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RE:  Comments on the Federal Pipeline Unit Wells 4-21-4-23 and 5-21-4-23, DOI-
BLM-UT-G010-2017-0036-EA (July 2019)

Greetings:

The Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, National Parks Conservation Association,
Coalition to Protect America’s National Parks, and Center for Biological Diversity (collectively
“SUWA?”) appreciate the opportunity to submit comments on the Federal Pipeline Unit Wells 4-
21-4-23 and 5-21-4-23, DOI-BLM-UT-G010-2017-0036-EA (July 2019) (“Federal Pipeline EA”
or “EA”).

In short, the EA failed to analyze cumulative impacts of reasonably foreseeable oil and
gas wells in the Uinta Basin to resource values such as Dinosaur National Monument, lands with
wilderness characteristics, and the climate, among others. Second, the EA failed to consider and
honor the duty to safeguard National Park System units including Dinosaur National Monument.
Third, the EA failed to ensure compliance with air quality standards; specifically, the National
Ambient Air Quality Standards (“NAAQS”) for ozone, as required by the Vernal field office
resource management plan (“Vernal RMP”). Finally, the EA does not contain analysis sufficient
to justify BLM’s proposal to waive the no-surface occupancy (“NSO”) stipulation attached to oil

and gas lease UTU-81185 — the lease proposed for development.
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These failures violate the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”), 42 U.S.C. 8§
4321 et seq.; the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (“FLPMA”), 43 U.S.C. 88 1701 et
seq.; the Mineral Leasing Act (“MLA”), 30 U.S.C. 88 181 et seq.; the Administrative Procedures
Act, 5 U.S.C. 8§ 551-559, 701-706; and the regulations and policies that implement these laws.

l. BLM Failed to Analyze All Reasonably Foreseeable Cumulative Impacts.

The cumulative impact analysis in the Federal Pipeline EA falls short of the minimum
NEPA standard set forth in recent federal court decisions including Diné Citizens Against
Ruining Our Environment v. Bernhardt (“Diné CARE”), 923 F.3d 831 (10th Cir. 2019), and
WildEarth Guardians v. Zinke (“WildEarth Guardians™), 368 F. Supp. 3d 41 (D.D.C. 2019).

A. NEPA - Legal Standard.

NEPA is the “basic national charter for protection of the environment.” 40 C.F.R. §
1500.1. The fundamental objective of NEPA is to ensure that an “agency will not act on
incomplete information only to regret its decision after it is too late to correct.” Marsh v. Or.
Natural Res. Council, 490 U.S. 360, 371 (1990) (citation omitted). The United States Supreme
Court has explained that NEPA has “twin aims,” the first of which “places upon an agency the
obligation to consider every significant aspect of the environmental impact of a proposed
action.” Baltimore Gas and Elec. Co. v. Natural Res. Defense Council, Inc., 462 U.S. 87, 97
(1983). The agency must do so at “the earliest possible time.” N.M. ex rel. Richardson v. Bureau
of Land Mgmt., 565 F.3d 683, 707 (10th Cir. 2009) (citing 40 C.F.R. § 1501.2).

NEPA requires that BLM take a “hard look” when it analyzes and evaluates the impacts
of proposed projects by “utilizing public comment and the best available scientific information.”
Robertson v. Methow Valley Citizens Council, 490 U.S. 332, 350 (1989). Moreover, NEPA

requires that federal agencies carefully consider relevant, “detailed information concerning



significant environmental impacts” and share that information with the public. See Blue
Mountain Biodiversity Project v. Blackwood, 161 F.3d 1208, 1212 (9th Cir. 1998). General
statements about “possible” effects and “some risk” do not constitute a “hard look™ absent a
showing of why more definitive information could not be provided. Neighbors of Cuddy
Mountain v. U.S. Forest Serv., 137 F.3d 1372, 1380 (9th Cir. 1998).

NEPA requires BLM to analyze all reasonably foreseeable potential impacts of its
decision including cumulative impacts. Cumulative impact is “the impact on the environment
which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future actions” and are impacts that “can result from individually minor
but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.” Id. § 1508.7.

B. The Federal Pipeline EA Failed to Analyze Cumulative Impacts of
Reasonably Foreseeable Oil and Gas Wells.

To comply with NEPA, BLM must analyze all reasonably foreseeable, cumulative
impacts. The Tenth Circuit has held that the preparation of a reasonably foreseeable development
scenario (“RFDS”) makes it reasonably foreseeable that the number of wells identified therein
will be drilled, and NEPA therefore requires BLM to consider the cumulative impacts of those
wells in its site-specific NEPA analysis for a project that falls within the same area encompassed
by the RFDS. Diné CARE, 923 F.3d at 853-54, 856-59. As the Tenth Circuit explained, once an
RFDS has been issued, the wells predicted in that document were “reasonably foreseeable future
actions.” Id. at 853 (citing 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7). Thus, for purposes of NEPA, those reasonably
foreseeable wells must be considered in the agency’s cumulative impact analysis. Id. at 853-54.

In Diné CARE, the plaintiffs challenged BLM’s approval of certain oil and gas drilling

permits (“APDs”) for public lands in New Mexico. See id. at 835. The plaintiffs argued that



BLM violated NEPA by failing to analyze in each site-specific EA the cumulative impact of the
3,960 wells anticipated in BLM’s relevant RFDS. Id. at 852-53. The court agreed:

We conclude that the 3,960 . . . wells predicted in the 2014 RFDS were

reasonably foreseeable after the 2014 RFDS issued. The BLM therefore had to

consider the cumulative impacts of all 3,960 wells when it conducted its site-

specific EAs.

Id. at 854. See also id. at 856-59 (holding that BLM failed to analyze the cumulative impacts to
water resources of the 3,960 wells).

In the present case, BLM makes the same mistake. The agency prepared a RFDS to
inform its analysis in the Vernal RMP. See Mineral Report, Mineral Potential Report for the
Vernal Planning Area (Oct. 2002) (“Vernal RMP RFDS”).! In this report, BLM estimated that
“[a]pproximately 2,055 oil wells, 4,345 gas wells and 130 coal-bed methane wells are projected
to be drilled over the planning period [i.e., 15 year period].” Vernal RMP RFDS, App. A Oil and
Gas Development Potential at A-1.2 The Vernal RMP did not analyze the cumulative impacts of
the 6,530 anticipated wells to certain resource values including, but not limited to, climate
change from increased greenhouse gas (“GHG”) emissions. See BLM, Vernal Field Office
Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact Statement at 4-8 (Aug.
2008) (declining to analyze climate change impacts due to alleged uncertainties and lack of
scientific tools).

In 2012, BLM updated the RFDS to reflect “the level of activity currently occurring and

projected over the near term.” BLM, Vernal RMP Five-Year Evaluation Report at 5 (Nov.

! Available at https://eplanning.blm.gov/epl-front-office/projects/lup/68145/86675/103847/MPR_100702.pdf (last
visited Aug. 21, 2019).

2 Available at https://eplanning.blm.gov/epl-front-

office/projects/lup/68145/86644/103816/Appendix_A_Oil_& Gas Dev2.pdf (last visited Aug. 21, 2019).
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2014).2 The updated RFDS anticipated the drilling of 28,417 new oil and gas wells. See BLM,
Greater Uinta Basin Oil and Gas Cumulative Impacts Technical Support Document at 10, tbl. 3-2
(March 2012) (“Uinta Basin TSD”) (attached). In that document, BLM did not analyze the
cumulative impacts of the 28,417 anticipated wells to any resource value including, but not
limited to, GHG emissions and the climate. See generally id.

The Federal Pipeline EA failed to analyze the cumulative impact of these reasonably
foreseeable wells. See generally EA at 66-75. To begin with, BLM states: “No reasonably
foreseeable future actions have been identified in the [Cumulative Impact Analysis Areas
(“CIAAS”)].” Id. at 66. This is a remarkable statement when viewed with the size of certain
CIAAs established in the EA which include the entire “Uinta Basin, plus all regional Class |
areas and other environmentally sensitives areas” for air quality and the “Vernal Field Office”
for GHG emissions and climate change analysis. Id. at 71. There are hundreds of past, present,
and future oil and gas related activities that have occurred, are currently taking place, or are
proposed within these large CIAAs. See, e.g., BLM, ePlanning Project Search,

https://eplanning.blm.gov/epl-front-office/eplanning/nepa/nepa_register.do (select “Utah,” “UT —

Vernal FO,” “All,” “All,” and “Fluid Minerals (Oil & Gas, Tar Sands, Oil Shale)”).*
Additionally, BLM has not analyzed all reasonably foreseeable impacts. For example:

e Lands with wilderness characteristics. For this resource, BLM states that
“approximately 91% of the [Split Mountain Benches] area” is currently leased for oil
and gas development. EA at 21. The wilderness character unit and adjacent lands in
Dinosaur National Monument are the CIAA for purposes of BLM’s cumulative
impact analysis. Id. at 67. However, BLM analyzed only the impacts of “past and
present actions” but not reasonably foreseeable future actions such as oil and gas
development on the remaining leases within the Split Mountain Benches lands with
wilderness characteristics unit. See id. As BLM knows, when it offered and sold those

3 Available at https://eplanning.blm.gov/epl-front-office/projects/lup/68145/86215/103390/VFO_RMP_Five-
Year_Evaluation_[2014].pdf (last visited Aug. 21, 2019).
4 As of August 21, 2019, there were 240 projects listed on the ePlanning website when using this search criteria.

5



https://eplanning.blm.gov/epl-front-office/eplanning/nepa/nepa_register.do
https://eplanning.blm.gov/epl-front-office/projects/lup/68145/86215/103390/VFO_RMP_Five-Year_Evaluation_%5b2014%5d.pdf
https://eplanning.blm.gov/epl-front-office/projects/lup/68145/86215/103390/VFO_RMP_Five-Year_Evaluation_%5b2014%5d.pdf

leases the agency anticipated that each lease would be developed; but it has failed to
analyze the impacts of that development in the present case.

Visual resources. For this resource, BLM established a CIAA that encompassed the
project area plus a 5-mile buffer. See EA at 70. BLM analyzed only past and present
actions and their accompanying impacts but did not analyze any future actions or
impacts. Id. BLM limited its analysis to the Key Observation Points 1 and 2 and did
not analyze potential cumulative impacts from oil and gas development on other
leases that are encompassed within its 5-mile CIAA buffer. See id. Relying on these
two points for all cumulative impact analysis is arbitrary since there is no record
evidence that such impacts will all come from the same two locations or that oil and
gas activities on other leases or in other areas will not be visible from these Key
Observation Points.

Greenhouse gas emissions and climate change. For this resource, BLM’s CIAA is the
“Vernal Field Office.” EA at 71. This CIAA is arbitrary. There is no record evidence
to support BLM’s conclusion that GHG emissions and associated climate change
impacts will occur only in the Vernal field office. To the best of SUWA’s knowledge,
BLM has never before defined a CIAA this narrowly for GHG emissions and climate
change analysis purposes. The agency’s most recent oil and gas lease sale EA in this
area, for example, defined the CIAA appropriately as: “the State of Utah, the United
States, and the globe.” BLM, Environmental Assessment, DOI-BLM-UT-G010-2019-
0006-EA, March 2019 Competitive Oil and Gas Lease Sale at 60 (Jan. 2019).°
Second, BLM did not quantify GHG emissions for all reasonably foreseeable oil and
gas wells or analyze the associated impacts. Instead, BLM quantified the emissions
for 6,530 wells; the number of wells anticipated in the RFDS for the Vernal RMP.
See Federal Pipeline EA at 72, tbl. 4-15. However, as noted supra, BLM updated its
RFDS in 2012 to include 28,417 wells. These additional wells and their GHG
emissions are not analyzed in the EA. Finally, it is arbitrary for BLM to consider the
cumulative GHG emissions of only four recent oil and gas leasing proposals. See id.,
App. H (“Emissions from recent lease sales (December 2018, March 2019, June
2019, and September 2019) are also included in the foreseeable estimates.”). Limiting
the scope of potential emissions in this manner is unlawful for the reasons set forth in
WildEarth Guardians. See, e.g., 368 F. Supp. 3d at 76-77.

Importantly, for all resources including those discussed above, the EA failed to analyze

the cumulative impact of BLM’s 28,417 anticipated wells in the Uinta Basin, as required by Diné

CARE. This includes the resources discussed above but also the cumulative impacts to:

Dinosaur National Monument (e.g., viewsheds, air quality, soundscapes, and impacts
to visitors);

5 Available at https://eplanning.blm.gov/epl-front-office/projects/nepa/117406/165245/201529/2019 March Lease
Sale_DOI-BLM-UT-G010-2019-0006-EA.pdf (last visited Aug. 21, 2019).
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e Greater sage-grouse and its respective Priority Habitat Management Area;

e Water quantity and quality resources (including impacts related to hydraulic
fracturing and groundwater depletion); and

e Cultural and archaeological resources.

The abstract and broad cumulative impact analysis in the EA does not satisfy NEPA’s
“hard look” mandate. Rather, BLM is “foreclose[d]” from authorizing “activities with
environmental impacts — direct, indirect, or cumulative — that have not been considered in either
a site-specific EA or a broader NEPA document to which the EA tiers.” Diné CARE, 923 F.3d at
854. The Tenth Circuit has explained that this outcome fulfills “the purpose of NEPA” by
requiring BLM “to analyze environmental consequences before initiating actions that potentially
affect the environment.” Id. (quoting Utah Envtl. Congress v. Bosworth, 443 F.3d 732, 735-36
(10th Cir. 2006)).

In sum, the Federal Pipeline EA violates NEPA because BLM failed to analyze the
cumulative impacts of all reasonably foreseeable oil and gas wells identified in the 2012 RFDS.

I, BLM Has Failed to Consider and Honor the Secretary’s Paramount Duty to
Safeguard National Park System Units.

The Secretary of the Interior oversees both BLM and the National Park System. “The
network of National Parks . . . are unique resources that the Federal Government holds in trust
for the American people.” Clark v. Community for Creative Non-Violence, 468 U.S. 288, 290
(1984). And, the Secretary is the fiduciary responsible for safeguarding those “trust” lands. The
National Park System Organic Act, enacted in 1916, obligates the Secretary to “to conserve the
scenery, natural and historic objects, and wild life in the System units and to provide for the
enjoyment of the scenery, natural and historic objects, and wild life in such manner and by such

means as will leave them unimpaired for the enjoyment of future generations.” 54 U.S.C.



8100101(a). Congress reaffirmed those duties in 1970 and 1978 amendments to the Organic Act,
54 U.S.C. 8100101(b)(1) & (2), and made clear that the Act imposes upon the “[t]he Secretary . .
. an absolute duty, which is not to be compromised, to fulfill the mandate of the 1916 Act to take
whatever action and seek whatever relief as will safeguard the units of the National Park
System.” Senate Report 95-528, 95" Cong., 1% Sess., 9 (Oct. 21, 1977) (emphasis added). See
also Daingerfield Island Protective Soc. v. Babbitt, 823 F. Supp. 950, 955 (D.D.C. 1993)
(“Congress clearly intended the Secretary of the Interior . . . to have an affirmative duty ‘to take
whatever action and seek whatever relief as will safeguard the units of the National Park
System.”””) (quoting Senate Report 95-528 at 9).

BLM’s Federal Pipeline EA threatens to harm the scenery, natural values and wildlife
connected to Dinosaur National Monument, contrary to the Secretary’s duty to preserve those
irreplaceable resources “in such manner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for
the enjoyment of future generations.” 54 U.S.C. 8100101(a). The Secretary cannot ignore his
affirmative duties to protect the Parks when acting through BLM. Just as the Secretary must
consider and address his trust responsibility towards Indian tribes when BLM actions would
impact those tribe and their lands (e.g., N. Cheyenne Tribe v. Hodel, 12 Indian L. Rptr. 3065,
3074 (D. Mont. 1985); Island Mt. Protectors, 144 IBLA 168, 185 (1998)), he similarly must
consider and honor his “affirmative duty” to safeguard National Park System resources
(Daingerfield Island, 823 F. Supp. at 955) when acting though BLM.

BLM’s EA allows for increased development and incompatible uses adjacent to Dinosaur
National Monument which can lead to impairment of monument resources including dark night
skies, natural quiet, viewsheds, adjacent NPS lands, native plants, wildlife and water resources.

Specifically, the development of oil and gas leases as proposed not only put the protection and



proper care and management of the objects within Dinosaur National Monument at risk but they
can also result in the impairment of the collective monument resources.

I11.  The Federal Pipeline EA Is Inconsistent with the Vernal RMP, in Violation
of FLPMA.

The Federal Pipeline EA is inconsistent with requirements set forth in the Vernal RMP to
protect air quality and thus violated FLPMA, which requires BLM to “manage the public lands .
.. in accordance with the land use plans developed by [the agency].” 43 U.S.C. § 1732(a); see
also 43 C.F.R. 8 1610.5-3 (“All future resource management authorizations and actions . . . shall
conform to the approved plan.”). “The statutory directive that BLM manage ‘in accordance with’
land use plans, and the regulatory requirement that authorizations and actions ‘conform’ to those
plans, prevent BLM from taking actions inconsistent with the provisions of a land use plan.”
Norton v. S. Utah Wilderness All., 542 U.S. 55, 69 (2004). Relevant here, the Vernal RMP states
that BLM must:

[e]nsure that authorizations granted to use public lands . . . comply with and

support applicable local, state, and federal laws, regulations, and implementation

plans pertaining to air quality.

Vernal RMP at 70.

Because BLM has completed the Vernal RMP this language implicates FLPMA
Section 302, not Section 202. These distinct provisions of FLPMA direct separate aspects
of BLM’s management of the public lands. Section 202 of FLPMA sets forth BLM’s
obligation regarding consideration of air quality standards when engaged in the
development or revision of land use plans — something that is not at issue here. See 43
U.S.C. § 1712(c).

In contrast, when BLM has completed the land use planning process its

authorizations for uses of public lands are governed by FLPMA Section 302. See id. §



1732. At this stage, BLM “shall manage the public lands . . . in accordance with the land
use plans developed [by the agency].” Id. § 1732(a) (emphasis added). “All future
resource management authorizations and actions . . . shall conform to the approved plan.”
43 C.F.R. § 1610.5-3.

It is indisputable that BLM has completed the VVernal RMP. In that plan BLM put
the burden on itself to “ensure” that all future authorizations of public lands in the Vernal
field office “comply with and support” federal air quality standards, including the
NAAQS for ozone. Vernal RMP at 70. Having placed this burden on itself BLM is now
“prevent[ed] . . . from taking actions inconsistent with the provisions of [the Vernal
RMP].” Norton, 542 U.S. at 69. Its failure to do so in the present case violated FLPMA.

In the present case, the entire project area already exceeds air quality standards for
ozone, all of BLM’s predicted development scenarios show continued exceedances of
that air quality standard, and BLM never explained how it is possible under these
circumstances that the agency can “ensure” that development of the approved APDs will
comply with air quality standards.

The project area is in the Uinta Basin designated “nonattainment” area for ozone.
EA at 35. The most recent monitored background concentration level for ozone in the
project area is 88 parts per billions (“ppb”) — well-above the federal standard of 70 ppb.

See EPA, Air Quality Design Values, https://www.epa.gov/air-trends/air-quality-design-

values (select hyperlink for “Ozone Design Values, 2018 — showing an ozone design
value of 88 ppb in the Uinta Basin) (last updated July 23, 2019).
Further, the EA acknowledges, as it must, that the proposed action will add additional

ozone precursor emissions to the Uinta Basin airshed. See, e.g., EA, App. H. In fact, BLM
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recognizes that “[a]ll [development] scenarios predict exceedances of the ozone NAAQS in the
Uinta Basin.” Id. at 71. In other words, according to BLM itself, there is no scenario in which the
proposed action can be implemented that will not result in continued exceedances of the NAAQS
for ozone.

However, rather than addressing this issue, as required by the Vernal RMP, BLM instead
performed a Clean Air Act general conformity determination which, while required, is an
entirely separate legal issue. See EA, App. F. BLM further stated: “Emissions would be
dispersed or diluted to the extent where any local ozone impacts from the Proposed Action
would be indistinguishable from background conditions.” 1d. at 62. This statement misses the
point: background concentration levels for ozone already exceed the ozone NAAQS and thus any
addition of ozone precursor emissions will result in an exceedance of those air quality standards.
The EA also states that air quality will be protected through various regulations including the
“Waste Prevention Rule.” 1d. However, this statement is arbitrary. The Waste Prevention Rule
has been rescinded and cannot be relied on by BLM, including the rule’s envisioned ozone
precursor emissions reduction measures. See 83 Fed. Reg. 49,184 (Sept. 28, 2018).

At no time did BLM determine whether its decision to approve the proposed action, with
the acknowledged emissions, would be consistent with relevant federal and state air quality
standards for ozone. At most, BLM answered a different question — whether a Clean Air Act
conformity determination was needed — and explained that air quality impacts, including to
ozone, would be minimized through the use of best management practices (“BMPs”) and lease
stipulations and notices. See EA at 63. See also id., App. F. These statements are insufficient and
miss the point. BMPs and lease stipulations and notices merely limit the contribution of ozone

precursor emissions from what would otherwise have been added to the project area without such
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limitations. Even with these limitations in place the NAAQS for ozone will be exceeded if the
project is implemented — a violation of the Vernal RMP and FLPMA, not the Clean Air Act.
More importantly, the question — as required by the Vernal RMP — is not whether
0zone precursor emissions can be reduced but rather whether BLM can “ensure” that its
decision complies with the NAAQS for ozone. BLM provided no answer to this question.
Its failure to do so violated FLPMA.
In sum, BLM failed to ensure that its approval of the Federal Pipeline EA
conformed to the Vernal RMP, in violation of FLPMA.

IV. BLM Failed to Consider Required Factors Prior to Proposing to Waive the
NSO Lease Stipulation on Lease UTU-81185.

The proposed development occurs in an area of oil and gas lease UTU-81185 that is
subject to a no-surface occupancy stipulation. See, e.g., EA at 3. In the EA, BLM has three stated
objectives, or “decisions to be made,” one of which is: “whether to grant a waiver to the NSO
stipulation.” 1d. A decision to waive a lease stipulation is governed by the MLA, which states:

A stipulation included in an oil and gas lease shall be subject to modification or

waiver only if the authorized officer determines that [1] the factors leading to its

inclusion in the lease have changed sufficiently to make the protection provided

by the stipulation no longer justified or [2] if proposed operations would not cause

unacceptable impacts.

43 C.F.R. § 3101.1-4 (emphasis added). In addition to these MLA requirements, the Vernal RMP

requires BLM to determine whether:

e The circumstances or relative resource values in the area had changed following
issuance of the lease;

e Less restrictive requirements could be developed to protect resources of concern; and
e Operations could be conducted without causing unacceptable impacts.

See Vernal RMP, App. K at K-1 to K-2.
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First, in the present case, BLM has not considered any of these factors. Among other
things, the EA failed to analyze whether the NSO stipulation “is no longer required.” Instead, the
EA states only that the project proponent requested the NSO waiver “because the Vernal RMP
does not manage the area as a semi-primitive non-motorized recreation area.” EA at 3. That may
or may not be accurate. However, that statement alone says nothing as to whether the NSO
stipulation is still required. In fact, rather than contemplating lease stipulation waivers and
modifications, the Vernal RMP established non-waivable stipulations to protect resource values
at Dinosaur National Monument, including visual. See, e.g., Vernal RMP, App. K at K-4. The
Secretary’s affirmative duty to protect Dinosaur National Monument, as discussed supra, also
strongly undermines BLM’s proposed lease stipulation waiver.

Second, there is no record evidence that BLM considered whether the proposed action
would cause “unacceptable impacts.” Instead, at best, the agency analyzed whether the proposed
action would have significant impacts, as required by NEPA — an entirely different issue. See EA
at 1 (stating that the purpose of the EA was to determine whether the proposed action will have
“significant impacts”).

Finally, BLM did not prepare a “less restrictive requirement” (i.e., stipulation to replace
the NSO stipulation being waived) and BLM did not analyze whether relaxing restrictions on
development would still protect resource values intended to be protected by the NSO stipulation.
BLM established the NSO stipulation for the purpose of “[p]rotection of visual and primitive
recreational qualities.” BLM, Stipulations for Oil and Gas Lease UTU-81185, No Surface
Occupancy Stipulation Semi-Primitive Nonmotorized Areas (attached).

BLM has not determined whether these identified qualities will be protected by granting

the NSO stipulation waiver; a result that is unlikely since the agency is proposing to remove
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protections and allow surface development that otherwise would be prohibited. Moreover, as
noted supra, the Federal Pipeline EA failed to properly analyze all reasonably foreseeable
impacts from oil and gas development including to visual resources. Thus, the agency has failed
to show how the visual resource value will continue to be protected if the stipulation is waived.
BLM also did not analyze — at all — the potential recreational impacts because, allegedly, such
impacts were “present, but not affected to a degree that detailed analysis is required.” EA, App.
A at 7. In fact, even though BLM declined to analyze recreational impacts it recognized that
“[d]uring the proposed drilling phase some recreationists may be negatively impacted by the
sights and sounds related to development of the well pads and access road.” I1d.

Therefore, BLM failed to take into account certain factors that must be considered prior
to approving any lease stipulation waiver or modification, in violation of the MLA and FLPMA.

SUWA appreciates BLM’s consideration of and prompt attention to the issues addressed

herein.

Sincerely,

/s/ Landon Newell

Landon Newell

Staff Attorney

Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance
425 East 100 South

Salt Lake City, UT 84111

/sl Cory MacNulty

Cory MacNulty

Associate Director, Southwest Region
National Parks Conservation Association
307 West 200 South, Suite 5000

Salt Lake City, UT 84101
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Greater Uinta Basin Cumulative Impacts Technical Support Document
Data Obtained August 2011

PREFACE

The Oil and Gas Cumulative Impacts Technical Support Document which follows has been
prepared for the Greater Uinta Basin which for this project is the Vernal Field Office planning
area and the Tavaputs Plateau. The purpose of this document is to update the information that the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Vernal Field Office uses when assessing cumulative
impacts in National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) documents.

In 2002, the BLM created a Mineral Potential Report for the Vernal Resource Management Plan
Environmental Impact Statement that was intended to provide data which could be used to
develop generic assumptions for mineral development over the life of the RMP using the best
available data at that time. This Technical Support Document improves upon the accuracy of the
information contained in the Mineral Potential Report because it contains updated information
about the amount of activity, the location of that activity, and the effect of changing technology.
It is intended to summarize the best available information related to existing oil and gas
development impacts and the impacts expected to occur in the reasonably foreseeable future.

The information in this Technical Support Document is intended to be used as any other
reference document, such as air quality models and resource inventories, would be used. It does
not take the place of NEPA analysis for specific projects. It is a dynamic document which can
and will be updated as significant new information becomes available. The substance of the
document will be subject to public scrutiny when the information it contains appears in NEPA
documents. Also, this Technical Support Document is not a decision document.
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1.0 Introduction

This Technical Support Document has been prepared to update oil and gas development
assumptions in the Greater Uinta Basin area to facilitate cumulative impacts analyses in future
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Vernal Field Office (VFO) National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) projects. The background leading up to the preparation of this document, the
purpose of the document, and the data collection and analysis methodology is explained in
Section 1. The results for past and present development are included in Section 2. The results
for reasonably foreseeable development are included in Section 3. The sum total of the results
for past, present, and reasonably foreseeable development are included in Section 4. A map of
the area this document covers is included as Appendix A. A detailed explanation of the sources
used, spreadsheets prepared, and instructions for updating this document are included in
Appendix B.

1.1 Background and Purpose

The BLM VFO administers federal lands within an area of approximately 5,518,859 acres in
northeast Utah. The Field Office manages approximately 1,725,000 acres of federal surface and
3.8 million acres of federal mineral estate, including mineral rights located below National
Forest Service lands, the Hill Creek Extension of the Uintah and Ouray Ute Indian Reservation,
and a small portion of the northern part of BLM's Moab Field Office. Lands managed by the
Vernal Field Office encompass much of the Uinta Basin and Tavaputs Plateau, which are areas
of current and historic heavy oil and gas development.

In response to ongoing oil and gas development within the Vernal Field Office planning area
(VPA), BLM determined that it was advisable to update the Book Cliffs (1985) and Diamond
Mountain (1994) resource management plans (RMP), which provided the framework for
management of the federal surface and mineral estate, and develop a new RMP encompassing
the entire Vernal Planning Area. As part of the Vernal RMP revision process, BLM prepared a
Mineral Report (BLM 2002) which incorporated a Reasonable Foreseeable Development (RFD)
scenario. A BLM planning RFD scenario is:

...a long-term projection (scenario) of oil and gas exploration, development,

production, and reclamation activity. The RFD covers oil and gas activity in a

defined area for a specified period of time. The RFD projects a baseline scenario

of activity assuming all potentially productive areas can be open under standard

lease terms and conditions, except those areas designated as closed to leasing by

law, regulation or executive order. The baseline RFD scenario provides the

mechanism to analyze the effects that discretionary management decisions have

on oil and gas activity. The RFD also provides basic information that is analyzed

in the NEPA document under various alternatives (BLM 2004).
Because of the timelines involved, typically 15-20 years, the RFD is a projection, including both
known projects (for which some notice has been made) and projects which are likely to occur
based on production potential.

The Vernal RFD estimated total oil and gas development over the succeeding 15 years to be up
to 6,530 wells and total surface disturbance of up to 21,251 acres. However, continued proposals
for high levels of oil and gas development within the VPA have resulted in future project well
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counts and surface disturbance levels which have exceeded those forecast in the Vernal RFD. In
addition, development specifications have changed in the Uinta Basin subsequent to the approval
of the Vernal RMP. In particular, there is a much greater use of multiple directionally-drilled
wells from a single pad, i.e. "pad drilling," than was envisioned in the RFD.

This Technical Support Document and its related data sources are designed to update oil and gas
development assumptions to facilitate cumulative impacts analyses in future VFO NEPA
projects. Data presented in this document account for the use of pad drilling to more accurately
estimate levels of surface disturbance. This document is not a new RFD for the Vernal RMP
because it does not project future oil and gas development potential, and because it includes
information adjacent to but outside of the Vernal Planning Area. Its scope is limited to those
projects within the CIAA which are determined to be reasonably foreseeable in the context of the
BLM NEPA Handbook H-1790-1 which states:
Reasonably foreseeable future actions are those for which there are existing
decisions, funding, formal proposals.
In addition, it was intended that this analysis serve as a template that could be updated for future
NEPA analyses within the Vernal Field Office.

1.2  Scope of the Document

This document accounts for development in the Greater Uinta Basin, an area of approximately
5,853,000 acres in all or portions of five Utah counties as depicted in Figure 1-1 (Appendix A).
It includes the VPA, which includes the portion of the Moab Field Office for which Vernal
oversees oil and gas development, the Hill Creek Extension, and the area of the West Tavaputs
Plateau Environmental Impact Statement. The analysis deals with the entirety of this area and
will not focus on the subdivision areas broken out in the Vernal Mineral Potential Report. This
boundary was chosen for the following reasons:

1. It contains the entirety of the Uinta Basin and adjacent oil and gas productive areas on the
Tavaputs Plateau, as well as minor oil and gas development within the Green River Basin
in the VPA north of the Uinta Mountains.

2. Ttis largely geologically separated from oil and gas productive areas to the north in the
Green River Basin of Wyoming, to the east in the Piceance Basin and Douglas Creek
Arch of Colorado, and to the south and southwest in the Paradox Basin and Wasatch
Plateau of Utah. More than 99% of the active wells in this area are located within the
Uinta Basin or Tavaputs Plateau.

3. It encompasses all of the recent and pending oil and gas NEPA projects within the Uinta
Basin and Tavaputs Plateau on BLM, USFS, or Tribal lands.

This document deals exclusively with cumulative surface disturbance resulting from past,
present, and reasonably foreseeable oil and gas development projects and oil and gas related
infrastructure. It does not address disturbance resulting from other mineral development which
may exist or have been proposed in the CIAA, such as oil shale or gilsonite projects. Neither
does it deal with disturbance resulting from non-mineral development projects.
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1.3 Methodology Summary

This analysis uses well counts and pad counts (since the use of pad drilling is increasing in the
area), supplemented with data from other projects, to estimate surface disturbance. Analyses in
this document are based upon data obtained in August 2011. In some cases, data were assumed
based on typical averages. However, the best available information regarding past, present, and
reasonably foreseeable development within the boundary of this document was collected from
sources that are publicly available so this analysis can be readily updated in the future. The
results are summarized in Chapters 2.0 (past and present), 3.0 (reasonably foreseeable), and 4.0
(total) of this document. A brief explanation of the methodology used to assemble this report is
included in the following subsections. A detailed explanation of the sources used, spreadsheets
prepared, and instructions for updating this document are included in Appendix B.

1.3.1 Well and Pad Count Methodology
The data sources and assumptions for the well and pad counts are as follows:

e The past and present well count was determined from the online oil and gas information
from the Utah Division of Oil, Gas, and Mining (UDOGM). This source was used
because all oil or gas wells drilled within the state are required to file an APD with
UDOGM, regardless of surface or mineral ownership.

e The reasonably foreseeable well count was determined from the online UDOGM data for
approved but not spudded drilling permits, and VFO GIS data relating to recent and
pending NEPA projects. Substantial overlap between the UDOGM and BLM datasets is
unlikely because wells and pads in pending VFO NEPA projects are considered to
represent a longer look into the future, due to processing time, than the future horizon for
UDOGM data, i.e. the APDs from the UDOGM database are likely to contain few, if any,
of the wells in the BLM dataset.

e The past and present pad count was calculated from UDOGM GIS well data. Any wells
which were located within 30 meters in a north-south and east-west direction of each
other were assumed to be located on the same well pad.

e The reasonably foreseeable pad count utilized data from UDOGM GIS well data as well
as the pending NEPA projects.

1.3.2 Surface Disturbance Estimates Methodology

The following data sources and assumptions were used to create the surface disturbance
estimates:

e Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable oil and gas related surface disturbance was
estimated from pending NEPA oil and gas projects. Data from the NEPA projects were
used to determine weighted average values for various types of surface disturbance.
Weighting was based on the number of well pads or wells. A certain unknown number of
APDs from both the UDOGM data and the VFO NEPA projects will not be drilled due to
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changed company priorities or other reasons, so surface disturbance estimates based on
well and well pad counts are conservative, likely overestimating the disturbance.

e Reasonably foreseeable surface disturbance from gathering pipelines associated with
pending oil and gas development NEPA projects has been included in the overall totals
from those projects.

e Reasonably foreseeable surface disturbance from pipelines not associated with pending
oil and gas development NEPA projects was determined by examining the BLM ENBB
website and the FERC pre-filing website. Disturbance was calculated using the indicated
width times the indicated pipeline length. In some cases, the total construction
disturbance was indicated, including temporary use areas. Where the total disturbance
was indicated, this value was used.

e Past and present surface disturbance from other facilities, such as compressor stations and
gas plants, were based on data obtained from UDOGM, the BLM's Environmental
Notification Bulletin Board (ENBB), GIS data from the Utah Automated Geographic
Reference Center (AGRC), notices from the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission
(FERC), and facilities information included within the Phase III regional emissions
inventory of the Western Regional Air Partnership (WRAP). Data for these facilities is
not comprehensive. The WRAP data, for instance, are limited to major sources emitting
more than 100 tons annually of any criteria pollutant. The data sources were combined
and the facilities were examined on current (2011) National Agricultural Inventory
Program (NAIP) digital aerial imagery (NRCS 2011) to determine size.

e Reasonably foreseeable surface disturbance from gas plant or compressor stations
associated with pending oil and gas development NEPA projects has been included in the
overall totals from those projects.

e Estimates of the success of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable interim and final
reclamation were made based on the experience of VFO reclamation specialists. In the
Basin, it is estimated that reclamation can take up to five years, assuming diligent
application of approved reclamation procedures. Abandoned wells were assumed to exist
on single well pads.

o Interim reclamation of existing well pads was assumed because the vast majority
of existing wells are more than five years old.

o Interim reclamation estimates for reasonably foreseeable projects are based on
information from the VFO pending NEPA projects.

o Abandoned wells which were plugged within the last five years and their
associated access roads have been assumed to represent existing disturbance
because they are likely incompletely reclaimed.

o Abandoned wells which were plugged more than five years ago have been
assumed to be fully reclaimed.

1.3.3 Other Data Considered

The following data were not included in the surface disturbance estimates for the reasons stated:
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Completed NEPA projects were not included in the foreseeable well/well pad
calculations because they were considered to overlap with the UDOGM database of
existing wells to an unknown degree.

Disturbance from unreclaimed, existing pipelines was not included in the surface
disturbance calculations for the following reasons: surface disturbance associated with
existing pipelines is difficult to estimate because data sources are not readily available;
many pipelines are installed on the surface, and construction permits would generally
tend to overestimate post-installation disturbance; and reclamation of buried or surface
pipelines is typically initiated immediately after installation so existing disturbance is
likely limited to pipelines installed within the last five years.

Seismic or other geophysical exploration projects were not included because the BLM
previously determined that seismic projects typically result in negligible surface
disturbance.
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2.0 Past and Present Oil and Gas Development

2.1  Existing Well and Pad Counts

Table 2-1 summarizes existing well counts. Productive wells are those classified as producing,
shut-in, or temporarily abandoned. Other active wells are those non-producers for which a well
has been or is currently being drilled and which have not been plugged. 4bandoned wells are
those have been plugged.

Table 2-1 Existing Well Counts

Well Code | Well Status | Count

Productive Wells

P Producer 7,997

S Shut-in 926

TA Temp. Abandoned 113
Total Productive 9,036
Other Active Wells

A Active Service 1,054

APD APD Approved 2,437

DRL Drilling 495

| Inactive Service 13

OPS Drllg Ops. Suspended 91
Total Other Active 4,090
Abandoned Wells

PA | Plugged & Abandoned | 2,575
TOTAL 15,701

Source: UDOGM 2011
A summary of directional and horizontal wells (both existing and plugged) is in Table 2-2.

Table 2-2 Directional Drilling

Well Type Count
Directional 2,849
Horizontal 112
TOTAL Directional 2,961
Directional % of all wells 18.9%

Source: UDOGM 2011
For productive wells, the breakdown by well type (gas or oil) is in Table 2-3.

Table 2-3 Productive Wells by Type

Well Type Count
Gas Wells 5,565
Oil Wells 3,471
TOTALS 9,036

Source: UDOGM 2011
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(well counts) per pad is in Table 2-4.

Table 2-4 Active Wells and Pads

Type Pad Pad Count Well Count
12-Well 3 36
11-Well 0 0
10-Well 1 10
9-Well 5 45
8-Well 7 56
7-Well 16 112
6-Well 16 96
5-Well 44 220
4-Well 82 328
3-Well 138 414
2-Well 663 1,326
Single 8,046 8,046
TOTALS 9,021 10,689
Multi-well Pads 975 2,643

Source: UDOGM 2011
2.2 Existing Oil and Gas Development Surface Disturbance
2.2.1 Well Pad Disturbance

Estimated existing well pad surface disturbance, including average access road disturbance, is
indicated in Table 2-5.

Table 2-5 Existing Well Pad Surface Disturbance

Type Pad Pad Count Per Pad Total
Disturbance | Disturbance

(acs) (acs)
12-Well 3 5.8 17
11-Well 0 5.5 0
10-Well 1 5.2 5
9-Well 5 4.9 25
8-Well 7 4.6 32
7-Well 16 4.3 69
6-Well 16 4.0 64
5-Well 44 3.7 163
4-Well 82 3.4 279
3-Well 138 3.1 428
2-Well 663 2.8 1,856
Single 8,046 2.5 20,115
Unreclaimed PA Pads 176 2.5 440
TOTALS 9,197 23,493

Source: UDOGM 2011, BLM 2011a.
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2.2.2 Disturbance from Other Facilities

Existing surface disturbance associated with identified gas plants and compressor stations is

indicated in Table 2-6.

Table 2-6 Existing Gas Plant and Compressor Station Surface Disturbance

Facility Location Operator County Surface
Disturbance
(acs)

Dry Canyon CS 17-12S-16E S | Bill Barrett Corp. Carbon 7
Interplanetary CS 13-12S-14E S | Bill Barrett Corp. Carbon 5
Kastler Dew Pt GP 16-3N-24E S Questar Pipeline Co. Daggett 20
Kastler/Mursack CS 16-3N-24E S Questar Pipeline Co. Daggett 3
Altamont East CS 32-1S-3W S El Paso Field Ops. Co. Duchesne 7
Altamont Main GP 34-1S-4W S El Paso Field Ops. Co. Duchesne 42
Altamont South CS 34-2S-5W S El Paso Field Ops. Co. Duchesne 12
Altamont West CS 12-28-5W S El Paso Field Ops. Co. Duchesne 7
Altonah GP 5-25-3W S Gary Energy Inc. Duchesne 20
Berry GP 12-58-4W U Berry Petroleum Co. Duchesne 5
Blind Canyon CS 23-11S-15E S | Bill Barrett Corp. Duchesne 6
Bluebell GP 23-1S-2W S El Paso Field Ops. Co. Duchesne 18
Cedar Rim GP 21-35-62 S Koch Hydrocarbon Co. Duchesne 2
Monument Butte GP 25-8S-16E S Newfield Production Co. Duchesne 3
Monument Butte Old GP | 6-9S-17E S Equitable Resources Duchesne 3
Pleasant Valley New GP | 10-4S-2W U Newfield Production Co. Duchesne 19
Pleasant Valley Old GP 10-4S-2w U Interline Resources Corp. Duchesne 9
Bridge CS 17-9S-22E S Kerr McGee Oil & Gas Uintah 5
Chipeta CS/GP 15-9S-22E S Questar Gas Management | Uintah 26
Cottonwood Wash CS 27-9S-21E S Kerr McGee Oil & Gas Uintah 5
Diamond Mountain CS 2-25-24E Wyoming Interstate Co. Uintah 17
Flat Rock CS 31-14S-20E S | Questar Gas Management | Uintah 2
Iron Horse GP 9-95-22E S Questar Gas Management | Uintah 10
Island CS 7-10S-20E S Questar Gas Management | Uintah 2
Mesa Tap CS 3-10S-20E S Canyon Gas Resources Uintah 2
N. Hill Creek CS 3-15S-20E S Wind River Resources Uintah 5
Natural Buttes CS/GP 24-9S-21E S Chipeta Processing LLC Uintah 15
Vernal CS 9-3S-23E S Northwest Pipeline Uintah 2
Redwash GP 24-7S-23E S Questar Gas Management | Uintah 6
Riverbend CS 15-10S-19E S | Questar Gas Management | Uintah 2
Riverbend Gathering GP | 36-9S-18E S Monarch Natural Gas Uintah 7
Stagecoach GP 16-9S-22E S Questar Gas Management | Uintah 13
Wasatch GP 14-1S-1W S Darenco Inc. Uintah 5
Wonsits CS 12-8S-21E S Questar Gas Management | Uintah 4
TOTAL 318

Source: UDOGM 2011, UDAQ 2007, FERC 2011, WRAP 2006
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2.2.3 Total Existing Surface Disturbance

A summary of total estimated existing surface disturbance associated with oil and gas
development is indicated in Table 2-7.

Table 2-7 Total Existing Oil and Gas Development Surface Disturbance

Disturbance Type Disturbance
(acs)
Well Pads 23,493
Gas Plants/Compressors 318
TOTALS 23,811
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3.0 Foreseeable Oil and Gas Development
3.1  Foreseeable Well and Well Pad Counts
A summary of foreseeable wells and pads from the UDOGM data is in Table 3-1.

Table 3-1 UDOGM Foreseeable Well and Pad Counts

Type Pad Pad Count Well Count
14-Well 1 14
13-Well 1 13
12-Well 1 12
11-Well 2 22
10-Well 2 20
9-Well 3 27
8-Well 12 96
7-Well 15 105
6-Well 13 78
5-Well 42 210
4-Well 36 144
3-Well 106 318
2-Well 210 420
Single 1,217 1,217
TOTALS 1,659 2,696

Source: UDOGM 2011

The foreseeable well and well pad counts from pending NEPA projects, the UDOGM counts,
and the total from both sources is included in Table 3-2.

Table 3-2 Total Foreseeable Well and Pad Counts

Wells and Pads | Count
BLM/BIA/USFS
Pending New Well Pads 14,137
Pending New Wells 25,721
UDOGM
Pending New Well Pads 1,659
Pending New Wells 2,696
TOTAL FORESEEABLE
Pending New Well Pads 15,796
Pending New Wells 28,417

Source: UDOGM 2011, BLM 2011, BLM 2011a

3.2 Foreseeable Oil and Gas Development Surface Disturbance

3.2.1 Well Pad Disturbance

The pending NEPA projects, their initial disturbance, and their life of plan (LOP) disturbance is

summarized in Table 3-3.

10
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Table 3-3 Analyzed Pending NEPA Projects

NEPA Project Applicant Construction LOP
Disturbance | Disturbance

(acs) (acs)
Big Pack EA Enduring Resources 1,620 767
Little Canyon EA XTO Energy 1,378 585
North Alger II EA EOG Resources 115 58
Greater Natural Buttes EIS Anadarko Petroleum 12,658 7,927
Gasco EIS Gasco 7,584 6,440
River Bend Unit infill EA Dominion 1,103 376
Southam Canyon EA Enduring Resources 858 641
ANF South Unit EIS Berry Petroleum 825 462
Greater Chapita Wells EIS EOG Resources 3,661 1,160
Hill Creek Unit EA XTO Energy 73 36
Monument Butte EIS Newfield 15,612 7,152
Black Tail Ridge EDA EA Bill Barrett Corporation 1,045 525
Randlett EDA Leasing Explor. EA Ute Energy 2,613 1,314
Rocky Point EDA Leasing Explor EA | Ute Energy & Newfield 345 173
Uintah & Ouray Tribal Oil & Gas EIS | BIA 23,254 11,650
TOTALS 72,744 39,267

Source: BLM 2011a, BIA 2010, BIA 2011.

A summary of the average disturbance values for each disturbance type is indicated in Table 3-4.

Table 3-4 Pending NEPA Project Average Surface Disturbance Values

Disturbance Type Value
New Well Pad Construction (acs) 2.9
New Well Pad LOP (acs) 1.9
Expansion Pad Additional Well (acs) 0.3
New Pad Access Road Construction ROW (ft) 33
New Pad Access Road LOP ROW (ft) 24
New Pad Access Road Length (mis) 0.21
Access Road Construction Disturbance/Pad (acs) 0.9
Access Road LOP Disturbance/Pad (acs) 0.6
New Pad Surface Pipeline Construction ROW (ft) 18
New Pad Buried Pipeline LOP ROW (ft) 60
New Pad Pipeline Length (mis) 0.40
Pipeline Construction Disturbance/Pad (acs) 1.4
Pipeline LOP Disturbance/Pad (acs) 0.0
Other Facility Construction Disturbance/Pad (acs) 0.1
Other Facility LOP Disturbance/Pad (acs) 0.1
New Pad Total Construction Disturbance (acs) 5.2
New Pad Total LOP Disturbance (acs) 2.6

Source: BLM 2011a. Weighted averages by well and pad counts.

11
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3.2.2 Disturbance from Other Facilities

Construction disturbance from foreseeable pipelines is indicated in Table 3-5.

Table 3-5 CIAA Foreseeable Pipeline Project Construction Disturbance

Type and Project Operator Length ROW Construction
(mis.) (feet) Disturbance
(acs.)

Gathering Pipelines
Little Joe 12" Questar 6.5 30 24
Willow Creek to Morgan CS Anadarko 2.5 75 23
King's Canyon 12" XTO 3.0 50 18
LCU 16" XTO 7.0 75 64
TOTAL GATHERING 19.0 128
Mainlines
ML 103 Questar 8.3 100 101
ML 104 24" Questar 23.5 336
TOTAL MAINLINES 31.8 437
TOTAL PIPELINES 50.8 565

Source: BLM 2011, FERC 2011

12
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4.0 Total Existing and Foreseeable Surface Disturbance

A summary of existing, foreseeable, and total well and pad counts and surface disturbance

estimates is in Table 4-1.

Table 4-1 Well, Pad, and Surface Disturbance Summary

Type Count Construction LOP
Disturbance Disturbance
(acs) (acs)
EXISTING Not Applicable 23,811
Well Pads 9,197
Wells 10,689
Gas Plants & Compressor Stations 34
FORESEEABLE
BLM/BIA/USFS Wells & Pads 72,744 39,267
New Well Pads 14,137
New Wells 25,721
UDOGM Wells & Pads 8,671 4,358
New Well Pads 1,659
New Wells 2,696
Other Facilities 565 0
Pipelines 6
TOTAL FORESEEABLE 81,981 43,625
New Well Pads 15,796
New Wells 28,417
Pipelines 6
EXISTING + FORESEEABLE 81,981 67,436

13
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Cumulative Impacts Technical Support Document
Sources and Calculations
Introduction

The objective of this analysis was to update oil and gas development surface disturbance
assumptions to facilitate cumulative impacts analyses in future VFO NEPA projects.
Disturbance estimates were related to well and pad counts because it is the most readily available
data and because well pads and related facilities are presumed to be the greatest sources of
surface disturbance. Sources for the data are detailed below.

In addition, it was intended that this analysis serve as a template that could be updated for future
NEPA analyses within the Vernal Field Office. All of the data contained in the Technical
Support Document were based on spreadsheet calculations, as explained below, which can be
updated for future revisions of the Technical Support Document. Instructions for updating the
spreadsheets and the Technical Support Document are also included below.

Data Sources

Spatial and other data were obtained from a number of sources and assembled into a series of
linked and related spreadsheets. Data sources used for the preparation of this document
included:

e The Vernal Field Office NEPA Projects GIS layer, obtainable from the Field Office.
Tabular data from the GIS layer were extracted to the VFO_FieldDevProjects.xls
spreadsheet.

e The WELLDATA file, which includes GIS spatial and production data for wells, and
HISTDATA, which does not include spatial data but does include information relating to
operations timing and producing reservoirs from the UDOGM. Data from UDOGM also
included a GIS layer for gas plants. Data are downloadable from
http://oilgas.ogm.utah.gov/Data_Center/DataCenter.cfm#download

e Information regarding air emission sources permitted by the Utah Division of Air Quality
are available in a GIS layer. The tabular and spatial data were extracted to a new gas
plants and compressor station layer for this document. Data are downloadable from
http://gis.utah.gov/sgid-vector-download/utah-sgid-vector-gis-data-layer-download-
index?fc=DAQAirEmissionsInventory

e Tabular and limited spatial data for major source air emissions are obtainable from the
Western Regional Air Partnership Phase III emissions inventory (2006). Data are
downloadable from http://www.wrapair.org/forums/ogwg/documents/2009-
03_06_Baseline_Emissions_Uinta Basin_Technical Memo_03-25.pdf

e Various information regarding transmission pipelines and some related facilities is
available from the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. Data are downloadable from
http://www.ferc.gov/industries/gas/indus-act/pre-filing.asp

¢ Additional information regarding recent and pending NEPA projects within the CIAA are
available from the BLM's Utah Environmental Notification Bulletin Board. Data are
downloadable from https://www.blm.gov/ut/enbb/index.php
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Calculation Details

Details on the spreadsheets used to compute existing and foreseeable disturbance within the
CIAA are included in Table A-1.

Table A-1 Technical Support Document Data Spreadsheets

Spreadsheet/Worksheet

Purpose and Methodology

UDOGM_wells.xls

Main spreadsheet for UDOGM well data

/CIAA DRILLED WELLS

Source UDOGM WELLDATA GIS file, clipped to the CIAA. Records
with WELLSTATUS of LA and RET removed to consider only wells
actually drilled, drilling, or likely to be drilled. Used as source for other
worksheets. Records sorted by APIl. Source for Tables 2-1 (well
counts by WELLSTATUS), 2-2 (directional drilling well counts using
DIR_HOR =D or H), and 2-3

/CIAA P&A

Source /CIAA DRILLED WELLS worksheet. Edited to remove all
except WELLSTATUS = PA to obtain plugged wells count.
Unnecessary data fields removed.

/CIAA PRODS

Source /CIAA DRILLED WELLS worksheet. Main worksheet for
producing wells (WELLSTATUS =P, S, or TA). Sort by ascending
API. Some unnecessary fields deleted. Fields API_NEXT and
API_COMP ultimately not used. Fields with names in yellow
highlighting were added from links to the /HIST PRODS ADJ
worksheet, the main source for reservoir, TD, and spud and
completion date information. These data imported to /CIAA PRODS
using the VLOOKUP function.

/HIST PRODS

Source UDOGM HISTDATA GIS file. File does not contain spatial
information, so records selected by county for all counties contained
within CIAA, and other removed. Sort by ascending API. File is the
main source for reservoir, TD, and operations date information. FILE
ISNOTA1TO 1 MATCH TO /CIAA PRODS. Wells may have
multiple records indicating different operations (spud, completion,
reentry, etc.) Not all wells in /CIAA PRODS have corresponding
record in HISTDATA, but match of various field data is better than
96%. Link between HISTDATA and WELLDATA by API key field.

/HIST PRODS ADJ

Source /HIST PRODS worksheet with WORK_TYPE records =
PLUG, RECOMP, and REPERF removed to reduce duplicate record
count and obtain better match for /CIAA PRODS. THIS IS THE
WORKSHEET ACTUALLY USED FOR VLOOKUP MATCH TO /CIAA
PRODS. Fields with names in yellow highlight used for the match to
/CIAA PRODS.

/PRODUCTION

Source /CIAA PRODS worksheet. NOT USED FOR TSD, BUT DATA
WOULD BE USED FOR MINERALS CUMULATIVE ANALYSIS.

Data displayed are well counts and post-1983 production information
by producing reservoir. Production data prior to 1984 not accurately
tracked to well by UDOGM. Indicated reservoirs have been
consolidated into fewer named producing intervals. A number of
producing horizons deleted as records show no actual production
from these zones and geologic identification is highly questionable in
the Uinta Basin. A small number of producing wells do not identify
the producing zone.

/TSD TABLES

Formatted tables linked here from /CIAA DRILLED WELLS for Tables
2-1, 2-2, 2-3. Tables automatically updated from source worksheets.
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Spreadsheet/Worksheet

Purpose and Methodology

CIAA_well_pads.xls

Spreadsheet for determination of well pad counts derived from
UDOGM well data

/CIAA ACTIVE WELL PADS

Source UDOGM_wells.xIs/CIAA DRILLED WELLS with unnecessary
field removed. Fields with names in RED have been added for the
well pad determination calculation. Wells with WELLSTATUS = APD,
NEW, or PA have been removed. Added fields purpose:
PRIME_SORT - Concatenate all of the STR + QTR_QTR into one
field and sort to the gtr-gtr section.

UTM_N_LAST - The UTM_SURF_N value of the immediately
preceding well in the sort.

UTM_E_LAST - The UTM_SURF_E value of the immediately
preceding well in the sort.

UTM_DELTA - Sum of the absolute values of the differences between
the UTM easting and northing values for this well and the preceding
well in the sort (meters).

PAD_FLAG_1 - Determines whether the current well is located within
30 meters in a north-south and east-west direction from the preceding
well in the sort.

PAD_FLAG_2 - Flags the preceding well as a pad well if the
successor is also a pad well.

PAD_FLAG_3 - Compares the two other pad flags to the
UTM_DELTA field and determines how many wells are located on the
current well pad by incrementing successive wells in this field.

Pad counts are summed based on the number of wells on the pad.
This table becomes the source for Table 2-5. Disturbance values are
based on averages determined from the VFO_FieldDevProjects.xls
spreadsheet. Also the source for Table 2-4 and 2-7.

/CIAA FUTURE

Same as /CIAA ACTIVE WELL PADS, except records include wells
with WELLSTATUS = APD or NEW. Future wells and pad
(foreseeable) are determined by subtracting summary values from the
/CIAA ACTIVE WELL PADS worksheet from the summary of this
worksheet, which is existing + future. Source for Table 3-1.

The EXIST_PAD field is a check field to find all the future pads not
indicated in the /CIAA ACTIVE WELL PADS worksheet. The count of
the #N/A error should equal the number of future wells. The error
indicating the record was not found in the

/CIAA ACTIVE WELL PADS worksheet.

/TSD TABLES

Formatted tables linked here from /CIAA ACTIVE WELL PADS and
/CIAA FUTURE worksheets for Tables 2-4, 2-5, 2-7, 3-1 . Tables
automatically updated from source worksheets.

CIAA_PA_wells.xI

Spreadsheet for determination of disturbance associated with recent
unreclaimed plugged wells.

/CIAA P&A WELLS
COMPLETION DATES

Source UDOGM HISTDATA for all CIAA counties except Grand
County. Grand County was ignored based on very low % of CIAA
P&A wells located in Grand County. Records from this file lack
spatial data. Records with WELLSTATUS = anything but PA
removed to consider only plugged wells. Wells with completion dates
were adjusted to the total number of wells to estimate % of all P&A
wells completed in last five years and assume that these well pads
are yet to be reclaimed. Wells assumed to represent single well
pads.
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Spreadsheet/Worksheet

Purpose and Methodology

CIAA_Other_Facilities.xls

Speadsheet for determination of counts and disturbance associated
with facilities not related to well pads.

/GAS PLANTS &
COMPRESSORS

Source UDOGM gas plants GIS data, UDAQ emissions inventory GIS
layer, FERC pre-filing website, and WRAP Phase lll listing of major
emissions sources. Tabular data from the GIS layers were extracted
to a spreadsheet and compared with each other and the non-GIS
data sources. Locations for all facilities were made and a
spreadsheet table (2-6)and GIS layer constructed for existing
facilities.

No foreseeable facilities were located at this time based on FERC
pre-filing data and the Utah ENBB website.

/PIPELINES

Existing pipelines were not investigated as readily available source
data were not located and most pipelines are reclaimed. Foreseeable
pipeline data were obtained from the FERC pre-filing website and the
Utah ENBB website and information combined into a table (3-5)

/TSD TABLES

Tables 2-6, 3-5

VFO_FieldDevProjects.xls

Master spreadsheet for NEPA projects and all well- and well pad-
related disturbance estimates.

/CIAA PENDING NEPA
PROJECTS

Source the VFO NEPA projects GIS layer, augmented with new
disturbance fields. Tabular data extracted for Status = Pending. For
each project, disturbance field data were derived, to the extent
feasible, from draft NEPA documents and/or the Utah ENBB. Where
no data were available, some fields were filled with assumed or
average values based upon typical Uinta Basin values and averages
from projects with known values. Assumed or average values are
indicated in red font entries. Weighted average disturbance values
calculated based on the numbers of wells or well pads, as applicable.
Other facilities include such things as compressor stations or other
non-well pad facilities. New pending NEPA projects can be added to
the list and completed projects can be moved to the

/CIAA COMPLETED NEPA PROJECTS worksheet and CIAA
averages will be automatically recalculated. Source for tables 3-2,
3-3, 3-4, and 4-1

NOTE: This spreadsheet uses array formulas for some of the
calculations. Prior to updating, be sure that array formulas are
understood to avoid obtaining erroneous results.

/CIAA COMPLETED NEPA
PROJECTS

Source same as for the pending NEPA projects worksheet, but
containing only projects with Status = Completed.

/TSD TABLES

Tables 3-2, 3-3, 3-4, 4-1




Updating

Information in the Technical Support Document can be updated by obtaining current versions of
the data and revising the data spreadsheets. The newly-updated tables can then be copied from
the various /TSD TABLES worksheets in several of the spreadsheets and pasting in the
appropriate spots in the TSD text. To perform an update:

1.

(98]

Obtain current data from the listed sources.

Clip GIS data as applicable (particularly the UDOGM files) to the boundary of this
document.

Extract the tabular data from the GIS .dbf files and store as spreadsheets.

Copy the current spreadsheets to a backup version by adding OLD to the file name to
preserve the current calculation linkages.

Copy the new UDOGM data to the appropriate spreadsheets and worksheets. Make sure
to match the correct data to the existing worksheet named fields. There will probably be
a larger number of records, so the current formulas will need to be copied to cover the
new range of records.

For the VFO FieldDevProjects.xls data, copy new NEPA projects to the blank rows in
the existing spreadsheet. Move any completed projects from the PENDING to the
COMPLETED worksheet as needed. NOTE: this spreadsheet is the master for surface
disturbance calculation. Some of the fields contain array formulas. Do not edit these
formulas unless you understand array formulas! The formulas can be copied.

Check the results of the updated tables carefully to see if they make sense. When it
appears the information is correct, copy the revised tables into the boilerplate text of the
current Technical Support Document.
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Oil and Gas
UTuU-81185

STIPULATIONS

NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY STIPULATION
SEMI-PRIMITIVE NONMOTORIZED AREAS

No surface occupancy or use is allowed in semi-primitive, nonmotorized areas.
On the lands described below:

Sec. 20, NE, E2NW, NESW, N2SE, SWSE;

Sec. 21, NW.
For the purpose of:
Protection of visual and primitive recreational qualities (These closures and limitations would not
apply to BLM permitted uses that require off-road travel, such as grazing operations) as described
in the Diamond Mountain Resource Management Plan and EIS. Waivers, exceptions, or
modifications to this limitation may be specifically approved in writing by the authorized officer of
the Bureau of Land Management if either the resource values change or the lessee/operator
demonstrates that adverse impacts can be mitigated. Any changes to this stipulation will be made
in accordance with the land use plan and/or the regulatory provisions for such changes. (For
guidance on the use of this stipulation see BLM Manual 1624 and 3101 or FS Manual 1950 and
2820.)

CONTROLLED SURFACE USE STIPULATION
RED MOUNTAIN - DRY FORK COMPLEX
CRITICAL SOILS, MUNICIPAL WATERSHEDS, FLOODPLAINS

Surface occupancy or use is subject to the following special operating constraints.

Preclude surface disturbing activities in areas of critical soils (highly saline and/or
erodible), municipal watersheds and floodplains during times of saturated soils (usually Spring
runoff and Fall rains).
On the lands described below:

Sec. 19, lots 2, 3, SENW, E2SW, SWSE.
For the purpose of:
Preserving and protecting critical soils, floodplains, and municipal watershed from severe erosion
as described in the Diamond Mountain Resource Management Plan and EIS. Waivers,
exceptions, or modifications to this limitation may be specifically approved in writing by the
authorized officer of the Bureau of Land Management if either the resource values change or the
lessee/operator demonstrates that adverse impacts can be mitigated. Any change to this
stipulation will be made in accordance with the land use plan and/or the regulatory provisions for
such changes. (For guidance on the use of this stipulation see BLM Manual 1624 and 3101 or FS
Manual 1950 and 2820.)





