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June 15, 2005
Dear Reader:

Enclosed for review is the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Mid-America Pipeline Company Western
Expansion Project. The EA and a comment form are also available at www.nm.blm.gov. In the event this web site is
not accessible, a CD containing the EA and a comment form may be obtained by contacting Ms. Barbara Neary of O
& G Environmental Consulting, the National Environmental Policy Act Contractor for the project, at telephone
number (720) 529-9777 or electronic mail at bneary@ogenvironmental.com.

The proposal consists of construction, operation, and maintenance of 12 separate pipeline loop sections
accumulating approximately 202 miles, entirely in Wyoming and New Mexico, on an approximate 840-mile route
between the Granger and Wamsutter areas of Wyoming, and Hobbs, New Mexico. The proposal also includes
upgrading pump stations in Wyoming, Utah, Colorado, and New Mexico. Additional information about the
proposed project can be obtained at the applicant’s web site at http://www.epplp.com/mapl/overview.htm.

Please note the following Freedom of Information Act information. Comments, including names and street
addresses of respondents will be available for public review at the Bureau of Land Management, Farmington
District Office during regular business hours (7:45 am-4:30 pm). Individuals may request confidentiality. If a
person wishes to withhold their name, home address, and telephone number from public review or from disclosure
under the Freedom of Information Act, that person must state this prominently at the beginning of their comments.
Such requests will be honored to the extent allowed by law. All submissions from organizations or businesses, and
from individual identifying themselves as representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, will be made
available for public inspection in their entirety.

There is a 30-day availability period for review and comment on the Environmental Assessment. If you
want to comment, written comments on the EA must be postmarked or otherwise delivered by 4:30 p.m. on
July 22, 2005. Comments should be mailed to the Bureau of Land Management, Jerry Crockford, Project
Manager, Bureau of Land Management, Farmington District, 1235 La Plata Hwy., Suite A, Farmington,
NM 87401. Comments may also be made by electronic mail to jerockfo@blm.gov.

Please contact me with questions at telephone (505) 599-6333.

incerely,

= 2
Jerrold E. Crockford
Project Manager

Enclosure
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AAQS Ambient Air Quality Standards

ACEC Area of Critical Environmental Concern

ADWP Albuquerque Drinking Water Project
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AM Aerial Marker
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AOPL Association of Pipe Lines

APE Avrea of Potential Effect

API American Petroleum Institute
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BLM Bureau of Land Management
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Information System

CFR Code of Federal Regulations
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS

Alluvial
Ancillary
facilities
Aquifer
Attenuation
Barrel
Block valve
Caliper pig
Cathodic

protection

Cave

Check valve

Corrosion

Depth

material composed of riverbed or delta material.

facilities associated with the pipeline system, including pump stations,
pressure control stations, terminals, valves, metering stations, densitometers,
etc.

a layer of underground sand, gravel, or porous rock in which water collects; a
source of groundwater.

mechanisms that retard and reduce the movement of contaminants, including
dispersion, sorption, volatilization, abiotic chemical degradation, and
biological degradation.

42 gallons of petroleum product.

a valve that can block the flow of product in both directions within the
pipeline when closed.

a deformation and bend radius internal inspection tool. This tool locates gross
structural abnormalities along the pipeline.

a method to reduce corrosion by an electrochemical process that makes the
pipe the cathode and is thereby protected from corrosion metal loss.

as defined in 43 CFR 37.4 (b) a cave is any naturally occurring void, cavity,
recess, or system of interconnected passages beneath the surface of the earth
or within a cliff or ledge, including any cave resource therein, and which is
large enough to permit a person to enter, whether the entrance is excavated or
naturally formed. Such term shall include any natural pit, sinkhole, or other
feature that is an extension of a cave entrance or which is an integral part of
the cave.

a passive valve that allows product to flow in only one direction, preventing
the reverse flow of product. Check valves are held open by flowing product
and close automatically when pressure is reduced.

an electrochemical process that occurs when steel is exposed to an electrolyte,
such as soil or water. Corrosion occurs along the internal or external surface
of the pipe and gradually can result in metal loss. External corrosion is
reduced by cathodic protection and pipeline coatings. Internal corrosion only
occurs when liquid water is present. It can be reduced by corrosion inhibitors.
Corrosion is monitored by internal inspection tools (internal and external) and
corrosion coupons (internal).

of cover: in new construction areas, the burial depth typically would be 36
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Easement

Fugitive dust

High
Consequence
Areas (HCAS)

Horizontal
Directional
drilling

Hydrostatic
testing

Impressed
current
cathodic
protection

Integrity
Management
Rule

Internal
inspection
tool

Karst

inches from the top of the pipe to the natural grade. No depth of cover is
specified for existing pipe under OPS regulations.

a legal instrument, usually negotiated with the landowner that is used to
convey a right-of-way to the pipeline company. The easement gives the
pipeline company the right to construct, operate and maintain its pipeline and
ancillary facilities in the permanent ROW and, in return, compensates the
landowner for the use of the land.

a non-point source of air pollution, such as from unpaved roads, agricultural
croplands, and construction sites.

OPS-defined areas subject to the Integrity Management Rule. HCAs are high-
density population areas, waters where commercial navigation occurs, and
areas that are unusually sensitive to environmental damage.

technology used for vertical drilling has been modified for the horizontal
installation of pipelines beneath major obstacles, such as rivers, railroads and
highways.

Pressure testing of a pipeline to test its structural integrity. Typically the line
is tested to at least 125 percent of the MAOP and the pressure is held for 8
hours. Hydrostatic testing is a destructive test to evaluate the integrity of the
pipe by attempting to cause the failure of critical defects that might be present
in the wall of the pipe. These defects could include manufacturing flaws (e.g.,
anomalies along the longitudinal weld), corrosion (internal and external),
dents, gouges, and stress-induced cracks. This method is considered the most
reliable method for detecting detrimental longitudinal weld seam anomalies.
A pipe that passes this test is considered safe to operate at pressures less than
or equal to the MAOP.

cathodic protection that uses an external power source to place a small
electrical charge on the steel pipe to prevent external corrosion (requires the
use of rectifiers).

as defined in 49 CFR 195.450 and 195.452, this OPS rule increases
requirements for inspection, enhanced damage protection, improved
emergency response, and other measures to prevent and mitigate pipeline
leaks in HCAs.

a “smart pig” tools that assess the pipeline’s integrity. At this time, there are
three primary types of internal inspection tools: caliper pigs, magnetic leak
flux (MFL) pigs, and ultrasonic pigs. Each type of internal inspection tool has
certain detection capabilities and limitations.

is a region of irregular topography with sinks, underground streams, and
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Ldn

Liquefaction

Internal
inspection
tool

Maximum
Operating
Pressure
(MOP)

Notice to
Proceed

One-call
systems

Operating

pressure

Pig

Prime

farmland soils

Pump station

Refined

caves that were formed by dissolution of limestone.
Day-night (average sound) level.

the process by which water-saturated sediments lose strength and may fail
during strong earthquake induced ground shaking. Liquefaction can result in
the loss of ground bearing capacity or lateral spreading, both of which could
potentially damage pipelines and ancillary facilities. Soil liquefaction hazards
are associated with unconsolidated alluvial soils with a high water table.

the tool is a high resolution axial MFL tool. MFL tools can detect metal loss,
such as corrosion-type defects and gouges, along the pipe through the use of a
magnetic field. It provides information on the location, size, and depth of any
defect that it finds, both on the interior and exterior of the pipe. The high-
resolution MFL tool is recognized as the current industry standard and data
from these tools are considered by the OPS to be reliable indicators of
pipeline integrity.

a rating indicating the maximum pressure at which a pipeline or segment of a
pipeline may be operated under the OPS regulations in normal conditions.
The MORP is defined as 80% of the hydrostatic test pressure. It is also called
the pressure rating.

a document that authorizes construction or other activities to begin. Signed by
the lead agencies authorizing officer.

a system by which operators and other underground utility operators have
joined together in state-level one-call notification programs. The program acts
as a clearinghouse of information to excavators, which and marks the location
of underground utilities prior to excavation.

pressures within the pipeline are dependent on product characteristics,
product batch size, batch location within the pipeline, flow rate, pipeline
elevation, and discharge pressure at each pump station.

a plug, often made of polyurethane, designed to be pushed along the inside of
a pipeline. Pigs can be used to separate materials, clean, or inspect the
pipeline’s interior surface.

land that has the best combination of physical and chemical characteristics (as
defined by the Natural Resources Conservation Service) for producing food,
feed, forage, fiber, and oilseed crops and that is available for these uses.

ancillary facility where pumps are used to maintain pipeline pressure required
to move product through the pipeline.

flammable or corrosive products obtained from distilling and processing
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petroleum
products

Right-of-Way
(ROW)

ROW grant

Scraper trap

Smart pig

Subsidence

Temporary
Use Area
(TUA)

Terminal

crude oil, unfinished oils, natural gas liquids, blend stacks, and other
miscellaneous hydrocarbon compounds, including diesel fuel, fuel oil,
gasoline, gasoline and fuel oil mixtures, jet fuel, kerosene, oil and gasoline
mixtures, turbine fuel, xylene, and benzene.

a legal right of passage over another’s property. Typically, the ROW would
consist of a 25-foot-wide permanent easement and, during construction, an
additional 25-foot to 50-foot temporary use area. After construction and
reclamation, the permanent ROW would revert to a 25-foot-wide easement.

as defined in 43 CFR 288. A document authorizing a non-possessory, non-
exclusive right to use specified federal lands for the limited purpose of
construction, operation, maintenance, and termination of a pipeline.
Typically, the grant includes agency stipulations, conditions imposed on the
project as a result of the NEPA review, a complete POD, and approvals from
other federal agencies.

a short section of pipe controlled by valves that interconnect with the main
pipeline to launch and receive cleaning and inspection tools (“pigs”) that
travel inside the pipeline.

an internal inspection tool that passes inside a pipe and contains electronic
devices capable of measuring pipe integrity.

sinking or settling of the land’s surface.
areas located outside the 25-foot permanent ROW where additional space is

required for construction.

a facility along the pipeline where product is stored and distributed using
storage tanks and truck loading racks.
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

This Environmental Assessment (EA) has been prepared to analyze the potential impacts of a
proposal to expand the existing Mid-America Pipeline Company LLC (MAPL) natural gas
liquids (NGL) pipeline system in Wyoming, Utah, Colorado, and New Mexico. The EA is a site-
specific analysis of potential impacts that may result from the implementation of a proposed
action or alternatives to the proposed action. The EA will assist the Bureau of Land Management
(BLM) in project planning and ensuring compliance with the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA). 1t will also determine whether any “significant” impacts could result from the analyzed
actions. “Significance” is defined by NEPA and is found in regulation 40 CFR §1508.27. An EA
provides evidence for the BLM to prepare and issue a Decision Record and a “Finding of No
Significant Impact” (FONSI), or for determining whether an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) must be prepared.

The EA will analyze the proposed action for conformance with the current BLM Resource
Management Plans (RMPs) listed below:

Kemmerer Resource Management Plan — Kemmerer, Wyoming Field Office

Green River Resource Management Plan - Rock Springs, Wyoming Field Office

Great Divide Resource Management Plan — Rawlins, Wyoming Field Office

Book Cliffs Resource Management Plan — Vernal, Utah Field Office

Grand Resource Area Resource Management Plan — Moab, Utah Field Office

San Juan/San Miguel Resource Management Plan — Durango, Colorado Public Lands Center
Farmington Resource Management Plan — Farmington, New Mexico Field Office

Rio Puerco Resource Management Plan — Albuquerque, New Mexico Field Office

Roswell Resource Management Plan — Roswell, New Mexico Field Office

A Decision Record (DR), which includes a FONSI statement, is a document that briefly presents
the reasons why implementation of the selected action will not result in “significant”
environmental impacts. If the decision maker determines that this project has “significant”
impacts following the analysis in the EA, then an EIS would be prepared for the project. If not, a
Decision Record may be signed for the EA approving the proposed action or an alternative
selected.

The BLM has been designated the lead Federal agency for preparation of this EA. The BLM has
selected a Nation-wide Projects Manager, reporting to the Washington, DC office of the BLM to
oversee the preparation of this EA. The BLM New Mexico State Office has delegated signature
authority to the Farmington District Manager for the Federal right-of-way (ROW) grant for the
Project. The Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) is a cooperating Federal agency and will issue ROW
grants for Indian Allotment, Navajo Nation Tribal land, Santa Ana Pueblo and Zia Pueblo lands.
Tribal, state, and local agencies and the public have been invited to participate in the
environmental documentation process.
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1.0 Introduction

OVERVIEW

1.1.1 Background and History of Events Leading Up to Proposal

The existing 840 mile MAPL pipeline system transports NGL from Wyoming, Utah,
Colorado, and New Mexico to end-users in the Gulf Coast and Mid-Continent markets.

In 1972, Mid-America Pipeline Company (MAPCO) constructed and put into service an
8-inch pipeline for NGL from the Huerfano Pump Station in San Juan County, New
Mexico to the Hobbs Station in Gaines County, Texas crossing New Mexico diagonally
from northwest to southeast.

In 1982, MAPCO constructed and put into service the Rocky Mountain NGL Pipeline, a
10/12-inch pipeline project that originated in Rock Springs, Wyoming and connected
with the MAPCO line in the Four Corners Area. A 10/12-inch loop of the original 8-inch
diameter New Mexico pipeline was also constructed in 1982.

In 1995, a second pipeline loop (12-inch diameter) was constructed. The 12-inch looping
project was referred to as the Four Corners Loop. It is parallel and adjacent to the 8-inch
and 10/12-inch pipeline for its entire length between the Huerfano Pump Station and the
Hobbs Station in Texas.

In 1999, a 10/12-inch, and 16-inch pipeline expansion of the Rocky Mountain Pipeline
was constructed, and was referred to as the Rocky Mountain Pipeline Loop Project. It
looped the original 10/12-inch Rocky Mountain NGL line from Brown’s Park, Utah to
Bloomfield, New Mexico.

In 2002, Enterprise purchased the assets of Mid-America Pipeline Co. and established the
subsidiary MAPL. MAPL evaluated the existing NGL system and determined that system
capacity may require an NGL delivery expansion based on increased natural gas
production out of the Rocky Mountain and Four Corners regions.

MAPL considered an expansion project in early 2003 and filed an application with the
BLM at that time. In April 2003, MAPL chose to delay the project and the application
was withdrawn.

MAPL decided to reactivate the project again in late 2003 and filed a new application and
Draft Plan of Development (POD) for a pipeline looping project in April 2004. In
addition, MAPL proposes to upgrade the existing pump stations along the pipeline route.
These pump station upgrades will be addressed by amending the existing grant
authorizations.

1-2



1.0 Introduction

1.1.2 Proposed Action

The proposed pipeline looping and pump station upgrade project is known as the MAPL Western
Expansion Project (WEP). No new pump stations are required. Installation of associated
aboveground facilities including valves, pig launchers/receivers, markers, fencing, cathodic
protection systems, and signs will also be part of the WEP. This expansion will increase the
capacity of the existing MAPL NGL system by 50,000 barrels per day (bpd).

Expansion of its existing MAPL system in Wyoming, Utah, Colorado, and New Mexico would
cross Federal, Tribal, state, and private lands. The expansion project, also known as a pipeline
looping project, proposes to construct 12 separate pipeline looping segments at specific locations
along the existing 840 mile MAPL NGL system. These looping segments will be located
adjacent and parallel to MAPL’s existing NGL pipeline extending from southwest Wyoming to
Hobbs, New Mexico. The combined total mileage of the 12 separate pipeline looping segments
will be approximately 202 miles. In addition, the project will upgrade 23 existing pump stations
along the existing pipeline.

This EA examines the potential environmental impacts of the installation and operation of the
proposed NGL pipeline looping segments and existing pump station upgrades (the Proposed
Action), and a No Action alternative. Pipeline segments and existing pump stations are
illustrated on Figure 1.1-1.

Before the expansion project can be constructed, MAPL must obtain a variety of Federal, Tribal,
state, and local authorizations, easements and permits. Federal authorizations from the following
agencies are required: the BLM, the BIA, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE).

The proposed expansion Project crosses Federal (BLM, BIA/Tribal), state and private lands.
Table 1.1-1 lists the jurisdiction of lands crossed by the Project.

Increased system capacity requires a modification to the existing MAPL Pipeline System’s major
equipment, specifically pumps and drivers at existing pump stations. In addition, larger capacity
pumps and increased horsepower drivers are necessary at the existing pump stations to increase
the capacity.

Existing pump stations at the locations listed in Table 1.1-2 would be upgraded by re-rating

pumps, changing pumps, up-rating drivers, relocating pumps, installing new units, or
modification of existing facilities.
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1.0 Introduction

Table 1.1-1 MAPL Western Expansion Project Segment Descriptions

Seament State Length Land Jurisdiction
9 (miles) BLM BIA State Private
Miles Crossed
1 Wyoming 5.35 2.3 0.0 0.7 2.4
2 Wyoming 18.30 5.8 0.0 1.5 11.0
3 Wyoming 23.06 9.8 0.0 1.0 12.2
4 Wyoming 8.40 2.8 0.0 0.0 5.6
5 Wyoming 9.85 4.0 0.0 0.0 5.9
6 Wyoming 18.56 15.0 0.0 0.0 3.6
8 New Mexico 20.04 8.3 10.3 0.0 15
9 New Mexico 22.49 14 19.4 0.5 1.2
10 New Mexico 34.62 0.0 0.0 5.3 29.3
11 New Mexico 18.62 1.9 0.0 0.0 16.7
12 New Mexico 17.97 3.4 0.0 0.8 13.8
13 New Mexico 4.26 0.0 0.0 2.2 2.0
Total Length (miles) 201.5 53.4 30.0 13.1 105.1
Percent of Total 100 26 15 52

NOTE: Table 1.1-1 does not include a Segment 7. During the MAPL Project design and analysis, this segment was eliminated from the Project.

Table 1.1-2 MAPL Western Expansion Project Existing Pump Stations

Pump Land Location
Station Ownership
Granger BLM NW4, S8, T18N, R111W, Sweetwater Co., Wyoming
Pine Butte BLM NW4, S10, T16N R101W, Sweetwater Co., Wyoming
Tipton Private E1/2, S7, T19N, R96W, Sweetwater Co., Wyoming
Rock Springs BLM NW4, S20, T16N, R105W, Sweetwater Co., Wyoming
Dinosaur BLM S19, T6S, R25E, Uintah Co., Utah
Dragon State SE4, S2, T12S, R25E, Uintah Co., Utah
Harley Dome Private NE4, S10, T19S, R25E, Grand Co., Utah
Thompson BLM S29, T21S, R20E, Grand Co., Utah
Moab BLM SW4, NW4, S12, T27S, R22E, San Juan Co., Utah
Lisbon BLM S29, T30S, R24E, San Juan Co., Utah
Dove Creek Private NE4, S9, T41N, R19W, Dolores Co., Colorado
Dolores Private SE4, S31, T37N, R14W, Montezuma Co., Colorado
Ignacio Private NE4, S2, T33N, R9W, La Plata Co., Colorado
Huerfano BLM NW4 SW4, S21, T26N, R10W, San Juan Co., New Mexico
Lybrook Private NW4, S14, T23N, R7W, Rio Arriba Co., New Mexico
San Luis BLM NW4 S13, T17N, R3W, Sandoval Co., New Mexico
San Ysidro Private NW4, S19, T15N, R2E, Sandoval Co., New Mexico
Edgewood Private NW4, S3, T10N, R7E, Santa Fe Co., New Mexico
Estancia State NE4SE4, S27, T8N, R10E, Torrance Co., New Mexico
Duran BLM SW4 S1, T2N, R16E, Guadalupe Co., New Mexico
Mesa Private NE4, S13, T4S. R22E, Chaves Co., New Mexico
White Lakes State S16, T9S, R29E, Chaves Co., New Mexico
Caprock State NW4, S27, T12S, R33E, Lea Co., New Mexico
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1.0 Introduction

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED
1.2.1 Need for the Proposed Action

As natural gas production increases in the Rockies, the existing capacity of the MAPL Rocky
Mountain pipeline system will not be sufficient to transport the anticipated increase of NGL
production over the next decade. NGLs consist of ethane, propane, butane, and natural gasolines.
Currently, the system can transport approximately 225,000 bpd, and is currently flowing at near
capacity. It is projected that approximately 50,000 bpd additional NGL will be produced from
the region. This Project would increase the capacity of the existing pipeline system to
approximately 275,000 bpd.

When natural gas is removed from the ground, it is compositionally different than what is
transported through natural gas transmission systems and ultimately used as an energy source for
end users such as home heating and cooking, and industrial energy. When removed from the
ground, the mixture is predominately methane, but also includes heavier hydrocarbons and inert
gases. Although the mixture can vary greatly, a typical stream may include 85 percent methane,
10 percent heavier hydrocarbons (NGLs), and 5 percent inert gases. Some of the NGLs and inert
gases must be removed to make the natural gas salable and transportable.

In addition to being necessary, the removal of NGLs from the natural gas stream can also
enhance the value of the components removed. Although only 10 percent of the stream by
weight, the NGLs can contribute approximately 15 percent of the energy of the stream. This
higher energy content of the NGLs makes them more useful in other applications:

e Ethane is primarily used for the production of plastics.

e Propane is typically used for heating purposes in areas without access to natural gas, but
can also be utilized in the production of plastics.

e Butanes and natural gasoline are primarily used for motor gasoline blending.

Since NGLs must be removed up to a certain level and are often removed in greater quantities
for economic purposes, regional NGL production tracks with regional natural gas production.
Specifically in the Rocky Mountain region of the United States, as natural gas production grows,
NGL production will grow.

The Rocky Mountains are a significant contributor to the supply of natural gas in the United
States, producing approximately 25 percent of U.S. produced gas. Over the next decade, the
Rocky Mountains will provide a significant portion of the growth in supply that will be
necessary to satisfy the growth in natural gas demand.

It is anticipated that the Rocky Mountain natural gas supply will increase by about 2.0 billion
cubic feet per day (bdfd) within the next decade. Using typical average NGL content (2 gallons
per thousand cubic feet) and an average NGL recovery factor (50 percent), this 2 bcfd of natural
gas growth will produce approximately 50,000 bpd of NGLs.
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As the Rocky Mountain region becomes a larger proportion of the supply of natural gas in the
U.S., it will also become a larger proportional provider of NGLs to the U.S. These produced
NGLs are consumed in the local market when economically possible. Once the local demand has
been satisfied, the NGLs must be transported to other markets. The largest markets for NGLs are
on the Gulf Coast and in the Mid-Continent region. NGLs that are not consumed locally can be
transported to alternate markets in three primary ways:

e Truck: At approximately 200 barrels per truck, it would take approximately 250 trucks
per day to accommodate the 50,000 bpd expected growth.

e Rail: At approximately 600 barrels per rail car, it would take approximately 85 rail cars
per day to accommodate the 50,000 bpd expected growth.

e Pipeline

The numbers of trucks or rail cars in the example above are used for transporting one day of
production. If it takes a particular truck seven days to make a round trip from NGL processing
plant to market and back, the 250 trucks per day would amount to a total of 1,750 trucks.

When the produced NGL volume increases, or the distance from production to market is great,
the logistics and economics of trucking or railing NGLs are not competitive with a pipeline.
Given that MAPL already has a base infrastructure to transport NGLs from the Rockies to the
Gulf Coast, it is more efficient to expand the pipeline system to transport the NGLs.

1.2.2 Purpose of the Proposed Action

The controlled permitting of use, occupancy, and development of public (Federal) lands by
qualified entities such as major energy development and transmission companies is a
responsibility of the Secretary of Interior. Section 28(a) of the Mineral Leasing Act (MLA), as
amended [30 United States Code (U.S.C.)185] authorizes the Secretary of the Interior to grant
qualified applicants ROWSs through Federal lands for transporting oil, gas, synthetic liquid or
gaseous fuels, or other refined products. The MLA also accommodates issuance of Temporary
Use Permits (TUPS) to supplement the pipeline ROW for purposes of constructing, operating,
maintaining and terminating the pipeline, protecting the natural environment, and providing for
public safety. The Act does not authorize BLM issuance of a grant of easement across Indian
lands.

Issuing this ROW across Federal lands by the Department of the Interior (DOI) is authorized by
the MLA, Sec. 28 (c)(2). The BLM, as the authorized agency of the DOI (excluding Indian
lands), administers provisions of the MLA under the ROW regulations included in 43 CFR 2800
and 2880. The MLA (42 U.S.C. 4332) requires terms and conditions to protect the environment
including the following:
1) restoring, revegetating, and curtailing erosion;
2) avoiding violation of applicable air and water quality standards, and related facility-siting
standards;
3) preventing or controlling damage to the environment including to fish and wildlife
habitat;
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4) preventing damage to public or private property; and
5) avoiding creation of hazards to public health and safety.

The BIA is authorized to issue right-of-way grants on Tribal land and Indian Allotments under
authority of 25 U.S.C 88 321 or 323 as implemented by 25 CFR Part 169. Through the
cooperative NEPA compliance process and this EA, the BLM and BIA will evaluate the
proposed pipeline and existing pump station modification Project in terms of the proposal’s
impact on natural resources and potential for damage, the technical feasibility and committed
measures that will minimize adverse impacts to natural resources and national security, and the
extent to which the proposed Project minimizes conflicts with applicable RMPs.

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA)/MLA’s requirement of terms
and conditions contributes to criteria or standards for deciding whether and how to grant the
ROW and TUP.

FLPMA establishes policies and procedures for managing Federal lands, including the policy of
managing Federal lands in a manner that will protect the quality of scientific, scenic, historical,
ecological, environmental, air and atmospheric, water resources, and archeological values; that
where appropriate, will preserve and protect certain Federal lands in their natural condition; that
will provide food and habitat for fish and wildlife and domestic animals; and that will provide for
outdoor recreation and human occupancy and use (43 U.S.C. 1701).

FLPMA (43 U.S.C. 1765) requires certain terms and conditions when granting a ROW across
Federal lands. Those terms and conditions must address the following:
1) minimizing damage to scenic and aesthetic values, fish and wildlife habitat, and
otherwise protect the environment;
2) requiring compliance with applicable air and water quality standards;
3) requiring compliance with state standards for public health and safety; environmental
protection; and siting, construction, operation, and maintenance of ROWs;
4) protecting Federal property and economic interests; and
5) locating the ROW on a route that will cause least damage to the environment while
taking into consideration feasibility and other relevant factors.

1.3 CONFORMANCE WITH APPLICABLE RESOURCE
MANAGEMENT PLANS

Under the FLPMA, the BLM is mandated to prepare RMPs for Federal lands under their
jurisdiction. According to BLM policy, all actions authorized subsequent to issuance of the plans
must conform to the approved RMP. To be in conformance, an action must be specifically
mentioned in the RMP or be clearly consistent with the decisions of the RMP. In addition, to be
clearly consistent, an action must comply with: 1) all stipulations, conditions, and constraints
listed in an RMP and 2) all stipulations developed specifically for the proposed Project for the
purpose of avoiding or reducing impacts on sensitive resources identified in the RMP.
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The RMPs listed below address the types of development activities on public lands included in
this proposed Project. As previously noted, the BLM grants ROWs to qualified individuals and
businesses with the stipulation that natural and cultural resources will be protected as part of the
granting process. ROWs are located to promote the maximum use of existing ROW corridors,
including joint use when possible. At the same time, the BLM strives to ensure that mineral
development would be carried out in a manner which minimizes environmental damage and
provides for the rehabilitation of affected lands.

The BLM has reviewed the proposed WEP to determine conformity with the following
applicable approved land use plans. Specifics regarding conformance with applicable resource
management plans are as follows:

Kemmerer RMP, Kemmerer Field Office (approved April 29, 1986) (BLM, 1986):
Management direction regarding pipeline construction indicates that ROW grants will be issued
incorporating surface reclamation stipulations specified in the soils section of the RMP and other
mitigation measures specified in Appendix A-1 of the RMP (Wyoming BLM Standard
Mitigation Guidelines for Surface-Disturbing Activities). A review of the Kemmerer RMP finds
that this Project is in conformance with those stipulations. MAPL has committed to adopt best
management practices (BMPs) for soil erosion control, mitigation of surface disturbance, and
ROW reclamation for the entire Project. The RMP also establishes management objectives that
protect trails from visual intrusion and surface disturbance and maintain the integrity of the
setting. Management of historic trails will emphasize preservation coupled with increased visitor
use and appreciation of the trail system. To provide a protective corridor for the trail, the RMP
states that visual intrusion and surface disturbance will generally be restricted or prohibited
within 1,320 feet from either side of an historic trail (may depend on topography and existing
surface disturbance), or within the visual horizon of the trail, whichever is closer. The Project
was found to be in conformance with these management objectives.

Green River RMP, Rock Springs Field Office (approved August 8, 1997) (BLM, 1997a):
This RMP specifies that “Areas designated as utility windows, rights-of-way concentration areas,
and existing communication sites will be preferred locations for future grants.” “Windows %2
mile in width have been identified for the placement of utilities.” RMP Map 9 (Right-of-Way
Windows and Communication Sites) has been reviewed. This map shows that the proposed
MAPL Segments 2 (eastern end), 4, 5, and 6 are entirely located within the existing right-of-way
windows for utility construction. Regarding historic trails, the RMP also lists management
objectives. The area within 1/4 mile or the visual horizon (whichever is less) of any contributing
trail segment will be an avoidance area for surface disturbing activities (RMP Map 3 and Table
2). Developments such as roads, pipelines, and power lines may be allowed to cross trails in
areas where previous disturbance has occurred and the trail segment has lost the characteristics
that contribute to its National Register significance. Segments of historic trails found to be
contributing will be avoided in accordance with RMP objectives.

Great Divide RMP, Rawlins Field Office (approved November 8, 1990) (BLM, 1990):
Management direction for utility/transportation systems notes that “All BLM administered public
lands will be open to consideration for placement of utility/transportation systems, but such
systems will be located next to existing facilities whenever possible. Areas with important
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resource values will be avoided where possible in planning for new facility placement and
routes.” A review of the areas with important resource values (Map 8 of the Great Divide RMP)
shows that Segment 3 of the proposed Project avoids areas with important resource values.
Furthermore, Segment 3 follows existing utility ROWs along Interstate Highway 80.

Book Cliffs RMP, Vernal Field Office (approved June 3, 1985) (BLM, 1985a): This RMP
notes that “Rights-of-way will be encouraged within identified corridors while protecting or
mitigating other resource values.” The only upgrades planned for the MAPL Project within the
Book Cliffs Resource Area will be on sites previously developed for the existing pipeline and
compressor stations.

Grand Resource Area RMP, Moab Field Office (approved June 24, 1985)(BLM, 1985h):
This RMP designates “...de facto corridors as official utility corridors. Such designation will
minimize both the adverse environmental impacts and proliferation of separate rights-of-way.”
The only upgrades planned for the MAPL Project within the Grand Resource Area will take
place on sites located within these utility corridors as depicted on Figure 8 of the RMP.

San Juan/San Miguel RMP, San Juan Public Lands Center (approved September 5, 1985)
(BLM, 1985¢c) : This RMP states that “In general, public land is available for utility and
transportation corridor development; however, applicants will be encouraged to locate new
facilities within existing corridors to the greatest extent possible.” The only upgrades planned
for the MAPL Project within the San Juan Resource Area will be on sites previously developed
for the existing pipeline and compressor stations.

Farmington RMP, Farmington Field Office (approved September 29, 2003) (BLM, 203b):
This RMP has been reviewed and it is determined that the proposed MAPL Project is in
conformance with the following stipulations: “To the extent possible, new ROWSs will be
located within or parallel to existing ROWs or ROW corridors to minimize resource impacts.
ROW corridors identified by the 2002 Western Utility Group revision of the 1992 Western
Regional Corridor Study are designated for utility and pipeline use. Specific proposals will
require site-specific environmental analysis and compliance with established permitting
processes.” All of Segment 8 of the proposed Project (located within the Farmington Resource
Area) is adjacent to existing utility rights-of-way. One of the exclusion areas listed is the
Lybrook Fossil Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) which will be crossed by
Segment 8 of the proposed Project. However, this crossing will occur within an existing multi-
pipeline ROW and paleontological monitoring will be conducted during construction of the
ACEC crossing, in accordance with the management prescriptions. No other exclusion or
avoidance areas are crossed by Segment 8 which is located within the Farmington Resource
Area.

Rio Puerco RMP, Albuguergue Field Office (approved January 16, 1986) (BLM, 1986b):
The October 1992 Update of this RMP states planning criteria for rights-of-way corridors. The
first of these criteria states that “Public lands in which there are now multiple compatible rights-
of-way will be considered for corridor designation.” Segments 9 and 10 of the proposed Project
(located within the Rio Puerco Resource Area) follow existing multi-pipeline ROWSs.
Furthermore, the October 1992 update states that “...rights-of-way are issued so as to protect
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natural and cultural resources associated with the public lands and adjacent lands.” MAPL has
committed to follow BLM directives for the protection of natural and cultural resources.

Roswell RMP, Roswell Field Office (approved October 10, 1997b): This RMP states that
“Whenever possible, facilities will be confined to existing alignments, minimizing width
requirements and maximizing multiple occupancy.” One of the exclusion areas listed is the
Roswell Cave Complex ACEC which is in the vicinity of Segment 11 of the proposed Project.
Actual boundaries of the ACEC are not publicized by the BLM, but a review of the pipeline
route by Roswell BLM resource specialists verified the MAPL WEP does not cross the ACEC
(BLM, 2005).

Based on the BLM’s review of the proposed Project and the pertinent RMPs, the BLM has
determined that the proposed MAPL WEP is consistent with the management objectives of these
plans subject to:

1. Site-specific RMP conditions of approval, such as seasonal closures;
2. Site-specific conditions of approval for crossing special management areas; and
3. Other general and specific measures needed to reduce or eliminate impacts to resources.

1.4 RELATIONSHIP TO STATUTES, REGULATIONS, OR OTHER
PLANS

1.4.1 Relationships of Federal Agencies and Applicable State
Agencies to the Project

This EA was prepared in accordance with NEPA and in compliance with the CEQ regulations
(40 CFR 1500-1508), U.S. Department of the Interior (USDI) requirements (Department Manual
516, Environmental Quality), and guidelines listed in BLM NEPA Handbook, H-1790-1 (BLM,
1988) and in BLM NEPA Guidebook (BLM, 2004a). This EA addresses RMP stipulations for
pipeline construction and operation and existing pump station modifications for all BLM-
administered Federal lands affected by the proposed Project. It was also prepared in accordance
with state requirements for pipeline construction and operation and existing pump station
modification.

The specific agencies and requirements to be met in permitting this Project are presented in

Table 1.4-1. Applicable Federal, Tribal, state, and local governmental agencies and their
requirements are listed in this table.

Table 1.4-1 Permits and Approvals Applicable to the Project

Agency Coverage/Consultation
FEDERAL
Bureau of Land Management (Wyoming, Utah, NEPA analysis and FONSI/Decision Record; right-of-way
Colorado, and New Mexico) grant (ROW) on Federal lands & Notice To Proceed (NTP)
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Section 404/401 of the Clean Water Act (CWA)
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Agency

Coverage/Consultation

Nationwide Permit (NWP) 12 — water crossings

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act —consultation and
Biological Opinion

Bureau of Indian Affairs —Southern Pueblos
Agency Office, Southwest Region

NEPA review for Zia and Santa Ana Pueblo Tribal lands;
ROW grant on Indian lands & NTP

Bureau of Indian Affairs — Navajo Regional
Office

NEPA review for Navajo Tribal lands and Indian
Allotments; ROW grant on Indian lands & NTP

Environmental Protection Agency

Section 402 of the Clean Water Act - National Pollutant

Region 6 Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Environmental Protection Agency Section 401 of the Clean Water Act - certification on Zia
Region 6 and Santa Ana lands, water quality

Environmental Protection Agency
Region 8

Section 401 of the Clean Water Act — certification in
Wyoming, Colorado and Utah, water quality
Air Emission

Environmental Protection Agency
Region 9

Section 401/402 of the Clean Water Act - certification on
Navajo Nation lands.
Air Emissions Permitting — Native American airspace

Environmental Protection Agency with
implementation by involved state(s) with primacy,
as applicable

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), Section
402 of the CWA - construction projects disturbing greater
than 5 acres; minimize erosion

National Resource Conservation Service

Consultation on location and protection of prime and
unique farmlands

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

Consultation, as needed, for protection of cultural resources
in compliance with 36 CFR 800; National Historic
Preservation Act, Section 106 compliance

WYOMING (WY)

WY Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ)

Section 402 of The Clean Water Act - National Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) and Hydrostatic
Test Discharge Permit

Air Quality Construction and Operating Permits

WY State Historic Preservation Office

Consultation and National Historic Preservation Act, as
amended (NHPA), Section 106 compliance

WY State Land Office

Consultation and administration of state lands

WY Game and Fish Department

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act — consultation

WY State Engineer

Appropriation of State Water, and Temporary Water Use
Permit

WY Department of Transportation

Road and Highway Crossing Permits

Sweetwater and Uinta Counties

Consultation; County Special Use Permits; road crossing
permits

UTAH (UT)

UT Department of Environmental Quality

Air Quality Construction and Operating Permits

UT State Historic
Preservation Office

Consultation and NHPA, Section 106 compliance

UT State Land Office

Consultation and administration of state lands

UT Division of Wildlife Resources

Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act — consultation

COLORADO (CO)

CO Department of Public Health & Environment
(CDPHE)

Air Quality Construction and Operating Permits
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Agency Coverage/Consultation
CO State Historic Preservation Office Consultation and NHPA, Section 106 compliance
CO State Land Office Consultation and administration of state lands
CO Division of Wildlife Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act — consultation

NEW MEXICO (NM)

NM Environment Department

Section 401 of The Clean Water Act — water quality
Section 402 of The Clean Water Act - hydrostatic test
discharge permit

NM Environment Department

Air Quality Construction and Operating permits

NM State Land Office

Consultation and administration of state lands

NM Fish and Game

Consultation: fish and wildlife

NM State Historic Preservation Office

Consultation and NHPA, Section 106 compliance

NM State Engineer

Appropriation of State Water, and Temporary Water Use
Permit

NM Department of Transportation

Road and Highway Crossing Permits

San Juan, Rio Arriba, McKinley, Sandoval,
Bernalillo, Santa Fe, Torrance, Guadalupe,
Lincoln, DeBaca, Chaves, and Lea Counties

Consultation; County Special Use Permits; road crossing
permits

INDIAN TRIBES

Navajo Nation

Consultation; issuance of road crossing permits; approval
of ROW on Navajo Nation land

Santa Ana Pueblo

Consultation; issuance of road crossing permits; approval
of ROW grant on Santa Ana Pueblo land

Zia Pueblo

Consultation; issuance of road crossing permits; approval
of ROW grant on Zia Pueblo land

CITIES

City of Albuquerque, Open Space Advisory Board

Extra-ordinary Facilities Application for crossing city-held
Open Space land (Placitas)

UTILITIES

Union Pacific Railroad

Railroad Crossing Permits

Burlington Northern Railroad

Railroad Crossing Permits

Middle Rio Grande Conservancy

Utility Crossing License for canal crossing

Laws, executive orders and regulations that apply to the Project are provided in Table 1.4-2.

Table 1.4-2 Laws, Executive Orders, a

nd Regulations

Law/Executive Order/ Memoranda

Resources Protected/Impacts/Treatment

National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
(NEPA), as amended, 42 USC 4321, et seq.

Environment.

Environmental Quality Improvement Act of
1970, 42 USC 4371-4374

Environment.

*Clean Air Act, as amended, 42 USC 7401, et
seq.

Air quality/air emissions and permits.
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Law/Executive Order/ Memoranda

Resources Protected/Impacts/Treatment

*Clean Water Act (CWA) 1977, as amended.
Section 404 Permits, 33 USC 1251, et seq.

Surface waters of the U.S./crossing, diversion
of ephemeral washes.

*Safe Drinking Water Act 1974, as amended,
42 USC 300f et seq.

Surface and ground water.

Pollution Prevention Act of 1990, 42 USC
13101, et seq. (1970)

Water quality.

*National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as
amended. Antiquities Act of 1906, 16 USC
470 et seq., 36 USC 3001

Cultural resources.

*American Indian Religious Freedom Act of
1978, 42 USC 1996.

Native American religious concerns.

Archaeological Resources Protection Act, as
amended, 16 USC 470aa, et seq.

Archeological resources.

Native American Graves Protection and
Repatriation Act 1990, 25 USC 3001

Archeological resources.

*Safe Water Drinking Act, as amended, 42
USC 300f, et seq.

Water quality — drinking/ground.

*Clean Water Act of 1977, 33 USC 1251, et

Water quality — drinking/ground.

seq.
Federal Water Pollution Control Act and Water quality/discharge into surface waters
Section 404 of the CWA. from point sources.

Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan, Water quality/construction projects disturbing
Section 402 of the CWA greater than 5 acres; minimize erosion.

Colorado River Salinity Control Act 1974,
amendment of 1984: Public Law 93-320

Water quality/mandated control of salinity
runoff into the Colorado River Basin.

*Federal Land Management and Policy Act, as
amended, (FLPMA) of 1976, 43 USC 1701, et
seq.

Special Management Areas, Areas of Critical
Environmental Concern, Research Natural
Areas, and other special emphasis areas.

*Surface Mining Control and Reclamation Act
of 1977, 30 USC 1201, et seq.

Prime and unique farm lands.

*Wild and Scenic Rivers Act of 1966, as
amended, 16 USC 1271

Wild and scenic rivers.

*FLPMA, as amended, 43 USC 1701, et seq.

Wilderness.

*Wilderness Act of 1964 16 USC 1131, et seq.

Wilderness.

*Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended
(Section 7), 16 USC 1531, et seq.

Threatened or endangered plant and animal
species.

Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act

Eagles.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 16 USC 703-711,
Executive Order — January 11, 2001

Migratory birds, nests, and eggs.

*Resource Conservation, and Recovery Act of
1976, 42 USC 6901, et seq.

Environment/use of hazardous materials.

*Comprehensive Environmental Response,

Environment/use and disposal of listed
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Law/Executive Order/ Memoranda

Resources Protected/Impacts/Treatment

Compensation and Liability Act of 1980, as
amended, 42 USC 9615, et seq.

hazardous materials.

Noise Control Act of 1972, as amended, 42
USC 4901, et seq.

Sound quality.

Taylor Grazing Act of 1934, 43 USC 315

Livestock land use.

Federal Noxious Weed Act 1974, as amended
and Executive Order 13112.

Environment/noxious and invasive non-native
weeds.

*Executive Order (EO) 11988, as amended,
May 24, 1977

Floodplains.

*EO 11990 May 24, 1977

Wetlands; riparian zones.

EO 12088

Environment/Federal compliance with
pollution control standards.

EO 12898, February 1994

Environmental Justice/impacts to
environmental and health conditions in
minority and low-income communities.

EO 13007 Indian sacred sites.

EO 13084 Cultural resources/consultation and
coordination with Indian Tribal Governments.

EO 13112 Environment/control of invasive species.

EO 11512 Environment/protection and enhancement of
environmental quality.

EO 11514 Environment/protection and enhancement of
environmental quality.

EO 11593 Cultural resources/national historic

preservation.

BLM National/State Instruction Memoranda

BLM and state sensitive species and habitats.

* - Critical elements of the human environment required by the BLM NEPA Handbook.

Note: This table may not provide an all-inclusive list of laws, Executive Orders or memoranda that may apply and is subject to

revision and addition.

1.4.2 Relationship to BIA and Tribal Policies and Plans

As a cooperating agency under NEPA and as Trustee of Indian Lands, the BIA must adequately
analyze and disclose the environmental impacts of the proposed Project to determine whether the
pipeline ROW should be approved.
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Segments 8 and 9 will traverse Indian Trust lands administered by the BIA. In northwestern New
Mexico, there will be Navajo Nation Trust lands and Navajo Allotted lands (Navajo Allotted
lands are those lands owned by individual Navajo Indians and administered by the BIA). In the
Rio Grande/San Ysidro area, there will be Zia Pueblo and Santa Ana Pueblo Trust lands.
Currently these lands are not zoned or classified for specified uses. There are no adopted land
uses or comprehensive plans known to be in place for these three tribes/pueblos.

The Santa Ana Pueblo has developed a Forest Stewardship Plan (Kinsman, 1995) that provides
recommended goals for the management of the Rio Grande floodplain cottonwood forest. These
management goals include restricting access; wildlife habitat improvement; opportunities for
traditional Pueblo medicinal and food-gathering uses; reestablishment of native species and
removal of exotic invader plants such as salt cedar (tamarisk); and opening certain areas for
economic development, recreational uses, and outside-fee paying use. The plan contains no
recommendations or guidelines concerning the siting, or mitigation for above- and below-ground
utilities that cross this segment of the Rio Grande Valley. ROW acquisition across the Zia and
Santa Ana Pueblo lands requires a resolution from the respective Tribal councils. On Navajo
Nation lands, the Resource Committee of the Navajo Tribal Council reviews the proposed
Project and must issue a Committee Resolution authorizing the President of the Navajo Nation to
issue written authority, and to the BIA, to approve and issue a Grant of Easement to the
applicant.

Procedures for granting pipeline easements on reservation land begin with simultaneous
application submittals to the BIA and the respective Tribal authorities. Review and inspections
are conducted within the preferred administrative framework of the various tribes. Typical
reviews include cultural, geological, and economic assessments. Simultaneously, a prospective
applicant may request *“access” or ‘“crossing” permits to conduct land, sensitive species and
cultural resources surveys. The Tribal authorities may enter into negotiations with the pipeline
applicant. The standards and requirements for such negotiations must be in conformance with
25CFR, Part 169. If the Tribal authorities approve the grant of easement request, this approval is
communicated to the BIA and an easement is granted pursuant to the conditions imposed by the
BIA and the Tribe. Similar procedures (also in conformance with 25CFR, Part 169), exist for
obtaining consent and approval of the individual Navajo Allottees prior to issuance of a grant of
easement by the BIA.

1.5 APPROVAL PROCESS AND AUTHORIZING ACTIONS

This EA will determine whether the Proposed Action or an alternative to the Proposed Action
would accomplish the purpose and need of the Project in conformance with provisions of the
NEPA or other applicable Federal laws. Because BLM lands represent the majority of Federal
surface land required for construction of the Proposed Action, the BLM has been designated lead
Federal agency for this Project and the BIA is a cooperating agency. Because the BLM and BIA
have separate authorities over portions of the Project Area, the agencies may issue a joint
Decision Record (DR) with respect to the level of anticipated environmental impacts which
would result from implementation of the Project and whether or not the Project would be
authorized on lands managed by the respective agencies.
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As discussed in Section 1.3, approval of the Project would require conformance with those
RMPs regulating development on BLM lands. Those RMPs have undergone NEPA compliance
prior to adoption and provide the regulatory framework for issuance of an ROW grant. As
previously stated in item 1.4.3, there are currently no known adopted comprehensive land use
plans of the Tribal and Indian Allotment lands.

The decision-makers for the BLM, BIA, and Tribes shall determine whether the analysis
presented in this NEPA document is complete and whether the Proposed Action or an alternative
action warrants the issuance of a FONSI. A decision to proceed with more detailed analysis in a
subsequent EIS would be made in the event a FONSI could not be issued. The decision-makers
may reach different conclusions regarding the level of impacts to those lands under their
respective management. Approval, however, might be made in the context of additionally
required mitigating measures and a FONSI could be issued by the Lead Federal Agency with the
support of those Cooperating Agencies.

The decision-makers would also consider the alternative of No Action, selection of which would
amount to a denial of permission to construct the proposed Project on Federal land. However, as
discussed subsequently, the ability of the decision makers to select the No Action Alternative is
constrained. A decision to select the No Action Alternative would require that neither the
Proposed Action nor an alternative which would accomplish the purpose and need of the Project
could be accommodated within the requirements of existing Federal land use management plans.

1.6 SCOPING AND IDENTIFICATION OF ISSUES

1.6.1 Agency and Public Participation

The BLM conducted an internal and public scoping process in June, July, and August 2004. A
scoping letter was prepared and mailed to over 270 individuals, agencies, and organizations in
the vicinity of the Project. A copy of the scoping letter is in Appendix A. In addition to the
mailing, the scoping letter was sent to Post Offices in the vicinity of the Project, with a request to
post the notice for 30 days. A list of the Post Offices to which the scoping letter was sent is also
provided in Appendix A. Public and agency meetings were held in Rock Springs, Wyoming on
June 17, in Bernalillo and Placitas, New Mexico on the afternoon and evening of June 29,
respectively, and in Roswell, New Mexico on June 30, 2004. A copy of the scoping letter is
presented in Appendix A. The BLM received nine comment forms and one letter. Eight of the
nine comment forms and the letter were from residents of Placitas, New Mexico. The scoping
period was originally to end on July 15, but was extended to August 15, 2004, to allow more
public access for review. A meeting was held with the BIA and Tribal representatives on August
27, 2004.

1.6.2 Identification of Issues

A number of issues were raised during public scoping. These issues have been summarized in
Appendix B. Each of the issues has been organized by resource area, along with the source of the
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comment and the section of the EA in which the comment is addressed. The comment source
indicates an identifying number for the origin of the comment.

The issues derived from agency and public scoping are addressed in Chapters 3 and 4 of this EA,
which describes the existing environment and environmental consequences of the proposed
Project.

1.7 VICINITY MAPS

Maps of the MAPL WEP are provided in Appendix C.

1.8 LEGAL DESCRIPTIONS

Legal descriptions of lands crossed by the MAPL WEP are provided in Appendix C.
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2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

2.1 INTRODUCTION

This chapter describes the proposed MAPL WEP (Proposed Action) for the expansion of the
NGL transportation system and alternatives, including the No Action Alternative. Selection of
the No Action Alternative would prevent the construction and operation of the proposed Project.
The BLM and/or BIA would not authorize the ROW grant for construction on Federal and/or
Tribal lands or modification of pump stations located on BLM- or BlIA-administered lands.

2.2 PRE-NEPA ANALYSIS/PLANNING SURVEYS

The following sections describe activities that have been completed in support of the NEPA
analysis. Activities conducted include legal survey, cultural surveys, biological habitat mapping,
and raptor nest identification surveys for the proposed pipeline looping segments and existing
pump stations subject to upgrade modifications.

2.2.1 Legal Survey

To accurately define the extent and locations of project-related activities and facilities, land
survey crews located and placed markers for pipeline segment center lines using high-accuracy
global positioning system (GPS) equipment. Survey crews used existing roads and trails to reach
the proposed route and adjacent pipeline ROWSs by vehicles. Existing roads or trails/two tracks
were used to travel to and along the proposed pipeline route, where present. Where vehicle/truck
access was precluded by topography or other barriers, crews traveled the proposed route on all
terrain vehicles (ATVs) or on foot. Access to control points outside of the proposed pipeline
ROWSs was achieved by ATV or on foot.

Prior to civil survey, permission to conduct the civil, cultural, and biological surveys were
obtained from private landowners. Two landowners, one in Wyoming and one in New Mexico
denied access for environmental surveys but granted access for civil survey. Federal (BLM and
BIA), Tribal, and state agencies were contacted and permission obtained to conduct the field
surveys.

2.2.2  Cultural Resources Class | and Class Il Inventory

In addition to reviewing the results of a previous file search (Class | inventory) that was
completed for the Project, a supplemental file search was completed for the proposed pipeline
looping segments. The supplemental file search was conducted in preparation for the detailed
field inventory for archaeological and historical sites, both known and undiscovered, that occur
in the proposed ROW and adjacent buffer areas that make up the area of potential effect (APE)
for the Project’s cultural inventory. The civil survey and the staking of the proposed pipeline
ROWs, including temporary use areas (TUAS), were conducted in spring-summer 2004 followed
by the Class Il field inventory. Access to the proposed ROW by field archaeologists/historians
was again achieved by vehicle using existing roads and trails, and subsequently on foot for the
systematic pedestrian clearance survey of the proposed ROW and associated buffers.
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2.0 Proposed Action and Alternatives

A Class I inventory was completed for pump stations in Colorado and Utah, and submitted to the
BLM on August 31, 2004. The Colorado and Utah pump stations files searches revealed that the
area of the existing pump stations and proposed temporary and permanent use areas had been
previously inventoried. The TUAs proposed for the Project were found to have no impact on
known cultural resources in the vicinity of the pump stations with the exception of the Dragon
and Moab pump stations, where the proximity of proposed activities to known cultural resource
sites resulted in a recommendation to monitor those areas during construction.

Class Il cultural resources surveys were conducted on pipeline looping segments in Wyoming
and New Mexico. The existing pump stations in Wyoming and New Mexico are located near or
within the pipeline segment survey areas. Therefore, Class I11 surveys were also conducted at all
existing pump stations in Wyoming and New Mexico. Cultural resources surveys covered a 200-
foot wide area for each proposed pipeline segment in Wyoming and a 150-foot wide area for
each segment in New Mexico, except where landowner access was denied, and covered the
planned TUAs and required buffers at each Wyoming and New Mexico pump station. The
survey width was wider in Wyoming than New Mexico to meet BLM requirements for cultural
resources survey buffers. An additional 50-foot width was surveyed on Segment 3 to allow
coverage of a revised alignment in an area where the Entrega Pipeline Project is proposed to be
constructed (Hoefer, 2005).

Locations of observed artifacts were recorded using GPS equipment and, if features warranted a
site designation, the site was pin-flagged to define site boundaries and intrasite spatial patterning.
Site locations were plotted on a 7.5 minute topographic map using GPS technology, and a semi-
permanent datum, a rebar stake with an aluminum cap stamped with the site’s field number, was
set in place to aid in relocation. A detailed narrative description of the site was prepared using a
standard form supported by a map/drawing of the site. The documentation of all sites is compiled
into two reports, one for Wyoming segments and the second for New Mexico segments. These
reports compile the cultural resources to be potentially affected by the construction and operation
of the proposed Project and provide the basis for preparing the affected environment and
environmental consequences sections of this EA for cultural resources.

2.2.3  Special Status Species and Habitat Survey

Field surveys to map wildlife habitat were completed during the spring and summer of 2004.
Habitat was mapped to assist in evaluating potential impacts the Project’s disturbance may have
to federally listed species and other sensitive species, including raptors. The habitat mapping and
raptor nest survey effort also provided information to assist in planning additional wildlife
clearance surveys if required by the FWS, BLM, BIA or other land-management agencies.
Obtaining wildlife clearance and evaluating and mitigating impacts on species will be necessary
in order to obtain the BLM ROW grant for the project.

Habitat mapping and raptor nest surveys were conducted on pipeline looping segments in
Wyoming and New Mexico and 23 existing Project pump stations. Habitat mapping and raptor
nest surveys covered a one-mile buffer around each pipeline segment and pump station, except
for portions of Segments 3, 4, and 10 where landowner access was denied.
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Surveys were conducted from 4x4 vehicles, ATVs, and on foot, where necessary. Each biology
survey team was equipped with a Garmin GPS unit, binoculars, camera, field notebook, project
alignment sheets showing proposed project ROW, line lists showing land ownership, mapping
software, personal safety equipment, and an assortment of wildlife reference materials.

2.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Implementation of the No Action alternative would likely result in the continuation of current
land uses and resource development trends on BLM-administered, BIA-administered, Tribal,
state, and private lands crossed by the proposed pipeline looping segments and those lands that
would be affected by actions planned at several existing pump stations located on Federal land.
The BLM and BIA would not issue a ROW grant to Enterprise for the MAPL WEP or special
use permits for actions at the existing pump stations. Implementation of this alternative could
result in MAPL abandoning the Project, withdrawing the Project as proposed and submitting a
revised proposal for BLM consideration, or preparing an EIS for the Project as proposed.

2.4 PROPOSED ACTION

MAPL proposes to construct approximately 202 miles of looping pipeline in 12 segments as part
of the MAPL WEP between the Granger and Wamsutter areas of Wyoming and Hobbs, New
Mexico. In addition to expanding pipeline capacity, the Project would include the modification
or upgrade of 23 existing pump stations distributed along the existing MAPL NGL Pipeline
System in Wyoming, Utah, Colorado, and New Mexico. No new pump stations are required. The
proposed WEP would increase the transportation capacity of the system by 50,000 barrels per
day (bpd) from 225,000 bpd to 275,000 bpd of NGL.

MAPL seeks a ROW grant of 30 years, with an option to renew, for construction and operation
of this pipeline from the BLM. MAPL seeks a similar ROW from the BIA. A construction
temporary use area (TUA) of 75 feet that includes a permanent ROW of 25 feet has been
requested to accommodate maintenance and construction activities within the existing ROW in
11 of the 12 pipeline looping segments. For one pipeline loop segment in Wyoming, which
would require construction of a 16-inch pipeline, a construction TUA of 85 feet that includes a
permanent ROW of 35 feet has been requested. The new pipeline looping segments will
predominantly be located approximately 25 feet away from existing MAPL pipelines and
adjacent to existing MAPL rights-of-way (ROWSs) (MAPL multiple NGL Pipeline system). It
will involve overlapping pipeline ROWs for temporary use in construction.

The ROW grant application filed by MAPL (c/o Enterprise) proposes the following:

e Construction, operation, and maintenance of a buried, steel pipeline included in 12
separate loop sections. Hydraulic modeling determined the diameter, length, location,
and number of pipeline looping segments needed to increase system capacity to the
desired volume.

e The proposed looping pipeline and associated existing pump station upgrades would be

located in the following states/counties: Wyoming — Sweetwater and Uinta counties;
Utah — Uintah, Grand, and San Juan counties; Colorado — Dolores, Montezuma, and La
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Plata counties; New Mexico — Chaves, De Baca, Guadalupe, Lea, McKinley, Rio Arriba,
Sandoval, San Juan, Santa Fe, and Torrance counties.

e These pipeline looping segments have a total length of approximately 202 miles on an
approximately 840-mile long existing pipeline route. They commence at MAPL’s Rock
Springs, Wyoming Pump Station and extend easterly, westerly, and southerly in six
pipeline looping segments totaling approximately 84 miles in Wyoming. In New Mexico,
the discontinuous looping segments commence at the existing MAPL Lybrook Pump
Station located in Rio Arriba County and extend along the existing pipeline route in a
southeasterly direction into Lea County, approximately 30 miles west of the New
Mexico/Texas state line. The New Mexico portion consists of six looping segments and
totals approximately 118 miles.

e Twenty-three of the existing pump station locations along the existing corridor in
Wyoming, Utah, Colorado, and New Mexico are proposed to be modified and/or
upgraded within existing site boundaries or with minor boundary adjustments. No new
pump stations are proposed for this expanded pipeline system.

e Pipeline appurtenances primarily consist of block and check valve locations, pig
launchers and receivers, cathodic protection systems, and pipeline markers. These will be
constructed/placed above grade in a configuration similar to existing facilities.

It is anticipated that Project activities during the period from April 2004 through the end of
September 2005 will consist of ROW acquisitions, obtaining permits, cultural clearances,
granting of easements on public lands, material procurement, and contractor selection.
Construction is projected to start in October 2005 and be completed by December 2006.
Construction sequence is dictated by production availability timing (i.e. is market driven) and by
adherence to construction timing limitations in sensitive wildlife areas.

2.4.1  Construction of Facilities
2.4.1.1 Pipeline and Ancillary Surface Facilities
Pipeline and Ancillary Facilities Specifications

The maximum allowable operating pressure (MAOP) for the 12 new pipeline looping segments
would be 1,650 pounds per square inch gauge (psig). The pipe would be carbon steel in
accordance with American Petroleum Institute (API) Standard 5L. All flanges, valves, and
fittings would be rated as American National Standards Institute (ANSI) Class 900 flange rating
for all valves and fittings.

Carbon steel pipe specifications would vary with the engineering design requirements of each
segment (Table 2.4-1).



2.0 Proposed Action and Alternatives

Table 2.4-1 MAPL WEP Pipeline Loop Segment Design Specifications

Pipe Design Characteristics
Design Standard Increased
Length Pipe Outside Maximum Wall Wall
Segment State (miles) Biameter Operating Thickness | Thickness®
(inches) Pressure (inch) (inch)
(psig)
1 Wyoming 5.35 10.75 1,650 0.25 0.5
2 Wyoming 18.30 10.75 1,650 0.25 0.5
3 Wyoming 23.06 8.625 1,650 0.25 0.5
4 Wyoming 8.40 8.625 1,650 0.25 0.5
5 Wyoming 9.85 8.625 1,650 0.25 0.5
6 Wyoming 18.56 16.00 1,650 0.312 0.51t00.625
8 New Mexico 20.04 16.00 1,650 0.312 0.51t00.625
9 New Mexico 22.49 16.00 1,650 0.312 0.51t00.625
10 New Mexico 34.62 16.00 1,650 0.312 0.5t0 0.625
11 New Mexico 18.62 16.00 1,650 0.312 0.5t0 0.625
12 New Mexico 17.97 16.00 1,650 0.312 0.5 t0 0.625
13 New Mexico 4.26 16.00 1,650 0.312 0.51t00.625
Total Length (miles) 2015

YIncreased pipe wall thickness would be required for portions of some pipeline looping segments to minimize risk of pipeline
damage at some road, stream, and railroad crossings, and in proximity to residential areas.

Associated aboveground facilities including cathodic protection components, valves, pig
launchers/receivers, pipeline markers, fencing, and signs would be installed as part of pipeline
construction. Mainline valves would be installed at approximately 10-mile intervals alongside
existing valves (Figure 2.4-1) for each proposed new segment, and at edges of environmentally
sensitive areas, such as river crossings. Valves would accommodate the passage of internal
inspection and cleaning “pigs”. Mainline valve spacing generally would follow the same spacing
as the existing pipeline system. All mainline valves would be constructed above ground and
secured with appropriate safety measures. Existing valve sites would typically be expanded to
accommodate new valve sites, and fencing expanded around the sites if necessary (Figure 2.4-2).

Typical launcher/receiver access points for “pigging” equipment would be located at standard
intervals along each segment (Figure 2.4-3). Pipeline markers would be located above the
installed pipeline looping segments at intervals. Signs are located at all existing facilities to
identify ownership and to provide appropriate warnings to minimize potential hazards to the
public.
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Pipeline line markers would be installed within line-of-sight, and at road crossings, rail
crossings, and all river and stream crossings to identify the pipeline locations and to provide
emergency contact information. Aerial markers currently indicate the locations of adjacent
pipelines and would be used to assist in identification of the proposed pipeline looping segments.

Depth of pipeline burial would vary with local conditions. The cover from the top of the pipe to
ground level would generally be at least 36 inches, except in rocky terrain, where cover would be
a minimum of 24 inches. Minimum burial depths would be increased to four feet in residential
and commercial areas, and to five feet in “blow sand” areas. Minimum burial depth for highway
crossings would be in accordance with agency requirements, generally 4 feet below the borrow
ditch, resulting in approximately 5.5 feet under the road surface. Minimum burial depth for
uncased railroad crossings would be in accordance with the specific railroad’s requirements and
American Railway Engineering and Maintenance of Way Association (AREMA) specifications,
generally 10 feet or more below the tracks.

Land Requirements

The pipeline looping segments would be installed predominantly adjacent to and in parallel with
existing pipeline or utility ROWs along all 12 segments. The pipe would typically be installed 25
feet away from the existing pipeline or utility. Figure 2.4-4a illustrates, both in plan and profile,
the typical ROW cross-section for eight-inch to 16-inch diameter pipeline looping segments,
which are representative of land requirements for all segments except Segment 6. Figure 2.4-4b
illustrates, both in plan and profile, the typical ROW cross-section for the proposed 16-inch
diameter pipe to be installed for Segment 6.

For all segments other than Segment 6, the total working width of the ROW that would be
disturbed by construction would be 75 feet. Twenty-five feet of this distance would represent the
width of the permanent ROW for the MAPL WEP segments other than Segment 6. The
remaining 50 feet would represent the width of extra linear TUA needed to construct the pipeline
(Figure 2.4-43).

For Segment 6, total working width of the ROW that would be disturbed by construction would
be 85 feet. Thirty-five feet of this distance would represent the width of the permanent ROW for
the MAPL WEP Segment 6. The remaining 50 feet would represent the width of extra linear
TUA needed to construct Segment 6 (Figure 2.4-4b). The extra ten feet of permanent ROW
allows space to accommodate maintenance and construction activities within the existing ROW
in this area of difficult topography.

The acreage associated with the permanent ROW and linear TUA for each segment is provided
in Table 2.4-2. A total of approximately 633 acres of permanent ROW is requested, and an
additional approximate 1,221 acres of TUA for the linear pipeline construction.
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The 50 foot TUA associated with linear pipeline construction may include a portion of the
adjacent utilities’ permanent ROW (for topsoil storage), and the remainder of the linear TUA
would be on the working side of the proposed Project (Figure 2.4-4a). The permanent ROW
requested for the MAPL pipeline looping segments abuts the edge of the adjacent utility’s
permanent ROW, with no overlap. The new permanent ROW width of 25 feet and the linear
TUAs will be considered short term disturbances since they will revegetate within a few years.
Based on these general criteria, a minimum of approximately 633 acres of permanent ROW and
1,221 acreas of linear TUAs will be temporarily disturbed as listed in Table 2.4-2. Additional
TUA s are also associated with the Project, and are described in the following paragraphs.

Table 2.4-2 MAPL WEP Pipeline Segment Land Requirements

Total Acreage BLM Acreage BIA Acreage State Acreage Private Acreage
Segment State Linear Perm. Linear Perm. Linear Perm. Linear Perm. Linear Perm.
TUA ROW TUA ROW TUA ROW TUA ROW TUA ROW
1 Wyoming 32.4 16.2 13.9 7.0 0.0 0.0 4.2 2.1 14.2 7.1
2 Wyoming 110.9 55.5 35.3 17.7 0.0 0.0 9.1 45 66.5 33.2
3 Wyoming 139.8 69.9 59.6 29.8 0.0 0.0 6.1 3.0 74.1 37.0
4 Wyoming 50.9 25.5 17.2 8.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 33.7 16.8
5 Wyoming 59.7 29.8 24.2 12.1 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 35.5 17.7
6 Wyoming 1125 78.7 90.9 63.6 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 21.6 15.1
8 Ne\_/v 121.5 60.7 50.3 25.2 62.3 31.2 0.0 0.0 8.8 4.4
Mexico
New
9 . 136.3 68.2 8.5 4.2 117.3 58.7 3.0 15 7.5 3.7
Mexico
10 Ne\_/v 209.8 104.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 32.0 16.0 177.8 88.9
Mexico
11 Ne\_/v 112.8 56.4 115 5.8 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 101.3 50.7
Mexico
12 Ne\_/v 108.9 54.5 20.6 10.3 0.0 0.0 4.8 2.4 83.5 41.7
Mexico
New
13 . 25.8 12.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 13.5 6.7 12.4 6.2
Mexico
lg:_gl 1221.3 633.2 332.2 | 184.3 | 179.6 89.8 12.7 36.4 636.8 322.7

Notes: For all pipeline looping segments except Segment 6, acreage was calculated based on a 25 foot permanent ROW and 50
foot linear TUA that may be potentially disturbed during construction. For Segment 6, acreage was calculated based on a 35 foot
permanent ROW and 50 foot linear TUA. Rounding results in slight discrepancies in totals. There is no Segment 7.

In addition to the proposed 50 feet of linear TUASs needed for pipeline construction, additional
TUASs would be required at road, railroad, canal and river crossings, horizontal directional drill
(HDD) and horizontal bore sites, valve sites, pipeline crossovers, above-ground facility
construction sites, difficult construction areas, access roads, and other areas where additional
construction space is necessary. Location, type, and amount of disturbance for each TUA are
provided in Appendix C. A summary of temporary disturbance from TUAs by land ownership
for each segment is presented in Table 2.4-3.
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Table 2.4-3 Non-Linear TUA" Disturbance of Federal, State, and Private Lands by
MAPL WEP Pipeline Segment (acres)

Segment BLM BIA State/City Private Total
1 4.82 0.00 1.89 3.10 9.81

2 5.31 0.00 2.47 11.97 19.74
3 0.73 0.00 0.00 16.34 17.07
4 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.17 0.17

5 3.30 0.00 0.00 8.49 11.79

6 7.17 0.00 0.00 0.17 7.35

8 4.39 8.08 0.00 1.03 13.51

9 1.03 21.58 4.13 0.00 26.74
10 0.00 0.00 0.09 4.62 4.71
11 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.67 2.67
12 0.34 0.00 0.00 4.56 4.91
13 0.00 0.00 0.00 2.58 2.58
Total 27.1 29.7 8.6 55.7 121.1

"non-linear TUAs consist of extra work spaces at road, canal, river crossings, etc.

The disturbance acreage from use of these 363 individual TUAs distributed along the 12
segments would total approximately 121 acres. This would bring the project total of TUAs to
approximately 1,342 acres. All TUAs would result in short term land disturbance. Additional
land requirements for TUASs are discussed in greater detail in later sections of this description of
the Proposed Action for the WEP under the heading of Special Construction Methods and
Equipment.

MAPL would establish pipe storage yards on private land adjacent to several rail yards located
along or near the proposed pipeline looping segments. At these locations, pipe would be
unloaded from rail cars and reloaded on trucks that would transport pipe to the construction
ROW. MAPL has identified one pipe storage yard location in Wyoming (Figure 2.4-5) and four
in New Mexico (Figure 2.4-6) for this Project. The New Mexico sites were also used in 1995
when the previous loop project was constructed. These areas will be cleared for use with respect
to cultural resources and threatened and endangered species prior to use. These pipe storage yard
locations, their size, and the existing land use and ecological condition are described below:

Rock Springs, Wyoming. An approximately 10-acre site is expected to be located in a
commercial rail off-loading and pipe storage facility near Rock Springs. The sites being
considered have already been developed and are currently used for that purpose.

Vaughn Siding, New Mexico. This 6-acre site is located adjacent to a railroad siding on
the northeast side of the town of VVaughn, New Mexico and has been previously surveyed
and used for this purpose. The present use of this area is vacant land covered by native
grasses.

Poe Siding near Roswell, New Mexico. This 4.5-acre site is located adjacent to a railroad
siding on the northeast side of the city of Roswell. The present use of this area is vacant
land covered by native grasses.
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Lovington, New Mexico. This 3-acre site is located within the town of Lovington
adjacent to a railroad siding and is bounded on the north by a residential area. The site is
currently vacant land, and the vegetation is previously disturbed native grasses.

Albuquerque, New Mexico. This 11.4-acre site is located adjacent to a railroad siding
within an industrial area between the Rio Grande and Interstate 25 in southern
Albuquerque. The present use of this land is for industrial equipment storage. It has been
entirely cleared of vegetation.

The pipe storage yards would add approximately 35 acres of land to the project. Of these 35
acres, 21.5 acres would be industrial uses devoid of vegetation, and 13.5 acres of land previously
disturbed and revegetated with native grasses. These acres would be in addition to the pipeline
ROW, linear TUAs and other TUAs identified earlier in this section.

Water Requirements

MAPL would require water for dust control along the ROW and along unpaved access roads
during construction. Specific volumes of water needed for dust control would depend upon
weather conditions encountered during construction, but an average of 1,000 to 4,000 gallons of
water (one typical water truck) may be needed per day on each construction spread. This would
result in the use of 175,000 to 700,000 gallons (0.53 to 2.1 acre-feet) of water for the entire
Project. Approximately 40 percent of the total is anticipated to be used in Wyoming, and 60
percent of the total used in New Mexico during pipeline construction.

The hydrostatic testing procedure is described in the Hydrostatic Testing section later in this
chapter, but the quantities anticipated to be needed for the Project are described in this section.
Water for hydrostatic testing will be acquired by the Construction Contractor from permitted
sources, and discharged in accordance with permit requirements. Sources such as private wells,
ponds, or municipalities will be the most desired sources and water will be transported to the job
sites. MAPL will consult with the USFWS as appropriate for any Colorado River water
depletions associated with surface water used for dust abatement or hydrostatic testing.
Incremental test water volume requirements are small due to the segmented nature of the project
and the numerous elevation changes encountered. It is expected that test water will be acquired
by the construction contractor in relatively small volume increments. Table 2.4-4 lists the
number of hydrostatic test sections within each segment, the largest volume required for any one
of the test sections (anticipating water can be reused within a single segment), and the total
volume of water that would be used if the water could not be pushed or reused. As shown on the
table, the anticipated total quantity of water required for hydrostatic testing of the pipeline
looping segments will be at least 2.6 million gallons (8.02 acre-feet) for 49 different test sections.
Any volume greater than 2.6 million gallons (with a maximum estimate of 24.8 acre-feet) will be
dependent on the construction schedule (e.g. different construction time periods for adjacent test
sections). This quantity is exclusive of water required for directional drilling operations.
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Table 2.4-4 MAPL WEP Anticipated Hydrostatic Test Water Volumes

Largest

Estimated Hydrostatic Test VC')\fll?l‘):‘lIQEZCh
Number of Test Section Volume . Possible Fill Possible Discharge
Segment . S g Segment in . -
Sections within within Each Location Location
. gallons and
Segment Segment in gallons (acre-feet)2
and (acre-feet)"
1 1 121,175 121,175 Granger Discharge through dewatering
(0.37) (0.37) Station structure at Opal Meter Site
135,538 414,181 Far east end, Discharge through dewatering
2 6 closest to town gt
(0.42) (1.27) - structure at tie-in
of Green River
Discharge through dewatering
3 4 %ggg? 3(217 691":;6 Tipton Station | structure at tie-in at
' ' Wamsutter Junction
4 1 119,493 119,493 West tie-in Discharge through dewatering
(0.37) (0.37) location structure at east tie-in site
; 5 47,407 140,127 }’(\)’s;ti;'ﬁ'ml_v Discharge through dewatering
(0.15) (0.43) site structure at east tie-in site
6 9 231,187 945,035 Rock Springs Discharge through dewatering
(0.71) (2.90) Station structure at south tie-in site
Discharge through dewatering
8 4 32)02%;930)3 1(()5 115)4 5 Is_é?irgr?k structure at the valve site at
' ' the south end
Discharge through dewatering
9 6 313,572 1,144,092 San Ysidro structure; dewater at crop area
(0.96) (3.52) Station between 1-25 and Rio
Grande.
300,974 1,763,144 Estancia Discharge through _devx{atgrlng
10 7 - structure at valve site tie-in at
(0.92) (5.41) Station
south end
Discharge through dewatering
11 3 451,933 941,886 Mesa Station structure at north tie-in valve
(1.39) (2.91) site
Discharge through dewatering
12 4 261,960 914,774 Mesa Station structure at south tie-in valve
(0.87) (2.81) site
13 1 216,606 216,606 South tie-in Discharge through dewatering
(0.67) (0.67) valve site structure at Caprock Station
. 745,063 2,067,967
Wyoming 24 (2.29) (6.35)
New o5 1,867,948 6,008,349
Mexico (5.73) (18.44)
2,613,011 7,096,844
Totals 49 (8.02) (24.79)

assumes reuse and “push” of test water
Zassumes no reuse or “push” of test water
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2.0 Proposed Action and Alternatives

Transportation System Requirements

To the greatest extent practicable WEP pipeline looping segments would be constructed using
existing roads previously used as construction access routes into the existing pipeline/utility line
corridor. These roads would include Federal highways, state highways, county paved and
unpaved roads, Tribal roads, BLM roads, and private field roads. In some locations, additional
roads have been identified that were previously used for construction. No new roads would be
constructed. Access roads used for the project are shown on project location maps in Appendix C
and additional information on access roads is provided in Appendix C.

The primary interstate highways that would be used to transport pipe, equipment, and work
crews to the WEP pipeline looping segments would be Interstate Highway 80 in Wyoming and
Interstate Highways 25 and 40 in New Mexico. State highways that may be used include
Wyoming State Highways 430 and 530, and New Mexico State Highway 550, 285, and 380.
Pipe transported via railroad would possibly use the Union Pacific Railroad system in Wyoming
or the Burlington-Northern and Santa Fe Railroad in New Mexico.

Appendix C lists access roads currently anticipated to be used during construction of the MAPL
WEP pipeline looping segments, the description of each road, and the approximate pipeline
milepost at the access point. Possible road improvements may be required for one two-track road
on BLM land in Wyoming and four roads on BLM, BIA, and private land in New Mexico,
resulting in a disturbance of approximately 5.5 acres as listed in Appendix C. Existing roads that
are used in conjunction with the ROW would undergo periodic maintenance.

At the request of nearby residents, the BLM, the BIA, or a Tribe/Pueblo; unsurfaced roads that
pass within 0.25 mile of occupied dwellings would be watered, or chemical dust suppressants
approved by the county and/or the BLM would be applied. No chemical dust suppressants would
be applied to BIA or Tribal roads.

Workforce Requirements

The construction work force is anticipated to include approximately 600 personnel. The pipeline
construction crews would utilize many different skills including laborers, equipment operators,
and welders. MAPL would use in- or out-of-state contractors, depending upon the availability of
equipment and skills needed to complete the Project. MAPL anticipates that a large percentage
of the work force would include people from Wyoming and New Mexico, but would likely also
include other workers from adjacent states and other parts of the United States. The work force
anticipated to be needed to construct the pump station upgrades differs from pump station to
pump station and state to state based on the extent of upgrades. The schedule and workforce
requirements for pump station upgrades will be established in summer 2005.

Compliance with the Navajo Preference in Employment Act and the Navajo Business Preference
Act would be required of the general contractor for project construction across Navajo lands in
northwestern New Mexico. MAPL has submitted and implemented an affirmative action plan
that involves training, screening of applicants for abilities in different trades, supervisor training,
and subcontracting instruction. All applicants completing the training and screening programs
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2.0 Proposed Action and Alternatives

would be made available to the general contractor. The general contractor would be required to
document the extension of work opportunities to these individuals and companies as a condition
of compliance with the Navajo preference acts.

Pipeline Segment Construction

This section describes standard procedures for pipeline construction, followed by descriptions of
procedures and environmental protection measures for special construction areas such as stream
and river crossings, wetland crossings, road and railroad crossings, residential areas, and pipeline
CroSSOVers.

Construction of the proposed pipeline and other facilities is scheduled to commence in October
2005 and extend into 2006, once necessary authorizations are obtained, and wildlife limitations
are considered. Construction sequence and spreads will be finalized beginning in summer 2005.
For purposes of this EA, construction is anticipated to be divided into two spreads or
construction sections of approximately 300 workers each. The crews for each spread would
typically work six days a week. The Wyoming Spread would construct Segments 1 through 6, a
pipeline length of 83.5 miles. Construction would take approximately three months of actual
working time. Pipeline construction progress would be approximately one mile per day.

The New Mexico Spread would construct Segments 8 through 13, a pipeline length of 118 miles.
Construction would take approximately four months of actual working time. Construction
progress of approximately one mile per day is expected.

General Construction Procedures. The general pipeline construction phases that are common
to all pipelines include: preconstruction surveys, clearing, grading, excavation, stringing,
bending, welding, coating, lowering, backfilling, hydrostatic testing, cleanup, restoration, and
commissioning (Figure 2.4-7). The proposed pipeline construction techniques are similar to
those for standard pipeline construction, and would be in conformance with all applicable DOT
and Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) regulations. The following sections briefly
outline the major construction steps.

Preconstruction Surveys. MAPL would survey and stake the proposed ROW adjacent to the
existing pipelines in the pipeline/utility corridor. After this initial survey is completed, cultural
resource, sensitive species, and wetland surveys would be completed along the proposed pipeline
ROW. Depending upon the results of these surveys, adjustments in the pipeline centerline would
be made to avoid or reduce impacts to sensitive resources. The ROW staking for the pipeline
construction contractor would include the centerline, ROW boundaries, TUAs, cultural sites, and
environmentally sensitive areas. The lathe staking would be marked with different flagging color
combinations to define the type of use or avoidance area. The Authorized Officer or landowner
would determine distance intervals between stakes consistent with the Quality Assurance/Quality
Control Compliance (QA/QC) Plan which is summarized in Appendix D-1. Typically the
distance between stakes is 250 feet or less (100 to 150 feet) in areas of sensitive resources, where
topography or vegetation obscures vision, and in potentially “busy” areas, i.e., pipeline tie-ins,
road junctions, and directional and horizontal drilling locations.
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2.0 Proposed Action and Alternatives

Fencing and Livestock Management. MAPL would minimize the disturbance to existing
fences and would install gates or temporary fences for the construction period, as necessary.
When construction associated with the pipeline looping segments break or disrupt a natural
barrier used for livestock control, gaps thus opened would be temporarily fenced to protect
passage (drift) of livestock. The fence would be constructed per BLM, Tribal or private
standards, as applicable. MAPL would contact the the involved BLM or BIA Offices concerning
the grazing lessee(s) under their respective jurisdictions prior to crossing any fence on private,
public, BIA or tribal land, or fences between public and private land. Each fence crossed by a
MAPL WEP pipeline loop segment ROW would be braced and secured to prevent slacking of
the wire before cutting for pipeline construction. The opening created would be closed during
construction, and only opened when necessary, to prevent the passage of livestock. BLM will be
notified if any fence on public lands is disturbed by construction activities. After construction,
MAPL would restore the fences to at least the same condition as they were found.

Topsoil Removal. Topsoil and small vegetative debris will be removed from the trench and
working side areas, as well as areas involving cut and fill, such as on side slopes. In other areas
the ROW may be “bladed” or “scalped” as needed to minimize the danger of fire from welding
or vehicle traffic. Topsoil will only be segregated on BLM and Tribal lands where topsoil is
available, as well as on privately owned lands as requested by the landowner. Topsoil and spoil
will be replaced in the proper order during backfilling and final grading. When soils have a high
content of cobbles, rocks, or boulders, or when surface fines are less than 6 inches deep, topsoil
salvaging may not be possible; however, if requested by the jurisdictional agency office, topsoil
will be salvaged regardless of surface rock content or depth of soil surface. Where shallow soils
or soils with stony subsoil are encountered, segregating the topsoil will be reduced to
approximately 6 inches and efforts will be made to segregate the entire topsoil layer, avoiding
mixing with the underlying horizons, and to stockpile topsoil separately from all subsoil.

Surface rock, where present and where it is useful for reclamation, will be scraped or raked and
windrowed with the topsoil windrow. After backfilling, the rock will be separated from the
topsoil and then spread over disturbed areas to visually blend the areas with the adjoining
undisturbed land, or utilized as erosion control (rock) mulch.

Appropriate measures will be taken as necessary to prevent erosion, and slope breakers would be
constructed to: (1) ensure that unconsolidated soils do not erode from the disturbed right-of-way;
(2) simulate the imaginary contour line of the slope (ideally with a grade of 1 or 2 percent);
(3) drain away from the disturbed area; and (4) begin and end in vegetation or rock where
possible. A closer spacing of slope breakers would be required on steep slopes to reduce
channelization. Slope breakers would be installed according to the specifications or as
determined based on potential runoff. The maximum slope distance between the slope breaker
structures will be as follows:

e grades of 5 percent to 15 percent, the slope distance will be 300 feet

e grades of greater than 15 percent to 30 percent, the slope distance will be 200 feet

e grades of greater than 30 percent, the slope distance will be 100 feet
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Clearing and Grading. Clearing, grading, and other disturbances to soil and vegetation on the
ROW and TUAs would be limited to the area required for construction. For all but Segment 6,
the width of disturbance would be 75 feet. The disturbed width of ROW for Segment 6 would be
85 feet. Additional TUAs would be required in certain instances, as dictated by safety and local
conditions. These may result from soil type, rocky areas, slopes, road or stream crossings, or
areas with difficult access. These additional areas are expected to be adjacent to the ROW.

MAPL would clear woody vegetation from the 75 to 85-foot wide permanent ROW and linear
TUA for the pipeline looping segments by cutting larger trees (in areas where trees are present)
and using a brush mower for smaller shrubs. Clearing practices would minimize the removal of
root systems in shrub-lands and in areas where remaining roots may temporarily provide stability
through scalping of the existing vegetation. In general:

1) Clearing of the ROW in non-forested areas (e.g. sagebrush flats, grasslands, etc.)
would consist of mowing the area with a brush hog or similar device, as required.
Scalping of the brush and grass would be held to the width required in ditch areas
and in welding areas to prevent fire. Grass cover or low growth vegetation would
not be removed except immediately over the ditch line or in rough or broken
terrain. Clearing of vegetation in storage areas would occur when leveling of
topographical features is required.

2) Clearing the ROW in forested areas that consist of pinyon-juniper type vegetation
may include cutting wood to reasonable lengths and piling it along the ROW or
disposing it in accordance with private landowner requests or public land
management requirements. However, trees would not be pushed into piles and
mixed with the soils.

3) Grading of the ROW would follow the general topography, especially in benched
terrain. Trees, brush, other woody material and rocks graded from the ROW
would be placed to one side of the ROW or placed inside a TUA until
reclamation occurs. Rocks may be hauled off the ROW at landowner request to a
commercial disposal site or private land. In order to control the spread of
noxious weeds, agency-specified procedures for noxious weed control would be
followed. Such agency procedures have been incorporated into the Noxious
Weed Management Plan which is summarized in Appendix D-2.

Graded areas and soil stockpile areas would be protected in accordance with the Project
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (summarized in Appendix D-3) and other erosion control
measures to prevent soil erosion losses from the ROW and sedimentation impacts to drainages.
Typical protection measures would include the use of silt fences and straw bales across drainage
ways intercepted by the ROW.

Ditching. After the working area was prepared, pipe would be hauled to and distributed along
the ROW. When pipe bending was completed, as needed, trenching operations would begin.
Ditches would be excavated either with a trenching machine or backhoe/trackhoe. The trenching
machine, if used, can excavate a ditch of appropriate width, although width would vary with pipe
diameter, soil conditions, and the type of ditcher used or setups. Gentle topography and fine-
textured soils allow the use of a trenching machine while a backhoe can be used in most soils.
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Ditches may be open several days, possibly up to two weeks, until welded pipe sections are
lowered in and backfilling is completed. However, care would be taken to keep roads passable
during this phase of construction. If there were places where the continuous pipeline trench was
not interrupted by a road or pipeline crossing, earthen ramps and soft plugs might be placed in
approximately one-mile intervals and/or at prominent game and livestock trails to allow escape
of livestock or wildlife from the ditch. The trench would be inspected every morning for
livestock or wildlife that may have fallen in during the night. The depth of the ditch would vary
with the conditions encountered. The cover from the top of the pipe to ground level would be at
least 36 inches, except in areas where rocks exist. Should solid rock be encountered, the
minimum depth of cover would be 24 inches. In some cases, the pipeline may be buried at
greater depths, such as where it passes under existing pipelines, roads, railroads, streams, or
other obstacles. Additional TUAs would be required at the deeper excavated sections of the
pipeline for storage of excess spoil.

In rocky terrain, a rock trenching machine may be used to minimize environmental disturbances.
Backhoe hydraulic rams or blasting would assist in rock excavation where rock trenchers are
ineffective. Trenches may require dewatering during rainy periods. The trenches would be
dewatered through dewatering structures as shown in Figure 2.4-8 and 2.4-9 to control scouring
and to prevent silt-laden water from flowing into any wetland or water body. Trench breakers, as
shown in Figure 2.4-10, would be installed as needed to slow the flow of subsurface water along
the trench after backfilling. Trench breakers may be constructed of materials such as sand bags
or polyurethane foam. Topsoil would not to be used in trench breakers. A qualified professional
would determine the need for and spacing of trench breakers. Otherwise, trench breakers would
be installed at the same spacing as the upslope ends of permanent slope breakers on the surface.
Trench breakers would be installed along steep slopes, at the base of slopes adjacent to water
bodies and wetlands, and where needed to avoid draining of a wetland.

Stringing/Welding/Lowering-In. The ditching operation would be integrated into the process of
pipe stringing, bending, aligning, welding, x-raying, coating welded joints, and lowering-in. Pipe
hauling and stringing would be performed within the requested ROW and TUAs, and in a
manner that minimizes interference with normal use of the land crossed. Roads would not be
blocked during hauling operations on designated access roads. Parking of individual vehicles,
construction equipment, and support vehicles would be confined to the ROW or TUA unless
approved by a representative of the jurisdictional agency or private land owner.

Once bending, aligning, welding, x-raying, and joint coating are completed, pipe sections would
be lowered into the ditch. Prior to lowering in, a detector would be used to inspect the pipe
coating to detect “holidays” (imperfections). Any holidays detected in the coating would be
repaired using Company-approved coatings and techniques. All construction procedures would
be performed in accordance with 49 CFR Part 195.
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Backfilling/Cleanup. Once the pipe sections are lowered into the ditch and properly padded
with rock-free subsoil, backfilling may commence. Backfilling would be completed using the
spoil previously excavated from the ditch. Any topsoil previously segregated would be placed on
top of subsoil or other backfill material. The entire length of pipe would generally be backfilled
prior to hydrostatic testing except at tie-in locations, mainline valves, and station facilities.

The Wyoming BLM has recently requested no berm be left over the ditch. Instead, they ask that
the backfilled trench line be left “rough” with 8- to 10-inch diagonal troughs throughout. In New
Mexico, MAPL proposes to form a berm over the ditch (except at road crossings, in drainages,
and at heavy use areas) to compensate for some settling. After backfilling, the disturbed ROW
surface would be restored to its original contour. This would include moving fill material back
into side hill cuts that were excavated during construction to the extent practical.

Topsoil replacement and spreading would not take place when the ground was frozen or wet.
Seeding would be in accordance with landowner requirements. The Contractor would operate
within the established construction ROW and TUAs for this project.

Every effort would be made to complete final cleanup of an area (including final grading and
installation of permanent erosion control structures) within 30 days after backfilling the trench. If
this schedule cannot be met, final cleanup must be completed as soon as possible. In no case
would final cleanup be delayed beyond the end of the next recommended seeding season.

Reclamation. Erosion control and revegetation measures would be employed on federal lands as
specified by the BLM and BIA. Other stabilization, rehabilitation, and revegetation measures
would be conducted in accordance with the Reclamation Plan which is summarized in Appendix
D-4).

Noxious Weeds. A Weed Management Plan along with a Weed Control Plan are summarized in
Appendix D-2. Included are procedures and management methods for the control of noxious
weed infestations that occur along the proposed segment ROWS.

Fire Control. A Fire Suppression Plan for the Project is summarized in Appendix D-5). It is
based on the BLM Manual H-2801-1, Right-of-Way Plans of Development, and Grants (BLM,
1990). Fire suppression procedures would be applied to both BLM and BIA lands, unless
otherwise noted.

Hydrostatic Testing. After pipeline construction is completed, the structural integrity of the
pipeline would be hydrostatically tested by first filling a hydrostatic test section of the pipeline
segment with water, and then employing pumps to increase the water pressure within the
pipeline to a level that exceeds the maximum operating pressure for transporting natural gas
liquids. Pressure testing of the pipeline and components would be conducted in accordance with
DOT 195.304 and .305. These regulations require that the test pressure be maintained
throughout the part of the system being tested for at least 4 continuous hours at a pressure equal
to 125 percent, or more, of the maximum operating pressure. In the case of a pipeline that is not
visually inspected for leakage during the test, pressure would need to be maintained for at least
an additional 4 continuous hours at a pressure equal to 110 percent, or more, of the maximum
operating pressure.
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Hydrostatic test section lengths would be determined by taking into consideration the source and
quantity of the available test water, disposal sites for the test water, the maximum elevation
difference for proper testing of the pipe, and accessibility of test sites. Test sections would be
chosen such that the test pressure at the highest point of each section would meet the designed
pipeline MAOP, and the pressure at the low point would not exceed 95 percent of the system
maximum yield strength (SMYS).

If leaks are detected, they would be repaired appropriately, and the section retested until federal
Department of Transportation (DOT) requirements are met.

The Construction Contractor would obtain a hydrostatic test water discharge permit prior to the
test water discharge. Prior to any discharge, hydrostatic test water will be tested and processed,
as necessary, to ensure that the water meets local, State, or Federal water quality standards. Prior
to discharge of hydrostatic testing water from the pipeline, an energy dissipater will be installed
at the discharge point and erosion protection measures employed. Examples of an energy
dissipater and haybale dewatering structure are shown in Figure 2.4-8 and 2.4-9. Permits would
be obtained through the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality, and New Mexico Oil
Conservation Division in compliance with the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
NPDES program. Discharges are typically to upland areas or surface impoundments at various
locations along the route. Haybales, sandbags or other materials installed at the discharge point
will be removed from the site upon completion of the hydrostatic testing. Each discharge point
will be identified in NPDES permit applications.

Hydrostatic testing of new components installed as part of pump station upgrades will also be
conducted. Quantities of water to be used for pump station upgrade hydrostatic testing are
anticipated to be small and will be permitted and discharged in accordance with NPDES
regulations in Wyoming, Utah, Colorado, and New Mexico.

Access Restoration and Control. The ROW would not provide a new vehicle access
opportunity for the public. The ROW is adjacent to existing pipeline ROWSs, and only authorized
vehicle access is allowed on the ROW for pipeline operation and maintenance. Access is
controlled primarily by locked and unlocked gates and signs denoting authorized access only.
Berms or other appropriate features could be installed to deter access and use by unauthorized
vehicles, including ATVs, if access issues arise. The ROW will be used by maintenance vehicles
and must remain clear for authorized vehicle access. If necessary, berms or rocks would be used
to limit access to the ROW from the side.

Special Construction Methods and Equipment.

Rough Terrain. Special construction methods that are typically used to work in rugged terrain
may be required in several places along the route. The topsoil would be segregated and saved,
and the spoil from the cut area and trench would remain on the permanent and temporary ROW.
In some cases, it may be necessary to place some of the spoil from the cut areas onto the working
side, and allow the construction equipment to work off the spoil. In areas of steep slopes, safety
precautions would be implemented to ensure the safety of the public as well as construction
personnel. It may be necessary to anchor equipment and pipe with cables to secured equipment
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or “dead men” to prevent the equipment or pipe from sliding down steep slopes. Some
equipment may also need mechanical assistance to traverse steep slopes. Such equipment may be
winched up or down the slopes.

Winter Construction. MAPL would adhere to applicable BLM field office and BIA stipulations
regarding winter construction of pipelines. A summary of the Winter Construction Plan for this
project is found in Appendix D-6.

Road and Railroad Crossings. Improved surface roadways including paved county roads, state
and U.S. highways would be bored or horizontal directionally drilled provided geotechnical
conditions are favorable. Dirt or two-track roads would be open cut. Some unimproved county
roads may also be open cut with prior authorization.

Pipeline crossings of public roads and railways would be designed in accordance with 49 CFR
195, permit requirements, and MAPL specifications, except as specified herein. Road crossings
would be constructed to ensure a minimum 5.5 feet of cover from the top of pipe (or pipe
coating) to the underside of the traveled surface of the road and a minimum 4 feet cover as
measured from the bottom of the adjacent ditches. The angle of crossing would be as close to
perpendicular as practical.

Railroad crossings would be achieved by boring. The pits required to bore typical roads and
railroads are typically 10 to 15 feet wide by 30 to 40 feet long, depending on site conditions. To
obtain adequate cover for the pipe, drill pits may be approximately 8 to 9 feet below the road or
railroad grade. Topsoil and spoil areas for the pits would be within individual TUAs as
identified in Appendix C.

Rock. Excavation through rock may be required in isolated locations during construction of the
pipeline looping segments. Currently, it is anticipated that limited, if any, blasting would be
required for excavation through rock. An evaluation of site-specific conditions would be
conducted prior to any blasting.

Waterbodies. Pipeline crossings of rivers and streams would be below ground (buried). No
above ground, “spanning”-type crossings would be employed. The method selected to cross a
waterbody would depend on the terrain and geotechnical conditions.

When open cut river and stream crossings are required, the pipeline would have negative
buoyancy for empty pipe and would be buried to a depth such that the pipeline is not affected by
anticipated scour. Pipeline buoyancy control may be achieved by applying continuous armored
concrete coating, concrete anchors, or pipe sack weights, if necessary.

If the river/stream banks are breached during construction, bank protection to control erosion
would be provided both during construction and following restoration.

Water crossings may be achieved by several different methods, depending on the terrain and

flow conditions of the stream. Small irrigation ditches and canals may be crossed by boring
under the feature.
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Dry washes, gullies, and low-flowing streams may be crossed by open cutting using backhoe-
type equipment where practical. Banks of the washes would be excavated to create a slope gentle
enough to permit equipment to descend to the channel floor. Where steep banks are breached,
the banks would be stabilized using erosion control fabric/netting or rip-rap. Flowing streams
would use dams or flumes to divert the flow of water during installation of the pipeline.

Clearing of riparian vegetation will be minimized with a 15-foot vegetative buffer left on either
side of stream crossings, if possible. Sediment control structures such as silt fences will be
placed across the ROW at the edge of the vegetative buffer and will be temporarily removed as
needed during active construction.

Additional TUAs, up to 50-feet wide on each side of the ROW and averaging 100-feet long,
would be required at stream crossings. These work spaces would be located at least 50 feet from
the water’s edge. Soil would be stockpiled at the top of the stream banks and protected with silt
fences, as necessary. After the pipe is installed, the soil would be used to restore the slopes to a
stable configuration. This approach may be modified to fit specific situations, i.e., rock rip-rap
or other reinforcing material may be required in large, deep washes where banks are unstable and
scouring potential is high.

All vehicle and equipment refueling and maintenance as well as concrete coating activities will
take place at least 100 feet from waterbodies. Exceptions will be made for stationary equipment
such as pumps used for dewatering or hydrostatic testing which are placed within adequate spill
containment structures. Hazardous materials, fuels, and lubricants will not be stored within 100
feet of a waterbody. Construction equipment and vehicles will be parked at least 100 feet from
waterbodies at the end of the working day. A summary of the Spill Prevention Control and
Countermeasures Mitigations for this project is found in Appendix D-7.

Wetlands. Prior to construction, the outer boundaries of wetlands would be marked by flagging.
ROW width within the wetland crossing would be narrowed if possible and practical. For
wetlands with standing water or saturated soils, equipment would be limited to that needed for
construction of the wetland crossing. The ROW across the wetland would not be used as an
access route unless it was the only access available. As much traffic as possible would be routed
around the wetland. Foreign material would not be imported into the wetland to stabilize the
working area.

If standing water or saturated soils were present, equipment would work from timber equipment
support mats. Alternatively, specially-designed marsh-buggy track-hoes could be used in
wetland areas without support mats. During clearing, vegetation would be cut off at ground
level, leaving root systems in place. Wherever possible, 12 inches of wetland topsoil would be
removed and stockpiled for replacement following pipeline installation. Drag sections of
pipeline needed for each wetland crossing would be assembled and welded in an adjacent upland
area, unless the wetland work space was stable. As with stream crossings, pipeline buoyancy
control would be achieved by applying continuous armored concrete coating, concrete anchors,
or pipe sack weights, if necessary.
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TUASs, up to 50-feet wide on each side of the ROW and averaging 150-feet long, may be
required in adjacent upland areas especially for assembledge and welding of pipeline drag
sections.

Sediment control structures such as silt fences will be placed across the ROW at the edge of
wetland areas and will be temporarily removed as needed during active construction.

All vehicle and equipment refueling and maintenance as well as concrete coating activities will
take place at least 100 feet from the edges of wetlands. Exceptions will be made for stationary
equipment such as pumps used for dewatering which are placed within adequate spill
containment structures. Hazardous materials, fuels, and lubricants will not be stored within 100
feet of a wetland. Construction equipment and vehicles will be parked at least 100 feet from
wetlands at the end of the working day.

Directional Drilling. Large rivers and major roads may be crossed by the HDD (horizontal
directional drilling) method where geotechnical conditions are determined to be favorable based
on testing. Directional drilling helps minimize any impacts to endangered species and important
waterways. Directional drilling differs from horizontal boring. Directional drills are typically
set up on the surface and drill on an angle below a feature, then curve or angle back up to the
surface on the other side of the feature. A horizontal bore involves setup of a boring machine
from the pipe trench, and boring horizontally under a feature such as a road or railroad.
Directional drills usually involve a longer distance between entry and exit points than horizontal
bores.

The directional drill site plans would be determined following geotechnical assessment and final
design. Geotechnical evaluations may be required prior to starting detailed engineering. Drill
depths and other specifications would be determined upon completion of this analysis.

The entry side of the directional drill would create the greatest disturbance. The TUAs for
directional drills vary in size up to 300 x 300-foot area at the entry side and 50 x 1000 foot area
at the drill exit site. Additional TUAs parallel to the pipeline for the length of the directional drill
are needed for stringing and welding the pipe section prior to its pullback. Water would be
required for the drilling mud and hydrostatic testing of the pipe before and after installation
under the river or other crossing. The length of the directional drill section would be determined
by the overall depth of the directional drill, height of the banks, and width of the river or other
resource crossed.

HDD involves drilling a small pilot hole and then enlarging and reaming the hole to the proper
diameter. The HDD rig then pulls the drill and prefabricated pipe section back out in the
opposing direction from which the pilot bore entered. This procedure is called pullback. Prior to
pullback, the entire pipe section would be subjected to hydrostatic testing in accordance with
MAPL testing plans. This preliminary hydrostatic test does not preclude the requirement for a
final hydrostatic test of the pipeline. Prior to installing the pullback section, 100 percent of its
length would be inspected for holidays in the pipe coating, which would have an abrasion-
resistant overlay. If any coating damage exists, it would be repaired. Inspection would be made
of the portions of the pullback section that are visible after the pullback is complete. Repairs to
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the coating would be made if required. After the installation of the pullback section, a test of the
electrical resistance to ground of the horizontally drilled pipe would be performed. Cathodic
protection would be installed on the pipe if deemed necessary for corrosion control.

The directional drilling process uses drilling fluid made up primarily of water and clay. The
primary purposes of this drilling fluid are to remove the cuttings from the borehole, to stabilize
the borehole, and to act as a coolant and lubricant during the drilling process. The primary active
clay component is bentonite, which is a naturally-occurring, nonhazardous clay product. The
directional drilling operation involves the continuous flow of drilling fluid to lubricate the drill
stem and drill bit, to carry away cuttings, and to assist in maintaining drill hole integrity. The
fluid is pumped at a 100 to 1000 gpm rate through the center of the drill pipe to the cutters.
Return flow is through the annulus created between the wall of the boring and drill pipe. The
cuttings are then carried back to the entry pit, which is lined with an impervious flexible
membrane. Once in the entry pit, the fluid moves into the cutting settlement pit from which it is
pumped to the fluid processing equipment. Shaker screens, de-sanders, de-silters and centrifuges
remove increasingly fine cuttings from the drilling fluid and the remaining fluid is re-circulated.
Upon completion of the HDD process, cuttings would be properly disposed in accordance with
applicable regulations.

Several actions may be taken to minimize impacts associated with directional drilling. Work
areas on the entry and exit sides may be enclosed by a silt fence, hay bales, or berm to contain
unplanned spills or discharges. Contingency measures for drilling fluid seepage, “frac-out”
control, and cleanup is provided in a Drilling Contingency Plan which is summarized in
Appendix D-7. Waste cuttings and drilling mud would be dewatered by the contractor, to the
extent necessary, for approved disposal. Water from the dewatering process would be treated by
the contractor to meet permit requirements, reused when possible, and disposed locally.

Cathodic Protection. The basis of the cathodic protection (CP) system, a system to effectively
limit pipe corrosion, for the buried pipeline sections would be an impressed current system. The
potential would be maintained below the disbondment potential for the external pipeline coating.
The requirement would be for a current of 10 milliamperes per square meter of bare steel surface
area. The effective bare surface area of coated steel pipe is assumed to be one percent.

Pipeline rectifier and associated ground bed sites may be located at stations or other locations
where access to electrical power is available. Underground pump station piping may not be
protected by the pipeline rectifier and ground bed, but may be protected through the use of
sacrificial anodes supplemented, if necessary, by current from the mainline CP system. The
design life of the CP system, if appropriately maintained in accordance with MAPL and DOT
standards, is indefinite.

To supplement the impressed current CP system at locations where additional protection may be
required, sacrificial anodes may be installed. This situation could occur at valve sites, road
crossings and other pipeline crossings.

Line Markers/Aerial Markers. Line markers would usually be installed within line-of-sight,
and at road crossings, rail crossings, and all river and stream crossings to identify the pipeline
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locations and provide emergency contact information. They would be placed in line with
existing markers in order to minimize new visual impacts.

Aerial markers currently indicate the locations of adjacent pipelines and would be used to assist
in identification of the new pipeline looping segments.

Hydrostatic Testing Requirements. The new pipeline looping segments would be
hydrostatically tested in accordance with 49 CFR 195. A description of the testing and
permitting process was provided earlier in this chapter, under “Hydrostatic Testing’.

Radiographic Tests. Upon completion of welding and prior to coating, radiographic tests would
be conducted on the pipeline system per 49 CFR 195. While CFR 195 requires a ten percent
inspection rate, 100 percent of the welds would be radiographically inspected. Pipeline welds
would be x-rayed to ensure structural integrity in compliance with the requirements specified at
49 CFR 195, Transportation of Hazardous Liquids or Carbon Dioxide by Pipeline: Minimum
Federal Safety Standards and in accordance with industry standards and procedures.

Internal Caliper or Sizing Plate Inspection. After completion of hydrostatic testing, an internal
caliper or sizing plate inspection would be conducted on the total length of each new pipeline
segment to assure no structural damage has occurred during testing. Either an internal caliper or
sizing plate would be run through the pipe and provide information on any pipe deformations or
damage. Anomalies would be located and remediated, as appropriate, prior to placing the
pipeline in service.

Pre-commissioning and Commissioning. Pre-commissioning consists of those activities that
must be completed prior to commissioning of the pipeline system in a safe manner. These
activities include manufacturers’ recommendations and those necessary to assure that the system
can be put into service and operated properly, reliably, and safely. Each piece of equipment, all
instruments and control systems, all electrical systems, and all other systems must be tested.
Appropriate checklists and documentation would be completed to verify pre-commissioning has
been completed effectively, as required for safe introduction of NGL into the pipeline system
and safe startup and operation of the pipeline system.

Upon completion of pre-commissioning, a “punch” list would be prepared to identify any
outstanding work items. All punch list items that prevent safe and reliable operation during the
specific stages of the commissioning period would be resolved prior to commissioning
(introduction of first NGL, start-up, performance testing, and operation). The punch list would be
updated and maintained until all outstanding work items were completed.

2.4.1.2 Pump Stations

Increased delivery volume of 50,000 bpd to the Hobbs Station near Hobbs, New Mexico through
construction of the 12 pipeline looping segments, would also require modifications to existing
pumps and drivers at the existing pump stations located along the existing MAPL NGL Pipeline
System (Figure 1.1-1). The configuration of a typical pump station is presented in Figure 2.4-11.
In conjunction with looping the existing pipeline system, the proposed MAPL WEP includes
installation of larger capacity pumps and increased horsepower drivers at several of the pump

2-33



2.0 Proposed Action and Alternatives

stations. These upgrades alone could not address the increased delivery volume, rather the pump
station upgrades and pipeline looping segments together would achieve the increased delivery
volume. The 23 pump stations would be upgraded by increasing horsepower on existing drivers,
converting to electric drivers, removing existing drivers, or installing new engine drivers.
Modifications to be made at each of the 23 pump stations are detailed in Table 2.4-5.

Temporary and permanent use acreage associated with the pump station upgrades are provided in
Table 2.4-6.

2.4.1.3 Project Design Refinement

Surface disturbance locations and acreages identified in previous sections are anticipated to be
sufficient for the construction and operation (including maintenance) of the project and all
ancillary improvements. However, due to project refinement, locations and acreages of
anticipated disturbances have potential to change. This section describes procedures for
assessing workspace outside areas evaluated in this EA. Analyses in this EA cover more space
than would be required for the proposed facilities. For example, although the project could
permanently disturb up to 633 acres, approximately 240,000 acres were surveyed for biological
resources and 4,397 acres for cultural resources. The project ROW and TUAs are based on
preliminary engineering. However, as the design is refined, alignments may change to increase
safety, minimize environmental disturbance, and provide adequate grade on steep slopes and
across deep washes. These refinements could result in slight location changes of the final
alignment and the need for additional temporary work areas and staging areas.

A variance process would be used to approve these refinements. Where work is required outside
the areas evaluated in this EA, additional evaluation would be performed for biological and
cultural resources to ensure they are not present/impacted. Location of the workspace, date, and
survey results would be documented and forwarded to the jurisdictional agency. In cases where
no new state or federally protected species or cultural resources were found, work would
proceed. In cases where new species or cultural resources were found, applicable agencies
would provide direction prior to disturbance in that area. As-built drawings would be provided
at the end of the project, and applicable adjustments made in authorizations, as needed.

2.4.2 Operation and Maintenance

2.4.2.1 Pipeline and Ancillary Surface Facilities

MAPL operates and maintains its system in a manner that provides its customers with a safe,
dependable supply of natural gas liquids. Industry-proven practices are implemented in
accordance with the requirements of the DOT Office of Pipeline Safety and the EPA. All
pipeline facilities are under 24-hour, state-wide, one-call systems. These practices will be
incorporated on the new loop sections.
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Table 2.4-5 MAPL WEP Pump Station Upgrades

2.0 Proposed Action and Alternatives

Remove
No Increase Existing Install
Pump Station Land . Change Horsepoyver Conver; to Drivers — Neyv
Ownership to on Existing Electric Number of Engine
Driver Drivers Drivers to Driver
Remain
Granger BLM X
Pine Butte BLM 1 (Electric)
Tipton Private 1 (Electric)
Rock Springs BLM X
Dinosaur BLM 2
Dragon State 1
Harley Dome Private 2
Thompson BLM X
Moab BLM 1
Lisbon BLM X
Dove Creek Private 1
Dolores Private X
Ignacio Private 1
Huerfano BLM 2 2
Lybrook Private 1
San Luis BLM 3 1
San Ysidro Private 2 1
Edgewood Private 2 1 (Electric)
Estancia State 3
Duran BLM 3
Mesa Private 2 2
White Lakes State 3 2
Caprock State 3 2
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Table 2.4-6 MAPL WEP Acreage Requirements for Pump Station Facilities

Permanent Use
Acreage

Temporary Use

Existing Acreage

Legal Existing Fenced/

Facility

Ownership

Description

Property
Acreage

Disturbed
Acreage

Inside
Property
Line

Outside
Property
Line

Inside
Property
Line

Qutside
Property
Line

Granger

BLM

NW4, S8, T18N,
R111W,
Sweetwater Co.,
Wyoming

1.7

1.7

0.0

1.0

0.0

0.0

Pine Butte

BLM

NW4, S10,
T16N R101W,
Sweetwater Co.,
Wyoming

1.9

0.8

0.5

0.0

0.0

0.0

Tipton

Private

E1/2, S7, T19N,
R96W,
Sweetwater Co.,
WY

2.2

1.0

0.5

0.0

0.0

0.0

Rock
Springs

BLM

NW4, S20,
T16N, R105W,
Sweetwater Co.,
Wyoming

5.7

3.7

0.4

0.8

0.0

0.0

Dinosaur

BLM

S19, T6S, R25E,
Uintah Co., Utah

14

1.4

0.0

0.9

0.0

0.0

Dragon

State

SE4, S2, T12S,
R25E, Uintah
Co., UT

3.2

1.2

0.4

0.2

0.0

0.0

Harley
Dome

Private

NE4, S10, T19S,
R25E, Grand
Co., UT

20

2.0

0.0

0.5

0.0

0.0

Thompson

BLM

S29, T21S,
R20E, Grand
Co., Utah

25

1.9

0.3

0.4

0.0

0.0

Moab

BLM

SW4, NW4, S12,
T27S, R22E, San
Juan Co., Utah

59

3.0

0.4

0.0

0.0

0.0

Lisbon

BLM

S29, T30S,
R24E, San Juan
Co., Utah

2.5

13

0.5

0.1

0.0

0.0

Dove
Creek

Private

NE4, S9, T41N,
R19W, Dolores
Co., CO

3.7

2.9

0.3

0.7

0.0

0.0

Dolores

Private

SE4, S31, T37N,
R14W,
Montezuma Co.,
CcO

5.8

2.7

0.4

0.0

0.0

0.0

Ignacio

Private

NE4, S2, T33N,
R9W, La Plata
Co., CO

3.0

2.7

0.0

0.0

0.0

0.0

Huerfano

BLM

NW4 SW4, S21,
T26N, R10W
San Juan Co.,
Utah

25

1.8

0.7

0.6

0.0

0.0
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_ Temporary Use Permanent Use
Existing Existing Acreage Acreage
Facili . Legal Fenced/
acility | Ownership D S Property .
escription Disturbed - - - -
Acreage Acrea Inside Outside Inside Outside
ge
Property | Property | Property | Property
Line Line Line Line
NW4, S14,
Lybrook Private |T23N, R7W, Rio 15 0.0 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0
Arriba Co.,, NM
NW4 S13,
San Luis BLM T17N, R3W 2.3 19 0.4 0.9 0.4 0.2
Sandoval Co.,
New Mexico
NWwW4, S19,
San . T15N, R2E,
ysidro Private Sandoval Co., 3.0 3.2 0.0 11 0.0 0.0
NM
NW4, S3, T10N,
Edgewood| Private |R7E, Santa Fe 3.0 2.1 0.4 0.7 0.0 0.0
Co., NM
NEA4SE4, S27,
Estancia State T8N, R10F, 3.3 3.3 0.0 0.8 0.0 0.0
Torrance Co.,
NM
SW4 S1, T2N,
Duran LM  |R16E Guadalupe| 5, 18 1.0 0.0 0.1 0.0
Co., New
Mexico
NE4, S13, T4S.
Mesa Private |R22E, Chaves 31 31 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0
Co, NM
White S16, T9S, R29E,
L akes State Chaves Co., NM 2.6 1.8 0.8 0.1 0.0 0.0
NW4, S27,
Caprock State T12S, R33E, Lea 43 43 0.0 1.2 0.0 0.0
Co., NM
BLM Acreage 29.4 19.3 4.2 4.7 0.5 0.2
Total Acreage 70.1 49.6 7 12 0.5 0.2

Access for Conducting Operation and Maintenance

Until vegetation is re-established following construction, MAPL would conduct annual
inspections of the pipeline route as required by stormwater discharge permit requirements. After
construction, periodic aerial patrols (26 times per year, not to exceed three week intervals) would
be conducted to visually inspect for evidence of pipeline damage, nearby construction activities
of landowners or other parties, erosion and wash-out areas, areas of sparse vegetation, damage to
permanent erosion control devices, exposed pipe, and other potential problems that may affect
the safety and operation of the pipeline. In addition, pipeline markers and signs would be
maintained or replaced as necessary to ensure the pipeline location is visible from the air and
ground. Patrols would be followed up with site-specific inspections to better identify potential
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problems and make repairs as needed. Details of post-construction monitoring for revegetation
success and erosion control are found in the section which follows.

Impressed current cathodic protection would be maintained along the pipeline to prevent or
minimize corrosion of the pipeline in accordance with Federal regulations. To maintain required
potentials, the cathodic protection system would be monitored annually, at a minimum,
depending on specific equipment and circumstances.

MAPL maintains a supply of pipe, leak-repair clamps, sleeves, etc. for emergency repairs.
MAPL takes all measures necessary to protect the health and safety of all persons affected by
activities performed in connection with the operation and maintenance of the pipeline.
Emergency response procedures to be followed in case of leak, spill, or explosion, are detailed in
Chapter 4, Section 4.3.12.3.

The permanent ROW would be maintained in a manner consistent with pre-construction
conditions. Herbicides, if needed on Federal lands, would not be used without prior written
approval of the BLM or BIA. Herbicides would be applied in compliance with BLM, BIA, and
tribal requirements, and other applicable laws and regulations.

Following construction and revegetation, any ROW which overlaps another pipeline company’s
pipeline/utility corridor would be maintained in accordance with the other company’s normal
maintenance procedures.

MAPL acknowledges that lessees would be allowed to continue pre-construction land uses.
Vegetation management practices may be modified in some localities in order to comply with
applicable federal, state, and county requirements. At waterbodies, a 25-foot-wide riparian strip
(measured from the mean high water mark) would be allowed to revert to native vegetation.
However, in riparian areas as well as in wetlands, a 10-foot-wide strip centered over the pipeline
may be maintained in a treeless, herbaceous state to facilitate inspection and maintenance.

Post Construction Monitoring — Vegetation and Erosion

Following construction and restoration, temporary and permanent reclamation measures will be
monitored and restoration success evaluated. Monitoring is necessary to periodically evaluate
recovery status of restored areas, identify the need for additional remediation, and to make a final
determination regarding restoration success. Monitoring protocols and revegetation performance
criteria follow. Qualitative and quantitative monitoring procedures and protocols will be used.

The main objectives of monitoring are to:

o Assess the effectiveness of temporary and permanent erosion control structures, i.e., slope
breakers/water bars, to ensure the stability of the disturbed areas, and to ensure moisture
runoff is controlled naturally with the erosion control structures in place, and with no
accelerated erosion or wash-out areas. Monitoring will focus on qualitative visual
observations of the critical areas of the highly erodible soils combined with steeper slopes,
banks of stream crossings, and washes. Specific sites where remedial work may be needed
will be identified. Monitoring to identify areas of new erosion or third-party damage is an
element of routine aerial surveillance along the new pipeline loops and existing ROW, and
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will extend during the life of the project. It is anticipated that any active erosion problems,
other than those caused by disturbance by other parties, would be apparent during the first
two years following reclamation or after the first major storm or run-off event;

Monitor and assess the success of the seeding efforts beginning during the first growing
season after construction, but evaluating more fully in the second growing season,
including an evaluation of the regeneration of desirable vegetation.

Monitor how well the restored disturbed areas blend in with adjacent areas, including the
existing ROW, in conjunction with the general revegetation;

Monitor and assess potential invasion of targeted invasive, non-native weeds in
accordance with the Weed Management Plan;

Monitor and identify other disturbances to the ROW that may hinder reclamation
success, such as excessive grazing or unauthorized off-highway vehicle use; and

Identify where other vegetation control may be needed. Note that with the exception of
invasive, non-native weed control, vegetative maintenance, including mowing of
nonagricultural lands or large sapling or tree removal, is not anticipated. Absence of
large brush or trees on the permanent ROW will be maintained to facilitate surveillance
and inspection. All wetland areas are emergent, so regeneration of woody plants within
the construction or permanent ROW, except for isolated individual plants, is not
anticipated, nor is the need for selective control of saplings and trees near the pipeline
within the permanent ROW.

Revegetation Performance Criteria

Beyond evaluating the effectiveness of the reclamation effort for erosion control purposes,
criteria to evaluate revegetation success are based on a number of site-specific
considerations, including soil and site capabilities and form, composition and general
condition of the adjacent plant communities, and general land use (most importantly, grazing
practices and pre-existing populations of invasive, non-native weeds in adjacent areas). The
parameters to evaluate revegetation success include composition, distribution, density and
percent cover, and assigned values. Such parameters will vary based on these site conditions.

Evaluations of revegetation success beyond basic ROW stability would begin during the
second growing season. First-year evaluations would focus on initial seedling establishment
and distribution, with approximately a three percent cover of desirable species distributed
over at least 80 percent of the disturbed area without any accelerated erosion. A general
evaluation of the ROW will be conducted by a 3™ party specialist using specific site
observations at selected areas which are representative of the terrain features and seed
mixtures utilized. Jurisdictional agencies will be encouraged to participate corporately in
these evaluations. Ground inspections are planned during the early growing season.

Evaluations will be conducted in successive growing seasons as plant cover increases in the
ranges of 10, 20, 30, and 40 percent in the following years.

Planting of woody plants for visual restoration or habitat restoration at stream crossings will
be deemed successful where 80 percent survival and evident growth are observed.
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Remedial Action and Maintenance

e The main emphasis will be to address all active erosion problems as soon as practicable and
to obtain site access permits based on an evaluation of conditions against the original erosion
control work.

e Additional erosion control work will be performed by applying the same basic techniques
identified in the POD and based on site-specific conditions.

e Temporary erosion control structures such as straw bale sediment barriers or silt fences will
be removed in the first year after construction where the sites are deemed stable and
revegetation has developed.

Reseeding or replanting efforts, including supplemental mulching and livestock grazing control,
will occur in agreement with the BLM and BIA, respectively, where monitoring during the
second growing season determines a revegetation failure, particularly where accompanied by
observed increases in water or wind erosion.

Reporting

e Observations of reclamation and revegetation success following the field inspections and
sampling will be documented in summary reports to agencies, as required. Areas that require
remedial action will also be identified by milepost and will include a description of additional
erosion control or reclamation work that must be performed. BLM and BIA will be
consulted in completing remedial plans based on site-specific conditions. A report would be
submitted within three months of the identification of these conditions and the implications
of corrective actions. Areas where control applications for invasive, non-native weeds were
required also would be reported.

Hydrostatic Test Water

If on-site hydrostatic testing is required for operations and maintenance activities, MAPL would
apply for and comply with requirements of NPDES permits. Hydrostatic testing would be
conducted in accordance with applicable permits and ROW grant stipulations.

Planned Removal/Addition of Pipe for Maintenance
No removal or addition of pipe is anticipated to be required for maintenance.
Maintenance ROW Requirements

All planned maintenance would be confined to the 25 foot permanent ROW or ROW of existing
parallel lines on all segments except Segment 6 where it would be confined to the 35 foot
permanent ROW. MAPL would perform maintenance activities in such a manner as to avoid or
minimize degradation of air, land, and water quality. While conducting operations and
maintenance, MAPL would perform its activities in accordance with applicable air and water
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quality standards, related facility standards, and related plans of implementation, including but
not limited to standards adopted pursuant to the Clean Air Act, as amended (42 USC 1857) and
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, as amended (33 USC 1321).

MAPL would take all necessary action to avoid serious and irreparable harm or damage to the
environment (including but not limited to areas of vegetation or timber, fish or other wildlife
populations, or their habitats, or any other natural resource). MAPL would immediately notify
the appropriate agency(s) of all accidents which occur in connection with operation and
maintenance activities on public lands. If maintenance involves use of power equipment that
would create noise above ambient background levels, seasonal timing stipulations for raptor
nesting (and possibly sage grouse) and crucial winter range for pronghorn antelope would be in
effect.

MAPL would remove and properly dispose all refuse resulting from its operations and
maintenance activities from all lands and waters.

No waste or byproducts would be discharged into water if they contained any substance in
concentrations which would result in harm to fish and wildlife, or to human water supplies.
Storage facilities for materials capable of causing water pollution, if accidentally discharged,
would be located so as to prevent any spillage into water or channels leading into water that
would result in harm to fish and wildlife or to human water supplies during operation and
maintenance of the pipeline.

During operation and maintenance activities, care would be taken not to damage any fish,
wildlife, or biotic resources in the general area of the ROW upon which persons living in the area
rely on for subsistence purposes. MAPL would comply promptly with all requirements and
orders of the authorized BLM and BIA offices to protect the interest of such persons.

If such accidents were to occur, contingency planning and response would be handled by an
emergency response coordinator designated by MAPL.

MAPL Pipeline Safety Program

MAPL utilizes numerous safety measures to ensure that its pipelines operate in a manner that is
protective of human health and the environment. Each of the measures listed below is a
component of MAPL’s overall pipeline safety program.

Hydrostatic testing: This test is used to ensure the integrity of the newly installed segments of
pipeline. In this test, the new pipeline looping segments are filled with water and pressurized to
90 to 95 percent of the SMYS. During the test, pressure and temperature inside the pipeline are
monitored and recorded to verify the system's integrity.

Radiographic Inspection: Girth welds are made to join the ends of pipe sections. Each new

pipeline girth weld is radiographically inspected to ensure no defects exist. If weld defects are
found, they are repaired and re-radiographed.
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Supervisory control and data acquisition (SCADA): SCADA is used to remotely collect
operating data from satellite communication units located along the pipeline. The data collected
includes operating pressures as well as the status of all pumping equipment and remotely
operated valves. This data is sent to the MAPL control center's SCADA system. SCADA
collects the data 24 hours a day, providing MAPL with comprehensive information on important
operating aspects of its pipeline. The SCADA system data is used to detect any changes in flow
rate or pressure that might indicate a leak. The system automatically sends an alert to the
controller if these changes are detected and appropriate actions are initiated to mitigate potential
hazardous conditions.

Cathodic protection system: Cathodic protection is utilized to prevent external corrosion by
applying a small electrical charge to the pipe, which inhibits electrochemical reactions that can
cause corrosion. MAPL uses cathodic protection systems on its pipelines as a matter of standard
practice to protect them from corrosion. Regular testing is conducted and compared against pre-
existing conditions, industry standards, and regulatory requirements to assure satisfactory
performance of the system. Existing cathodic protection will be expanded to include the new
loop sections.

Smart pig: A smart pig is an electronic instrument that is cylindrical in shape that is typically
pushed by the transported fluid (in this case NGL) through the pipeline. It contains sensor
instrumentation that would detect and record any irregularities in the pipeline. “Pigs” were
originally developed to clean and swab the inside of the pipeline, but smart pigs employ
technologies capable of detecting imperfections such as internal and external corrosion, changes
in wall thickness, dents, gouges, and deformities in the pipe. MAPL repairs detected
irregularities to meet criteria established by engineering principles and codified in regulations
and industry standards.

Depth-of-cover: Depth-of-cover refers to how deep a pipeline is buried during initial
construction as measured from the surface of the ground down to the top of the pipe. Minimum
depth-of-cover is established by federal pipeline regulation and varies by terrain and the
anticipated use of the ROW surface at the time of construction. MAPL will meet or exceed the
minimum standards during initial construction.

Valve Spacing: Valves will be installed along the pipeline system. They will be located adjacent
to existing valves to the extent possible. Block valves are used to isolate segments of the
pipeline or divert its flow. Check valves are used to prevent reverse flow in the pipeline. Both
types of valves are used to minimize release volume in the unlikely event of an incident.
Regulations require that valves are located in accessible locations, at pump stations, at storage
tank areas, and at mainline locations that would minimize impact from accidental discharge, at
certain takeoff points, on each side of a water crossing that is more than 100 feet wide, and on
each side of a reservoir holding water for human consumption. MAPL will install valves and/or
check valves at all the specified locations and at intervals of approximately every ten miles along
the pipeline.

Right-of-Way Marking: Markers are used to alert the public and potential excavators to the
existence of, and approximate location of, a pipeline. The NGL pipeline will be located in an
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ROW corridor that includes other pipelines and utilities, all of which are marked. Above ground
marker signs display a warning message, the product transported, the operating company's name,
and a 24-hour emergency phone number.

Right-of-Way Monitoring: MAPL regularly inspects the pipeline routes by flying the pipeline
ROW at least 26 times per year. MAPL also conducts inspections as an integral component of its
regular operation and maintenance activities. In addition to MAPL monitoring, access to the
ROW for long term third-party environmental monitoring will also be accommodated. Long
term third-party monitoring will be conducted for five years after acceptance of the final
reclamation.

"One Call"™ System: This is an underground facilities damage prevention program which is
jointly sponsored by individual states, members of the pipeline industry, and other operators of
underground facilities to alert excavators to the location of pipelines and utilities in an area
before they perform digging or other excavation activities. Participation in One Call systems is
required for operators of underground facilities. Outside force damage to pipelines by third
parties is the leading single cause of releases. The goal of the One Call system is to prevent
damage to the pipeline by third parties.

An excavator calls the One Call Center prior to excavating and provides excavation location
information. The center then alerts all underground utility companies and pipeline companies
operating in the affected area. A pipeline operator receiving the alert notice determines if their
pipeline is in the impacted area and shows the excavator where the pipeline is located. MAPL’s
policy is to be on-site to watch and make sure the excavator safely uncovers the pipeline and
ensure that the pipeline is back-filled properly after the excavation is completed.

Each state’s One-Call system provides a toll-free number so that excavators, constructors,
landowners, and the general public can contact the center with certain information about a
proposed excavation site. MAPL would distribute One Call information along with other
pipeline safety information to ROW landowners and residents in its areas of operation.

e [For New Mexico, the One Call number is 505-260-1990 in the Albuquerque area. The
remainder of New Mexico uses 1-800-321-2537.

e For Colorado, 1-800-922-1987

e For Utah, 1-800-662-4111

e For Wyoming, 1-800-348-1030

Public Education and Damage Prevention Programs: MAPL has local, qualified technicians
that perform routine maintenance and community outreach to keep landowners aware of the
pipelines that cross their property. MAPL conducts a comprehensive public awareness program
which addresses pipeline safety issues. In addition, annual meetings are held with emergency
responders and excavators to provide updated information. MAPL participates in mock drills to
ensure emergency response preparedness. Emergency responders are provided with appropriate
maps and other information needed for effective responses.
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Safe Operating and Maintenance Procedures: MAPL is required by regulation, conscientious
management and good business practices to operate and maintain its properties in such fashion as
to provide the greatest degree of safety and reliability as practicable. It is in the best interests of
MAPL, its employees, and the general public that procedures are in place, employees are
properly trained and equipped to insure the integrity of the system is not jeopardized, the
serviceable life of the system is not impaired, and the system functions at minimal levels of risk
to all parties.

MAPL maintains a policy manual with written procedures detailing how all functions of
operation and maintenance, both routine and emergency, are to be conducted. This manual
contains all pertinent safety precautions, training requirements and operator qualification
processes. All personnel working on the system are routinely tested to assure appropriate
knowledge and skill for each task required to be performed.

The policy manual establishes frequencies for inspections of instruments, valves, pressure
control and relief devices, and cathodic protection systems as well as all other elements of the
system integral to its safe and reliable operation.

Pipeline Integrity Management Program

MAPL operates approximately 8,500 miles of pipelines in the United States. The Rocky
Mountain segment of the Mid-America pipeline is 2,548 miles long and transports mixed NGLs
produced from more than 20 natural gas processing plants in Wyoming, Utah, Colorado, and
New Mexico to processing facilities in the Midwest and Gulf Coast. These pipelines transport
hazardous liquids and are governed by federal regulation, specifically Title 49 CFR 195.

MAPL has developed a written Integrity Management Program (IMP) that addresses the risks on
each segment of pipeline and meets or exceeds requirements specified by the Department of
Transportation — Office of Pipeline Safety contained in 49 CFR 195. The IMP lays out the goals
for a comprehensive program that maintains the integrity of the pipeline system. The program is
customized to support MAPL’s system, and requires continual evaluation to accommodate
changes in pipeline operation, changes in the environment in which the system operates, new
operating data, and the results of inspections. As specified in 49 CFR 195.452(f), the elements of
the IMP include, at a minimum:

e A baseline assessment plan that addresses the risks for pipelines. In the Placitas area and in
other communities, previous baseline assessments have been conducted through the use of
internal inspection tools capable of detecting corrosion and deformation anomalies including
dents, gouges, and grooves. Consistent with applicable regulations, all assessments are
scheduled based on the relative risk of pipeline looping segments which is determined in
accord with standard models and practices and guidance from state and federal regulations.

e A process for identifying which pipeline looping segments could affect a high consequence
area (HCA). The pipelines in several areas, including the Placitas community, have been
identified as pipelines that could affect an HCA as defined by federal regulations. The
program requires consideration be given to pressure and flow rates as well as to the different
types of products (e.g., NGLs) and their characteristics to determine the effect, if any, on an
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HCA by aerial dispersion or by pooling and running along the ground. Maps showing the
locations of HCAs and areas where pipelines could affect an HCA are distributed to MAPL
emergency response personnel. HCAs are treated as Immediate Response Areas pursuant to
specific training and guidance contained in MAPL’s Operating and Maintenance Procedures
Manual.

e An analysis that integrates all available information about the integrity of the entire pipeline
and the consequences of a failure. The relative risk of all the pipelines that MAPL operates is
determined utilizing industry standard relative risk models. The risk ranking of all MAPL
operated pipelines is consistent with industry norms and meets or exceeds the requirements
of state and federal regulations.

e Criteria for remedial actions to address issues raised by the assessment methods and
information analysis. MAPL’s standards for remedial actions meet or exceed the
requirements of 49 CFR 195.452, and industry standards such as ASME B31.4 and API
Standard 1160, “Managing System Integrity for Hazardous Liquid Pipelines.”

e A continual process of assessment and evaluation to maintain a pipeline’s integrity. MAPL’S
processes for continual assessment and evaluation consistently meet or exceed the
requirements of state and federal regulations including “smart pig” runs at intervals not
exceeding five years.

e ldentification of preventive and mitigative measures to protect high consequence areas.
MAPL’s processes for identification of preventive and mitigative measures to protect HCAS
are designed to enhance public safety and environmental protection and are, in all cases,
consistent with or in excess of the requirements of state and federal regulations.

e Methods to measure the program’s effectiveness. MAPL’s processes are designed to assure
the continuing integrity, safety and operational security of its pipeline system. Regular
measurements of the program’s effectiveness are conducted to that end and are at a minimum
consistent with the requirements of all applicable regulations and industry practices.

e A process for review of integrity assessment results and information analysis by persons
qualified to evaluate the results and information. MAPL’s review process is conducted by
highly skilled professionals wholly qualified in all respects to conduct and analyze the results
of integrity assessments.

In accordance with MAPL’s IMPs and 49 CFR 195, MAPL has conducted extensive testing of
its pipeline system including, for example, three segments in the Placitas area in 2001, 2003 and
2005. These segments have been internally inspected and remediation completed. All the
remaining sections are scheduled for baseline assessments before March 31, 2008, as required by
state and federal regulations.
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2.4.2.2 Pump Stations

MAPL will maintain the facilities as required by the ROW grant for the MAPL WEP.
Maintenance of the facilities includes soil stabilization and reseeding of lands disturbed by
modifications to the existing pump stations. All improvements or upgrades to the stations
authorized by the BLM/BIA are kept in serviceable condition using best standard operating
procedures and in keeping with state requirements.

2.5 ABANDONMENT

When the pipeline, surface facilities, and pump stations reach the end of their useful life, MAPL
would contact the BLM, BIA, states, tribes, and private landowners and seek their participation
in developing an abandonment plan. This plan would include removal of all surface facilities,
including pump station equipment, and rendering the pipeline and remaining facilities totally
safe by purging the pipeline, if permitted to remain in the ground, with a gas such as nitrogen to
remove contaminants. It is anticipated the pipe would be left buried in the ground to avoid
additional soil disturbance, however, that will be addressed in the abandonment plan.

2.6 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM
FURTHER ANALYSIS

The following alternatives were considered, but eliminated due to anticipated greater adverse
environmental impacts and lack of contribution to meeting the purpose and need for the project.

2.6.1  Construction and Operation of New Large Diameter Pipeline

Implementation of this alternative would require the construction of a large diameter (16 to 20
inch) pipeline between Rock Springs, Wyoming area and Hobbs, New Mexico parallel to
existing pipeline/utility corridors in place of the 12 proposed pipeline looping segments. This
alternative would not involve the addition of pump stations from the proposed Project or the
addition of horsepower at the existing pump stations. The large diameter pipeline would be
constructed parallel to existing pipelines with portions being rerouted around any areas sensitive
to humans or the environment. After the large diameter pipeline is constructed, one or more of
the existing MAPL pipelines would be taken out of service and removed and the areas restored
as dictated by jurisdictional agencies and the public. It is anticipated that this pipeline would
transport existing NGL liquids and also provide for long-term growth of transportation demands
for the forseeable future.

The proposed pipeline looping segments would be shorter in total length (202 miles) than a new
continuous pipeline between the Rock Springs, Wyoming area and Hobbs, New Mexico
(approximately 800 miles). In addition, the shorter pipeline looping segments are generally away
from sensitive areas. A full pipeline replacement would make avoidance of these areas difficult.
Construction and operation of new, large-diameter pipeline would result in greater total
disturbance to both reclaimed lands in the area of overlap between the existing pipeline/utility
ROW and the proposed new pipeline construction ROW, and previously undisturbed lands along
the entire length of the proposed pipeline. In addition, numbers and extent of TUAs and
associated disturbance for special construction situations such as roads and required utilities to
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support the operations would be greater than disturbance associated with the Proposed Action.
The existing, established pipeline/utility corridor would remain a pipeline corridor even after the
NGL pipelines replaced by this alternative were removed because there are other non-NGL
pipelines and utilities in the existing corridor. Lastly, existing pipelines are properly designed
and maintained in accordance with all regulatory standards, and their replacement would do little
to offset the associated environmental consequences. Furthermore, the reliability of the existing
multi-pipeline system would be negatively impacted.

The combination of the factors described above eliminated this alternative from further analysis.

2.6.2 Add Horsepower at Existing Pump Stations

This alternative would involve the addition of pump capacity (horsepower) at existing pump
stations located along the existing pipeline system to accommodate the proposed increase in
WEP delivery volumes for NGL and does not include new pipeline looping segments. Without
looping the existing pipeline (the Proposed Action) or constructing a new large-diameter
pipeline, outlet pressures generated by the increased horsepower for the volumes needed would
exceed the MAOP of the pipeline downstream of the pump station(s). To avoid excessive
operating pressures, existing downstream pipe would need to be replaced with new thicker-
walled pipe, and additional aboveground facilities to regulate pressure would need to be
installed. Should pressures exceed safety criteria, the pipeline would be shut down and reliability
for NGL delivery would be decreased to unacceptable levels under this alternative. Increased
environmental impacts and operational reliability issues resulted in the elimination of this
alternative. This alternative does not satisfy the project’s need.

2.6.3 Build and Operate Additional Pump Stations

Selection of this alternative would require the construction and operation of 12 additional pump
stations spaced along the existing pipeline system between Wamsutter, Wyoming and Hobbs,
New Mexico in lieu of looping the existing system (Proposed Action), constructing a new
pipeline, or adding horsepower to existing pump stations. The addition of these 12 new surface
facilities would increase the amount of short-term and long-term surface and noise disturbance
from installation and operation of pumps and ancillary piping and facilities. The increased
number of gas-fired pump stations would also result in increased emissions of polluting gases
and particulates from the WEP in comparison with the Proposed Action. Use of electric-driven
pumps in place of gas-fired engines/pumps would reduce the noise disturbance factor. However,
the increased surface disturbance and associated impacts to the environment would remain. In
addition, both gas-fired and electric-driven pump stations would decrease the reliability of the
system compared to pipeline looping (Proposed Action) due the necessity of taking pump
facilities off-line for maintenance and repairs. Electric-driven pump stations would also require
the construction of additional power lines that would result in associated additional impacts to
the environment and a reduction in reliability due to the susceptibility of power lines to adverse
effects from factors such as demand of other customers, equipment maintenance, and weather.
Also, in many areas the electric power needed is not available and there would be a potential
need for more or expanded power plants. Increased environmental impacts and decreased
reliability in comparison to the Proposed Action were the reasons to eliminate this alternative
and its variations from further consideration.
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3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

3.1 INTRODUCTION

The purpose of this chapter is to fully describe the condition of environmental resources
potentially affected by the Proposed Action or an alternative as discussed in Chapter 2. It
includes all resources known to be present in the areas to be affected by the proposed Project.
The main focus of this chapter is the identification and description of those resources likely to be
affected by construction and operation of the proposed pipeline looping segments. Proposed
disturbance to lands from the upgrade of the existing pump stations is limited. Therefore,
discussion of the environmental setting of the existing pump stations is also limited in this EA.
Air quality and noise conditions are those resources most likely to be affected by construction
and operation of the existing pump stations.

The size of the affected area surrounding each looping segment for a resource will likely differ
greatly among resources. Resources which may be present in the vicinity of the proposed
pipeline looping segments, but would not be affected by the Proposed Action or an alternative,
are discussed briefly to indicate the rationale for their elimination from environmental analysis.
These resources will not be discussed further in this EA.

Climate

The Proposed Project crosses portions of four states in a generally northwest to southeast
direction. Elevation and topography are the major factors that influence the climate in all four
states. Arid and semi-arid climate is typical. Portions of the proposed pipeline route in Wyoming
cross high basin terrain resulting in conditions that are normally on the dry side and relatively
cool. Southwestern Wyoming has cold winters followed by mild springs and warm summers.
Eastern Utah exhibits moderately cold winter weather and summers that are dry and hot.
Southwestern Colorado displays climatic conditions similar to those in eastern Utah, however,
conditions are moister and cooler than those farther west. In both areas, elevation differences
effect major variations in local weather patterns. The northwestern portion of the proposed route
in New Mexico experiences weather conditions similar to those in Colorado, whereas the
southeastern portion is located in desert climate with low precipitation. Winters in this area are
usually mild.

Topography and Soils

Although the Proposed Project would cross several physiographic provinces, topographic relief
is generally low to moderate with limited areas of steeper slopes. Areas of the Wyoming Basin,
Colorado Plateau, Basin and Range, and Great Plains physiographic provinces comprise portions
of the proposed ROW. Elevations of most of the proposed ROW exceed 6,000 feet above sea
level, where the route crosses elevated basins and plateau topography. Southern portions of the
Proposed Project, located within the Great Plains Province, occur at elevations below 5,000 feet.
Underlying geological formations are diverse in both age and lithology.

Twenty-five soil associations, formed from a variety of sources, have been located along the

proposed ROW. Soils are principally well drained in both Wyoming and New Mexico portions
of the Proposed Project. Almost all Wyoming soils are moderately deep to deep, while deep soils
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predominate in New Mexico. Portions of the ROW would cross soils subject to high water and
wind erosion potential and all soils would exhibit significant revegetation challenges.

Biota

Six general vegetation types have been identified along the proposed pipeline route: sagebrush
steppe, pinyon/juniper woodland, sand shrub/grassland, desert grassland north, desert grassland
south, and Rio Grande floodplain. Wyoming portions of the Proposed Project are almost entirely
composed of sagebrush steppe, with areas of desert grassland north type being much less
common. New Mexico exhibits a considerable contrast, and displays a northwest to southeast
progression from sagebrush steppe dominance only in Segment 8 through pinyon/juniper
woodlands and sand shrub/grasslands to complete desert grassland south cover at the
southeastern terminus at Segment 13.

Antelope, mule deer, and elk herds are present in the vicinity of the Project in southwestern
Wyoming. Antelope crucial winter range would be crossed by the proposed ROW. Other large
animals include a wild horse herd which overlaps part of the proposed route. The same big game
species are found in New Mexico, in addition to black bear, mountain lion, and white-tailed deer.

Many raptor species are known to nest in the general vicinity of the Proposed Project and may be
found near existing pump station locations in Utah and Colorado. A number of passerines and
neotropical migrants, some of which are sensitive species, have ranges encompassing the entire
Project area. Various small mammal species, foxes, prairie dogs, and coyotes can be found over
the Project area as well. Aquatic and amphibious animals would be principally restricted to
perennial streams, the Blacks Fork River and Rio Grande, and their immediate vicinity.

Land Use

Livestock grazing and wildlife habitat are the predominant land uses along most of the proposed
ROW. Oil and gas development is common in the Wyoming portion of the proposed Project, and
in the northwestern and southeastern portions of New Mexico. Other mineral resource
development is limited to trona mining in Wyoming and sand and gravel quarrying in central
New Mexico. Residential areas are largely avoided by the Project, with the exception of Placitas,
New Mexico where the project proximity to residences is shown on Figure 3.1-1 (A wall size
map of the Placitas area is located in the Placitas Community Library). No commercial or
industrial areas would be affected. In Wyoming, 48 percent of the land crossed is privately
owned, 47 percent is Federal (BLM) land, and 5 percent is state land. In New Mexico, 55 percent
of the land crossed is private, 26 percent are native lands administered by the BIA, 12 percent is
BLM land, and 7 percent is state land.

3.1.1 Critical Elements of the Human Environment

Implementation of the Proposed Action could potentially affect certain critical elements of the
human environment, as defined in the BLM Handbook H-1790-1 (NEPA Handbook; BLM,
1988), Appendix 5, as amended. These elements must, at a minimum, be considered in all EAs
developed by the BLM. The status of the critical elements for the Proposed Action is indicated
in Table 3.1-1.
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Table 3.1-1 Critical Elements of the Human Environment for the MAPL WEP

Element Present? Impacted? Dis_cussed
(Yes or No) (Yes or No) in EA
Air Quality Yes Yes X
,(Oxgaécc;f Critical Environmental Concern Yes Yes, mitigated X
Cultural Resources Yes Yes, mitigated X
Environmental Justice Yes No X
Farm Lands (Prime or Unique) Yes Yes, temporarily X
Floodplains Yes Yes, temporarily X
Invasive, Non-Native Species Yes Yes, mitigated X
Migratory Birds Yes Yes, mitigated X
Native American Religious Concerns Yes Yes, mitigated X
Threatened or Endangered Species Yes Yes, mitigated X
Wastes, Hazardous or Solid Yes Yes, mitigated X
Water Quality Drinking/Ground Yes Yes, mitigated X
Wetlands/Riparian Zones Yes Yes, mitigated X
Wild and Scenic Rivers No No X
Wilderness No No X

Source: BLM, 2003c

If the resource or value is not present or is not affected by the Proposed Action, this will be
documented as a negative declaration. These items will not be discussed further in this EA. In
addition to the critical elements, this EA discusses the current status and potential environmental
effects from the Project in the areas of geology, minerals, and paleontology, climate and air
quality, soils, water resources, vegetation and invasive weeds, range resources, wildlife and
special status species, recreation, visual resources, cultural resources, socioeconomics,
transportation, health and safety, and noise.

3.2 GENERAL SETTING
3.2.1 Climate, Air Quality, and Noise

3211 Climate

The climate in New Mexico, southwestern Colorado, eastern Utah and southwestern Wyoming is
warm during the summers and moderately cold to cold during the winter. Temperatures are
generally warmest in June and July and coldest in January. Elevation and topography are the
major factors that influence the climate in all four states.

Southwestern Wyoming

Wyoming has the second highest, average elevation of all states in the United States, and
because of that elevation, conditions are normally on the dry side and relatively cool.
Southwestern Wyoming has cold winters followed by mild springs and warm summers.
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Winters in southwestern Wyoming are cold with average daily maximum temperatures in the
high 20s. January is the coldest month. Summer average daily maximum temperatures in the
southwestern portion of Wyoming are in the low 80s.

Some areas of the Wyoming receive only five inches of rain, while the Teton Range can receive
60 inches or more per year. The average annual precipitation received in southwestern Wyoming
is approximately nine inches per year. Snow falls frequently from November through May and at
lower elevations is light to moderate. Over the drier southwest portion of Wyoming, annual snow
amounts vary from 45 to 55 inches.

Eastern Utah

Eastern Utah’s climate is determined and influenced by a number of factors including latitude,
elevation, and the mountain ranges. There are definite variations in temperature with altitude and
latitude. Naturally, the mountains and the elevated valleys have the cooler climates.

Winter weather in eastern Utah is moderately cold with average daily maximum temperatures
ranging from the low 30s in the north to low 40s in the south. Temperatures below 0° F during
winter and early spring are uncommon in eastern Utah, and prolonged periods of extremely cold
weather are also rare. This is primarily due to the mountains east and north of the State, which
act as a barrier to intensely cold continental Artic air masses. Summer average daily maximum
temperatures over eastern Utah are in the mid to high 90s.

Precipitation varies greatly across Utah, from an average of less than five inches annually over
the Great Salt Lake Desert (west of Great Salt Lake), to more than 40 inches in some parts of the
Wasatch Mountains. The eastern portion of Utah receives less than ten inches of precipitation per
year.

Southwestern Colorado

Southwestern Colorado’s topography is slightly less extreme with lower elevations and
combinations of canyons and plateaus. Elevation and topography remain dominant controls of
local climates, but precipitation gets progressively less and temperature progressively warmer
approaching the Utah border.

Southwestern Colorado winter weather is cold with average daily maximum temperatures in the
mid 30s. Temperatures can drop below 0° F in all areas of Colorado, but the valleys of southwest
Colorado receive abundant sunshine and the winter climate is not harsh. Summer afternoon
temperatures can exceed 100° F several times each summer at elevations below 5,500 feet, but it
only takes a short drive to higher elevations to find cooler air. Temperatures only rarely drop
below -10° F.

Precipitation in southwestern Colorado is more evenly distributed throughout the year than in the
eastern plains. In southwestern Colorado and near the Utah border, June is the driest month and
late summer through early autumn is the wettest time of year. Precipitation averages from 8 to
14 inches per year. Annual snowfall ranges from 30 to 45 inches per year.
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New Mexico

New Mexico is well known for its arid climate. Mean annual temperatures range from 64° F in
the extreme southeast to 40° F or lower in high mountains and valleys of the north. Elevation is
the major factor in determining the temperature of any location within the state. During the
summer months, individual daytime temperatures quite often exceed 100° F at elevations below
5,000 feet. However the average monthly maximum temperatures during July, the warmest
month, range from slightly above 90° F at lower elevations to the upper 70s at high elevations.
The average range between daily high and low temperatures is from 25° to 35° F.

In January, the coldest month, average daytime temperatures range from the middle 50s (°F) in
the southern and central valleys to the middle 30s in the higher elevations of the north.
Temperatures below freezing are common in all sections of New Mexico during the winter.
Subzero temperatures are rare in New Mexico except in the mountains.

New Mexico’s average annual precipitation ranges from less than 10 inches over much of the
southern desert and the Rio Grande and San Juan Valleys to more than 20 inches at higher
elevations. A wide variation in annual totals is characteristic of arid and semiarid climates.

3.21.2  Air Quality

Air quality is good throughout the project area counties of New Mexico, Colorado, Utah, and
Wyoming listed in Table 3.2-1. These counties have ambient air quality that does not exceed any
of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for criteria pollutants and are
considered areas of attainment. Air quality in these counties tends to be good due to the lack of
major industrial development and the dispersed and relatively small human population.

Table 3.2-1 Ambient Air Quality Status for the MAPL WEP

State County Ambient Air Quality Status
New Mexico Lea Attainment’
Chaves Attainment’
De Baca Attainment’
Torrance Attainment’
Bernalillo Attainment’
Santa Fe Attainment’
Sandoval Attainment’
San Juan Attainment’
Colorado La Plata Attainment®
Montezuma Attainment®
Dolores Attainment®
Utah San Juan Attainment®
Grand Attainment®
Uintah Attainment®
Wyoming Sweetwater Attainment”
Uinta Attainment”

TNew Mexico Environment Department, Air Quality Bureau, 2004

2 Colorado Department of Environmental Quality, Air Quality Division, 2004
% Utah Department of Environmental Quality, Division of Air Quality, 2004
4Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality, Air Quality, 2004
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The Clean Air Act (CAA) in New Mexico is administered by the Air Quality Bureau (AQB), in
Colorado by the Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment (CDPHE) Air Quality
Division, in Utah by the Utah Department of Environmental Quality (UDEQ) Division of Air
Quality, and in Wyoming by the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality (WDEQ), Air
Quality Division (WDAQ). National and State Ambient Air Quality Standards (AAQS) set the
absolute upper limits for criteria air pollutant concentrations to which the public has access. The
purpose of these standards is to allow an adequate margin of safety for the protection of public
health and welfare from adverse effects resulting from pollutants in the ambient air. Ambient air
quality in a given location is characterized by comparing the concentration of criteria pollutants
in the atmosphere to the ambient air quality standards. Table 3.2-2 lists the NAAQS and the state
ambient air quality standards for the following air pollutants: particulate matter of 10 or 2.5
microns in diameter or less (PMio and PM,s), nitrogen dioxide (NO), sulfur oxides (SOx),
carbon monoxide (CO), and ozone.

The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) maintains a repository of ambient air quality
monitoring data that has been collected from various monitoring locations throughout the United
States (EPA, 2004). Potential criteria air pollutants that could be generated from the project
include NOy, PMyo, and CO. Table 3.2-3 summarizes the maximum ambient air concentrations
observed during 2004 (as of November) in each of the project area counties. Review of the
maximum values detected during 2004, indicates that none of the ambient air quality standards
have been exceeded.

Areas where criteria pollutants are measured below the limits are called “attainment” areas.
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) regulations limit emissions of pollutants from new
sources in attainment areas, known as Class Il PSD areas. Class Il PSD areas allow additional,
well-controlled industrial growth through the incremental addition of some area-specific
pollutants. In order to meet or maintain NAAQS, the states have established limits on the
quantity, rate, or concentration of emissions of air pollutants from industrial sources. Emissions
of criteria air pollutants, hazardous air pollutants, and air toxics are regulated by the states with
permits regulating individual emissions sources from construction and/or operations activities
within the state. A geographic area that meets or exceeds the limit for an ambient particular
pollutant is called a “non-attainment” area. As listed in Table 3.2-1 above, all the counties that
could be impacted by the project are attainment areas.

The PSD title of the CAA is an important authority for protecting the resources of parks and
other environmentally sensitive areas. One of its express purposes is “to preserve, protect, and
enhance the air quality in national parks, national wilderness areas, national monuments, national
seashores, and other areas of special national or regional natural, recreational, scenic, or historic
value.” PSD addresses resource protection through the establishment of ceilings on additional
amounts of air pollution that may be emitted and still preserve air quality.
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Table 3.2-2 National and State Ambient Air Quality Standards

: NAAQS New Mexico | Colorado Utah Wyomin
Pollutant Period (Lg /n?s) (ug/m?) (g /m3) (Lg/m’) (l{g /ms)g
NO, 24-Hour - - - -
Annual Arithmetic 100 0.100 ppm 100 100 100
Mean (0.053 ppm) | 0.05ppm (0.053 ppm) | (0.053 ppm)
CoO 1-Hour Maximum® | 40,000 40,000 40,000 40,000
(35 ppm) 13.1 ppm (35 ppm) (35 ppm)
8-Hour Maximum® | 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
(9 ppm) 8.7 ppm (9 ppm) (9 ppm)
PMyo 24-Hour Maximum® | 150 150 150 150 150
Annual Arithmetic
Mean’ 50 - 50 50 50
7-Day Average
30-Day Average - 110 - -
Annual Geometric | __ 90 - -
Mean _ 60 _ _
PM,s 24-Hour Maximum®* | 65 65 65
Annual Arithmetic
Mean’ 15 15 15
SO, 3-Hour Maximum? 1,300 -- 700 1,300 1,300
(0.5 ppm) (0.5 ppm) (0.5 ppm)
24-hour Maximum® | 365 365 260
Annual Arithmetic (0.14 ppm) 0.1 ppm (0.14 ppm) (0.10 ppm)
Mean 80 80 60
(0.03 ppm) 0.02 ppm (0.03 ppm) (0.02 ppm)
(O 1-Hour Maximum® | 0.12 ppm - 235 0.12 ppm 0.12 ppm
8-Hour Maximum® 0.08 ppm 0.08 ppm 0.08 ppm

ug/m® = micrograms of pollutant per cubic meter of ambient air

ppm = parts per million

ppb = parts per billion

! Not to be exceeded more than once per year.

2 7o attain this standard, the expected annual arithmetic mean PM, concentration at each monitor within an area must not exceed 50 pg/m°.

® To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the annual arithmetic mean PM,s concentrations from single or multiple community-oriented
monitors must not exceed 15.0 pg/m®.

* To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the 98th percentile of 24-hour concentrations at each population-oriented monitor within an area
must not exceed 65 pg/m>.

® To attain this standard, the 3-year average of the fourth-highest daily maximum 8-hour average ozone concentrations measured at each monitor
within an area over each year must not exceed 0.08 ppm.

® (a) The standard is attained when the expected number of days per calendar year with maximum hourly average concentrations above 0.12 ppm
is<=1.

(b) The 1-hour NAAQS will no longer apply to an area one year after the effective date of the designation of that area for the 8-hour ozone
NAAQS. The effective designation date for most areas is June 15, 2004. [40 CFR 50.9; see Federal Register of April 30, 2004 (69 FR 23996).]
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Table 3.2-3 Maximum Ambient Air Concentrations (Year 2004), MAPL WEP
S County EPQQ;EEQTA Criteria Pollutant Maximum Value (ug/m®)
PMyo NO, Cco
New Mexico | Lea 3502500078110201 28 ND ND
Chaves 3500500058110201 24 ND ND
DeBaca ND ND ND
Torrance ND ND ND
Bernalillo 3500100298110203 674 (32 Mean) ND 3.7 ppm
3500100194210101
Santa Fe 3504900208110201 14 ND 2.5 ppm
3504900194210101
Sandoval 3504300018110201 20 0.05 ppm 2.1 ppm
3504310034260201
3504310034210101
Rio Arriba ND ND ND
San Juan 3504500068110201 26 0.046 ppm ND
3504500094260201
Colorado La Plata 0806700098110201 50 (18.6 Mean) 0.047 ppm ND
0806770034260201
Montezuma ND ND ND
Dolores ND ND ND
Utah San Juan ND ND ND
Grand ND ND ND
Uintah 4904770228110201 8 ND ND
Wyoming Sweetwater 5603708688110202 147 ND ND
(22.3 Mean)
Uinta ND ND ND ND
(EPA, 2004)
ND - No Data

Air quality related values such as visibility and acid deposition are regulated by Regional Haze
Regulations and are monitored by the BLM and the states. Visibility is degraded by the presence
of fine particulates in the air. Materials produced from combustion processes or secondary
formation in the atmosphere by photochemical processes tend to make up the majority of PM, s
pollutants. The CAA does not explicitly define the qualities that comprise air quality related
values (EPA, 1990). States take steps, however, to maintain visibility in areas deemed of national
importance and designated by Section 162(a) of the CAA as Class | PSD areas. Class | areas
include federal lands such as national parks, national wilderness areas, and national monuments.
The nearest Class | areas to the proposed pipeline looping segment loops and existing pump

stations are listed in Table 3.2-4.
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Table 3.2-4 Class | PSD Areas, MAPL WEP

Proiect Area Distance from
State CJ: Class | Area Project to Class |
ounty
Area
Lea Carlsbad Caverns NP >90 miles SW
Chaves Salt Creek Wilderness Area >40 miles S
DeBaca -
Torrance White Mountain Wilderness >50 miles SW
New Mexico )
Bernalillo --
Santa Fe Pecos Wilderness >60 miles NE
Bandelier National Park >50 miles NE
Sandoval San Pedro Parks Wilderness >25 miles E
San Juan --
LaPlata Mesa Verde National Park >40 miles W
Weminuche Wilderness >25 miles NE
Colorado Montezuma -
Dolores --
San Juan Canyonlands National Park >20 miles W
Utah Grand Arches National Park >10 miles N
Uintah --
] Sweetwater --
Wyoming -
Uinta -

The New Source Review process determines and regulates sources that would cause adverse
effects to these Class | PSD areas. Facilities that have a potential to emit more than 250 tons per
year of any regulated pollutant (major source) are required to obtain a PSD permit which,
depending on its location with respect to nearby Class | areas, may include performing a
visibility analysis. None of the existing pump station modifications proposed for horsepower
increases would be considered a major source or approach this threshold.

3.21.3 Sound Quality

Noise is defined as unwanted or annoying sound that is typically associated with human
activities and that interferes with or disrupts normal activities. Sound and noise are measured as
sound pressure levels in units of decibels (dB). Response to noise varies according to its type, its
perceived importance, its appropriateness in the setting and time of day, and the sensitivity of the
individual receptor. Human hearing is simulated by measurements in the A-weighting (dBA)
network, which de-emphasizes lower frequency sounds to simulate the response of the human
ear. Some typical sound levels from common noise sources are presented in Table 3.2-5.
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Table 3.2-5 Sound Levels Associated With Noise Environments and Field
Operations

Scale of Human Judgment of Noise

Noise Source A-weighted Sound Loudness (relative to a reference
Level (dBA) loudness of to dB*)

Typical construction site at 50 feet 85 *approximately 15 times as loud
Diesel truck, 40 mph at 50 feet 75 *approximately 8 times as loud
Light traffic at 50 feet 56 *approximately 2 times as loud
Rural area daytime 45" Reference loudness
Rural area at night 35" Quiet - * % as loud
Human voice whisper at 5 feet 20 Very quiet

* These values are logarithmic measurements (i.e. every 10-dBA increase is perceived by the human ear as
approximately twice the previous noise level. Therefore, a rural area during the day is about twice as loud to the
human ear as a rural area at night). Source: Compiled from EPA, 1974 and EPA, 1971.

* Corrected for high winds.

The Inverse Square Law of Noise Propagation states that sound level intensity decreases by
approximately 6 dBA with every doubling of the distance from the source. Further reduction
occurs when sound energy travels far enough to be appreciably reduced by absorptions (Harris,
1991).

Environmental noise regulations and guidelines for outdoor, neighborhood and/or community
noise levels have not been promulgated by the EPA. The EPA provides guideline noise levels in
relation to anticipated noise/human activity disturbance impacts from industrial construction and
operations, below which the general public would be protected from activity interference and
annoyance. Outdoor locations “in which quiet is a basis for use” are assigned a maximum noise
level of 55 dBA. Laws or regulations for acceptable noise limits have not been established at the
state level by New Mexico, Colorado, Utah or Wyoming. Local city ordinances and codes have
been established by some cities such as Albuquerque, New Mexico but are only applicable to
activities that occur within the city limits. Based on a review of available city and county
ordinances and codes, no applicable noise limits were identified for the project area.

The primary noise sources in the vicinity of the proposed pipeline and existing pump stations are
the turbines and equipment at the pump stations, wind noise, occasional traffic noise where the
pipeline route crosses rural roads, and highway noise where the route crosses Interstate Highway
25 north of Bernalillo, New Mexico.

Current noise levels at the existing pump stations were estimated based on the turbines that have
approved permits, electric motors present on site, and manufacturer information. Table 3.2-6 lists
the estimated noise levels for each pump station at 50 feet from the sources, and at one-half and
one mile from the facility. The calculated noise levels are higher than actual noise levels
collected at Edgewood, Estancia, and Duran during April 2004. Based on this comparison the
calculated noise levels are conservative.
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Table 3.2-6 Estimated Pump Station Noise Levels, MAPL WEP

Noise at . ;
Current Permitted Pump Station l\li/(ljillzei‘ra;r:{z I'\\Iﬂc;llgefritml
Existing Pump Station Turbines and 50 ft from
' Source Source
Electric Motors Source* (dBA) (dBA)
(dBA)
Caprock 3-T1302 84.8 50.8 46.1
White Lakes 4-T1302 86.0 52.0 47.0
Mesa 3-T1402 84.8 50.8 46.1
Duran 5-T1302 (81.4) 87.0 52.9 47.7
Estancia 4-T1402 (70.3) 86.0 52.0 47.0
Edgewood 3-T1302 (69.2) 84.8 50.8 46.1
. 3-T1302
San Ysidro 1-T1402 86.0 52.0 47.0
San Luis 5-T1302 87.0 52.9 47.7
Lybrook 3-T1602 86.1 52.0 47.0
Huerfano 4 -T1302 86.0 52.0 47.0
Ignacio 1-T1302 80.0 47.0 43.6
Dolores 3-T1302 84.8 50.8 46.1
Dove Creek 1-T1302 80.0 47.0 43.6
Lisbon 3-T1302 84.8 50.8 46.1
Moab 2-T1302 83.0 49.3 45.0
Thompson 3-T1302 84.8 50.8 46.1
Harley Dome 3-T1302 84.8 50.8 46.1
Dragon 3-T1302 84.8 50.8 46.1
Dinosaur 2-T1302 83.0 49.3 45.0
Rock Springs 4-T1302 86.0 52.0 47.0
1-T1602
Granger 1-T1302 83.7 49.9 45.4
Pine Butte 500 hp Electric 61.4 41.6 414
Tipton 400 hp Electric 61.4 41.6 41.4

*Actual noise level readings are shown in () and were taken on April 7, 2004.

The noise from the existing pump stations were calculated and potential noise levels at set
distances from the pump stations (one-half and 1 mile) were estimated using the Inverse Square

Law of Noise Propagation (Harris, 1991):

L,=L;-20 LOglo (Rz/Rl),

where:

L, = predicted noise at a specified distance, R,, from the pump station and
L, = source noise measured at a distance R; near the turbines/electric motors.
(Note atmospheric absorption was not included in this equation.)

The noise level day-night (Lgny from the existing pump station was then calculated at specified
distances from the stations and incorporated existing background noise levels of 35 dBA. The
calculations assume that the equipment will be operated 24 hours per day at full load. The total
L4, at one-half and 1 mile from the pump stations was calculated using the following formula

(Harris, 1991):
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Total Lg, = 10 1091 (10Le/10 + 10L /10 + ...)

where:

Lex is the existing Lg, at % and 1 mile from the existing pump station (for rural areas this is estimated to be
35dBA), and

L, is the Lg, contribution of the existing pump station noise (turbines with silencers and enclosures, electric
motors).

3.2.2 Geological Resources
3221  Geology

General Physiography and Geology

The 12 pipeline looping segments of the MAPL Project are located within a variety of Western
landscapes. They cross one physiographic province in Wyoming and three in New Mexico
(Table 3.2-7). Relief within the segments is low to moderate with only limited areas of steep
slopes. The segments primarily cross areas of thick, unconsolidated Quaternary deposits and
near-surface, Tertiary sedimentary bedrock. Older near-surface formations are encountered in
portions of Segments 5 and 9 (Cretaceous sedimentary rock), Segments 10 through 12 (Permian
sedimentary rock), and Segment 10 (Pre-Cambrian igneous rock).

Geologic Hazards

Faults and earthquakes: In Wyoming, Segments 1, 2, 4, and 6 do not cross any fault zones
(Greer et al., 1987a and 1987b). Segment 3 crosses one fault zone in Sections 16, 17, 18, 19,
T20N, R93W (King et al., 1987) and another in Sec. 35, T20N, R95W (Greer et al., 1987b).
Segment 5 crosses a fault zone in Sec. 15, T16N, R104W (Greer et al., 1987b). None of these
faults are reported to be active.

The USGS has estimated that a 4.2 to 4.5 magnitude earthquake might occur somewhere in
Wyoming’s Green River Basin every 62 years (BLM, 1999). One of the largest historic
earthquakes in southwestern Wyoming occurred in 1995 with an epicenter near Segment 1. This
event was associated with the collapse of a large section of the Solvay Minerals trona mine. This
Intensity V earthquake measured 5.3 on the Richter scale (Case et al., 2002a).

For Sweetwater and Uinta counties, it is estimated that there is a 10 percent chance of an
Intensity V earthquake (Modified Mercali Scale) occurring once during a 50 year period (Case et
al., 2002a and 2002b). There is a 2 percent chance of an Intensity VI event occurring during this
period in Segment 1 and a 2 percent chance of an Intensity VII event occurring in Segments 2
through 6.

Current earthquake probability maps suggest that the worst case scenario for possible future
earthquakes in the vicinity of the proposed pipeline looping segments in Wyoming could result
in damage comparable to an Intensity VIl earthquake (Case et al., 2002a and 2002b). This
intensity corresponds to negligible damage to buildings of good design and construction.
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Table 3.2-7 Physiography and Geology of Lands Affected by the Proposed MAPL WEP

Physiographic Local Area Elevation Associated
Segments Province and Phvsioaranh Range; Geologic Formations (age) Geologic
Section ysiography Relief (ft.) Hazards
Bridaer Basin - Alluvium and colluvium (Holocene and Pleistocene)
. . g . 6130-6940; - Dune sand and loess (Holocene and Pleistocene) - flooding
land 2 Wyoming Basin and Green River - . . ’
. 810 - Bridger formation (Eocene) - wind erosion
Basin - :
- Green River formation (Eocene)
. i . - Playa lake and other lacustrine deposits (Holocene and Pleistocene)
3and4 Wyoming Basin GreaBtaI;)ilr:nde 6692270010’ - Green River formation (Eocene)
- Wasatch formation (Eocene to upper Paleocene)
- Alluvium and colluvium (Holocene and Pleistocene)
. . Rock Springs 6660-7240; - Rock Springs formation (upper Cretaceous) i .
5 Wyoming Basin Uplift 580 - Blair formation (upper Cretaceous) flooding
- Baxter shale (upper Cretaceous)
Rock Springs 7300-8130" - Bishop conglomerate (Oligocene)
6 Wyoming Basin Uplift and Green 830 ' - Green River formation (Eocene) - landslides
River Basin - Wasatch formation (Eocene to upper Paleocene)
8 Colorado Plateau — San Juan Basin 6820-7240; - San Jose formation (Eocene)
Navajo 420 - Nacimiento formation (Paleocene)
9 Basin and Range — Rio Grande Rift 5070-5540; - Alluvium (Holocene to upper Pleistocene) - flooding
Mexican Highlands — Jemez valley 470 - Santa Fe group (middle Pleistocene to upper Oligocene)
- Alluvium (Holocene to upper Pleistocene)
Estancia valle - Lacustrine and playa deposits (Holocene)
Basin and Range — Y . - Piedmont alluvial deposits (Holocene to lower Pleistocene)
) and Pedernal 6095-6610; . g
10 Sacramento; Great Hills: Encino 515 - Glorietta sandstone (Permian)
Plains — Pecos Valley o - Yeso and San Andres formations (Permian)
Basin . . . . .
- Paleoproterozoic granitic plutonic rocks (pre-Cambrian) - karst issues
- Paleoproterozoic metasedimentary rocks (pre-Cambrian)
- Older alluvial deposits of upland plains and piedmont areas
11 and 12 Great Plains — Pecos Plains 3725-4890; (middle to lower Pleistocene)
Pecos Valley 1165 - Artesian group (Permian)
- San Andres formation (Permian) - karst issues
Great Plains — ) . . . .
13 Llano Estacado | 4200-4270; 70 | - Ogallala formation (lower Pliocene to middle Miocene)

Southern High Plains

Sources: Fenneman, 1931; Hawley and Love, 1981; Hunt, 1967; Love and Christiansen, 1985; McLemore, 1984; NMBG&MR, 2003; Roberts, 1989
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In New Mexico, Segments 8, 11, 12, and 13 do not cross any fault zones. All of Segment9isina
fault zone. Segment 9 crosses several faults in the Rio Grande rift which date from the late
Pliocene to late Quaternary. Two inactive faults are crossed by Segment 10 in the Pedernal Hills
in Sections 23 and 26, T7N, R11E and in Sec. 8, T6N, R12E (Callender, 1979 and NMBG&MR,
2003).

Seismic activity in New Mexico is concentrated along the Rio Grande rift, a major continental
rift extending from north of Taos to south of Las Cruces. While the overwhelming majority of
Quaternary faults in New Mexico occur within the boundaries of the rift, earthquakes are absent
over much of its extent. Most New Mexican earthquakes with magnitudes of 4.5 or greater
during the period 1869-1998 have occurred in the section of the rift between Albuquerque and
Socorro which is at least 30 miles south of the proposed Project. A majority of these have been
associated with the Socorro fracture zone (Sanford et al., 2002).

In general, seismic hazards for New Mexico are moderate to low. The highest seismic hazard in
New Mexico for the MAPL Project would be in Segment 9 which lies within the Rio Grande
Rift. In this area the maximum peak ground acceleration has been calculated to be approximately
0.08g which generates Modified Mercali Intensity VI effects (Lin and Sanford, 2000).

Landslides: The Geological Survey of Wyoming has mapped a landslide area which is crossed
by Segment 6 on the southwest slope of Miller Mountain between Aerial Marker (AM) 855.6
and 855.9 (Case and Murray, 1990). The segment would cross the toe of a slide area which
includes earth flows, debris-laden earth flows, bedrock slumps, and a debris slump. In addition,
side slopes of 10-20 percent would be crossed by the proposed pipeline looping segment.
Bedrock in this area is the Oligocene-age Bishop conglomerate.

Along Segment 5 (Sec. 14, T16N, R104W), a small multiple debris flow has been mapped on the
slope north of pipeline corridor (Ford and Larsen, 1989). The proposed pipeline route does not
appear to cross the slide area. No other landslide areas have been mapped along the Wyoming
segments of the pipeline (Case and Larsen, 1991 and Case et al., 1991).

Within New Mexico, nearly all of the proposed segments lie within an area defined as “low
landslide incidence — less than 1.5 percent of area involved” (Godt, 1997). The exception is the
north end of Segment 8 which lies within an area defined as “moderate susceptibility, low
incidence”. A review of the Lybrook Quadrangle topographic map (1:24,000) shows potential
minor landslide areas between AMs 367 and 369 of Segment 8.

Soil liquefaction occurs when unconsolidated deposits composed primarily of water-saturated
sands and silts lose their internal strength and behave as viscous fluids (Case, 1986a).
Liquefaction is sometimes associated with earthquakes. When seismic waves pass through
saturated materials, the pore pressures may be raised because of compaction and liquefaction
occurs. A map of liquefaction-prone areas in Wyoming indicates that none are crossed by the
proposed pipeline corridors (Case 1986¢). In New Mexico, the potential for soil liquefaction
associated with earthquakes is low in areas crossed by the proposed pipeline corridors.
Horizontal ground accelerations from predicted maximum intensity earthquakes are not expected
to be severe enough for liquefaction to occur (BLM, 1995). With the exception of the Rio
Grande valley, saturated surficial materials are infrequently encountered within the New Mexico
segments.
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Karst topography: These landscapes are characterized by irregular topography with sinks,
underground streams, springs, and caves that were formed by subsurface dissolution of limestone
and dolomite. Areas of Kkarst terrain are susceptible to ground subsidence, sinkhole collapse,
groundwater contamination, and unpredictable water supply (BLM, 2003a).

In Wyoming, none of the geologic formations crossed by the proposed pipeline looping segments
exhibit karst characteristics (Love and Christiansen, 1985).

In New Mexico, solution of Permian-age evaporite and carbonate rocks has produced large
subsidence basins in the Pecos Plains. At present, the dominant solution-subsidence process is
associated with both deep and shallow dissolution of gypsum and various sodium and potash
salts. Several large collapse depressions formed during the 20™ Century in this area (Hawley and
Love, 1981). Segments 10 and 11 cross through areas underlain by two Permian-age geologic
formations which have karst characteristics (Table 3.2-8). Both formations (the San Andres and
Yeso formations) contain limestone, dolomite, and gypsum beds. The Fourmile Draw member of
the San Andres formation is known to exhibit numerous surficial sinkholes to the southwest of
the corridor (Kelly, 1971). Segment 11 crosses the Fourmile Draw member just northwest of the
existing Mesa pump station for several miles. A significant sinkhole, Devil’s Well, is located just
off the ROW in section 12, T3S, R21E. Other sinkholes (some with ponds) occur nearby in this
area where the Fourmile Draw member is present.

Table 3.2-8 Karst Formations Crossed by MAPL WEP Pipeline Looping

Segments
Segment Approximate aerial markers Formation
10 188.6 — 191.0 Yeso
10 194.1 - 196.3 Yeso
10 222.0 - 223.3 San Andres
11 127.5-128.0 San Andres
11 130.5-136.7 San Andres
11 137.9 - 140.0 San Andres

Source: NMBG&MR, 2003

During 2004 biological surveys for the MAPL WEP, a few sinkholes were observed
approximately one-quarter mile from the pipeline corridor but not along the pipeline centerline
itself.

Abandoned underground mines: Two mined-out areas are located in the vicinity of Segment 6
in Wyoming (Case, 1986b). The first area is located in T15N, R105W. It has known subsidence
but appears to be located approximately one mile east of the pipeline corridor. The second area is
located in T14N, R105W. It has no known subsidence and appears to be located approximately
one mile west of the corridor. An examination of the 1:24,000 scale topographic maps for these
areas indicates that neither mine was a large operation. Thus, it is unlikely that underground
mine-associated subsidence would impact the pipeline in these areas. There are no other known
mined-out areas near the pipeline corridors in Wyoming.

No abandoned underground coal mines are located in the vicinity of the proposed pipeline
looping segments in New Mexico (BLM, 1995 and Anderson, 1980). The pipeline looping
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segments do not pass through any other mineral mining districts in New Mexico (Williams and
McAllister, 1979).

3.222 Mineral Resources

The proposed MAPL WEP pipeline looping segments cross mineral resource areas in both
Wyoming and New Mexico (Table 3.2-9). In addition, they cross close to several active mineral
resource extraction operations.

Oil and Gas

Segments 1 through 4 in Wyoming cross oil and gas reserve areas of the Bridger, Green River,
and Great Divide basins (DeBruin, 2002) (Table 3.2-9). Segment 5 crosses oil and gas reserves
of the Rock Springs uplift. Segments 1, 3, and 5 are located within active gas fields. In New
Mexico, Segment 8 crosses oil and gas reserves of the San Juan basin (Williams and McAllister,
1979). The northern 2 miles of Segment 8 are located in an active oil and gas field (Huffman,
1989). Segments 12 and 13 cross Permian basin oil and gas reserves which are being actively
exploited.

Authorized oil and gas leases are crossed by proposed ROWSs of nine of the 12 proposed
segments (BLM and USFS, 2004) (Table 3.2-9). Although these leases are authorized and active,
they are not necessarily being actively exploited at the present time. Table 3.2-9 also shows that
active oil and gas wells are located within 500 feet of the ROW in four of the six Wyoming
segments and in two of the six New Mexico segments (WO&GCC, 2004 and NMEM&NR
Dept., 2004).

High grade oil shale deposits of the Green River Formation are located beneath Segments 1 and
2 (University of Wyoming, 2004d). There is currently no oil shale mining activity in Wyoming
and there are no foreseeable plans to develop this resource.

Coal Bed Methane

All six proposed Wyoming pipeline looping segments cross coal bed methane resources
(DeBruin et al., 2001) (Table 3.2-9). In addition, Segment 8 in New Mexico is located within an
area of coal bed methane reserves (Huffman, 1989). CBM is being developed in southwest
Wyoming but not near the project location. Currently, there is no coal bed methane extraction in
the vicinity of Segment 8 in New Mexico. It is anticipated that these resources will be developed
sometime in the future.

Coal

Segments 1, 2, 4 and 6 in Wyoming cross subbituminous coal reserves which are located too
deep beneath the surface to be economically extracted at present (University of Wyoming
2004b). Segment 3 crosses strippable subbituminous coal in the Cherokee and Red Desert fields
from Creston to Wamsutter. There are several underground mines in this area but not near the
proposed ROW. The east end of Segment 5 crosses an area of near-surface bituminous and
subbituminous coal which has not been mined.
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In New Mexico, Segment 8 crosses Fruitland formation coal deposits of the San Juan basin.
These coal beds are relatively thin, however, along the Segment 8 corridor (4 to 12 feet) (Fassett,
1989) and are unlikely to be mined.

Other Minerals

The world’s largest deposit of trona, a sodium carbonate used in glassmaking and chemical
production (Wyoming Rails, 2001), is found in western Sweetwater County, Wyoming
(University of Wyoming, 2004e). The east end of Segment 1 and west half of Segment 2 are
within the high yield zone (Table 3.2-9). Underground trona mines near Segments 1 and 2 are
currently active (University of Wyoming, 2004f).

Other mineral deposits crossed by the ROWSs in Wyoming include a high-grade CO, resource in
Segment 1 (University of Wyoming, 2004a), a clay deposit in Segment 2 south of Peru (Harris et
al., 1985), and a high grade helium resource area in Segment 4 (University of Wyoming, 2004c).
Segment 5 is located just south of the Aspen Mountain silicified zone (Hausel et al., 1994), but
there is no active or proposed gold mining in the vicinity of the ROW.

In New Mexico, the north end of Segment 8 is located approximately 18 miles east of the center
of the Kimbeto T.P. uranium cluster (Finch and McLemore, 1989).

No other metallic or non-metallic mineral deposits have been identified in the vicinity of the
pipeline looping segments in Wyoming or New Mexico.

Sand and Gravel

The proposed pipeline looping segments in Wyoming cross several gravel resource areas (Root
et al., 1973) (Table 3.2-9). Segment 2 crosses gravel deposits in the Blacks Fork River valley
between AM 29.5 and 30.0. A gravel resource area is crossed by Segment 4 in Patrick Draw near
Bitter Creek from AM 44.5 to 45. Segment 5 crosses a gravel resource area in the Salt Wells
Creek valley from AM 17.7 to 17.9. A large gravel resource area is crossed by Segment 6 on
Miller Mountain from AM 857 to 869.7. No sand and gravel pits are located in the vicinity of
Segments 1 through 5. An examination of USGS topographic maps reveals that Segment 6 is
located near gravel pits at AM 862.0 and 866.5.
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Table 3.2-9 Mineral Resources Crossed by MAPL WEP Pipeline Looping Segments

Algnc;rr;fjed Oil and Gas Coal Bed Other Sand and Sand and
Segment | Oil and Gas Fields Gas Wells < 5001 Methane Coal Fields Mineral Gravel Gravel Pits
Leases ft from ROW Deposits | Resources near ROW
Wyoming
1 Bruff gas field; Green 6 9 CBM beds Subbituminous coal deposits — CO, ) 0
River oil shale >5000 ft. deep too deep to mine trona
I . Blacks Fork
2 |oemmveroise |1 0| oy | oot pests | vally el |0
- ceep P AM 295 - 29.7
Echo Springs, Tierney CBM beds Strippable subbituminous coal
3 North, Frewen, and 7 15 >5000 ft. dee in Cherokee and Red Desert - - 0
Wamsutter gas fields - deep fields
4 Table Rock gas field and 1 3 CBM beds Subbituminous coal deposits — helium ) 0
Patrick Draw oil field >5000 ft. deep too deep to mine
5 Baxter Basin South Gas 7 1 CBM beds Near-surface bituminous and gold (north | gravel: AM 44.5 0
Field >5000 ft. deep subbituminous deposits. of segment) | —45.0
6 ) 9 0 CBM beds Subbituminous coal deposits — ) gravel: AM 857- 2
<5000 ft. deep too deep to strip 869.7
New Mexico
8 San Juan Basin 19 5 potential CBM St_rlppable coals are too thin to uranium 0
beds present mine.
- sand and gravel:
9 0 0 - - gypsum Jemez and Rio 2
Grande valleys
sand and gravel:
10 - 0 0 - - - various alluvial 0
valleys
11 - 0 0 - - - - 0
12 Permian Basin 14 8 - - - - 0
13 Hightower oil field 1 0 . . . sandl: AM 468 - 0

Sources: BLM and USFS, 2004; Connel et al., 2000; DeBruin, 2002, DeBruin et al., 2001; Fassett, 1989; Finch and McLemore, 1989; Harris et al., 1985; Hausel, W.D. 1987; Huffman,
A. C., Jr. 1989; Hunt, C.B., 1977; Root et al., 1973; Roswell Geol. Soc., 1988; NMEM and NR Dept., 2004; University of Wyoming, 2004 a through e; Williams and McAllister, 1979;
Woodward and Ruetschilling, 1976; WO&GCC, 2004;
'Distance estimated using ¥ ¥4 section location of wells in Wyoming. Well locations in New Mexico are based on precise distances from section lines.
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In New Mexico, Segment 9 crosses alluvial sand and gravel deposits in Jemez River valley
(Woodward and Ruetschilling, 1976) and the Rio Grande valley (Connel et al., 2000). Segment 9
crosses immediately south of a large sand and gravel quarry in the Rio Grande valley between
Interstate 25 and the Algodones Canal (AM 279.8 to 280.0). At the San Ysidro Station, the end
of Segment 9 (AM 299.3) is immediately northeast of a small sand and gravel operation.
Segment 10 crosses sand and gravel resources in several alluvial valleys including Red Canyon
and McGilivray draws. Segment 13 crosses thin sand on caliche of the Ogallala Formation, a
shallow source of aggregate (Hunt, 1977b). There are no sand and gravel quarries near Segments
10 or 13.

3.2.2.3 Paleontological Resources

The route of the proposed pipeline crosses bedrock of highly variable lithology, age, and
potential for recovery of significant vertebrate fossils. BLM uses a tripartite ranking system to
classify the potential of areas to contain vertebrate fossils or noteworthy occurrences of
invertebrate or plant fossils (BLM, 1998):

e Condition 1 - Areas that are known to contain vertebrate fossils or noteworthy
occurrences of invertebrate or plant fossils.

e Condition 2 - Areas with exposures of geological units or settings that have high potential
to contain vertebrate fossils or noteworthy occurrences of invertebrate or plant fossils.
The presence of geologic units from which such fossils have been recovered elsewhere
may require further assessment of these same units where they are exposed in the area of
consideration.

e Condition 3 - Areas that are very unlikely to produce vertebrate fossils or noteworthy
occurrences of invertebrate or plant fossils based on their surficial geology, igneous or
metamorphic rocks, extremely young alluvium, colluvium, or eolian deposits or the
presence of deep soils.

Areas containing Condition 1 or Condition 2 strata may trigger formal analysis during NEPA
compliance.

In Wyoming, important fossiliferous strata crossed by the proposed Project include the Eocene
Bridger and Green River formations, lacustrine units which are noted for recovery of well
preserved fossil fish from some areas. The Laney Member of the Green River Formation is
known for vertebrate fossil localities (Grande, 1984). Bedrock is generally a dark grey, shaley
limestone. Fish bones are ivory white to buff white. Two localities near Segment 2 feature
excellent fish skeletons. Herring (Knightia) and trout perch (Erismatopterus) are the most
common. Uncommon or rare species at these sites include catfish (Astephus) and sucker
(Amyzon).

Three localities have been identified in the Granger, Wyoming area that are actively excavated
for vertebrate fossils by the University of California Museum of Paleontology. The majority of
the fossils are in Eocene lacustrine and associated strata. The fossils observed in these strata are
also present throughout the Green River Formation in the Bridger and Green River Basins. All of
the excavation sites in the proposed pipeline vicinity are located approximately 10 to 30 miles
north of Granger (the northwestern terminus of the proposed pipeline, Segment 1) and will not be
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affected by pipeline construction and related activities. The site 10 miles north of Granger is
probably in the Bridger Formation (Welder, 1968).

During November 2004, a paleontological survey of the proposed pipeline ROW in Wyoming
was conducted at the request of the BLM by Erathem Vanir Geological Consultants of Pocatello,
Idaho. The survey consisted of both vehicular and pedestrian examination of local stratigraphy.
The survey focused on an analysis of potential for recovery of scientifically important fossils
during construction. No such materials were observed during the survey or during previous
surveys of nearby pipeline ROWSs by the Principal Investigator. A report of the survey, including
mitigation and data recovery recommendations, has been included as Appendix E to this EA
(Erathem Vanir Geological, 2004).

New Mexico portions of the proposed pipeline route cross rock units of greater age and
lithologic variability than those of the Wyoming segments. However; Condition 1 formations
are crossed by all proposed Project Segments except for Segment 12. A list of the Condition 1
formations crossed by the MAPL WEP and approximate aerial markers of the crossings is
provided in Appendix E — Paleontological Report and Summary Table.

As a result of extensive previous disturbance along the proposed pipeline ROW in New Mexico,
BLM has not required a pedestrian survey of the paleontological potential of the proposed
Project. BLM has proposed a mitigation plan (Hester, 2004) that is summarized in Appendix D-
8. A summary of the geological formations crossed by the proposed pipeline route and their
potential for yielding scientifically important fossils is indicated in Table 3.2-10.

Table 3.2-10 Paleontological Potential of Geologic Formations, MAPL WEP

Paleontologic Pipeline
Geologic Unit Geologic Age Fossil Resources 99 Looping
Potential
Segments
Wyoming
alluvial sediments
(including alluvium and Holocene none Condition 3 1,2,3,45,6
colluvium)
eolian sediments Holocene ()I/%sps)than 2,000 none Condition 3 1,2,3,4,5,6
playa nge and I_ake Holocene (to 7,000 ybp) none known Condition 3 1,2,3,45,6
margin deposits
vertebrates,
Bridger Fm. middle Eocene invertebrates, plants, Condition 1 1,2
trace fossils
Green River Fm vertebrates,
' middle Eocene invertebrates, trace Condition 1 2
Laney Shale Member .
fossils
Green River Fm. middle Eocene . vertebrates, . Condition 1 34
Luman Tongue invertebrates, trace fossil
Wasatch Fm. early Eocene vertebrates, Condition 1 3,6
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Paleontologic Pipeline
Geologic Unit Geologic Age Fossil Resources 09 Looping
Potential
Segments
Main body invertebrates, plants,
trace fossils
Fort Union Em. Paleocene to earliest vertebrates, invertebrate, Condition 3 6
Eocene plants
Blair Fm. Late Cretaceous mvertebrat_es, trace Condition 2 5
fossils
Baxter Shale Late Cretaceous mvertebrat_es, trace Condition 2 5
fossils
New Mexico
alluvial, lacustrine,
playa, and piedmont Holocene to Pleistocene mammals Condition 1 9,10
deposits
aIIuwa(IjzgS;;;sdmont m'gg Iiitté)cé?]v;/er mammals Condition 1 10
Santa Fe Group. m'gg:)%fg;fégggﬂg to mammals Condition 1 9
Ogallala Fm. lower lefsgsnt; middle mammals Condition 1 13
San Jose Fm. Eocene mammals Condition 1 8
Nacimiento Fm. Paleocene variable .mamm?"s and Condition 1 8
reptile fossils
San Andres Fm. Permian invertebrates Condition 2 11
Glorieta Fm. Permian invertebrates Condition 2 10
Yeso Fm. Permian invertebrates Condition 2 10
Artesia Group Permian invertebrates Condition 3 11,12
223?:;@?;13 I::)?:tlz Precambrian none Condition 3 10

Sources: Erathem Vanir Geological, 2004; Liebed, 2004; BLM 1995; BLM, 2003a; Hester, 2004.

3.2.3 Soils

3231

Soils within the proposed pipeline looping segments and existing pump station sites have formed
within a variety of natural environments. Table 3.2-11 lists 25 soil associations that are crossed
by proposed MAPL WEP pipeline looping segments (nine in Wyoming and 16 in New Mexico)
(NRCS, 2004c and 2004d). Each association is comprised of soil series which occur in similar
soil-forming environments.

General Description

Along the Wyoming segments, soils have formed primarily in residuum, slopewash, and
colluvium with smaller areas of alluvium, eolian deposits, landslide deposits, and playa deposits

3-22



3.0 Affected Environment

(Case et al.,, 1998). Areas of bedrock outcrop are found within Segments 5 and 6. Parent
materials are Tertiary basin sedimentary bedrock in all corridors except Segment 5 (Love and
Christiansen, 1985). In this latter segment, parent materials are Cretaceous sedimentary bedrock
of the Rock Springs Uplift.

Along the New Mexico segments, soils have formed primarily in residuum and alluvial fan
deposits as well as alluvium (northwestern segments), playa deposits (central and southeastern
segments), eolian deposits (Segment 13), and colluvium (Segment 8) (Hunt 1977a, 1977b, and
1978). Areas of bedrock outcrop are found in Segment 8. Parent materials are predominantly
Tertiary sedimentary bedrock in the northwestern segments (NMBG&MR, 2003). In the central
and southeastern segments, Permian sedimentary bedrock and thick, unconsolidated Quaternary
alluvial and eolian deposits are the predominant soil parent materials.

Soils are predominantly well-drained within both the Wyoming and New Mexico segments.
There are also minor areas of somewhat excessively drained, excessively drained, and somewhat
poorly drained soils in some segments of both states. Within the Wyoming segments, nearly all
soils are moderately deep (20 to 40 inches to bedrock) to deep (more than 40 inches to bedrock).
Deep soils predominate within the New Mexico segments although some areas of shallow (less
than 20 inches to bedrock) or moderately deep soils are also present.

Soils with a shallow depth to bedrock (less than 20 inches) may have insufficient topsoil of
suitable quality for revegetation. In addition, both shallow and moderately deep soils (20 to 40
inches depth to bedrock) may require blasting during trenching operations.

Nearly all the soil associations crossed by the proposed pipeline looping segments are
characterized by soil series with severe or very severe limitations (such as susceptibility to water
or wind erosion, excess water/poor drainage, soil limitations within the rooting zone, temperature
limitations, and lack of moisture) that make them generally unsuited to cultivation of crops or
pasture plants unless irrigated (NRCS, 2004b). An exception is Segment 13, where roughly half
of the soils can support some crops or pasture plants with careful management. Limited areas of
prime farmland soils (when irrigated) (NRCS, 2004b) are crossed by the Segments 9 and 10.
These areas are discussed in Section 3.2.7.1.

3.23.2 Erosion

A minority of Wyoming and New Mexico corridor areas have soils with severe or very severe
water erosion hazards (Table 3.2-11). Most water erosion problems are found in steeply sloping
areas (slopes greater than 15 percent) but even some gently to moderately sloping areas may
experience water erosion problems especially when stripped of their protective vegetation cover
during construction. In general, the central and southeastern New Mexico segments have lower
water erosion hazards because of their setting in relatively flat to gently sloping topography.

High or very high wind erosion hazards are associated with a few soils in the corridors of both

states. Topsoil with a large percentage of fine sand is especially susceptible to wind erosion
when the protective layer of vegetation is removed by construction activities.
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3.2.3.3 Biological Soil Crusts

In arid and semi-arid regions, where vegetative cover is generally sparse, open spaces can
support biological soil crusts. Also known as cryptogamic, microbiotic, cryptobiotic, and
microphytic crusts, these crusts are highly specialized communities of cyanobacteria, green
algae, mosses, lichens, microfungi, and other bacteria. Formed by these living organisms and
their by-products, they create a surface crust of soil particles bound together by organic
materials. Ecological functions contributed by biological soil crusts include soil stability and
erosion control, nitrogen fixation, nutrient contributions to plants, soil-plant-water relations,
infiltration, seedling germination, and plant growth (Belnap et al., 2001).

Biological soil crusts have not been recognized in southwestern Wyoming (Jelden, 2004). They
exist in New Mexico rangelands although data on specific locales is lacking (Scheffe, 2004).
They have been reported by the public in the Placitas area of Segment 9.

3.2.3.4  Existing Soil Contamination

Nearly all pipeline looping segment rights-of-way are located in rural areas where little industrial
activity takes place. Thus, large-scale soil contamination by hazardous materials or hydrocarbons
would not be expected. During biological surveys of the segment ROWSs in spring and summer
2004, no evidence of surficial soil contamination was observed.

3.2.4 Water Resources

3241 Surface Water Resources

Two major drainage basins are crossed by the proposed route: the Blacks Fork (HUC 14040107)
and Rio Grande Basins (HUC 13020203) (USGS, 1985). Because the climate of lands affected
by the proposed Project is arid to semiarid, surface water is limited. Nearly all channel crossings
traversed by the MAPL WEP segments are intermittent or ephemeral arroyos or washes that
primarily carry water during storm events or snowmelt periods.

Segment 2 crosses the Blacks Fork River drainage in Wyoming. The Blacks Fork River is a
tributary to the Green River and has a designated use classification of Class 2AB, meaning that
the waters are protected for drinking water, game and non-game fish, fish consumption, other
aquatic life, recreation, wildlife, agriculture, industry, and scenic value. The reach of the river
that the proposed pipeline crosses is included on the Wyoming Section 303(d) 2004 list of
impaired waters. From its confluence with the Hams Fork River upstream to a point above the
Smiths Fork, the Blacks Fork River is on the 303(d) list for impairment of contact recreation uses
due to exceedences for fecal coliform bacteria. The source of contamination is unknown at this
time (WDEQ, 2004).
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Table 3.2-11 Characteristics of Soil Associations Crossed by MAPL WEP Pipeline Looping Segments

Major Land Resource Association Seagments | Drainage Water Erosion Wind Erosion Depth to
Area name 9 9 Hazard Hazard Bedrock
- WYOMING -
Northern Intermountain Chrisman- 3 moderately well drained (a Severe or very severe
Desertic Basins Shellcreek-Dines minority of soils well drained) for a majority of soils
Centra_l Inter_mountaln Delphill-Blazon- . Severe to very severe <40” for most
Desertic Basins, Langsprin 2,6 well drained for majority of soils soils
Mountains, and Plateaus gspring jonty
Centra! Intermountaln Huguston-Teagulf- well drained (a few soils Severe or very severe <40” for most
Desertic Basins, - 2,3,45 . . S . .
. Wint somewhat excessively drained) for a minority of soils soils
Mountains, and Plateaus
Centra_l Intermountaln Forelle-VVonason- . High for a few <40 for a few
Desertic Basins, 3 well drained ; -
. Farson soils soils
Mountains, and Plateaus
Centra_l Intermountaln Dines-Fluvents- well drained (minority of soils Severe for a minority | Very high for a
Desertic Basins, . 2,5 moderately well to somewhat . .
. Chrisman 4 of soils few soils
Mountains, and Plateaus poorly drained)
gzggr?ilcl rl;t:;mguntam Haterton-Kandaly- 1 well drained (minority of soils Severe or very severe | Very high for a <40” for about %2
. : Westvaco somewhat excessively drained) for a minority of soils | minority of soils | of soils
Mountains, and Plateaus
gzggr?ilcl rétaegmguntaln Kandaly-Teagulf- 4 well drained (minority of soils Very high for a <40” for a
. ’ Huguston somewhat excessively drained) minority of soils | minority of soils
Mountains, and Plateaus
Wasatch and Uinta Uinta-Miracle- . Severe for a minority <40” for about %2
. . 6 well drained : :
Mountains Chittum of soils of soils
Wasatch and Uinta Teemat-Teeler- 6 well drained (a few soils Severe for a minority
Mountains Roxal somewhat poorly drained) of soils
- NEW MEXICO -
New Mexico and Arizona Rock outcrop- 8 well drained Severe or very severe <20” for most
Plateaus and Mesas Travessila-Weska for a majority of soils soils
New Mexico and Arizona Pinavetes-Rock 9 excessively drained (minority of High for a <20” for a
Plateaus and Mesas outcrop-San Mateo soils well drained) majority of soils | minority of soils
San Juan River Valley Doakum-Betonnie 8 well drained
Mesas and Plateaus
San Juan River Valley Blancot-Councelor- 8 well drained Severe for a few soils

Mesas and Plateaus

Tsosie
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iaer Landl eSS Association name Segments Drainage Water Erosion Hazard Wind Erosion Depth to Bedrock
Area Hazard
Southern Desertic Basins, . some v_vhat exce.sswely.to . High for a
. . Sheppard-Grieta 9 excessively drained (minority . .
Plains and Mountains . majority of soils
well drained)
Southern Desertic Basins, Gilco-Vintas-Aaa 9 well drained (a few soils
Plains and Mountains g somewhat poorly drained)
Southern Desertic Basins, | Hollomex-Reeves- . .
. . . 12 well drained Severe for a few soils
Plains and Mountains Milner
Pecos-Canadian Plains Sedillo-Placitas-Zia 9 well drained Severe or very severe <35 fpr a
and Valleys for about % of soils minority of soils
Pecos-Canadian Plains Willard-Karde- 10 well drained Severe or very severe
and Valleys Manzano for a minority of soils
Pecos-Canadian Plains Clovis-Rock well drained (minority of soils <20” for a few
10 . . -
and Valleys outcrop-Otero somewhat excessively drained) soils
Pecos-Canadian Plains Tapia-Dean-Harvey 10 well drained Severe for a few soils
and Valleys
Pecos-Canadian Plains La Fonda-Alicia- well drained (a few soils . <20” for a few
10 . . Severe for a few soils .
and Valleys Rock outcrop somewhat excessively drained) soils
Pecos-Canadian Plains Poquita-Tucumcari- . . <20” for a few
; 11 well drained Severe for a few soils -
and Valleys Regnier soils
Pecos-Canadian Plains Holloman-Reeves- . Severe for a minority <40” for a
. 11 well drained . " .
and Valleys Poquita of soils majority of soils
Pecos-Canadian Plains Pastura-Darvey- . <20” for a few
11 well drained .
and Valleys Deama soils
Southern High Plains Kimbrough-L ea- 13 well drained Severe or very severe
Stegall for a minority of soils
Southern High Plains Lea-Kimbrough- 13 well drained Severe or very severe
Stegall for a minority of soils

Major Land Resource Areas: The NRCS has divided the 48 contiguous states into 185 geographically associated land resources units or soil-forming
environments which it has designated Major Land Resource Areas (NRCS. 2004a).

Explanation of modifiers:

“most” soils: more than approximately 80% of association
“majority” of soils: more than approximately 50% of association

“minority” of soils: less than approximately 50% of association

“a few” soils: less than approximately 20% of association
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The major drainage basin crossed by the Project pipeline looping segments in New Mexico is the
Rio Grande basin. Segment 9 crosses this perennial stream north of Bernalillo, NM. Water use
designations for the portion of the Rio Grande crossed by the proposed pipeline looping segment
include limited warm-water fishery, wildlife habitat, irrigation, livestock watering, and
secondary contact (NMWQCC, 2001). The area upstream of the proposed pipeline crossing is
included on the New Mexico Section 303(d) 2002-2004 list of impaired waters. From the
Alameda Bridge to the Santa Ana Pueblo boundary, the Rio Grande is on the 303(d) list for
impairment of secondary contact and irrigation uses due to exceedences for fecal coliform
bacteria. The source of contamination is thought to be urban runoff or municipal point sources.
The total maximum daily load (TMDL) calculations were completed in 2000 (NMEDSWQB,
2004).

The City of Albuquerque Public Works Department is constructing a system that would
withdraw water from the Rio Grande for drinking water purposes. A new water diversion facility
north of the Paseo del Norte Bridge will be constructed 13.3 miles downstream of the proposed Rio
Grande crossing in Segment 9. The city proposes to divert approximately 94,000 acre-feet of
water per year at a near constant rate of 130 cubic feet per second (cfs). The facility will consist
of an adjustable-height (from 0 to 3.5 feet) inflatable dam to be constructed 2,500 feet north of
the Paseo del Norte Bridge. This diversion will be designed so that water will only be directed
when the flow in the River exceeds 135 cfs. (NMSEO, 2004) The diversion system is expected to
be in operation by late 2006.

Segment 9 also crosses the Bernalillo Drain, Albuquerque Main Canal, and the Algodones Canal
on the southeast side of the Rio Grande. Segment 9 would also parallel the Jemez River on the
Santa Ana and Zia Pueblos but does not cross the river. The eastern terminus of Segment 9 is
near Las Huertas Creek. This creek is an intermittent drainage with a large upstream watershed.
The proposed Project parallels Las Huertas Creek but does not cross it. Upper reaches of the
creek (upstream of the proposed Project) have been proposed for designation as a Wild and
Scenic River by the Southwest Wild and Scenic River Campaign (SWSRC, 2001). However, the
portion of the creek near the proposed Project has been characterized as “degraded” by a local
hydrologist due to “...a century of poor land management, including recent heavy flash floods
caused by new housing developments upstream...” (The Quivara Coalition, 2002).

Historic daily flows of perennial water bodies potentially affected by the proposed Project are
presented in Table 3.2-12. Other surface water resources affected by the pipeline include
intermittent and ephemeral streams and arroyos that flow only after storm events or snowmelt.
Locations of those intermittent and ephemeral streams may be found on topographic maps of the
project provided in Appendix C.
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Table 3.2-12 Historical Flows of Perennial Streams Crossed by the Proposed
MAPL WEP Pipeline Looping Segments

Pipeline . Discharge (cfs)
e oSrtngi?/r:r USGS‘-Q"[eEt;i?J%gmg R[;itgee Low (10" Median | Average High (90™
Segment Percentile Percentile)
Blacks Blacks Fork Near 9/30/83
2 Fork Little America, WY, - 10 110 265.7 700
River USGS09224700 9/30/03
Adjacent to Jemez Jemez River Below | 1/28/83
Segment 9 River Jemez Canyon Dam, - 0.9 23 74 194
NM, USGS08329000 | 5/22/01
Rio Rio Grande at 9/30/82
9 Grande Albuquerque, NM, - 4205 910 1470.3 3590
USGS08220000 9/30/02
. Rio Grande at
9 Gfalr? de Alameda, NM, USGS 35;//13/(%5: 366 924 1586 4250
08329928

Source: USGS, 2004

3.24.2 Groundwater

The 12 MAPL WEP proposed pipeline looping segments cross four physiographic provinces
from the north to the south: the Wyoming Basin, the Colorado Plateau, the Basin and Range and
the Great Plains. This diversity of geology and land forms results in significant differences in the
availability and quality of groundwater resources (USGS, 1985). The principal groundwater
aquifers crossed by the proposed Project pipeline looping segments are identified in Table 3.2-
13.

Recharge to groundwater along the proposed route occurs through precipitation infiltration,
surface water loss, and irrigation return flow. Precipitation ranges from less than eight inches to
20 inches per year with the greatest quantity of precipitation occurring in southeast New Mexico.
Most streamflow and recharge to the groundwater system along the proposed segment ROWSs
come from snowmelt during the spring and from thunderstorms during the summer (USGS,
1985).

Table 3.2-13 Aquifers Crossed by the Proposed MAPL WEP Pipeline Looping

Segments
Structural Basin or Aquifer (Approximate Percentage)
uarter- Lower
Segment | State Length Qnary Tertiary Upper
(miles) . Cretac-
Sand_ Aquifers coUs
Deposits
1 WY 5.4 100%
2 WY 18.3 25% 75%
3 WY 23.1 100%
4 WY 8.5 100%
5 WY 9.8 50% 50%
6 WY 18.6 100%
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Length San Rio . Upper Fort Lea

Segulsi | SIEe (milgs) Juan Grande LN ch?os Sumner Roswell County

8 NM 20.1 98% 2%

9 NM 22.6 100%

10 NM 34.7 45% 10% 45%

11 NM 18.7 20% 80%

12 NM 18.1 85% 15%

13 NM 4.4 100%

Sources: NMSEO, 2004; Wyoming Water Resources Center, 2004; USGS, 1996
Note: where multiple aquifers are present, shallowest is listed

Wyoming

The major aquifer system underlying the six proposed pipeline looping segments in Wyoming is
the Upper Colorado River Basin System. Within this system are Quaternary sand deposits,
Lower Tertiary sandstones with some coal beds, and Upper Cretaceous sandstones with some
claystone, siltstones, and coal beds (USGS, 1996).

Unconsolidated-deposit aquifers in sediments of Quaternary age are the most productive aquifers
in the region (USGS, 1996). In southwest Wyoming these aquifers are alluvial and permeability
is variable. Average yields of wells completed in these aquifers range from 1 to 1000 gallons per
minute (gpm). Static depth to the water table ranges from 0 to 50 feet. These aquifers are not
widely used as water sources in the vicinity of the Project.

Lower Tertiary aquifers consist mostly of semi-consolidated sandstone beds of Oligocene to
Paleocene age. The water yielding sandstones are interbedded with shale, mudstone, siltstone,
lignite, and coal. The lower Tertiary aquifers contain freshwater over a large area of the region
and are important sources of water supply even though they are not highly permeable. Yields
range from 1 to 50 gpm and well depths range from 300 to 900 feet (USGS, 1996).

The upper Cretaceous aquifers extend over large areas of southwest Wyoming but only contain
fresh water where they crop out and for short distances down dip. In this area, the principle water
yielding zone is the Lance Formation. The permeability of the upper Cretaceous aquifers is
somewhat variable, but not as great as that of the aquifers in younger rocks. Well yields range
from 5 to 50 gpm with some wells yielding 1000 gpm near within the Green River basin. Wells
that obtain water from the upper Cretaceous are generally less than 800 feet deep.

New Mexico

In New Mexico, the six proposed pipeline looping segments would cross several major
groundwater aquifer systems. The San Juan, Roswell Basin, and Estancia aquifer systems are
consolidated bedrock aquifers, while the Rio Grande and High Plains aquifers are composed of
unconsolidated sediments of Tertiary, Cretaceous, or older periods. The Upper Pecos River and
Lea County aquifers are alluvial. Near surface aquifers also are present in alluvial deposits of the
Rio Grande Basin and the Roswell Basin. However, these shallow aquifers are part of deeper or
more extensive aquifers. The Estancia Basin, Fort Sumner and Lea County are minor local
aquifers crossed by the proposed route.

The San Juan Structural Basin (crossed by Segment 8) is a northwest-trending, asymmetric
structural depression at the eastern edge of the Colorado Plateau. It is located in Arizona, Utah,
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Colorado, and New Mexico. The San Juan Structural Basin includes major aquifers in
Quaternary valley-fill structures and Tertiary, Cretaceous, Jurassic, and Triassic aged sandstones.

The aquifers in the San Juan Structural Basin are considered confined and artesian because of the
regional geologic structure and confinement by overlying mudstones, clays, and other structures
that have relatively lower hydraulic conductivity. The eight major aquifers within this basin that
contain retrievable groundwater of acceptable quality are identified as the San Jose Formation,
the Animas and Nacimiento Formations, the Ojo Alamo Sandstone, the Menefee Formation, the
Point Lookout Sandstone, the Gallup Sandstone, the Dakota Sandstone, and the Morrison
Formation. Flow rates range from 0.15 to 645 gpm, and water quality of these aquifers is highly
variable. The Gallup and Ojo Alamo Sandstone aquifers have the best potential of supplying
groundwater (SJWC, 2003).

The Rio Grande aquifer system (crossed by Segments 8 and 9) is the principal aquifer in
southern Colorado, central New Mexico, and western Texas. This system is composed of a
network of hydraulically interconnected aquifers in basin-fill deposits located along the Rio
Grande and nearby valleys. The deposits generally consist of unconsolidated gravel, sand, silt,
and clay, or partly consolidated sedimentary or volcanic materials. The system consists of both
confined and unconfined conditions (USGS, 1995). Wells within the Rio Grande Aquifer system
range from 49 feet in depth to 2200 feet, with depth to the water table ranging from 3 to 760 feet.
Well yield is also highly variable (NMSEQ, 2004).

The Upper Pecos River aquifer (crossed by Segment 10) consists of thick and extensive alluvial
deposits of Cenozoic age. Water in the alluvium is generally unconfined. However, confined
conditions prevail in local areas where a clay-confining unit is present. Under natural conditions,
groundwater generally moves from recharge areas near the margins of the alluvium toward the
Pecos River. Recharge to the alluvium is by direct precipitation, infiltration from intermittent
streamflow, return irrigation water, and subsurface flow from older formations. Groundwater in
the alluvial aquifer is used principally for irrigation (USGS, 1996).

The Estancia Basin (crossed by Segment 10) is a topographically closed basin in central New
Mexico. In the area of the proposed pipeline, the Precambrian basement is overlain by limestone,
sandstone, and shale of the Pennsylvanian Madera Group (USGS, 1995).

The Fort Sumner aquifer (crossed by Segments 10, 11, and 12) is a locally significant sandstone
and shale aquifer. Depth to water ranges from 18 to 700 feet.

The Roswell Basin aquifer system (crossed by Segments 11 and 12) consists of an underlying
carbonate-rock aquifer and a hydraulically connected, overlying alluvial aquifer. It is an
important aquifer within a roughly 740 square mile area, primarily along the western side of the
Pecos River. Large volumes of groundwater are withdrawn from the alluvial and underlying
carbonate-rock aquifers of this system. Well yield is variable ranging from 5 to 2000 gpm
(USGS, 1995).

The Lea County alluvial aquifer (crossed by Segment 13) represents the northernmost extension
of thick alluvial water-bearing deposits, common to Winkler, Ward, Loving, and Reeves counties
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in Texas. In Lea County, New Mexico, the alluvial aquifer is unconfined. Even at locations
where it is thin, the alluvial aquifer is capable of producing adequate supplies of water for
livestock and domestic uses. Depth to water ranges from 50 to 100 feet (NMSEQ, 2004).

3.24.3 Wetlands

A combination of National Wetland Inventory (NWI) maps, aerial photographs, and field
verification was used to determine the presence of wetlands. Wetlands crossed by the proposed
pipeline looping segments are typically located along perennial and intermittent drainages. All
proposed pipeline looping segments and existing pump stations were field surveyed for wetlands.
In Wyoming, two small wetlands were identified by field personnel along Segment 5 in Section
15, T16N, R104W and in Section 19, T16N, R103W. Three small wetlands were identified
Segment 6: two in Section 31, T14N, R104W and one in Section 19, T14N, R105W. There were
also wetlands identified at the Blacks Fork River crossing in Section 14, T18N, R109W. Areas
along ephemeral drainages were generally observed to be dry and lack wetland characteristics. In
New Mexico, one small wetland was identified along Segment 13 in Section 6, T13S, R34E.
Wetlands are discussed in terms of vegetation in more detail in Section 3.2.5.1 Native
Vegetation, Riparian and Wetland Vegetation section.

3.24.4  Floodplains

Segment 2 will cross the Blacks Fork River 100-year floodplain in Section 14, T18N, R109W
between approximately AM 29.5 and 29.7 in Wyoming (HUD, 1978). The river would be
crossed by HDD if geotechnical conditions permit. Use of HDD would avoid construction in the
floodplain.

In New Mexico, Segment 9 does not cross the 100-year floodplains of Arroyo Piedra Parado or
Jemez River based on floodplain mapping on private land in the San Ysidro area (FEMA,
1996a). Floodplains are not mapped within the Zia or Santa Ana pueblos which are crossed by
Segment 9 in the Jemez River valley. An examination of USGS 1:24,000-scale topographic maps
reveals that the proposed pipeline probably does not cross the Jemez River floodplain within
either pueblo.

Below the Jemez Canyon Dam in Section 8, T13N, R4E, Segment 8 crosses the 100-year
floodplain of the dam overflow channel (FEMA, 1996b). The floodplain starts at approximately
AM 282.0 and continues east across the Rio Grande. East of Section 8 (T13N, R4E), however,
the 100-year floodplain is not mapped because it is within the boundary of the Santa Ana Pueblo.
FEMA designates this land as an “area in which flood hazards are undetermined” (Zone D).

Although a portion of the Rio Grande floodplain will be crossed by directional drilling,
conventional construction will be used between AM 280.7 and 282.0 (northwest of the river
crossing) which appears to be in a floodplain area. The Rio Grande floodplain is the only wide
floodplain crossed by the proposed pipeline looping segments. Some of the riparian areas in the
vicinity of the Project in New Mexico no longer support native cottonwoods and willows.
Invasive species such as Russian olive and saltcedar dominate (BLM, 2003b). A well-developed
riparian community consisting of cottonwood, willow, and saltcedar is present at the proposed
Rio Grande crossing location.
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The pipeline avoids floodplains on the southeast side of the Rio Grande crossing. At the
southeast end of Segment 9, the proposed receiver facility is located just outside the 100-year
floodplain of Las Huertas Creek (FEMA, 1996¢).

No other 100-year floodplains mapped in association with the National Flood Insurance Program
are crossed by the proposed pipeline looping segments. However, flash flood hazards may be
associated with a number of other intermittent and ephemeral streams crossed by the proposed
pipeline looping segments. These especially include, but are not limited to, the following:

Telephone Canyon: Segment 2, AM 19.6-19.9

Circle Creek: Segment 5, AM 9.2-13.3

Salt Wells Creek: Segment 5, AM 17.8

Sage Creek: Segment 6, AM 854.2

Red Canyon Draw: Segment 10, AM 222.0

McGillivray Draw: Segment 10, AM 215.3

unnamed drainage along rail line: Segment 10, AM 199.8
e Huggins Draw: Segment 12, AM 114.6

3.2.5 Vegetation and Invasive, Non-Native Weeds

3.25.1 Native Vegetation

The proposed pipeline ROW and associated existing pump stations would cross a number of
vegetation communities. Table 3.2-14 describes, by segment and existing pump station, the
dominant vegetation types observed during the 2004 field surveys. Specific community types are
discussed below in detail.

Table 3.2-14 Dominant Vegetation Cover Type by MAPL WEP Pipeline Looping
Segment and Existing Pump Station

Segment/

Pump Station County/State Dominant Vegetation Cover Type
1 Uinta, Sweetwater, WY Wﬁ/ommg big szijgiebruzh,hrabtéltbrush, greasswc;]od, prickly pear, western
Granger wheatgrass, needle-and-thread grass, crested wheatgrass.
Wyoming big sagebrush, rabbitbrush, fourwing saltbush, greasewood,
2 Sweetwater, WY prickly pear, western wheatgrass, needle-and-thread grass, crested
wheatgrass.
3 Sweetwater, WY Wyoming big sagebrush, rabbitbrush, greasewood, prickly pear, western

Tipton wheatgrass, needle-and-thread grass, crested wheatgrass.

Wyoming big sagebrush, rabbitbrush, greasewood, prickly pear, western

4 Sweetwater, WY wheatgrass, needle-and-thread grass, crested wheatgrass, alkali sacaton.
5 Sweetwater, WY Wyoming big sagebrush, rabbitbrush, greasewood, prickly pear, western
Pine Butte wheatgrass, needle-and-thread grass, crested wheatgrass.
6 _ Sweetwater, WY Wg/ommg big sadgiebrush,hrabtéltbrush, greasgwc;]od, prickly pear, western
Rock Springs wheatgrass, needle-and-thread grass, crested wheatgrass.
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Segment/ . .
Pump Station County/State Dominant Vegetation Cover Type
DDinosaur Uintah, UT Greasewood, big sagebrush, rabbitbrush, galleta grass, Indian rice grass.
ragon
Harley Dome Grand, UT Pinyon/juniper, snakeweed, grama grass,
Thompson Grand, UT Mixed bunch grass, rabbitbrush, saltcedar
Moab San Juan UT Pinyon/juniper, fourwing saltbush, big sagebrush, greasewood, Indian
Lisbon ' ricegrass, thickspike wheatgrass.
Dove Creek Dolores, CO Agricultural lands
Dolores Montezuma, CO Plnyqnljumper_, big sagn_ebrush, gambel oak, crested wheatgrass, brome,
foxtail barley, intermediate wheatgrass
Ignacio LaPlata, CO Pinyon/juniper, big sagebrush, rabbitbrush, Indian ricegrass, wheatgrasses
Huerfano San Juan, NM Big sagebrush, Indian ricegrass, cheatgrass
Lybrook Rio Arriba, NM Pinyon/juniper, big sagebrush, rabbitbrush, crested wheatgrass, western
wheatgrass
8 Pinyon/juniper, big sagebrush, rabbitbrush, fourwing saltbush, needle-
9 ) Sandoval, NM and-thread grass, Indian ricegrass, foxtail barley, prickly pear cactus,
San Luis cholla, wholly plantain, yucca, red threeawn, galleta, sideoats grama,
San Ysidro
Edgewood Santa Fe, NM Cholla, galleta, wholly plantain
10 Torrance, NM Yucca, fourwing saltbush, cholla, broombush, juniper, rabbitbrush, grama
Estancia grass, red threeawn, sandsage.
Duran Guadalupe, NM Rabbitbrush, cholla, juniper, yucca, red threeawn, needle-and-thread
grass, grama grass.
1 DeBaca, NM Yucca, cholla, prickly pear, galleta, mesquite, grama grass, red threeawn,
needle-and-thread grass
12 . .
Mesa Chaves, NM Mesquite, yucca, prickly pear, cholla, sand dropseed, galleta
White Lakes
13 Lea, NM Cholla, hedgehog cactus, galleta
Caprock

Sagebrush-Steppe: The dominant vegetation community along the Wyoming portions of the
proposed pipeline route (Segments 1 through 6 and the existing Granger, Tipton, Rock Springs,
and Pine Butte pump stations) is sagebrush-steppe. This community is typical of the Green River
and Great Divide Basins. Precipitation in this area averages 8-10 inches per year. Dominant
species include Wyoming big sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata wyomingensis), basin big
sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata tridentata), Gardner saltbush (Atriplex gardneri), greasewood
(Sarcobatus vermiculatus), and cushion plant communities (Knight, 1994). The understory
includes western wheatgrass (Agropyron smithii), needle-and-thread grass (Stipa comata),
Sandberg blue grass (Poa secunda), prickly pear cactus (Opuntia spp), scarlet globemallow
(Sphaeralcea coccin), and rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus spp). These species are adapted to aridic
soils and require little water. Species composition varies depending on soil type, salinity,
exposure, and moisture levels. Many of the same understory plant species associated with
sagebrush-steppe are the dominant species within the grassland communities described below.

Pinyon/Juniper: Pinyon/Juniper communities are represented along portions of the proposed
ROW in Segments 5 and 6 in Wyoming; the existing Harley Dome and Moab pump stations in
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Utah; the existing Dolores and Ignacio pump stations in Colorado; and Segments 8, 9, and 10 in
New Mexico. Soils are typically sands, loamy sands and clays. Precipitation is typically 10-15
inches per year. Dominant species of this vegetation community are; pinyon pine (Pinus edulis),
Utah juniper (Juniperus osteosperma), one-seed juniper (Juniperus monosperma), big sagebrush
(Artemisia tridentata), rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus spp), Indian ricegrass (Achnatherum
hymenoides), needle-and-thread grass (Stipa comata), Galleta (Hilaria jamesii), and sideoats
grama (Bouteloua curtipendula).

Sand Shrub Grasslands: This vegetation type can be found along portions of Segments 9, 10,
11, and 12 in New Mexico. Soils associated with this community are well drained sands and silty
sands with annual precipitation typically less than 13 inches per year. Dominant plant species for
this cover type are fourwing saltbush (Atriplex canescens), big sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata),
mesquite (Prosopis spp), rabbitbrush (Chrysothamnus spp), broom snakeweed (Gutierrezia
sarothrae), greasewood (Sarcobatus vermiculatus), winterfat (Ceratoides lanata), staghorn
cholla (Opuntia versicolor), yucca (Yucca spp) with a mixed grass understory of Indian ricegrass
(Achnatherum hymenoides), needle-and-thread grass (Stipa comata), and Galleta (Hilaria
jamesii).

Desert Grassland North: Synonymous with plains and Great Basin grasslands, this vegetation
type is represented along portions of Segments 1 through 6 in Wyoming, in the vicinity of the
existing pump stations in Utah, and along portions of Segments 8 through 12 in New Mexico.
Soils vary greatly within this vegetation community, but are generally well drained sands and
loamy sands. Precipitation is less than 12 inches per year. Dominant species include western
wheatgrass (Agropyron smithii), thickspike wheatgrass (Agropyron macrourus), Indian ricegrass
(Achnatherum hymenoides), needle-and-thread grass (Stipa comata), Galleta (Hilaria jamesii),
red threeawn (Aristida purpurea), with sparse cover a low shrubs such as big sagebrush,
mesquite, cholla, and yucca.

Desert Grassland South: Also called Semidesert Grassland, this cover type is represented in
Segment 13 in New Mexico. Soils associated with this community are well drained sands and
silty sands with annual precipitation typically less than 13 inches per year. Common species
include; blue grama (Bouteloua gracilis), black grama (Bouteloua eriopoda), galleta (Hilaria
jamesii), tobosa (Pleuraphis mutica), sideoats grama (Bouteloua curtipendula), sand dropseed
(Sporobolus cryptandrus), and red threeawn (Aristida purpurea), with scattered stands and
individuals of cholla, prickly pear, and yucca.

Reclaimed Grasslands: This vegetative community is represented by portions of reclaimed
ROWs that are adjacent to and overlapping the proposed pipeline ROWSs along the segments and
at existing pump station sites in Wyoming, Utah, Colorado, and New Mexico. The previously
disturbed portions of the existing multi-pipeline corridor include species that have been planted
for reclamation. Soil type and relative revegetation success are variable. Reclaimed grasslands
include western wheatgrass (Agropyron smithii), crested wheatgrass (Agropyron cristatum) and
thickspike wheatgrass (Agropyron macrourus), Indian ricegrass (Achnatherum hymenoides),
fourwing saltbush (Atriplex canescens), Sandberg bluegrass (Poa secunda), and winterfat
(Ceratoides lanata) among others. With the exception of crested wheatgrass, these species and
others like rabbitbrush are common in native grasslands of this region.
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Riparian and Wetland Vegetation Resources

Riparian habitat is a highly valued vegetation community found along or around streams, lakes,
ponds and other open water (both perennial and ephemeral). This unique habitat is crucial to
many fish and other aquatic species in adjacent aquatic habitats and terrestrial wildlife species.
Riparian vegetation helps maintain high water tables, stabilize pond and stream banks, create
high quality fish/aquatic and wildlife habitats, prevent or reduce flooding, and maintain or
improve water quality.

Many small seasonal (intermittent) and ephemeral streams and washes which support riparian
communities would be crossed by the proposed pipeline. These communities support a variety of
plant species, some of which are Plains cottonwood (Populus sargentii), Narrowleaf cottonwood
(Populus angustifolia), Russian olive (Elaeagnus angustifolia), Saltcedar (Tamarix spp), Seep
willow (Baccharis glutinosa), Coyote willow (Salix exigua), rushes (Juncus spp), sedges (Carex
spp), and Inland saltgrass (Distichlis spicata). Two rivers will be crossed by the pipeline route:
the Blacks Fork in Segment 2 in Sweetwater County, Wyoming, and the Rio Grande in Segment
9 in Sandoval County, New Mexico. Shrub species such as saltcedar are found at the Blacks Fork
River crossing, while a mature riparian community exists at the Rio Grande crossing. Both of
these proposed crossings would be completed by HDD, if geotechnical conditions permit.

Wetlands are lands where at least periodic inundation or saturation with water (either from the
surface or subsurface) is the dominant factor determining the nature of soil development and the
types of plant and animal communities living there. These include the entire zones associated
with streams, lakes, ponds, springs, canals, seeps, wet meadows, and some aspen stands. They
comprise less than one percent of the public land acreage crossed by the ROW.

Wetland identification and mapping along the proposed pipeline looping segments indicates that
wetlands are limited in extent along the pipeline looping segment rights-of-way (ROWSs). The
wetlands identified during field investigations are provided in Table 3.2-15, and were identified
by location in Section 3.2.4.3. Wetlands were identified at the following locations: one wetland
crossed by Segment 1 (Sweetwater County, WY), two wetlands crossed by Segment 5
(Sweetwater County, WY), and three wetlands crossed by Segment 6 (Sweetwater County, WY).
These wetlands are dominated by Inland saltgrass (Distichlis spicata), Foxtail barley (Hordeum
jubatum), rushes (Juncus spp), spikerush (Eleocharis spp), and sedges (Carex spp) with small
patches of shrubby riparian vegetation interspersed. Herbaceous wetland vegetation consisting of
spikerush (Eleocharis spp) and rushes (Juncus spp) is present along Segment 13 (Lea County,
NM) in a wet swale.

Table 3.2-15 Wetlands Crossed by the Proposed Pipeline Looping Segments

County/State Segment Site ID Clr‘; Qg;hgo(;t) ﬁ‘gﬁ;?ﬂgiz
Sweetwater, Wyoming 1 Wetland 01 160 46.5
Sweetwater, Wyoming 5 Wetland 01 300 8
Sweetwater, Wyoming 5 Wetland 02 120 11
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Sweetwater, Wyoming 6 Wetland 01 10 854
Sweetwater, Wyoming 6 Wetland 02 10 854
Sweetwater, Wyoming 6 Wetland 03 25 855

Lea, New Mexico 13 Wetland 01 200 47

3252

Invasive, non-native weeds are plants designated by a federal, state, tribal, or county government
as “noxious”, i.e., injurious to public health, agriculture, recreation, wildlife, or property. They
are plants that are competitive, persistent, pernicious, and often non-native. Invasive species are
plants introduced into an environment with no natural enemies, such as insects or other plants, to
limit their reproduction and spread. They frequently dominate native vegetation if left
unchecked.

Invasive, Non-Native Weeds

Based on field surveys, invasive, non-native weed establishment along the proposed pipeline
looping segments and at existing pump station sites is generally limited to existing pipeline
ROWs, roadsides, well pads and other previously disturbed areas. The most common weed
observed within or near the proposed pipeline looping segments in Wyoming is halogeton
(Halogeton glomeratus) with others such as Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense) and saltcedar
(Tamarix spp) present in wetter areas. In Utah, pump stations are the only facilities associated
with proposed Project activities. Major weed infestations were not identified during the 2004
field survey. In Colorado, there are three existing pump stations associated with the Project.
Two of these, Dolores pump station in Montezuma County and Ignacio pump station in LaPlata
County have large infestations of invasive, non-native weeds (designated as “noxious” weeds)
adjacent to the facilities and along portions of the existing ROW approaching the pump stations.
Some of the weed species identified at these existing pump stations include knapweed
(Centaurea spp), Canada thistle (Cirsium arvense), musk thistle (Carduus nutans), jointed goat
grass (Aegilops cylindrical), and scotch thistle (Onopordum acanthiom). In New Mexico, no
major weed infestations were noted during the 2004 survey. A survey for designated noxious
weeds will be conducted, however, along each of the proposed segments prior to the start of
construction. Table 3.2-16 lists designated noxious weeds of concern identified for each state
that may be affected by project activities.

Table 3.2-16 Designated Noxious Weed Species of Concern for the MAPL WEP

Scientific Name Common Name wyY NM uT CcO
Acroptilon repens Russian knapweed X X X X

Aegilops cylindrica Jointed goatgrass X

Agroyron repens Quackgrass X X

Alhagi maurorum Camelthorn X

Anthemis spp Chamomile X

Arctium minus Common burdock X

Asclepias verticillata Whorled milkweed X
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Scientific Name Common Name wy NM uT CO
Asphodelus fistulosus Onionweed X

Carduus acanthoides Plumeless thistle X

Cardaria draba Whitetop X X X X
Carduus nutans Musk thistle X X X X
Centaurea biebersteinii Spotted knapweed X X
Centaurea calcitrapa Red starthistle X

Centaurea diffusa Diffuse knapweed X X X X
Centaurea maculosa Spotted knapweed X X
Centaurea melitensis Maltese starthistle X

Centaurea solstitialis Yellow starthistle X X X
Centaurea squarrosa Squarrose knapweed X
Chrysanthemum leucanthemum Ox-eye daisy X X
Cicuta douglasii Western water hemlock X
Cirsium arvense Canada thistle X X X X
Cirsium vulgare Bull thistle X

Conium maculatum Poison hemlock X

Convolvulus arvensis Field bindweed X X X X
Cynodon dactyon Bermudagrass X
Dipsacus follonum Fuller’s teasel X

Drymaria arenarioides Sandwort drymary X

Elaeagnus angustifolia Russian olive X

Euphorbia esula Leafy spurge X X X X
Franseria discolor Skeletonleaf bursage X

Halogeton glomeratus Halogeton X

Hieracium cynoglossoides Houndstongue X
Hydrilla verticillata Hydrilla X

Hypericum perforatum Common St. Johnswort X

Huoscyamus niger Black henbane X X
Isatis tinctoria Dyer’s woad X X X X
Iva axillaris Povertyweed X
Lepidium latifolium Broad leaved pepperweed X X X

Linaria dalmatica Dalmation toadflax X X X
Linaria vulagaris Yellow toadflax X X X
Lythrum salicaria Purple loosestrife X X X
Myriophylum spicatum Spike watermilfoil X

Onopordum acanthiom Scotch thistle X X X
Peganum harmala African rue X

Potentilla recta Sulfur cinquefoil X
Rumex crispus Curly dock X
Sonchus arvensis Perennial sowthistle X

Sorhgum halepense Perennial sorghum X
Taeniatherum caput-medusae Medusahead X
Tamarix aphylla Athel tamarisk X

Tamarix parviflora Smallflower tamarisk X

Tamarix ramossisima Saltcedar X X

Tanacetum vulgare Common tansy X

Ulmus pumila Siberian elm X

Sources: Colorado Weed Management Association, 2004; U.S. Geological Survey and Northern Arizona University, 1999; Utah
BLM Partners Against Noxious Weeds, 2004; Wyoming Weed and Pest Council, 2004.
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3.2.6  Wildlife and Fisheries
3.26.1 Terrestrial Wildlife

Big Game Species
Wyoming

The Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGF) manages three big game species in the
vicinity of the proposed pipeline looping segments. Pronghorn (Antilocapra americana), mule
deer (Odocoileus hemionus), and elk (Cervis elaphus) are managed in major herd units. Herd
units represent geographic ranges which are typically several hundred thousand to several
million acres in area and contain several hundred to tens of thousands of individual animals. The
herd unit areas containing the proposed pipeline looping segments comprise a total area of more
than five million acres.

Four pronghorn herds units, Carter Lease, Uinta-Cedar Mountain, Bitter Creek, and South Rock
Springs, are crossed by pipeline looping segments of the proposed MAPL WEP. Total estimated
population from 2002 field studies for the four herds is approximately 35,000 individuals. On
lands administered by the BLM Rawlins Field Office (FO), the herd unit for pronghorn antelope
north of 1-80 is Red Desert (Herd Unit #615) which has an estimated population from 2003 field
studies of 13,400 individuals. Segments 1, 2, 3, and 5 cross portions of antelope critical range
(i.e., seasonal or range components which have been documented as the determining factor in the
population’s ability to maintain itself at or above the population objective) (WGF, 2002).

Five mule deer herd units, Wyoming Range, Uinta, Steamboat, Baggs, and South Rock Springs,
are crossed by segments of the proposed Project. Total estimated 2002 population for these five
herds is approximately 80,500 individuals. On lands administered by the BLM Rawlins FO, the
Chain Lakes (Herd Unit #650) mule deer unit is also impacted by the proposed Project, with an
estimated 2003 population of 400 individuals. Mule deer critical range is not crossed by any of
the proposed Project segments.

Four elk herd units, West Green River, Steamboat, Petition, and South Rock Springs, are crossed
by segments of the proposed Project. Total estimated population for the four herds is
approximately 6,500 individuals. On lands administered by the BLM Rawlins FO, the Shamrock
(Herd Unit #643) is an additional ElIk Unit impacted by the project with an estimated 2003
population of 150 individuals. Elk critical range is not affected by the proposed Project
segments (WGF, 2003).

Utah and Colorado

The same species found in the Wyoming portion of the Project are also present in western
Colorado and eastern Utah. Elk and mule deer range include pump station sites in Colorado but
these facilities are not located within any defined critical range (CDOW, 2003). Several existing
pump stations in Utah are contained within seasonal mule deer, elk, and/or pronghorn range, but
critical range for these species has not been identified in these areas (UDWR, 2003).
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New Mexico

Big game species occurring in the vicinity of the proposed pipeline looping segments in New
Mexico include mule deer, white-tailed deer (Odocoileus virginianus), pronghorn antelope, elk,
Barbary sheep (Ammotragus lervia), black bear (Ursus americanus), mountain lion (Puma
concolor), and wild turkey (Meleagris gallopavo) (BLM, 1995). Digital mapping of big game
ranges obtained from the University of New Mexico (2003) has identified approximately three
miles of big game summer and winter range at the north end of Segment 8. No migration
corridors or calving areas have been identified within the proposed segments.

Small, scattered elk populations are known to occur in the general vicinities of Segments 8 and 9
in association with pinyon-juniper woodlands (BLM, 1995).

Mule deer herds in the vicinity of the proposed Project segments are associated with habitat
along the Rio Grande (Segment 9) and Pecos River (southeast of Segment 12), although small
herds may occasionally move to nearby desert grasslands for forage. Isolated mule deer
populations may also be found in the same habitats as those frequented by elk, and in western
Sandoval County (Segment 8). Segment 12 is located adjacent to the Pecos River Mule Deer
Management Area, which is also managed for white-tailed deer and pronghorn (BLM, 1995).

Small, resident white-tailed deer herds near the proposed pipeline ROW are restricted to riparian
habitat adjacent to the Pecos River near Segment 12, but important white-tailed deer range does
not occur along the proposed route. Pronghorn antelope may be found in sagebrush
scrub/grassland, semi-desert grassland, and oak scrub environments along the route. Occupied
antelope range has been identified in western Sandoval County (Segment 8) and eastern
Torrance County (Segment 10), and the species may also be found along the Pecos River (near
Segment 12). Black bear, mountain lion, and wild turkey may traverse pinyon-juniper and
juniper woodlands in the vicinity of Placitas, NM (Segment 9), but the area is not considered
important habitat for these species (BLM, 1995).

The Macho Wildlife Habitat Management Area encompasses approximately 10 miles of the
northeastern portion of Segment 11. Pronghorn are the primary management species in this area
(BLM, 1995).

Raptors

Wyoming

Many raptor species are known to occur in the general vicinity of the proposed pipeline looping
segments in Wyoming and could nest along the ROW within appropriate habitat. These species
include golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), ferruginous hawk
(Buteo regalis), great horned owl (Bubo virginianus), bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus),
Swainson’s hawk (Buteo swainsoni), northern harrier (Circus cyaneus), prairie falcon (Falco
mexicanus), American kestrel (Falco sparverius), merlin (Falco columbarius), and osprey
(Pandion haliaetus). Sharp-shinned hawk (Accipiter striatus), Cooper’s hawk (Accipiter
cooperi), northern goshawk (Accipiter gentilis), burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), and long-
eared owl (Asio otus) may also be present in the area during the summer months. Birds that may
winter in the area include golden eagle, red-tailed hawk, rough-legged hawk (Buteo Lagopus)
and great horned owl, as well as other less common species (Call, 1978).

3-39



3.0 Affected Environment

Between April 25 and July 30, 2004, wildlife and wildlife habitat surveys were conducted along
each of the proposed segments. Searches for raptor nests were conducted within one mile of
either the proposed centerline or pump station. In Wyoming, 25 possible or active raptor nests
were observed. Nests were noted near all segments but Segment 4. Five active nests were
observed. Surveys for federally listed species were conducted at each of the four existing
Wyoming pump stations planned for upgrades. No raptor nests were observed within one mile of
these stations.

Utah and Colorado

Surveys for federally listed species were conducted at each of the three existing Colorado and six
existing Utah pump stations planned for upgrades. In Colorado, one apparently inactive raptor
nest was observed within one-half mile of the Dove Creek pump station in Dolores County. In
Utah, no raptor nests were observed within one-half mile of the existing pump stations.

New Mexico

Most of the raptor species known from Wyoming may also be found along the proposed pipeline
route in New Mexico and could nest in appropriate habitat near the proposed segments. New
Mexican raptor species not typically found in the vicinity of the proposed Wyoming segments
include the peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus), aplomado falcon (Falco femoralis), Mexican
spotted owl (Strix occidentalis), and Harris' hawk (Parabuteo unicinctus). Project wildlife and
habitat surveys in New Mexico located 63 possible or active raptor nests, including six
burrowing owl nests. Eleven of the nests were observed to be active. Surveys were also
conducted at each of the 10 existing New Mexico pump stations scheduled for upgrades. One
unoccupied raptor nest was observed within one-half mile of the existing White Lakes pump
station in Chaves County. Two inactive raptor nests and an active burrowing owl nest were
observed within one-half mile of the existing Mesa pump station in Chaves County.

Additional information about many raptor species is provided in Section 3.2.6.3, in subsections
which discuss Federally listed species and BLM and Tribal sensitive species.

Other Terrestrial Wildlife Species

Many other animal species occupy the habitats crossed by the proposed pipeline project
segments. Bird species include a variety of passerines and neotropical migrants, in addition to
raptors. These birds are integral to natural communities and act as environmental indicators of
ecosystem health.

Common non-raptor bird species seasonally present or resident in southwestern Wyoming
include greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus), horned lark (Eremophila alpestris),
common raven (Corvus corax), western meadowlark (Sturnella neglecta), western kingbird
(Tyrannus verticalis, mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), sage thrasher (Oreoscoptes
montanus), and sage sparrow (Amphispiza belli) (BLM, 1987). The sage grouse, sage thrasher,
and sage sparrow are BLM WY Sensitive Species. In New Mexico, common bird species include
bobwhite quail (Colinus virginianus), scaled quail (Callipepla squamata), ring-necked pheasant
(Phasianus colchicus), and mourning dove. Habitat for the lesser prairie chicken (Tympanuchus
pallidicintus) is restricted to the Mescalero Sands area, northwest of Segment 13. Wetlands
associated with the Rio Grande (Segment 9) and karst playa lakes in southeastern New Mexico
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provide habitat for nesting, wintering, and migratory waterfowl. Seasonal use of playas by
waterfowl typically occurs from November through April when water is present (BLM, 1995).

Small mammal species found in the vicinity of the proposed Project in Wyoming include white-
tailed prairie dog (Cynomys leucurus), jackrabbit (Lepus spp.), cottontail rabbit (Sylvilagus spp.),
coyote (Canis latrans), Richardson's ground squirrel (Spermophilus richardsonii), thirteen-lined
ground squirrel (Spermophilus tridecemlineatus, badger (Taxidea taxus), and various mice and
bats (BLM, 1987; Whitaker, 1992). Areas of sagebrush growth over four feet in height along
drainages serve as wildlife corridors for ground-dwelling animals, providing shelter from
predators and thermal cover for wintering wildlife. In New Mexico, small mammal species
include desert cottontail, black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus californicus), striped skunk (Memphitis
memphitis), red squirrel (Tamiasciurus hudsonicus), Albert's squirrel (Sciurus alberti), beaver
(Castor canadensis), muskrat (ondatra zibethicus), nutria (Myocastor coypus), bobcat (Lynx
rufus), coyote, fox (Canis spp.), raccoon (Procyon lotor), ringtail (Carnivora procyonidae),
badger, and certain weasel species (BLM, 1995). Many small mammal species provide important
prey for raptors. Prairie dog colonies were identified within several segments in Wyoming and
within one segment in New Mexico.

Wild Horses

Segments 4 and 6 occupy the northern and western extremities, respectively, of the BLM Salt
Wells Wild Horse Herd Management Area (HMA). Segment 5 crosses the western portion of
this HMA in Wyoming. The HMA encompasses 1.2 million acres, of which approximately 60
percent is BLM surface ownership. Topography consists of gently rolling hills, some small
streams, and occasional high ridges. Vegetation is predominantly sagebrush and grassland. The
area supports elk, deer, and antelope populations and is grazed by both cattle and sheep in the
summer and predominantly by cattle in the winter.

Since the 1971 passage of the Wild Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act (Public Law 92-195),
the BLM has been responsible for management of wild horses as part of the natural system
multiple-use concept. The appropriate management level for this HMA is 365 horses. The herd is
represented by diverse color varieties. Adult horses range from 14 to 15.5 hands in height (one
hand equals four inches) and weigh between 750 and 1,100 pounds. Studies indicate the herd
exhibits good health (BLM, 2004b).

Wild horse herds are not found in the vicinity of the proposed Project in New Mexico, Colorado,
or Utah (BLM, 1995; BLM, 2004c).
3.26.2 Aquatic Resources

Perennial streams crossed or affected by the Project are limited to the Blacks Fork River in
Wyoming and the Rio Grande in New Mexico. These are both limited warmwater fisheries
(WGF, 1991; NMWQCC, 2001).

Fish

The Blacks Fork River, which is crossed by the proposed pipeline (Segment 2) in Sweetwater
County, Wyoming, is a Class 2AB game fishery. Channel catfish (Ictalurus punctatus) is the
only game species known to be present. Other game species are not known to occur near the
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proposed crossing location of the river (BLM, 2004d). The Rio Grande, which is crossed by the
proposed pipeline (Segment 9) in Sandoval County, New Mexico, is also considered a game
fishery. The stretch of the river crossed by the proposed pipeline is known to support channel
catfish, numerous minnows, white bass (Morone chrysops), suckers, and may also support
special status fish species. Threatened, endangered, and sensitive fish species are identified and
addressed in Appendix F.

Amphibians

Amphibious species which are present in the vicinity of the proposed Project segments may
include frog, toad, and salamander species. Habitat for these animals includes wet areas such as
floodplains, wetlands, marshes, and riverbanks. These habitats are uncommon along the
proposed route and amphibian species are encountered infrequently. Habitat for amphibian
species is primarily limited to the Blacks Fork River and the Rio Grande as these are the only
perennial waterbodies crossed by the proposed route.

3.26.3 Threatened, Endangered, and Sensitive Species

The USFWS identifies and lists species considered to be threatened or endangered (TES), and
those species proposed for listing as threatened or endangered. Potential effects to federally-
listed species must be considered in planning for all projects which involve federal, state, or local
public land or other government actions. The USFWS has identified 45 federally-listed TES and
candidate species that could possibly occur in the counties crossed by the proposed Project
segments. In addition to federally listed species, species considered sensitive by BLM, state
wildlife agencies, or tribal governments potentially occurring within areas crossed by the
proposed segments were analyzed for this EA. These species are identified with range and
habitat information and potential for occurrence along the proposed segments in Appendix G.

Federally Listed Species

A Biological Assessment (BA) has been prepared for this project, in accordance with section
7(c) of the Endangered Species Act, to determine the potential for impacts to federally listed
species. The BA focused on the 45 federal TES species identified as potentially occurring in
counties crossed by the proposed pipeline looping segments. Data sources included federal, state,
and tribal agencies, the Biota Information System of New Mexico (BISON-M) (NMGFD, 2004),
and field surveys conducted during spring and summer 2004. Detailed species descriptions
pertaining to life history, status, distribution, and biological opinion are present in the BA.

Field surveys were conducted to determine presence of suitable habitat for TES species along the
proposed segments. Additional clearance surveys for species for which suitable habitat was
observed are planned to take place prior to construction. The following baseline descriptions are
limited to those species that have been identified as being potentially present or impacted by the
proposed Project. Listed species are identified in Appendix F and descriptions of their status,
range, habitat, and potential for occurrence are included.

Of the 45 TES species identified as potentially occurring in the vicinity of the proposed pipeline
looping segments, seven have been identified as being present or having suitable habitat on or
near one or more of the proposed segments. These species are the black-footed ferret (Mustela
nigripes), bald eagle, interior least tern (Sterna antillarum), southwestern willow flycatcher

3-42



3.0 Affected Environment

(Epidonax traillii), yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus), lesser prairie chicken, and the
Rio Grande silvery minnow (Hybognathus amarus).

Suitable habitat for the black-footed ferret has been defined as a minimum of 80 acres of black-
tailed prairie dog (Cynomys ludovicianus) colonies or 200 acres of white-tailed prairie dog
colonies. Suitable habitat for this species was identified along proposed segments in both
Wyoming and New Mexico. One black-tailed prairie dog colony was identified within Segment
12 near the existing Mesa Pump Station in Chaves County, New Mexico. While this colony is
large enough to be considered suitable habitat for the species, black-footed ferrets are considered
extirpated from the state (NMGFD, 2004). Habitat for the species is also present along Segments
1, 2, 3, and 4 in Wyoming. These segments cross large, low density white-tailed prairie dog
colonies. While these prairie dog complexes are not known to support populations of wild
ferrets, they occur in parts of Wyoming which have not received a block clearance for the
species from the USFWS (2004). Thus, ferret clearance surveys will be conducted prior to
construction.

Federally listed birds with potential habitat in the project area include the bald eagle,
southwestern willow flycatcher, yellow-billed cuckoo, and interior least tern.

Throughout the project area, bald eagles may be present as migrants or wintering birds. While
no known nesting sites have been identified within the project area, potential nesting habitat is
limited to riparian habitat along the Rio Grande. Riparian areas and wetlands are primary habitat
for winter roost areas and during migration. Bald eagles tend to nest and roost in mature
cottonwoods, for which habitat may be present along the Rio Grande. The proposed Rio Grande
crossing location is vegetated with mature cottonwood trees, shrubby willows in the understory,
and saltcedar. No bald eagle nests were observed within 1 mile of the Rio Grande crossing
during field surveys in 2004, and there are no known winter roost areas in the vicinity. Surveys
of this area will be conducted prior to construction to identify whether there are active bald eagle
nests within 1 mile of the crossing.

The southwestern willow flycatcher and yellow billed cuckoo typically occur in riparian habitat.
The southwestern willow flycatcher subspecies breeds primarily in New Mexico, Arizona, and
Southern California. Most records in New Mexico are from the Rio Grande Valley and
westward with the largest colony on the Gila River. Nesting habitat includes shrubs and trees in
willow thickets. The yellow billed cuckoo tends to inhabit open woodlands, streamside willows
and alder groves throughout Wyoming and New Mexico. There is potential habitat for the
southwestern willow flycatcher in riparian areas in New Mexico, and potential for the yellow
billed cuckoo in riparian areas throughout Wyoming and New Mexico. No suitable habitat for
either species was observed to be present in the project area in Wyoming during habitat surveys
in 2004. In New Mexico, these species may occupy suitable habitat along the Rio Grande.
Neither species was observed during field surveys in 2004, and MAPL intends to use HDD to
cross the Rio Grande. Clearance surveys will be conducted for these species if construction is
planned within areas of suitable habitat prior to the September migration period.

Habitat for the interior least tern includes sandy sites that are relatively free of vegetation, such
as sandbars in rivers. It is a summer resident in other parts of New Mexico and in eastern
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Wyoming, but the subspecies is not known to occur within the project area. The only potential
habitat for the interior least tern exists at the Blacks Fork River and Rio Grande, both of which
would be avoided by HDD technology.

One endangered fish species was identified as potentially occurring near the proposed route. The
Rio Grande silvery minnow may be present within the stretch of the Rio Grande crossed by the
proposed pipeline. This species is known to occur within the river between the Santo Domingo
Pueblo and Socorro.

The four Colorado fish species; Bonytail chub, humpback chub, razorback sucker, and the
Colorado pikeminnow; may exist downstream of the project segments in Wyoming. Water
withdrawals from the Blacks Fork River, if used for hydrostatic testing and dust control would
have negligible affects on the four fish species considering most of the water would be returned
to the hydrologic system through surface discharges and infiltration to shallow groundwater after
testing. Consultation with the FWS would be conducted to assess water depletions associated
with the withdrawls, if the Black Fork is used. The volume of water anticipated to be used for
hydrostatic testing was provided in Table 2.4-4, at 5.93 acre-feet for the entire project. Of this,
2.3 acre-feet would be used in Wyoming, and 3.6 acre-feet used in New Mexico. The volume of
water to be used for dust control is discussed in Section 2.4.4.1, and ranges from 0.52 to 2.1 acre-
feet of water for the entire project.

Lesser prairie chickens may be present along the proposed pipeline ROW in Chaves County,
New Mexico. This species is sensitive to disturbance during the breeding season at lek locations.
Leks may be present on or near the existing pipeline ROW. These sites are typically located on
elevated, open areas, where visibility is good and calls can be heard from a great distance. Lek
locations are usually abandoned by June. Surveys for the species will be conducted if
construction activities are planned near known lek locations prior to July. The Roswell Field
Office is developing an RMP amendment identifying areas for habitat management for the lesser
prairie chicken. Preliminary maps identifying lesser prairie chicken habitat are in areas outside
the proposed pipeline looping segments (BLM, 2004e).

Sensitive Species

Impacts to sensitive species were considered in the analysis for this Project. Sensitive species
lists maintained by the BLM, Navajo Tribe, Wyoming Natural Diversity Database, State of New
Mexico, and USFWS were consulted to determine presence of sensitive species and potential
impacts. These species are identified in Appendix F with their status, range and habitat
descriptions and potential for occurrence. Species that were determined to have potential for
occurrence within or near the project ROW are discussed in the following section. In addition to
the 45 federally listed species, 142 sensitive species and species of special concern were
evaluated for potential impacts as a result of this Project. Of the 142 species evaluated, 37 are
either present or have suitable habitat along the proposed ROW. The 37 species identified as
potentially affected by the project include 12 mammals, 13 birds, one reptile, two fish, and eight
plants.
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Mammals

Sensitive mammal species that may occur within or near the project include the swift fox (Vulpes
velox), black-tailed prairie dog, white-tailed prairie dog, spotted bat (Euderma maculatum),
Idaho pocket gopher (Thomomys idahoensis), Wyoming pocket gopher (Thomomys clusius),
pygmy rabbit (Brachylagus idahoensis),western small-footed myotis (Myotis ciliolabrum), long-
eared myotis (Myotis evotis), occult little brown bat (Myotis lucifugus), fringed myotis (Myotis
thysanodes), cave myotis (Myotis velifer), Yuma myotis (Myotis yumanensis), Townsend’s big
eared bat (Plecotus townsendii), and big free-tailed bat (Nyctinomops macrotis).

Black-tailed and white-tailed prairie dogs are known to occur along some of the proposed
pipeline looping segments. These species have been identified in Segment 10 (black-tailed) in
Chaves County, New Mexico and in Segments 1-4 (white-tailed) in Uinta and Sweetwater
counties, Wyoming. More detailed information regarding locations of these species along the
proposed segments is presented in Appendix F.

Nine sensitive bat species were identified as having suitable habitat along the proposed
segments. These species utilize a wide variety of habitats. Several bat species roost in pinyon-
juniper woodlands as well as shrub and grassland communities. While these habitat types occur
throughout most of the proposed segments, no roost sites have been identified within the
proposed ROWSs. Typical roost sites include caves, mines, crevices, abandoned buildings, and
other man-made structures. Facilities in the vicinity of the proposed ROWSs may support
sensitive bat species. Specific habitat requirements and known ranges for sensitive bat species
are presented in Appendix F.

The ldaho pocket gopher and the Wyoming pocket gopher are listed as sensitive mammal species
by the Rock Springs and Kemmerer field offices of the Wyoming BLM. The Idaho pocket
gopher exploits a very broad range of habitats and potentially occurs within Segments 1, 2, 4, 5,
and 6 although it has not been identified in these areas. This gopher is known to inhabit shallow,
stony soils (BLM, 2002). The Wyoming pocket gopher populations occur in south central
Wyoming on dry ridge tops in loose gravelly soils. Segments 3 and 4 would be the most likely
habitat for the gophers’ occurrence within the project area.

Birds

Sensitive bird species that are known to occur or have suitable habitat within or near the
proposed Project ROWs include the greater sage-grouse, mountain plover (Charadrius
montanus), black tern (Childonias niger), sage thrasher, loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus),
Brewer’s sparrow (Spizella brewer), sage sparrow, and several raptor species. Raptors that may
be present and are considered sensitive species include the osprey, golden eagle, ferruginous
hawk, Swainson’s hawk, flammulated owl (Otus flammeolus), and burrowing owl.

Sage grouse may be present along all of the proposed Wyoming segments. Grouse leks within
two miles of the proposed ROWSs were identified by BLM and have been analyzed for potential
impacts. Construction within two miles of lek locations would be avoided during the breeding
season (March 1 through June 15) if surveys determine the leks are active. No leks are located
within the proposed ROWSs or in other areas proposed for disturbance. Sage-grouse are not
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known to occur in the vicinity of the proposed Project segments in New Mexico. The species is
considered extirpated from the state (Connelly et al., 2004).

Mountain plover habitat is present along portions of the proposed segment ROWSs. Habitat for
this species includes previously disturbed ground. This migratory bird is known to occur in both
Wyoming and New Mexico. Breeding season is typically from March 15 through July 15.
Construction in mountain plover habitat would be conducted after July 15 or after clearance
surveys are conducted in mountain plover habitat.

Black tern habitat is typically characterized as riparian areas, marsh and open water. This
seasonal resident may be present throughout the Rio Grande Valley (including the Segment 9
crossing area) from March through May (NMGFD, 2004). The species has not been identified in
other locations along the proposed segments, and suitable habitat is not present.

Sage thrashers, sage sparrows, and Brewer’s sparrow typically inhabit basin prairie shrub and
mountain foothill shrub communities. These habitats are common along some of the proposed
segments. These species are known to breed and winter extensively in North America and are
likely to be present along the proposed segments at various locations throughout the year (BLM,
2002).

Loggerhead shrikes are widespread summer residents throughout New Mexico and Wyoming.
The species nests and breeds along roadsides and the edges of shrub communities. They prefer
shrubs and trees with thorns which they use to impale their prey. Nesting habitat is not present
along the proposed pipeline looping segments in Wyoming and is very limited in New Mexico
(BLM, 2002). They prefer shrubs and trees with thorns as places to stash and feed on prey but
will nest in habitats adjacent to the pipeline ROW. This species should be considered as a
potential sensitive species impacted by the ROW.

Many sensitive raptor species are known to occur along or near the proposed segments. Most of
these species are migrants that may be present for nesting or wintering depending on the species’
home range. Raptor surveys were conducted in 2004 to determine baseline conditions for these
species. Surveys would be conducted in all segments prior to construction to identify locations of
nesting birds.

Reptiles

Sensitive reptilian species that may occur or have suitable habitat along the proposed segments
include the Texas horned lizard and the desert kingsnake (Lampropeltis getula). These species
exploit a wide variety of habitats that occur throughout New Mexico. Habitat for the Texas
horned lizard (Phrynosoma cornutum) ranges from grassland to open deserts. Individuals
present in the Rio Grande Valley are likely escaped pets (NMGFD, 2004). Habitat for the desert
kingsnake includes grassland, riparian, and mesquite-dominated bajada. These habitats are
present along much of the proposed route.
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Fish

Sensitive fish species have been identified as potentially occurring in the Rio Grande near the
proposed Project (NMGFD, 2004). These species include the flathead chub (Platygobio gracilis)
and the Rio Grande sucker (Catostomus plebeius). No other populations of sensitive fish or
perennial waters are crossed by the proposed segments with the exception of the Blacks Fork
River in Wyoming in which no sensitive fish species are reportedly present (NMGFD, 2004).

Plants

Eight sensitive plant species have been identified as potentially occurring along the proposed
segments. These include Nelson’s milkvetch (Astragalus nelsonianus), Cedar Rim thistle
(Cirsium aridum), Ownbey’s thistle (Cirsium ownbeyi), Wyoming tansymustard (Descurainia
torulosa), Gibben’s beardtongue (Penstemon gibbensii), and Green River greenthread
(Thelesperma caespitosum). These species are known to occur near the proposed Wyoming
segments within the boundaries of BLM Rock Springs, Rawlins and Kemmerer Field Offices.
The gramma grass cactus (Sclerocactus papyracanthus), dwarf milkweed (Asclepias uncialis),
and gypsum Townsend’s aster (Townsendia gypsophila) have been identified as having suitable
habitat within Sandoval, McKinley, and Torrance Counties. These plants are discussed in
Appendix F. Information provided in Appendix G includes common and scientific names, habitat
and range information, status, and potential for occurrence.

3.2.7 Land Use, Transportation, Special Designated Areas, and
Recreation

3.2.7.1 Land Use

Land Ownership and Use

The proposed pipeline looping segments would be located in two counties in Wyoming and six
in New Mexico. Total length of land crossed is approximately 202 miles (84.4 miles in
Wyoming and 117.1 miles in New Mexico). In Wyoming 48 percent of the land crossed is
privately owned, 47 percent is federal (BLM) land, and 5 percent is state land. In New Mexico,
55 percent of the land crossed is in private hands, 26 percent is native land administered by the
BIA, 12 percent is BLM-administered federal land, and 7 percent is state land. Table 1.1-1 shows
the breakdown of land ownership by segment. Construction of the 12 segments would result in
1221.2 acres of disturbance but only half of this acreage would be part of the permanent ROW.

All 12 segments parallel and overlap existing pipeline ROW. Livestock grazing and wildlife
habitat are the predominant land uses along most of the pipeline ROW in each segment. In
addition, oil and gas field activities co-exist with grazing and wildlife habitat in land adjacent to
portions of four of the Wyoming segments and two of the New Mexico segments. There are no
commercial or industrial areas in the vicinity of the pipeline looping segments. There are only
five small residential areas in the vicinity of the pipeline looping segments. Segment 9 passes
close to the residential community of Placitas, New Mexico.
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Rangeland and Agriculture

Cattle grazing is practiced along most of the proposed segment ROWSs. The only cropland
encountered by the proposed pipeline is along Segment 9 on the east side of the Rio Grande
crossing. This irrigated land is located between AM 280.0 and 280.4.

Mineral Development

As discussed in Section 2.2.2, a number of mineral resource areas are crossed by the proposed
pipeline looping segments. The east end of Segment 1 and west half of Segment 2 are located
within a high yield trona zone. Underground trona mines near Segments 1 and 2 are currently
active (University of Wyoming, 2004f). Segment 9 crosses immediately south of a large sand
and gravel quarry in the Rio Grande valley between Interstate 25 and the Algodones Canal (AM
279.8 to 280.0). There are no other active mining operations in the vicinity of the proposed
pipeline looping segments.

Residential, Park, and Open Space Areas

Table 3.2-17 shows residential areas located in the vicinity of the proposed segment ROWSs. Red
Desert and Table Rock, Wyoming are small settlements located next to Interstate Highway 80.
The South Baxter, Wyoming residential buildings appear to be vacant. The Lybrook residential
area is located immediately south of the Lybrook gas processing plant in New Mexico. The
residential area near Zia Pueblo in New Mexico is a small cluster of houses inhabited by Native
Americans. The Placitas residential neighborhood includes several houses south and east of the
proposed pipeline looping segment 9.

A City of Albuguerque Open Space Area is crossed by Segment 9 in sections 24 and 25, T13N,
RA4E, near Placitas, NM. The relative location is shown on Figure 3.1-1. No other parks or open
space are crossed by the proposed pipeline looping segments.

3.2.7.2  Transportation

Table 3.2-18 shows roads and railroads that would be crossed by construction of the proposed
pipeline looping segments. The most significant crossings are Wyoming highways 530 and 430
in Segments 2 and 5, Interstate Highway 25 in Segment 9, US Highway 550 (a four-lane
highway) in Segments 8 and 9, and the Burlington-Northern and Santa Fe Railroad 2-track line
in Segment 10. Out of a total of 73 transportation line crossings, the majority are improved local
and county roads. The 16 listed 2-track and dirt roads which will be crossed are used regularly by
the public or by private landowners. Other 2-track and dirt roads will be crossed but they are
lightly used and not maintained.
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Table 3.2-17 Residential Areas Located within 1000 Feet of Proposed MAPL
WEP Pipeline Looping Segment ROW

Segment | Aerial Marker Community name blilﬁ;?r?;g ]S)rzcr:TI]o;(e)thv
Wyoming
1 none
2 none
3 67.7 Red Desert 600 feet south
4 53.3 Table Rock 1000 feet north
5 8.1 South Baxter (historic buildings — appear vacant) 600 feet northeast
6 none
New Mexico
8 369.0 Lybrook 200 feet west
9 295.4 Zia Pueblo 500 feet northeast
9 2779-278.1 Placitas 400 feet south
9 276.8 Placitas 1000 feet southeast
9 276.7 Placitas 500 feet east
10 none
11 none
12 none
13 none

Table 3.2-18 Highway, Road, and Railroad Crossings for the MAPL WEP

Segment Interstate US/state County/ 2-track/ Railroad
highway highway local road dirt road
Wyoming
1 0 0 10 0 0
2 0 1 3 2 1
3 0 0 11 3 0

3-49




3.0 Affected Environment

4 0 0 0 1 0

5 0 1 6 0 0

6 0 0 3 1 0

WY totals 0 2 33 7 1

New Mexico

8 0 1 4 3 0

9 1 1 2 2 0

10 0 2 1 1 1

11 0 1 4 2 0

12 0 0 3 1 0

13 0 0 0 0 0

NM totals 1 5 14 9 1
Project totals 1 7 47 16 2

3.273 ACECs/SDASs, Trails, and Recreation

The BLM manages a variety of resources including Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
(ACECs), Special Management Areas (SMAs), Research Natural Areas, Historic and National
Scenic Trails, and Recreation Areas. This section describes those designated areas in the vicinity
of the proposed Project. Special Designated Area (SDA) is a term used to identify future
potential ACECs, Research Natural Areas, Special Management Areas, and others.

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

The MAPL WEP is within 0.25 mile of the Roswell Cave Complex ACEC, managed by the
Roswell Field Office. Crystal Caverns-Devil’s Well, Coachwhip Cave and Martin-Antelope
Gyp Cave are some of the more prominent caves within the nearly 15,000 acre Roswell ACEC.
The Crystal Caverns Cave system is one of the longest and deepest gypsum caves in the United
States. Recreational uses in this BLM-administered area include caving and rock-hounding. Due
to the sensitive nature of the resource, maps of the ACEC boundaries were not available. The
Roswell Field Office reviewed the location of the project relative to the ACEC and indicated the
project was 0.25 miles from the system (BLM, 2005). All lands within the ACEC are designated
exclusion areas for major rights of way. Additional ACECs are discussed below in the
paleontological resource ACECs.
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Paleontologic ACECs/SMAs

The northern end of Segment 8, near the Lybrook Pump Station, crosses the Lybrook Fossil
Area, managed by the Farmington Field Office. The crossing is approximately 1,200 feet in
length. The crossing is in an area of Class | paleontologic resources.

The southern end of Segment 8 is adjacent to, but at least 600 feet from, the boundary of the
Torreon Fossil Fauna ACEC/SMA, protected for its paleontologic resources. Unique and
irreplaceable fossil resources are found within this SMA. The ACEC is located within the
boundaries of the Albuquerque Field Office and the Farmington Field Office. All these areas are
managed by the Albuquerque Field Office. The project does not cross the boundary.

Wilderness Study Areas/Research Natural Areas

No wilderness study areas (WSASs) or Research Natural Areas (RNAs) are crossed by the
proposed segments. The Ojito WSA/ACEC west of Segment 9 contains Condition 1
paleontological formations and is home to a large diversity of wildlife species. Neither it nor any
other WSA or RNA would be affected by the proposed Project or proposed upgrades to the
existing pump stations.

Historic Trails/National Scenic Trails

In Wyoming, portions of eight historic roads or trails are within or adjacent to the pipeline ROW
or associated facilities. The history of these trails is more fully discussed in the Cultural
Resources Section 3.2.9.2. These trails or roads are the Emigrant/Oregon/Mormon Trail, located
north of Segment 1; the Overland Trail, located in Segment 2; the Cherokee Trail crossed in
Segment 6; and the Lincoln Highway crossed by Segments 1, 2, 3 and 4. Historic roads in the
area include the Bryan-Brown’s Park Freight Road, the Rock Springs-Brown’s Park Road, the
Rock Springs-Vernal Freight Road, and the Rock Springs-Hiawatha Road.

The BLM Kemmerer Field Office is developing a management plan for the Oregon Trail and the
major cutoffs that traverse the Kemmerer Resource Area. The cultural aspects, recreation
opportunities, and management prescriptions will be identified in the plan to ensure that values
of the historic trail are protected.

The Continental Divide National Scenic Trail, a trans-continental hiking trail, crosses southern
Wyoming near Rawlins, approximately 33 miles east of Segment 3. The Continental Divide
National Scenic Trail also follows the Continental Divide through Colorado into northwest New
Mexico. The trail is located near the existing San Luis existing pump station, between Segments
8 and 9. According to the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail Comprehensive Plan,
prepared by the Forest Service, BLM, and National Park Service, the trail is proposed to extend
from Canada to Mexico.

Segment 9 is located in the vicinity of the 1870s Wagon Road Trail in Sandoval County,
southwest of San Ysidro near White Mesa. The 1870s Wagon Road Trail was the main route
linking Santa Fe with Fort Wingate until the early 1900s and was used for both supplies and
troops. The trail was also used extensively as a wagon freight road and for passenger coaches.
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Recreation Areas

The MAPL WEP will cross through public lands within or adjacent to existing pipeline ROWs.
The majority of the proposed pipeline looping segments do not cross any designated BLM-
administered recreational areas. SDAs are used to identify future potential ACECs, Research
Natural Areas, Special Management Areas, and others.

Special Recreation Management Areas

Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) is an official designation given to BLM lands
that are heavily used for recreational purposes and require special management to ensure
protection of identified recreation values. The BLM places management emphasis on enhancing
recreation opportunities in SRMAs and focuses management on areas with high recreation values
or areas where there are conflicts between recreation and other uses.

No SRMAs are traversed by a proposed pipeline looping segment. However, two proposed
segments are located near an SRMA. Segment 2 in Wyoming is located approximately 1% miles
southwest of the Green River, and land adjacent to the river is designated an SRMA. The
Segment 2 crossing of the Blacks Fork River is located in an area designated as medium level
recreation potential by the Kemmerer District BLM RMP (BLM, 1986).

The Little Mountain Recreational Use Area is a BLM-administered area that is managed to
assure continuing value for recreational opportunities. It is located approximately four miles west
of the southern portion of Segment 6. Segment 6 is near roads under consideration for Back
County Byway Designation.

In New Mexico, Angel Peak SRMA is located approximately 35 miles southeast of Farmington,
New Mexico, about 3 miles northwest of the existing Huerfano pump station. Badlands such as
those found in the Angel Peak SRMA offer an unusual scenic opportunity with the occurrence of
spires, “hoodoos”, and other unusual rock formations. There are various developed facilities and
recreation opportunities within the Angel Peak SRMA.

The proposed route crosses two perennial streams that have limited potential to support
recreational fisheries. The portions of the Rio Grande in New Mexico and the Blacks Fork River
in Wyoming crossed by Segments 9 and 2 are designated warm water fisheries.

Developed Recreational Facilities

Developed recreation facilities are improvements constructed for the purpose of recreation and
may include but are not limited to bicycle paths, ski runs, swimming pools, golf courses,
campgrounds, and trails.

Mountain bike trail opportunities are being explored, specifically in the Little Mountain-Firehole
Canyon-Flaming Gorge area in Wyoming. In New Mexico, developed recreational facilities
within four miles of the proposed segments include Jemez Canyon Dam and Lake. The U.S.
Bureau of Reclamation administers Jemez Canyon Dam and Lake, approximately one mile north
of Segment 9. The Jemez Canyon Dam was breached in recent years due to silting, and the lake
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was drained. The dam and former lake are located approximately six miles north of Bernalillo,
NM and include a picnic area and hiking trails.

There are no developed recreational facilities crossed by any of the proposed pipeline looping
segments.

Off-Highway Vehicle Use

Off-highway vehicle (OHV) use is dispersed throughout the public lands crossed by the
proposed pipeline looping segments of the MAPL WEP. The public lands crossed by the pipeline
looping segments are available to OHV use but limitations under a “limited” OHV/ORYV area
designation may apply, such as those on Segments 8 and 9 within the Rio Puerco Field Offices
where vehicles are limited to existing roads and trails. OHV closures and limitations typically do
not apply to BLM-permitted uses that require off-road travel. Construction and maintenance of
the proposed pipeline looping segments would be one such permitted use.

OHV use is limited to existing roads and trails for all BLM-administered lands crossed by the
proposed pipeline looping segments within the Green River Resource Area near the town of
Green River. The Kemmerer Resource Area limits OHV use to existing roads and trails except
for emergencies, maintenance, and other necessary tasks. OHV use is also limited to existing
roads and trails in the Rio Puerco Field Office.

Dispersed Recreational Uses

Dispersed, undeveloped recreation is the predominant type of outdoor recreation in areas crossed
by and near the proposed pipeline looping segments and existing pump stations. Dispersed
recreation uses not described above that occur in the vicinity of the proposed Project pipeline
looping segments include hunting, river rafting, caving, fishing, sightseeing, nature photography,
primitive camping, biking, cross-country hiking, and rock hounding. These activities occur on
BLM, BIA, tribal, state, and private lands. Hunting occurs on most public, tribal, and private
lands in the vicinity of the proposed Project segments. Typical game species include elk, deer,
pronghorn, sage grouse, and waterfowl. The majority of hunting occurs during the fall big-game
season (September through mid-December). Other activities occur year-round in some locations,
but most have seasonal restrictions, such as river rafting, fishing, camping, and cross-country
hiking.

3.2.8 Visual Resources

Visual Resource Management

The proposed pipeline looping segments and existing pump stations are located within several
landscape-types in both New Mexico and Wyoming. Significant landforms dominating the visual
character of the proposed Project segments are the western plateau and the east-central high
plains in New Mexico and the plains of the Wyoming Basin in southwestern Wyoming.

The Wyoming Basin and the plains of southeastern New Mexico are characterized by rolling

hills, sinuous streams, and rangeland with minor areas of cultivated fields. The vegetation in
southwestern Wyoming is predominantly sagebrush with areas of cottonwoods along major
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drainages. Grasslands are the dominant vegetation in the New Mexico plains with a sparse cover
of cactus, yucca, and brush. The visual landscape in southeast New Mexico is characterized by
playas and sinkholes.

The western plateau in New Mexico is dominated by rolling to rugged hills, incised drainages,
hogbacks, cuestas, and flat top mesas. The vegetation within the western plateau is regionally
sparse and dominated by sagebrush and conifer woodlands.

The proposed segments follow an existing ROW that has already altered the visual landscape,
creating stark textual contrast and horizontal line forms within the natural environment. The
existing ROW differs in vegetation and colors relative to the surrounding natural environment.
The natural landscape has also been modified in the area by human development of
transportation and energy transmission infrastructure, small communities, ranches, and other
man-made structures near the segment ROWSs.

The objectives of the BLM Visual Resource Management (VRM) system are to minimize the
visual impacts of surface disturbing activities and to maintain scenic values for the future. There
are four different classes used to assign value to the visual landscape. Class | indicates that the
existing character of the landscape is to be preserved while allowing a very low level of change
to its character which must not attract attention. Class Il calls for retaining the existing character
of the landscape while allowing a low level of change to its character. Class Il partially retains
the existing character of the landscape and while allowing a moderate level of change to its
character. Class 1V allows activities that require major modifications to the existing character of
the landscape.

Ninety-nine percent of the proposed pipeline looping segments lie within VRM Class 11 and
Class IV areas. No segment will cross any Class | areas and only one VRM Class Il area in
Wyoming will be crossed. Segment 6 in Wyoming lies just outside (to the west-northwest) of the
Greater Red Creek ACEC (VRM Class I). The south end of Segment 6 (south of Sage Creek) lies
within the VRM Class Il area located just outside this ACEC between AM 851.3 and 853.5.
Segment 9 is located just east of a VRM Class Il area in New Mexico, the Ojito WSA/ACEC.

3.2.9 Cultural Resources

3.291 Prehistoric Cultural Overview

The region of the American West crossed by the proposed Project has been continuously
inhabited by indigenous peoples beginning at least 12,000 years before the present (B.P.). The
proposed Project would cross portions of the Green River and Great Divide basins in southwest
Wyoming and the San Juan Basin, Rio Grande watershed, and Pecos River watershed in New
Mexico. In addition, upgraded pump stations supporting the Project are located in the Uinta and
Paradox basins near the border between Utah and Colorado. Each of these areas has experienced
a distinct cultural history. A summary chronology of the prehistory of the proposed Project area
is indicated in Table 3.2-19.
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Paleoindian

In southwestern Wyoming, the oldest period for which there is archaeological evidence is the
Paleoindian, beginning ca. 12,000 years B.P. and ending around 8500 B.P. The Paleoindian Era
represents the first advance of humans onto the North American continent. This is the transition
period from the periglacial conditions of the Wisconsin-age ice advance during the terminal
Pleistocene to the warmer and drier climatic conditions of the Holocene. A savanna-like
environment with higher precipitation than occurs today was prevalent in southwest Wyoming.
Paleoindian sites are rare, however, isolated surface finds of Paleoindian projectile points are not
uncommon and suggest that site preservation may be a major factor affecting the number of
known sites (Pastor et al., 2004).

The lithic technology of the Paleoindian period is distinctive for its meticulous workmanship,
especially projectile points. Projectile points are usually lanceolate, some with distinctive
shoulders or fluting, and stemmed, basally-ground hafting elements. Notching is not present.
Paleoindian tool assemblages often contain a high percentage of gravers, spurred end-scrapers,
and burination, especially on broken projectile point fragments (Frison, 1978).

Table 3.2-19 Prehistoric Chronology, Mid-America Pipeline Western Expansion Project Area

Era Southwest Wyoming @ Northwest and Southwest San Juan Basin @ | Middle Rio Grande Middle Pecos © Dates
West Central Colorado @ /Jemez © (BP)
Colorado @
Tradition / Period / Tradition / Period / Tradition / Tradition / Period / Tradition / Period / Tradition / Period /
Phase Phase Period / Phase Phase Phase Phase
14,000
Clovis and Goshen
Tradions | | ]
Folsom Tradition Clovis Clovis Clovis 12,000
Paleoindian Paleoindian
Foothill-Mountain baleoindi Folsom Folsom Folsom 10,000
Tradition aleoindian
ol Akt Plano Plano Plano
7 Early Archaic 8000
Great Divide . .
h Pioneer Period
Phase Jay Jay
‘ Bajada Bajada 6000
. Opal Phase Settlement Period Archaic MidArch.
Archaic Late Archaic
— Late Archaic
n n i
R San Jose San Jose Archaic 2000
Transitional Period . ij
Phase Armijo Armijo
Deadman Wash Terminal Period Rio Rancho
. Phase Gateway and Basketmaker |1 En Medio 2000
Latd ' Aspen Alameda
Formative Uinta Traditions F’e';‘_"”‘ Basketmaker 11l Basketmaker Il Early Developmental —
Anasaz Tradition Pueblo I-11l Pueblo I, 1I, and Il Late Developmental . .
Firehole Mesita Negra, McKenzie
Ute - Navajo Coalition & Classic
Protohistori » Protohistoric Phases Dinetah Post Mckenzie /
rotohistoric Protohistoric Cabezon Neoarchaic Present
Sources: (1) Thompson and Pastor, 1995 (2) Reed and Metcalf, 1999 (3) Lipe etal , 1999 (4) Vivian, 1990 (5) Cordell, 1979 (6) Leslie, 1979

The subsistence and settlement patterns of the Paleoindian period are poorly understood. Some
researchers (Kelly and Todd, 1988; Eckerle and Hobey, 1993) postulate that early Paleoindian
groups practiced a forager strategy, with little investment in place, and no food storage.
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Conversely, other researchers maintain that a big game forager adaptation was never a major
portion of the subsistence base, and instead, a more collector-oriented pattern was practiced
which continuing essentially unchanged into the Archaic period.

Within western Colorado and eastern Utah, the Paleoindian era began around 13,500 years B.P.
and lasted until approximately 8,400 years B.P. The climate was cool and moist with alpine
glaciation occurring at higher elevations. A general warming trend is evident by approximately
9,500 years B.P (Reed and Metcalf, 1999). Early Paleioindian lithic technology features laceolate
projectile points similar to Wyoming examples. Identified cultures include Clovis, Goshen, and
Folsom traditions in Colorado, and Clovis, Folsom, and Plano in southeastern Utah. Highly
mobile groups engaged in hunting megafauna, including mammoth and extinct forms of bison
(Kelly and Todd, 1988). The latter part of the Paleoindian Era is best described by the Foothill-
Mountain tradition in which inhabitants of foothills and mountain ecological zones employed
subsistence strategies distinct from those of bison-hunting Plains groups (Frison, 1992). Bison
were hunted, but a wider variety of game animals and plants was exploited. Local groups
practiced foraging and were highly mobile (Pitblado, 1999).

Paleoindian sites within New Mexico date from approximately 12,000 years B.P. to
approximately 7,500 years B.P. New Mexico contains the type sites for the Sandia, Clovis, and
Folsom Paleoindian assemblages. The population consisted of mobile hunters and gatherers
distinguished on the basis of occupation dates and projectile point styles. As is typical of related
peoples to the north, the New Mexican Paoleoindian population engaged in megafauna hunting,
with characteristic projectile points found in conjunction with mammoth and now-extinct bison
kill sites. There is also evidence of plant utilization. In the area of the proposed Project, groups
identified include the (progressively recent) Clovis, Folsom, and Plano cultures (Bradley et al.,
1995; BLM, 2003a).

Archaic

Settlement and subsistence practices in southwest Wyoming remained largely unchanged from
the end of the Paleoindian period through the Archaic and continued until at least the
introduction of the horse, or even until Historic Contact. A period of reduced precipitation and
warmer temperatures, commonly termed the Altithermal, commenced ca. 8,500 years B.P and
lasted until approximately 6,400 years B.P. Post-Altithermal climate alternated between cool-
moist and warm-dry, but never as moist as Paleoindain times nor as dry as the Altithermal period
(Reed and Metcalf, 1999). The environmental change at the end of the Paleoindian period led to
a pattern of broad spectrum resource exploitation that is reflected in the diverse subsistence and
settlement practices of the Archaic period. The Archaic is divided into the Early and the Late
periods and subdivided into the Great Divide and Opal and the Pine Spring and Deadman Wash
phases, respectively (Pastor et al., 2004).

Projectile point types remain the major chronological indicator. The large, stemmed lanceolate
projectiles of the Paleoindian period were replaced with smaller side- and corner-notched atlatl
dart points. Indications from ground stone and macrofloral and pollen data suggest increasing use
of vegetable resources. Faunal assemblages from Archaic components reflect increased
procurement of small animals. Housepits were developed during this period and became a major
characteristic of the Opal Phase of the Early Archaic (Thompson and Pastor, 1995).
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Early Archaic projectile points include both side-notched and stemmed specimens. Seeds were
relatively unimportant in the diet (Smith, 1988), but ground stone implements occur more
frequently than during the preceding Paleoindian period.

Late Archaic period sites yield stemmed, indented-base projectiles, attributed to the McKean
Technocomplex on the Plains, and large corner-notched points usually termed Elko. The Late
Archaic was distinguished by a decreased reliance on plant foods and a corresponding increase in
large animal use (Creasman, 1987). The climate improved from the xeric conditions typical of
the Early Archaic Altithermal to more mesic conditions. Bison remains in archaeological
contexts become more common in the Green River Basin due to improved forage. Large-scale
seed processing, common to the subsequent Late Prehistoric period, does not appear to have
occurred with any consistency.

Archaic sites are dated between about 8,400 years B.P. and 2,400 years B.P. in western Colorado
and eastern Utah. Within the northern Colorado River Basin, analyses of archaeological data
have resulted in the identification of four, successively recent periods: Pioneer, Settlement,
Transitional, and Terminal. Subsistence practices are broadly similar to those of
contemporaneous groups farther north. Early experiments in growth of corn have been noted in
some areas in the Late Archaic. Archaic populations appear to have used a central foraging
strategy with seasonal/elevational migration patterns. The end of the Archaic is marked in
Colorado by the onset of bow and arrow use, replacing the atlatl (Reed and Metcalf, 1999).

New Mexico Archaic sites have been dated between about 7,500 years B.P. and about 1,600
years B.P. In central and northwestern New Mexico, the Early Archaic has been subdivided into
successively younger Jay and Bajada periods, ending approximately 5,000 years B.P. The
Middle Archaic is comprised of the San Jose period, ending approximately 3,800 years B.P. The
Late Archaic has been subdivided into an earlier Armijo period and later En Medio period,
ending approximately 1,600 years B.P., in northwestern New Mexico (Vivian, 1990). In central
New Mexico, the Late Archaic has been subdivided into the Armijo, Rio Rancho, and Alameda
periods, with the Archaic extending until approximately 1,500 years B.P. (Cordell, 1979).

In New Mexico, archaic groups exploited a generally arid environment. Populations were highly
mobile in acquiring often widely dispersed food sources. Similar to semi-contemporaneous
groups to the north, New Mexican Archaic bands began to rely more upon wild plant food and
smaller game than in previous times. Cultivated crops began to appear in the latest Archaic sites
across New Mexico. As in Colorado, a base camp/specialty camp foraging strategy was
employed with seasonal mobility (BLM, 2003a).

Formative/Late Prehistoric

In southwestern Wyoming, the Late Prehistoric period began with the introduction of the bow
and arrow and pottery, approximately 2,000 years B.P., and ended approximately 300 years ago
when European trade goods began to reach the area (Pastor et al., 2004). The period has been
subdivided into an earlier Uinta Phase that was succeeded by the Firehole Phase around A.D.
650 (Metcalf, 1987). Projectile points became smaller as a function of their adaptation to the
bow. Rose Spring points are common finds from the early portion of the period and were
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replaced by small, side- and tri-notched points during the later portion of the period. Pottery
makes an appearance in the archaeological record starting around A.D. 650 (Creasman et al.,
1990).

The Late Prehistoric period may have seen the highest human population of any period in
southwest Wyoming prehistory (Thompson and Pastor, 1995). Subsistence patterns were broadly
similar to the Late Archaic Period, except that intensive seed processing appeared (Smith, 1988).
Studies of pollen and plant macrofossil evidence suggest that a wide variety of plant foods were
being utilized (Smith, 1988). A wide variety of animals were being exploited as well, including
big game such as antelope and bison (Lubinski, 2000).

The Formative Era (Late Prehistoric) appears to have begun approximately 400 years earlier in
western Colorado and eastern Utah than in Wyoming. This is the time when a horticultural
subsistence base became established in parts of the area, with hunting and foraging economies
occurring in higher elevations and mountains. On the Colorado Plateau, Basketmaker Il culture
represents the beginning of the Late Prehistoric, existing until around A.D. 500. These people
constituted an early stage of the Anasazi cultural sequence, which ultimately led to modern
Pueblo Indians. The period is marked by increasing agriculture, expansion of pithouse
construction, and technological advances in tool manufacturing (Matson, 1999). Climatic
conditions were warmer and moister than previously or subsequently. Several horticultural
traditions, including the Anasazi, Fremont, and Gateway, have been identified. They are
characterized and distinguished by large habitation structures, high quality pottery, and
distinctive rock art styles. The Aspen Tradition refers to a non-horticultural foraging group
which is equivalent to the Wyoming Uinta Phase (Reed and Metcalf, 1999).

The Late Prehistoric onset is progressively later from northwest to southeast in New Mexico,
between approximately 1,600 and 1,400 years B.P. This period is marked by an increase in
cultivation of food crops, population growth, and expansion of permanent aboveground and
belowground habitation structures in northwestern and central New Mexico. Pottery, cloth,
baskets, and other implements are characteristic. Chronologically, the period is divided into the
Basketmaker 111 and Pue