357
0.147

Table E-11
Criteria Pollutant Emission Estimation - Corridor Construction Commuter Vehicles1
Days Operation2

0.62
0.89
1.5
2.29
2.29
0.46
5.029

Tailpipe NOX Emissions
Max. lb/day5
Ton/Activity6
14.815
21.164
36.0
21.164
21.16
4.23
46.561

0.031
0.044
0.075
0.044
0.044
0.009
0.097

0.001
0.002
0.003
0.005
0.005
0.001
0.010

2nd Mobilization: 216
1st Mobilization: 84
Tailpipe SO2 Emissions
Max. lb/day5
Ton/Activity6

2.222
3.175
5.397
3.175
3.175
0.635
6.985
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0.093
0.133
0.227
0.343
0.343
0.069
0.754

Total PM10
Max. lb/day4, 5
Ton/Activity6

NOTES:
1No Action Alternative assumes that the South Project is constructed and operates without the utility corridors. Involves truck shipment of product and additional commute for drivers.
2Assumed average speed on the road for trucks and commuter vehicles, used only to estimate hourly emission rates.
3Maximum annual emissions assume that product shipment by tanker truck may occur up to 365 days per year.
4
Vehicle
Miles
Traveled (VMT) per day based on 201 truck trips, of 100 miles round trip for product shipment. Drivers assumed to operate in 2, 12-hour shifts and travel daily round trips of 100 miles to Vernal, UT. Total emissions of CH4 and NO2 take into
5Peak unit count of equipment is estimated from the number of daily trips required, and used only to determine maximum hourly emissions.
emission factors for tanker trucks (heavy trucks) and commuter vehicles (light trucks) obtained from CARB EMFAC11, updated 2013 (CARB 2013).
and Annual emission rates calculated for 24 hour per day tanker truck operation, and 2 shifts of up to 100 drivers.
description of the vehicle types obtained from Enefit project description.
6Gaseous
7Hourly
8The

Construction Activity Description3
Water Line Constr
Transmission Line 1
Subtotal Mobilization 1
Natural Gas/Product Lines
Transmission Line 2
Switchyard
Subtotal Mobilization 2

NOTES:
1
Corridor
Construction
consists of 2 Mobilizations, number of days per Mobilization obtained from Enefit project description (Chapter 2).
2Total days of operation for both Mobilizations obtained from Enefit project description (Chapter 2).
3
The
Construction
activities comprise the activities for each Mobilization as described in the Enefit Project Description (Chapter 2).
4
The
PM
10 emissions include tailpipe emissions based on EMFAC11 model (CARB 2013), plus paved road dust entrainment estimated from USEPA Document AP-42, Section 12.3 Paved Roads (EPA 1995).
emissions assume peak commuter count present during the mobilization, with VMT assuming 100 mile round trip to Vernal, UT. Emissions factors for light-duty trucks from EMFAC11 model (CARB 2013).
emissions for each activity during a Mobilization are the peak daily emissions times the total days per Mobilization.
5Daily
6Total
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Construction Activity
Description3
Water Line Constr
Transmission Line 1
Natural Gas/Product Lines
Transmission Line 2
Switchyard

CO2 Emission
Factor4
Est lb/day
1,148
1,640
Subtotal Mobilization 1
1,640
1,640
328
Subtotal Mobilization 2

MT/Activity

Ce CO2 Emissions5

212.2
303.1
515.2
779.3
779.3
155.9
1,714.5

0.13
0.19
0.32
0.48
0.48
0.14
1.11

Table E-12
Greenhouse Gas Emission Estimation - Corridor Construction Commuter Vehicles1
Days Operation2
CH4 Emission
N2O Emission
CH4 Emissions5
Ce CH4 Emissions5
Factor4, 6
Factor4, 6
lb CH4/day
Est kg/Activity
MT/Activity
lb N2O/day
On-Road Vehicles - Product Shipment Emission Sources
0.0641
11.844
0.296
2.92E-02
0.0916
16.920
0.423
4.18E-02
28.8
0.7
0.0916
16.920
1.088
4.18E-02
0.0916
16.920
1.088
4.18E-02
0.0183
3.384
0.218
8.35E-03
37.2
2.4

Tailpipe NOX Emissions
Max. lb/day4
Ton/Activity5
3.21
4.49
7.69
4.49
4.49
1.28
10.26

Tailpipe CO Emissions6
Tailpipe VOC Emissions
Max. lb/day4
Ton/Activity5
Max. lb/day4
Ton/Activity5
On-Road Vehicles - Corridor Construction Delivery Trucks
0.58
0.02
0.093
0.004
0.82
0.03
0.130
0.005
1.40
0.06
0.223
0.009
0.82
0.09
0.130
0.014
0.82
0.09
0.130
0.014
0.23
0.03
0.037
0.004
1.86
0.20
0.297
0.032
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MT/Activity

Ce N2O Emissions5

(MT CO2e/Mobil.)

Total GHG emissions

2nd Mobilization: 216
1st Mobilization: 84
Est kg/Activity

0.0004
0.0005
0.0009
0.0013
0.0013
0.0004
0.0030

0.317
0.173
0.490
0.173
0.173
0.049
0.395
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0.013
0.007
0.021
0.019
0.019
0.005
0.043

Total PM10
Max. lb/day4, 6
Ton/Activity5

1729.9
2249.8

519.9

N2O Emissions4

5.402
1.61
7.718
2.30
13.1
3.9
7.718
5.91
7.718
5.91
1.544
1.18
17.0
13.0
Total Corridor Construction GHG Emissions

0.0088
0.0123
0.0211
0.0123
0.0123
0.0035
0.0281

Table E-13
Criteria Pollutant Emission Estimation - Corridor Construction Delivery Trucks1
Days Operation2
2nd Mobilization: 216
1st Mobilization: 84
Tailpipe SO2 Emissions
Max. lb/day4
Ton/Activity5

NOTES:
1Corridor Construction consists of 2 Mobilizations, number of days per Mobilization obtained from Enefit project description (Chapter 2).
2Total days of operation for both Mobilizations obtained from Enefit project description (Chapter 2).
3The Construction activities comprise the activities for each Mobilization as described in the Enefit Project Description (Chapter 2).
4Daily emissions assume peak commuter count present during the mobilization, with VMT assuming 100 mile round trip to Vernal, UT. Emissions factors from EMFAC11 model (CARB 2013).
emissions for each activity during a Mobilization are the peak daily emissions times the total days per Mobilization. Total CH4 and NO2 emissions include the greenhouse warming potential factors of 25 for CH4 and 298 for NO2 to obtain CO2 equivalent emissions.
emission factors for CH4 and N2O derived from the CO2 factor from EMFAC11, scaled by the ratio of the factors for CH4 and N2O relative to CO2 in USEPA, Emission Factors for Greenhouse Gas Emissions (April 2014 version)
5Total
6GHG

Subtotal Mobilization 2

Subtotal Mobilization 1

Construction Activity Description3
Water Line Constr
Transmission Line 1
Natural Gas/Product Lines
Transmission Line 2
Switchyard

NOTES:
1
Corridor Construction consists of 2 Mobilizations, number of days per Mobilization obtained from Enefit project description (Chapter 2).
2Total days of operation for both Mobilizations obtained from Enefit project description (Chapter 2).
3
The
Construction
activities comprise the activities for each Mobilization as described in the Enefit Project Description (Chapter 2).
4
Daily emissions assume peak delivery truck count present during the mobilization, with VMT assuming 100 mile round trip to Vernal, UT. Emissions factors for heavy-duty trucks from EMFAC11 model (CARB 2013).
emissions for each activity during a Mobilization are the peak daily emissions times the total days per Mobilization.
PM10 emissions include tailpipe emissions based on EMFAC11 model (CARB 2013), plus paved road dust entrainment estimated from USEPA Document AP-42, Section 12.3 Paved Roads (EPA 1995).
5Total
6The
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Construction Activity
Description3
Water Line Constr
Transmission Line 1
Natural Gas/Product Lines
Transmission Line 2
Switchyard

CO2 Emission
Factor4
Est lb/day
242.50
339.5
Subtotal Mobilization 1

Subtotal Mobilization 2

MT/Activity

Ce CO2 Emissions5

44.8
62.7
107.6
0.0
0.0
0.0
0.0

Table E-14
Greenhouse Gas Emission Estimation - Corridor Construction Commuter Vehicles1
Days Operation2
CH4 Emission
N2O Emission
CH4 Emissions5
Ce CH4 Emissions5
Factor4, 6
Factor4, 6
lb CH4/day
Est kg/Activity
MT/Activity
lb N2O/day
On-Road Vehicles - Product Shipment Emission Sources
0.0135
2.502
0.063
6.18E-03
0.0190
3.503
0.088
8.65E-03
6.0
0.2
0.0190
3.503
0.225
8.65E-03
0.0190
3.503
0.225
8.65E-03
0.0054
1.001
0.064
2.47E-03
8.0
0.5
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MT/Activity

Ce N2O Emissions5

(MT CO2e/Mobil.)

Total GHG emissions

2nd Mobilization: 216
1st Mobilization: 84
Est kg/Activity

108.5

3.3
111.8
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N2O Emissions4

1.141
0.34
1.598
0.48
2.7
0.8
1.598
1.22
1.598
1.22
0.456
0.35
3.7
2.8
Total Corridor Construction GHG Emissions

NOTES:
1Corridor Construction consists of 2 Mobilizations, number of days per Mobilization obtained from Enefit project description (Chapter 2).
2Total days of operation for both Mobilizations obtained from Enefit project description (Chapter 2).
3The Construction activities comprise the activities for each Mobilization as described in the Enefit Project Description (Chapter 2).
4Daily emissions assume peak commuter count present during the mobilization, with VMT assuming 100 mile round trip to Vernal, UT. Emissions factors from EMFAC11 model (CARB 2013).
emissions for each activity during a Mobilization are the peak daily emissions times the total days per Mobilization. Total CH4 and NO2 emissions include the greenhouse warming potential factors of 25 for CH4 and 298 for NO2 to obtain CO2 equivalent emissions.
emission factors for CH4 and N2O derived from the CO2 factor from EMFAC11, scaled by the ratio of the factors for CH4 and N2O relative to CO2 in USEPA, Emission Factors for Greenhouse Gas Emissions (April 2014 version)
5Total
6GHG

Final Enefit American Oil Utility Corridor Project EIS

Appendix F
Biological Resources Supporting Data

Appendix F1
Tables of Biological Resources

S-ESA (E)

This species is endemic to the Colorado River
system and currently is restricted to the Green
River in Utah. Uses main channels of large rivers
and favors swift currents.

Page F1-1

Yes. Water for well
construction and production
will be taken from tributaries to
the Green River. Wells are
proposed in the Green River
Floodplain.

Further Analysis
(Yes/No)

Appendix F – Biological Resources Supporting Data

Moderate. Designated Critical Habitat
for this species occurs along a segment
of the Green River located
approximately nine river miles south of
the Project area.

Table F-1
Federally Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species Identified as Potentially Occurring in the Study Area
Common Name
Potential for Occurrence Within the
Status
Habitat Association
Species Name
Proposed Project Area
Threatened, Endangered and Candidate Plant Species
Duchesne River, Green River, and Mancos
High. Level 1 Core Conservation Areas
Uinta Basin hookless cactus
S-ESA (T)
Formations; salt desert shrub and pinyon-juniper
and habitat exists within the Project
Yes
Sclerocactus wetlandicus
on river benches at 4,500 to 6,600 feet amsl
area. No plants were identified.
Threatened, Endangered and Candidate Mammal Species
This species inhabits semi-arid grasslands and
Low to Moderate. Suitable habitat
mountain basins. It is found primarily in
Black-footed Ferret
within prairie-dog colonies and Primary
S-ESA (E)
association with active prairie dog colonies that
Yes
Euderma maculatum
Management Zone for ferrets is crossed
contain suitable burrow densities and colonies
by the Project area.
that are of sufficient size.
Threatened, Endangered and Candidate Bird Species
Occupies upland sagebrush habitat in rolling hills
and benches. Breeding occurs on open leks (or
High. The species is widespread, but
strutting grounds) and nesting and brooding
declining in Utah. Existing populations
Greater sage-grouse
occurs in upland areas and meadows in proximity
S-ESA (C)
are found in Uintah and Duchense
Yes
Centrocercus urophasianus
to water and generally within a 1-mile radius of
Counties. Designated habitat occurs in
the lek. During winter, sagebrush habitats at subthe Project area.
montane elevations commonly are used. Breeding
season: March 1 through June 30.
This riparian obligate species usually occurs in
Low to moderate. There are no large
Western Yellow-billed cuckoo
S-ESA (T)
large tracts of cottonwood and willow habitats.
tracts of potential habit in the Project
Yes
Coccyzus americanus
Breeding season: late June through July.
area.
Threatened, Endangered and Candidate Fish Species
Bonytail
Gila elegans
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Common Name
Species Name

Colorado pikeminnow
Ptychocheilus lucius

Humpback chub
Gila cypha

Habitat Association

Range is restricted to the Upper Colorado River
basin, upstream of Glen canyon Dam. Adult
Colorado pikeminnow use a variety of habitat
types, but mainly utilize shoreline runs, eddies,
backwater habitats, seasonally flooded bottoms,
and side canyons. They are most abundant in the
upper Green River (between the mouth of the
Yampa River and head of Desolation Canyon)
and lower Green River (between the Price and
San Rafael Rivers). Other concentration areas
include the Yampa River, the lower 21 miles of
the White River, and the Ruby and Horsethief
Canyon area between Westwater, Utah, and
Loma, Colorado (USFWS 2002).
Occurs in a wide variety of riverine habitats,
especially canyon areas with fast currents, deep
pools, and boulder habitat. This species originally
inhabited the main stem of the Colorado River
from what is now Lake Mead to the canyon areas
of the Green and Yampa River Basins. Currently,
it appears restricted to the Colorado River at
Black Rocks and Westwater Canyon of the Green
River, and Yampa Canyon of the Yampa River.
Suitable habitat and critical habitat has been
designated for this species in the Green River in
Uintah County.
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Yes. Water for well
construction and production
will be taken from tributaries to
the Green River. Wells are
proposed in the Green River
Floodplain.

Further Analysis
(Yes/No)

Moderate to high. Critical habitat for
this species is located along the White
River that flows through the Project
area.

Yes
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Moderate to high. Critical habitat for
this species is located along the White
River that flows through the Project
area.

Table F-1
Federally Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species Identified as Potentially Occurring in the Study Area
Potential for Occurrence Within the
Proposed Project Area
Status

S-ESA (E)

S-ESA (E)
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Further Analysis
(Yes/No)
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Table F-1
Federally Threatened, Endangered, and Candidate Species Identified as Potentially Occurring in the Study Area
Common Name
Potential for Occurrence Within the
Status
Habitat Association
Species Name
Proposed Project Area
Occurs in a variety of habitats including quiet
eddies, pools, and mid-channel runs. Usually
found over sand or silt substrate, but occur over
gravel and cobble bars. The largest population is
known to occur in the upper Green River between Moderate to high. Critical habitat for
Razorback sucker
the confluence of the Yampa River and the
this species is located along the White
S-ESA (E)
Yes
Xyrauchen texanus
confluence of the Duchesne River. Adults also
River that flows through the Utility
occur in the Colorado River near Grand Junction, Project area.
Colorado, although numbers are very low.
Critical habitat has been designated for this
species in the Green River in Carbon, Duchesne,
Emery, Uintah and Grand Counties
NOTES:
BGEPA = protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act
CAS = conservation agreement species
WSC = UDWR wildlife species of concern
S-ESA (E) = species listed under the ESA as endangered
S-ESA (T) = species listed under the ESA as threatened
S-ESA (C) = species listed under the ESA as candidate
SS = BLM sensitive species.
SOURCE: Utah Native Plant Society (UNPS) (2003-2015)
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Common Name
Species Name
Graham’s penstemon
Penstemon grahamii
White River penstemon
Penstemon scariosus var.
albifluvis
Barneby’s catseye
Cryptantha barnebyi

Status1
Special Status Plant Species
Green River shale talus and ledges; sparse shadscale,
desert shrub, and pinyon juniper associate; 4,600 feet
amsl
Green River shale slopes and knolls; shadscale, desert
scrub, and pinyon-juniper associate at 5,000- to 6,600
feet amsl
White shale barrens and knolls of the Green River
Formation in shadscale and pinyon-juniper at 6,069 to
7,874 feet amsl. Known to co-occur with Penstemon
grahamii and P. scariosus var. albifluvis
Clay badlands in Duchesne and Uintah Counties.
Limited information on distributional range or habitat
features. Type locality near Chipita Wells
Salt desert shrub, sagebrush, and shadscale in sandy
soils at 4,790 to 5,800 feet amsl
Special Status Wildlife Species
Typically found in open shrublands, semi-desert
grasslands, and mountain valleys, in loosely organized
colonies that may occupy hundreds of acres on favorable
sites. They spend much of their time in underground
burrows, often hibernating during the winter.
Inhabits desert shrub, sagebrush-rabbitbrush, Pinyonjuniper woodland, and ponderosa pine and montane
forest habitats. In Utah, the species also uses lowland
riparian and montane grassland habitats. Suitable cliff
habitat appears necessary for roosts and hibernacula.
Spotted bats typically do not migrate and use
hibernacula that maintain a constant temperature above
freezing from September through May. Hibernation (in
caves) and winter activity have been documented in
southwestern Utah.

Habitat Association
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High. Prairie dog colonies exist in the Utility
Project area.

High. Formation and associated soils occur
throughout the Project area.

Yes. Individual plants and habitat associated
with this species occurs in the Project area.

High. Individual plants were identified in the
South Project area. Formation and associated
soils occur in the Project area, but little is
known about exact habitat requirements.

High. Occurs within or near the Utility and
South Project areas.

High. Occurs within or near the Utility and
South Project areas.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
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Further
Analysis
(Yes/No)

Low. The species potentially occurs
throughout Utah; however, no occurrence
records exist for the extreme northern or
western parts of the state. Known
occurrences have been reported in
northeastern Uintah County.

Potential for Occurrence Within the
Proposed Project Area

Table F-2
BLM Sensitive Species Identified as Potentially Occurring in the Study Area

BLM-sensitive,
conservation
agreement
BLM-sensitive,
conservation
agreement
BLM-sensitive

BLM-sensitive

WSC; SS

BLM-sensitive

White-tailed prairie-dog
Cynomys leucurus

WSC; SS

Strigose Easter-daisy
Townsendia strigosa var.
prolixa
Sterile yucca
Yucca sterilis

Spotted bat
Euderma maculatum
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Common Name
Species Name
Status1

S-SPC

WSC; SS

Townsend’s big-eared bat
Corynorhinus townsendii

Fringed myotis
Myotis thysanodes

This riparian obligate species occurs in large tracts of
cottonwood and willow habitats. Breeding season: late
June through July.
Inhabits arid grasslands, agricultural areas, marshes, and
occasionally open woodlands. In Utah, cold desert shrub
and sagebrush-rabbit brush habitats also are utilized.
Usually a ground nester. Typical breeding season: April
10 through June 15.
Inhabits desert, semi-desert shrubland, grasslands, and
agricultural areas. Nesting habitat primarily consists of
flat, dry, and relatively open terrain; short vegetation;
and abandoned mammal burrows for nesting and shelter.
Breeding season: April through July 15.

Cliff and canyon, sagebrush shrubland

Found in a wide range of habitats from semi desert
shrublands and piñon-juniper woodlands to open
montane forests. Roosting occurs in mines and caves, in
abandoned buildings, on rock cliffs, and occasionally in
tree cavities. Foraging occurs well after dark over water,
along margins of vegetation, and over sagebrush.
This small bat species occurs in most of the western
United States, in much of Mexico, and part of
southwestern Canada. The species is widely distributed
throughout Utah, but is not very common in the state.
The fringed myotis inhabits caves, mines, and buildings,
most often in desert and woodland areas.
The species is rare in Utah, occurring primarily in the
southern half of the state, although individuals may
rarely occur in northern Utah. Prefers rocky and
woodland habitats, where roosting occurs in caves,
mines, old buildings, and rock crevices.
Special Status Bird Species

Habitat Association
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Low. This species breeds in northern Utah
and occurs as a migrant potentially
throughout the state. Known to occur in
Uintah County, with occurrence probable in
Duchesne County.

Moderate to high. Foraging and potential
nesting habitat along the White River.

High. Nesting and foraging habitat is found
throughout the Project area.

Low to moderate. Habitat exists within the
Project area.

Low. Based on the known range and the
presence of suitable habitat, this species has
the potential to occur in the Project area.

Low. The species occurs throughout much
of Utah including Duchesne and Uintah
counties. Relative to the project area, one
individual was collected at the Ouray
National Wildlife Refuge in 1980.

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes
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Further
Analysis
(Yes/No)

High. Habitat for this species occurs within
the Project area.

Potential for Occurrence Within the
Proposed Project Area

Table F-2
BLM Sensitive Species Identified as Potentially Occurring in the Study Area

BGEPA

WSC; SS

Golden eagle
Aquila chrysaetos
BGEPA; WSC;
SS

Big free-tailed bat
Nyctinomops macrotis

Bald eagle
Haliaeetus leucocephalus

WSC; SS

WSC; SS

Short-eared owl
Asio flammeus

Burrowing owl
Athene cunicularia
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Status1

WSC; SS

Common Name
Species Name
Ferruginous hawk
Buteo regalis

WSC; SS

SS, SPC

WSC; SS

Lewis’s woodpecker
Melanerpes lewis

Long-billed curlew
Numenius americanus

Mountain Plover
Charadrius montanus

In Utah, this species resides mainly in lowland open
desert terrain characterized by barren cliffs and bluffs,
piñon-juniper woodlands, sagebrush-rabbit brush, and
cold desert shrub. Nesting habitat includes promontory
points and rocky outcrops.
Found in open habitats such as pine forests, riparian
areas, and piñon-juniper woodlands. Breeding habitat
typically includes ponderosa pines and cottonwoods in
stream bottoms and farm areas. In Utah, the species
inhabits agricultural lands and urban parks, montane and
desert riparian woodlands, and submontane shrub
habitats. Breeding season: mid-May through midAugust.
Inhabits shortgrass prairies, alpine meadows, riparian
woodlands, and reservoir habitats. Breeding habitat
includes upland areas of shortgrass prairie or grassy
meadows with bare ground components, usually near
water.
Typically associated with shortgrass prairie habitat
composed primarily of blue grama and buffalo grass
(Buchloe dactyloides). However, habitat characteristics
in the Uinta Basin are notably different from shortgrass
prairie breeding areas. In Utah, this species has been
recorded as a casual migrant in Box Elder, Weber, Salt
Lake, and Daggett counties. Six (6) documented
historical sightings have occurred in the Uinta Basin.
One known breeding population in Utah was located on
Myton Bench. The Utah population bred in shrub-steppe
habitat among white-tailed prairie dogs and near
roadways or oil well pads.

Habitat Association
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Low. In Utah, the species is widespread, but
is an uncommon nester along the Green
River. Breeding by this species has been
observed in Ouray and Uintah counties, and
along Pariette Wash.

High. Habitat for this species occurs within
the Project area.

Yes. Potential
habitat along
White River.

Yes

Yes

Further
Analysis
(Yes/No)

Low. Widespread migrant in Utah. Breeding
birds are fairly common but localized,
primarily in central and northwestern Utah.
Potential nesting has been reported in Uintah
County, but has not been confirmed.

Yes
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Low to moderate. Habitat for mountain
plover exists within the Project area.

Potential for Occurrence Within the
Proposed Project Area

Table F-2
BLM Sensitive Species Identified as Potentially Occurring in the Study Area
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Flannelmouth sucker
Catostomus latipinnis

Bluehead sucker
Catostomus discobolus

SS

SS

SS

Common Name
Species Name

Roundtail chub
Gila robusta

Status1
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Moderate. This species occurs in the main
stem Colorado and its large tributaries.

Moderate. Suitable habitat for this species
occurs along portions of the White River in
the Project area.

Yes

Yes

Yes
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Further
Analysis
(Yes/No)

Moderate. Known distribution of this species
includes portions of the White River.

Potential for Occurrence Within the
Proposed Project Area

Table F-2
BLM Sensitive Species Identified as Potentially Occurring in the Study Area
Habitat Association
Special Status Fish Species
Occupies a wide range of aquatic habitats ranging from
cold, clear mountain streams to warm, turbid rivers. This
species occurs in the lower portion of Pariette Draw and
in the Green River below the Pariette Draw confluence.
Fast flowing streams are important habitat for this
species.
Adults occur in riffles, runs, and pools in streams and
large rivers, with the highest densities usually in pool
habitat. Young live in slow to moderately swift waters
near the shoreline areas.
Most often found in murky pools near strong currents in
the main-stem Colorado River and its large tributaries.
Adults inhabit low to high flow areas in the Green River;
young occur in shallow areas with minimal flow.

NOTES:
CAS = conservation agreement species
S-ESA (E) = species listed under the ESA as endangered
S-ESA (T) = species listed under the ESA as threatened
S-ESA (C) = species listed under the ESA as candidate
BGEPA = protected under the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act
SS = BLM sensitive species
SPC = Species of Conservation Concern (Utah)
WSC = UDWR wildlife species of concern
SOURCE: Utah Native Plant Society (UNPS) (2003-2015)
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Table F-3
Avian Species Occurring or Potentially Occurring in the Utility and South Project Areas.
Species Likely
Species Occurring
to Occur in the
Species
Scientific Name
Habitat
in Project Area
Project Area
(Yes /No)
(Yes/No)
Centrocercus
Greater sage-grouse
SS
No
Yes
urophasianus
Cooper’s hawk
Accipiter cooperii
SS, RI, PJF
Yes
Yes
Sharp-shinned hawk
Accipiter striatus
PJF
No
Yes
Northern shoveler
Anas clypeata
RI, OW
Yes
Yes
Golden eagle1
Aquila chrysaetos
CC, flyover
Yes
Yes
Sage sparrow
Artemisiospiza belli
SS, SDS
Yes
Yes
Burrowing owl1
Athene cunicularia
SS, DD
Yes
Yes
Juniper titmouse
Baeolophus ridgwayi
PJF
No
Yes
Canada goose1
Branta Canadensis
CC, RI
Yes
Yes
Great-horned owl1
Bubo virginianus
CC
Yes
Yes
Red-tailed hawk1
Buteo jamaicensis
RI, flyover
Yes
Yes
Ferruginous hawk
Buteo regalis
PJF, SS
No
Yes
Swainson’s hawk
Buteo swainsoni
RI
Yes
Yes
Sandpiper species
Calidris spp.
RI
Yes
Yes
Lesser goldfinch
Carduelis psaltria
DD
No
Yes
Turkey vulture
Cathartes aura
Flyover
Yes
Yes
Canyon wren
Catherpes mexicanus
CC
No
Yes
Mountain plover
Charadrius montanus
GR
Yes
Yes
SDS, DD,
1
Killdeer
Charadrius vociferous
Yes
Yes
GF
SS, GF,
Lark sparrow1
Chondestes grammacus
Yes
Yes
SDS, RI
SS, SDS,
Northern harrier
Circus cyaneus
Yes
Yes
DD
Northern flicker
Colaptes auratus
RI, PJF
Yes
Yes
SS, SDS,
Common raven1
Corvus corax
DD, PJF,
Yes
Yes
CC
Yellow warbler
Dendroica petechial
RI
Yes
Yes
SS, SDS,
Horned lark
Eremophila alpestris
Yes
Yes
DD
Brewer’s blackbird
Euphagus cyanocephalus
SDS, RI, SS
Yes
Yes
Merlin
Falco columbarius
SS
Yes
Yes
Prairie falcon1
Falco mexicanus
CC, SS
Yes
Yes
Peregrine falcon
Falco peregrinus
CC, RI
No
Yes
CC, DD, SS,
American kestrel
Falco sparverius
Yes
Yes
SDS
Common yellowthroat Geothlypis thichas
RI
No
Yes
Gymnorhinus
Pinyon jay
PJF
No
Yes
cyanocephalus
Bald eagle
Haliaeetus leucocephalus
RI
No
Yes
Yellow-breasted chat
Icteria virens
RI
Yes
Yes
Bullock’s oriole
Icterus bullockii
RI
Yes
Yes
Dark-eyed junco
Junco hyemalis
SS
Yes
Yes
Loggerhead shrike
Lanius ludovicanus
SS, SDS
Yes
Yes
Western screech-owl
Megascops kennicottii
PJF, RI
No
Yes
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Table F-3
Avian Species Occurring or Potentially Occurring in the Utility and South Project Areas.
Species Likely
Species Occurring
to Occur in the
Species
Scientific Name
Habitat
in Project Area
Project Area
(Yes /No)
(Yes/No)
Common merganser
Mergus serrator
RI, OW
Yes
Yes
Northern mockingbird Mimus polyglottos
RI
Yes
Yes
Brown-headed
Molothrus ater
SDS, DD
Yes
Yes
cowbird
Townsend’s solitaire
Myadestes townsendii
RI
Yes
Yes
Sage thrasher
Oreoscoptes montanus
SS, SDS
Yes
Yes
Cliff swallow
Petrochelidon pyrrhonota
SS, SDS
Yes
Yes
Common poorwill
Phalaenoptilus nuttalii
CC
No
Yes
Black-billed magpie
Pica hudsonia
DD, SS, GF
Yes
Yes
Green-tailed towhee
Pipilo chlorurus
SS
No
Yes
Spotted towhee
Pipilo maculatus
RI
Yes
Yes
Blue-grey gnatcatcher Polioptila caerulea
RI, GF
Yes
Yes
Common grackle
Quiscalus quiscula
SDS, DD
Yes
Yes
Rock wren
Salpinctes obsoletus
CC
Yes
Yes
Say’s phoebe
Sayornis saya
SS, SDS
Yes
Yes
Mountain bluebird
Sialia currucoides
SS, RI
Yes
Yes
Brewer’s sparrow
Spizella breweri
SS
Yes
Yes
Chipping sparrow
Spizella passerine
SS
Yes
Yes
Western meadowlark
Sturnella neglecta
SS, SDS
Yes
Yes
Flyover, SS,
Tree swallow
Tachycineta bicolor
Yes
Yes
RI
Violet-green swallow
Tachycineta thalassina
SS
Yes
Yes
Willet
Tringa semipalmata
RI, OW
Yes
Yes
SS, RI, DD,
American robin
Turdus migratorius
Yes
Yes
PJF
SS, SDS,
Western kingbird
Tyrannus verticalis
Yes
Yes
DD
Yellow-headed
Xanthocephalus
RI
Yes
Yes
blackbird
xanthocephalus
Mourning dove
Zenaida macroura
SS, SDS, RI
Yes
Yes
White-crowned
Zonotrichia leucophrys
SS, SDS
Yes
Yes
sparrow
NOTE:
1Evidence of breeding observed (SWCA 2013).
BA = badland; CC = cliff and canyon; DD = developed/disturbed; GF = greasewood flat; OW = open water; PJF = pinyonjuniper forest; RI = riparian; SDS = salt desert Scrub; SS = sagebrush shrubland.
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Appendix F2
Greater Sage-Grouse
Required Design Features and
Applicable Management Actions

GREATER SAGE-GROUSE REQUIRED DESIGN FEATURES AND
APPLICABLE MANAGEMENT ACTIONS
Greater Sage Grouse Analysis (* This appendix may change depending on the timing of the official
signing of the EIS and potential litigation changes)
Project Name: Enefit American Oil Utility Corridor Project
NEPA#: DOI-BLM-UT-G010-2014-0007-EIS
This appendix documents the conformance of the proposed action with the Greater Sage Grouse
Environmental Impact Statement Record of Decision (ROD) and Approved Resource Management Plan
Amendments (ARMPA) and associated management actions for Utah, approved in September 2015.
SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES DECISIONS
Reasonable Mitigation
Reasonable mitigation requirements will be achieved by avoiding or minimizing unavoidable
impacts associated with actions at the Enefit American Oil (Enefit) Utility Corridor Project (Utility
Project) area (BLM 2016).
A. Avoidance and Minimization
Avoidance and minimization are documented using the required design features (RDF) determined by
BLM in the Utah Greater Sage-Grouse Approved RMP Amendment (2015) to ensure regulatory certainty
by using these recommended best management practices. For the Utility Project, each specific RDF for
lands and realty that are required for General Habitat Management Areas (GHMA) were addressed. Also,
pertinent stipulations as identified in the ARMPA 2015 will apply to minimize impacts.
a. Pertinent Restrictions:
Seasonal and Noise Restrictions:
The Utility Project area is located in GHMA and is also identified as brood-rearing and wintering
habitat by UDWR. According to UDWR Sensitive Species Biologist Brian Maxfield, no grouse
have been observed in this area for more than 10 years. Also, no leks are located within the 3.1mile buffer. With this local biologist’s knowledge of the sage-grouse population, no seasonal
timing or noise restrictions will be applied. Required design features will be applied for habitat
loss mitigation.
Tall Structure Restrictions:
Raptor protection/deterrents should be implemented on all powerlines.
Lek Buffer Restrictions:
No lek buffers apply to the Utility Project as there are no GRSG leks within the 3.1-mile buffer
area.
Predation:
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Individuals constructing the road will remove any trash or debris resulting from construction.
Raptor protection/deterrents should be implemented on all powerlines.
b. Required Design Features:
UTAH GREATER SAGE-GROUSE APPROVED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN
AMENDMENT (ARMPA) REQUIRED DESIGN FEATURES
FOR FLUID MINERALS GENERAL HABITAT MANAGEMENT AREA
Sub Category

Commitment/ What are you
doing to address the RDF?

Appendix C – RDF
Design roads to an appropriate standard no higher
than necessary to accommodate their intended
purpose.

Do not issue rights-of-way or special use
authorizations to counties on newly constructed
energy development roads, unless for a temporary
use consistent with all other terms and conditions
included in this document.

Roads
Establish speed limits on BLM system roads to
reduce vehicle/wildlife collisions or design roads
to be driven at slower speeds

Coordinate road construction and use among
right-of-way or special use authorization holders.
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The only new access roads in greater
sage-grouse habitat on BLM land
would consist of unimproved twotracks on the pipeline and
transmission line right-of-way for
maintenance access.
Upgrades to Dragon Road would be
designed to meet the minimum
requirements of the Uintah County
Class 1B (paved) road typical
section.
The only new access roads in greater
sage-grouse habitat on BLM land
would consist of unimproved twotracks on the pipeline and
transmission line right-of-way for
maintenance access.
Upgrades to Dragon Road would be
designed to meet the minimum
requirements of the Uintah County
Class 1B (paved) road typical
section.
Vehicle speeds on unpaved roadways
would be 15 to20 miles per hour, as
appropriate. (Air Quality Design
Feature/Mitigation Measure #2 from
EIS Table 4-1)
Wildlife mortality from vehicle
collisions would be mitigated. To
achieve this objective, employees
would be instructed to obey stateand county-posted speed limits.
Carpooling, busing, or other means to
limit traffic (and vehicle collisions
with wildlife) would be emphasized.
(Wildlife Design Feature/Mitigation
Measure #9 from EIS Table 4-1)
The Traffic and Transportation
Management Plan developed as part
of the POD will ensure necessary

UTAH GREATER SAGE-GROUSE APPROVED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN
AMENDMENT (ARMPA) REQUIRED DESIGN FEATURES
FOR FLUID MINERALS GENERAL HABITAT MANAGEMENT AREA
Sub Category

Commitment/ What are you
doing to address the RDF?

Appendix C – RDF

Construct road crossings at right angles to
ephemeral drainages and stream crossings.

coordination occurs with roadway
agencies to limit any conflict
between roadway users and the
Project. (Travel Management Design
Feature/Mitigation Measure #1 from
EIS Table 4-1)
Not applicable; the only new access
roads in greater sage-grouse habitat
on BLM land would consist of
unimproved two-tracks on the
pipeline and transmission line rightof-way for maintenance access.

Upgrades to Dragon Road would be
designed to meet the minimum
requirements of the Uintah County
Class 1B (paved) road typical
section.
Use dust abatement practices on roads and pads.
The construction right-of-way, access
roads, and other disturbed areas
would be routinely sprayed with
water to reduce fugitive dust
generated by traffic and construction
related activities (e.g., clearing and
grading, trenching, etc.). Water
would not be treated before use and
would not require post-use treatment
as the water would either infiltrate or
evaporate from the ground surface.
(Travel Management Design
Feature/Mitigation Measure #3 from
EIS Table 4-1)
Close and rehabilitate duplicate roads.
Not Applicable; the Utility Project
does not include closing and
rehabilitating roads. The only new
access roads in greater sage-grouse
habitat on BLM land would consist
of unimproved two-tracks on the
pipeline and transmission line rightof-way for maintenance access.
Cluster disturbances, operations (e.g., fracturingEfforts made to cluster and/or
stimulation and liquids gathering), and facilities.
minimize new disturbance include:
• The natural gas supply pipeline,
the product delivery pipeline,
and the water supply pipeline
would share a common right-of-

Operations
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UTAH GREATER SAGE-GROUSE APPROVED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN
AMENDMENT (ARMPA) REQUIRED DESIGN FEATURES
FOR FLUID MINERALS GENERAL HABITAT MANAGEMENT AREA
Sub Category

Commitment/ What are you
doing to address the RDF?
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Use directional and horizontal drilling to reduce
surface disturbance.
Develop a plan to reduce vehicular traffic
frequency of vehicle use through establishing trip
restrictions (Lyon and Anderson 2003) or
minimization through use of telemetry and remote
well control (e.g., Supervisory Control and Data
Acquisition), unless required for safety purposes.
Clean up refuse.

Restrict the construction of tall facilities and
fences to the minimum number and amount
needed.
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way corridor for at least part of
their distance.
• The transmission line corridor
would be located adjacent to the
proposed underground pipelines
for most of the project’s
distance.
• The new mainline tap and
customer metering station for the
natural gas supply pipeline
would be constructed in and/or
immediately adjacent to
Questar’s existing right-of-way.
Not applicable; the Utility Project
does not include well drilling.
The Utility Project does not include
well control.
The frequency of inspection of the
water, natural gas, and product
pipelines would conform, at a
minimum, to the requirements of
UDOT pipeline safety regulations.
Human interactions with wildlife will
be avoided (to the extent practicable).
To achieve this objective, the
following measures could be
implemented: (1) instruct all
personnel to avoid harassment and
disturbance of wildlife, especially
during reproductive (e.g., courtship
and nesting) seasons; (2) make
personnel aware of the potential for
wildlife interactions around facility
structures; (3) ensure that food refuse
and other garbage are not available to
scavengers (e.g., by use of covered
dumpsters); and (4) restrict pets from
project sites. (Wildlife Design
Feature/Mitigation Measure #11 from
EIS Table 4-1)
Construction of tall facilities would
be limited to towers for the 138kV
transmission line. Permanent fences
would be limited to a security fence
for the proposed switchyard.

UTAH GREATER SAGE-GROUSE APPROVED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN
AMENDMENT (ARMPA) REQUIRED DESIGN FEATURES
FOR FLUID MINERALS GENERAL HABITAT MANAGEMENT AREA
Sub Category

Commitment/ What are you
doing to address the RDF?

Appendix C – RDF
Cover (with fine mesh netting or other effective
techniques) all drilling and production pits and
tanks regardless of size to reduce GRSG mortality.
Equip tanks and other above-ground facilities with
structures or devices that discourage nesting by
raptors or corvids.

Control the spread and effects of non‐native plant
species by washing vehicles and equipment
(Evangelista et al. 2011).

Reclamation

Restrict pit and impoundment construction to
reduce or eliminate augmenting threats from West
Nile virus (Dougherty 2007).
Include objectives for ensuring habitat restoration
meets GRSG habitat needs in reclamation
practices/sites (Pyke 2011). Address post
reclamation management in reclamation plan such
that goals and objectives are to improve or restore
GRSG habitat needs.
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Not applicable; the Utility Project
does not include drilling and
production pits.
Facilities will be designed to
discourage use as perching or nesting
sites by birds and minimize avian
electrocutions. (Wildlife Design
Feature/Mitigation Measure #7 from
EIS Table 4-1)
All project vehicles, including
personal vehicles and equipment,
would be required to arrive at the
work site clean and weed-free. Prior
to being allowed access to the rightof-way or any other work area, the
environmental inspection team would
ensure vehicles and equipment are
free of soils and debris capable of
transporting weed seeds, roots, or
rhizomes. The Applicant would
require the construction contractor
thoroughly clean the equipment to
remove seeds, roots, and rhizomes
prior to transport of any weed would
conform, at a minimum, to the
requirements of UDOT pipeline
safety regulations. (Vegetation and
Weeds Design Feature/Mitigation
Measure #4 from EIS Table 4-1)
Not applicable; the Utility Project
does not include pit or impoundment
construction.
The Applicant would be responsible
for monitoring reclamation success
along the right-of-way. Monitoring
would also be conducted to ensure
that erosion control, weed
management, and revegetation efforts
continue to meet the objectives of
stabilization and productivity along
the right-of-way. The Applicant
would adhere to the Green River
District Reclamation Guidelines
(BLM 2009) or most up-to-date
guidance document to ensure slope
stability and topsoil integrity; provide
75 percent basal cover; restore
drainage patterns; minimize visual
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disturbance; control noxious weeds;
manage waste; and conduct
monitoring. (Vegetation and Weeds
Design Feature/Mitigation Measure
#1 from EIS Table 4-1)
A general seed mixture has been
developed for the right-of-way, as
shown in Table 2-4. Additional, site
specific seed mixes could be
developed for restoration of riparian
and/or floodplain areas, depending on
the selected crossing methods at
these locations. The seed mix listed
in Table 2-4 would be checked for
availability prior to preparation of the
seeding schedule, and any revisions
would be made in consultation with
the BLM. All disturbed areas would
be reseeded in accordance with the
specifications outlined in Table 2-4.
The right-of-way would be reseeded
at the end of construction or at the
next prescribed seeding season,
whichever would afford the highest
likelihood of reclamation success.
Any seed mix modifications would
consider erosion control, forage
availability, production rate,
elevation and aspect, soil, vegetation
community composition, and
precipitation. (Vegetation and Weeds
Design Feature/Mitigation Measure
#2 from EIS Table 4-1)

REQUIRED DESIGN FEATURES FOR LANDS AND REALTY
Where technically and financially feasible, bury distribution power lines
and communication lines within existing disturbance.
Design roads to an appropriate standard no higher than necessary to
accommodate their intended purpose.

The 138kv transmission line would
use overhead lines.
The only new access roads in greater
sage-grouse habitat on BLM land
would consist of unimproved twotracks on the pipeline and
transmission line right-of-way for
maintenance access.
Upgrades to Dragon Road would be
designed to meet the minimum
requirements of the Uintah County
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Place infrastructure in already disturbed locations where the habitat has not
been fully restored.
Cluster disturbances, operations, and facilities.

Micro-site linear facilities to reduce impacts to GRSG habitats

Locate staging areas outside GRSG habitat to the extent possible.

Coordinate road construction and use among ROW holders.
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Class 1B (paved) road typical
section.
Infrastructure has been clustered to
the extent possible to minimize new
disturbance.
Efforts made to cluster and/or
minimize new disturbance include:
• The natural gas supply pipeline,
the product delivery pipeline, and
the water supply pipeline would
share a common right-of-way
corridor for at least part of their
distance.
• The transmission line corridor
would be located adjacent to the
proposed underground pipelines
for most of the project’s distance.
• The new mainline tap and
customer metering station for the
natural gas supply pipeline would
be constructed in and/or
immediately adjacent to
Questar’s existing right-of-way.
Most of the Project area crosses a
large block of greater sage-grouse
GHMA; therefore, micrositing
facilities to avoid GHMA is not
feasible.
Most of the Project area crosses a
large block of greater sage-grouse
GHMA; therefore, micrositing
facilities to avoid GHMA is not
feasible.
The Traffic and Transportation
Management Plan developed as part
of the POD will ensure necessary
coordination occurs with roadway
agencies to limit any conflict
between roadway users and the
Project. (Travel Management Design
Feature/Mitigation Measure #1 from
EIS Table 4-1)
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Restrict vehicle traffic to only authorized users on newly constructed routes
using signage, gates, etc.
Construct road crossings at right angles to ephemeral drainages and stream
crossings.

Consider placing pipelines under or immediately adjacent to a road or
adjacent to other pipelines first, before considering co-locating with another
right-of-way.

Control the spread and effects of non-native plant species.
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Vehicle travel in the right-of-way
will be discouraged by installing
signage and barrier gates at public
road crossings.
The only new access roads in greater
sage-grouse habitat on BLM land
would consist of unimproved twotracks on the pipeline and
transmission line right-of-way for
maintenance access.
Upgrades to Dragon Road would be
designed to meet the minimum
requirements of the Uintah County
Class 1B (paved) road typical
section.
The natural gas supply pipeline, the
product delivery pipeline, and the
water supply pipeline would share a
common right-of-way corridor for
part of their distance, and would
parallel Dragon Road for part of their
distance.
To reduce spread and proliferation of
noxious weeds, weed populations in
a growth stage responsive to effective
herbicide control would be identified
and appropriate herbicides would be
applied to them prior to construction.
Noxious weed control during and
following construction would be in
accordance with the Noxious Weed
Control Plan (Appendix C). Any use
of pesticides would comply with
applicable federal and state laws and
would only be used in accordance
with their registered uses. Any
restricted-use pesticides would be
applied by State of Utah-certified
applicators, and any application on
BLM administered land would be
under prior authorization of that
agency. Post-construction control
measures may also include
mechanical methods and/or herbicide
application. (Vegetation and Weeds
Design Feature/Mitigation Measure
#5 from EIS Table 4-1)
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New ROW structures will be constructed with perch deterrents or other
anti-perching devices, where needed.

The Applicant will install raptor
deterrents and measures according to
the Moon Lake Electric Association
Avian Protection Plan, previously
submitted to the BLM. Applicant
power lines are designed with
adequate clearances for raptor
protection. (Wildlife Design
Feature/Mitigation Measure #2 from
EIS Table 4-1)

B. Reasonable Mitigation
Baseline, Debits, and Credits:
An activity that impacts GRSG habitat must be mitigated sufficiently to provide actual benefits or
gain above the baseline conditions (BLM 2016). To quantitatively determine the project impacts and the
benefits of mitigation, a Greater Sage-grouse Habitat Evaluation Form (GRSG HEF), was used for the
general assessments of the habitats being impacted and improved for GRSG. For this proposed action, the
final GRSG HEF impact score for the impacted site was -0.09 and the final GRSG HEF benefit score for
the Goslin and Brown’s Park-Pigeon Canyon project sites was 0.14, thus showing a +0.05-quantitative
gain above baseline. Baseline habitat monitoring methods (i.e.; Line-point Intercept (3 (25 m) lines),
Sagebrush Line Point (3 (25 m) lines), and/or Ecological Site Descriptions) were also implemented to
compare sites and to supply information for completing the GRSG HEF and to help determine the current
vegetation state.
Timeliness:
The mitigation must be started either before the disturbance activity begins or within one year
after the disturbance activity commences.
Additionality:
The mitigation sites chosen by Enefit American Oil (Enefit), in conjunction with BLM are located on
Goslin Mountain and Brown’s Park- Pigeon Canyon areas. The mitigation projects that will occur at these
sites are a pinion-juniper (P-J) lop and scatter vegetation treatment in GRSG habitat, located in
Northeastern Utah near the Wyoming- Utah border. The Goslin project will remove 1,213 acres of P-J
that has expanded into the sagebrush steppe habitat. The Goslin site is comprised of 30% mountain loam,
where the dominant aspect of the plant community is Mountain big sagebrush (NRCS 2017). The Goslin
Mountain treatment falls within GRSG PHMA and Biologically Significant Unit (BSU), Uintah-Diamond
Mountain. GPS collar studies conducted on Goslin Mountain have shown that that GRSG are using the
project area throughout the year. There are no leks within the Goslin project perimeter, but there are three
leks 0.3 – 2 miles from the Goslin project area. The Brown’s Park- Pigeon Canyon project will remove
768 acres of P-J that has expanded into the sagebrush steppe habitat. The Brown’s Park-Pigeon Canyon
project site is comprised mostly of upland stony loam and mountain loam, where the dominant aspects of
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the plant community are Mountain big sagebrush, black sagebrush, bluebunch wheatgrass and Indian
ricegrass (NRCS 2017). The Brown’s Park-Pigeon Canyon project area falls within GRSG PHMA and
Biologically Significant Unit (BSU), Uintah-Diamond Mountain. GPS collar studies also conducted near
the Brown’s Park-Pigeon Canyon project have shown that that GRSG are using the project and nearby
areas throughout the year. There is one lek within the Brown’s Park-Pigeon Canyon project perimeter,
and 3 occupied leks within 2 miles of the Brown’s Park-Pigeon Canyon area. By removing the
encroaching P-J trees, the decline in understory values is expected to cease, and eventually improve over
time as the competition for available light, water, and nutrients with the trees is eliminated. If the PJ
continues to increase in cover and density, there is a substantial risk in diminishing the understory
vegetation and browse will ultimately affect GRSG, mule deer and elk that use the area as breeding and
wintering habitat. When PJ reaches 40-50% cover, a threshold is crossed where understory grasses and
forbs may not rebound (Chambers 2008). As the PJ cover increases, encroachment prevention turns into
restoration which can lead to a substantial increase in cost to maintain the project area. It has been shown
that when PJ cover increases overtime from phase I to phase III, forage AUMS can decrease by 60%
which negatively affects both livestock and wildlife (McLain 2012). Research also indicates that PJ cover
is negatively correlated with lek activity at multiple scales. As canopy cover increases, the probability of a
lek being active decreases. A study in Oregon found no active leks where conifer cover had reached more
than 4% of the area (Baruch-Mordo et al 2013). In the ARMPA (2015) it states that trees should be absent
or uncommon on shrub/grassland ecological sites within 1.8 miles of an occupied lek. Also, the potential
for more extreme fires will intensify as the density and cover of the pinion and juniper encroachment
increases, by reducing the hazardous fuel load we will be reducing the possibility for larger scale fire
events. As phase I PJ growth transitions into phase II the fuel loads double and from phase II to phase III
the fuel loads double again, thus risk of more intense fires exponentially increases as PJ cover increases.
An extreme fire event could lead to a loss of crucial sagebrush habitat/understory vegetation and the
potential for a noxious weed infestation.
The Utility Project is located in GHMA, and is considered by Utah Division of Wildlife Resources
(UDWR) GRSG brood-rearing and wintering habitat. In consultation with UDWR Sensitive Species
Biologist for the Northeast Region, Brian Maxfield, he stated that the no grouse have been observed in
this area for more than 10 years. No leks are located within the 3.1-mile buffer. In the project area
that is affected by GHMA, 47.4 % of the impacted area is comprised of semidesert shallow loam (NRCS
2017). The dominant aspects of the plant community are Wyoming big sagebrush, shadscale, Indian
ricegrass, bluebunch wheatgrass, and cheatgrass derived from a project site visit and associated sites from
the ESD. Surrounding areas outside of the project area also contain Wyoming big sagebrush. The Utility
Project site and is infested with non-native invasive plant species (i.e. cheatgrass). Given the information
from the baseline conditions, the WHEG impacts and benefits evaluation, and the ESD, the mitigation
will benefit GRSG.
Durability:
To determine whether the required outcomes at the Goslin and Brown’s Park-Pigeon Canyon
project sites are being achieved, project objectives and before and after baseline data will be collected.
Resources (Required outcomes are being achieved):
The objectives of these projects are to maintain sage-grouse, mule deer, elk and other sagebrush
wildlife species habitat values and reduce hazardous fuels accumulation across 1,983 acres (Goslin and
Brown’s Park-Pigeon Canyon P-J Lop and Scatter Projects).
Specific Objectives:
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•
•
•
•
•

Remove phase I and II PJ regrowth as a maintenance project before the encroachment reaches
a threshold where more intense restoration would be needed in the project area.
Decrease the present stems per acre to zero or near zero stems/acre.
Maintain and improve understory vegetation and sagebrush.
Maintain and improve sage-grouse, mule deer and elk winter and breeding habitats.
Reduce and minimize the increase in hazardous fuels to diminish the potential for a larger
catastrophic fire event.

BLM intends to set up photos plots and establish baseline monitoring before and after the projects
are implemented (3-5 year intervals). Monitoring of regrowth after the project is completed will help
determine whether follow-up treatments are needed for the project area. Enefit has a reclamation plan to
restore/reclaim the new disturbance when they are done with construction at the impact site. Comparing
the estimated average rate of restoration with the average rate of PJ growth, there should be sufficient
time for forbs, grasses and shrubs to recover at the impact site before there is potential loss of the
treatment area to re-encroachment of P-J. Given this conclusion, the durability of the mitigation at the
Goslin Brown’s Park-Pigeon Canyon sites are sufficient to benefit GRSG.
Administrative (Incompatible uses are being excluded):
Enefit will not implement other activities that are not encompassed in this EA. If modifications
are needed an analysis will be conducted to ensure that the new modification is not incompatible with the
current and future objectives and uses of the area.
Financial (Finances are sufficient to maintain, monitor, and adapt mitigation project):
The Green River District (GRD) is considering a 4:1 habitat (acres) mitigation ratio in PHMA
and 2:1 ratio in GHMA to move forward with projects in the interim. The 4:1 mitigation ratio is derived
from and is consistent with the State of Utah’s Conservation Plan for Greater Sage-grouse in Utah (2014).
Analysis will be conducted to ensure that the 4:1 ratio in PHMA and 2:1 ratio in GHMA provides a
benefit to GRSG on a case-by-case basis. The GRD in coordination with UDWR and the local Watershed
Restoration Initiative (WRI) project manager have concluded that the associated costs for the 4:1
mitigation will be $750 for every 4-acre increment and $375 for every two-acre increment for the 2:1
ratio. This fiscal number will exceed the cost of most mitigation vegetation treatments that may occur on
the landscape and includes administrative costs of processing and funding a project. This cost overestimation would allow for the maintenance, monitoring and adaptation (if there is risk of failure) of the
mitigation (BLM 2016). The derivation of the $375/$750 is as follows:
Table 1: Monetary derivation of the fiscal mitigation of $375/$750. The 2:1 mitigation cost of $375
includes lop and scatter, bull hog work, seeds, seeding, archeology, herbicide, and administrative costs
(salaries for implementers, motor pool costs, etc.). Note: These average cost estimates may change in the
future due to inflation (for other projects or if the mitigation project is not completed in a timely manner).
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Treatment Type
Lop and Scatter
Bull Hog
Seeding
Herbicide
Total Average Cost/Acre:

Average Cost/Acre
$50
$380
$140
$180
$750 (4:1 mitigation ratio)
$375 (2:1 mitigation ratio)

Enefit has agreed to the 2:1 habitat mitigation ratio and the associated cost of $375 per acre. The total
impacted acreage at the Utility Project site that is encompassed in GHMA is 376.24 acres which equates
to $141,090 (376.24 x $375). These funds will be administered through WRI to assist in the
implementation of the Goslin and Brown’s Park-Pigeon Canyon P-J Lop and Scatter vegetation treatment
project in the fall of 2017-2018 as reasonable mitigation for disturbance.
C. Conformance with Applicable Land and Realty Management Actions (BLM 2015):
MA-LR-7: Pertinent management will be applied to the construction of the ROW as identified in
MA-SSS-5 in the ARMPA. Required design features, seasonal timings, buffers, and the habitat
mitigation ratio will apply to minimize impacts to GRSG.
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Yellow-billed Cuckoo Habitat Suitability Assessment for the
Enefit American Oil Utility Corridor Project
Introduction
A geographic information systems (GIS) desktop habitat suitability assessment was conducted to
determine if suitable breeding, nesting, and foraging habitat for yellow-billed cuckoo is present in riparian
areas along the White River that are within 0.5 mile of the Enefit Oil Shale Project (Project). A yellowbilled cuckoo habitat assessment previously conducted in riparian areas along the White River concluded
that suitable yellow-billed cuckoo breeding habitat is not present within 0.25 mile of the Project (SWCA
2013). However, current U.S. Fish an dWildlife Service (FWS) guidelines require that suitable breeding,
nesting, and foraging habitat for yellow-billed cuckoo is evaluated in riparian areas within 0.5 mile of
proposed projects (FWS 2015). The purpose of this document is to describe the methods, results, and
conclusions of the GIS desktop habitat suitability assessment that was conducted for the Project in
accordance with the Guidelines for Identification of Suitable Breeding and Nesting Habitat for Western
Yellow-billed Cuckoo in Utah (FWS 2015).

Methods
A visual assessment of aerial imagery and other available GIS data was conducted to identify and map
potentially suitable yellow-billed cuckoo breeding, nesting, and foraging habitat in riparian areas along
the White River that are within a 0.5-mile-wide corridor around all Project features where disturbance
may occur. This 0.5-mile-wide corridor is defined as the study area. GIS data sources reviewed included
the following:
Cottonwood stands mapped by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in 2012
Russian olive stands mapped by the BLM in 2012
Russian olive stands removed by the BLM in 2015-2016
ESRI World imagery
A Project-specific GIS dataset was developed from the BLM Russian olive stand GIS dataset. The BLM
Russian olive stand GIS dataset includes polygons of majority of the riparian habitats within the study
area. Additional polygons of riparian habitats not included in the BLM Russian olive stand GIS dataset
were added to the Project-specific GIS dataset to provide full coverage of riparian habitat within the study
area. The following information was added to each polygon in the Project-specific dataset: (1) a unique
identifier (EPG_ID); (2) dominant vegetation type, based on the BLM Russian olive stand, cottonwood
stand, and Russian olive stands removed GIS datasets; (3) a habitat suitability determination; and (4) a
rationale for the habitat suitability determination.
The Project-specific GIS dataset was reviewed concurrently with the other GIS data sources and highquality aerial imagery at a fine scale (<1:3,000) to determine whether each polygon contained potentially
suitable breeding, nesting, and foraging habitat, following the Guidelines for Identification of Suitable
Breeding and Nesting Habitat for Western Yellow-billed Cuckoo in Utah (FWS 2015). Consistent with
FWS (2015), the following positive attributes of suitable cuckoo breeding and nesting habitat were
assessed:
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Vegetation1 that is predominately multi-layered, with riparian canopy trees and at least one layer
of understory shrubby vegetation
Patches of multi-layered vegetation that are at least 12 acres or greater in extent and separated
from other patches of suitable habitat by at least 300 meters
Within a patch, the width of multi-layered riparian vegetation (as described above) should be at
least 100 meters for a length of at least 100 meters
Open areas, or gaps of multi-layered vegetation within a patch are less than 300 meters
Consistent with FWS (2015), suitable foraging habitat was identified as riparian habitat with a single
layer overstory canopy that is within 300 meters of suitable breeding and nesting habitat.

Results
The results of the GIS desktop habitat suitability assessment indicate that no suitable breeding, nesting, or
foraging habitat for yellow-billed cuckoo is present within 0.5 miles of the Project area. Table 1 shows
the results for each polygon assessed. The location of each polygon is displayed in Maps 1-3.

Polygon
ID
1
2

3
4
5

6

7

1

TABLE 1
YELLOW-BILLED CUCKOO HABITAT ASSESSMENT RESULTS
Breeding and Nesting
Dominant
Acres
Habitat Suitability
Rationale
vegetation
Determination
Cottonwood, Russian
No patches of multi-layered vegetation
46.2
Not suitable
olive
that are at least 12 acres or greater
No patches of multi-layered vegetation
that are at least 12 acres or greater; no
2.0 Russian olive
Not suitable
multi-layered riparian canopy of at least
100 meters for a length of 100 meters
No patches of multi-layered vegetation
Russian olive, small
that are at least 12 acres or greater; no
10.5 patches of
Not suitable
multi-layered riparian canopy of at least
cottonwood
100 meters for a length of 100 meters
Cottonwood, Russian
No patches of multi-layered vegetation
38.3
Not suitable
olive
that are at least 12 acres or greater
No multi-layered riparian canopy of at
Shrubs (Russian
24.8
Not suitable
least 100 meters for a length of 100
olive removed)
meters
No patches of multi-layered vegetation
that are at least 12 acres or greater; no
0.7 Russian olive
Not suitable
multi-layered riparian canopy of at least
100 meters for a length of 100 meters
No patches of multi-layered vegetation
that are at least 12 acres or greater; no
1.3 Russian olive
Not suitable
multi-layered riparian canopy of at least
100 meters for a length of 100 meters

Riparian overstory and understory vegetation that supports suitable cuckoo habitat may include: cottonwood
(Populus spp), willow (Salix spp), alder (Alnus spp), walnut (Juglans spp), boxelder (Acer spp), sycamore
(Plantanus spp), ash (Fraxinus spp), mesquite (Prosopis spp), tamarisk (Tamarix spp), and Russian olive
(Elaeagnus angustifolia). Suitable understory vegetation does not include grasses or forbs although herbaceous
vegetation is often present alongside shrubby understory.
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Polygon
ID
8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

TABLE 1
YELLOW-BILLED CUCKOO HABITAT ASSESSMENT RESULTS
Breeding and Nesting
Dominant
Acres
Habitat Suitability
Rationale
vegetation
Determination
No patches of multi-layered vegetation
that are at least 12 acres or greater; no
0.1 Russian olive
Not suitable
multi-layered riparian canopy of at least
100 meters for a length of 100 meters
No patches of multi-layered vegetation
that are at least 12 acres or greater; no
0.1 Russian olive
Not suitable
multi-layered riparian canopy of at least
100 meters for a length of 100 meters
No patches of multi-layered vegetation
Russian olive, patch
that are at least 12 acres or greater; no
4.0
Not suitable
of cottonwood
multi-layered riparian canopy of at least
100 meters for a length of 100 meters
No patches of multi-layered vegetation
that are at least 12 acres or greater; no
0.1 Russian olive
Not suitable
multi-layered riparian canopy of at least
100 meters for a length of 100 meters
No patches of multi-layered vegetation
that are at least 12 acres or greater; no
1.4 Russian olive
Not suitable
multi-layered riparian canopy of at least
100 meters for a length of 100 meters
Small cottonwood
No multi-layered riparian canopy of at
17.3 patches (Russian
Not suitable
least 100 meters for a length of 100
olive removed)
meters
No patches of multi-layered vegetation
that are at least 12 acres or greater; no
0.8 Russian olive
Not suitable
multi-layered riparian canopy of at least
100 meters for a length of 100 meters
No patches of multi-layered vegetation
Russian olive, patch
that are at least 12 acres or greater; no
11.3
Not suitable
of cottonwood
multi-layered riparian canopy of at least
100 meters for a length of 100 meters
No patches of multi-layered vegetation
Russian olive, small
that are at least 12 acres or greater; no
2.4
Not suitable
patch of cottonwood
multi-layered riparian canopy of at least
100 meters for a length of 100 meters
No patches of multi-layered vegetation
Russian olive, small
that are at least 12 acres or greater; no
11.4
Not suitable
patch of cottonwood
multi-layered riparian canopy of at least
100 meters for a length of 100 meters
No patches of multi-layered vegetation
Russian olive, small
that are at least 12 acres or greater; no
9.3
Not suitable
patch of cottonwood
multi-layered riparian canopy of at least
100 meters for a length of 100 meters

While most of the polygons within the study area contained the type of vegetation that could potentially
support suitable yellow-billed cuckoo habitat (i.e., Russian olive and/or cottonwood), most polygons do
not meet the minimum patch size (i.e., 12 acres) and do not contain the appropriate width of riparian
vegetation (i.e., 100 meters for a length of at least 100 meters) to qualify as suitable breeding and nesting
habitat. Polygons 1 and 4 meet the minimum patch size, but the areas of multi-layered vegetation within
the patch are less than 12 acres (McDonald 2017), and thus do not quality as suitable breeding and nesting
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habitat. Polygons 5 and 13 also meet the minimum patch size, but do not contain the appropriate width of
riparian vegetation (i.e., 100 meters for a length of at least 100 meters) to quality as suitable breeding and
nesting habitat.
Based on the FWS (2015) guidelines, suitable foraging habitat must be within 300 meters of suitable
breeding and nesting habitat. Therefore, because no suitable breeding and nesting habitat was identified,
no polygons qualified as suitable foraging habitat.

Conclusions
The results of the GIS desktop habitat suitability assessment indicate that no suitable breeding, nesting, or
foraging habitat for yellow-billed cuckoo is present within 0.5 miles of Project disturbance.
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Appendix H – Interdisciplinary Team Checklist

INTERDISCIPLINARY TEAM CHECKLIST
Project Title: Enefit American Oil Utility Corridor Project
NEPA Log Number: DOI-BLM-UT-G010-2014-0007
File/Serial Number:
Project Leader: Jessica Taylor
DETERMINATION OF STAFF: (Choose one of the following abbreviated options for the left column)
NP = not present in the area impacted by the proposed or alternative actions
NI = present, but not affected to a degree that detailed analysis is required
PI = present with potential for relevant impact that need to be analyzed in detail in the EIS
NC = (DNAs only) actions and impacts not changed from those disclosed in the existing NEPA documents cited in Section
D of the DNA form. The Rationale column may include NI and NP discussions.
Determination

Resource/Issue

Rationale for Determination

Signature

Date

RESOURCES AND ISSUES CONSIDERED (INCLUDES SUPPLEMENTAL AUTHORITIES APPENDIX 1 H-1790-1)
Potential impacts to air quality related to shortterm substantial emissions and trenching, vehicle
operation and earthmoving. Also, indirect
impacts from the South Project non-Federal
connected action would include emissions of
criteria pollutants.
PI

Air Quality and
Greenhouse Gas Emissions

NP

BLM natural areas

PI

Cultural:
Archaeological Resources

PI

Cultural:
Native American Religious
Concerns

NP
NP

Designated Areas:
Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern
Designated Areas:
Wild and Scenic Rivers

Greenhouse gases will be emitted in small
amounts during the construction of the utility
corridors. Also, indirect impacts from the South
Project non-Federal connected action would
include emissions of greenhouse gases.

Stephanie Howard

However, due to the lack of engineering design of
the South Project mine and plant operations,
indirect air quality and greenhouse gas effects can
only be qualitatively estimated.
No BLM Natural Areas in project area per GIS
Bill Civish
review.
The final draft of the
archaeological report
Culturally important sites have been identified
is currently being
within the project area including the White River
submitted to the
Stage Station, a prehistoric rock shelter, and two
BLM office for
historic mining sites.
review and
consultation.
Portions of the line
are not covered
There is potential for Traditional Cultural
under previous
Properties to be identified within the project area consultation. New
during government-to-government consultation
consultation will
efforts
need to be conducted
when the final report
enters the office.

1/8/2015

1/12/2014

Still
Pending

Still
Pending

No ACECs are crossed by proposed routes for
utilities.

Bill Civish

1/12/2015

No Wild and Scenic Rivers crossed.

Bill Civish

1/12/2015
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Determination

Resource/Issue

PI

Environmental Justice

NP

Farmlands (prime/unique)

NI

Fuels/Fire Management

PI

Geology / Minerals /
Energy Production

Rationale for Determination
Minority or economically disadvantaged
communities or populations are present near the
area and it will need to be evaluated whether the
Utility Corridor or South Projects will have
disproportionate adverse impacts on these
populations.
No prime or unique farmlands, as identified by the
NRCS, are present in the project area.
There are no hazardous fuels projects planned for
this area in the near future. Disturbance in
Wyoming big sagebrush vegetation type could
increase the amount of invasive plants,
specifically Bromus tectorum. The increase of
Bromus tectorum could lead to an increase in fire
frequency and rate of spread. Applying the Green
River District Reclamation Guidelines should
prevent additional hazardous fuels. Fire
Management would recommend seeding species
that are fire tolerant.
No known geology impact expected.
This is a known gilsonite leasing area. There are
known leases within the proposed area with
American Gilsonite Company (AGC). The
proposed water and trans line may encounter the
AGC Bonanza vein (T9S R24E Sec 17).
Coordination with AGC will be required. Also, if
gilsonite is encountered during
construction/reclamation, the depth from surface
and width needs to be reported to BLM VFO.

Signature

Date

Stephanie Howard

1/8/2015

Stephanie Howard

1/8/2015

Blaine Tarbell

1/14/2015

Rick Goshen

1/8/2015

Power lines should avoid going directly over well
pads to avoid conflicts with future work over rigs.
Facility avoidance as well.
IP/ NW: Potential for noxious weeds and other
invasive plant species to establish in disturbed
areas and spread throughout the project area.
Potential for noxious weeds and invasive plants
to adversely affect threatened and endangered
plant and wildlife species.

PI

Invasive Plants / Noxious
Weeds / Soils / Vegetation

Analysis of Field Office GIS layers show that the
following noxious weed species are present
within the project area: Russian knapweed
(Acroptilon repens), Canada thistle (Cirsium
arvense), field bindweed (Convolvulus arvense),
black henbane (Hyoscyamus niger), broadleaved
pepperweed (Lepidium latifolium), Scotch thistle
(Onopordum acanthium), Russian olive
(Eleaganus angustifolia), and saltcedar (Tamarix
ramosissimum). Halogeton (Halogeton
glomeratus) and cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum)
are found throughout the Vernal Field Office and
are likely to occur within the project area.

IP/Noxious Weeds:
Jessi Brunson
Soils: James
Hereford II
Vegetation: Jessi
Brunson

1/14/2015
12/15/2014
1/14/2015

Soils: The current proposed action has the
potential to impact soils within the identified
areas. The soils in the area are variable and will
be impacted depending on the level of dirt work
that takes place. Care should take place when
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Determination

Resource/Issue

Rationale for Determination

Signature

Date

Margo Roberts

1/8/2015

Allison Ginn

9/18/2017

Craig Newman

12/15/14

constructing these pipelines so that topsoil
resources are not being lost due to poor soil
management. All soils removed should be put
back in place and reclaimed to the Green River
District Reclamation Guidelines.
Vegetation: The proposed project will
permanently disturb approximately 780 acres of
vegetation, and create an as-yet unknown amount
of temporary vegetation disturbance.
The proposed project area is located within the
VFO RMP/ROD area, which allows for oil and
gas development with associated road, pipeline
and power line rights-of-way.

PI

Lands/Access

Current Land uses, within the area identified in
the proposed action, and adjacent lands, consist
of existing oil and gas development, wildlife
habitat, recreational use, and sheep and cattle
ranching.
Master Title Plats have been checked for
conflicts with Public Water Reserves. There are
no PWR’s in the project area.

NI

Lands with Wilderness
Characteristics

PI

Livestock Grazing &
Rangeland Health
Standards

Numerous ROWs are within the project area.
ROW holders would need to be notified of the
proposed action.
All proposed surface disturbance associated with
the project would take place outside of any
inventoried areas that have been determined to
meet the size, naturalness, and the outstanding
solitude and/or the primitive and unconfined
recreation criteria. One lands with wilderness
characteristics unit (White River Unit) is located
with within the 2-mile wide project study area.
The White River Unit is located on the west side
of State Route 45 (BLM 2016a). No impacts to
wilderness characteristics will occur because the
Utility Project rights-of-way do not intersect the
boundaries of the White River Unit. No
associated surface disturbance would occur on
lands with wilderness character from the Utility
Project. The Utility Project rights-of-way are all
located on the opposite side (east side) of State
Road 45, approximately 0.4 mile away from
wilderness area boundaries. Because the
alternatives would not affect the presence or
absence of wilderness characteristics, the
resource is determined to be NI.
The proposed project crosses through Bonanza,
Hells Hole and Watson BC sheep grazing
allotments. All three of these allotments are
composed of private State and Public lands.
Forage or Animal Unit Months (AUMs) forage is
calculated based on all three lands owned on all
three allotments. The proposed project will
create additional ground disturbance and
fragmentation of the allotment, which may
impact livestock operations as well as the
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Determination

PI

PI

Resource/Issue

Paleontology

Plants:
BLM Sensitive

PI

Plants:
Threatened, Endangered,
Proposed, or Candidate

PI

Plants:
Wetland/Riparian

PI

Recreation

PI

Socio-Economics

PI

Visual Resources

NI

Wastes (hazardous/solid)

Rationale for Determination
fundamentals of rangeland health. Due to the
lack of successful reclamation in the area, the
disturbed areas may never be productive forage
areas for livestock grazing
Scientifically important fossils were found in
T9S R24E SW, S/2SE Sec 7 and in N/2NE,
SENE Sec 18; in T10S R24E NESE, NE Sec 12
and N/2SE, SESE Sec 18; and in T10S R25E
W/2NE, N/2NW, SENW Sec 18, S/2SE, N/2SE
Sec 20, SWNW, SW Sec 28 and NW Sec 33. A
BLM-permitted paleontologist must monitor any
ground disturbing activities in these areas.
No scientifically important fossils were found in
T8S R23E, T9S R23E, and T9S R25E.
BLM-sensitive species present in the project area:
Graham’s beardtongue (Penstemon grahamii),
White River beardtongue (Penstemon scariosus
var. albifluvis), Barneby’s cat’s-eye (Cryptantha
barnebyi), and strigose townsendia (Townsendia
strigosa var. prolixa). Sterile yucca (Yucca
sterilis) has the potential to occur in the project
area, but surveys in 2013 did not find any
populations of this species.
Uinta Basin hookless cactus (Sclerocactus
wetlandicus) is present within the Enefit Project
Area.
No wetlands exist within the project area. The
proposed project crosses riparian areas along the
White River and Evacuation Creek.
Alternative Alignment approximately 143’ away
from Duck Rock Information Kiosk (Vernal
Recreation data)
The Utility project is anticipated to have a minor
positive impact on the local counties. However,
the South Project is anticipated to have positive
indirect economic impact in terms of jobs,
income and tax revenues. However, some areas
in the study area (such as Rio Blanco County)
may experience strains on public services,
education and housing if a large proportion of the
workforce lives in Rangely, Colorado (closest
community to the project site).
The proposed project crosses VRM Class II
lands. Potential impacts on scenery associated
with the White River (Class A) and other
landscapes. Potential impacts on views from
recreation areas and travel routes. The operator
has committed to reclaiming the project area
according to the Green River District
Reclamation Guidelines, and has prepared a
reclamation plan, which would help protect the
scenic quality.
Hazardous Waste: No chemicals subject to
reporting under the Superfund Amendments and
Reauthorization Act Title III in an amount equal
to or greater than 10,000 pounds annually would
be used, produced, stored, transported, or
disposed of in association with the construction
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Date

Betty Gamber

12/12/2014

Jessi Brunson

1/14/2015

Jessi Brunson

1/14/2015

Jessi Brunson

1/14/2015

Bill Civish

1/12/2015

Stephanie Howard

1/8/2015

Bill Civish

1/12/2015

Stephanie Howard

1/8/2015
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Determination

Resource/Issue

Rationale for Determination

Signature

Date

of the Utility Corridor Project. No extremely
hazardous substances in threshold planning
quantities, as defined in 40 CFR Part 355, would
be used in association with the Utility Corridor
Project. Any potentially hazardous materials that
would be used for construction would be trucked
offsite to various State of Utah-approved disposal
facilities.

PI

Water:
Floodplains

PI

Water:
Groundwater Quality

PI

Water:
Hydrologic Conditions
(stormwater)

PI

Water:
Surface Water Quality

PI

Water:
Waters of the U.S.

Solid Wastes: Solid waste materials generated by
the Utility Corridor Project (e.g. discarded matter,
human waste, trash, garbage, refuse, filters,
welding rods, etc.) would be promptly disposed
of offsite at a permitted solid waste disposal site.
Portable toilets would be provided and
cleaned/removed regularly. Disposal of all solid
waste produced during construction of the ROW
would be done in an approved manner so it would
not impact air quality, soils, water quality,
vegetation, or wildlife.
The current proposed action will take place
within sections of the White River and
Evacuation Creek 100 year floodplains. The
White River floodplain is considered an active
floodplain, while the Evacuation Creek
floodplain is only active during high precipitation
events or extreme high mountain runoff. The
proposed Construction, operation, and
maintenance activities have the potential to alter
the function and the quality of these floodplains.
There is potential impact to groundwater
resources due to spills or leaks during
construction, operation, and maintenance
activities. Ground water is likely present at over
50 to 100 feet below ground surface.
The proposed project has the potential to affect a
number of dry ephemeral channels and some
perennial drainage channels in the area. The
White River, Coyote Wash, and Evacuation
Creek all have the potential to be impacted by the
current proposed action. Mitigation should be in
place to prevent any undue degradation from
occurring in these and any other drainage that
feeds into this system.
The current proposed action has the potential to
affect the White River and its tributaries. The
company should identify source(s) and amount of
water available for use, along with the amount of
water needed for construction, operation, and
maintenance of the utility project.
Erosion and sedimentation could impact water
quality. Increased salinity in water ways due to
saline soils.
The proposed project has the potential to affect
Waters of the U.S. within the area. The White
River is being crossed by one of the proposed
pipelines. Consultation with Army Corp of
Engineers should take place in relation to section
404 of the Clean Water Act. Mitigations should
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James Hereford II

12/15/2014

Betty Gamber

12/12/2014

James Hereford II

12/15/2014

Surface: James
Hereford II

12/15/2014

James Hereford II

12/15/2014
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Determination

Resource/Issue

NI

Wild Horses

PI

Wildlife:
Migratory Birds (including
raptors)

PI

Wildlife:
Non-USFWS Designated

PI

Wildlife:
Threatened, Endangered,
Proposed or Candidate

Rationale for Determination

Signature

be applied to reduce any chance of contaminants
from reaching the White River, which flows into
the Green River.
The project crosses the Bonanza Herd Area in
the VFO; however, horses are not currently
managed for AML on this HA. Through a legal
settlement; horses were removed that were
considered under the jurisdiction of the BLM.
Horses that remained would fall to the
jurisdiction of the County Animal Control
Special Services District. The County and BLM
cooperatively work to resolve issues with the
present animals as they occur. Therefore, for the
scope of this project no Wild and Free Roaming
Horses would be impacted.
Migratory birds, including raptors, are located
within the project area. The BLM has identified
raptor nests within the project area. Mountain
plover and burrowing owl have also been
documented within the project area.
The project area is located within crucial habitat
for deer (fawning/winter habitats).
The project area is located within active whitetailed prairie dog colonies.
In addition, designated habitat for bluehead
sucker, flannelmouth sucker, and roundtail chub
occur within the White River.
Critical Habitat for bonytail, Colorado
pikeminnow, humpback chub, and razorback
sucker occur within the White River.
There is no Critical Habitat for yellow-billed
cuckoo; however, potential habitat occurs within
the project area along the White River. In 2013,
the BLM identified two yellow-billed cuckoos’
upstream of the project area while completing
presence/absence surveys.

Date

Dusty Carpenter

1/26/15

Brandon McDonald

12/07/2014

Brandon McDonald

12/7/2014

Brandon McDonald

12/07/2014

The project area is located within occupied
habitat for greater sage-grouse. The project will
conform to WO-IM-2012-043.

NP

Woodlands/Forestry

In addition, the project area is located within the
Black-footed Ferret Primary Management Zone.
No forest resources in the project area. Per review
David Palmer
of GIS

12/12/2014

FINAL REVIEW:

Reviewer Title

Signature

Date

Comments

Environmental Coordinator
Authorized Officer
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