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SUMMARY

The Grand Mesa, Uncompaghre and Gunnison National Forests (FS) propose to issue
a 30-year 50-foot Special Use Authorization and temporary use area (TUA) permits that
would authorize Gunnison Energy Corporation (GEC) to construct, operate and
maintain the Sheep Gas Gathering System (SGGS). The SGGS project would involve
installing approximately 10.8 miles (6.6 miles on NF land) of 12-inch diameter buried
steel natural gas pipeline and a 6-inch diameter steel water pipeline within a 32-inch
trench and install related aboveground appurtenances.

The project area is located in T. 11S., R.90W and T. 12S., R.90 and 91W., 6" P.M. and
is within the Paonia Ranger District, Gunnison National Forest, Colorado. See Figures 1
and 2. This action is needed to transport natural gas from existing and proposed wells
on leased lands (private and federal) to the existing Ragged Mountain Gas Gathering
System for delivery into regional natural gas pipeline systems and energy market. The
Proposed Action is described in detail in Chapter 2 of this document.

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL
The Forest Service evaluated the following alternatives in detail:

e No action alternative - This alternative is the baseline for comparing with the
Proposed Action. The natural gas and water pipeline and associated facilities would
not be authorized or built.

e Proposed Action - The Proposed Action is the proposed pipeline route as submitted
by the project proponent (GEC). The Proposed Action is also the agency’s
Preferred Alternative. Total length on the FS is approximately 6.6 miles.

Based upon the effects of the alternatives, the responsible official will decide whether or

not to issue a 30-year 50-foot Use Special Authorization and temporary use area (TUA)

permits that would authorize GEC to construct, operate and maintain the Sheep Gas

Gathering System.

AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

The environmental consequences of implementing this project, by alternative, are
described in detail in Chapter 3 of this document. However, at the end of Chapter 2 are
a series of alternative comparison tables that provide a concise summary of the effects
respecting the key issues and the resource areas affected (e.g. Wildlife, recreation).
These tables are not repeated in this section to avoid duplication, but can be found in
Chapter 2, Section 2.4 - Comparison of Alternatives.
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Table S-1. List of Key Issues

Issue Topic

Cause and Effect

1. The effect of pipeline construction, operation and
maintenance on visual resources.

Pipeline ROW construction and installation of
associated facilities could adversely affect the
visual appearance of the landscape due to
initial land disturbance and long-term
appearance of a linear pipeline ROW.

2. Effects of pipeline construction on geologic
hazards, geology, and soils

Pipeline ROW construction could adversely
affect soil structure and stability in the project
area thus potentially causing soil erosion and
geologic hazards issues.

3. The short term effects of construction activities
such as exhaust emissions, burning and fugitive dust
on ambient air quality standards and nearby Class |
airsheds.

Pipeline ROW construction and project-related
traffic could cause reductions in air quality from
fugitive dust, pollutants and NO*and CO
emissions that would not be in compliance with
standards, regulations and requirements.

4. The effect of pipeline construction, operation and
maintenance on roads, traffic and safety concerns.

Pipeline ROW and facility construction activities
will change the amount and type of traffic on
the NFSRs and other access routes, and
creates concerns about traffic safety issues.

5. Effects on Big Game Wildlife Habitat

Pipeline ROW construction activities could
adversely affect wildlife use of summer range
and calving and fawning habitat due to
displacement and/or loss of habitat.

6. Ground water resources

Pipeline trench construction could intercept
shallow ground water resources, causing
localized depletions. Breaks in the buried water
pipeline could adversely affect shallow ground-
water quality.

7. The short and long term effects of all aspects of
pipeline construction, operation and maintenance on
dispersed recreation, especially during hunting
season.

Pipeline construction could disrupt recreational
experience, and affect noise, safety and
access issues.

8. The short and long term effects of all aspects of
pipeline construction on noxious weeds

Pipeline construction could promote the entry
of noxious weeds if not properly reclaimed.

9. The impacts that construction of pipeline
construction may have on the various aquatic related
resources, which includes riparian areas, surface
waters, aquatic species, fisheries and wetland
situations.

Pipeline constructions could impact various
aquatic related resources.

10. The short term and long term effects of pipeline
construction, installation and operations on surface
water quality. These effects would include impacts
associated with the transportation system needed to
construct and operate the pipeline. Impacts to water
quality will relate to other issues such as operations
on steep or unstable slopes and the effects of spills.

Pipeline construction, operation and
maintenance could affect surface water quality.
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Table S-2. Comparison of Alternatives

. Significant Issues

Issue Topic No Action Proposed Action
Alternative

1. The effect of pipeline No Effect Short term effect due limited visibility from viewing
construction, operation platforms.
and maintenance on
visuals

2. Effects of pipeline No Effect Pipeline ROW construction could adversely affect
construction on geologic soil structure and stability in the project area thus
hazards, geology, and potentially causing soil erosion and geologic
soils hazard instability. Short term risk.

3. The short term effects of No Effect Short term effect during construction could cause
construction activities such reductions in existing air quality from fugitive dust,
as exhaust emissions, pollutants and emissions.
burning and fugitive dust
on ambient air quality
standards and nearby
Class | airsheds.

4. The effect of pipeline No Effect Short term effect during construction only as roads
construction, operation will be upgraded to handle the traffic.
and maintenance on
roads, traffic and safety
concerns

5. Effects on Big Game No Effect Short term effect during construction as habitat will
Wildlife Habitat revegetate.

6. Pipeline trench No effect Short term effects during construction, variable due
construction could to climatic conditions, expected to return to close to
intercept shallow ground pre-construction conditions.
water resources, causing
localized depletions and
breaks in the buried water
pipeline could adversely
affect shallow ground-
water quality.

7. The short and long term No effect Short term effect during construction could cause
effects of all aspects of traffic, noise and access issues.
pipeline construction,
operation and
maintenance on
Recreation

8. The short and long term No effect Short term effect during construction and
effects of all aspects of operation. Reclamation and monitoring for
pipeline construction on noxious weeds in Special Use Authorizations will
reclamation and noxious mitigate any long term effect.
weeds

9. The impacts that No effect Pipeline construction could have a short term
construction of pipeline impact on various aguatic related resources.
construction may have on
the various aquatic related
resources, which includes
riparian areas, surface
waters, aquatic species,
fisheries and wetland
situations.
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term effects of pipeline
construction, installation
and operations on water
quality. These effects
would include impacts
associated with the
transportation system
needed to construct and
operate the pipeline.
Impacts to water quality
will relate to other issues
such as operations on
steep or unstable slopes
and the effects of spills

Issue Topic No Action Proposed Action
Alternative
10. The short term and long No effect Pipeline construction, operation and maintenance

could have a short term affect on water quality.

Table S-3. Comparison of Alternatives: Listed, Sensitive and MIS Species

Species Group Status No Action Proposed Action
USFWS Listed Wildlife
Species
Canada lynx Trl1Jr gaFt\éV nSe d No Effect No Effect *
Sensitive Wildlife Species

Boreal toad Sensitive No Impact No impact *

Northern leopard frog Sensitive No Impact MIIH *

Wolverine Sensitive No Impact No impact *

American marten Sensitive No Impact No impact *

e Fringed myotis No Impact No Impact *

e Spotted bat Sensitive

e Townsends’ big-eared bat

e Pygmy shrew

e Olive-sided flycatcher

e American three-toed

woodpecker Sensitive No Impact MIIH *

e Purple martin

e Loggerhead shrike

e Brewer’s sparrow

e Northern goshawk

* Ferruginous hawk Sensitive No Impact MIIH *

e Northern harrier

e Flammulated owl

American peregrine falcom Sensitive No Impact No Impact *

Lewis’ woodpecker Sensitive No Impact No impact *

MIS Wildlife Species

Short-term impacts, but

Elk MIS No Impact meets MIS objectives *

Merriam’s Wild Turkey MIS No Impact Short-term impact_s, but
meets MIS objectives *
Short-term impacts, but

Red-naped Sapsucker MIS No Impact meets MIS objectives *
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Species Group Status No Action Proposed Action

Fisheries and Aquatic

Species Listed Species
Colorado Pikeminnow Endangered No Impact No Impact
Humpback Chub Endangered No Impact No Impact
Razorback Sucker Endangered No Impact No Impact
Bonytail Endangered No Impact No Impact

Sensitive Fish Species
Bluehead Sucker Sensitive No Impact MIIH
Flannelmouth Sucker Sensitive No Impact MIIH
Roundtail Chub Sensitive No Impact MIIH
Colorado River Cutthroat Trout Sensitive No Impact MIIH
Mountain sucker Sensitive No impact MIIH

MIS Fish Species

Common Trout MIS No Impact MIIH
Listed, Sensitive and Special
Management Plant Species
FSS plant species Sensitive No Impact No impact as species to

not occur in project area

MIIH - may impact individuals or habitat, but not likely to contribute to a trend towards

federal listing.

See Chapter 3 Wildlife section for more information
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CHAPTER 1: PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION

1.1 DOCUMENT STRUCTURE

The Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forests (GMUG) have
prepared this Environmental Assessment in compliance with the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) and other relevant Federal and State laws and regulations. This
Environmental Assessment discloses the direct, indirect, and cumulative environmental
impacts that would result from the proposed action and alternatives. The document is
organized into four parts:

e Chapter 1. Purpose and Need for Action: This chapter includes information on
project proposal, the purpose of and need for the project, and the agency’s proposal
for achieving that purpose and need. This section also details how the GMUG
informed the public of the proposal and how the public responded.

e Chapter 2. Alternatives, including the Proposed Action: This section provides a
more detailed description of the agency’s proposed action as well as alternative
methods for achieving the stated purpose and need. These alternatives were
developed based on significant issues raised by the public the interdisciplinary team
(IDT) and other agencies. Finally, this section provides a summary table of the
environmental consequences associated with each alternative.

e Chapter 3. Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences: This chapter
describes the physical, biological and human environments potentially affected by
the proposed action and alternative, and describes the potential effects of the
proposed action and the no-action alternative.

e Chapter 4. Consultation and Coordination: This chapter provides a list of preparers
and agencies consulted during the development of the environmental assessment.

e Other Sections: The document also includes a glossary, a list of references,
appendices that provide more detailed information to support the analyses
presented in the environmental assessment.

Additional documentation, including more detailed analyses of project-area resources,
may be found in the project planning record located at the Paonia Ranger District Office,
403 Rio Grande Ave, Paonia, CO. For information regarding planning record files please
contact Nancy Schwieger, Project Manager at (970) 527-4131.

1.2 INTRODUCTION

On July 17, 2006, Gunnison Energy Corporation (GEC) submitted a proposal to construct,
operate and maintain a natural gas pipeline and related facilities on National Forest
System (NFS) lands administered by the GMUG. GEC also requested a temporary use
area (TUA) authorization, and authorization to install a water pipeline to transport water
co-produced with natural gas to a storage facility on private lands.

The Sheep Gas Gathering System (SGGS) proposal includes 12-inch diameter natural
gas pipeline and an 6-inch diameter water pipeline to be co-located within a 50-foot right-
of-way (ROW) authorized by a Special Use Authorization (SUA). The SUA would have a
term of 30 years.

The proposed SGGS route would traverse through a portion of Gunnison County,
Colorado (See Figure 1 for a vicinity map and Figure 2 for Proposed Action map). Of the
approximately 10.8 miles of proposed pipeline, about 6.6 miles would be National Forest

System (NFS) lands, and the remaining 4.2 miles would be located on private lands. The
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proposed SGGS has two sections, called the Sheep and the Ault sections, which are
described below.

e The Sheep segment with related facilities would extend approximately 6.7
miles between its southern origin point on private land in Township (T) 12S,
Range (R) 90W, 6™ P.M. Section 1, and its northern terminus at the junction
with the existing Ragged Mountain Pipeline (RMP) in T. 11S., R. 11W,,
Section 9. About 3.9 miles of the Sheep section would be on NFS lands,
the remainder on private lands.

e The Ault segment would extend approximately 4.1 miles between its
easterly origin point on private land in T. 11S., R. 90W. Section 27, and its
westerly terminus at the junction with the Sheep section on private lands in
T. 11S., R. 90W. Section 20. About 2.7 miles of the Ault section would be
on NFS lands.

This pipeline and related facilities is proposed to transport natural gas from oil and gas
leases on private and federal lands to the regional market.

GEC proposes to begin construction June 2007 with desired in-service date of late
2007. There is a possibility, depending on availability of crews and equipment or
weather conditions that the pipeline construction will continue through 2 field seasons
and be completed in 2008.

1.3 PURPOSE AND NEED

The GMUG has identified a need to authorize GEC to use NFS lands to construct,
operate and maintain a 12-inch natural gas pipeline, a 6-inch water pipeline and
associated facilities within a 50-foot ROW subject to terms and conditions of a Special
Use Authorization (SUA), and temporary use area (TUA) permit along with operating
plans and/or stipulations for use of federal lands. The proposed pipeline is sized at 12
inches in order to accommodate anticipated natural gas production in addition to future
possible, though currently unknown, capacity needs that could arise from other leased
production areas.

The overall purpose of the SGGS project is to transport natural gas produced from
existing private and federal leases across federal lands to processing and distribution
facilities, and ultimately to the local and regional markets. This project would contribute
to meeting the need for regional energy resources.

The project responds to goals and objectives outline in the GMUG Land and Resource

Management Plan as amended (GMUG Forest Plan, 1993). See Section 1.6 for
specific goals and objectives of the Land Management Plan (LMP).
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Figure 1-Vicinity Map

(Intentionally Left Blank)
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Figure 2-Proposed Action Map

(Intentionally Left Blank)
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By providing for energy mineral development, the GMUG LMP acknowledges that these
areas could at some time be needed to support the facilities necessary for the
production and transportation of natural gas.

1.4 PROPOSED ACTION IN BRIEF

A brief description of the proposed action is provided in this section. The proposed action
and no action alternative are described in greater detail in Chapter 2.

The GMUG proposes to issue a 30-year Special Use Authorization (SUA) including
Operating Plans and Construction Stipulations, and a short-term temporary use area
(TUA) permit, that would authorize GEC to use NFS lands to construct, operate and
maintain the SGGS for the purpose of transporting natural gas from wells on leased
lands (private and federal) to the existing RMP and ultimate delivery to the regional
energy market.

The SGGS would be installed in 2 segments, the Sheep segment which would start
from private lands in Section 1, T 12 S, R 91 W, then follow the course of National
Forest System Road (NFSR) 704 through Section 6, T 12 S, R 90 W, then turn
northeast overland from Section 31to 32, T 12 S, R 90 W crossing West Muddy Creek
and heading northward in Sections 29, 20, 17,8 and 9, T 11 S, R 90 West, to the tie in
with the existing RMP. The Ault section starts in Section 27, of T 11 S, R 90 W and
proceeds west through Sections 28, 21and 20, T 11 S, R 90 W, 6™ P. M on NFSR
849.1B1 to connect with the Sheep section. All lands are located in Gunnison County,
Colorado.

The SUA would involve a 100-foot temporary construction ROW that would be reduced
to a permanent 50-foot ROW after pipeline installation, consisting of 25 feet each side of
centerline. Surface disturbance during construction is estimated to be approximately
130 acres considering a temporary construction ROW of 100 feet. The 50-foot
permanent ROW would encompass approximately 65 acres out the 130 mentioned
above.

On NFS lands, the GEC would install about 6.6 miles of 12-inch diameter buried steel
natural gas pipeline within a 32-inch wide trench with related aboveground
appurtenances, including vents, location markers and the tie into RMP. An additional
4.2 miles of pipeline would be constructed on private lands.

The GMUG also proposes to authorize GEC to install a produced water pipeline of 6-
inch diameter steel laid in the same trench as the gas pipeline. The water line would
transport water produced from existing gas wells on private and BLM lands to storage
facilities on private lands just south of the junction of NFSR # 851 and 851.1a or to a
holding facility on private lands at the southeast end of the line.

1.5 AUTHORIZING ACTIONS AND AGENCY JURISDICTIONS
1.5.1 Federal Policy, Acts and Interagency Guides

MINERAL LEASING ACT OF 1920, AS AMENDED (30 U.S.C. 185)

Application for the SGGS project was made under Section 28 of the Mineral Leasing Act
of 1920 (MLA, as amended, 30 U.S.C 185). The MLA [Sec. 28 (a)] authorizes federal
agencies to grant ROW'’s for pipeline purposes for the transportation of oil, natural gas,
synthetic liquid or gaseous fuels, or any refined product produced. The MLA [Sec. 28
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(e)] further gives federal agencies authority to allow temporary uses of federal lands for
construction, operation and maintenance of pipelines. The FS implementing regulations
for this portion of the MLA are found at 36 CFR 251.

The MLA directs the agencies to require the applicant to submit a plan of construction,
operation, and rehabilitation for ROW’s. GEC'’s submission of a Plan of Development
(POD) satisfies this requirement (project file).

In addition, the MLA [Sec. 28 (h)(2)] gives the federal agencies the authority to impose
stipulations on pipeline projects for the following:

(A) Requirements for restoration, revegetation, and curtailment of erosion of the
surface of the land;

(B) Requirements to insure that activities in connection with the right-of-way or
permit would not violate applicable air and water quality standards or related
facility sitting standards established by or pursuant to law;

(C) Requirements designed to control or prevent

() Damage to the environment (including damage to fish and wildlife
habitat),

(i) Damage to public or private property, and
(iif) Hazards to public health and safety; and

(D) Requirements to protect the interests of individuals living in the general area
of the right-of-way or permit who rely on the fish, wildlife, and biotic resources of
the area for subsistence purposes. Such regulations shall be applicable to every
right-of-way granted.

FEDERAL LAND POLICY AND MANAGEMENT ACT OF OCTOBER 21, 1976 (90
STAT. 2743; 43 U.S.C. 1761-1771) TITLE V

FLPMA authorizes the Secretary of Agriculture to issue permits,...to occupy, use, or
traverse National Forest System lands. It directs the U.S. to receive fair market value
unless otherwise provided for by statute and provides for reimbursement of
administrative costs in addition to the collection of land use fees (43 U.S.C. 1764(Q)).

1.5.2 USDA-Forest Service National Direction

Forest Service Manual 2700, SPECIAL USES MANAGEMENT, CHAPTER 2720,
2726.31a — Oil and Gas Development.

The authority for grants to non-Federal entities for oil and gas pipeline rights-of-way on
National Forest System lands for the purpose of transporting oil or gas is given in
Section 28 of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, as amended (30 U.S.C. 185). The
designation includes only pipelines and directly related facilities for the transportation of
oil, natural gas, synthetic liquid or gaseous fuel, and any refined product produced there
from.

Holders of valid BLM oil and gas leases and designated operators of BLM unitized lease
areas do not require a special use authorization for pipelines or directly related facilities
associated with the lease and located within the boundaries of the lease or unit area, as
long as the pipelines or facilities are used solely for the production or gathering of oil

and gas. If the pipelines and related facilities are used for the transportation of oil and
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gas, whether on-lease or off-lease, the pipeline SUA must be issued under the authority
of the Mineral Leasing Act.

This FSM directs that pipeline rights-of-way shall be only wide enough for efficient
operation and maintenance of the pipeline after construction. They shall not exceed 50
feet plus the ground occupied by the pipeline or its related facilities, unless the issuing
officer records the reasons why a wider right-of-way is necessary for operation and
maintenance after construction, or to protect the environment or public safety. Approve
temporary additional widths as necessary during the construction phase of the pipeline.

Forest Service Manual 2700, SPECIAL USES MANAGEMENT, CHAPTER 2720,
2729.01 — authority.

This FSM directs the agency to issue authorizations for the impoundment, storage,
transmission, or distribution of water under the appropriate provisions of the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act of October 21, 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1761), The Act of
October 27, 1986, or if in wilderness, under the Wilderness Act of September 3, 1964.

Forest Service Manual 2509.25 Water Conservation Practices Handbook

This handbook describes management measures to meet environmental goals for
protecting soil, aquatic, and riparian systems. It includes design criteria (specific
practices to attain the management measures using current knowledge and technology)
to protect five areas including hydrologic function, riparian areas and wetlands,
sediment control, soil quality, and water purity.

Forest Service Manual 7700, Transportation system, CHAPTER 7730, 7731.16 —
Permits.

Permits may be required to authorize the use of existing NFSRs (36 CFR 261.54(c)).
Permits may fulfill the requirements of an order or authorize a use that an order or
regulation restricts. Permits include conditions for road use and for the protection and
management of National Forests. Procedures for issuing permits are found in Forest
Service Handbook (FSH) 7709.59, section 24.

1. Commercial Use. In order to ensure investment sharing and performance of
road maintenance, forest officers may implement systems for authorizing
commercial use of National Forest System roads. Issue a road order pursuant to
36 CFR 261.54 requiring that commercial use not otherwise authorized by a
contract, agreement, easement, license, or special-use permit be authorized by
permit only. Include appropriate investment sharing and maintenance
requirements and rules of use as terms of the permit. Under this direction, the
GMUG has implemented Forest Supervisor's Order FS-01-01 that requires all
commercial users of forest roads to have a Road Use Permit (RUP). Further, the
Rocky Mountain Regional Forester has implemented order Rs-2007-01 that
requires all commercial users of NFSRs to hold a permit for such use.

2. Oversize Vehicles. In order to protect the safety of road users and public
investment in roads and bridges, use permits to authorize the movement of
oversized vehicles when vehicle use is not otherwise authorized by agreement or
easement.
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3. Other Use. Issue permits, or a letter of permission, to authorize an act or
omission that would otherwise be a violation of a regulation in effect on a road.

1.5.3 USDA-Forest Service-Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, & Gunnison

National Forests

GMUG LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 1983 (AS AMENDED)

The Grand Mesa, Uncompahgre, and Gunnison National Forests Land and Resource
Management Plan (LRMP) (1983, as amended 1991 and 1993 for Oil and Gas
Leasing)) gives direction that is applicable to the proposed action in the following

sections:

Forest-wide Standards and Guidelines (see Ch. 3 for specific resources’

standards and guidelines)

Special Use Management: LRMP, pp. llI-71. Act on special use applications in a
prioritized order in which acting on land use activity requests that contribute to
increased economic activity associated with national forest resources, oil and gas

is second of three priorities.

Management Area (MA) Direction

The project area is within the following GMUG Management Areas:

Table 1. GMUG NF Management Areas

Management Area Name

Direction

MA 2A Semi-primitive motorized
recreation experience

Provide for a Semi-primitive motorized recreation
experience. (LRMP, pp 111-102)

Semi-primitive motorized recreation opportunities in a
natural appearing environment. Range management
will reduce conflicts between recreation and livestock.
Vegetation treatment will enhance plant and animal
diversity. Mineral and energy resources activities are
generally compatible with goals of this management
area subject to appropriate stipulations.

Visual Resource Management

General direction for visual resource management within
the 2A areas calls for designing and implementing the
management activities to not be evident or remain
visually subordinate.

No other resource specific direction or standards and
guidelines relevant to this type of project are identified in
the Forest Plan.

MA 6B Livestock Grazing

Livestock Grazing (LRMP, pp [11-148)

Management emphasis is for forage production and
livestock production. The area is managed for livestock
grazing where the range condition is at or above
satisfactory level. Range condition is maintained
through use of forage improvement practices, livestock
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Management Area Name

Direction

management, and regulation of other resource activities.
Investments in compatible resource activities can occur.
Management activities are evident but harmonize and
blend with the natural setting.

Visual Resource Management

General direction for visual resource management within
the 6B areas calls for designing and implementing the
management activities to blend with the natural
landscape, to manage for the adopted visual quality
objective (VQO), and implement visual resource
management as outlines in management requirements.

No other resource specific direction or standards and
guidelines relevant to this type of project are identified in
the Forest Plan.

Transportation System

General direction includes locating roads outside
riparian areas unless other routes have been
determined as more environmentally damaging, use
sediment traps with barriers where the natural
vegetation is inadequate to protect the waterway, and
minimize detrimental disturbance to the riparian area by
construction activities, initiate timely and effective
rehabilitation, and restore riparian areas so that
vegetative ground cover or suitable substitute protects
soil from erosion and prevents increased sediment yield.

Standards and guidelines: Do not parallel streams
when road location must occur in riparian areas except
where absolutely necessary. Cross streams at right
angles, and locate stream crossings at points of low
bank slope and firm surfaces.

No other specific direction or standards and guidelines
relevant to this type of project are identified in the Forest
Plan.

MA 9A Riparian Area Management

Riparian Area Management (LRMP, pp [11-173)

Management emphasis is for Riparian/Aquatic
Ecosystems. Emphasis is on the management of all the
components of aquatic/riparian ecosystems to provide
healthy, self-perpetuating plant communities, acceptable
water quality standards, habitats for viable populations
of fish and wildlife, and stable stream channels and still
water body shorelines. Vehicular travel is limited on
roads and trails at times when the ecosystems would be
unacceptably damaged. The area over which this
prescription applies is forest-wide.

Visual Resource Management

General direction for visual resource management in
this management area calls for design and implement
management activities which sustain inherent visual
values of riparian areas and blend with the surrounding
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Management Area Name Direction
natural landscapes.

Water Resource Improvement and Maintenance

General direction includes conducting appropriate water
quality monitoring during ground disturbing activities to
insure that non-point sources of sediment are identified
and mitigated and maintain channel stability, stream
profile and vegetative cone in at least their current
conditions.

Standards and guidelines: Implement mitigation
measures when present or unavoidable future facilities
are located in the active floodplain to ensure that State
water quality standards, sediment threshold limits, bank
stability criteria, flood hazard reduction, and instream
flow standards are met during and immediately after
construction. And treat disturbed areas, resulting from
management activities, to limit sediment yields to
acceptable levels during the construction field season.

Soil Resource Management

General direction includes rehabilitation and stabilizing
of disturbed soil areas and use of heavy construction
equipment on a case by case basis.

Standards and guidelines: If heavy equipment is
required for construction, it will be used only when the
soil will not be susceptible to permanent damage.

No other specific direction or standards and guidelines
relevant to this type of project are identified in the Forest
Plan

Transportation System

General direction includes locating roads outside
riparian areas unless other routes have been
determined as more environmentally damaging, use
sediment traps with barriers where the natural
vegetation is inadequate to protect the waterway, and
minimize detrimental disturbance to the riparian area by
construction activities, initiate timely and effective
rehabilitation, and restore riparian areas so that
vegetative ground cover or suitable substitute protects
soil from erosion and prevents increased sediment yield.

Standards and guidelines: Cross streams at right
angles, and locate stream crossings at points of low
bank slope and firm surfaces.

No other specific direction or standards and guidelines relevant to this type of project
are identified in the Forest Plan.

GMUG OIL AND GAS LEASING EIS AND ROD 1993
The Oil and Gas Leasing EIS offers guidance for pipeline project design.
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1.6 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The following sections summarize the actions taken to inform and request scoping
comments from the general public, other agencies and governments, permittees,
organizations, groups, and individuals. In addition, scoping comments received are
summarized. A detailed list of scoping comments is contained in the project files.

1.6.1 Scoping Actions

Table 2 summarizes the initial scoping actions, press releases and letters sent to date.
The formal scoping period was initiated with the publication of the Public Notice in the
Grand Junction Daily Sentinel on August 28, 2006. A Public Notice was also published
in the Delta County Independent on August 30, 2006.

Table 2. General Scoping Actions (including mailings, press releases, and
newspaper articles)

Date Scoping ltem Who/Where Notes

9/06 Project noted in GMUG Schedule of | GMUG websites | Project listed for first time in
Proposed Actions (SOPA) on Forest the Sept. 06 SOPA.
Websites

9/28/06 Mailing of Proposed Action Scoping | Project IDT Scoping package sent out to
Package to project mailing list (119 leader 119 addresses provided by
addresses) GMUG NF

Additional contacts were made with special use and range permittees, and requests for
additional information were filled during and after the scoping period. Documentation of
these contacts is in the project file.

1.6.2 Scoping Letters and Comments

The GMUG received comments on the project from 7 parties during scoping. Original
letters, phone records and scoping comments are contained in the project files. In
addition, a content analysis of the scoping comments was completed to identify issues,
concerns and potential alternatives; that analysis is documented in APPENDIX U.

1.7 ISSUES

Scoping is used to identify issues that relate to the effects of the proposed action. An
issue is an unresolved conflict or public concern over a potential effect on a physical,
biological, social, or economic resource as a result of the proposed action and
alternatives to it. An issue is not an activity; instead, the projected effects of the
proposed activity create the issue.

The FS separated the issues into two groups: significant issues and non-significant
issues. The Council for Environmental Quality (CEQ) NEPA regulations require this
delineation in 40 CFR Sec. 1501.7, “...identify and eliminate from detailed study the
issues which are not significant or which have been covered by prior environmental
review (Sec. 1506.3)".

e Significant (or Key) issues are defined as those directly or indirectly caused by
implementing the proposed action.

¢ Non-significant (or Non-Key) issues are identified as those: 1) outside the scope
of the proposed action; 2) already decided by law, regulation, Forest Plan, or
other higher level decision; 3) irrelevant to the decision to be made; or 4)
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conjectural and not supported by scientific or factual evidence. Reasons
regarding categorization as non-significant may be found in the project record.

Table 3, below, lists the significant issues considered for this analysis generated from
public comments and/or the project interdisciplinary team (IDT). A complete issue
content analysis summary and an issue identification summary are in the project record
files.
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Table 3. List of Key Issues

Issue Topic

Cause and Effect

1. The effect of pipeline construction, operation and
maintenance on visual resources.

Pipeline ROW construction and installation of
associated facilities could adversely affect the
visual appearance of the landscape due to
initial land disturbance and long-term
appearance of a linear pipeline ROW.

2. Effects of pipeline construction on geologic
hazards, geology, and soils

Pipeline ROW construction could adversely
affect soil structure and stability in the project
area thus potentially causing soil erosion and
geologic hazards issues.

3. The short term effects of construction activities
such as exhaust emissions, burning and fugitive dust
on ambient air quality standards and nearby Class |
airsheds.

Pipeline ROW construction and project-related
traffic could cause reductions in air quality from
fugitive dust, pollutants and NO*and CO
emissions that would not be in compliance with
standards, regulations and requirements.

4. The effect of pipeline construction, operation and
maintenance on roads, traffic and safety concerns.

Pipeline ROW and facility construction activities
will change the amount and type of traffic on
the NFSRs and other access routes, and
creates concerns about traffic safety issues.

5. Effects on Big Game Wildlife Habitat

Pipeline ROW construction activities could
adversely affect wildlife use of summer range
and calving and fawning habitat due to
displacement and/or loss of habitat.

6. Ground water resources

Pipeline trench construction could intercept
shallow ground water resources, causing
localized depletions. Breaks in the buried water
pipeline could adversely affect shallow ground-
water quality.

7. The short and long term effects of all aspects of
pipeline construction, operation and maintenance on
dispersed recreation, especially during hunting
season.

Pipeline construction could disrupt recreational
experience, and affect noise, safety and
access issues.

8. The short and long term effects of all aspects of
pipeline construction on noxious weeds

Pipeline construction could promote the entry
of noxious weeds if not properly reclaimed.

9. The impacts that construction of pipeline
construction may have on the various aquatic related
resources, which includes riparian areas, surface
waters, aquatic species, fisheries and wetland
situations.

Pipeline constructions could impact various
aquatic related resources.

10. The short term and long term effects of pipeline
construction, installation and operations on surface
water quality. These effects would include impacts
associated with the transportation system needed to
construct and operate the pipeline. Impacts to water
quality will relate to other issues such as operations
on steep or unstable slopes and the effects of spills.

Pipeline construction, operation and
maintenance could affect surface water quality.
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The IDT identified and carried through the analysis several non-key issues in order to
fully develop and allow further comparison of the proposed action and no action
alternatives. Non-key issues carried through the analysis in Chapter 3 include
socioeconomic effects, range, travel management and cultural resources.

Table 4. List of Non-Key Issues

Issue Topic Cause and Effect
1. The effect of pipeline construction, operation Installation and operation of the pipeline will
and maintenance on the socio-economics of the influence the socio-economic situation in the area.
area.
2. The short and long term effects of pipeline Pipeline ROW construction could promote
construction on travel management. unauthorized motorized travel
3. The short and long term effects of pipeline Pipeline construction could disrupt management
construction on range management. activities and cause forage loss.
4. The short and long term effects of pipeline Pipeline construction could disturb cultural
construction on cultural resources. resources.

1.8 DECISION FRAMEWORK

This EA is not a decision document. Its main purpose is to disclose the potential
consequences of implementing a proposed action and alternatives to that action. After
reviewing the final EA and public comments, the responsible official may issue a Finding
of No Significant Impact and a Decision Notice documenting which alternative has been
selected and why.

The GMUG Forest Supervisor is responsible for making the following decisions:

e Should a SUA be issued for the 12" SGGS and 100-foot construction and 50-
foot permanent ROW that will allow pipeline construction and operation on
federal lands?

e Should a SUA be issued for the 6” produced water pipeline that would be
located in the same right-of-way trench as the gas pipeline?

e Should the FS authorize road use permits for construction, reconstruction,
use, upgrade, and/or maintenance of existing and/or temporary roads needed for
access to the pipeline construction ROW?

e To authorize other support activities (i.e. timber removal)?

e Shall Temporary Use Permits be granted for a 1.4 acre temporary staging
area needed for project construction on federal lands?
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CHAPTER 2: ALTERNATIVES IN DETAIL

2.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes and compares the no action and proposed alternatives
considered for the SGGS. It includes a description and map of the proposed alternative
along with a list of criteria for locating potential routes. This section also presents the
alternatives in comparative form, defining the differences between each alternative and
providing a basis for alternative selection. Some of the information used to compare the
alternatives is based upon the environmental, social and economic effects of
implementing each alternative.

2.2 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL

In developing proposed action, the Forest Service considered eight variations of
pipeline routes, and carried the No Action and the Proposed Action forward for detailed
analysis. The remaining options were eliminated from detailed study as discussed in
Section 2.2.3.

The no action and proposed action alternative are listed in Table 5 below. The range of
alternatives were developed from assessing public and Interdisciplinary Team (IDT)
input on the proposed action, performing field reconnaissance of the routes with the
IDT, and reviewing route options brought forward by the proponent during project
planning.

Table 5. List of Alternatives

No Action |The No Action is the baseline for comparing the other alternative.
Alternative

Proposed |The Proposed Action is the proposed pipeline route as submitted and
Action refined by the project proponent (GEC). The Proposed Action is also the
(Preferred |agency's Preferred Alternative. Total length is approximately 10.8 miles
Alternative) | with 6.6 miles of NFS lands.

2.2.1 No Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, current management plans would continue to guide
management of the project area, and the gas and water pipelines and associated
facilities would not be authorized or built.

Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no effective means to transport natural
gas produced from existing wells on federal and private lands to the regional market.
This would result in no increase in the domestic natural gas supply available to the
regional market. Some existing valid federal lease rights may not be exercised, and
other pipeline routes to transport gas from existing leased production areas to
distribution areas would likely be proposed.

Under the No Action Alternative, wells would have no effective means to transport
natural gas and thus they would not produce gas. If another pipeline route is proposed,
water produced from the existing and proposed wells would have to be disposed of in
an approved location on-site (i.e. disposal well) or would have to be stored on site in
tanks and hauled to an approved disposal facility.
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Under the No Action Alternative, there would be no project-related uses of existing
access roads, except as authorized for other uses and projects. Road reconstruction
associated with this pipeline proposal would not occur. The existing system of NFSRs
would continue to provide access to federal lands for fire suppression, other land
management activities, and recreation. On-going public and permitted road uses would
continue. No map is presented for the No Action Alternative.

2.2.2 Proposed Action (Preferred alternative)

The Proposed Action alternative was developed by the FS IDT working with the project
proponent to place the SGGS route such that it minimized environmental effects
complied with the GMUG LMP, and the applicable legal framework. The Proposed
Action was designed to include Design Features of the Proposed Action (See Appendix
A) Design features of the Proposed Action were derived from agency specialists
reviewing and revising the preliminary Plan of Development (POD) to ensure it included
protective measures derived from agency policy and management plans.

Under the Proposed Action alternative, the SGGS would be installed in a 100 foot-wide
construction right-of-way (ROW) that would be reduced to a 50-foot wide permanent
ROW. Installation of the SGGS would include approximately 6.6 miles of 12-inch
diameter buried steel natural gas pipeline within a 4-5’ deep trench (to allow 36 inches
of cover), and related aboveground appurtenances on NFS lands. An additional 4.2
miles of pipeline would be constructed on private lands (See Figure 2). The proposed
action alternative includes installing a water pipeline of 6-inch diameter steel laid in the
same trench as the gas pipeline.

Surface disturbance during construction is estimated to be approximately 130 acres
considering a temporary construction ROW of 100 feet and 1.4 acre staging area. The
50-foot permanent ROW would encompass approximately 65 acres out the 130
mentioned above. See Appendix B for ROW engineering-typical drawings.

Construction operations would include clearing up to a 100-foot corridor of vegetation,
moving in heavy equipment and the 12-inch and 6-inch pipeline sections, digging a 4-5’
deep and 32 inches wide trench for the pipeline, placing and connecting the pipeline
segments, pneumatically testing the pipeline, placing surface access valves and vents,
backfilling the trench, and revegetating and reclaiming the disturbed areas after pipeline
construction. An approximate 10-12 feet wide corridor of non-forested (grassland and
shrub) habitat would be maintained over the term of the permanent 50-foot ROW (30
years). The remainder of the cleared 50-foot ROW would be allowed to revegetate to a
natural forested condition in suitable habitats. The 12-inch and 6-inch pipeline and
related facilities would be designed to Department of Transportation (DOT) CFR 49 Part
192 standards and American National Standards Institute (ANSI) Class 600
specifications. Pipeline burial depths would be a minimum of 18 inches below grade in
solid rock, a minimum of 36 inches below grade in normal soil, or 48 inches below grade
across streams and roads. Additional depth requirements would be reviewed on a case
by case basis.

The only permanent above ground facilities to be authorized on NFS lands would be
pipeline markers, one 48 inch manhole cover over the cellar (underground vault)
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containing the tie in with the existing RMP pipeline, and 5-7 vent pipes proposed for
each pipeline at the highpoints along the SGGS pipeline route. No compression
facilities are planned as they will be using the existing RMP compressor.

One, 1l.4-acre staging area, for vehicle, equipment, parking and vehicle turn-a-rounds,
would be constructed on NFS lands, just north of Condemn It Park. The staging area
would be reclaimed after pipeline construction is complete.

Under the Proposed Action alternative, project traffic would use approximately 21 miles
of existing NFSRs and construct 267 feet of temporary road. No new permanent roads
are proposed anywhere in the project area. Additional details are included in the Plan of
Development (POD) discussion below.

The SGGS project would also involve the potential private land connected actions of 3
staging areas, water storage facilities or water pipeline stub connections and pigging
facilities within the ROW. Pigging refers to the practice of using pipeline inspection
gauges or 'pigs' to perform various operations on a pipeline without stopping the flow of
the product in the pipeline. Although the FS has no authority or jurisdiction over such
facilities on private land, the agencies must analyze these actions in the same analysis
(40 CFR 1508.25) as a connected action.

2.2.2.1 ROUTE SELECTION

Route selection was based on critical review of issues that affect overall project success
in achieving the purpose and need. The following criteria (using Forest Service policy,
GMUG Forest Plan guidance, and Gas Pipeline Industry Standards (Department of
Transportation (DOT) regulatory requirements and Code of Colorado Revised Statutes
and Colorado Oil and Gas Conservation Commission)) were applied during the pipeline
route assessment processes and included:

1. Public/construction safety hazards during and after construction to the maximum
extent feasible, reduce the probability of worker/public harm or third party
damage to the facility by avoiding:

e Areas of unstable Geology and Soils

e Areas of sensitive hydrologic resources, riparian areas and wetlands
e Streams that support Fisheries

e Conflicts with on-going Range management activities

e Sensitive Wildlife Habitats

e Areas of sensitive Visual resources

e Areas with high Recreational use

2. Constructability/Engineering/Operating feasibility was evaluated by determining
if the route can be reasonably constructed, accounting for practical design,
construction, and operation procedures including workplace safety and
minimizing impacts to the environment. Specific considerations included:

e Forest Service law/regulation/policy/direction pertaining to impacts to NFS
resources and 49 CFR parts 191and 192

e Department of Transportation (DOT) regulatory requirements
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e Code of Colorado Revised Statutes 723-4 88 4900-4999 and Colorado Oil
and Gas Conservation Commission Rule 1100 Series

e Pipeline diameter, wall thickness, operating pressure design for anticipated
volumes

e Compression/pump horsepower requirements and siting
e Pipeline origin and terminus
3. Permitting feasibility was assessed by identifying the permitting requirements and
constraints, and by reducing regulatory compliance issues, as practical.
e Maximize use of existing corridors (i.e. parallel existing pipelines)
e Route to avoid “point” resource impacts (i.e. wetlands, streams,
archaeological sites, side slopes) to the maximum extent feasible
e Construction time frame with consideration of any seasonal restrictions
e Optimize route length and construction use areas to reduce overall physical
impacts (minimize land disturbance)
4. Private Land ROW Acquisition Feasibility — Develop reasonable and practical
route to minimize impacts to affected landowners (federal, state, and private).
e Land ownership/tract density
e Societal benefit from facility (i.e. bringing additional supply of utility gas,
transport of mineral interest, exercising valid lease rights, etc.)
e Land use types
e Land owner concerns regarding the siting of the facility across their lands
e Legally defensible route
5. Access & Transportation Availability
e Maximize use of existing roads for both construction and post-construction
access (i.e. minimize construction use of temporary access roads).
6. Economics

e Consider capital costs related to construction, authorization and operation of
facilities on a particular route

2.2.2.2 PLAN OF DEVELOPMENT (POD)

An initial Plan of Development (POD) was submitted (project file) that described specific
project construction and design procedures along with measures to protect
environmental resources. A final POD subject to agency approval would accompany the
Special Use Authorization.

The Plan of Development contains an introduction, a detailed discussion of the
proposed construction activities, and a description of operation and maintenance
activities. That information is presented below in the details of the Proposed Action. In
addition, the following environmental compliance plans are attached to the Plan of
Development (POD) as appendices. The complete preliminary POD and appendices
are available in the project files. Several plans contain procedures not anticipated in
this project, such as blasting or hydrostatic testing, but they are included in case of
changed circumstances.

e Appendix 1—Biological Resources Protection Plan
e Appendix 2—Blasting Plan
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e Appendix 3—Cultural Resources Protection Plan

e Appendix 4—Environmental Compliance Management Plan
e Appendix 5—Fire Prevention and Suppression Plan

e Appendix 6—Fugitive Dust Control Plan

e Appendix 7—Hazardous Materials Management and Spill Prevention,
Containment, and Countermeasure Plan

e Appendix 8—Pressure Testing Plan

e Appendix 9—Noxious Weed Management Plan
e Appendix 10—Safety Plan

e Appendix 11—Transportation Management Plan
e Appendix 12—Environmental Protection Plan

2.2.2.3 PIPELINE FACILITIES

The SGGS natural gas and water pipelines would consist of approximately 10.8 miles of
a 12-inch diameter natural gas pipeline and 6-inch water pipeline and related
aboveground appurtenances. The gas pipeline would be designed for a maximum
operating pressure (MAOP) of 1440 psig. Probable natural gas system operating
pressure is approximately 250-350 psig. Potential maximum capacity for the pipeline is
20mmcf/day. Both pipelines would be buried 4-5 feet deep for a minimum cover of 36
inches in soil or a minimum 18 to 24 inches of cover in solid rock. Additional burial
depth would be achieved at stream and roadway crossings (i.e. 48 inches of cover
minimum) as per permit requirements and good engineering practices. Pipe material
specifications are as follows:

e 12-inch natural gas pipeline  0.250 w.t., Grade X-42
e 6-inch water pipeline 0.188 w.t., Grade B

2.2.2.4 6-INCH WATER PIPELINE FACILITIES

Installation of the 6-inch produced water line would allow transport of produced water
from existing wells on BLM and private lands to existing state-permitted storage facilities
located at year-round access points on private land. The water would be stored and
disposed of according to State regulations. Installing the water line concurrently with
the SGGS construction would maximize benefit from a single construction activity and
minimize potential for storing and hauling produced water. The 6-inch water line would
be installed in the same trench as the 12-inch diameter gas pipeline and would be offset
a minimum of 1-foot from the gas pipeline. See Appendix C for a drawing showing the
relationship of the pipes in the trench.

The volume of water that would be produced from the existing GEC wells and the size
of the storage facility that would be needed is currently unknown since there are no
wells currently producing. The pipe has been sized to accommodate potential, but
currently unknown, additional production future.

2.2.2.5 ABOVEGROUND APPURTENANT FACILITIES

Anticipated associated aboveground appurtenances on NFS lands include pipeline
markers, cellar with a 48 inch manhole cover at the northerly terminus tie in with the
existing RMP, and 5-7 vent pipes proposed for both water and gas lines at the
highpoints along the SGGS route. The pipeline location would be marked with
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aboveground markers in accordance with DOT safety requirements, land management
agency requirements, and private landowner preference. Markers are installed typically
at road and fence crossings.

Other associated aboveground appurtenances, meter stations, valves, cathodic
protection, pigging, waterline storage or delivery facilities pertinent to the pipeline will be
located on private lands.

On NFS, all aboveground appurtenances would be painted in conformance with color
specifications provided by federal agencies from the “Standard Environmental Color
Chart” issued by the Rocky Mountain Five-State Interagency Committee (See also
Chapter 3.3,). Aboveground appurtenances, except for pipeline markers, would be
constructed/installed along the same timeframe as the pipelines.

2.2.2.6 PIPELINE RIGHT OF WAY (ROW)

The ROW would consist of a 100-foot construction ROW reduced down to a permanent
50-foot ROW authorized in a SUA issued for a period of 30 years plus one staging area
required during construction only of the Sheep section. The 50-foot ROW granted in the
SUA would contain both the proposed 12-inch and 6-inch pipelines. See Appendix B for
engineering typical drawings showing the ROW. The total length of the SGGS pipeline
on NFS lands in the proposed SUA would be approximately 6.6.miles.

2.2.2.7 TEMPORARY USE AREAS (TUA’s)

One temporary staging area (200’ x 300’ or 1.4 acres) for staging pipe and various
pieces of equipment is included in the Proposed Action. No hazardous materials
(chemicals or fuel) would be stored on site. The site would be located just north of the
Condemn It Park private lands and west of NFSR 704 in Section 31, T. 11S. R. 90W.
see Figure 2. Three additional staging areas are anticipated on private lands, one will
be on an existing wellpad and the others would be approximately 2 acres each at
unknown locations.

2.2.2.8 ROW LAND REQUIREMENTS

Construction of the pipelines would disturb approximately 130 acres for the ROW and
1.4 acres for the staging area, of land across all ownerships. Approximately 65 acres
disturbed during initial construction would be required for long-term operations and
maintenance (i.e. 50-foot ROW grant) and 66 acres, including the staging area, would
be disturbed during initial construction but reclaimed. Table 6 identifies the associated
pipeline length and land ownership status and anticipated maximum disturbance areas.

Table 6. Proposed SGGS Project Pipeline / ROW length, acreage, and land status
summary

Land Pipe Length | 50' ROW" Total
Status (miles) (acres) (acres)
PRIVATE 4.2 25 50
NFS 6.6 40 80
Totals 10.8 65 130*

* Total acres disturbed are 131 including the staging area.
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2.2.2.9 COMPRESSOR STATION FACILITIES

The SGGS will use the existing RMP compressor (T. 10S., R. 90W., Section 30). No
additional compressor sets or upgrades are needed to implement this project.

2.2.2.10 ROAD USE AND ACCESS

The Proposed Action includes using a combination of existing state, county, private and
National Forest System Roads (NFSR) to gain access to the right-of-way during
construction. Project traffic would use about 21 miles of existing NFSRs and about 267
feet of new temporary road to access the construction ROW from private lands to the
West Muddy Creek crossing.

Daily construction vehicles would access the pipeline right-of way (ROW) from the HWY
133 to the south over County and NFSR 265 to the job site using NFSR 849.1b1,
849.1A, 849.1B, 851 and 704 and one temporary road. Mobilization of construction
equipment for the ROW operations would occur at designated staging areas and would
be equally divided at the south, southeast and north pipeline terminus. See
transportation map Appendix D.

A summary of road access to be used for the proposed action is noted below in Table
7., and is further