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Dear Reviewer:

This is tne Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) on the proposed

Frontier Pipeline Company Crude Oil and Condensate Pipeline. It consists

of a Summary of the content of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement

(DEIS), the comments on the DEIS received during the public comment

period, responses to the comments, and changes to the text made in

response to the comments. The responses to the comments received on the

DEIS did not require substantial changes in the data or analyses.

The FEIS is not a decision document. The decision on the proposed
pipeline will be based on the analysis contained in the FEIS, and public
concerns and comments. No action can be taken for thirty (30) days

following release of tne FEIS to the public. A record of decision
outlining the decision and rationale will be prepared and made available
subsequent to the waiting period.

Since tnis is an abbreviated FEIS, the entire document for filing purposes

consists of the DEIS and FEIS. Please refer to your copy of the DEIS for

a more detailed analysis and description of the proposed action and
alternatives.

Thank you for your participation in the preparation of the Environmental
Impact Statement. Your help has been of great value in assisting us to

process tnis application.

Sincerely yours,

Maxwell T. Lieurance
State Director
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Abstract

This EIS assesses the environmental effects of granting a right-of-way

to construct a 288-mile proposed 16-inch crude oil and condensate

pipeline from the Anschutz Ranch East Field in northeast Utah and

southwest Wyoming to Casper, Wyoming. The purpose of the project

would be to transport crude oil and condensate from the Overthrust

Belt area to existing pipeline distribution points in Casper, Wyoming.

Alternatives assessed include alternate routes for the proposed

pipeline in environmentally sensitive areas, and denial of the

right-of-way (no action). The key issues raised in the scoping

process are: economic and social effects of construction; effects to

wildlife and habitat; effects to cultural resources; and reclamation

of disturbed areas. Affected counties in Wyoming would include Uinta,

Sweetwater, Fremont, and Natrona counties, and could include Carbon

County; and Summit County in Utah.

EIS Contact

Questions and comments on this EIS should be directed to:

Mike Karbs, EIS Project Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Rawlins District Office
P.O. Box 670
Rawlins, Wyoming 82301

Phone: Commercial— (307) 324-7171 FTS— (307) 328-3011

The decision on this proposed pipeline will not be made until at least

30 days after the FEIS is made available. Comments will be accepted

until March 27, 1982.
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SUMMARY

Frontier Pipeline Company (the applicant) proposes to construct

288 miles of 16-inch common carrier pipeline and related facilities to

transport crude oil and condensate from the Anschutz Ranch East Field

in northeast Utah and southwest Wyoming to existing pipeline distribu-

tion points in Casper, Wyoming. The crude oil and condensate would be

subsequently transported to Rocky Mountain and midwestern refineries

via existing pipeline systems.

In response to Frontier Pipeline Company's right-of-way grant

application to the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Wyoming State

Office (WSO) (Application Number W-77832, filed November 17, 1981),

the BLM was designated Lead Agency. The BLM District Manager, Rawlins

District, is responsible for the preparation of the Environmental

Impact Statement (EIS) in accordance with the provisions of the

National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the regulations of the

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ)

.

The purpose of the proposed pipeline is to transport crude oil

and condensate from oil fields in the Overthrust Belt area in north-

east Utah and southwest Wyoming to existing transportation points.

The maximum design capacity of the pipeline would be approximately

150,000 barrels per day (BPD). Since the proposed pipeline would be a

common carrier, the ultimate use and destination of the crude oil and

condensate would be determined at the discretion of the various

shippers whose material may be shipped in the pipeline.



In compliance with NEPA (40 CFR 1501.7), a public scoping process

was conducted in the early stages of preparing this EIS. The scoping

process consisted of four public meetings, one meeting with interested

state agencies, and one meeting with interested federal agencies.

During this process, the scope of issues to be analyzed and signifi-

cant issues related to the proposed action were identified. Five

alternatives were selected for detailed analysis in the Draft EIS

—

four partial reroutings of the proposed pipeline, and the No Action

Alternative (defined as BLM denial of a permit to the applicant for

construction and operation of the proposed action)

.

Construction, operation, maintenance, and abandonment of the

following project components were considered in impact analysis:

1. 288 miles of 16-inch outside diameter buried pipeline

2. Four electrically-powered pump stations to reach the

maximum design capacity of 150,000 BPD

3. Tankage at the Originating pump station (450,000 barrels)

4. Approximately 17 miles of transmission lines (2400/4160

volts) for supplying electrical service to pump stations

5. Above-ground gate valves and scraper traps

6. Cathodic protection system

7 . Right-of-way markers

The EIS consists of four chapters, as well as Appendices which

include frameworks for analysis, glossary of terms, references, and

topographic location maps . Chapter One addresses the purpose, need,



and description of the proposed action and alternatives; authorizing

actions; summary of significant impacts; and BLM mitigation measures

.

Chapter Two describes those components of the affected environment for

which impacts or special concern were identified. Chapter Three

describes the potential environmental consequences of the proposed

action and alternatives. Chapter Four provides a description of

consultation and coordination.

After much of the text and the maps in the DEIS were prepared,

Frontier Pipeline Company extended the proposed pipeline into Utah

(1.2 miles total, 0.4 miles in Utah), including moving the Originating

pump station to Utah, subsequent to the initial preparation of this

DEIS. To present a complete analysis of this modification in the most

efficient manner, Chapter One and the topographic strip maps in

Appendix E present the revised project description, but Chapters Two

and Three of the DEIS do not address the 1.2-mile pipeline extension

or Originating pump station location. The affected environment and

environmental consequences associated with the 1.2-mile extension and

Originating pump station are addressed in Appendix D. The baseline

data in Appendix D was prepared by a separate contractor (Environmen-

tal Research and Technology [ERT]), but the assessments of impact

significance (based on the data provided by ERT) were done by Woodward-

Clyde Consultants. Appendix D also supports 14 of the 16 technical

reports, which do not address the 1.2-mile pipeline extension or

Originating pump station. The Energy Use and Oil Spill Analysis

technical reports fully consider the revised project description

(i.e., include assessment of the 1.2-mile pipeline extension and

Originating pump station)

.

A fundamental approach to this EIS is reflected in Chapter One,

Purpose, Need, and Description of Proposed Action and Alternatives.

Numerous construction methods and resource considerations are speci-

fied as part of the proposal. Implementation of these procedures for



construction, operation, maintenance, and abandonment was assumed for

the purpose of impact analysis. Inclusion of these applicant-proposed

considerations and practices, in part, accounts for the low number,

magnitude, and duration of environmental impacts.

Detailed impact analyses were conducted for the following

resources and topics:

• Land Use Controls and Constraints

• Climate

• Air Quality

• Noise

• Geology (Geological Hazards)

• Mineral Resources

• Vegetation (including Threatened and Endangered Species)

• Livestock Grazing

• Aquatic Biology (including Threatened and Endangered Species)

• Wildlife (including Threatened and Endangered Species)

• Wild Horses

• Paleontology

• Soils

• Agriculture (Cropland)

• Prime and Unique Farmlands

• Water Resources (including 100-Year Floodplains)

• Social and Economic Conditions

• Transportation

• Recreation

• Wilderness

• Visual Resources

• Cultural Resources

• Energy Use

• Oil Spills



Potentially significant adverse impacts were identified for the

proposed action in the areas of Wildlife, Social and Economic

Conditions, and Visual Resources. Unknown impacts for the proposed

pipeline were identified for Paleontology, Threatanad and Endangered

Wildlife fipceiea , Cultural Resources, and Spill Effects. All other

resource analyses produced findings of no impact or no significant

impact. These analyses and their findings are documented in the

technical reports which are on file at the BLM Wyoming State Office in

Cheyenne and the following BLM District Offices: Rock Springs,

Rawlins, and Casper. No additional significant adverse impacts were

identified for the 1 .2-mile pipeline extension and Originating pump

station (refer to Appendix D).

No known significant impacts were identified for any of the

alternative routes. Comparisons of potential impacts for each set of

alternatives (refer to Map 1-1 located on page 1-3 of the DEIS)

resulted in the following findings:

COMPARISON OHK: PROPOSED ROUTE (MILEPOST [MP] 214.75-259.1) VERSUS

BEEF GAP ALTERNATIVE (ADEGHI) VERSUS BEULAH BELLE LAKE ALTERNATIVE

(BCDFGHJL) VERSUS COUNTY LINE ALTERNATIVE (BEL)

General

Proposed Route . This portion of the proposed route is approximately

44.35 miles long and would result in the disturbance of about 538

acres during the construction phase. Approximately 17 percent of this

portion of the proposed route parallels existing utilities or roads.

Beef Gap Alternative . This alternative route is approximately 44.5

miles long and would result in the disturbance of about 539 acres

during the construction phase. Approximately 28 percent of the Beef

Gap Alternative parallels existing utilities or roads.



Beulah Belle Lake Alternative . The Beulah Belle Lake Alternative is

approximately 47.4 miles long and would result in the disturbance of

about 5/5 acres during the construction phase. Approximately 53

percent of this alternative route parallels existing utilities or

roads

.

County Line Alternative . This alternative route is approximately

47.75 miles long and would result in the disturbance of about 579

acres during the construction phase. Approximately 31 percent of this

alternative route parallels existing utilities or roads. The County

Line Alternative completely avoids the Sweetwater Rocks Wilderness

Study Areas (WSAs) . The proposed route and the Beef Gap and Beulah

Belle Lake alternatives all come close to the boundaries of WSAs.

Although no WSA boundaries are actually crossed by any of the routes,

the County Line Alternative completely avoids the aforementioned areas

which are considered to be environmentally sensitive.

Vegetation

This portion of the proposed route traverses 5 miles of the sand

dune forb-grass vegetation type, versus 4 miles for the Beef Gap

Alternative, 1 mile for the Beulah Belle Lake Alternative, and miles

for the County Line Alternative. This comparison is presented due to

the potential revegetation and reclamation problems associated with

the sand dune forb-grass vegetation type.

Wildlife

Proposed Route . This portion of the proposed route would disturb

7.5 miles of pronghorn crucial winter range, 13.25 miles of pronghorn

crucial winter/ yearlong range, and 3 riparian habitat areas.

Beef Gap Alternative . The Beef Gap Alternative would disturb 7.5

miles of pronghorn crucial winter range, 2.5 miles of pronghorn

crucial winter/yearlong range, and 3 riparian habitat areas.



Beulah Belle Lake Alternative . The Beulah Belle Lake Alternative

would disturb 14.0 miles of pronghorn crucial winter range, 3.5 miles

of pronghorn crucial winter/ yearlong range, and 5 riparian habitat

areas.

County Line Alternative . The County Line Alternative would disturb

18.5 miles of pronghorn crucial winter range, 15.5 miles of pronghorn

crucial winter/ yearlong range, and 7 riparian habitat areas.

Paleontology

Proposed Route . This portion of the proposed route traverses one

identified fossil locality and comes within 1 mile of an additional

identified fossil locality.

Beef Gap Alternative . The Beef Gap Alternative traverses one

identified fossil locality and comes within 1 mile of an additional

identified fossil locality.

Beulah Belle Lake Alternative . The Beulah Belle Lake Alternative

does not traverse any identified fossil localities, but does come

within 1 mile of two identified fossil localities.

County Line Alternative . The County Line Alternative does not

traverse any identified fossil localities, but does come within 1 mile

of two identified fossil localities.

Visual Resources

Proposed Route . This portion of the proposed route and the three

alternative routes all pass south of the BLM Split Rock Interpretative

Site and Viewing Area. A significant visual impact was identified for

the portion of the proposed route that goes through U.T. Gap.



Beef Gap Alternative . No significant visual impacts were identified

for this alternative route. The Beef Gap area has more visible

disturbances (i.e., pipeline ROWs and 2-track road) than the U.T. Gap

area (i.e., 2-track road); thus the Beef Gap area is considered to be

less susceptible to visual impacts associated with a new pipeline

ROW.

Beulah Belle Lake Alternative . No significant visual impacts were

identified for the Beulah Belle Lake Alternative. This alternative

route goes through Beef Gap and is similar to the Beef Gap Alternative

from a visual standpoint.

County Line Alternative . Although the County Line Alternative

traverses the southern portion of the historic Devils Gate BLM

Interpretative Site and passes by historic Independence Rock, it

generally follows an existing linear development (State Highway 220)

in these areas. No significant visual impacts were identified for

this alternative.

Cultural Resources

Proposed Route . The Class I overview identified 5 known cultural

resource sites (2-prehistoric, 3-historic; 3 nominated for the

National Register of Historic Places [NRHP]) within a one-mile-wide

study area along this portion of the proposed route.

Beef Gap Alternative . The Class I overview revealed no known

cultural resource sites within a one-mile-wide study area along the

Beef Gap Alternative.

Beulah Belle Lake Alternative . The Class I overview revealed no

known cultural resource sites within a one-mile-wide study area along

this alternative route.



County Line Alternative . The Class I overview identified 11 known

cultural resource sites (2-prehistoric , 9-historic; 2 nominated for

the NRHP, and 1 is considered eligible for inclusion on the NRHP)

within a one-mile-wide study area along the County Line Alternative.

COMPARISON TWO: PROPOSED ROUTE (HP 267.75-281) VERSUS EMIGRANT GAP

ALTERNATIVE (M)

General

Approximately 78 percent of the Emigrant Gap Alternative

parallels existing utilities or roads, versus about 23 percent for

this portion of the proposed route. The Emigrant Gap Alternative

would result in the disturbance of about 0.5 additional miles or about

6 acres more than the corresponding portion of the proposed route.

Comparisons for selected resources are presented below.

Wildlife

Raptors . Neither the Emigrant Gap Alternative nor the corresponding

portion of the proposed route come within 0.5 mile of any raptor

nests. This portion of the proposed route traverses 4 miles of a bald

eagle winter concentration area near the Jackson Canyon ACEC and the

North Platte River in Natrona County, Wyoming. No significant adverse

impacts were identified for the bald eagles which utilize this area.

Riparian Habitat . The Emigrant Gap Alternative traverses 6 riparian

habitat areas versus 1 riparian habitat area for the corresponding

portion of the proposed route.

Cultural Resources

The Class I overview identified 10 known cultural resource sites

(8-prehistoric , 2-historic; 1 is on or nominated for inclusion on the

NRHP and 1 is eligible for inclusion) within a one-mile-wide study



area along the Emigrant Gap Alternative, versus 13 sites (8-prehistoric,

5-historic; 4 of the sites are on or eligible for inclusion on the

NRHP) for the corresponding portion of the proposed route.

As a result of consents received in response to the Draft

Environmental Impact Statement the Bureau has further analyzed the

various routes under consideration and prepared the following

comparison charts and analysis.

COMPARISOH OF PROPOSED ROUTS (MP 214.75-259.1) AMD ALTERHATIVES

County Line Beulah Belle Beef Gap Proposed

Distance
(miles) 47.75 47.4 44.5 44.35

Area
Disturbed

(acres) 579 575 539 538

Riparian
Area
Disturbed

(acres) 5.46 4.1 2.74 2.06

ADMS Temporar-
ily Lost

39 38 34 32

Perennial
Streams
Crossed 6 4 3 3

Sage Grouse
Strutting
Grounds Within
2 miles 3 3 1 2

Crucial
Pronghom
Winter Range
Disturbed

(acres) 224.2 169.7 90.9 90.9

Areas
Identified
During Field
Exam As Having
High Paleon-
tological Sensi
tivity (miles) 15.2 2.4 2.4 2

Percent
Paralleling
Existing Roads
or Utilities 31 53 28 17

10



Based on these findings, the Agencies' Preferred Alternative for

Comparison One is the Beef Gap Alternative. Note: This represents a

change from the Agencies Preferred Alternative in the DEIS, which was

the County Line Alternative.

COMPARISON OF PROPOSED ROUTE (MP 267.75-281) AMD EMIGRANT GAP ALTERNATIVE

Distance (miles)

Area Disturbed (acres)

Percent Paralleling
Existing Utilities or Trails

Miles Within Eagle Winter
Concentration Area

Number of Streams Crossed

Number of Riparian Areas Crossed

Proposed Route

13.25

161

23

4

2

1

Emigrant Gap

13.75

167

78

2

1

In addition to the above, the following points were considered in

the identification of the preferred alternative.

• Soils along much of the proposed route are highly erosive,

while soils along the Emigrant Gap Alternative are more

stable. Siltation would be a problem if the proposed route

is chosen.

• In the event of an oil spill between mileposts 271 and 278

of the proposed route, oil would flow directly into the

North Platte River. In the event of an oil spill along the

Emigrant Gap Alternative, oil would flow through approxi-

mately 4 miles of intermittent or ephemeral drainages before

entering the river.

Based on these findings, the Agencies* Preferred Alternative for

Comparison Two is the Emigrant Gap Alternative.

11





WRITTEN COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

The draft EIS (Int. DEIS 82-55) was filed with the Environmental

Protection Agency in September 1982 and a notice appeared in the

Federal Register, Vol. 47, No. 180, September 16, 1982. Numerous

public notices were distributed announcing issuance of the DEIS and

notices of the public hearings. Approximately 1100 copies of the DEIS

were distributed by mail to various individuals, organizations, and

government agencies. In addition, there were copies available at the

BLM offices along the route.

During the public comment period, 33 written comments were

received. These comments and responses are reproduced on the

following pages

.

Oral comments were also received and responses to those comments

are presented in the next section.

13
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Thomas A. Shaffer
Box 795
McFadden, Wyoming 82080

October 1, 1982

Mike Karbs, EIS Project HanagW'Cr
Bureau of Land Management
Rawlins District Office
Box 670
Rawlins, Wyoming 82301

Dear Sir:

(1.1) This is a comment on the draft Environmental Impact Statement for
Frontier Pipeline Company's crude oil and condensate pipeline. I am a
private citicen who is a former Deputy Director of the Wyoming Recrea-
tion Commission. In that capacity, I had the opportunity to do some
extensive research on the Point of Rocks-South Pass City Stage and Freight
Road and to study and write a report on the Great Divide Basin and make
an evaluation of its cultural, aesthetic, recreational and scenic qual-
ities.

It appears obvious from studying the EIS that you have not had the
opportunity to review thi3 report. Therefore, I am enclosing a copy
for your use on this and future work -that involves the western end of
the Great Divide Basin. Enclosed in the study are maps, legal descrip-
tions and reasons why we felt a portion of the Basin should be pre-
served In its present condition and use for future generations to enjoy.
In hopes that you will read and consider the study and its proposals,
I will confine my remarks in this letter to those item3 that follow.

From the point the proposed pipeline crosses the Continental Divide,
at approximately MP 127 to where it crosses the line between Townships
101 W and 100 W, is the area of my concern, plus the areas visually or
physically affected by a right-of-way and line through that area.

The route of the line is periously close to the active sand dunes
and crosses inactive dunes. These dunes are eligible for the National
Register of Natural Landmarks. Given the low rainfall and low fertility
of the soil and the soil structure, any disturbance of the inactive
dunes and their vegetative cover will undoubtedly make the dunes become
active again.

I am unable to tell for sure, but approximately MP 135, in S 17,
T 23 N, R 101 W, is the location of the Point of Rocks-South Pass City
Stage and Freight Road and its crossing by the proposed pipeline. This
road is an historic route which had a daily stage and was established
in 1868. It ceased use as a stage road by 1870, but has seen use as a
freight and access route between those points for over a quarter of a

(1 1) The enclosed report (undated) vis reviewed carefully. Changes

were made to DEIS Tables 2-9 and 3-4.

Visual impacts would result from removal of vegetation along the

cleared ROW. Further contrast would result from measures imple-

mented to stabilize sand dunes, if anchored fencea were used.

However, these impacts are considered short-term. Revegetation

with apecial aeeding mixtures would be required as part of the

ROW grant.

Potential impacta to aand dunea are also addressed in Tsble 1-4

(DEIS, pagea 1-25 and 1-24). Frontier haa retained an engineer-

ing geologist to study the question of aand dunes. The findings

of the study are incorporated into the EIS. See reviaed DEIS

page 1-24 of this statement for detaila.

The list of historic trails crossed by the proposed pipeline was

compiled atter a Claaa III field inventory. See revised DEIS

page 2-37 of thia statement for details.



(1.1) century. It ia eligible for the National Register of Historic Flacea,
however, no mention of the road is made in the entire study. Only mention
of a "South Pass City to Wamsutter" stage road Is made. This is a road
I have never heard of before and can find no mention of it In such studies
as Historic Resources of Sweetwater/Kemmerer & Hanna/Atlantlc Him Coal
Study Areas. Western Interpretive Services for the Bureau of Land Hanage-
ntent, 1976 and Historic Resources Study for the Sandy. Ferris, Green Moun-
tain Area, Western Interpretive Services for the Bureau of Land Management,
1976. I submit that this trail should be given very grave consideration
for the reasons stated by Dave McManaraen, et al, In the Proposed Great Di-
vide Basin State Hatural Area. Wyoming Recreation Commission and Mountain
Men Trails Foundation, Cheyenne, 1976, which says i

"While the Point of Rocks-South Pass Road is not as great his-
torically as many other trails and roads In Wyoming, its rel-
atively untouched condition across a virtually undeveloped area,
with nothing other than a few graded roads, claim stakes and
jet trails to remind one of the Twentieth Century, make it far
more important to us today than some of the more famous well
travelled roads that have been crossed and recrossed by modern
developments .

"

(1.2) Table 2-9 of the Draft EIS omits a scenic valuation for the area be-
tween MP 127 and HP lhOv This is the area proposed for preservation in
the study. In the opinion of this writer, it deserves a Class I scenic
value, as it Is a pristine area. Table 3-U also makes no mention of this
scenic area, which is one of the most significant desert areas in the en-
tire United States. It is the only portion of this particular high north-
western desert that remains relatively undisturbed. On page 3-38, the
Draft EIS states there is no pristine landscape and therefore no VRM Class
I In this project. This appears to be a value judgement of the uninformed
and I submit that from MP 127 to MP 1U0, with the exception of one graded
road, does qualify and should be given that rating, not ignored altogether.

(1.3) Page 3-l»2 says "no cultural resources sites will be adversly impact-
ed by the proposed action." The Point of Rocks-South Pass Stage and
Freight Road is a cultural resource that will be adversly affected. The
Trail Is eligible for the National Register of Historic Places as is
Rador Springs Stage Station Site, Black Rock Ranch House remains, and
Freighter Gap. All are historic sites of the 1868-70 era and the pipe-
line and its right-of-way will alter the settings for all of them. In
addition, the proposed line would alter the setting for the following
sites, all eligible for the National Register of Natural Landmarks and
given the following priority ratings: Steamboat Mountain and the Kill-
pecker Sand Dunes (these would also by physically harmed), IB; Black
Rock, IBj North and South Table Mountains, IC.

(1.4) An increase in off-road-vehicle use of the area and along the right-
of-way would seriously damage the dunes in the scenic area. The 100 foot
wide scar would leave a visual impact on the area that would remain for
at least the next century. Revegetation with anything other than the
original plant species would leave a very significant visual difference

(1.2) The VRM rating system vn uniformly applied by BLM district

offices. The area between MP 127 and 140 vas given a VRM Class

IV rating.

(1.3) The site record compiled as s result of the field inventory for

historical resources shows that these sites are outside of the

study area centered on the propoaed pipeline route and

alternatives

.

(1.4) The existing roads and trails provide access to this srea. He do

not expect that the proposed action would result in an appreci-

able increase in ORV use over what now occurs. Construction

activity would be limited to 70 feet to reduce impacts. Native

plant species would be used to revegetste the disturbed area.



(1.4)

(1.5)

(1.6)

(1.7)

between the construction right-of-way and the balance of the area. The

area is frequently viewed from the highlands at the base of Steamboat

Mountain and from Freighter Gap and the damage would be readily apparent.

A break in the completed pipeline will be disastrous as the spill

and any subsequent clean-up would seriously damage the scenic quality

and possibly the historic trail for decades to come, due to the extreme -

slowness of the area to revegetate and heal scars.

In conclusion, it is recommended that the entire proposed pipeline

be rerouted to travel south of the Continental Divide until it crosses

the eastern boundary of R 101 W. If this right-of-way and the subse-

quent construction are allowed to traverse the proposed route, the area

could become a pipeline alley such as the one crossing southern Wyoming

near Arlington where there are now five pipelines side by side. Each

one of these lines required a similar amount of surface disturbance.

The proposed Midpoint Pumping Station should be placed west of the

divide and camoflauged by natural and artificial land forms and by non-

reflective paint which blends with the surrounding area. The same is

true of any structures, however small, in or near this proposed pro-

tected area.

It is ray hope that the contents of this letter and the accompany-

ing study will be given very careful study and consideration.

Thank you for this opportunity to express my views.

Sincerely,

Thomas A. Shaffer

(1.5) Impact* due to possible oil spills on land are discussed on pages

3-30 through 3-32 of the DEIS, and in mote detail in the Oil

Spill Technical Report. In summary, an oil apill on land may

degrade underlying soils and groundwaters. However, the extent

of contamination is usually limited and remedial actions are

usually effective.

(1 6) Through input from the scoping process with federal, state, and

local agencies, and public participation, numerous alternatives

were proposed and evaluated. The proposed route and alternatives

presented in the DEIS represent the most preferred selections

among the feasible routes evaluated. Rerouting to the south of

the divide would result in potential conflicts with mineable coal

reaources, while the impacts on the area would not be signifi-

cantly reduced.

M 7\ The proposed Midpoint pump station is on the west side of the

divide

.
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(2.1)

DEPARTMENT OF HEALTHS. HUMAN SERVICES Of!ico ol the

Principal Regional Official

Region VIII

Federal Ollice Building
1961 Slow Street

Denver CO 60294

ROPEC

'n)y^r

October 19, 1982

J|0CT2iiSB2 '!

Mr. Mike Karba
EIS Project Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Rawlins District Office
Post Office Box 670
Rawlins, Wyoming 82301

Dear Mr. Karbsi

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Statement on the Proposed
Frontier Crude Oil and Condensate Pipeline Project from Anschutz
Range East Field to Casper, Wyoming.

As noted in this DEIS, some communities within the region to be
affected by this pipeline project are already experiencing strains
on community facilities and services as a result of recent rapid
growth and development. This project, along with other energy
development and housing projects, will continue to place an added
burden on existing community resources.

It is suggested that the Wyoming Department of Health and Social
Services, as well as the Utah Department of Social Services, be
added to the list of State agencies from which comments are solicited.

Sincerely yours

E. W. Mclntire
Director, ROFEC

(2.1) B°th agencies were consulted, DEIS, pages 4-11 and 4-13 were

modified by adding the names of these agencies.



:s% U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Oavatopmant
Denver Regional/Area Office. Region VIII

Executive Tower Building

1405 Curtis Street

Denver. Colorado 80202

October 21, 1982

Mr. Mike Karbs .

EIS Project Manager

Bureau of Land Management
PO Box 670
Rawlins, WY 82301

Dear Mr. Karbs:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the

draft environmental Impact statement (EIS) on the proposed

Frontier Crude 011 and Condensate Pipeline project, northeastern

Utah to Casper, Wyoming.

Your EIS has been reviewed with specific consideration for

the areas of responsibility assigned to the Department of Housing

and Urban Development. This review considered the proposal's

compatibility with local and regional comprehensive planning and

impacts on urbanized areas. Within these parameters, this draft

Is found adequate for our purposes.

If you have any questions regarding these comments, please

contact Mr. Carroll F. Goodwin, Area Environmental Officer, at

(303) 837-3102 or FTS 327-3102.

I Robfcrt J. Matuschek
Director
Office of Regional Conmunlty

Planning and Development, 8C

Comments are duly noted.
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Alcova, Wyoming

October 26, 1982

Mr. Dave Walters
District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
P. 0. Box 670
Rawlins, WY 82301

Dear Mr. Walters:

Re: Proposed Route for
Frontier Pipeline

Having given the proposed alternate route for the Frontier
pipeline due consideration, we feel that the added expense
should not be necessary, as well as the line being too pre-
valently within the sight of the Public.

It appears quite evident, also, that it should not be brought
through an historic area such as one of the most important
parts of the Oregon Trail, which has been designated a
National Historical Site. It would also go through the
Devil's Gate overlook, plus the Independence Rock area.

Therefore, it iB our opinion, that the heretofore planned
route would avoid these considerations, or, we would not
object to a route through the UT Pass, and east of Beef Gap.

Sincerely,

LAND & CATTLE CO.SUN LAND 5, CATTLE C

Bernard Sun

BS :ns

M 1) Based on input from the public hearings, written comments, and

further analysis, the Agencies' Preferred Alternative for

Comparison One is the Beef Gap Alternative. DEIS pages 10 and 1-

43 have been modified to reflect this.
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October 26, 1982

Mr. M1ke Karbs
EIS Project Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Rawlins District Office
Post Office Box 670

Rawlins, Wyoming 82301

Dear Mr. Karbs:

Stauffer Chemical Company of Wyoming
Post Office Box 513 / Green River. Wyoming B2935 / Telephone (307) 875-2600

J
ocr> .

•*.

<cAir

RE: Frontier Pipeline

The potential loss of reserves due to the proposed location of the Frontier
Pipeline Is of. concern to Stauffer Chemical Company of Wyoming. Mr. David
Walter, District Manager of the BLM (Attachment I), states the Regional
office of the Minerals Management Service "do not feel any conflict between
the proposed pipeline and subsidence from trona mining, because no subsidence
is anticipated nearer than one and one-half miles from the pipeline."

The above quotation does not consider the necessary flexibility needed for

mining. It Is the Intent of Stauffer to mine as much of the reserve as

possible. This Is consistent with our responsibility to Federal and State

government as well as fee owners to maximize royalties thus revenues.
Mining plans continually change due to technology and the geology Itself.

For example, solution mining may be a viable method of extraction. In

addition, we would be prohibited from using longwall mining 1n the proposed

area. I will add that the economics of a competitive industry does not
allow complete open dialog of Stauffer's plans.

The draft EIS mentions very little of the Impact the proposed pipeline
would have on trona mining. In fact, 1t only alludes to evaluating the

effect of subsidence on page 1-25, stating, "The potential of the subsidence

to affect the Integrity of the pipeline during the life of the project will

be evaluated prior to final design." Clearly, this statement makes no

commitment to design the pipeline In a manner that the pipeline's integrity

would be maintained 1f subsidence were to occur. With the lack of

explanation as to design for subsidence in the EIS, there are many questions

to be answered before any assurance could be made that damage would not
result. This leads Stauffer/Wyoming to conclude that the pipeline would

prevent us from mining extraction rates causing subsidence that could damage

the environment.

(5.1) A " "ated in the DEIS, page 1-24, en engineering geologist vaa

retained by Frontier Pipeline Company to aaaeaa theae geologic

haiarda in the field. Baaed on the findinga of the atudy

(Colder, 1982, and modified DEIS pagea 1-24 and C-2) , it appears

that the pipeline could vithatand the induced atreaa of any

expected aubaidence.

In addition, aince the DEIS wee publiahed, representat ivee of

Stauffer Chemical Company of Wyoming and Frontier Pipeline

Company have met and agreed in principle to a courae that Mil

lead to Stauffer withdrawing ita objection. Refer to the

following letter.
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Mr. Hike Karbs

October 26, 1982
Page 2

(5.1) In the letter attached (Attachment II), Mr. C.A. Kan, Frontier Project

Manager, attempts to play down the significance of subsidence. He also
alludes to adequate design being used to accomodate the subsidence. He

readily admits that subsidence figures which Stauffer/Wyomlng gave him

were only estimates. To these, I agree they are only estimates. If the

pipeline can be designed to specifications that would sustain the Integrity

of the pipeline during subsidence, this should be done or the location moved.

In summary, Stauffer/Wyomlng 's recommendation would be to move the pipeline

location north of the Known Sodium Lease Area. If the BLM and Frontier

insist on the present proposed location, then they should accept full

responsibility for damage to the pipeline and damage resulting to the

environment should the pipeline's Integrity be damaged by subsidence.

This would be reasonable if they could design the pipeline in such as is

implied in Attachment II.

Pursuant to David Walter's letter of July 2, 1982, Stauffer Chemical Company

of Wyoming officially protests the presently proposed location of the

Frontier Pipeline. I respectfully request our concerns be resolved.

If these issues are not resolved, Stauffer Chemical Company of Wyoming

will pursue all legal remedies available to protect Its leasehold rights

and assure protection of the environment.

Sincerely

'fi—4r
J.W. Bennett
Manager of Operations

JWB/smv

Mr. D.J. Walter, Bureau of Land Management

Mr. F.G. Michels, Stauffer Chemical Company

Mr. B. Kunz, Hathaway, Speight and Kunz

Mr. J. Lyon, FMC Corporation
Mr. T. Albers, Rocky Mountain Energy Company

Mr. B. Garland, Allied Chemical Company

IhwWM PlfMMn* Company
lu<r* ' <-r 6 - •toil B-j-iO">g

TWO 5out»> •no" <H»,

NovtiUr 12, IM2

Nr. J.U. Bennett
K*n«ger of Operation*
St suffer CTieoicale Coapsny

P, 0. Box 513

Green Uvsr, Wyoming 829 JS

IF.: Summary of Keating of November 10, 1992, In Cheyenne, wroairgj; Stetenenc

of Agreement In Principle.

Peer Hr. Bennett:

Buaaurlitng our meeting of Hoveaber 10, 1982, In the office, of your attorney,
rent Runt, the concern, which your eoapeny had «ipr«i»ed regarding the proposed

route of the Frontier Pipeline through land In which your eoapeny has an

lntereat heve been resolved.

Thoae concern* were Identified In our aectlof ae foUov,:

at frontier indeanlf ylng your coaipany for any damage done to Frontier's
pipeline located on property In which your company ha, Blnlng Interest

•a a reault of normal Mining operation*.

b) Frontier'* ptosis* that your coaipany will Buffer no adverse effect!

on or lo your normal mining operation, • result of Frontler'a presence

on Land In which your coapany, presently, haa a lining lntereat.

The meeting concluded with an undcratandlng that with theae concern* having

been molvtd, your company haa no further objection to the propoaed route of

our pipeline.

further. It la Frontier 1

* understanding that your attorney will draft letter

to the ELM', Lead District fot our project, at hi* t*tlicet convenience,
advising the BLK that the concern* which Stauffer Chemical* had raised have

been resolved In principle.

Finally. It 1* alco our und*r*t*ndlng th*t your attorney will draft an Instrument

**pre**lng our verbal agreements of November 10th, and submit the same to

Frontier for our review at his esrllest convenience.

1 than, you for taking the time to attend the meeting of Hoveaber 10th, and
for causing It to be a* productive *• it turned out to be. If you have any
•ueetlooe, plaaae do not healtat* to contact ae

.

Vary truly yours,

» C. Akan /

Project Haoagar

CCl Brent 1. tunc, E*q.
Houston C. Ullllame, laq.
J. C. Bell
H. J. »*diUd

t
/'

-:'":
:



ATTACHMENT I

United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
District Office
P.O. Box 670

Rawlins, Wyoming B2301

Telephone: 307/324-7171

IN »IPLV lirtR TO

1792FK15

JUL 2 2 1982

J. W. Bennett, Manager of Operations
Stauffer Chemical Co. of Wyoming

P.O. Box 513
Green River, Wyoming 82935

Dear Mr. Bennett:

We received your letter of June 2, 1982, expressing concern that surface

subsidence caused by mining could damage the proposed Frontier Pipeline and
objecting to the proposed pipeline location.

We have consulted with the regional office of the Minerals Management Service
concerning this matter. After a review of the mining plans and support systems
Identified In these plans, they do not feel that there would be any conflict

between the proposed pipeline and subsidence from trona mining, because no

subsidence is anticipated nearer than \\ miles from the pipeline.

We are analyzing your concerns more fully In the environmental Impact statement
(EIS) presently being prepared for the subject pipeline. We will be sending you

a draft copy of this EIS In August 1982. Subsidence, as a geologic hazard to

the pipeline, will be evaluated before the final EIS Is published.

If you still have concerns about the location of the proposed pipeline, please

contact Mike Karbs at this office. If you wish to initiate an official protest

against the proposed action, you may do so by notifying this office.

llncerely,

RECEIVED

JUL 2 3 M?

STAUFFE.i'"
COMPANY OF . ,": \.



ATTACHMENT II

Frontier Pipeline Company
Suite 145-8 «- Norcal Building
7200 South Alton Way
Enolewood. Colorado 801 1

2

303/740-5410

August 6, 1982

Mr. David J. Walter
District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
F.O. Box 670
Rawlins, Wyoming 82301

Dear Mr. Walter:

RECEIVED

AUG 09 1982

STAUFFER COMICAL
COMPANY 07 VYOMWG

File JFP - 41,1
Frontier Pipeline - Trona Mining Area Crossing

Reference Is made to your letter of June 24, 1982 on the
subject matter. We have completed our review of the potential
subsidence along Frontier's proposed route through the Trona
Mining Leases held by FMC and Stauffer In Sweetwater County,
Wyoming. Dr. George Watson of Amoco Research Center In
Napervllle, IL, and Mr. Joe Pavlus of Frontier have had
several meetings with FMC and Stauffer personnel at various
times. It is our firm belief that in spite of the potential
future settlements, the line can be engineered and constructed
along the proposed route with allowances made for settlements.

In general, the beds of Trona that are being mined commercially
are between 5 and 12 ft. thick. They vary in depth from 800
to 1200 ft. The two mining methods presently being used in
the area are the longwall system and a room and pillar method.
FMC have future plans to solution mine the beds. With both
longwall and solution mining the amount of settlement which
will occur is equal to the thickness of the Trona removed.
With the room and pillar system settlement is about 80-85X
of the total bed thickness If and when the pi ll a r s have been
removed .

FMC Corporation have sent their plans outlining their projection
for the next 20 years. In general most of the pipeline
route over the FMC property is located in a relatively stable
area. There will be some settlement but It should not be
abrupt or severe. Some care will be required In the most
northerly sections which they plan to mine in the next 20
years. The proposed route crosses approximately one mile of
this area and settlements here could be as much as 5 ft. It

appears that this area will be mined by the room and pillar
method, and the time at which the settlement will occur will
depend on when the pillars are removed. FMC do not plan to

do any longwall mining in the area of the pipe corridor.



Hr. David J.

Page 2

Walter

removed

.

It la interesting to note that in spite of the
fact that the nine has been operating for many years, Stauffer
have not removed any of the pillars to date. When we met
with them they were cot sure as to their long range plans.

It is Frontier's intention to proceed with the pipeline
routing as proposed through the Trona Mining Lease area. As
an additional engineering measure, Frontier will provide an
extra wide ditch across the subject area allowing adequate
pipeline Black to compensate for any potential subsidence.
We would also propose to work closely with Stauffer Chemical,
and ask them for an advance notice for their pillar removal
plans, if any, in the future.

We did not contact Allied Chemical since the proposed pipeline
route crosses a very small portion of one section in the
most northerly boundary of their leased area.

Overall, we are satisfied that additional engineering and
construction measures Frontier will be taking should avoid
any future potential problems In the Trona mining area. The
report dated July 7, 1982 and submitted to your office by
the Mineral Management Services in Rock Springs, further
substantiates our position.

If you have any questions, please feel free to call me.

Sincerely ,

C. Akan
Project Manager

CA/lg

J.E. Pavlus
G.H. Watson
C.G. Weibel

J.D. Behling
J.C. Bell
R.C. Feeney
M.J. Kaddad

Jay Lyon - FMC Corp.
t/3ack Bennett - Stauffer Chemical
B.W. Garland - Allied Chemical
J.J. Stevens - Upland Industries
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(6.1)

(6.2)

October 29, 1982

Memorandum

To:

From:

Subject:

State Director, Bureau of Land Management, P.O. Box 1828,

Cheyenne, Wyoming 82001

Project Leader, Ecological Services

Review of Draft EIS,

Condensate Pipeline
Frontier Pipeline Company Crude Oil and

We have reviewed the subject EIS and have no major problems regarding

the adequacy of the document. Our comments only address non-endangered

fish and wildlife resources. Endangered species formal contact should

still be with the Billings Endangered Species Office. It 1s our under-

standing that they will be providing their comments directly to you in

the near future.

We feel that the mitigation measures to protect fish and wildlife re-

sources are generally adequate. However, we believe that additional

precautionary measures should be implemented to protect riparian areas

from physical disturbance, and aquatic areas from water quality degra-

dation and sedimentation during construction. It does appear to us

that the Beef Gap alternate route would be less damaging to wildlife

and the environment generally. In this regard, we go on record as

supporting this alternative over the proposed or other alternative

routes.

Cu%**x <3~U***~

Regional Director, Denver, Colorado (ES)

Field Supervisor, Billings, Montana (ES)(SE)

0EC, Washington, D. C.

(6.1) Additional precautionary measures such as careful selection of

crossing locations and staging areas, proper disposal of spoils,

preventing oil, grease and fuel discharge into streams, and

revegetating diaturbed area6 to minimize aoil erosion, would be

placed in the operating plan which is a plan developed to miti-

gate and minimize impacts.

(6 2) Based on input from the public hearings, written comments, and

further analysis, the Agencies' Preferred Alternative for

Comparison One is the Beef Gap Alternative. DEIS pages 10 and

1-43 have been modified to reflect this.
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120.1

Memorandum

United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF RECLAMATION
UPPER COLORADO REGIONAL OFFICE

P.O. BOX 11568

SALT LAKE CITV. UTAH 84H7

NOV 4i982

To: Bureau of land Management, Rawlins District Office.

P.O. Box 670, Rawlins, Wyoming B2301

Attention: Mr. Mike Karba

EIS Project Manager

From:..' Regional Director
Bureau of Reclamation

Subject: Review of Draft Environmental Statement, Frontier Pipeline

Company Crude Oil and Condensate Pipeline

We have reviewed the above-referenced draft environmental statement and have

found that the proposed pipeline project would involve lands, between MP 80-

90, withdrawn by the Bureau of Reclamation for the Seedskadee Project.

The right-of-way for aaid Seedskadee Project withdrawn lands would be granted

by Bureau of Land Management under the authority of the Mineral Leasing Act

of 1920. Special conditions for thia right-of-way should be coordinated with

this agency, and Incorporated in the grant.

It would appear that the proposed project would have little, if any, impact

upon the Seedskadee Project.

(7 1) Special conditions for tbis right-of-way have been requested from

the Bureau of Reclamation.

Commissioner
Attention: 150
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P.O. Box 2'440

Casper, Wyoming
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November 1, 1982
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Maxwell T. Lleurance
State Director
Bureau of Land Management
2515 Warren Avenue
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82001

Dear Max:

The Soil Conservation Service appreciates the opportunity to review the

draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Frontier Pipeline Company

Crude 011 and Condensate Pipeline. We have no comment.

Sincerely,

ci7>^^_
Frank S. Dickson
State Conservationist

Sol Conawvilion S«rvic«

B«ncy ol tt»aOn an agency ol ft»a

D*>pirln>*nl ol Agncullur*

Thank you for your letter.



(9.1)

(9.2)

(9.1)

orncs or thi city manaoh
lOO NORTH OAV1D STREET
PHONE ISOTI 239-1224

City of Casper ^^,r
Incorporated 1889 ;.

Casper, Wyoming 82601 If ft n •

J ... » ,.

November 8, 1982

Mr. Mike Karbs, EIS Project Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Rawlins District Office
P. O. Box 670
Rawlins, Wyoming B2301

Dear Mr. Karbs:

This letter is to inform you that the City of Casper is in support
of the application by the Frontier Pipeline Company to construct a

crude oil and condensate pipeline from the Anschutz Ranch East Field
in northeast Utah and southwest Wyoming to Casper, Wyoming.

Further note that the City is in support of the County Line Alter-
native for Comparison I; the City also supports the Emigrant (Jap

Alternative in Comparison II.

There appear to be numerous advantages inherent In this project.
Among the advantages are use of existing distribution lines from
Casper, the creation of jobs during the construction phase, and
potential permanent jobs being created in Casper for maintenance
and operation of the system.

With regard to the draft Environmental Impact Statement, it appears
that adequate protection of the environment will be assured through
the two alternatives referenced above as well as throughout the
remainder of the project. Special caution in constructing the
pipeline across the Sweetwater River will be important to assure
the continued clarity of this River as well as its ability to support
life. Further, by supporting the referenced alternatives, the in-
tegrity of the Sweetwater Rocks and surrounding area will be main-
tained and the eagle winter concentration area along the North
Platte River will be avoided. These factors are important in the
City's decision to support the project and these alternatives.

If we can be of further assistance in your review process,
hesitate to let us know.

Sincerely

,

do not

Wm^W JvjArflJk
Kenneth Erickson
City Manager

KE:dj

(9.1) Based on input from the public hearing*, written comments, and

further analysis, the Agencies' Preferred Alternative for

Comparison One is the Beef Gap Alternative. DEIS pages 10 and

1-43 have been modified to reflect this. The Emigrant Gap

Alternative ia still the Agenciea' Preferred Alternative for

Comparison Two.

(9 2) Refer t0 tne response to letter 6 from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife

Service, comment 6.1.
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United States Department of the Interior

GEOLOGICAL SURVEY
RESTON. VA. 22092

In Reply Refer To:

EGS-Ma1l Stop 423 NOV i 1092

Memorandum

To:

From:

Subject:

State Director, Bureau of Land Management

Cheyenne, Wyoming

Assistant Director for Engineering Geology

Review of draft environmental statement for Frontier Pipeline

Company's crude oil and condensate pipeline, southwest Wyoming

and northeast Utah

We have reviewed the draft statement as requested In your notice.

(10.1)1

It Is stated that about five cathodlc protection units consisting of

rectifiers and subsurface ground beds would be Installed (p. 1-8). The

use of subsurface ground beds should be described sufficiently to permit

evaluation of the possibility of Impacts on water resources.

{10.2)| Containment for the storage tanks (p. 1-8) should be addressed.

) (lames F. Devlne
4<n

O C3

CO a .

(10.1) Each cathodic protection ground bed would consist of about 18

•nodes, buried in aeparate 20-foot-deep by 10-inch-wide diameter

holes, apaced 20 feet apart. The holes would be filled in around

tbe anode with coke breeze (a lava rock type material) to prevent

bard toil from contacting the anodes. Each anode would be about

5 feet long by 2 inches in diameter, and made of a silicon iron

alloy. Current flowing from each ground bed would be less than

30 amps, which would cathodically protect about 60 miles of

pipeline.

(10 2) DE3S Pa 8e 1-B has beeo chflnSe<J by inaerting "a retaining dike

would be constructed around the atorage tank. Dike capacity

would be designed to retain total tank capacity."



IN REPLY REFER TO:

L7619 (RMR-PC)

United Stales Department of the Interior

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE
ROCKY MOUNTAIN REGIONAL OFFICE

855 Parfet Street

P.O. Bo> 25287
Denver, Colorado 80225

l£**r

(V//1

°198?

(11.1)

(11.2)

(11.3)

(11.4)

NOV P 198?'

Memorandum

To: Hike Karbs, EIS Project Manager, Bureau of Land Management,

Rawlins , Wyoming

From: Associate Regional Director, Planning and Resource Preservation,
Rocky Mountain Region

Subject: Review comments on draft Environmental Impact Statement (E1S)

for the proposed Frontier Pipeline Company project

The National Park Service (NPS) has reviewed the subject EIS and has the

following comments:

GENERAL COMMENTS

We recommend that the final EIS Incorporate as much detail on mitigating
measures as possible relating to cultural resources. An outline of our

concerns on this subject was presented in our memorandum of February 19,

1982. A copy of that memorandum is attached.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Chapter One, Part 1.3. pane 1-4 : Identify that both the Mormon Pioneer

and Oregon National Historic Trails are in existence and are being
administered by individual agencies as affiliated areas of the National

Park System.

Chapter One. Part 1.4, page 1-39 : Add "National Trails System Act, ss

amended (16 U.S.C. 1241 et Beq.)."

Chapter Two. Part 2.2, pages 2-32 thru 2-36 :

Visual Resources, as follows:

Add to Table 2-9, Important

Proposed Route
"MP 10-12

MP 60

MP 216
MP 280

Mormon Pioneer National Historic Trail

Mormon Pioneer National Historic Trail

Mormon Pioneer National Historic Trail

Mormon Pioneer National Historic Trail"
Beef Gap Alternative

"MP 2 Mormon Pioneer National Historic Trail"
Beulah Belle Lake Alternative

"MP 31 Mormon Pioneer National Historic Trail

MP 38-47 Mormon Pioneer National Historic Trail"

11

Ml II Detailed mitigating measures are contained in the Cultural

Reaourcea Management Plan (CRHP), which ia.a apecific plan for

the protection of cultural reaourcea. Compliance with the CRMP

vould be a condition of the right-of-way (ROW) grant.

(112) DEIS P" Be 1_4 *"* been modified to reflect thia.

(11 3) DEIS P°*e 1_3 ' b" beeI1 m° i ^iiei t0 «' lect thia.

(1 1 4) DEIS Table 2-9 has been modified to reflect thia.
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County Line Alternative
"MP 32-47.45 Morman Pioneer National Historic Trail"

Emigrant Gap Alternative
"MP 0-9 Mormon Pioneer National Historic Trail"

Chapter Three, Part 3.2, page 3-36^ Recreation Resources, paragraph 1 :

{11.51 The draft states "No significant impacts to nonurban recreation resources
would result from construction and operation of the proposed action or
alternatives." We believe that national historic trails are nonurban
recreation resources and have been identified in the Comprehensive
Management Plans for both the Mormon Pioneer and the Oregon National
Historic Trails. The EIS should adequately identify the impacts that

could take place to these resources if the activities of coal mines,
pipeline companies, grazers and other developments are not controlled by
the Bureau of Land Management. The EIS should also spell out what these
controls would be as mitigating measures.

Appendix A—Cultural Resources, page A-16, paragraph 1 :

(11 6) Tne NPS nae PrePared (not proposed) management plans for both the Mormon
Pioneer and Oregon National Historic Trails. These two plans are now
being implemented. The Forest Service is preparing the management plan
for the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail. If the Class III
survey Identifies impacts to these trails, then there should be mitigation
measures taken, such as pipeline realignment to preserve the trail

integrity.

Enclosed are copies of Appendix E Maps 1, 2, 5 and 6 on which we have

(1 1.7) I
indicated the route of the Mormon Pioneer National Historic Trail and

areas of potential conflict with the pipeline. The proposed route has
' the least Impacts to the trail and is the route we would prefer.

If you hsve any questions concerning this review, please contact Mike
Beaudry at (303) 234-4942.

Richard A. Strait

Enclosures

cc:

Reg. Dir. , PNRO

(11.5) Tn0 B ^ope of this EIS does not include coal mining, grazing, and

other activities. These impacts would be addressed in other

environmental documents.

(11.6) Tbe CRHP wiI1 outline the type and extent of mitigation at trail

crossings. The National Park Service guidelines will be taken

(11.7) Baaed on input from the public hearings, written comments, and

further analysis, the Agencies' Preferred Alternative for

Comparison One is the Beef Gap Alternative. DEIS pagee 10 and

1-43 have been modified to reflect thia.
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(12.2)
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i
Commandant Washington, DC 20593
United Stales Coast Guard* Stall Symbol: G-lfP/1]

Phon>
(202) 426-9585

1404

4 NOV B82

w

USDepartment
ot Transportation

United State*

Coast Guard

Mr. Hike Karba
EIS Project Manager
Bureau of Land Manageoent
Rawlins District Office
P.O. Box 670
Rawlins, Wyoming 82301

Dear Mr. Karba:

The concerned operating administrations and staff of the Department of Transpor-
tation have reviewed the Frontier Pipeline Company Crude Oil and Condensate
Pipeline Draft Environmental Impact Statement. The following comments are

offered for your consideration in preparing the final EIS.

...rtENT

1. Federal Highway Administrator
Highway Department.

continue close coordination with Wyoming

2* Research and Special Programs Administration - Office of Pipeline Safety
Regulation—suggests the addition of this sentence under the paragraph entitled
"
Proj ec t Components " on page 1-4

:

....the environmental analysis. The design, construction, Inspection,

testing, operation and maintenance of the pipeline will be subject to the federal
pipeline safety standards in 49 CFR, Part 195, Transportation of Liquids by

Pipeline.

The opportunity to review the Frontier Pipeline EIS Is appreciated.

Sincerely

R. KIEDEL
Chief, Planning, Coordination

and Analysis Staff
By direction of the Commandant

Copy: FHWA/HEV-11
DMT-32

(12 1) cloce coordination with both agencies will be maintained.

(12.2) DEIS P*8e l_A haB beec modified.
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(13.1)

United States Department of the Interior

BUREAU OF MINES

P. O. BOX 25086
]
>•

BUILDING 20. DENVER FEDERAL CENTER
DENVER. COLORADO 60225

IntennountaIn Field Operations Center t»u»u
Winter *

November 12, 1982

Your reference:
1792 FK15
W-77832

Memorandum

To: Hike Karbs, EIS Project Manager, Bureau of Land Management,
Rawlins District Office, P.O. Box 670, Rawlins, Wyoming 82301

From: Chief, Intermountaln Field Operations Center

Subject: Review of draft environmental Impact statement for
Frontier Pipeline Company Crude 011 and Condensate Pipeline
(Wyoming and Utah)

We have reviewed the subject statement, as you requested, to determine if the

Impact of the proposed project on mineral resources, facilities, and opera-
tions has been considered adequately.

Our office review Indicates that the proposed 2 88-mile pipeline, which would
carry crude oil and condensate from the Overthrust Belt area to Casper, would
cross a region well-endowed with a variety of mineral resources. You doubt-
less are aware that such resources. Including bentonite, coal, trona, uranium,
as well as oil and gas, plus associated mineral-production facilities, lie

along the route of the proposed pipeline.

According to the statement (p. 1-44, Table 1-5; pp. D-18, -19), the proposed
project and alternatives would have "no impact" or "no significant impact"
on mineral resources. Although we cannot tell for certain whether the proj-

ect would affect mineral resources , facilities, or operations , on the basis
of a quick office review, we doubt that the project would have a significant
adverse impact on other minerals owing to Its relatively narrow 50- or

100-foot-wide right-of-way.

Nevertheless , we perceive and our comments address a serious flaw in the

framework for analysis of mineral-related impact (App. A, p. A-5). We are

quite concerned because this framework for analysis limits consideration of

significant Impact only to ". • mineral resources for which there are formal
development plans or formally filed applications ." This questionable logic

makes no allowance for mineral resources that will be developed In the future.

(13.1) TDe framework for analysis vaa misstated on DEIS page A-5. The

framework for analyaia waa baaed on "the draft project

description, the seeping process, and professional judgement"

(DEIS page A-l).

Potential conflicts with future mineral uaea were considered.

The applicant and the BLM have carefully evaluated various

alternatives to minimize such potential conflicts by rerouting

the pipeline and through mitigation. DEIS page A-5 has been

modified to reflect the actual consideration of mineral resources

that waa used for the EIS.
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(13.1) We believe that, to the extent possible, consideration must also be given to

possible Impacts on mineral resources that may become Important. (Ten years
ago, no formal plans to develop oil and gas In the Overthrust Belt existed;

today, the area Is a major producing region.) For the proposed project, such
Impact Is limited to the commitment of those mineral resources lying Imme-
diately under the pipeline and probably would not be significant in this
Instance. In other cases, however, failure to consider mineral resources
except those for which there are formal plans for development could have
serious consequences

•

Thus, we strongly urge that the framework for analysis of mineral-related
Impact be expanded, In this and in all future environmental Impact statements,
to include mineral resources of potential Importance in the future.

Maxwell T. Lieurance, Wyoming State

Bureau of Land Management
irector

,
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• Li
November 9, 1982

PATHFINDER
Pathfinder Mines Corporation

550 California Siwt
\in Framiiro, California V4I04

115) VM-6J50

ilex 34-0422

14

Hike (arbs, EIS Project Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Rawlins District Office
P.O. Box 670
Rawlins, Wyoming 82301

Subject: Frontier Pipeline Company
Crude Oil and Condensate Pipeline
Environmental Impact Statement, Dated September 1982
Objection and Comments of Pathfinder Mines Corporation

Dear Mr. Kerbs:

Enclosed ia a copy of our letter and narked-up sketch sent to Frontier
Pipeline Company September 10, 1982, in which we notify Frontier to change the
proposed routing of their pipeline in the southeastern corner of Fremont
County.

As can be aeen on our sketch, the proposed routing goes through Pathfinder
mill site claims in the exact location of our planned upgrading plant for
mineral processing. In this regard, we note that such conflicts are considered
significant (see EIS; P. A-5).

Also enclosed is a marked-up copy of Map 5 of the aubject EIS on which we show a
proposed alternate route. As a substantial amount of funds (todate, in excess of
one million dollars for environmental assessments alone) and manhours have been
expended by Pathfinder in the planning and development of the Big Eagle
Upgrading Plant Project, we atrongly object to the proposal routing to the
extent it conflicta with our planned upgrading plant and urge the Bureau of Land
Management reassess this proposed pipeline route and recommend other
alternativea as indicated.

Should you require further information, please contact me.

PATHFINDER MINES CORPORATION

P. B. Baraniuk
Manager, Project Engineering

PBB/fan
Encl.

/ y

(14.1) As * result of this Additional knowledge, the BLM has slightly

changed its Preferred Alternative to go northwest of the

Pathfinder proposed upgrading plant aite.
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////£/**/

Mr. Maxwell T. Lleurance
State Director
U.S. Bureau of Land Management
Wyoming State Office
2515 Warren Street
Cheyenne, WY 82001

Dear Mr. Lleurance:

The draft environmental Impact statement on the proposed Frontier Crude Oil
and Condensate Pipeline project has been reviewed, and the comments below
reflect the views of the South Pacific Division of the Corps of Engineers.
It is our understanding that the Missouri River Division will comment
separately.

The proposed project is not in conflict with existing or planned Corps of
Engineers flood control projects in the South Pacific Division area.

The Green River is not navigable at the proposed pipeline crossing, and it

appears the project would not impact on the downstream navigable reach of

the Green River, which extends from Green River, Wyoming, to Flaming Gorge
Dsm.

The report gives recognition to avoiding the siting of facilities in areas
within the 100-year flood plain and indicates that the pipe would be placed
so as to allow five feet of cover in connection with numerous stream cross-
ings. It was noted that no detailed analysis of potential pipe failure due
to flood scour was done. It is recommended that further consideration be

given to possible pipe failure and that encasement in concrete or other
management practices be considered at critical locations.

The report recognizes Section 404 of the Clean Water Act of 1977 (33 USC 1344),
and Indicates that project information will be supplied the Sacramento and
Omaha Districts to determine whether placement of dredged or fill material
Into waterways of the United States or adjacent wetlands will be permitted

(15 1) Tne possibility of pipe failure due to flood scour vae evaluated

but judged to be extremely flmall; however, effect! of pipe

failure, regardless of cause, have been analyzed in detail and

presented in the Oil Spill Technical Report. Major findings and

conclusions were summarized in the DEIS, pages 3-29 through 3-32.

In addition, the applicant would be required to comply with the

construction practices and mitigating measures estsblished by 33

CFR 323.4, which set forth the parameters of the "nationwide"

permit required by Section 404 of the Federal Water Pollution

Control Act. The applicant would use 2 inch-thick concrete

encasement, thicker walled pipes at major river crossings, and

bury the pipeline at least 5 feet deep rather than 4 feet «e

required by the Department of Transportation (DOT).
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SPDCO-0
Mr. Maxwell T. Lleurance

under nationwide permit, or whether an Individual permit will be required.
South Pacific Division has no comments concerning environmental impacts
associated with the project.

Thank you for the opportunity to review the Draft EIS.

Sincerely,

_0 DAVID L. FULTON, Chief

Lfl/ Construction-Operations Division

00
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(16 1) fiosed on input from the public hcaringo, written cotsm)entfl t and

further analysis, the Agencies' Preferred Alternative for

Comparison One ia the Beef Gap Alternative. DEIS pages 10 and 1-

A3 have been modified to reflect thia. The BLH has considered

the Rattlesnake Grazing Association's objection and intends to

work with the association to mitigate ita concerns as much aa

possible. The Aaaociation' a input will be sought in devising

tipulations that could be made a part of the right-of-way (ROW)

grant in an effort to minimize the problema identified in thia

letter.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
OMAHA DISTRICT. COUPS OF ENGINEERS
4014 US POST OFFICE AMD COURTHOUSE

Oman* NEBRASKA 6BID2

HROPD-H

Mr. Mike Karbs

EIS Project Manager
BLM
Rawl Ins District Office
Post Office Box 670
Rawlins, WY 82301

NOV i 0(98^

12 November 1962

:ffl

Dear Mr. Karbs:

We have reviewed the Frontier Pipeline Company Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS), and our comments are attached. We have addressed permit requirements
regarding stream crossings, placement of instream structures, and wetlands. We
have also commented on cultural resources.

In general we find that the Draft EIS acknowledges Corps permit requirements.
Further coordination is desirable to ensure that proper permit procedures and
precautionary measures are adopted.

Thank you for this opportunity to review the project,
future documents on the project.

We look forward to reviewing

Sincerely,

tncls
As stated Chief, Planning Division
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Omaha District
Corps of Engineers

Comments on Draft EIS
Frontier Pipeline

Permits

(17.1) Pages 1-22 state? "All reasonable means would be undertaken to control erosion
and soil damage resulting from construction, rehabilitation, or maintenance and
operations. Including (but not limited to) construction of water bars, or other
water diversion structures and Implementation of soil stabilization measures In
erosion prone areas." Also, pages 1-14 refer to use of temporary bridges or
culverts across creeks and arroyos and to diversion dams.

Discharge of dredged or fill material In conjunction with construction of water
bars or other water diversion structures would require authorization by the Corps.
Most probably, Individual Department of the Army permits would be required as such
structures would likely be used at locations where the average flow rate Is greater
than 5 cubic feet per second. These authorizations would be in addition to those
for the pipeline crossings.

(17.2) On pages I-3I1 the EIS states that the current alignment proposal differs from the
applicant's November I9BI proposal. The list of major river crossings on pages
1-15 is not the list we submitted In response to the November I98I proposal, and
neither does It seem complete for the current proposal. For the Final EIS please
ensure that the alignments which are fixed are those for which the Corps will be
asked to make permit determinations. When the selected alignment Is chosen,
contact our Regulatory Functions Branch for permit determinations at Post Office
Box 5, Omaha, Nebraska 68101. Separate 40'l(b) evaluations for Individual permits
will be required.

As noted In Table 2-4, several streams to be crossed have salmonld fisheries,

lautlon I T M " f
,

isher
!

es and °ther «"«. »lte values, we record
ITnn I J 5electl "9 mossing sites, timing, and techniques. The sponsor can

Lt'anSNuhT^nt: " "* ™' "* ""* "'""" S^" "* °* "^"'

(17.4) Wetlands are not addressed In the Draft EIS per se, but rather are presumedly
Included under the riparian vegetation type. Table 2-3(2-8) Indicates that the
proposed route as well as the alternatives would cross willow-wet meadow riparian
vegetation subtype areas. Have any of these areas been designated as wetlands?
If sfc, a discussion of wetland values. Impacts, and mitigation should be Included
In the Final EIS. If such designations have not been made, a field analysis to
determine the existence and Importance of possible wetlands would be appropriate.

The sponsor could facilitate the kOU permit process by Including needed data In
the EIS or In the permit applications. We Inclose a suggested outline used by
the Corps for guidance In these evaluations.

(17 1) Construction of water bars or other water diversion structures is

primarily for controlling surface water runoff on the right-of-

way (ROW) in order to reduce soil erosion. These water bare are

not intended to be used for altering existing surface water

runoff patterns and/or stream flow.

(17.2) DEIS, Table 1-3 has been modified to include all streams and

rivers crossed by the proposed and alternative pipeline routes.

Proper permitting ie in progress and will be completed before

construction.

(17.3) "° construction activity would occur during spawning season.

Refer to the response to letter 6, comment 6.1, from the U.S.

Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service. Recommen-

dations of the Wyoming Game and Fish Department, as ststed in

their letter of October 25, 1982, to Frontier Pipeline Company,

have been adopted by Frontier.

(17 4) N° areas of the riparian vegetation type distributed at stream or

river crossings along the proposed and alternative routes have

been designated as, or are considered as, wetlands by BLH dis-

trict officeB or the Wyoming Game and Fish Department.

A low-level helicopter survey of the croasings recorded no signi-

ficant marshes, swamps, bogs, or wet meadows. Riparian vegeta-

tion preaent at crossings is comprised of meadow, meadow-willow,

and neadow-willow-cottonvood . These three subtypes are distri-

buted in linear narrow strands (e.g., 20 to 100 feet wide) on

flood plains of the streams or rivera croaaed by the proposed

pipeline and alternatives. All of the three riparian subtypes

primarily support standing water only in high spring run-off

conditions.

pipeline and alternatives. All of the three riparian subtypes

primarily support standing water only in high spring run-off

conditions .
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Cultural Resources

(17.5) ^he EIS has adequately considered Impacts to cultural resources In general. It

Is suggested that possible site density be determined If there is sufficient
Information available. Predicting site density would Indicate what type of

sites are present where the Impacts could occur. The Class I Inventory should
have located the general vicinity where the pipeline would cross the historic
trails In the project area.

4>

(17 5) * Class III Intensive Field Inventory is a requirement for all

federal lands that the proposed pipeline would impact. The

results of the field inventory were utilized to develop a

predictive model for site occurence on private land on which

permission to conduct field inventory was denied. The lack of

information concerning historic trails will be corrected in the

Claae 111 inventory report.
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Frontier Pipeline Company
Sulla 145-8 — Norcal Building
7200 South Allon Way
Englewood. Colorado 801 12
303/740-5410

Hobember 16, 1982

>98p

*Z\

1i

Mr. Michael Kerbs
Bureau of Land Management

"w*

Rawlins District Office
P.O. Box 670
Rawlins, Wyoming 82302

Dear Mr. Karbs:

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) states on page 10 that

"Based on these findings," (referring to comparisons of environmental

Impacts) "the Agencies' Preferred Alternative for Comparison One Is the

County Line Alternative. For Comparison Two the Agencies' Preferred

Alternative is the Emigrant Gap Alternative." The Information contained

within the DEIS does not support these selections. Frontier believes

that there Is no defensible environmental basis for these selections and

would like a further explanation of the reasons for their choice.

Frontier recognizes that, as custodians of public lands, the BLM has

many responsibilities. Of those responsibilities, the two most applic-

able to the Frontier Pipeline Project are: 1 ) to manage public lands in

a manner that will protect the quality of the environment, and, 2) to

manage public lands on the basis of multiple uses and sustained yield

(Paraphrased - Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976; 43 USC

1701; Sec. 102 (a); October 21, 1976), in an economically reasonable

fashion. Concerning pipeline projects, Frontier Interprets this to mean

that the BLM should grant rights-of-way along routes which, when compared

to others, are economically feasible, have minimal Impact on the en-

vironment, and do not substantially Interfere with other uses of the

land.

Frontier hss worked closely with the BLM throughout the EIS process In

addressing and resolving concerns related to potential environmental

Impacts and multiple uses of public land, resulting In several adjustments

to the originally proposed alignment. Due to these adjustments, all

substantial conflicts of multiple use have been resolved. This leaves

only environmental concerns and economic factors for consideration on

the remaining alternatives and corresponding sections of the proposed

route.

The BLM has consistently maintained the position that the selection of a

Preferred Route would be based on the assessment of the potential en-
vironmental Impacts presented in the DEIS. The BLM's selection of Pre-

ferred Alternatives is not consistent with this approach.



18

4>

Mr. Karbs

Page 2

Please find attached the following tables:

Table I Potential Environmental Effects Comparison Between
Beef Gap and County Line Alternatives.

Table 2 - Potential Environmental Effects Comparison Between Emigrant
Gap Alternative and the Corresponding Portion of the
Proposed Route.

Frontier's proposed alignment in the Sweetwater Rocks area travels through
UT Gap. The BLM alternatives to this alignment include the Beef Gap
Alternative, the County Line Alternative, and the Beulah Belle Lake
Alternative. The DEIS clearly shows that the Beef Gap Alternative is

superior to other routings through this area.

(18.1) Table 1 shows that the BLM's Beef Gap Alternative has fewer potential
environmental Impacts than does the BLM's Preferred County Line Alternative.
In addition to the tabulated environmental comparison, the following
further substantiates the greater public benefit derived from a routing
along the Beef Gap Alternative:

1. The County Line Alternative crosses through 15.2 miles of identified
areas of relatively thin overburden covering zones of high
paleontologlcal sensitivity, while the Beef Gap Alternative
crosses through 2.4 miles of such areas.

2. Both the County Line and Beef Gap Alternatives would meet the
BLM's Visual Resource Management System objectives.

3. There are two existing pipelines and a power line near and/or
along the Beef Gap Alternative.

4. At a cost of construction of about $350,000 per mile, the County
Line Alternative would cost in excess of $1,000,000 more than
the Beef Gap Alternative. If Frontier were forced to incur
this additional capital cost, such would be passed on as Increased
costs of transportation added on to the delivered price of the
crude oil and condensate.

(18.2) Table 2 shows that the Emigrant Gap Alternative has greater potential
environmental impactB than does the corresponding portion of the proposed
route* In addition to the environmental comparison, the following should
be considered:

1* The draft Biological Assessment has made a determination of "no

effect" on eagles which sometimes are found along the North
Platte River.

(18.1) Bated on input from the public hearing! , written comments, and

further analysis, the Agencies' Preferred Alternative for

Comparison One ia the Beef Gap Alternative. DEIS pages 10 and

1-43 have been modified to reflect this.

(18.2) The BLM district office in Caaper has conducted special analysis

and field inspection to evaluate the trade-offs in comparison two

and has prepared the following compariaon chart and analysis.

COMPARISON OF PROPOSED RODTE (HP 267 .75-2B1) AND EMIGRANT GAP
ALTERNATIVE

Proposed Route

13.25

161

Distance (miles)

Area Diaturbed (acres)

Percent Paralleling
Existing Utilities or Traila 23

Milea Within Eagle Winter
Concentration Area 4

Number of Streams Crossed 2

Number of Riparian Areas Crossed 1

Emigrant Gap

13.75

167

78

2

1

In addition to the above, the following points were considered:

• Soils along much of the proposed route are highly erosive,

while soils along the Emigrant Cap Alternative are more

•table. Siltation would be a problem if the propoaed route

is chosen.

• In the event of an oil spill between nileposts 271 and 278

of the propoaed route, oil could run into the North Platte

River. In the event of an oil spill along the Emigrant Gap

• In the event of an oil spill between milepoata 271 and 278

of the proposed route, oil could run into the North Platte

River. In tne event of an oil spill along the Emigrant Gap

Alternative, oil would flow through approximately 4 miles of

intermittent or ephemeral drainages before entering the

river.
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(18.2)

Ul

Mr. Karbe
Page 3

2. Frontier has agreed to the "surface occupancy" stipulation,
I.e., construction windows, recommended by the Casper District
Office because of the possible seasonal presence of eagles.

3. Very little public land Is crossed by either the proposed route
or Emigrant Gap alternative, and Frontier has already obtained
the right of entry from the private landowners along the proposed

route. This implies a lack of serious objection to the project
from those members of the public most immediately affected by

the Frontier pipeline.

4. The proposed route follows within 1/2 mile of large transmission
lines for about 6 miles, which is about 50X of the length of

the route in question.

5. The additional cost of construction of the Emigrant Gap Alternative
over the proposed route would be about $175,000.

Therefore, Frontier objects to the BLM's selection of the County Line
and the Emigrant Gap as its Preferred Alternatives, rather than the Beef

Gap Alternative and the Proposed Route Segment, respectively, Bince the

latter two have less potential for environmental effect, are more cost

efficient, and are not in conflict with land management on a multiple
uBe basis.

Very truly yours,

C. Akan
Project Manager

CA/lg

Attachments

(18 2) • The Ure8on Trail corridor is open to any compatible use;

however, the corridor along the river ia ipecifically

limited to electrical lines. The intent of thio limited use

corridor is to preserve as much of the wildlife, scenic,

recreation, and watershed values aa poasible. Although tne

powerline corridor has some similar impacts to a pipeline,

these are usually not aa great, and the possibility of

spills which would have a significant impact on a number of

resources is not present with powerline placement. We also

know that additional powerlines are being proposed in this

corridor, and this may cause increased cjthodic problems for

the pipeline. The pipeline may prohibit placement of addi-

tional powerlineB in the corridor which would then defeat

its purpose.

• Neither of the routes crosses very much public land. If our

analysis is limited to just the public land parcels, we

still feel that the environmental impacta favor the Emigrant

Gap Alternative, primarily due to the proximity of the

proposed route to the river and the potential impact of it.

The comparative aenaitivity of these two areas differs

greatly. The river area supports a great deal of fish and

wildlife and some important habitat for bald eagles. The

Emigrant Gap area has Done of these "apecial" resource

values.

• We must certainly be conscious of the added cost involved in

the Emigrant Gap route. Bowever the difference of 0.5 mile

at a cost of $176,000 is only 4 percent greater than the

proposed route and only 0.2 percent of the total project

coat. This additional cost is very minimal, and, in light

of the other factors, we are not convinced that cost differ-

ence can justify the propoaed route.
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WYOMING
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT

CHEYENNE

November 16, 1982

T^C

0%

(19.1)

Mr. Mike Karbs, EIS Project Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Rawlins District Office
P.O. Box 670
Rawlins, WY 82301

Dear Mr. Karbs:

The draft environmental impact statement on the
proposed Frontier Pipeline Company Crude Oil and Condensate
Pipeline has been circulated for state agency review.
Copies of agency comments are enclosed for your
consideration and use.

Additional pipeline capacity to carry crude and
condensate from the Overthrust Belt to the Casper, Wyoming
distribution and refinery network is both necessary and
desirable. It appears that the proposed Frontier Pipeline
project can meet this need In an appropriate manner if
proper construction, reclamation and monitoring practices
are implemented. Several of the enclosed comments suggest
changes to the current pipeline construction plans and
techniques. These recommendations deserve full
consideration in the refinement and finalization of this
proposal

.

Several agencies voiced particular concerns over
the potential impacts of pipeline stream crossings. I

would like to emphasize the need to protect stream channels
during the construction of these crossings and to Install
adequate spill prevention devices. Efficient and effective
emergency spill retention and cleanup procedures should
also be required.

The Wyoming Public Service Commission's comments
express concern over the proposed revision to the original
pipeline route. This revision would extend the pipeline .4

miles inside Utah, changing its classification from an

(10 1) ^ e enclosed comments are addressed as they are raised in the

following letters, and vill be fully considered in the refinement

and finalitation of thit proposal.



Mr. Mike Karbs
November 16, 1982
Page 2

(19.2) Intrastate common carrier to an Interstate line. The
Commission is disturbed by the lack of justification and
need for this extension. I believe their concerns are well
founded. I request that your agency arrange a meeting
between the pipeline proponents and our Public Service
Commission to discuss and resolve these concerns as soon as
possible.

You will note that the proposed extension also
(19.3) creates a problem in the hydrostatic testing of line. If

Wyoming water is to be used to test the Utah portion of the
line, it would constitute export of water from Wyoming and
require approval by the Wyoming State Legislature (see
State Engineer's comments). This situation should also be
discussed with the pertinent state agencies and resolved
prior to final approval of the project.

If at all possible the pipeline should be routed

(19.4) to avoid potential interference with existing or future
mineral extraction activities. I understand that concerns
over potential interference with planned expansion of
existing trona mining operations were voiced at the recent
public hearings on this proposal. I would like to know how
the BLM plans to address these concerns and whether the
affected trona operations are satisfied with the BLM's
approach to this situation.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and
comment on this document. Please keep me informed of the
progress of this effort.

ncerely

,

EH: pel

Enclosures
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(19 2) This meeting was held on December 8, 1962 and Che following

letter summarizes the meeting.

E siau SiO-l OF WYOMING

Sruiiic Srel vice worn rntii6 ion

3J0 */ 2STH S1REET

John n »mytm

O KEITH OSBORN

C I
'HIO JOHNSON

COVMiIS'ONl*

ALEX J ELiOPUlOS
C«-'.' C(X(HitL ***D

CAPIIOL HILL BUILDING

CHIYENNE WYOMING aiooi

OHBEHI t BOVEft

January 18, 1983
IILUAM M ROCNEV

;>«',--.!> VCOHUOIW
UHAM I JOhKSON
D.1(C*G« «*'E A--0 tMUl

Frontier Pipeline Company
Suite 14S-B - Boreal Building
7200 South Alton Way
Englewood, Colorado 601 12

ATTENTION: C. Akan, Project Manager

Re: File JFP-25.0
State Identifier Number 82-136, Frontier Pipeline

Dear Mr. Akan:

This letter is intended to reiterate the Commission's letter
dated July 29, 1982 in which based upon the representation of
Frontier Pipeline Company the Commission found it had no jurisdic-
tion under W.S. 37-1-101 over the subject proposed pipeline system.

Subsequent to said letter, a number of issues concerning the
proposed pipeline arose. These issues were addressed at a meeting
held on December 8, 19B2 in which representatives of Frontier Pipe-
line, Amoco, the Bureau of Land Management, the Wyoming State Plan-
ning Coordinator, and this Commission's Staff attended-

Based on the representations made by Frontier Pipeline and Amoco
representatives prior to and at the December 8, 1962 meeting, the

Commission reaffirms the nonjurisdictiOMl status of the proposed
pipeline system which will have its originating station in the State
of Utah.

However, if at any time prior to the construction of the pipe-
line or thereafter, Frontier Pipeline proposes to transport products
from point-to-point in Wyoming it must first obtain from this

Commission certificate authority for the line, and file proper rates

and tariffs.

Yours very truly,

ALEX J< ELlOPtfLOS, Secretary
AJE/sf
kc: Paul Cleary, State Planning Coordinator

Hike Karbs, HLM
u

(19 3) This comment iB addressed in the response to letter 21, from the

State Engineer's Office.

(19.4) BLM » Frontier Pipeline Company, and the affected trona firms are

working toward a solution to these concerns. See response to

letter 5, from Stauffer Chemical Company.
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THE GEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF WYOMING
UNIVERSITY OF WYOMING

BOX 3008. UNIVERSITY STATION
LARAMIE. WYOMING 82071

November 3, 1982

Dick Hartman, State Planning Coordinator
Wyoming State Clearinghouse
2320 Capitol Avenue
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82002

Dear Mr. Hartman,

We have reviewed the Draft E.I.S. for the Frontier Pipeline
Company Crude Oil and Condensate Pipeline (State I.D. No. 82-138) and
have only one comment to make. We supplied B.L.M. with information on
geological hazards which was included in the E.I.S. If more detailed
information is required, they should contact us. We are in the process
of analyzing air photos in the search for landslides and sand dunes that

have not been previously mapped.

If any further information is required, please let me know.

Sincerely,

James C. Case
Staff Environmental Geologist

JCC/nb

fG*c/cy]f--$n/nfn*/inp /A* fia*/ /c /ncvij* fit /At fu/uio

Comneots are duly noted.
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GOVERNOR

*Ptale Snoeneeb % @££ice

BARRETT RIMiniNO CHEYENNE. WYOMING 62002

TO:

FROM:

SUBJECT:

November A, 1982

MEMORANDUM

Dick Hartman, State Planning Coordinator

Louis E. Allen, Water Resources Engineer irc^^

State Identifier No. 82-138, Frontier Pipeline Company
Crude Oil and Condensate Pipeline, DEIS.

-The subject DEIS recognizes the need for Temporary Use Permits from

the State Engineer for water for construction and testing, pages 1-42

and A-9. If water is to be obtained from another appropriator , Frontier
will also need the consent of the appropriator . A copy of the contract
or agreement with the appropriator must be filed with the State Engineer
along with the Temporary Use application.

Pages 2-22, 3-27, Water Resources. This office is concerned with
several points under this heading. Stream channels must be protected at

crossings, with consideration for future channel shifts on meandering
streams. There can be no interference with streamflow or with irrigation
facilities during the irrigation season. We would encourage every pre-
caution to protect streams, reservoirs, and underground water from spills,
through spill prevention and through rapid and thorough cleanup if a spill
should occur. Most of these points are pretty well addressed in the DEIS,
but are noted here for emphasis.

Pages 2-24, 3-33, 100-Year Floodplains. These pages note the proposed
"3/4 point pump station" as being partially in a 100-year floodplain. It

would seem reasonable to shift the station sufficiently to avoid the flood-
plain entirely.

Pages D-13 , D-14, Water Resources. "No water would be obtained in

Utah for use in hydrostatic testing, and no hydrostatic testing water would
be discharged into Thief Creek". Where would the water be obtained for

testing the Utah portion of the pipeline? Export of water from Wyoming
would require the approval of the Wyoming State Legislature, (41-3-115,

W.S. 1977).

Thankyoufor the opportunity for comment on this DEIS. Your referral
memorandum is being returned as requested.

LEA/ht
cc: George L. Christopulos , State Engineer

(21 1) Tne "PPlic* n t- i* responsible for obtaining all applicable

permits. The comnent was forwarded to Frontier Pipeline Company.

Frontier haa been in contact with such appropriators

.

(21 2) Tne ^f** p01nt P^P station would be relocated outside of the

100-year flood plain. DEIS page 3-33 teat has been modified.

(21 3) Tne pip el ine would be capped at the state line. No water would

be exported. DEIS page D-14, has been modified to reflect this.



22
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GOVERNOR

Qvehati'meni Of Gnvibonmenta/ 0ua/i/u

401 WEST 19TH STREET
EQUALITY STATE BANK BUILDING

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT

CHEYENNE. WYOMING 82002

MEMORANDUM

TELEPHONE 307-777-77S2

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

SUBJECT:

O

Robert E. Sundin, Director

Timothy Link, Analyst 7^

October 26, 1982

Comments Concerning Draft E.l.S. - Frontier Pipeline
Company Crude Oil and Condensate Pipeline

(22.1) All solid waste materials as a result of the construction of
the pipeline must be disposed of into state permitted facilities
or a solid waste permit will have to be obtained.

(22.1) Thi * ««"' •>»• been incorporated into the DEIS. DEIS p«ge

1-21 haa been modified.
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CHAIHMAN

GOVERNOR ED HEBSCHLEfl

COMMIlStOHCHS

OSCAR E. SWAN
BERN WHITTAKER

RICHARD S CROSS

GARY B GLASS

QUje !£>tate of llonmmg
OFFICE OF

OIL ANO GAS CONSERVATION COMMISSION
STATE OIL AND GAS SUPERVISOR

t23 SOUTH DURBIN

P O BOX 2640

CASPER
awn

September 23, 1982

STATE CH AND QAS SUFEAVISOA

DONALD B. BASKO

EX OFFICIO DIRECTOR OF

OIL AND QAS CONSERVATION

SEP *4

Mr. David Hartman
State Planning Coordinator
Wyoming State Clearinghouse
2320 Capitol Avenue
Cheyenne, WY 82002

Re: Frontier Pipeline Company Crude Oil and
Condensate Pipeline

Dear Mr. Hartman:

I have reviewed the Environmental Impact Statement for the
Frontier Pipeline Company Crude Oil and Condensate Pipeline.

I really have no comments regarding the project other than to
urge that your office look upon the project favorably. The reason
for that is that some time ago I wrote the Governor about my concern
regarding a possible shortage of propane and butane in Wyoming because
of the construction of the Mapco line that will take those products
out of the Overthrust Belt and perhaps create a shortage for Wyoming
consumers down the road as fields that are now producing deplete.

This line will transport as much as 150,000 barrels per day into
the Casper area, and certainly some of that could be available for
In-state use.

Very truly yours,

DBB:wal Donald B. Basko,

£nc
State Oil and Gas Supervisor

Comment is duly noted.
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OF WYOMING ED HERSCHLER
GOVERNOR

9?a/e* Quality %i»iUcn

1111 EAST UNCOLNWAY TELEPHONE 307 777-7781

(24.1)

CHEYENNE. WYOMING 82002

MEMORANDUM

Mj>. Robejrt E. Sunditi, Director, DEQ

oy C. Feusner, P.E., Oil and Hazardous Substance Response
Supervisor, WQD

DATE: October 20, 1982

SUBJECT: A-95 Review, Frontier Pipeline Company Crude Oil and Condensate Pipe

I have completed a review of the referenced petroleum pipeline project and
offer the following comments concerning the proposed system.

1. Majorpil spills from existing petroleum pipelines along the North Platte
River„near the Shoshone River in Wyoming have heavily impacted water qual-
tiy and wildlife which utilize the aquatic and associated riparrian hab-
itat of these river Bystems. Therefore, installation of automatic flow
control valves should be required in this new pipeline system on both
sides of all river/stream crossings and at frequent intervals between
stream crossings to facilitate rapid shutdown of the pipeline when a loss
in system pressure is detected at a pumping station. The proposed pro-
ject Indicates that 10-16 above ground gate valveB would be installed
along the pipeline, and gate valves would be located on both sides of major
river crossings. These valves must be turned off manually by field per-
sonnel. Frontier Pipeline Company's procedures for emergency response are
outlined on pages 1-29 to 1-33. These procedures indicate that the company
would dispatch people by road to the scene of a leak (or line break) to
close valves, establish roadblocks, evaluate hazards, warn people, and in
general prevent damage to life and property. It further states that the
maximum response time required to complete these tasks is four hours.
Without the automatic flow control valves to immediately isolate a pipe-
line rupture, thousands of barrels of crude oil/condensate could be dis-
charged into waters of the State of Wyoming before any crews even arrive
at the scene. Even with prompt shutdown of all pumping stations, the
sixteen inch pipeline will drain its contents by gravity until existing
gate valves have been manually closed.

(24 1) Frontier Pipeline Company vould take the following precautions at

major river crossings:

1. In addition to the gate valves that would be installed on

both sides of the rivers, check valves (which would automati-

cally prevent back flov) would be placed on the pipeline's

downstream aide of the river crossings, where hydraulically

applicabl e.

2. The pipeline would be buried five teet below the lowest point

of the river bed. This is in excess of the Department of

Transportation (DOT) requirement of four feet.

3. From below the riverbed, the pipeline would gradually be

returned to normal depth; therefore it generally would be ten

to twenty feet deep near the river banks.

4. Dnder rivers, the pipeline would be made of heavy wall pipe.

5. Under riverB, the pipeline would be jacketed with a two-inch

thick concrete coating.

6. 100 percent of the welds in river crossing pipe would be

radiographical ly inspected.

7. Periodically, internal inspection instruments vould be put

through the pipeline to locate any weak spots in the pipe

wall.

It should be noted that the DOT does not require automatic flov

control valveB in liquids pipelines.



(24.2)

(24.3)

(24.4)
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Memo
Robert Sundin
October 20, 1982
Page 2

2. Frontier Pipeline Company should consider membership In the Southeast
Wyoming Oil Spill Cooperative which maintains considerable Bplll re-
sponse equipment In Casper. The present chairman of the organization
is Jim Dumford, Belle Fourche Pipeline Company, Casper.

3. Table 2-7, page 2-23. All waters of the State have been classified
by the Water Quality Division. The following corrections should be made
In the tabulated data:

Coyote Creek
Antelope Creek
Muddy Creek
Dry Creek
Cherry Creek

Class II

Class IV

Class II

Class II
Class II

Construction of wastewater treatment facilities at pumping stations will
require a Permit to Construct from the Department.

(24.2) Frontier will join one or more such organizations.

(24.3) DEIS Table 2-7 has been modified to show these correct iona.

(24.4) Thia comment was forwarded to the applicant. Frontier does not

plan to construct wastewater treatment facilities.
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September 27, 1982

EDHEHSCHLER
GOVERNOR

JAN L WILSON
D"*ctof

777-7695

Mr. Dick Hartman
State Planning Coordinator
2320 Capitol Avenue
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82002

Dear Mr. Hartman:

The Frontier Pipeline DEIS, A- 95 #82-138 was received in

this office. Thank you for giving us the opportunity to

review the report.

Enclosed is a memorandum from our staff archeologist who
reviewed the materials. He indicates that adequate provision
has been made for cultural manifestations. Therefore, the
Wyoming State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) recommends
cultural clearance of the project for the purposes of applicable
state and federal laws.

If you have any questions concerning this recommendation
please contact the appropriate member of our staff.

Sincerelybinceraly ,Jym\

Mark Junge, Deputy
State Historic Preservation Officer

FOR:

Jan L. Wilson, Director and
State Historic Preservation Officer

MGJ:klm
Ends.

Comments are duly noted.
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WYOMING RECREATION COMMISSION

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE

REVIEW AND COMPLIANCE

Interdisciplinary Staff Comments

Archeology • History • Historical Architecture • Recreation Planning

TO:

FROM:

DATE:

RE:

Mark Junge, Chief

Richard Bryant, Compliance Archeologist V>p"

September 27, 1982 (districts 2, 3,7)

A-95 #82-138, Frontier Pipeline DEIS

Ui
u-i

The DEIS identifies the steps which BLM and Frontier

Pipeline Company will take to comply with cultural

resource laws and to protect cultural resource sites in or

near the R/W. The class I (overview) and Class III

(on-ground) surveys of the R/W have been completed. We
are in the process of preparing a comprehensive management
plan for protection of cultural resources on the pipeline.

This plan is a BLM /SHPO /Frontier cooperative agreement
which satisfies our concerns with any effects to cultural

resources

.
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Maxwell T. Lieurance
U.S. Department of the Interior

Bureau of Land Management
Wyoming State Office
2515 Warren Ave.
Cheyenne, WY 82001

Dear Mr. Lieurance:

RE: 1792 FK15
W- 77832
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End.

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Frontier
Pipeline Company Crude Oil and Condensate Pipeline
was received in this office October 8, 1982. Thank you for

giving us the opportunity to review the report.

The major concern of the Wyoming Recreation Commission
(WRC) would be the possible impacts on the potential rec-
reation lands along the proposed pipeline route. The WRC
recommends that protective measures be implemented for
the lands with high recreation value. A listing of sites

with high recreation potential identified in a recent lands
inventory is included for your review.

If you have any questions concerning this recommendation,
please contact this office.

Sincerely,

CMvt*j J, U aaZnrrJ

Aivin F. Bastron, P.E.
Chief, State Parks Division

(26.1) Tne llet hae been checked against our liat of potential aitea and

it vaa found that theae aitea were evaluated. Ho change in the

DEIS ia required. The recreation areas would be protected under

the atipulations of the right-of-way (ROW) grant.

SB



POTENTIAL RECREATION LANDS

SWEETWATER COUNTY

26

T R Section Acres Site Name Ownership

19 N 108W 5 640 Green River Private

19 N 10SW 9 640 Tf n Private

19 N 108W 15 640 It H Private

19 N 108W 22 640 11 n State

19 N 108W 23 640 n n Private

19 N 108W 25 640 n n Private

19 N 108W 36 550 n if State

20 N 108W 31 640 " ii Private

20 N 109W 4 600 11 n State

20 N 109W 5 600 n rf Private

20 N 109W 9 640 IT n Private

20 N 109W 15 640 II it Private

20 N 109W 16 640 If it State

20 N 109W 23 640 It n State

23 N 102W 16 640 Steamboat Mountain State

NOTICE

This listing is NOT complete. Additional
field evaluations have been conducted.

sites will be added after on-site
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THE STATE^^^^^OF WYOMING uh.k%.g^w
Ian* Mwighmt. Jvj$im*mi*m f>4 On* fnfwtMr

Wpominp Mate JtipAtoay Q>efia<ttment
P. O. BOX 1708 CHEYENNE. WYOMING 82002-9019

j— November 1, 1962

Frontier Pipeline Crude Oil
and Condensate Pipeline

State Identifier 62-138

Mr. Dick Hartman
State Planning Coordinator
Wyoming State Clearinghouse
2320 Capitol Avenue
Cheyenne, WY 82002

Dear Mr. Hartman:

(27.1) The Draft EIS for construction of the Frontier Pipeline Company Crude
Oil and Condensate Pipeline from the Overthrust Belt in southeast Wyoming
and Utah to Casper, Wyoming, has been reviewed by this office. The need
for a permit from the Wyoming State Highway Department for highways has
been acknowledged in the report. If this permitting process Is carried
out prior to construction, the Wyoming Highway Department has no objection
to this construction.

Very truly yours,

William P. King, P. E.
Environmental Services Engineer

\

WPK/FKS/mg

Attachment { 1

)

(27.1) Perait applications hive been submitted by Frontier Pipeline

Company,
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W DONALD DEXTER
DIRECTOR

CHEYENNE. WYOMING 82002

November 9, 1982

(28.1)

(28.2)

(28.3)

EIS 923/L2 BH! DEIS 1792FK15
W-77832, Frontier Pipeline Co.

Crude Oil and Condensate Pipeline
Statewide Project

Mr. Hike Karbs
EIS Project Manager
BIM Rawlins Dlst. Office
P. 0. Box 670
Rawlins, Wyoming 82301

Dear Mr. Karbst

He have reviewed this document and offer the following comments for your use ln

making the Final EIS more complete and accurate in considering fish and wildlife
resources.

Speicific comments in order of pagination of the document are as follows.

Pages 1-18 - 1-20 . The EIS should contain more detailed construction plans for
river and stream crossings. We recommend that coffer dams be used to limit
turbidity and sediment transport problems. Materials used for the coffer dams
and for covering the pipe should be clean materials to prevent excess turbidity.

Page 1-31 . Wyoming Game and Fish Department personnel should be consulted
during spills response and cleanup.

Page 3-10 . It is stated that aquatic biological disturbances including fish
spawning and macroinvertebrate impacts, would be localized and of short duration
(i.e. would affect one year class at most), and thus would be insignificant. We
cannot agree with this statement.

We feel that disruption of spawning migrations and activities and even a partial
loss of a year class of fish represents a significant impact. We, therefore,
ronnaah that crossings of streams and rivers which contain s^awnin" TV*,rH2la felons

of salmonids be scheduled to avoid spawning to swim-up periods.

(28 1) fhile there are benefits to using coffer dams for some situa-

tions, the construction and placement of coffer dams would create

additional impacts to water quality. The trade-offB of whether

or not to use coffer dams depend on the location, bank stability,

the coffer dam material, and the method of construction. Coffer

dame may not be effective in all cases. River crossings would be

constructed by using draglines and/or backhoes to open a trench.

Then the pipe would be placed in the trench by using a cable.

After the pipe was in the trench, the trench would be filled with

natural materials using draglines and/or backhoeB.

(28 2) Tne wyominB Game and Fish Department would be notified at the 24-

hour emergency telephone number (307) 777-7781.

(28 3) No con8truct i°n activity at stream or river crossings would occur

during aalmonid spawning periods. Also see response to comment

28.7.
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Mr. Mike Karbs
November 9, 1982
Page 2, EIS 923/L2

(28.4) Page A-2. In analyzing impacts to riparian vegetation, it is said that an
impact is considered significant only if more than 1.0 percent of the area of
riparian vegetation type in the larger area (10 miles) would be disturbed. How
was this analysis system derived? We feel that the destruction of 0.1 miles of
riparian vegetation (l.Ot of 10 miles) on both sides of a stream is too high a
value to be considered a non-significant impact to the resource. Further miti-
gation may be necessary to insure that riparian vegetation is restored as
rapidly as possible. This section also describes a staging area as an area 200
feet wide (parallel to stream) and 400 feet long (perpendicular to Btream)
within which disturbance will occur.

(28.5) We recommend that, when possible, staging area activities not be performed
within a 100-foot buffer zone around the stream or river. We realize that this
is not possible for all activities if the stream is to be crossed, but if activ-
ities are kept to a minimum within the buffer zone the damage to stream bank
stability and critical riparian vegetation can be lessened.

Following 1b a list of some of the Btream and river crossings of concern, along
with saliiTonld species present and Wyoming Game and Fish Department stream clas-
sification.

Stream Class Salmon id Species Present

(28.6) Proposed Route
Yellow Creek 4 Cutthroat
Bear River 2 Cutthroat, brown, mountain, whltefish
Black's Fork 3 Cutthroat, rainbow, brown, brook
Green River 1 Kokanee, rainbow, brown, lake
Crooks Creek 3 Brook
DT Crooks Creek 4

Sheep Creek 4 Brook
Cottonwood Creek drainage 3, 4 Brook
Copper Creek 4 Cutthroat
Willow Creek 3 Rainbow, brook
Sweetwater River 4 Rainbow, brown, brook
Dry Creek 4 Brook
Horse Creek 4 Cutthroat, rainbow, brown
Shell Creek 4 Brook
Casper Creek 4 Rainbow

(28.4) Significance criteria were used to determine tne significance of

impacts. Determining the level of impact that is significant: is

subjective. For this project, the 1 .01 criteria is considered to

be reasonable. The highest percentage of a riparian area that

vould be disturbed by the project was calculated to be 0.39X.

Refer to Table 3-2 in the DEIS. Precautionary measures that

would be implemented to mitigate impacts in riparian areas are

discussed in the response to letter 6, comment 6.1.

(28 5) Frontier Pipeline Company would keep construction activities to a

minimum in these areaa.

(28 6J DEIS Table 2-4 has been modified to incorporate thia information.
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Mr. Hike Karbs
November 9, 1982
Page 3, BIS 923/D2

Beef Gap Alternative

Clnnn

Sweetwater River 3

Day Creek 4

Horse Creek 4

Shell Creek 4

Beulah Belle Lake Alternative
Sweetwater River 3

Dry Creek 1

Horse Creek 4

Shell Creek 4

County Line Alternative
Willow Creek 3

Cherry Creek 4

Pete Creek 4

Sweetwater River 4

Dry Creek 4

Horse Creek 4

Shell Creek 4

Salmonid Species Present

Rainbow, brown, brook

Cutthroat, rainbow, brown

Rainbow, brown, brook

Cutthroat, rainbow, brown

Brook

Rainbow, brown, brook

Cutthroat, rainbow, brown

Emigrant Gap Alternative - This alternative would cross
classified and/or contain salmonids.

no streams which are

We stress the importance of the fisheries and spawning habitat of the Sweetwater

River, which will be crossed for all alternatives. The river sustains a popu-

lation of wild brown trout and provides spawning habitat for rainbow and
cutthroat trout migrating out of Pathfinder Reservoir. Interruption of spawning

runs and increased siltation which could prove detrimental to spawning areas
should not be allowed to occur. To avoid spawning periods of the salmonids
involved we recommend that the Sweetwater be crossed between July 15 and October
1.

The Bear River will be crossed in a stretch in which its channel is very
unstable. Precautions need to be taken to insure that the pipeline in this area
is buried to a sufficient depth so that it will not become uncovered if the Bear

River degrades a new channel. We would suggest that the 5-foot minimum pipeline
burial depth, which has been established for stream crossings, be maintained
across the entire flood plain for the Bear River and that measures be imple-

mented to insure stable streambanks at these sites.

(28 7) No construction activity would occur during spawning periods.

Frontier would follow recommendations of the Game end Fish

Department. The department, in a letter from Mr. Stone to

Mr. Crimes of Frontier, dated October 25, 1982, recommended no

construction between September 30 and June 10 to avoid the

spawning period.

(28.8)
Baaed on Frontier'* proposed crossing profile for the Bear River,

a minimum burial depth of 5 feet would be maintained under the

river. In addition, thicker pipe and concrete encasement would

be used at the crossing. The potential for meandering waa

recogniied; thus a straight section of the river vab selected for

the proposed crossing. The pipeline would be encased in concrete

startic 60 feet back from e*ch bank of the river. This Bhould

minimize the danger from meandering if the Bear River cuts a nev

channel. The BLM does not feel it would be necessary to maintain

a 5-foot minimum depth across the entire floodplain.
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(28.9)

(28.10)

(28.11)

(28.12)

(28.13)

(28.14)

(28.15)
|

Mr. Mike Karbs
November 9, 1982
Page 4, EIS 923/L2

The BLH's Preferred Alternative for Comparison One is the County Line Alterna-
tive and for Comparison Two is the Emigrant Gap Alternative. Based on compara-
tive analyses among the various route alternatives, it appears that concurrence
with BLM preference is justified.

Comments in the interest of terrestrial wildlife address three oajor aspects,
impact analysis, reclamation, and mitigation. These comments are as follows:

Impact Analysis

1. Wildlife impacts should be viewed by herd unit or population, rather than
being combined for the entire route. Combining losses for several herd
units of any given species may seriously underestimate the Impacts on any
one of them.

2. Impacts to wildlife should be viewed for that period of time necessary for
re-establishment of habitat along the route, probably 15-30 years.

3. Me feel statements like 'losses of habitat are extremely small and consid-
ered insignificant" are misleading. The cumulative effects of oil and gas
exploration, development, and transportation in southwestern Wyoming are
extremely significant, and Bhould be recognized in the EIS.

Reclamation

1. Plant species native to the area, including desirable grasses and forbs
should be planted along the reclaimed right-of-way.

2. In areas where the right-of-way crosses crucial big game winter range,
desirable shurb species should be added to the seed mixture.

3. Surface disturbance should be kept to a minimum in extremely fragile areas,
such as sand dunes, to avoid major habitat loss.

4. Habitat losses could be significantly reduced by reducing the width of the
right-of-way from 100 feet to 50 feet.

Mitigation

1. The proposed pipeline route passes within 1.5 miles of a number of sage
grouse ieks. We recommend that no construction activity take place in

(28 9) Baaed on input from the public hearings, written comment b , and

further analysis, the Agencies' Preferred Alternative for

Comparison One ia the Beef Gap Alternative. DEIS pages 10 and

1-43 have been modified to reflect tbia.

(28 10) Impacts vere analyzed by herd unit. See the Wildlife Technical

Report for details.

(28.11) Duration of impacts on wildlife habitats was considered in the

analyaia and ia diacuaaed with reference to each major wildlife

(28 12) Specific impacta of tbia project would be localized, and general-

ly abort-term. Cumulative effects were analyzed by coneidering

projecta that would occur in the same time frame and that would

occur in the aame general geographic area.

(28 13) Tbe BIjM ** developing a aite apecific reclamation and revegeta-

tion plan that addresses these suggestions. Adherence to this

plan would be a stipulation of the right-of-way (ROW) grant.

(28 14) Potential habitat losses were reduced by reducing the authorized

construction width from 100 feet to 70 feet.

(28 15) Th<! Stratton Lake lek ia located near HP 174.5. Reatriction on

construction activities by BLM is that no occupsucy or other

surface disturbance ia allowed within 0.25 mile of the lek all

year. Arapahoe lek ia located near MP 191 to 192 and ia more

than 0.25 mile from the pipeline. No construction activity would

occur from March 1 through June 15 within 2 mileB of either lek.

Refer to Table 1-6 in the DEIS.

Comments in regard to big game species are duly noted.

Frontier has agreed to instruct their pilota not to intentionally

harass wildlife species.
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(28.15)

Mr. Hike Karbs
Novenber 9, 1982

Page 5, EIS 923/L2

these areas before June 1. The route Bhould avoid surface disturbance

within one-quarter mile of the Stratton Lake lek, located in NW1/4, SW1/4

,

SE1/4, Sec. 29, T26N, R95W. Access to the 3/4 point pump station should

avoid the Arapahoe lek in Sl/2, NW1/4, Sec. 13, T26N, R94W.

2. Impacts of construction to big game species will be minimal, if construc-

tion occurs on schedule. However, If construction is delayed, significant

impacts could result. We recommend that no construction activity take

place after December 1 in areas of big game crucial range, or near the site

proposed for a bighorn sheep transplant in the Sweetwater Rocks.

3. We recognise the need for aerial surveys of the pipeline route. Pilots

should be instructed to avoid harassing wildlife during these surveys, par-

ticularly during the winter.

Of the route alternatives given, we recommend that the Emigrant Gap alternative

be adopted. If timing of construction 1b on schedule, this alternative should

minimize wildlife iopacta. It follows an existing pipeline corridor, and

minimizes the possibility of an oil spill into the North Platte River.

Please contact us if we may be of further help.

Sincerely,

FRANCIS PETERA,
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, OPERATIONS
WYOMING GAME AND FISB DEPARTMENT

FPiHBM:mlr

cci Fish Division
ccs Game Division
cci Research 6 Development Division
cci State Planning Coordinator



.p-

Continental Divide Jrall Society

P.O. BOX 30002

|t HM 2 2 1982
1 BETHESDA, MD. 20814

RWui^^, ,,~:'e'T

November 15 , 1982

Mike Karbs, EIS Project Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Rawlins District Office
P.O. Box 670
Rawlins, Wyoming 82301

Dear Mr. Karbs

i

We wish to comment on the draft environmental impact
statement for the Frontier Pipeline (1792 FK 15, W-77832).

(29.1) The DEIS (at 2-33 and 3-40) identifies MP 196 as the
location of the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail
(CDT) corridor. This is premature, as no location for the
CDT has been selected. For planning purposes, we believe
that you should also assume that the CDT may be crossed
along Sheep Creek at MP 200. Care should be taken, there-
fore, to maintain high visual quality and to minimize

(29.2) disturbance of riparian habitat at MP 200. The presence
there of cottonwoods should be noted, contrary to the
Information in Table 3-2.

You can accommodate our concerns by appropriate pro-
vision in the Operating Plan, and we hope you will do so.

29

(29.1) If the BU1 ever designate! an on-tbe-ground trail it would likely

be located along the south flanks of the Green Mountains, close

to the east rim of the Great Divide Basin. Were that to be the

case, the Continental Divide Trail would cross the proposed

pipeline route close to MP 195, not 200.

In all probability, however, no single on-the-ground trail will

ever be designated. This is due to the fact that: (1) there are

many alternative routes, all of which are attractive in their own

right, (2) current Continental Divide Trail users choose a wide

variety of routes through the Great Divide Basin, including ones

that following the baain's west rim and routes that penetrate the

interior of the basin itself, (3) visitation is very low at

present with total annual usage of the portion of the trail Icbb

than 25-30 hikers, and (A) funding for designation and management

of a foot trail of this magnitude (more than 200 miles) will not

be available and cannot be justified in the foreseeable future.

DEIS Tables 2-9 and 3-4 have been modified.

(29.2) fiLM rec°rds show no cottonwoods are located at HP 200. There are

Cottonwood stands in this general area, but none are present

along this portion of the proposed route.
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NOV 16 1982

Ref: 8PM-EA

Maxwell T. Lleurance
Wyoming State Director
USDI - Bureau of Land Management
2515 Warren Avenue
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82001

Dear Mr. Lleurance:

The Region VIII Office of the Environmental Protection Agency has
reviewed the draft environmental impact statement (EIS) for the Frontier Crude
011 and Condensate Pipeline Project. Our general conclusions are that the EIS
adequately addresses the areas of concern to EPA.

EPA also reviews and comments on Section 404 Permits under the
jurisdiction of the Corps of Engineers. The EIS notes that with the exception
of the Green River, other river crossings are likely to be covered under the
Nationwide 404 Permit. We are unable to determine from the information in the
EIS whether the 33 acres of riparian areas Identified in Tables 2-3 and 3-2
(as willow-wet meadow or wet meadow) constitute wetlands under the criteria of
the Section 404 permit. We are primarily interested in the riparian areas
along those streams having a mean annual flow of 5 cfs or greater.

The final EIS should describe 1n more detail the nature of these riparian
areas. If an evaluation of these riparian areas will not be made in time for
the final EIS, the BLM should contact the Corps of Engineers or the EPA Region
VIII office to assist in making such a determination. Please contact Robert
Malrley (FTS: 327-4963) for assistance from this office.

Based on the system EPA uses to rate EISs under its review, we have rated
this as LO-2. This means we have no objections to the project; we do believe
that additional Information should be presented in the final EIS regarding the
status of the riparian areas.

I hope these comments will prove useful In developing the final EIS for
this project.

/

Sincerely your

At
purh
Admin

Steven J.

Regional

IJXL
ham
Istrator

(30 1) Refer to the renponae to letter 17, comment 17.4, from the Corps

of Engineers, Omaha District.
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O. W. McFARLAND, M . D.
r j

November IB, 1982

Mr. David Walters
District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 670
Rawl Ins, Wyoming 82301

Dear Mr. Walters,

For the past thirty years I have been interested in the ecology and

archeology of the Sun Land and Cattle Co., Inc., headquartered at

Devils Gate on the Sweetwater river.

(31.1) This last weekend I was visiting the Sun Ranch and learned of the

proposed Frontier Pipe Line which will enter the Sun Ranch property

from the West. I understand there are two or three alternate route

proposals. The route I find the least feasible Is the one cutting

through the law hills between Highway 220 and Mr. Bernard Sun's home

Just to the North.

For the past several years it has been the policy of the BLM to

discourage and prohibit any digging in that area because of the

discovered unmarked graves of the Oregon Trail emigrants on those

hills. That policy should continue. There are many graves still

undi scovered

.

It seems to me that a more logical route for this pipe line would be

for It to cross the river In the vicinity of the Turkey Track ranch

approximately six or seven miles West of the Sun Ranch headquarters.

This route would be two or three miles shorter and would save several

hundred thousand dollars.

I hope that when the route decision Is made you will consider the

above suggestions.

I am,

Respectfully yours, ,

O.W. McFarland

770 Circle Drive
Boulder. Colorado 80302

»%

(31 1) Based on input from the public hearing*, written comments, and

further analysis, the Agencies' Preferred Alternative for

Comparison One is the Beef Gap Alternative. DEIS pages 10 and

1-43 have been modified to reflect this.
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(32.1)

P.O. Box 2440
Casper, Wyoming
82602

November 26, 1982

Maxwell T. Lieurance
State Director
Bureau of Land Management
2515 Warren Avenue
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82001

Dear Mr. Lieurance:

The Soil Conservation Service has reviewed the draft Environmental Impact
Statement dated September 1982 for the Frontier Pipeline in Wyoming and
has the following comments.

Page C-3 - The correct spelling of the name of the SCS employee referenced
is Larry Malnor.

Page D-5 Soil and Prime Farmland - Correction in spelling on borollic
camborthids and typic cryaquolla.

Sincerely,

&£far7 -

State Conservationist

cc: Peter Myers, Chief, SCS, Washington, D.C.

f

/V Th#> Sol Conaorvallon S*hv*c«J 1| ' in ipancy ol lf>«

* Doptflmenl of AQncultur*%#

(32.1) DEIS P»8e * c~l *ai D "~ 5 h,ve been modified.



33

WYOMING
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT

CHEYENNE

November 24, 1982
J DFC ? 1982

(33.1)

cr>

CO

EN?

Mr. Dave Walters
District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
Rawlins District Office
P.O. Box 670
Rawlins, WY 82301

Dear Mr. Walters:

I have received correspondence from Mr. Bernard
Sun expressing concern over the potential negative impacts
of the County Line Alternative for the Frontier Pipeline
alignment through the Sweetwater Rocks area. Mr. Sun is
concerned that the County Line Alternative will route the
pipeline through an historical site on his ranch and his
best meadows. He is also concerned about potential impacts
on historical and scenic values associated with Devil's
Gate, Independence Rock and the Oregon Trail. I believe
that his concerns are well founded and have enclosed his
letter for your consideration.

Chapter 3 of the Frontier Pipeline draft
environmental impact statement provides a comparative
assessment of the impacts associated with the proposed
route and the alternative routes. This assessment
indicates that the proposed route is preferable to the
County Line Alternative. The proposed route would remove
fewer AUM's, cross fewer perennial and intermittent
streams, better avoid sagegrouse strutting grounds and
raptor nests, disturb less pronghorn habitat, disturb fewer
riparian habitat areas, better avoid fossil localities and
areas with high pal eontological sensitivity, and present
fewer accidental spill control problems than would the
County Line Alternative.

I see no environmental reason why the proposed
route should not be your preferred alternative in the
Sweetwater Rocks area. Indeed, the comparative assessment
clearly supports the proposed route over the County Line

(33 1) Based on input from the public hearing!, written comment!, and

further analysis, the Agencies' Preferred Alternative for

Comparison One is the Beef Gap Alternative. DEIS pages 10 and

1-43 have been modified to reflect this.
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Mr. Dave Walters
November 24, 1982
Page 2

(33.1) Alternative. While the proposed route would pass directly
through the Sweetwater Rocks area, once construction is
completed and the surface reclaimed, the existing
opportunity for solitude and visual appreciation will be
preserved. Further, as Mr. Sun points out, the proposed
route is approximately three miles shorter than the County
Line Alternative, representing a considerable cost savings.
I strongly believe that the proposed route, rather than the
County Line Alternative, should be the preferred
alternative for routing the Frontier Pipeline through the
Sweetwater Rocks area.

Yours sincerely,

CTi EH: pel

Enclosures

cc: Mr. Bernard Sun





PUBLIC HEARING COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

During the public comment period, September 10 to November 19,

three (3) public hearings were conducted to solicit public comment.

On October 26, 1982, at 7:00 p.m. a public hearing was held at the

Library of Natrona County, Casper, Wyoming: One written comment and

two oral comments were received during that meeting. On October 27,

1982, 7:00 p.m., a public hearing was held at the Rock Springs Public

Library: One written comment and two oral comments were received. On

October 28, 1982, 7:00 p.m., a public hearing was held in Evanston

City Council Chambers, Evanston, Wyoming: Neither written comment nor

oral comment was received.

The transcripts of the oral comments are reproduced here, along

with responses to the oral comments. Written comments received during

the public hearings are included and responded to in the previous

section.
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PUBLIC HEARING AT CASPER

(D MR. McCRAYr My name is James McCray.

I am the environmental coordinator for Pathfinder

Mines Corporation's Big Eagle Mine. I live in

Jeffrey City. The Big Eagle Mine is an underground

uranium mine located south of Jeffrey City.

The proposed pipeline is slated to

cross a portion of Pathfinder's Mill Site claims

adjacent to the mine. Pathfinder is actively

pursuing an upgrading facility to be located on

thes e cl a ims

.

Pathfinder has notified Frontier

requesting relocation of thiB pipeline. As I

understand it, the presently proposed pipeline route

runs through the common section corner point of

Sections 33, 34, 3 and 4 of Townships 27, 28 North,

Range 92 West. This is exactly the location of our

planned upgrading facility.

Pathfinder will provide the BLM with a

copy of this correspondence with Frontier.

I appreciate the opportunity to

express Pathfinder's position.

(1| Refer to the reaponse to letter 14 from Pathfinder Mines

Corporation.



(2) MR. SUN: My name is Bernard Sun and I

represent the Sun Ranch, and I disapprove of the

so-called county line route because of the

historical value and the other points of interest

that this line would go through.

I think that their line would be

shorter and cheaper by going one of the other

alternate routes, and it covers— they go through

their split, or Devil's Gate overlook, and it's in

sight of the public, whereas this other way wouldn't

be. I think it would be much better that they use

either one of those other two routes.

MR. KARBS: Mr. Sun, that would be

what we've called the Beef Gap or UT Pass Routes?

MR. SUN: Beef Gap or UT Pass, either

(2) Refer to the reoponee to letter 4 from Mr. Sun.



PUBLIC HEARING AT ROCK SPRINGS

MR. MOUSER: Yes, Gerald Mouser, I'm a

resident of Rock Springs. I do work for Mountain Fuel

Transmission Company, Mountain Fuel Supply Transmission

Company. I have Just a few comments on the proposed

pipeline syBtem.

M) As far as the proposed allnement is

concerned, the first thirty or thirty-two miles seems to

deviate from the proposed — or not from the proposed —

from the existing Mountain Fuel Mao Company allnement

acrosB Milliard Flat3 and the Piedmont area. I would

Just like to question, maybe that should be something

that should be considered.

(2) As far as the right-of-way width Is

concerned, the fifty plus fifty right-of-way that the

BLM la offering, I would like to suggest that perhaps

that be looked at as being firty permanent plus thirty

foot temporary for the six-Inch pipeline construction.

(3) At the proposed river crossings,

particularly the Green River crossing, which is somewhat

of a critical one, I would suggest that the gate valves

as proposed by the EIS have line break operators.

(4)
Regarding provisions for blasting, which

1b noted on page 118, I would like to suggest that the

provisions include some statement to limit blasting

charges or minimize blasting adjacent to existing gas

condensate and oil lines In that corridor.

And the last thing I want to bring urv on

(1) The need to pick up condensate at Divide Junction precludes route

alignment across the Billiard Flats and Piedmont area.

(2) Fifty feet plus 20 feet is the authorized ROW and temporary use

area for the construction of the pipeline.

(3) Kefer to letter 24 from the Wyoming Department of Environmental

Quality, Water Quality Division, response 24.1.

IA\ Frontier would protect facilities of others when blasting is

used. Blasting would be used only when necessary.



(5) page 1-22 regarding x-ray of the pipeline, we realize

that part 195 of the Federal Provisions do renuire only

ten percent x-ray, but perhaps a hundred percent x-ray

could be looked at, particularly across sensitive areas

and river crossings. Thank you.

MR. KARBS: Mr. Mouser, I had one question.

On the blasting comment that you made, was there a

particular distance or particular —

MR. MOUSER: Well, I don't know, really

know that that is a problem, I don't think that there is

much blasting required along the common right-of-ways,

but within closer than fifty foot I think could be a

problem. So, if you're closer than fifty foot we'd like

to look at that.

MR. KARBS: Okay. Thank you, Mr. Mouser.

The next registered Individual is Mr. Lee Andrews.

(5) MR. ANDREWS: My name Is Lee Andrews, I'm

the Mine Maintenance Superintendent for Stauffer Chemical

Company of Wyoming. Stauffer is pleaBed to be able to

comment at the hearing this evening. I'm speaking on

behalf of Mr. Jack Bennett, our Manager of Operations,

who was unable to be here personally this evening, and

I have some comments.

The potential loss of reserves due to

the proposed location of the Frontier Pipeline is of

(5) The Department of Traosportat ion (DOT) requires that 100 percent

of the pipeline weld* be x-rayed in sensitive areas, including

river crossings. See 49 CFR, Part 195.234.

tQ\ Refer to the response to letter S from Stauffer Chemical Company

of Wyoming.

SMSMMI



(6) concern to Stauffer Chemical Company of Wyoming. Mr.

David Walter, District Manager of the BLM, states the

regional office of the Minerals Management Service "Do

not feel any conflict between the proposed pipeline and

subsidence from trona mining, because no subsidence Is

anticipated nearer than one and one-half mlle3 from the

pipeline."

The above quotation does not consider the

necessary flexibility needed for mining. It Is the Intent

of Stauffer to mine as much of the reserve bb possible.

This Is consistent with our responsibility to Federal

and State government as well as fee owners to maximize

royalties, thus revenues.

Mining plans continually change due to

technology and the geology Itself. For example, solution

mining may be a viable method of extraction. In addition,

we would be prohibited from using longwall mining in the

proposed area. I will add that the economics of a

competitive Industry does not allow complete open dialog

of Stauffer 's plans.

The draft EIS mentions very little of the

Impact the proposed pipeline would have on trona mining.

In fact, it only alludes to evaluating the effect of

subsidence on page 1-25, stating, "The potential of the

subsidence to affect the Integrity of the pipeline during



CO

(5) the life of the project will be evaluated prior to final

design." Clearly, thlB statement makes no commitment to

deBlgn the pipeline In a manner that the pipeline's In-

tegrity would be maintained If subsidence were to occur.

With the lack of explanation as to design

for subsidence In the EIS , there are many questions to

be answered before any assurance could be made that damage

would not result. This leads Stauffer/Wyomlng to conclude

that the pipeline would prevent us from mining extraction

rates causing subsidence that could damage the environment.

Mr. C. Akan, Frontier Project Manager,

attempts to play down the significance of subsidence in

his letter to us dated August 6, 1982. He also alludes

to adequate deBlgn being used to accomodate the subsidence.

He readily admits that subsidence figures which Stauffer/

Wyoming gave him were only estimates. To these, I agree

they are only estimates. If the pipeline can be designed

to specifications that would sustain the integrity of the

pipeline during subsidence, this should be done or the

location moved.

In summary, Stauffer/Wyoming's recommenda-

tion would be to move the pipeline location north of the

known Sodium Lease Area. If the BLM and Frontier insist

on the present proposed location, then they should accept

full responsibility for damage to the pipeline and
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(6) damage resulting to the environment should the pipeline's

Integrity be damaged by subsidence.

This would be reasonable if they could

design the pipeline in such as is implied in Mr. Akan's

letter. Pursuant to David Walter's letter of July 2, 1982,

Stauffer Chemical Company of Wyoming officially protests

the presently proposed location of the Frontier Pipeline.

I respectfully request our concerns be resolved.

If these issues are not resolved, Stauffer

Chemical Company of Wyoming will pursue all legal remedies

available to protect its leasehold rights and assure

protection of the environment. Thank you. I'll be happy

to answer any questions you may have at this time, Mr.

Karbs.





CHANGES TO THE TEXT

This section reproduces pages of the DEIS that have been changed

due to public comment, other agency review, and internal review.

Changes within the body of the text are indicated in bold type.
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The proposed pipeline route is approximately 288 miles long and

has a maximum design capacity of 150,000 BPD. As summarized in Table

1-1, the proposed pipeline (including pump stations and transmission

line ROWs) would directly affect approximately 3624 acres of federal,

state, and private lands during construction, and 187 8 acres during

operation. The proposed pipeline would cross the Mormon Pioneer and

Oregon National Historic Trails, both administered by individual

agencies as affiliated areas of the National Park System. The buried

pipeline would not traverse any lands in trust for an Indian or Indian

Tribe. No existing or proposed Forest Service Roadless Area Review

Evaluation II (RARE II) or BLM Wilderness Study Areas would be crossed.

The proposed action would not affect any Prime and Unique Farmlands.

The proposed pipeline would be near existing pipelines and utilities

for approximately 57 miles or 20 percent of its length.

Project Components

Construction, operation, maintenance, and abandonment of the

following six components of the proposed pipeline were considered in

the environmental analysis. The design, construction, inspection,

testing, operation and maintenance of the pipeline would be subject to

the federal pipeline safety standards in 49 CFR, Part 195,

Transportation of Liquids by Pipeline.

1. Approximately 288 miles of 16-inch outside diameter buried

pipeline, using a 50-foot wide ROW and 50 feet of temporary

construction space.

2. Ultimately, four electrically-powered pump stations would be

required to reach the maximum design capacity of 150,000

BPD. Pump station discharge pressure would be 1440 pounds

per square inch or less. Pump stations would be located

adjacent to existing roads and as shown in Table 1-2.

Horsepower requirements would range from 3000 to 4000 HP at

each location. The Originating pump station at the Anschutz

Ranch East Field would require a maximum area of about 25

acres, as shown on Figure 1-1. A typical intermediate pump
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station would require a maximum leased area of 400 ft. x 400

ft., with a fenced-in area of 200 ft. x 200 ft. (about one

acre) for actual operation (see Figure 1-2 for typical inter-

mediate pump station details) . Communications from each pump

station would be by means of leased telephone circuits, if

available, or by a microwave tower (100 ft. maximum height)

or radio antenna. Electrical service (2400/4160 volts) would

be installed at each pump station. Electrical power is

available at all proposed pump station locations except for

the Midpoint and 3/4 Point stations. The approximate trans-

mission line lengths for the aforementioned pump stations are

as follows: approximately 10 miles for Midpoint; and approx-

imately 7 miles for 3/4 Point. Refer to Maps 1 through 6 in

Appendix E for the power source locations and the approximate

transmission line routes.

3. Storage tank construction (approximately 450,000 barrels)

would be required at Anschutz Ranch East Field (Originating

station) . A retaining dike would be constructed around the

storage tank. The dike capacity would be designed to retain

the total tank capacity. The proposed tankage location is

on private land. The tanks would be painted white and

equipped with cone roofs with internal floaters.

4. Between 10 and 16 above-ground gate valves would be installed

along the pipeline, and gate valves would be located on both

sides of major river crossings. Two or three above-ground

scraper traps with gate valves would be installed as part of

the pump stations and delivery terminal.

5. To minimize corrosion of pipe, in addition to protective pipe

coating, about five cathodic protection units consisting of

rectifiers and subsurface ground beds would be installed.
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outside of the 50-foot permanent ROW would require a temporary use

permit (TUP). Blading of the ROW would not be done unless necessary

for the movement of machinery and equipment or for the ditching re-

quired for the installation of pipe. For instance, it is sometimes

necessary to blade in areas with steep side slopes. In some areas of

rough terrain, a 100-foot ROW clearance would be the minimum necessary

for safe and efficient construction. Due to terrain or proximity of

existing facilities, there would be some areas for which more than 100

feet would be needed. In these cases, it is possible that a TUP would

be needed for the additional area.

To ensure vehicle safety, it may be necessary to construct tem-

porary bridges or culverts across creeks and arroyos on the working

side of the ROW. Where this is necessary, road materials would be

obtained either from: (1) the ROW, (2) commercial sources, or (3)

adjacent lands by permission from surface management agencies or pri-

vate landowners. Grading and cut-and-fill excavation would be per-

formed so as to minimize effects on natural drainage and slope stabil-

ity. On steep terrain, where the ROW must be graded at two elevations

(two-toning) or in wet areas where diversion dams must be built to

facilitate construction, the areas would be restored upon completion

of construction to resemble the original conditions. Excavation and

grading may be necessary to increase the stability and decrease the

gradient of unstable slopes.

Working areas of approximately 200 feet (road or river front) x

400 feet would be needed on each side of road, railroad, and river

crossings. River and stream crossings are listed in Table 1-3.

Precise size and location of these working areas would be determined

after detailed engineering analysis. The river crossing points would

be carefully selected to reduce disturbance of riverbeds or banks.
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Table 1-3 . RIVER AND STREAM CROSSINGS
3 FOR PROPOSED ACTIOS AHD ALTERNATIVES

APPROXIMATE APPROXIMATE
CROSSING MP CROSSING MP

Proposed Action
Yellow Creek 2 Crooks Creek 195

Coyote Creek 8 Sheep Creek 200

Bear River 12 West Cottonwood Creek 204

Albert Creek 21 East Cottonwood Creek 209

Antelope Creek 28 Cooper Creek 211

Muddy Creek 29 Willow Creek 218

Austin Canal 33 Sweetwater River 223

Black Forks 57,78 Dry Creek 237

Green River 86 Black Rock Draw 240

Allcal Creek 96 Horse Creek 248
Killpecker Creek 117 Shell Creek 254

Alkali Draw 151 Willow Creek 260

Bush Creek 161 Poison Spring Creek 265

Bear Creek 162 Casper Canal 268
Red Creek 164 Poison Spider Creek 275

Lost Creek 181 Casper Creek 285

Arapahoe Creek 184,187,190

Beef Gap Alternative
Sweetwater River 3 Pino Draw 34
Dry Creek 20 Shell Draw 38
Black Rock Draw 25 Willow Creek 44

Horse Creek 32

Beulah Belle Lake Alternative
Willow Creek 4 Fish Creek 37

Sweetwater River 5 Shell Creek 40

Dry Creek 23 Willow Creek 47

County Line Alternative
Willow Creek 2 Sweetwater River 23

Rawlins Draw 5 Dry Creek 27

Muddy Creek 8 Horse Creek 34
Cherry Creek 13 Fish Creek 37

Pete Creek 16 Shell Creek 40

Rush Creek 18 Willow Creek 47

Emigrant Gap Alternat ive
Casper Canal 2,3 Poison Spider Creek 6

Clevidence Draw 5

It is anticipated that the Nationwide 404 Permit would apply to most of these

river crossings. However, the COE has the authority to require the applicant
to apply for individual site-specific 404 permits if the COE determines that
individual permits are required. At the present time, it appears that no river
crossings would require a U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (COE) Section 10 Permit
(33 USC 403). Application will be made for the COE Section 10 Permit if the
COE decides that this permit is required for any crossing.

This table replaces DEIS Table 1-3.
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highways, and rivers would be radiographically inspected before in-

stallation. As a minimum, all tie-ins, all sections of pipe in popu-

lated areas, and at least ten percent of the remaining welds would be

radiographically inspected in all other locations. The pipe would

either be precoated or coated over the ditch with protective materials

and then lowered directly into the ditch. In rocky areas, the bottom

of the pipe would be padded to provide a uniform bearing surface for

the pipe. Once in the ditch the pipe would be padded with fine

materials (sand or soil) where necessary to protect its coating during

backfill operations. The sand or soil would be obtained from private

sources or in an approved manner. The pipeline would be protected

from corrosion through the use of pipe coating and a cathodic

protection system.

Backfilling operations would be conducted with an effort to mini-

mize further disturbance to vegetation. Backfill material that could

not be placed in the ditch would be crowned on top of the ditch to

compensate for future settling, or otherwise disposed of. Backfill

would be graded and compacted where necessary for ground stability by

being tamped or walked-in with a wheeled or track vehicle. Once the

ditch has been backfilled, the ROW and any other areas affected would

be cleaned of trash, brush, and other debris to prevent fire hazards.

The ROW would be graded where needed and all disturbed surfaces would

be restored to approximately the preconstruction grade.

Completed construction areas (including the ROW) and access roads

no longer required would be returned as nearly as practicable to ori-

ginal condition and level of productivity or to that agreed upon

between the applicant and the landowners or the Authorized Officer.

All solid waste materials resulting from construction of the pipeline

would be disposed of in state permitted facilities. Restoration of

areas disturbed by pipeline construction would be accomplished by

whatever means is most suitable for the soils, terrain,

(DEIS 1-21)



Air and Water Quality . The applicant would conduct all activities

associated with the project in a manner that would avoid or minimize

degradation of air, land, and water quality. During construction,

operation, maintenance, and termination of the project, the applicant

would perform all activities in accordance with applicable air and

water quality standards, and related plans for implementation, includ-

ing but not limited to standards adopted pursuant to the Clean Air

Act, as amended (42 USC 7401 et seq.) and the Federal Water Pollution

Control Act, as amended (33 USC 1251 et seq.)

Geologic Hazards . Areas subject to potential geologic hazards were

identified through research of existing publications, and are outlined

in Table 1-4 of the DEIS. In order to assess the potential hazards and

devise any necessary mitigation procedures, Frontier Pipeline Conpany

bad a field investigation performed by Golder Associates, Consulting

Geotechnical and Mining Engineers of Denver, Colorado. The following

information has been summarized from Golder Associates' ensuing

report

.

Shallow Coal Mine Collapse . It was determined that the pipe-

line route does not traverse the area which contains shallow coal

mines. Therefore collapse of these mines would have no impact on the

proposed pipeline.

Landsliding . The landslide area appears to be stable, which is

confirmed by the presence of two pipelines which traverse the area's

extreme northern edge. No disruption of these pipelines has been

reported. Because of this and the fact that the proposed route would

cross the area north of the existing pipelines, no problems during or

after construction are anticipated.

Concerning the general area between mileposts and 30, Frontier

Pipeline Company has already considered, and implemented where prac-

ticable, mitigating measures such as avoiding steep slopes and routing
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the pipeline along the axis of hills, as opposed to crossing the sides

and toes of hill areas.

It is anticipated that few, if any, situations will be encoun-

tered that require rerouting or slope stabilization to protect the

integrity of the proposed pipeline during construction.

Active Sand Dune Areas . In most of the identified areas, the

sand dunes are small, covered with vegetation, and contain substantial

quantities of coarse sand to gravel size rock fragments, which are

less subject to erosion than fine sand. Therefore, negligible impact

on the proposed pipeline is anticipated in these areas.

The only area where relatively large unvegetated dunes occur near

the pipeline route is in the north and south Table Mountain area

between mileposts 128 to 146. The most effective mitigation measure,

that of careful route selection to avoid unvegetated dune areas, has

been implemented by Frontier.

In addition, aerial surveillance at least every two weeks and

preventive maintenance of the pipeline would be required and are

planned for as part of the operation of the pipeline. Potential

maintenance methods in sand areas, based on similar situations with

other pipelines in Wyoming, are to recover short sections of pipe

which may become exposed after severe windstorms, and putting up

snowfences to control erosion and deposition.

Subsidence . Although certain areas around underground trona

mines have subsided, no surface ruptures (ground shears) have been

reported or were seen during the field investigation, and none are

expected.

In analyzing potential effects subsidence may have on the

pipeline, empirical relationships that predict ground shear and
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induced pipeline stresses were applied to the local situation. 'The

resulting data indicate that a shear situation is unlikely to occur,

and if it did, the induced stresses on the pipeline would be within

the strength characteristics of the pipe.

Stream Channel Erosion . The proposed pipeline crossing of the

Green River was selected at the most desirable location within the

general vicinity of the route. The location was selected because the

river there is straight, indicating a More stable streambed than in

adjacent areas, and because the stream banks on both sides of the

river are low. Downstream of the crossing the banks are relatively

high bluffs which are potentially unstable and would be unfavorable

for pipeline crossings. Upstream of the crossing, the river is gener-

ally wider and less straight. Crossing in a wide stretch would cause

more in-stream disturbance—related problems, and crossing in meander-

ing stretches where the river channel is unstable could lead to

subsequent scour-related problems.

In order to minimize potential effects the nearby aggregate

extraction operation may have on the pipeline, Frontier has relocated

its originally proposed alignment to stay at least 120 feet from the

gravel pit operator's property. Also, the pipeline will be buried at

least 5 feet below the river bed, instead of the 4 feet depth required

by the Department of Transportation regulations found in 49 CFR 195.

The chosen crossing location is the best alternative from the

perspective of pipeline stability. By increasing the burial depth and

off-setting the pipeline from the potential aggregate mining area,

scour related to mining should not be a concern.

Herbicide Use . A BLM-approved herbicide would be used within the

fenced area at the pump stations and within tank firewalls to prevent

weed fires, and around safety signs and block gate valves within the

ROW so they remain visible. Herbicides would be approved by the BLM

prior to use.
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2. Just prior to construction, issuance of temporary use permits

for temporary work and storage sites at major river cross-

ings, highway and railroad crossings, other utility cross-

ings, and temporary access roads. These permits would be

issued from the appropriate BLM District or Resource Area

Office.

3. Issuance of an undetermined number of Noncompetitive (Negoti-

ated) Sales of Mineral Material (commercial fill, sand and

gravel, and other surfacing or construction material of com-

mon variety) under 43 CFR 3611, Noncompetitive Sales. These

would be issued by the appropriate BLM District or Resource

Area Office.

The BLM is also responsible for compliance with certain applic-

able federal laws, orders and regulations. For this project they are:

• Endangered Species Act of 1973 (as amended), Section 7, in

accordance with 50 CFR 402, Interagency Cooperation,

requires consultation and coordination with U.S. Fish and

I

yi

Wildlife Service (including Threatened and Endangered

Species clearance);

• Executive Order 11593 (Protection and Enhancement of the

Cultural Environment) and the Historic Preservation Act of .'

Iy66 (as amended), Section 106, in accordance with 36 CFR

800 (Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties),

requires consultation with State Historic Preservation

Officer, and the Advisory Council on National Historic

Preservation;

I
• The National Trails System Act of October 2, 1968 (P.L.

90-543) as amended through P.L. 95-675 (November 10, 1978)

institutes a national system of recreation, scenic and

historic trails, and requires coordination with the National

Park System and cooperating agencies.
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1.5 SUMMARY OF SIGSIFICAHT IMPACTS

Summary findings from the various impact assessments are pre-

sented in Table 1-5. The summary of findings should be interpreted in

conjunction with the descriptions of impacts in the text of Chapter

Three of the DEIS or technical reports. The keyed symbols in Table 1-

5 are merely a guide to what is described in the texts. Indicated

significant impacts may refer to only one specific location along the

entire proposed or alternative pipeline routes, and may also be very

short-term in nature (e.g., would only occur during construction

period). Criteria used to determine impact significance are contained

in Appendix A. Documentation of findings of "no impact" or "no signi-

ficant impact" are contained in the technical reports or Appendix D.

1.6 STATEMEHT OF AGEHCIKS' PREFERRED ALTERHATIVKS

In identifying preferred alternatives, the BLM considered the

relative environmental effects of the alternatives and the correspond-

ing portions of the proposed route.

The Beef Gap Alternative and proposed route are very nearly the

same length and would have similar impacts. The Beef Gap Alternative

would follow a ditched and crowned road and two pipelines, while the

proposed route would follow a two—track road. Therefore, the Beef Gap

Alternative is preferred over the proposed route.

The Beef Gap Alternative is 3.05 miles shorter than the Beulah

Belle Lake Alternative, would have fewer impacts on riparian areas

,

crucial winter and crucial winter/yearlong pronghorn range, sage

grouse strutting grounds, and perennial streams. Even though less of

the Beef Gap Alternative would parallel existing roads and utilities,

it is still preferred over the Beulah Belle Lake Alternative.
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The Beef Gap Alternative would have fewer impacts than the County

Line Alternative on riparian habitat, perennial streams, crucial win-

ter and crucial winter/yearlong pronghorn range, and paleontological

resources, and would disturb less total acreage. The Beef Gap Alter-

native would provide some access to the Sweetwater Rocks that the

County Line Alternative would avoid. The limited access and resultant

minimial amount of human activity in the Sweetwater Rocks area can be

adequately maintained by replacing existing fences and not creating

access roads to areas not now accessible. Therefore the Beef Gap

Alternative is preferred over the County Line Alternative.

:

:
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Table 2-4. CLASSIFIED AND UNCLASSIFIED STREAMS CONTAINING SALMONID POPULATIONS THAT WOULD
BE CROSSED BY THE PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES

Q

MP
b

Classification and/or

Pipeline Route Stream Salmonid Species Present

Proposed Route Yellow Creek 2 4
Bear River 12 2 mountain whitefish, cutthroat, brown
Black Fork 57/78 3 cutthroat, rainbow, brown, brook

Green River 86 1 kokanee, rainbow, brown, lake

Crooks Creek 195 3 brook

UT Crooks Creek 197 4

Sheep Creek 200 4 "tsSZJL

Cottonwood Creek 202-209 3 ,4 brook

drainage

Cooper Creek 211 4 cutthroat

Willow Creek 218 3 xambor, brook
Sweetwater River 223 4 rainbow, brown, brook

Dry Creek 237 4 brook

Horse Creek 248 4 cutthroat, rainbow, brown

Shell Creek 254 4

Willow Creek 260 3 I,-,., ,,i,DCOOK
Casper Creek 285 4 rainbow

Beulah Belle Lake Sweetwater River 5 3 rainbow, brown, brook

Alternative Dry Creek 23 4

Horse Creek 33 4 cutthroat, rainbow, brown

Shell Creek 40 4

Beef Gap Sweetwater River 3 3 rainbow, brown, brook

Alternative Dry Creek 20 4
Horse Creek 32 4 cutthroat, rainbow, brown

Shell Creek 38 4

County Line Willow Creek 2 3 brook

Alternative Cherry Creek 13 4

Pete Creek 16 4

Sweetwater River 23 4 rainbow, brown, brook

Dry Creek 27 4

Horse Creek 34 4 cutthroat, rainbow, brown
Shell Creek 49 4

Sources: 1) Wycming Game and Fish Dejpartment (und-ited)

2) Bureau of Land Management (1982)

3) USFWS and WGF (1978)

4) USGS Topographic Maps (1:250,000 scale)

The Buigrant Gap Alternative does not cross any streans which are classified and/or

contain salmonid species.

TIP = approximate milepost at crossing.
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Important non-vegetation habitat types include cliffs and rock out-

croppings, and rivers, streams, and lakes.

Table 2-5 summarizes the occurrence and distribution of important

wildlife resources (big game species, sage grouse, and raptors) along

the proposed and alternative routes. The Wildlife Technical Report

presents more detailed information.

The proposed route also crosses elk winter range (not crucial)

between MPs 90-100 and 125-140 in the Red Desert area. Approximately

55 animals use the area between MPs 90-100. This area includes a

ridge and adjacent Alkali Creek Canyon. The area between MPs 125-140

is an area of stabilized sand dunes. Wintering elk in this area occur

behind sand dunes to avoid strong winds and browse on exposed bitter-

brush plants. An area between MPs 110-111 on the proposed route is

occasionally used in the spring as a calving area. This area is on

White Mountain.

Threatened and Endangered Species

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) , Office of Endangered

Species (OES), has indicated that four listed endangered animal species-

-the black-footed ferret, bald eagle, American peregrine falcon, and

whooping crane—potentially, or are confirmed to, occur in the

affected area for the project and they were all considered in the

Biological Assessment. The Biological Assessment has been prepared

and has been submitted to USFWS. On the basis of the Biological

Assessment, the USFWS has formulated the Biological Opinion which

represents their conclusions about potential adverse impacts of

project implementation on these species. The opinion states that no

threatened or endangered species would be jeopardized by the proposed

action or alternatives.

t
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Table 2-7 . LOCATIONS AND CLASSIFICATIONS OF LARGER PERENNIAL STREAM CROSSINGS

Route

— - ' * '
P M Jl .

Strean Crossing Approximate Milepost Stream Classification

Proposed Route

Coyote Creek 8 U
Bear River 12 II

Antelope Creek 28 w
Middy Creek 29 n
Blacks Fork 57 in
Blacks Fork 78 m
Green River 86 ii

Crooks Creek 195 ii

Sweetwater River 223 ii

Dry Creek 237 n
Horse Creek 249 ii

Poison Spider Creek 274 IV

Casper Creek 285 n

Beef Gap Alternative

Sweetwater River 3 n
Dry Creek 20 Unclassified

Horse Creek 32 II

Beulah Belle Lake Alternative

Sweetwater River 5 II

Dry Creek 23 Unclassified

Horse Creek 33 II

Fish Creek 37 II

County Line Alternative

Middy Creek 8 IV

Cherry Creek 13 n
Sweetwater River 23 ii

Dry Creek 27 Unclassified

Horse Creek 33 n
Fish Creek 37 II

Emigrant Gap Alternative

Poison Spider Creek 7 IV

Strean crossings identified on U.S. Geological Survey topographic maps

(1:250,000 scale).

The State of Wycming Department of Environmental Quality classifies streans as Class I

(highest quality; no further degradation allowed); Class II (game fish); Class III

(non-game fish) ; and Class IV (poorest quality and not suitable for any fish life)

.
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offroad vehicle 10RV] use, hunting and fishing, etc.). Recreation

resources are categorized under two major subheadings: nonurban

resources (all of the parks, trails, public lands, dispersed use

areas, waterways, and visitor attractions outside of defined urban

areas); and urban oriented resources (those parks and facilities

within the incorporated boundaries of cities and towns).

Nonurban recreation resources inventoried for this assessment

included both managed areas and dispersed use areas that could be

directly or indirectly affected by the construction, operation, main-

tenance, or abandonment phases of the proposed action and alterna-

tives. By definition, this includes recreation lands which would

actually be traversed by the project, and those areas where project

activities (such as construction noise and dust) might be noticeable

enough to affect the quality of the recreation experience at nearby

sites. Also included in the recreation inventory were recreation use

areas and attractions where increased visitor use related to the

project work force could affect the recreation resource. (For a com-

prehensive list of nonurban recreation resources within the study

region see the Recreation Technical Report.)

Urban recreation resources inventoried for this assessment in-

cluded parks, playgrounds, softball/baseball fields, swimming pools

and other urban outdoor recreation facilities in the potentially

affected communities of Evanston, Green River, Rawlins, Rock Springs,

and Casper. (For a comprehensive list of urban outdoor recreation

facilities see the Social and Economic Conditions Technical Report.)

The recent increase in population in the study region has resulted

in greater demand for recreational facilities. The expansion of

recreation facilities often lags behind population growth and needs.

As a consequence, some of the more popular recreation

0.

I
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Table 2-9. IMPORTANT VISUAL RESOURCES

Route and
Approximate Milepost BIM Resource Area VRM Class

Dominant Visual
Features

Proposed Route

MP 10-12

MP 12-14

Keamerer/

Rock Springs
District

Kaimerer

MP 41 Kaimerer IV

mm — IV

MP 86-88 Big Sandy/

Rock Springs

District

II

MP 110-114 Big Sandy

MP 127-140 Big Sandy

IV California Emigrant Trail,

Oregon Trail, Jfenacn Pioneer

National Historic Trail..

II Bear River crossing; riparian

growth of cottonwood, willow,

and juniper offer variety in

color and texture, of high

scenic value.

California Emigrant Trail.

*"—"" Pioneer National

Historic TVa-ii

Green River crossing; high
sensitivity; heavy recrea-

tional use (float boating,

fishing). Linpar unit consist-
ing of dominate color and tex-

ture frcm cottonwoods along

river bank. Scenic quality

"B". Stauffer Chemical Plant

north of crossing—major human

intrusion of landscape.

Ill Set of Indian drawings known

as White Mountain Petroglyphs

(Sec. 11, T22N, R105N) located
in the upper Wasatch formation

provide educational and his-
toric resources. Surrounding

landscape is predominantly un-

disturbed and natural \idch

provides a realistic context

for visitors to the petro-

glyphs.

Tf Proposed pipeline passes the

northern perimeter of the done

area of die Alkali Basin H5A.

within rt»» high northBestexn
desert. This landscape is rel-
atively mfaatprhfldj with a
road as the only sign of huaan
BodxfxcatioOa 'm^ Awp area
has natural characteristics

aaking it eligible for the
national Register of Rational
Landbaxks; however, portions of
the done area are txtstabilizad

and lack protective vegeta-
tion.
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Table 2-9. IMPORTANT VISUAL RESOURCES (continued)

Route and
Approximate Milepost BLM Resource Area VRM Class

Dominant Visual

Features

Proposed Route (continued)

MP 150-180 Big Sandy III Traverses Red Desert; a VRM in
Class %u scenic area noted for

its red coloration. Numerous

energy activities have intruded

on the naturalness of the

southern portion, while the

majority of the northern por-

tion is natural. This desert

is known for its expansiveness

of barren land.

MP 196-200 lander/ Il/V

Rawlins District

MP 215-217 Lander

Continental Divide National

Scenic Trail corridor. Skirts

the northwest boundary of Green

Mt. (VRM II Class "A" land-

scape) through an area with

uranium mining activity. The

form and color of the mountain
and upper elevation vegetation

dominate.

Ill ROW crosses Highway 287 about

0.5 mile southeast of Split

Rock Interpretative Site and

Viewing Area. The Split Rock-

Lankin Dome area is a VRM II

Class "A" landscape of high

sensitivity because of its

scenic recreational and his-
torical value. This area of.

the Sweetwater Rocks WSA has

been nominated for considera-

tion as a National Historic

Landmark because of its prox-

imity and tie to the Oregon and

Mormon Trail which passes be-
tween the viewing area and rock

formation. The Sweetwater

River, another prominent visual

feature in the middle-ground,

winds it way across the Valley

floor south of the Sweetwater

Rocks. Riparian vegetation
along the river offers inter-

esting color and texture to the

landscape scene. This river

has been identified in the

Phase I inventory by the former

Heritage Conservation and

Recreation Service (HCRS) for

protection as a national, natu-

ral, scenic and recreational

river. Pipeline crosses the
Rational Historic Trail at W
216.

H
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Table 2-9. IMPORTANT VISUAL RESOURCES (continued)

Route and

Approximate Milepost ELM Resource Area VRM Class

Proposed Route (continued)

MP 217-230 Lander in

MP 230-287 Platte River/
Casper District

III/IV

Beef Gap Alternative

MP 0-15 lander in

Dominant Visual

Features

The foreground landscape along
this segment is open grasslands
belonging to the Sun Ranch and

is used for grazing. Both the

Sweetwater River and the Cali-
fornia Emigrant Trail wind
across the middleground offer-
ing line, color, and historic
interest to the scene. The

Sweetwater Rock Formation pro-
vides the scenic background
enclosure to the landscape. An
unoccupied cabin is situated

along the river at approximate-
ly MP 218. The landscape is

predominately natural with only

faint signs of the trail and a
2-track road evident. Land-

scape features through the U.T.

Gap include desert grasses and

undulating open hills on either

side of the dominating rock
formation. The mottled texture

of vegetation in the foreground
is backed by strong form, tex-
ture, and colors of the rock
formation on either side of the

pass. An existing 2-track road
is the only human intrusion in
the landscape.

Landscapes common to area,

little variety in color., line,

texture or form; limited access

to public, passes near Bessemer
Bend (MP 275) recreation site.

Pipeline crosses the Moiaaon

Pioneer Rational Historic Trail
at HP 280.

ROW crosses Highway 287 about

.5 mile southeast of Split

Rock Interpretative Site and
Viewing Area.

The Split Rock-Lankin Dome area
is a VRM II Class "A" Landscape
of high sensitivity because of

its scenic recreational and

historical value. This area of

the Sweetwater Rocks WSA has
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Table 2-9. IMPORTANT VISUAL RESOURCES (continued)

Route and

Approximate Milepost ELM Resource Area VRM Class

Dominant Visual

Features

Beef Gap Alternative (continued)

Beulah Belle Lake Alternative

MP 0-15 Lander III

IP 31 and 38-47 Platte Riser

County Line Alternative

MP 15-25 Lander

in

in

been nominated for considera-

tion as a National Historic

Landmark because of its prox-

imity and tie to the Oregon and

Mormon Trail which passes be-

tween the viewing area and rock

formation. This alternative

crosses the Magna Pioneer
National Historic Trail at HP
2. The Sweetwater River,

another prominent visual fea-

ture in the middle-ground,

winds it way across the Valley

floor south of the Sweetwater

Rocks. Riparian vegetation

along the river offers inter-

esting color and texture to the

landscape scene. This river

has been identified in the

Phase I inventory by the former

HCRS for protection as a na-

tional, natural, scenic and

recreational river.

The ROW travels through Beef

Gap following an existing un-

improved dirt road and pipeline

ROW through the Sweetwater

Rocks formation.

Same as Beef Gap Alternative

(above) , except the initial 2

to 3 miles dip further south-
staying further away frcm the

Split Rock Viewing Area.

Ham Pioneer Rational

Historic Trail Crossing.

Route crosses the southern por-

tion of the historic Devils

Gate BIM Interpretative Site

(route is adjacent to Highway

220 in this area) . The Viewing

Area provides public access to

scenery north of Highway 220.

Human modifications include

ranch buildings and fences, and

roadway. Sweetwater River also

winds across middleground of
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Table 2-9. IMPORTANT VISUAL RESOURCES (concluded)

Route and

Approximate Milepost ELM Resource Area VRM Class

Dominant Visual

Features

County Line Alternative (continued)

W 32-47 .45 Platte Hirer

Ernprant Gap Alternative

MP 0-9 Platte River

m

landscape, providing interest-

ing line as well as color and

texture of riparian growth.

Pipeline passes Independence

Rock along Highway 220 (and

Oregon Trail route) and the

Sweetwater River at approxi-

mately MP 25. This site is

coined as "Register of the

Desert" because it served as a

landmark for travellers on the

Oregon Trail. Independence

Rock has been identified as a

potential certified protected

segment of the Mormon Pioneer

National Historic Trail (Oregon

Trail)

.

Pioneer Rational

Historic Kail Crossing,,

Hmm Pioneer Rational

Historic Trail Crossing
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near features which provide shelter from wind and weather; and at

areas of topographic breaks, such as escarpments and broken hills.

Sand dunes have a high potential for containing sites because of their

specialized ecology.

Locations within the project study area where prehistoric

resources can be expected are at major rivers and their tributaries

(such as the North Platte, Sweetwater, Black Fork, and Green rivers);

in the Great Divide and Green River Basins near playa lakes and inter-

mittent drainages; and at sand dunes and areas of topographic relief.

One prehistoric resource along the proposed route is nominated for

inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP).

Areas with sensitive historic resources are usually near historic

trails, early communication sites, and early settlements.

All historic trail crossings on public land, and on private land

where access was allowed by the landowner, were located during the

Class III field survey. In addition, the approximate location of

trail crossings on private lands not surveyed was determined. The

proposed route (with the Beef Gap Alternative) would cross the Oregon/

Emigrant/Mormon Trail System at 19 locations. The approximate mile-

posts of these crossings are MP 10, MP 40, three crossings near MP 58,

MP 75, two crossings near MP 77, two crossings near MP 216, MP 218, MP

260, MP 269, two crossings near MP 274, MP 275, MP 276, MP 278 and MP

280.

Along the County Line Alternative this trail system would be

crossed nine times. The approximate mileposts of these crossings

(County Line Alternative mileage) are: MP 19, two crossings near MP

33, MP 37, MP 38, MP 40, MP 41 and two crossings near MP 44.

I
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Along the Emigrant Gap Alternative this trail system would be

crossed three times. The approximate mileposts of these crossings

(Emigrant: Gap Alternative milepost) are: HP 0, HP 6 and HP 9.

The proposed route would also be crossing a number of local his-

toric trails. The Fort Bridger to Carter Hilitary Road would be crossed

near HP 41 . The Byron to South Pass Stage Road would be crossed three

times near HP 95. The Point of Rocks to South Pass Stage Road would

be crossed near HP 136. The Rock Springs to Lewiston Stage Road would

be crossed near HP 132. An alternative to this stage route would be

crossed near HP 108. The Rawlins to Fort Washakie Stage Road would be

crossed near HP 196. Final determination of the impact at each of the

trail crossings is currently being made between the Bureau of Land

Management and the State Historic Preservation Officer's office.

Appropriate mitigation plans would be developed for each trail cross-

ing. Mitigation of a trail crossing may include slight modification

of the alignment, limitation of working width during construction,

photo recordation or special revegetation methods. Mitigation of the

trail crossings would be addressed in the Cultural Resources Hanage-

ment Plan. This plan would detail the methods that would be used to

protect both historic and pre-historic cultural resources during the

construction of the project. The plan would be incorporated into

Frontier's right-of-way grant as a required stipulation.

Other historic sites in the project area include Church Butte,

Split Rock Station, Willow Springs-Ryan Hill Historic District,

Emigrant Trail, Stuart (Astorians ' ) Cabin site, Bessemer Bend, Red

Buttes Stage and Pony Express Station site, Goose Egg Ranch, and

Emigrant Gap.
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It has been determined by the Fish and Wildlife Service of the

Department of the Interior that project implementation on the proposed

route or any alternative route would have no effect on the four listed

endangered species. This determination is based on the findings of

the Biological Assessment conducted under the direction of that

agency. The No Action Alternative would have no effect on any of the

four species. In addition, implementation of the project on the pro-

posed route would have no adverse effects on the bald eagle roost area

in tne Jackson Canyon Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC).

WILD HORSES

Proposed Route

Construction of the pipeline on the proposed route would result

in the conversion of various shrub-grass habitats to perennial grass-

dominated habitats. This could result in a positive impact on wild

horses by providing additional feeding habitat. The duration of this

impact is likely to be fairly long term. Disturbance resulting from

human presence and activity (including equipment) associated with

pipeline and ancillary facility construction, operation, maintenance,

and abandonment would probably have a minimal, short-term, negative

impact on wild horses.

Alternative Routes

No wild horse concentration areas are located near any of the

alternative routes (or the corresponding portions of the proposed

route); therefore any impacts to wild horses would be minor.

106 (DEIS 3-23)

ft



100-YEAR FLOODPLAINS

Executive Order 11988 requires that federal agencies give special

consideration to avoiding siting facilities in areas that can be dam-

aged by floodwaters within a 100-year floodplain. The proposed and

alternative pipeline routes cross the floodplains of numerous rivers.

Based upon Department of the Interior stipulations for stream and

floodplain crossings, the depth of the channel would be established by

appropriate field investigations and theoretical calculations using

combinations of water velocity and depth that yield the maximum value.

At the point of maximum scour, the cover over the pipe would be at

least 20 percent of the computed scour, but not less than 4 feet. The

applicant proposed to use 5 feet of cover; therefore, no detailed

analysis of potential pipe failure due to flood scour was done.

Originally, a portion of the proposed 3/4 Point pump station

was located within a 100-year floodplain. After further considera-

tion, the 3/4 Point pump station was relocated outside the 100-year

floodplain.

SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC CONDITIONS

Construction

In order to provide a "worst-case" analysis of potential project

impacts, it is assumed that all of the construction workers employed

on the tour spreads would be non-local. In addition, it is assumed

that 25 percent of these 430 to 560 workers would bring an average of

1.5 dependents with them. This would result in a total of about 592-

770 temporary new residents in the study region during construction.
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and $1»3,000 by 1987. Tax revenues would continue to be received over

the life of the project.

RECREATION RESOURCES

No significant impacts to nonurban recreation resources would

result from the construction and operation of the proposed action or

alternatives. The proposed and alternative pipeline routes do not

traverse any developed nonurban recreation sites and there are a num-

ber of nonurban recreation resources which the small temporary con-

struction work force could use. Additionally, the temporary construc-

tion work force would not use public campgrounds for temporary housing

(refer to the Applicant Mitigation section in Chapter One). However,

temporary impacts to the natural hiking experience would occur during

the construction phase at those locations where the pipeline crosses

historic trails.

The proposed or alternative pipeline rights-of-way might provide

new and improved access for ORV use (e.g., Red Desert). Although this

would have a positive impact on ORV recreation use, it might also have

negative impacts on sightseeing, revegetation efforts, and other

resources

.

The expansion of urban recreation facilities has not kept up with

the increase in demand in three of the potentially affected communi-

ties. Rock Springs, Green River, and Evanston are all experiencing a

shortage of local recreation facilities. During the summer months,

softball fields in these communities are all used to capacity.

The impact of construction workers associated with the proposed

action or alternatives on urban facilities would not be significant.
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Crews would probably work six ten-hour days per week, and therefore

would have little leisure time to spend in the communities.

Potential impacts to nonurban and urban recreation resources

which are associated with construction of the proposed action would

not change if any of the alternative routes are selected.
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Pipeline construction removes vegetation, disturbs existing

topographic features, and in some instances creates new drainage

patterns. The effect of these activities most frequently results in

the introduction of an unnatural line (the ROW) across the landscape,

which contrasts noticeably with the existing landscape features. Some

contrasts relating to vegetation removal are temporary because they

are in areas conducive to revegetation within one to two growing

seasons. These are considered insigificant unless they occur in

pristine (VRM Class I) landscapes (of which there are none in this

project environment).

Other landscape features would not recover so easily or quickly,

and the visual contrast would remain for a longer period of time (over

2 years) and could result in significant visual consequences. Longer-

term contrasts frequently occur in landscapes slow to revegetate,

rocky and steep-sloping terrain that are difficult to restore, and in

unstable soils, such as sand dunes.

Visual consequences identified for the proposed and alternative

routes are provided in Table 3-4. Visual consequences would be consi-

dered significant for three areas along the proposed route: White

Mountain Petroglyphs area (MP 110-114); the Red Desert area (MP 150-

180); and the U.T. Gap area (MP 217-230). No significant visual con-

sequences were identified for any of the alternative routes; however,

attention is given to landscape modification dne to pipeline crossings

of historic trails.

CULTURAL RESOURCES

As mentioned in Chapter Two, a BLM Class I cultural resource

overview was prepared to provide information for this document. The

number of known sites described in Chapter Two represents an overview

of previous work only. Prior to construction, a BLM Class III field

survey would be undertaken for a 200-foot width centered on the pipe-

line right-of-way. The purpose of this survey will be to locate
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Table 3-4. VISUAL CONSEQUENCES

Routea Visual Consequences

Proposed Route

MP 12-14

MP 86-88

MP 110-114

MP 127-140

MP 150-180

Clearing of vegetation in the riparian zone
on either side of the Bear River crossing
would result in temporary visual contrasts in
color and texture until revegetation takes
places. Contrasts would be within BLM VRM
limits.

Visual consequences similar to those just
described for the Bear River crossing also
apply to the Green River crossing. Sensitivity
is high along this river during summer months
because of heavy recreational use for float
boating and fishing.

The ROW crosses the White Mountain rim and pas-
ses within two miles of the set of Indian draw-
ings known as the White Mountain Petroglyphs
(Sec. 11, T22N, R105W) . Visual contrasts in
line and color resulting from soils disturbance
could be visible from this historic and educa-
tional site. Human intrusions in the landscape
scene surrounding the petroglyphs would signif-
icantly affect the natural setting of value to
the visual context of the site. Visual con-
trasts in the element of line would exceed BLM
VRM objectives for this landscape, and would be
considered significant.

Pipeline construction through the inactive done
area along the northern perimeter of the Alkali
Basin WSA would result in temporary visual con-
trasts until dune stabilisation actions took
effect and revegetation occurred.

Visual contrasts in line, texture and color
would result from removal of vegetation along
cleared ROW. Further contrasts would result
from measures to stabilize dunes, such as use
of anchored fences and nylon netting. These are
considered short—term because they would be re-
moved once dunes were stabilized. VRM IV objec-
tives would be met.

The segment crossing the Red Desert would result
in noticeable visual contrasts in line and color
as soils are disturbed during pipeline construc-
tion activities. Maximum element contrast sug-
gested for this landscape class is 2X; however,
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Table 3-4. VISUAL CONSEQUENCES (concluded)

Route
3 Visual Consequences

Proposed Route

MP 150-180 (continued) the unnatural line introduced by disturbed soils

would result in short-term visual contrasts
which exceed the degree of contrast by 3X
(strong). This impact would be considered
significant

.

MP 195-200 Visual contrasts in line, color, and texture
resulting from removal of vegetation and dis-
turbance to soils during the construction phase
that would be visible from the proposed Conti-
nental Divide National Scenic Trail could affect

the quality of the scenic experience for trail
users. Since this crossing is located in an
area where other natural scenic resources also

exist (Green Mountain, Crooks Mountain, Sheep
Creek), sensitivity is potentially high._
Existing human intrusions from uranium mining
activities reduce the extent of contrast result-

ing from pipeline construction. Contrasts would
meet BLM VRM objectives.

MP 215-217 This segment crosses on the south side of the

public viewing area (BLM Interpretive Site) and

thus avoids the primary scenic-historic portion

of the landscape in the Split Rock Viewing Area.
Portions of cleared ROW may be visible from rec-
reation sites (picnic tables, trails) on the

western side of the developed visitor area; how-
ever, the visual contrasts from human intrusions
are already visible from these vantage points
(an existing pipeline and roadway); thus impacts

would be cumulative. This portion would meet
BLM VRM objectives.

MP 217-230 Removal of grasses and sagebrush, and distur-

bance to soils would result in noticeable visual
contrasts (line, color, texture) through the
U.T. Gap landscape. This area is currently un-

disturbed (except for a seldom used 2-track

road) . Public use of the adjoining Sweetwater
Rock WSAs is low because access is limited to

entry over private land. Visual contrasts would
exceed BLM VRM objectives in line, color, and

texture in this primarily natural area, and
would be sensitive if public use of adjoining
WSAs were to develop. These visual contrasts
would be considered significant.
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• Hazards were considered significant if the proposed action

or alternatives would be located in landslide-prone area for

which special design and engineering practices would be

insufficient to reduce potential risk of rupture to a low

probability.

• Hazards were considered significant if the pipeline would be

buried in areas with soils highly susceptible to shrink-

swell for which special design and engineering practices

would be insufficient to reduce risk of rupture to a low

potential.

• Hazards were considered significant if the proposed action

or alternatives would be located in an area with potential

for subsidence or mine collapse for which careful project

routing and design would be insufficient to reduce risk of

rupture.

MINERAL RESOURCES

Impacts were considered significant if the proposed action or

alternatives would conflict with the use of mineral resources for

which there are formal development plans, formally filed applications

,

or other indications of potential for development.

PALEONTOLOGY

Assessments of the paleontological resources must be based on the

scientific or educational significance of the fossils, and the sensi-

tivity to project-related disturbance of the area in which they are

found. There is presently no widely accepted definition of signifi-

cance for paleontological resources. However, in a 1978 BLM
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The National Park Service has prepared a management plan for

the preservation of historic trails. The applicant has indicated a

willingness to comply with this prepared management plan, where

practical. Impacts to historic trails will not be fully identified

until after the completion of the Class III field survey.

Impacts were considered significant if there was a reasonable

probability that a resource eligible for the National Register of

Historic Places could be damaged or destroyed as a result of the

proposed action or alternatives.
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grouse wintering areas to be potentially crucial habitat, depending on

the nature of the activity, the season of occurence, and the location

(Wilson ly82) .

No herds of wild horses have been recorded in the study area

(Howard 1982).

Paleontology

The 1.2-mile pipeline extension and the Originating pump station

are included in the Foothills physiographic unit; the sensitivity of

this area to project-related disturbance has not been assessed.

Soils and Prime Faraland

Soils in the area of the proposed pipeline extension and

Originating pump station are included in the Foothills physiographic

unit. Soils in this physiographic unit include ustic torriorthents,

borollic camborthids, cryoborolls, and typic cryorthents. These

generally shallow soils are located on upland sites (hillsides,

ridges). Approximately 0.2 acres of the Terrace and Piedmont physio-

graphic unit are at the Thief Creek crossing. Soils in this unit

include argic physiographic, typic cryoborolls, and typic cryaquolls.

These soils are generally deep and fairly moist.

There is no Prime Farmland along the proposed pipeline extension

or at the site of the Originating pump station. Temperatures are too

cold, and the terrain is generally too steep for Prime Farmland.

Water Resource

The Originating pump station and part of the 1.2-mile pipeline

extension would be located in the Thief Creek watershed. The pipeline

would cross Thief Creek approximately 0.1 mile east of the proposed

pump station. Thief Creek is shown as a perennial stream by the USGS
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streambed. No water would be obtained from Wyoming for out-of-

state use in hydrostatic testing, and no hydrostatic testing water

would be discharged into Thief Creek.

The original location of the Originating pump station at 7,350

feet elevation was determined to be outside of the 100-year floodplain

(WCC-Water Resources Technical Report 1982). Therefore, it is antici-

pated that the new Originating pump station, also at 7,350 feet eleva-

tion, would not be affected by the 100-year storm event.

No significant adverse impacts on water resources are expected to

result from construction of the 1.2-mile pipeline extension and

Originating pump station, assuming all applicable laws and regulations

(regarding surface water appropriations and discharges) are adhered

to.

The potential operational effects of an accidental crude oil or

condensate spill are considered in the Oil Spill Analysis Technical

Report (WCC 1982).

Social and Economic Conditions

The primary social and economic impacts of the entire pipeline

corridor include employment and population increases, associated de-

mands on local communities for housing facilities and services, fiscal

benefits and costs, and effects on social well-being. These are de-

scribed in detail in the Social and Economic Conditions Technical

Report (WCC 1982) and the DEIS. The following discussion addresses

only those impacts directly associated with the corridor extension,

i.e., by exclusion of effects which would occur independent of extend-

ing the proposed pipeline corridor.

Employment . It is assumed that no new construction or operation

employment would be required to build or maintain the additional
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT - CULTURAL RESOURCES
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m

November 8, 1982

Mr. Maxwell T. Lieurance
State Director
Bureau of Land Management
P.O. Box 1828
Cheyenne, WY 82001

Dear Mr. Lieurance:

On September 24, 1982, the Council received the Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA) for the proposed Frontier Pipeline project, Wyoming, prepared under
the expedited MOA procedure and enclosed with your request for Council
comment of September 21, 1932. The project will affect historic properties
listed in, or eligible for, the National Register.

The MOA has been ratified by the Chairman of the Council. This document
constitutes the comments of the Council required by Section 106 of tha
National Historic Preservation Act and Section 2(b) of Executive Order
11593, "Protection and Enhancement of the Cultural Environment," and
completes compliance with the Council's regulations, "Protection of
Historic and Cultural Properties" (36 CFR Part 800). A copy of the
Agreement is enclosed.

In accordance with Section 800.6(c) (2) and 800.9(e) of the regulations, a
copy of this Memorandum of Agreement should be included in any environmental
assessment or statement prepared for this undertaking to meet requirorwnts
of the National Environmental Policy Act and should be retained in your
records an evidence of compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act and Section 2(b) of Executive Order 11593.

The Council appreciates your cooperation in reaching a satisfactory
resolution of this natter.

Sincerely,

Signed

Thomas F. King
Director, Office of Cultural
Resource Preservation

Enclosure
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Historic Preservation Process Memorandum of Agreement

WHEREAS, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), Department of the Interior, is

considering granting a right-of-way permit for the Frontier Pipeline Project in

Wyoming ; and

,

WHEREAS, pursuant to the regulations of the Advisory Council on Historic

Preservation (Council), "Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties"

(36 CFR 800), BLM in consultation with the Wyoming State Historic Preservation

Officer (SHPO) has determined that this project may have adverse effects on

properties included in or eligible for the National Register of Historic Places;

and

,

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of

1966, as amended (16 U.S.C. Section 470F) and Section 800.8 of the council's

regulations, BLM has requested a Memorandum of Agreement with the Council; and,

WHEREAS, representatives of the Council, BLM, and the Wyoming SHPO have

consulted and reviewed the project to consider alternatives to avoid or

satisfactorily mitigate the adverse effects;

Now, THEREFORE, it is mutually agreed that the undertaking will be implemented

in accordance with the BLM's Record of Decision for the project and the

following stipulations.

U
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Stipulations

A. BLM will require that the following measures are carried out if the project

is undertaken.

1. The project, if undertaken, will be constructed as shown in the BLM's

Record of Decision for the project.

2. Whenever economically prudent and feasible, cultural properties will

be avoided by project redesign.

3. The permittee will retain a professional archaeologist as needed to

assist with negotiations among the permittee, BLM and the Wyoming

SHPO.

4. A Cultural Resource Management Plan (CRMP) acceptable to the BLM will

be developed by the permittee for all portions of the route where

potential adverse effects may occur to historic or cultural

properties, including, but not limited to, the following components.

a. Mechanisms for minimizing damage to historic and cultural

properties during project construction;

b. A plan for archaeological data recovery, including, but not

limited to:
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(1) A plan for recovery of relevant data from each selected site

and district, taking into account the Council's Handbook,

Treatment of Archaeological Properties .

(2) Definition and justification of regional research topics

related to the general research topics and keyed to the

major geographic regions through which the project passes.

(3) Selection of archaeological sites to be investigated based

on their relevance to the selected research topics and the

extent to which they will be subject to direct or indirect

adverse effect.

(A) A plan for recovery of relevant data from each selected site

and district, taking into account the Handbook, with a

detailed discussion and justification of the field and

analytical methods to be used, with reference to the

research questions to be addressed.

(5) A plan for curation of primary data and materials and for

dissemination of data, including, but not limited to,

distribution of a final technical report or reports in a

manner consistent with stipulation 25 of the permittees

consultant's Antiquities Act permit.
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5. The Wyoming SHPO will be consulted during preparation of the CRMP, and

both the SHPO and the Council will be provided a copy of the completed

CRMP in draft for comment. Any recommendations offered by agency

reviewers within 30 days after receipt of the CRMP will be taken into

account by BLM in approving the CRMP. Should no comment be received

after 30 days, Stipulation 6 will be carried out; should comments be

received, these will be considered and responded to in the final CRMP,

after which Stipulation 6 will be carried out.

6. After consideration of comments a final CRMP must be submitted to the

BLM for approval. Copies of the final CRMP will be provided to the

SHPO and Council.

7. The CRMP will be carried out once approved by BLM.

8. Monthly progress reports will be submitted to BLM during data

recovery, including fieldwork and analysis.

9. A final technical report will be provided to BLM in accordance to

Antiquities Act permit of the permittees consultant archeologist

covering all data recovery activities and results. Copies of the

final report will be provided to the Wyoming SHPO and the Council.

10. Historic or cultural properties not completely destroyed or recovered

by the project will be documented for future management purposes in a

manner to be determined by BLM. Where determined appropriate by BLM,

the documentation may include preparation of National Register

nomination forms.
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11. All relevant project employees and contractors will be made aware of

the requirements of the Archaeological Resources Protection Act and

the concerns of local Native American groups, and actively

discouraged from destruction of historic and cultural properties.

12. Any previously unreported historic or cultural property discovered

during construction by the holder, or any person working on its

behalf, shall be immediately reported to the BLM. An evaluation of

the discovery will be made by the BLM in consultation with the

Wyoming SHPO to determine appropriate actions to prevent the loss of

significant historic and cultural properties.

B. BLM will:

1. Ensure compliance with the terms of this agreement and maintenance of

quality control.

2. Ensure that the permittee has an archaeologist present during

construction activites in areas determined by BLM (with appropriate

consultation with the Wyoming SHPO) to have a high probability of

containing subsurface archaeological remains.

3. Incorporate the conditions set forth in this agreement into all

right-of-way documents, temporary use permits and other pertinent

permits for BLM-adrainistered lands associated with this project.

4. Issue Notices to Proceed (NTP) for segments of the project under any

of the following conditions:
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a. No cultural properties were identified within the segment.

b. Historic and cultural properties within the segment have been

evaluated and determined to be ineligible for inclusion in the

National Register pursuant to 36 CFR 800.4(a)(3).

c. The requirements of the CRMP for the segment have been

satisfactorily completed.

d. If the CRMP requires only protective, recovery, or management

measures during or after construction, these measures will be

complied with.

5. Seek informal mediation and/or recommendations by the Council in the

event of a dispute concerning implementation of this agreement.

6. Provide the SHPO with adequate documentation for historic and cultural

properties identified on private or state land not completely

destroyed or recovered by the project for future management

recommendations by the SHPO.

C. The Wyoming SHPO will:

1. Participate in the development of mitigation and data recovery

requirements for this project.
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2. Review documentation for determinations of eligibility.

3. Review and comment on reports.

4. Review and comment on the data recovery plan with reference to the

Handbook.

5. Will evaluate the documentation provided by BLM under stipulation B6

to determine if sufficient integrity remains for qualifying the

property for listing on the Naitonal Register of Historic Places, if

so the SHPO will consult with the landowner about appropriate

management of the property.

D. Implementation

1. This agreement will become effective on the date of the last signature

on this agreement.

2. Any party may request revision or cancellation of this agreement by

notice, not less than 30 days prior to the time when such revision or

cancellation is proposed to take effect. The parties to these

agreements shall consult on the proposal that has been presented.

Unless all parties to the agreement agree to the proposal, the

agreement will remain in force. In the event of cancellation, BLM

will again seek the comments of the Council in accordance with 36 CFR

Part 800.
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cMd/MjmA /ohf/L., e)'

^CW* Executive Director

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation

State Director, Wyoming

Bureau of Land Management

Department of Interior

7/a/w-
(date)

7jjMklu / I S (date)

Wyoming State Historic

Preservation Officer

'mill (lUct/A fd . t^ it/, /e-z

Chairman

Advisory. Council on Historic Preservation
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