Chapter 4 — Cumulative Effects

CHAPTER 4 — CUMULATIVE EFFECTS

4.1 Introduction

This section presents the cumulative effects associated with the Project, including (1) a general definition
of cumulative effects, (2) elements that were considered in the cumulative effects analysis, (3) the
assessment approach, and (4) the results of the assessment of cumulative effects for the Project.

41.1 Definition

Cumulative impact, as defined by the CEQ (40 CFR 1508.7), is the impact on the environment that results
from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable
future actions (RFFAS), regardless of what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes other
such actions. Cumulative impacts could result from individually minor, but collectively significant
actions taking place over a period of time. The purpose of the cumulative effects analysis is to ensure
that the decision-makers consider the full range of consequences of a Proposed Action and
Alternatives, including the No Action Alternative.

The CEQ has defined the resulting effects of a Proposed Action and its alternatives as direct and indirect.
Direct effects are caused by the Project Action and occur at the same time and place. Indirect effects also
are caused by the Project Action, but are later in time or further removed in distance, yet are still
reasonably foreseeable (40 CFR 1508.8). Cumulative effects, discussed in this chapter, are the total
effects on a given resource or ecosystem of all actions taken or proposed.

4.1.2 Elements Considered in Cumulative Effects Analysis

The cumulative effects assessment process considered (1) scoping and Project issues; (2) cumulative
effect timeframes and the resources (or receptors) that could be affected by the Proposed Action and
Alternatives; (3) the geographical area in which the impacts would occur; and (4) other past, present, and
RFFAs that have, or could be expected to cause, impacts on these resources when considered with
development of the Project.

4121 Cumulative Effects Issues

The identification of issues for analysis in the EIS is discussed in Section 1.6.2. Those issues determined
to potentially involve a cumulative effect with other past, present, or RFFAs are included in the
cumulative effects analysis. An exception is if the Proposed Action or Alternatives would have no direct
or indirect effects on a resource, it would not contribute incrementally to cumulative effects and is not
included in the analysis for that resource.

41.2.2 Geographic and Temporal Scope

The geographic scope is the spatial extent where cumulative effects may occur on a resource. The
geographic scope is assessed, and will often be different, for each cumulative effects issue. It is generally
based on the natural boundaries of the resource affected. In several cases, the geographic scope for a
resource is substantially larger than the corresponding alternative route study corridors for Project-related
effects to consider an area large enough to encompass likely effects from other projects on the same
resource.
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The temporal scope is established by the timeframe for a cumulative effects issue—that is, the duration of
short-term and long-term effects anticipated. Together, the geographic and temporal scopes make up the
cumulative impact analysis area (CIAA).

4.1.2.3 Cumulative Actions

In general, a cumulative action is a past, present, other proposed action, or RFFA that potentially has a
cumulatively significant impact when combined with the Proposed Action. For purposes of this analysis,
RFFAs are proposed projects or actions that have either applied for a permit from local, state, or federal
authorities or which are publicly known. Tables 4-1 and 4-2 list known current and future projects and
RFFAs located in or near the Project area. Past, present, and RFFAs also are shown in MV-25 and
MV-26. The projects listed in Tables 4-1 and 4-2 were incorporated into the analysis for the Project.

4.2 Cumulative Assessment Approach

The elements considered in the cumulative effects assessment, (1) cumulative effects issues, (2)
geographic and temporal scopes defined for analysis, and (3) method(s) of quantitative and/or qualitative
analysis are described by resource in Table 4-3. In general, quantitative analyses were performed for
issues where the relevant data were available for the CIAA. For purposes of this assessment, quantitative
estimates of cumulative effects on resource are based on the estimated spatial extent of development for
the proposed Project and each past, present, and other RFFAs. The specific methods used in these
estimations are discussed in this section.

The quantitative assessment of cumulative effects was performed using a seven-step process:

1. Compile Resource Inventory for the CIAA. The available resource within a CIAA was
compiled by overlaying a polygon representing the CIAA identified for a resource issue over the
relevant resource inventory data.

2. Estimate Spatial Extent of Existing Development. A single base layer of existing development
was defined to include the existing land use inventory developed for the effects analysis (refer to
Section 3.2.10.4.1); buffered transmission lines, pipelines, railroads, and roads within the 2-mile-
wide alternative route study corridors; LANDFIRE™ data and buffered transmission lines,
pipelines, railroads, and roads outside of the 2-mile-wide alternative route study corridors; and
data collected for past and present actions within the Project area boundary. Table 4-4 presents
the data components used to compile the base layer for existing development.

3. Estimate Spatial Extent of RFFA Development. A single base layer of RFFA development was
established based on the rationale or assumptions outlined in Table 4-2. For oil and gas
development areas, the associated development for each area was estimated based on approved
maximum disturbance levels and well pad spacing (i.e., the approved maximum disturbance was
distributed equally within the area boundary using approved well pad spacing). The spatial extent
of RFFA development was then compiled into a single base. The base layer was not developed to
contain individual attribute information; rather, the base layer includes a summary of all
attributes.

4. Estimate Spatial Extent of Project Development. The area was compiled depending on the
CIAA. For some resource issues, the area was created by buffering each alternative route by a
specified amount (i.e., 1 mile on either side of an alternative route). For other resource issues,
alternative routes were intersected with the CIAA. For example, the CIAA for water resources is
the 8-digit HUC (subbasin) drainage areas crossed by the alternative routes. Each alternative
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route was intersected with the 8-digit HUC (subbasin) drainage areas to determine the spatial
extent of Project development for each alternative route.

5. Estimate Total Cumulative Development. The layers were amalgamated to generate an
estimated total cumulative development for each CIAA (i.e., the existing development data layer,
the RFFA development layer, and the CIAA available resource inventory layer). In areas where
existing development, RFFAs, and resource inventory all occurred, only the spatial extent of
existing development and the CIAA available resource inventory were calculated (i.e., excluding
RFFA development) to eliminate “double-counting” of development of an RFFA in areas already
affected by past actions.

6. Determine Incremental Project Development. The spatial extent of the incremental Project
effect on an available resource in the CIAA was determined by overlaying the existing and RFFA
cumulative development layers with the estimated disturbance calculations generated from the
Project description.

7. Determine Remaining Available Resource. The spatial extent of the remaining available
resource (e.g., habitat) in the CIAA was determined by assessing the area outside of the estimated
total cumulative development area.
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TABLE 4-1

PAST AND PRESENT ACTIONS

Applicant

Approximate Size of
Action?

Project Name Type of Action General Location' Links Crossing the Action (Ground Disturbance) Assumptions for Analysis®
Multi-state Projects
Northwest Colorado District Planning Unit
A 50-foot wide corridor was created by buffering the pipeline’s centerline
Enterprise Mid-America Pipeline o Crosses Baxter Pass in Colorado and 96 miles accqrding to the description of the permanent right-of-way in the
Western Expansion I Project Pipeline turns west and proceeds along Interstate | C196, C197, C270 (579 acres) Environmental Assessment (EA) released July 2012 (Bureau of Land
70 to Thompson Springs, Utah Management [BLM] 2012q). The source for the Project alignment is the
BLM Northwest Colorado District (BLM 2012r).
Geospatial — Multi-agency Coordinating Group
C175, C177, C185, C186, C188, U432, The p_olygons (bOL_Jndaries) for the historic fires_ from 2_000 to 2_012 were
B Historical fire Throughout the Project area U490, U600, U625, UB3L, U636, 501,342 acres ys_ed in the_analysrs. These data were used to display historic fires becau§e
U637 U638, U639 U650 (501,342 acres) itis a consistent datase_t for all three states. The source for these boundaries
' ' ' is the U.S. Forest Service (USFS 2011g, 2012h).
Wyoming
Federal
Bureau of Land Management Rawlins Field Office
The development assumptions for this project are 2.5 acres of disturbance
. per well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 80 acres. These assumptions
Anadarko Oil and/or gas ﬁ]atg;;gt(;%%n(t?{é\é\;ygg;no%s\(; ug:n?;g W110. W11l W32 270,420 acres are based on information in the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and
Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Project development Highway 789 : y ’ ' (8,446 acres) Record of Decision for the Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Field Development
Project (BLM 2007b). The source for the project boundary is the BLM
Rawlins Field Office (BLM 2005f).
The development assumption for this surface and underground mine is to
Arch of Wyoming, LLC Coal mine Located in Carbon County, Wyoming, B 13,347 acres consider the area within the project boundary as the development area since
Carbon Basin Mine north of 1-80, east of Hanna, Wyoming (13,347 acres) development at this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary

is the U.S. Geologic Survey (USGS 2011).

Kennecott Uranium Company
Sweetwater Mine

Non-coal mine

23 miles north of Wamsutter, Wyoming

11,715 acres
(11,715 acres)

The development assumption for this surface mine is to consider the area
within the project boundary as the development area since development at
this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the BLM
Rawlins Field Office (BLM 2001c).

The development assumptions for this project are the turbine points that

PacifiCorp Wind energy facility Near Medicine Bow, Wyoming 3 16,279 acres were digitized and given a size of 0.7 acres of disturbance per pad based on
Dunlap | Wind Farm ' (60 acres) the 2012 National Agriculture Imagery Program (NAIP) aerial imagery of
the structures as digitized by EPG (NAIP 2012).
The development assumptions for this project are the turbine points that
PacifiCorp . - 42 miles northeast of Rawlins, 8,942 acres were digitized and given a size of 0.7 acres of disturbance per pad based on
Seven Mile Hill Wind Energy Facility Wind energy facility Wyoming W15, W16, w2l (57 acres) 2012 NAIP aerial imagery of the structures as digitized by EPG (NAIP
2012).
The development assumptions for this project are 0.6 acres of disturbance
per turbine and 1,000 wind turbines distributed evenly within the Project
area boundaries (Chokecherry: 220-acre spacing; Sierra Madre: 218-acre
Power Company of Wyoming . . . . 214,122 acres spacing). The project boundary and assumption for the number of turbines
Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Wind Farm Wind energy facility South of I-80 and Rawlins, Wyoming W30 (592 acres) is based on information in the Chokecherry and Sierra Madre
Programmatic Plan of Development (BLM 2012s), and the density is based
on the Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Programmatic Record of Decision
(BLM 2012t) as digitized by EPG.
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Terry Hankins Copper Mine Non-coal mine 15 miles west and sogth of Grand 3 54 acres the_ prpject boundary as the development area since dev_elopment at this _
Encampment, Wyoming (54 acres) point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the BLM Rawlins

Field Office (BLM 2001c).
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TABLE 4-1

PAST AND PRESENT ACTIONS

Applicant
Project Name

Type of Action

General Location®

Links Crossing the Action

Approximate Size of
Action?
(Ground Disturbance)

Assumptions for Analysis®

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within

— Vegetation management* | Throughout the Rawlins Field Office W32, W110, W300 156,840 acres the proj_ect boundary as the_de_z\{elo_pment area since the extent of the .
(156,840 acres) vegetation management activities is unknown. The source for the project
boundary is the BLM Rawlins Field Office (BLM 2010f).
Bureau of Land Management Rock Spring Field Office
The development assumption for this surface mine is to consider the area
Ambre Energy Coal mine 25 miles east of Rock Springs, B 42,413 acres within the project boundary as the development area since development at
Black Butte Mine Wyoming (42,413 acres) this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the USGS
(USGS 2011).
The development assumptions for this project are 2.5 acres of disturbance
per well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 40 acres. These assumptions
Chevron U.S.A., Inc. Oil and/or gas 40 miles east of Rock Springs, 13,633 acres are based on information in the Table Rock Field Oil and Gas Development
Table Rock Field Oil and Gas Development | development Wyoming B (849 acres) Environmental Assessment and Finding of No Significant Impact (BLM
2012u). The source for the project boundary is the BLM Rock Springs
Field Office (BLM 2012v)
The development assumption for this surface mine is to consider the area
Level Il1l/Anadarko Coal mine Southwest of Jim Bridger Coal Mine, 6 B 6,721 acres within the project boundary as the development area since development at
Leucite Hills Mine miles southeast of Superior, Wyoming (6,721 acres) this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the USGS
(USGS 2011).
The development assumption for this surface and underground mine is to
PacifiCorp Coal mine 10 miles east of Superior, Wyoming B 26,640 acres consider the area within the project boundary as the development area since
Jim Bridger Mine ’ (26,640 acres) development at this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary
is the USGS (USGS 2011).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
B Vegetation management* Alon_g the Wyoming border, between 3 55,722 acres the project bounqla_ry as the development area since the extent of vegetati_on
Manila, Utah and Hiawatha, Colorado (55,722 acres) management activities is unknown. The source for the project boundary is
BLM Rock Springs Field Office (BLM 2010g).
State
Wyoming Office of State Lands and Investments
The development assumption for these leases are to consider the area
- . . . within the project boundary as the development area since development at
- Coal mine }[/r\]/étg'rgjae;'m”e'vv'de study corridor for W121, W299 (gigg 22:22) this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the Wyoming
’ Office of State Lands and Investments (as digitized by EPG), March 2013
(Wyoming Office of State Lands and Investments [OSLI] 2013b).
The development assumption these uranium leases are to consider the area
B Non-coal mine Within a 2-mile-wide study corridor for B 632 acres within the project boundary as the development area since development at
the Project (632 acres) this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the Wyoming

OSLI (as digitized by EPG), March 2013 ( Wyoming OSLI 2013b).

Oil and/or gas
development

Within a 2-mile-wide study corridor for
the Project

w102, W1l1, w116, W120, W121,
W299, W32, W35

11,111 acres
(827 acres)

The development assumptions for these leases are 3.1 acres of disturbance
per well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 40 acres. The assumption for
well pad density is based on information in Chapter 3; Section 8 of the
Wyoming State Statutes for Oil and Gas Development, (State of Wyoming
2008) and for the well pad size, this information is based on the existing
Atlantic Rim Oil and/or Gas Development Field in the Rawlins Field
Office (BLM 2007b). The source for the project boundary is the Wyoming
OSLI ( Wyoming OSLI 2013c).
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TABLE 4-1

PAST AND PRESENT ACTIONS

Applicant
Project Name

Type of Action

General Location®

Links Crossing the Action

Approximate Size of
Action?
(Ground Disturbance)

Assumptions for Analysis®

Local

Carbon County

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within

. . . . o - . 8,024 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
Cassidy River Ranch Residential subdivision In Medicine Bow, Wyoming B (8,024 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Carbon County
(Carbon County, Wyoming 2012b).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
PacifiCorp Substation 2 miles southeast of Hanna, Wyoming B 26 acres the project boundary as the development area since development at this
Standpipe Substation ' (26 acres) point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is Rocky Mountain

Power (Rocky Mountain Power 2011).

Sweetwater County

No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.

Colorado

Federal

Bureau of Land Management Grand Junction Field Office

Oil and/or gas

Throughout the Grand Junction Field

C197

88,102 acres

The development assumptions for this project are 1.5 acres of disturbance
per well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 160 acres. These assumptions
are based on information in Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario

development Office (697 acres) for Oil and Gas Grand Junction Field Office (BLM 2012w). The source for
the project boundary is the BLM Colorado State Office (BLM 2012x)
Bureau of Land Management Little Snake Field Office
Tri-State Generation and Transmission The development assumption for this surface mine is to consider the area
Association, Salt River Project Agricultural Southwest of Craig, Colorado: east of 10.569 acres within the project boundary as the development area since development at
Improvement and Power District, Platte Coal mine Colorado State Hig’hway 13 ' - (10,569 acres) this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the BLM
River Power Authority, and PacifiCorp ' Rawlins Field Office (BLM 2001c).
Trapper Mine
The development assumption for this surface mine is to consider the area
TriState/Western Fuels-Colorado, LLC Coal mine 12 miles north of Meeker. Colorado B 14,369 acres within the project boundary as the development area since development at
ColoWyo Coal Mine ’ (14,369 acres) this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the BLM
Rawlins Field Office (BLM 2001c).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
W Oil and/or gas 1.5 miles northeast of Powder Wash, 6 acres the project boundary as the development area since the development area is
exPro Company Carl Allen #45 - g, - . X
development Colorado (6 acres) a minimal size. The source for the project boundary is WexPro Company
(WexPro Company 2012).
The development assumptions for this project are 4 acres of disturbance per
well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 40 acres. These assumptions are
3 Oil and/or gas Throughout the Little Snake Field C106 314,599 acres based on information in the Little Snake Field Office Reasonable
development Office (31,395 acres) Foreseeable Development: Oil and Gas in the Little Snake Field Office
(BLM 2004d). The source for the project boundary is the BLM Colorado
State Office (BLM 2012x)
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
B Vegetation management* Throughout the Little Snake Field co1 18,480 acres the project boundary as the development area since the extent of the
Office (18,480 acres) vegetation management activities is unknown. The source for the project
boundary is the BLM Little Snake Field Office (BLM 2011q).
Bureau of Land Management White River Field Office
The development assumption for the surface and underground mine is to
. . . . . 250 acres use the entire project boundary since development at this point is unknown.
American Soda, LLP Sodium Mine Non-coal mine 21 miles southwest of Meeker, Colorado - (250 acres) The source for the project boundary is the BLM White River Field Office

(BLM 2013¢).
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TABLE 4-1

PAST AND PRESENT ACTIONS

Applicant

Approximate Size of
Action?

Project Name Type of Action General Location® Links Crossing the Action (Ground Disturbance) Assumptions for Analysis®
The development assumption for this underground mine is to consider the
. . . . . 8,154 acres area within the project boundary as the development area development at
Blue Mountain Energy, Inc. Deserado Mine | Coal mine Near the Moffat-Rio Blanco county line | C177 (8,154 acres) this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the BLM
White River Field Office (BLM 2009g).
The development assumption for this underground mine is to consider the
Blue Mountain Energy, Inc. Deserado Mine C . Just south of Moffat-Rio Blanco county 3,175 acres area within the project boundary as the development area since
. oal mine . — A :
Expansion line (3,175 acres) development at this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary
is the BLM White River Field Office (BLM 2012y).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Chevron Shale Oil Company Oil Shale Oil shale and/or tar sands 19 miles northwest of Rio Blanco, 3 153 acres the project boundary as the development area since development at this
RDD Colorado (153 acres) point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the BLM White
River Field Office (BLM 20122).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
. . 25 miles northwest of Rio Blanco, 155 acres the project boundary as the development area since development at this
EGL Resources, Inc. Oil Shale RDD Oil shale and/or tar sands Colorado - (155 acres) point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the BLM White
River Field Office (BLM 2012z).
. Two pits — 6 miles southeast of Meeker The _developm.ent assumption for this surface mine is to consider the area
Gravel Pits N . . ' 24 acres within the project boundary as the development area since development at
on-coal mine Colorado and 8 miles northeast of - L - .
(Owner unknown) Rangely, Colorado (24 acres) this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the BLM
' White River Field Office (BLM 2012aa).
The development assumption for the surface and underground mine is to
Natural Soda, Sodium Mine Non-coal mine 24 miles southwest of Meeker, Colorado - S7T acres consider the area yvithi_n th_e project boundary as the development area since
(577 acres) development at this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary
is the BLM White River Field Office (BLM 2013e).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Questar Gas Company, Greasewood Gas | Oil and/or gas . 110 acres the project boundary as the development area since development at this
Plant Compressor Station development 18 miles southwest of Meeker, Colorado a (110 acres) point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the BLM White
River Field Office (BLM 2013f).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
. . . Three units — 18 miles southeast of 475 acres the project boundary as the development area since development at this
Shell Frontier O&G, Inc. Oil Shale RDD DIliShale Snd/ortarsands Rangely, Colorado - (475 acres) point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the BLM White
River Field Office (BLM 2012z).
The development assumptions for this project are 4 acres of disturbance per
. N . well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 40 acres. These assumptions are
- doe;\l/slno %/r?]re%?s 'g;][ic::ueghout the White River Field C175, C195, C196 ?5963,578368aicrzes§ based on information in the White River Draft Resource Management
' Plan/EIS for Qil and Gas Development (BLM 2012ab). The source for the
project boundary is the BLM Colorado State Office (BLM 2012x).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
B Vegetation management* Thr_oughout the White River Field 3 1,023 acres the project bounqla_ry as the development area since the extent of vegetati_on
Office (1,023 acres) management activities is unknown. The source for the project boundary is
the BLM White River Field Office (BLM 2009h).
State
Colorado State Lands Board
The development assumptions for this project are 3 acres of disturbance per
well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 640 acres. In the Hiawatha area,
. . the assumptions are 3 acres per well pad with a well pad density of 1 per 40
- do'l and/or gas Thr_oughout the Colorado portion of the C91, C101, C105, C100, C13, C61 131,500 acres acres. These assumptions are based on information received from the
evelopment Project study area (491 acres)

Colorado State Land Board during a call on March 14, 2013 (Osborn
2013). The source for the project boundary is the Colorado State Land
Board (Colorado State Land Board 2012).
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TABLE 4-1
PAST AND PRESENT ACTIONS

Applicant
Project Name

Type of Action

General Location®

Links Crossing the Action

Approximate Size of

Action®

(Ground Disturbance)

Assumptions for Analysis®

Local

Garfield County

No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.

Mesa County

No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.

Moffat County

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within

Wilderness Ranches Residential subdivision 30 miles north and east of Craig, B 14,318 acres the project boundary as the developmer]t area since th.is_subdivis_ion is not
Colorado (14,318 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is information
received from Moffat County (Moffat County 2009b).
Rio Blanco County
Located to the east of Rangely The deyelopment assumption for this project is.to consider the area Wi_thin
County Special Use Permit L.ocal de_,\velopment Colorado near Colorado State ’ B 15 acres thg prpject boundary as the development area since dev_elc_meent a_t this
(industrial) Highway 139 (15 acres) point is unknowr_1. The source for the_prOJect boundary is information
received from Rio Blanco County (Rio Blanco County 2012).
Routt County
No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.
Utah
Federal
Bureau of Land Management Fillmore Field Office
_ o o - . _ 14 miles A 20—f00_t buffer was af.ided to the fiber thic centerline based on
Central Utah Telephone Fiber Optic Line | Communication facility Nephi to Fountain Green U639, U650 (33 acres) information from the Fillmore Field Office (BLM 2013g). The source for
the Project alignment is the BLM Fillmore Field Office (BLM 2013h).
This 10-inch-diameter pipeline was buffered to create a 100 foot corridor
. - Begins near Rangely, Colorado and 368 miles based on average scar widths visible on the 2011 NAIP aerial imagery
Chevron Rangely to Salt Lake City Pipeline | Pipeline terminates near Salt Lake City, Utah U420, U430, U300 (4,461 acres) (NAIP 2011a). The source for the Project alignment is POWER Engineers
(Power 2012).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
7,767 acres the project boundary as the development area since the extent of the

Eureka Analysis Area

Vegetation management’

1 mile west of Eureka, Utah

(7,767 acres)

vegetation management within the boundary is unknown. The source for
the project boundary is the BLM Fillmore Field Office (BLM 2012ac).

Hannifin Analysis Area

Vegetation management’

1 mile southwest of Eureka, Utah

1,238 acres
(1,238 acres)

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
the project boundary as the development area since the extent of the
vegetation management within the boundary is unknown. The source for
the project boundary is the BLM Fillmore Field Office (BLM 2012ac).

From IPP substation through

These 345kV transmission centerlines were buffered to 150 feet based on

Intermountain Power Agency (IPP) T . 100 miles average scar widths visible on the 2011 NAIP aerial imagery (NAIP
Intermountain Mona Lines No. 1 and 2 Transmission line Leamington Canyon to Adelanto, B (1,818 acres) 2011b). The source for the Project alignment is POWERmap Platts as
' California ’ digitized by EPG (Powermap Platts 2009).
. o Begins 6 miles southeast of Evanston - Thig 36- to 42-inch diameter pipgline was buffered to create a 300 f(_)ot
Kern River Gas Transmission Company Pipeline Wyoming, and terminates in ' 3 432 miles corridor based on average scar widths visible on the 2011 NAIP aerial
Pipeline Bakersfielld California (15,709 acres) imagery (NAIP 2011a). The source for the Project alignment is POWER
' Engineers (PennWell Map Search 2011).
Begins 2 miles northwest of Elberta The de\_/elopment assumption for this project is_to consider the area within
Magnum Pipeline Utah. and terminates 4 miles east of7 3 373 acres the project boundary as the development area since the boundary is meant
Gas Storage Pipeline ’ (373 acres) to represent the pipeline right-of-way. The source for the project boundary

Sugarville, Utah

is the BLM Fillmore Field Office (BLM 2010h).
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TABLE 4-1

PAST AND PRESENT ACTIONS

Applicant
Project Name

Type of Action

General Location®

Links Crossing the Action

Approximate Size of
Action?
(Ground Disturbance)

Assumptions for Analysis®

From Camp Williams, Utah County,

This 345kV transmission centerline was buffered to 150 feet based on

PacifiCorp Transmission line Utah. to Siqurd Substation. Sevier B 0.3 miles average scar widths visible on the 2011 NAIP aerial imagery (NAIP
Camp Williams to Sigurd No. 1 Cour;t g ' (6 acres) 2011b). The source for the Project alignment is POWERmap Platts as
Y digitized by EPG (Powermap Platts 2009).
From Camp Williams. Utah Count This 345kV transmission centerline was buffered to 150 feet based on
PacifiCorp Transmission line Utah. to Sipurd Substz;tion Seviery’ B 0.3 miles average scar widths visible on the 2011 NAIP aerial imagery (NAIP
Camp Williams to Sigurd No. 2 Cour;t g ' (6 acres) 2011b). The source for the Project alignment is POWERmap Platts as
y digitized by EPG (Powermap Platts 2009).
PacifiCor (165 acres) The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Currant Creek PO\E)VGI‘ Plant Power generation 2 miles west of Mona, Utah - (165 acres) the project boundary as the development area. Development was digitized
(by EPG) using 2011 NAIP aerial imagery (NAIP 2011c).
Begins at Clover Substation near Mona The 500kV portion of the transmission centerline was buffered to 225 feet,
- g ' . and the 345kV portion was buffered to 150 feet based on average scar
PacifiCorp L Utah, and proceeds to the proposed 114 miles . - .
. . . Transmission line : S - widths visible on the 2011 NAIP aerial imagery (NAIP 2011b). The source
Mona to Oquirrh Transmission Project Limber Substation site in Tooele (2700 acres) - - : S
for the Project alignment is POWERmMap Platts as digitized by EPG
County, Utah
(Powermap Platts 2009).
This 20-inch-diameter pipeline was buffered to create a 200-foot corridor
Questar Pieline E;(\tlsgrd;Ir;ch]rtthZrSc:rgft:/elzoi;rrtaj?;hciﬁe;e B 6 miles based on average scar widths visible on the 2011 NAIP aerial imagery
Currant Creek Lateral Pipeline P end of Questar’s Main Lin;: 104 ' (142 acres) (NAIP 2011a). The source for the Project alignment is the BLM Fillmore
Y Field Office (BLM 2013i).
Beains at Woods Cross. Utah and has This 12-inch-diameter pipeline was buffered to create a 100-foot corridor
UNEV, LLC - an . ) 409 miles based on average scar widths visible on 2011 NAIP aerial imagery (NAIP
S Pipeline terminals in Cedar City, Utah, and - - . . - .
Pipeline northeast of Las Veaas. Nevada (4,961 acres) 2011a). The source for the Project alignment is the BLM Fillmore Field
gas, Office (BLM 2006b).
Bureau of Land Management Moab Field Office
The development assumptions for this project are 0.8 acres of disturbance
Flatirons Resource, LLC 7 acres per well pad and a 25-foot corridor for the pipeline. The compressor station
No. 1-4 Helium Well Project (includes well | Industrial 15 miles southwest of Mack, Colorado - boundary is considered to be fully developed. These Project boundaries and
L . (7 acres) " . M :
pad, pipeline and compressor station) assumptions are based on information in Flatirons Resources EA (BLM
2013)).
The development assumptions for this project are 4 acres of disturbance per
well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 160 acres. These assumptions are
Oil and/or gas . . 248,370 acres based on information in the Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario
B development Throughout the Moab Field Office U486, U4s7 (6,061 acres) for Oil and Gas Development for the Moab Field Office (BLM 2005g). The
source for the project boundary is the BLM Utah State Office (BLM
2012ad).
Bureau of Land Management Price Field Office
The development assumptions for this project are 1.38 acres of disturbance
per well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 160 acres. The well pad size is
. . based on the number of wells and well pad density within the project
Anadarko Petroleum Corp(_Jratlon Oil and/or gas North of Price, Utah U498, U587, U628, U629, U765 108,680 acres boundary and the density assumption is based on information in the
Ferron Natural Gas Project development (812 acres) . .
Appeals from the Ferron Natural Gas Record of Decision (Interior Board of
Appeals [BLM] 2003). The source for the project boundary is the BLM
Price Field Office (BLM 1998b).
Bill Barrett Corporation 3 miles This pipeline was digitized and buffered to create a 50 foot wide corridor
Peter’s Point Loop Pipeline Pipeline T12S, R16E, Sec. 26, 27, 35 - (18 acres) based on maps and existing right-of-way widths given in the Peter’s Point

Loop EA! (BLM 2011r).
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Bill Barrett Corp.
West Tavaputs Plateau Project

Oil and/or gas
development

30 miles east-northeast of Price, Utah

137,932 acres
(1,723 acres)

The development assumptions for this project are 2 acres of disturbance per
well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 160 acres. These assumptions are
based on information in the West Tavaputs Plateau Record of Decision and
Final EIS, (BLM 2010i). The source for the project boundary is the BLM
Price Field Office (BLM 2012ae)

The development assumption for this underground mine is to consider the

Interwest Mining Company . i 25,958 acres area within the project boundary as the development area since
Deer Creek Coal Mine, Coal Exploration Coal mine T168S, ROE, Sec. 22-27 U629 (25,958 acres) development at this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary
is TetraTech (Tetra Tech 2012).
The development assumptions for this project are 1 acre of disturbance per
. well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 160 acres. These assumptions are
Oil and/or gas . . . U493, U494, U496, U537, U544, 175,948 acres - I . . : !
- development Throughout the Price Field Office U585, U586, US87. U600, U629, U630 (872 acres) based on information in the Price Field Office Proposed RMP/Final EIS

(BLM 2008d). The source for the project boundary is the BLM Utah State
Office (BLM 2012ad).

Bureau of Land Management Richfield Field Office

Oil and/or gas
development

Throughout the Richfield Field Office

U600, U630

49,704 acres
(4,934 acres)

The development assumptions for this project are 4 acres of disturbance per
well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 40 acres. These assumptions for
well pad size are based on information in the Reasonably Foreseeable
Development Scenario for Oil and Gas Development in the Richfield Field
Office, March 2005 and the well pad density is based on information from
Utah Administrative Code R649-3-Drilling and Operating Practices (State
of Utah 2013c). The source for the project boundary is the BLM Utah State
Office (BLM 2012ad).

Bureau of Land Management Salt Lake Field Office

No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.

Bureau of Land Management Vernal Field Office

Bill Barrett Corporation
Blacktail Ridge Exploration and
Development Agreement (EDA)

Oil and/or gas
development

West of Duchesne, Utah

U421, U420

98,874 acres
(6,108 acres)

The development assumptions for this project are 2.5 acres of disturbance
per well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 40 acres. These assumptions
are based on information in the Greater Uinta Basin Oil and Gas
Cumulative Impacts Technical Support Document, March 2012 (BLM
2012af). The source for the project boundary is the URMCC (URMCC
2013a).

Bill Barrett Corporation
Lake Canyon EDA

Oil and/or gas
development

South of Fruitland, Utah

U424, U426

244,730 acres
(15,341 acres)

The development assumptions for this project are 2.5 acres of disturbance
per well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 40 acres. These assumptions
are based on information in the Greater Uinta Basin Oil and Gas
Cumulative Impacts Technical Support Document, March 2012 (BLM
2012af). The source for the project boundary is the URMCC (URMCC
2013a).

Encana
North Chapita Wells Natural Gas
Development

Oil and/or gas
development

6 miles northwest of Bonanza, Utah

9,191 acres
(453 acres)

The development assumptions for this project are 2.5 acres of disturbance
per well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 40 acres. These assumptions
are based on information in the Greater Uinta Basin Oil and Gas
Cumulative Impacts Technical Support Document, March 2012 (BLM
2012af). The source for the project boundary is the BLM Vernal Field
Office (BLM 2012ag).

Enduring Resources
Rock House Development

Oil and/or gas
development

11 miles southwest of Bonanza, Utah

4,859 acres
(31 acres)

The development assumptions for this project are 2 acres of disturbance per
well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 285.8 acres (17 pads distributed
across 4859.2 acres). These assumptions are based on information in the
Saddletree Draw Leasing and Rock House Development Proposal EA,
December 2007 (BLM 2007c¢). The source for the project boundary is the
BLM Vernal Field Office (BLM 2012ag).
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EOG Resources, Inc.

Oil and/or gas

31,861 acres

The development assumptions for this project are 2.5 acres of disturbance
per well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 320 acres. These assumptions
are based on information in the Chapita Wells-Stagecoach Area Natural

Chapita Wecl;lgs-stgzgeeclzgaﬁ?eﬁrea Natural development 10 miles southeast of Ouray, Colorado U300, U285 (220 acres) Gas Development Final EIS, January 2008 and the Greater Natural Buttes
P Final EIS, March 2012 for well pad size (BLM 2008h, 2012ai). The source
for the project boundary is the BLM Vernal Field Office (BLM 2012ag).
The development assumptions for this project are 3.8 acres of disturbance
. per well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 40 acres. These assumptions
Uinta Natufgs‘éoafgeg%’o' ”rf]'em ororect doé\'/;‘ﬂ)d/%reﬂ?s T9-11S, R14-19E U400, U401 (11655;383935;;;?) are based on information in the Gasco Final EIS, June 2012 (BLM 2012ai).
P ! P ' The source for the project boundary is the BLM Vernal Field Office
(2011q).
These linear mines were buffered to be 10 feet wide based on an average
N . ) . Throughout the southern portion of the 174 miles width of mining scars visible on 2011 NAIP aerial imagery (NAIP 2011d).
Gilsonite Mines Non-coal mine Vernal Field Office U300, U242 (212 acres) The source for the project boundary is the BLM Vernal Field Office (BLM
2008i).
The development assumptions for this project are 2.5 acres of disturbance
T8S, R20-23E per well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 40 acres. These assumptions
Kerr-McGee Oil and Gas Onshore LP Oil and/or gas T95, R20-24E U280, U285, U300 160,285 acres are based on information in Greater Natural Buttes Final EIS, March 2012
Greater Natural Buttes Project development T10S, R20-23E (9,955 acres) - .
T11S. R12-22E (BLM 2012ah). The source for the project boundary is the BLM Vernal
' Field Office (BLM 20123j).
The development assumptions for this project are 3.5 acres of disturbance
: : er well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 40 acres. These assumptions
Koch Exploration Company Oil and/or gas T10S, R19E, Sec. 27-28, 34-35 T11S, 2,390 acres P - S :
North Alger EA II development R19E, Sec 1 - (210 acres) are based on information in the North Algers Project EA, October 2012

(BLM 2012ak). The source for the project boundary is the BLM Vernal
Field Office (BLM 2012ag).

Newfield Gusher Development

Oil and/or gas
development

5 miles northeast of Randlett, Utah

U391

38,138 acres
(2,324 acres)

The development assumptions for this project are 2.5 acres of disturbance
per well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 40 acres. These assumptions
are based on information in the Greater Uinta Basin Oil and Gas
Cumulative Impacts Technical Support Document, March 2012 (BLM
2012af). The source for the project boundary is the BLM Vernal Field
Office (BLM 2012ag).

Petro-Canada Resources (USA), Inc.
Rye Patch EA

Oil and/or gas
development

21 miles south of Duchesne, Utah

5,506 acres
(11 acres)

The development assumptions for this project are 2.1 acres of disturbance
per well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 790.9 acres (seven pads
distributed across 7,283 acres). These assumptions are based on
information in the Rye Patch Exploratory Drilling EA, July 2007 (BLM
2007d). The source for the project boundary is the BLM Vernal Field
Office (BLM 2012ag).

Questar Exploration and Production
Company
Greater Deadman Bench

Oil and/or gas
development

8 miles northeast of Ouray, Colorado

U390, U310, U241

98,538 acres
(5,772 acres)

The development assumptions for this project are 2.3 acres of disturbance
per well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 40 acres. These assumptions
are based on information in the Greater Deadman Bench Final EIS, January
2008 (BLM 2008j). The source for the project boundary is the BLM Vernal
Field Office (BLM 2012ag).

Seep Ridge Road

Highway/road

From Ouray, Colorado to Uintah County
line

702 acres
(702 acres)

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
the project boundary as the development area since the boundary is meant
to represent the actual road development. The source for the project
boundary is the BLM Vernal Field Office (BLM 2012al).
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Stewart Petroleum
Tumbleweed 11

Oil and/or gas
development

37 miles southwest of Bonanza, Utah

7,283 acres
(16 acres)

The development assumptions for this project are 2.5 acres of disturbance
per well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 1,040.4 acres (seven pads
distributed across 7,283.1 acres). These assumptions are based on
information in the Tumbleweed Il Exploratory Natural Gas Drilling Project
Final EA, June 2010 (BLM 2010j). The source for the project boundary is
the BLM Vernal Field Office (BLM 2012ag).

XTO Energy
Riverbend Directional Infill

Oil and/or gas
development

T10S, R19-20E

U300, U400

17,127 acres
(2,137 acres)

The development assumptions for this project are 2.5 acres of disturbance
per well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 20 acres. These assumptions
are based on information in the River Bend Unit Infill Development
Environmental Assessment and Biological Assessment, July 2012 (BLM
2012am). The source for the project boundary is the BLM Vernal Field
Office (BLM 2012ag).

Habitat/rangeland
management’

Throughout the Vernal Field Office

U241, U242, U421, U401

122,122 acres
(122,122 acres)

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
the project boundary as the development area since the extent of
habitat/rangeland management activities is unknown. The source for the
project boundary is the BLM Vernal Field Office (BLM 2012an).

The development assumptions for this project are 2.5 acres of disturbance
per well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 40 acres. These assumptions

3 Oil and/or gas Throughout the Vernal Field Office U241, U280, U310, U290, U431, 395,068 acres are based on information in the Greater Uinta Basin Oil and Gas
development U300, U400 (14,152 acres) Cumulative Impacts Technical Support Document, March 2012 (BLM
2012af). The source for the project boundary is the BLM Utah State Office
(BLM 2012ad).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
_ Vegetation management* | Throughout the Vernal Field Office U241 68,956 acres the project boun(_ja_ry as the development area since the extent of vegetati_on
(68,956 acres) management activities is unknown. The source for the project boundary is
the BLM Vernal Field Office (BLM 2013k).
Ashley National Forest
The development assumptions for this project are 1 acres of disturbance per
well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 106.7 acres (six pads per section;
Berry Petroleum Oil and/or gas Between Antelope and Sowers Canyon U431 25,608 acres section = 640 acres). These assumptions are based on information in the
South Unit Oil and Gas Development development in the Duchesne Ranger District (237 acres) South Unit Oil and Gas Development Project Record of Decision, February

2012 (USFS 2012f). The source for the project boundary is the Ashley
National Forest (USFS 2007c¢).

Manti-La Sal National Forest

Canyon Fuel Company, LLC

10,455 acres

The development assumption for this underground mine is to consider the
area within the project boundary as the development area since

Skyline Mine Coal mine 3 miles west of Clear Creek, Utah U600 (10,455 acres) development at this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary
is the Utah Division of Natural Resources (UDNR 2013a).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Fossil Rock Fuels, LLC Coal mine 10 miles northwest of Orangeville, Utah 3 8,707 acres the project boundary as the development area since development at this
Coal Exploration Drilling ' (8,707 acres) point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the Manti-La Sal
National Forest (USFS 2012g).
. . The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
. . . 25 miles northwest of Huntington, Utah . . .
Liberty Pioneer Energy Source, Inc. Oil and/or gas - 2 acres the project boundary as the development area since development at this
Liberty Pioneer #10-17 Gas Exploration development ?:IgggtUtah State Route 31 in Sanpete a (2 acres) point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the Manti-La Sal
y National Forest 2012 (USFS 2012h).
The development assumption for this project is to use the entire project
. . . 4 . 15,328 acres boundary since the extent of the vegetation management activities
Millers Flat Project Vegetation management 10 miles east of Mount Pleasant, Utah U630 (15,328 acres) unknown. The source for the project boundary is the Manti-La Sal National

Forest (USFS 2012i).
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The development assumption for this surface mine is to consider the area

Sunroc Corporation Non-coal mine 2 miles east of Levan. Utah B 38 acres within the project boundary as the development area since development at
Chicken Creek Surface Gypsum Mine ' (38 acres) this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the Manti-La
Sal National Forest (USFS 2012j).
Uinta-Wasatch-Cache National Forest
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
9,190 acres the project boundary as the development area since the extent of the

Sheep Creek Project

Vegetation management’

North and west of Gilluly, Utah

U433, U539, U530

(9,190 acres)

vegetation management activities is unknown. The source for the project
boundary is the Uinta-Wasatch-Cache National Forest (USFS 2012k).

Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Commission (URMCC)
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
. . Habitat/ 5,114 acres the project boundary as the development area since the extent of the
Lower Duchesne River Wetlands Project rangeland management® East of Myton, Utah B (5,114 acres) habincat}rangeland a?:/tivities is unknF())wn. The source for the project
boundary is the URMCC (URMCC 2013b) .
State
Central Utah Water Conservancy District
This pipeline was buffered to create a 3,000-foot corridor based on
o o Extends from Roosevelt Utah to the 18 miles direct!on from_the_Centr_aI Utah Water Cons_ervancy District to avoid .
Roosevelt Pipeline Pipeline . ' ’ U420 affecting the pipeline with the proposed Project. The source for the project
west 9 miles (6,371 acres)

boundary is the Central Utah Water Conservancy District (Central Utah
Water Conservancy District 2012).

State of Utah School and Institutional Trust Lands Administrati

on (SITLA)

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within

Red Leaf Resources Oil shale and/or tar sand Uinta Basin. Utah B 16,803 acres the project boundary as the development area since development at this
Red Leaf Project ' (16,803 acres) point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the SITLA
(SITLA 2012a).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
L . . . 2,802 acres the project boundary as the development area since development at this
University of Utah leases Educational 8 miles southeast of Columbia, Utah - (2,802 acres) point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the SITLA
(SITLA 2013a).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Utah National Guard Engineering Battalion | Military training/testing 6 miles east of Price. Utah 3 163 acres the project boundary as the development area since development at this
training area site ' (163 acres) point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the SITLA
(SITLA 2013a).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
White Sands Missile Launch Facility Military training/testing . 728 acres the project boundary as the development area since development at this
(abandoned) site Near Green River, Utah uas? (728 acres) point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the SITLA
(SITLA 2013a).
U241, U280, U285, U300, U310,
U390, U400, U406, U410, U430,
U432, U460, U486, U487, U488, The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
U489, U490, U493, U495, U496, - . .
- Coal and Non-coal mine Throughout the Project area U498, U523, U524, U530, U537, 1,038,793 acres thg prpject boundary as the development area since dev_elopment al this
(1,038,793 acres) point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the SITLA

U546, U548, U585, U586, U587,
U600, U621, U625, U628, U629,
U631, U636, U638, U650, U730,

U731, U765

(SITLA 2013b).
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U241, U280, U285, U300, U310,
U390, U400, U401, U406, U408,
U409, U410, U411, U430, U432,
U435, U436, U486, U487, U488,

The development assumptions for this project are 3 acres of disturbance per
well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 107 acres. This is an average of 6
wells per section based on Utah Department of Oil, Gas, and Mining map
found at this website: http://stage.mapserv.utah.gov/oilgasmining/ (State of

3 Oil and/or gas Throughout the Project area U489, U490, U493, U495, U496, 760,835 acres Utah 2013d). The source for the project boundary is the SITLA (SITLA
development U498, U512, U514, U516, U520, (15,381 acres) 2013c).
U523, U524, U527, U537, U546,
U548, U585, U586, U587, U600,
U621, U628, U629, U631, U636,
U638, U650, U730, U731, U734, U765
Oil shale tar sands _ 143 677 acres The de\_/elopment assu_mption for this project_is to_cor)sider the area within
- development Throughout the Project area U280, U285, U300 (143,677 acres) the project boundgry since deveI_opment at this point is unknown. The
' source for the project boundary is the SITLA (SITLA 2013c).
Utah Division of Natural Resources — Qil, Gas and Mining
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Andalex Resources, Inc. Coal mine 6 miles northeast of Helper, Utah B 6,556 acres the project boundary as the development area since development at this
Centennial Mine ' (6,556 acres) point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the UDNR
(UDNR 2013h).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Canyon Fuel Company, LLC . . . 40 acres the project boundary as the development area since development at this
Banning Siding Loadout Coal mine 8 miles east of Wellington, Utah B (40 acres) point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the UDNR
(UDNR 2013b).
The development assumption for this underground mine is to consider the
Canyon Fuel Company, LLC . . . 9,383 acres area within the project boundary as the development area since
Dugout Canyon Mine Coal mine 11 miles northeast of Wellington, Utah B (9,383 acres) development at this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary
is the UDNR (UDNR 2013b).
The development assumption for this underground mine is to consider the
Canyon Fuel Company . . . 7,140 acres area within the project boundary as the development area since
Soldier Canyon Mine Coal mine 12 miles northeast of Wellington, Utah Us23 (7,140 acres) development at this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary
is the UDNR (UDNR 2013b).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Carbon Resources, LLC Coal mine East of Scofield. Utah B 709 acres the project boundary as the development area since development at this
Kinney # 2 ' (709 acres) point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the UDNR
(UDNR 2013b).
The development assumption for this underground mine is to consider the
Castle Valley Mining, LLC Coal mine 10 miles west of Huntington, Utah 3 10,831 acres area within the project boundary as the development area since
Bear Canyon Mine ' (10,831 acres) development at this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary
is the UDNR (UDNR 2013b).
The development assumption for this surface mine is to consider the area
COVOL Engineered Fuels, LLC Coal mine Industrial area on Ridge Road, Carbon 3 31 acres within the project boundary as the development area since development at
COVOL Site County, Utah (31 acres) this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the UDNR
(UDNR 2013b).
The development assumption for this underground mine is to consider the
Energy West Mining Company . . . 2,153 acres area within the project boundary as the development area since
Cottonwood Waste Rock Site Coal mine 12 miles northwest of Orangeville, Utah a (2,153 acres) development at this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary
is the UDNR (UDNR 2013b).
The development assumption for this underground mine is to consider the
Hiawatha Coal Company, Inc. Coal mine 15 miles southwest of Price. Utah B 11,623 acres area within the project boundary as the development area since
Hiawatha Mine ’ (11,623 acres) development at this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary

is the UDNR (UDNR 2013b).
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The development assumption for this underground mine is to consider the
Hidden Splendor Resources Coal mine 5 miles east of Scofield. Utah B 1,539 acres area within the project boundary as the development area since
Horizon Mine ' (1,539 acres) development at this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary
is the UDNR (UDNR 2013b).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Intermountain Power Agency Coal mine 3 miles west of U.S. Highway 6, on U548 268 acres the project boundary as the development area since development at this
Wildcat Loadout Consumers Road near Helper, Utah (268 acres) point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the UDNR
(UDNR 2013b).
The development assumption for this underground mine is to consider the
PacifiCorp Coal mine 12 miles west of Orangeville, Utah 3 3,492 acres area within the project boundary as the development area since
Trial Mountain Mine ' (3,492 acres) development at this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary
is the UDNR (UDNR 2013b).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Savage Services Corporation Coal mine 4 miles south-southeast of Price. Utah B 166 acres the project boundary as the development area since development at this
Savage Coal Terminal ' (166 acres) point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the UDNR
(UDNR 2013b).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Sunnyside Cogeneration Associates Coal mine 3 miles north of Hiawatha. Utah B 156 acres the project boundary as the development area since development at this
Star Point Waste Fuel ' (156 acres) point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the UDNR
(UDNR 2013h).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Sunnyside Cogeneration Associates Coal mine 25 miles east of Price. Utah B 331 acres the project boundary as the development area since development at this
Sunnyside Refuse/Slurry ‘ (331 acres) point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the UDNR
(UDNR 2013b).
Utah American Energy, Inc. The Qevelopm_ent assumption for this surface mine is to consider the area
Horse Canyon Mine (Lila Canyon Coal mine 7 miles east of Cedar, Utah 3 4,566 acres Wl_thln _the_prOJect boundary as the developme_nt area since d_evelopment at
extension) (4,566 acres) this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is the UDNR
(UDNR 2013b).
The development assumption for this underground mine is to consider the
West Ridge Resources, Coal mine 10 miles north of Sunnyside, Utah B 5,990 acres area within the project boundary as the development area since
West Ridge Mine ' (5,990 acres) development at this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary
is the UDNR (UDNR 2013b).
Local
Carbon County
The development assumption for this project is the trail centerline is
All-Terrain Vehicle Trail Local development North of Price, Utah, to the southeast, U492 36 miles buffered to 15 feet wide based on existing portions of the trail in 2011
(recreation) terminating near Sunnyside, Utah (66 acres) NAIP aerial imagery. The source for the Project alignment is Carbon
County (Carbon County, Utah 2011a).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Clear Creek subdivision Residential subdivision 4 miles south of Scofield, Utah - 19 acres the project boundary as the developmer_lt area since th.is subdivision is not
(19 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Carbon County
(Carbon County, Utah 2011b).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
. . o N - . 23 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
Dennis Plat of Spring Glen subdivision Residential subdivision 1 mile south of Helper, Utah - (23 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Carbon County
(Carbon County, Utah 2011b).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Frank Jr. and Judy Saccomanno subdivision | Residential subdivision 1 mile southeast of Helper, Utah - S acres the project boundary as the developmeljt area since th.'s subdivision is not
(5 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Carbon County

(Carbon County, Utah 2011b).
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The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within

. - . . L . 42 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
Kenilworth subdivision Residential subdivision 2 miles east of Helper, Utah - (42 acres) fuIIS dej,\veloped. Th)e/z source for th(?project boundary is Carbon County
(Carbon County, Utah 2011b).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
. . . . s . 53 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
Spring Glen Townsite Residential subdivision 1 mile south of Helper, Utah B (53 acres) fuII)F/J déveloped. Thg source for thepproject boundary is Carbon County
(Carbon County, Utah 2011b).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
. - . . - . 5 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
Theo Vista subdivision Residential subdivision 1 mile south of Helper, Utah - (5 acres) fuII;F/) déveloped. Thg source for théOproject boundary is Carbon County
(Carbon County, Utah 2011b).
City of Helper
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
. o . . N Western portion of the city limits of 69 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
Castle Gate Addition subdivision Residential subdivision Helper, Lﬁ)tah y - (69 acres) fuII;F/) déveloped. Th)é source for thgproject boundary is Carbon County
(Carbon County, Utah 2011b).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Fitch’s subdivision Residential subdivision Western portion of the city limits of B 1 acre the project boundary as the developmer_lt area since th.is subdivision is not
Helper, Utah (1 acre) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Carbon County
(Carbon County, Utah 2011b).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Giacoletto subdivision Residential subdivision Northern portion of the city limits of B 2 acres the project boundary as the developmer_lt area since th_is subdivision is not
Helper, Utah (2 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Carbon County
(Carbon County, Utah 2011b).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
. . N . . R Eastern portion of the city limits of 6 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
Hillcrest Addition subdivision Residential subdivision Helper, lthah y a (6 acres) fuIIS dejzveloped. Th)é source for thepproject boundary is Carbon County
(Carbon County, Utah 2011b).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
New Helper Townsite subdivision Residential subdivision Northern portion of the city limits of 3 23 acres the project boundary as the developmeqt area since th_is subdivision is not
Helper, Utah (23 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Carbon County
(Carbon County, Utah 2011b).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
- - . . N Within the municipal boundary of 8 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
Sheya Addition subdivision Residential subdivision Helper, Utah P g - (8 acres) fuIIS d(JeveIoped. Th}é source for thé)project boundary is Carbon County
(Carbon County, Utah 2011b).
Daggett County
No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.
Duchesne County
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Airport Estates subdivision Residential subdivision On the western edge of Roosevelt, Utah - (ggg :g:g:) :‘Bfl)?rcj)é\e;g}:;eu der'?r?e/z 23J?gedf%\?etlﬁg?r%?éftriijhn dcaer)t/hiI: gt%i';ﬁ;ogézgf;
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Arch View Ranchettes subdivision Residential subdivision 15 miles west of Duchesne, Utah U421 (gi Zg:::) :‘Bflsr(;g\e;(;::eu der'I?r?é 23J?sedf%\?e:ﬁggr%%;r%%j'nn dcaer;hiI: gt%i':;ﬁ;og;gg

February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).
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TABLE 4-1

PAST AND PRESENT ACTIONS

Applicant
Project Name

Type of Action

General Location®

Links Crossing the Action

Approximate Size of
Action?
(Ground Disturbance)

Assumptions for Analysis®

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within

. - N oo . 21 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
Brad Knight subdivision Residential subdivision 2 miles south of Roosevelt, Utah - (21 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Cedar Mountain No. 6 and 6A subdivision | Residential subdivision 22 miles west of Duchesne, Utah U426 1,698 acres the project boundary as the development area since th.'s subdivision is not
(1,698 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Cedar Mountain No. 8 subdivision Residential subdivision 6 miles west of Duchesne, Utah - 334 acres the project boundary as the developmeqt area since th_|s subdivision is not
(334 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Cedar Mountain No. 9 subdivision Residential subdivision 13 miles west of Duchesne, Utah U421 1,967 acres the project boundary as the developmer]t area since th_|s subdivision is not
(1,967 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Cove Estates subdivision Residential subdivision Northern portion of Roosevelt municipal B 416 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
boundary, Utah (416 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
. S - o . 102 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
Dale Gines subdivision Residential subdivision 6 miles north of Duchesne, Utah - (102 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Deer Field subdivision Residential subdivision 25 miles west of Duchesne, Utah - 43 acres the project boundary as the development area since th.'s subdivision is not
(43 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Elk Tracks at Golden Eagle subdivision Residential subdivision 5 miles northwest of Duchesne, Utah U420 789 acres the project boundary as the developmeqt area since th_|s subdivision is not
(789 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Fruitland Ranchettes subdivision Residential subdivision 24 miles west of Duchesne, Utah - 26 acres the project boundary as the developmeqt area since th.'s subdivision is not
(26 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
- — - . 359 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
Golden Eagle subdivision Residential subdivision 5 miles northwest of Duchesne, Utah - (359 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Great Basin Estates | subdivision Residential subdivision 7 miles northwest of Duchesne, Utah U420 319 acres the project boundary as the development area since th_|s subdivision is not
(319 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Hidden Meadow subdivision Residential subdivision 24 miles west of Duchesne, Utah - 63 acres the project boundary as the developmeqt area since th_|s subdivision is not
(63 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County

February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).

Draft EIS and LUPAs for the Energy Gateway South Transmission Project

Page 4-18




Chapter 4 — Cumulative Effects

TABLE 4-1

PAST AND PRESENT ACTIONS

Applicant
Project Name

Type of Action

General Location®

Links Crossing the Action

Approximate Size of
Action?
(Ground Disturbance)

Assumptions for Analysis®

Highland Estates subdivision

Residential subdivision

2 miles south of Roosevelt, Utah

12 acres
(12 acres)

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).

loka Meadows subdivision

Residential subdivision

2 miles southwest of Roosevelt, Utah

38 acres
(38 acres)

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).

Karren Industrial Park

Industrial

Directly south of the City of Roosevelt

municipal boundary, Utah

20 acres
(20 acres)

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
the project boundary as the development area since this industrial park is
not fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne
County February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).

Lazy JP Ranchettes subdivision

Residential subdivision

23 miles west of Duchesne, Utah

U426

70 acres
(70 acres)

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).

Ledge Rock Cove subdivision

Residential subdivision

6 miles west of Roosevelt, Utah

36 acres
(36 acres)

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).

Lobo Ranchettes subdivision

Residential subdivision

20 miles northeast of Price, Utah

368 acres
(368 acres)

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).

Moondance Ranch Phase | and Il
subdivision

Residential subdivision

6 miles southeast of Duchesne, Utah

U430, U431

4,162 acres
(4,162 acres)

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).

Pheasant Run subdivision

Residential subdivision

3 miles southwest of Roosevelt, Utah

13 acres
(13 acres)

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).

River Breeze Estates subdivision

Residential subdivision

5 miles north of Duchesne, Utah

U420

32 acres
(32 acres)

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).

Robbers Roost subdivision

Residential subdivision

25 miles west of Duchesne, Utah

80 acres
(80 acres)

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).

Rosalinda Park subdivision

Residential subdivision

4 miles north of Duchesne, Utah

24 acres
(24 acres)

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).

Silver Moon subdivision

Residential subdivision

5 miles southeast of Duchesne, Utah

U430, U431

6,443 acres
(6,443 acres)

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).
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Links Crossing the Action

Approximate Size of
Action?
(Ground Disturbance)

Assumptions for Analysis®

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within

. - N oo . 141 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not

Sundown Ridge subdivision Residential subdivision 26 miles west of Duchesne, Utah U426 (141 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within

Sunrise Estates subdivision Residential subdivision 4 miles southwest of Roosevelt, Utah - 21 acres the project boundary as the development area since th_|s subdivision is not

(21 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within

- . . R 15 miles west-northwest of Duchesne, 659 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not

Tabby Shadows subdivision Residential subdivision Utah 42l (659 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within

Uintah Haven subdivision Residential subdivision 5 miles north of Duchesne, Utah U420 50 acres the project boundary as the developmer]t area since th_|s subdivision is not

(50 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within

. . o N oo . 2,511 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not

Uintah View Ranches subdivision Residential subdivision 1 mile north of Duchesne, Utah - (2,511 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within

S - o . 441 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not

Valle Del Padre subdivision Residential subdivision 25 miles west of Duchesne, Utah — (441 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).

. - - 746 acres The development assumption is to use the shapefile boundary provided by

Victory Pipeline Water pipeline Duchesne County U410, U430 (746 acres) Jones and DeMille Engineering (Jones and DeMille Engineering 2013)

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within

View subdivision Residential subdivision 2 miles south of Roosevelt. Utah 3 12 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not

' (12 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within

. o . . o . 768 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not

Vista Valley subdivision Residential subdivision 18 miles west of Duchesne, Utah U421, U425 (768 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within

. o . . o . 157 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not

Vonsville subdivision Residential subdivision 1 mile south of Roosevelt, Utah - (157 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within

Wasatch Meadow subdivision Residential subdivision 26 miles west of Duchesne, Utah - 69 acres the project boundary as the developmer_lt area since th_|s subdivision is not

(69 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within

. N - . 79 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not

West Star Properties Residential subdivision 20 miles west of Duchesne, Utah U421 (79 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County
February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within

L . . s . 934 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not

Young Meadows subdivision Residential subdivision 20 miles west of Duchesne, Utah - (934 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Duchesne County

February 2012 (Duchesne County 2009).
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Emery County

No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.

Grand County

No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.

Juab County

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within

Birch Creek subdivision Residential subdivision Adjacent to Nortonville of Juab, 6 miles B 13 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
north and west of Nephi, Utah (13 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Juab County (Juab
County 2009).
. . The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
. - N oo Adjacent to Qld 91, and Burraston Hill 40 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
Burraston View subdivision Residential subdivision of Juab, 6 miles north and west of - (40 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Juab County (Juab
Nephi, Utah County 2009).
. . The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
. o N - Adjaceqt to Burraston View, and O.Id 40 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
Burraston Hill of Juab subdivision Residential subdivision 91, 6 miles north and west of Nephi, — (40 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Juab County (Juab
Utah County 2009).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Majestic Estates subdivision Residential subdivision 6 miles north and west of Nephi, Utah - (; :g:g:) :‘Bflsrgésgtlfp?eu dndTarr])é 23Jrrfedfivretlﬁsgqr%'}é:{%%j'nn dC;r)t/hilss ;3;; I(\;/(;SJgPyI?JEZL
County 2009).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Nortonville subdivision Residential subdivision Adjacent to Birch Creek, 6 miles north B 13 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
and west of Nephi, Utah (13 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Juab County (Juab
County 2009).
. . The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
L N - Adjacent to Burraston View, and 40 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
Old 91 subdivision Residential subdivision Burraston Hill of Juab, 6 miles north and - (40 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Juab County (Juab
west of Nephi, Utah Coj/nty 2008) . i ! !
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
West Creek of Moab subdivision Residential subdivision 6 miles north and west of Nephi, Utah - (32 22:22) :‘B?I;E?és(;i(?;eu dnd.?r% 23J?sedfzvretlr?ep?r%?;gtriisInn dcaer)t/hilss JSSSS g(')ﬂg?y%ﬂgtb
County 2009).
Nephi City
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
o R . . R Eastern edge of the municipal boundary 6 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
Deer Acre Plat °B” subdivision Residential subdivision of Nephi, Utah a (6 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Juab County (Juab
County 2009).
Sanpete County
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Mount Baldv subdivision Residential subdivision 7 miles northeast of Fountain Green, 3 307 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
y Utah (307 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Sanpete County

(Sanpete County 2009).

Uintah County

No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.
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Applicant Action?

Project Name Type of Action General Location' Links Crossing the Action (Ground Disturbance) Assumptions for Analysis®

Utah County

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within

. . — — - . . 811 acres the project boundary as the development area since this subdivision is not
Solider Summits residential estates Residential subdivision 13 miles north of Scofield, Utah U530 (811 acres) fully developed. The source for the project boundary is Utah County (Utah
County 2009).

Wasatch County

There are not any actions identified or data received to be used in cumulative analysis

Additional Actions®
LANDFIRE™

The development assumption for land fire data is based on the following
attributes:

Agriculture-Cultivated Crops and Irrigated Agriculture: Value = 82
Agriculture-Pasture and Hay: Value = 81

Developed-High Intensity: Value = 24

Developed-Medium Intensity = Value 23

Developed-Roads = Value 25

Developed-Upland Deciduous Forest = Value 13

Developed-Upland Evergreen Forest = Value 14

Developed-Upland Herbaceous = Value 16

Developed-Upland Mixed Forest = Value 15

Developed-Upland Shrubland = Value 17

National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS)-Close Grown Crop =
- Throughout the Project area - - Value 65

NASS-Fallow/Idle Cropland = Value 66

NASS-Orchard = Value 60

NASS-Row Crop = Value 64

NASS-Row Crop-Close Grown Crop = Value 63

Quarries-Strip Mines-Gravel Pits = Value 32

Recently Disturbed Developed Upland Deciduous Forest = Value 2541
Recently Disturbed Developed Upland Evergreen Forest = Value 2542
Recently Disturbed Developed Upland Herbaceous = Value 2544
Recently Disturbed Developed Upland Mixed Forest = Value 2543
Recently Disturbed Developed Upland Shrubland = Value 2545
Recently Disturbed Orchard Vegetation = Value 2548

Recently Disturbed Pasture and Hayland = Value 2549

The source for the boundaries is LANDFIRE (LANDFIRE 2012)

Transmission Line

The development assumption for transmission lines is based on averaging
corridor widths estimated by 2011 and 2012 NAIP aerial imagery
interpretation (NAIP 2011b).

500KV transmission lines: 225-foot-wide corridor

345kV transmission lines: 150-foot-wide corridor

230KV transmission lines: 100-foot-wide corridor

138kV transmission lines: 75-foot-wide corridor

115kV transmission lines: 50-foot-wide corridor

The source for transmission line alignments is POWERmMap Platts as
digitized by EPG (POWERmap Platts 2009).

- Transmission line Throughout the Project area - -
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Pipelines
The development assumption for pipelines is based on averaging corridor
widths estimated by 2011 and 2012 NAIP aerial imagery interpretation
(NAIP 2011a).
B Pipeline Throughout the Project area B 3 30- to 42-inch-diameter pipelines: 300-foot-wide corridor

20- to 26-inch-diameter pipelines: 200-foot-wide corridor

10- to 18-inch diameter pipelines: 100-foot-wide corridor

6- to 8.6-inch diameter pipelines: 50-foot-wide corridor

The source for pipeline alignments is POWER Engineers (POWER 2012).

Highways/Roads

Transportation

Throughout the Project area

The development assumption for highways and roads is based on averaging
corridor widths estimated by 2011 and 2012 NAIP aerial imagery
interpretation (NAIP 2011e).

Interstate highways: 75-foot-wide corridor

Intra-state/Intra-metro Area/Inter-metro Area: 50-foot-wide corridor
City/County/Local: 25-foot-wide corridor

The source for the road alignments are the U.S. Department of
Transportation (2008) and Automated Geographic Reference Center
(2012).

Railroads
The development assumption for railroads is an average corridor width of
3 Transportation Throughout the Project area B 3 25 feet based on 2011 and 2012 NAIP aerial imagery interpretation (NAIP
2011e). The source for railroad alignments is the U.S. Department of
Transportation (2008).
NOTES:

LAl locations are approximate unless township/range/section is provided.
?The acreage and mileage is calculated from the available data received from agencies or digitized maps. The total acreage is based on the data boundary received from an agency and may not directly reflect what is described in the project description.
*The assumptions were used in the quantification portion of the cumulative analysis to achieve an approximate amount of disturbance for each activity.
“Vegetation management activities include but not are not limited to prescribed fires; chemical and mechanical weed treatments; mastication; mowing; bullhog; cut and pile; cut, pile, and burn; lop and scatter; plantings; chaining; stream channel work; shaded fuel breaks; etc.
®Habitat/rangeland management activities include but are not limited to gate, pond, well, corral, check dam, erosion structure, cattleguard, pit, water trough, seep, etc.
®Additional activities are datasets of existing development but are not called out as individual projects.
Rural residential development, farming, grazing, private airstrips, transportation, and mining claims are dispersed throughout the Project area; however, data inventory for these categories was limited to the 2-mile-wide alternative route study corridors.

During the analysis, a few past and present actions were identified for which data either have not been received from the field offices or were received after analysis began and will be added between the Draft and Final EIS. These past and present actions include:

Little Snake Field Office

e Sand Wash Artillery Range Site and Craig Range National Guard Training Site (waiting on information from CH2MHill)

Moab Field Office

e Vegetation/habitat management activities

Manti-La Sal National Forest
e Dry Canyon Fuels

e Questar Pipeline

e Gooseberry Campground
e Spoon Creek Timber Sales
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REASONABLY FORESEEABLE FUTURE ACTIONS

TABLE 4-2

Applicant/Project Name

Type of Action

General Location®

Links Crossing the Action

Approximate Size of

Action®

(Surface Disturbance)

Assumptions for Analysis®

Multi-state Actions

Bureau of Land

Management (BLM) Wyoming State Of

fice

Idaho Power and Rocky Mountain Power

Starts at Windstar Substation near Dave

The development assumption buffers the centerline for the double-circuit
500-kilovolt (kV) sections and the single-circuit 500kV section for a

TransWest Express 500kV Transmission Project

Transmission line

with possible alternative routes proposed
in Colorado and Utah

U420, U421, U424, U427, U429,
U430, U431, U432, U433, U435,
U460, U486, U487, U488, U490,
U496, U498, U523, U524, U525,
U530, U537, U539, U544, U545,
U546, U548, U585, U586, U587,
U600, U621, U625, U628, U629,
U630, U631, U636, U637, UG38,
U639, U650, U728, U729, U730,
U731, U732, U733, U734, U765

) S S Johnston Power Plant in Wyoming to 1,114 miles 250-foot-wide corridor; and the 230kV section, for a 125-foot-wide
Gateway e 500-|;Ir|(<))j\éc(>:ltt (k) Transmission | Transmission fine Hemingway Substation near Melba, W15, W30, W35, W36 (31,539 acres) corridor. This is based on information in the Gateway West Draft
Idaho Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 2011 (BLM 2011t). The source of
the project alignment is Tetra Tech (Tetra Tech 2013).
W102, W110, W111, W113, W116,
W117, W120, W121, W124, W15,
W16, W22, W27, W299, W30, W300,
W302, W32, W321, W36, W409,
W411C100, C101, C105, C106, C13,
C170, C175, C177, C185, C186, C187,
C188, C195, C196, C197, C270, C61,
Begins near Sinclair, Wyoming, and LCJZ(l)OULZJj(l)1US§,24U3286U8£0U390 The development assumption buffers the centerline for a 250-foot-wide
TransWest Express, LLC terminates near Las Vegas, Nevada; ' ’ ' ' ’ 2,551 miles right-of-way based on information in the right-of-way application

(77,182 acres)

submitted in 2010 (TransWest Express LLC 2010). The source of the
project alignment is AECOM (AECOM 2013).

Bureau of Land Manag

ement Rock Springs and L.ittle Snake Fi

eld Offices

Questar Exploration and Production Company,
Wexpro Company, and other natural gas
development companies
Hiawatha Regional Energy Development Project

Oil and/or gas
development

Northwest Colorado/southwest
Wyoming

158,114 acres
(7,552 acres)

The development assumptions for this project are 1.9 acres of disturbance
per well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 40 acres. These assumptions
and the project boundary are based on information in the public scoping
announcement in 2006 (BLM 2006¢).

Wyoming

Federal

Bureau of Land Management Rawlins Field Office

Ambre Energy

Coal mine

Northeast of Hanna, Wyoming

W21, W22

12,644 acres

The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
the project boundary as the development area since development at this

Mountain Plan D

Anadarko Rosebud Mine (12,644 acres) point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is Ambre Energy
(Ambre Energy 2012a).
The development assumptions for this project are 2.6 acres of disturbance
. . . . . w101, W102, W107, W108, W109, per well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 40 acres. These assumptions
Continental Div?dpe-(((.:‘,?gsst?)rr:uliln;t)ural Gas Project ((1)(;\'/ler:)d/r?{egrgft}15 aﬁtmInleégysg;?ngzv\\:\ilegw\{a\gfgggiies W110, W111, W116, W117, W120, 1((?5 %23?? icarcerse)s are based on information in the Project Draft EIS and Plan of Development
) P W125, W128, W27, W32 ' 2012 (BLM 2012a0). The source of the project boundary is the BLM
Rawlins Field Office (BLM 20079).
Warren Exploration and Production, Inc., Double The development assumptions for this project are 2 acres of c_ilst_urbance per
. . . well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 152 acres (9 wells distributed
Eagle Petroleum Company, and Anadarko Oil and/or gas 19 miles southwest of Rawlins, 1,368 acres - . L
; . : - across 1,368 acres). These assumptions are based on information in the
Exploration and Production Company Doty development Wyoming (17 acres)

Plan of Development, 2012 (BLM 2012ap). The source of the project
boundary is the BLM Rawlins Field Office (BLM 2012aq).
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Whirlwind |

Wind energy facility

2 miles southwest of Rawlins, Wyoming

W30, W32

42,568 acres
(255 acres)

The development assumptions for this project are 1.0 acres of disturbance
per turbine pad and a density of 1 turbine pad per 167 acres. These
assumptions are based on averaging wind-turbine pad sizes for existing
projects in the roject area. The density assumption was developed by
evenly spacing 300 turbines within the project-area boundary. The source
of this information is from BLM National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) Hotsheet released in January 2013 and reviewing the National
Agricultural Information Program (NAIP) 2012 aerial imagery (BLM
2013I). The source for the project boundary is the BLM Rawlins Field
Office (BLM 2013m).

Bureau of Land Management Rock Spring Field Offic

(0]

Ambre Energy
Black Butte Mine

Coal mine

25 miles east of Rock Springs,
Wyoming

45,846 acres
(45,846 acres)

The development assumption for this surface mine is to consider the area
within the project boundary as the development area since development at
this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary is Ambre
Energy (Ambre Energy 2012b).

Anadarko Petroleum Corp.
Monell/Arch Unit Infill Project — Monell Unit

Oil and/or gas
development

35 miles east of Rock Springs,
Wyoming

10,146 acres
(509 acres)

The development assumptions for this project are 2 acres of disturbance per
well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 40 acres. These assumptions are
based on information in the public scoping notice, 2012 (BLM 2012ar).
The source for the project boundary is the BLM Rock Springs Field Office
(BLM 2012as).

Anadarko Petroleum Corp.
Monell/Arch Unit Infill Project — Arch Unit

Oil and/or gas
development

35 miles east of Rock Springs,
Wyoming

12,540 acres
(312 acres)

The development assumptions for this project are 1 acres of disturbance per
well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 40 acres. These assumptions are
based on information in the public scoping notice, 2012 (BLM 2012ar).
The source for the project boundary is the BLM Rock Springs Field Office
(BLM 2012as).

Evergreen Wind Power Partners, LLC
Quaking Aspen Mountain

Wind energy facility

Southeast of Rock Springs, Wyoming

7,172 acres
(109 acres)

The development assumptions for this project are 1.0 acres of disturbance
per turbine pad and a density of 1 turbine pad per 65 acres. These
assumptions are based on averaging wind-turbine pad sizes for similar
existing wind projects in the Project area. The density assumption was
developed by evenly spacing 79 turbines within the project-area boundary.
The source of this information is from the scoping notice extension in 2011
(BLM 2011u). The source for the project boundary is the BLM Rock
Springs Field Office (BLM 2012at).

Sweeney Ranch Wind Park, LLC
Sweeney Ranch

Wind energy facility

9 miles south of Thayer Junction,
Wyoming

12,097 acres
(329 acres)

The development assumptions for this project are 1.0 acre of disturbance
per turbine pad and a density of 1 turbine pad per 36 acres. The density
assumption was developed by evenly spacing 150 turbines within the
project area boundary. The source of this information is the BLM NEPA
Hotsheet, January 2013 (BLM 2013l). The source for the project boundary
is BLM Rock Springs Field Office (BLM 2009i).

Teton Wind, LLC
White Mountain Wind Farm

Wind energy facility

Located west-northwest of Rock
Springs, Wyoming (T19N & 20N,
R105W and 106W)

13,165 acres
(191 acres)

The development assumptions for this project are 0.8 acres of disturbance
per turbine pad and a density of 1 turbine pad per 54.85 acres. The density
assumption was developed by evenly spacing 240 turbines within the
project area boundary. The source of these assumptions is from the
Environmental Assessment (EA) in 2010 (BLM 2010Kk). The source for the
project boundary is the BLM Rock Springs Field Office (BLM 2012at).

State

No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.

Local

Carbon County

No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.
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Sweetwater County

No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.

Colorado

Federal

Bureau of Land Management Grand Junction Field Office

Oil and/or gas
development

20 miles northwest of De Beque,
Colorado

23,682 acres
(228 acres)

The development assumptions for these units are 1.5 acres of disturbance
per well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 160 acres. These assumptions
are based on information in the Reasonable Foreseeable Development
Scenario for Qil and Gas, Grand Junction Field Office 2012 (BLM 2012x).
The source of the project boundary is the BLM Colorado State Office
(BLM 2012x).

Bureau of Land Management Little Snake Field Offic

Tri-State Generation and Transmission
Association, Salt River Project Agricultural
Improvement and Power District, Platte River
Power Authority, and PacifiCorp
Trapper Mine

Coal mine

Southwest of Craig, Colorado, east of
Colorado State Highway 13

10,186 acres
(10,186 acres)

The development assumption for this surface mine including the entire area
within the project boundary as the development area, since the extent of the
development at this point is unknown. The boundary was provided by
Trapper Mine (Trapper Mining, Inc. 2012).

The development assumptions for these units are 4 acres of disturbance per
well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 40 acres. These assumptions are

B Oil and/or gas 9 miles southeast of Moffat. Colorado B 11,974 acres based on information in the Reasonable Foreseeable Development: Oil and
development ’ (1,205 acres) Gas in the Little Snake Field Office Administrative Boundary Area, 2004
(BLM 2004d). The source of the project boundary is the BLM Colorado
State Office (BLM 2012x).
Bureau of Land Management White River Field Office
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
ExxonMobil Exploration Company and Natural Site 1 is located at T1S, R98W, Sec.35 the project lease area as the development area since devglopment oceurs
. . . throughout the project lease area. The source for the project boundary is
Soda Holdings, Inc. Colorado Oil Shale Research | Oil shale and/or tar (Lots 1, 2, 3, and 4) 359 acres ; . ;
. . . - from the ExxonMobil Exploration Company and Natural Soda Holdings,
Development, and Demonstration Lease Tracts | sand development Site 2 is located at T1S, R98W, Sec. 34 (359 acres) Inc. Colorado Oil Shale R h. Devel 4D ion L
Project (Lots 1, 2. 7, and 8) nc. Colorado Qil Shale Research, Development, and Demonstration Lease
e Tracts Project EA, 2012 (BLM 2012au). The source for the project
boundary is the BLM White River Field Office (2010l).
State
No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.
Local
Garfield County
No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.
Mesa County
Local development 87 acres The development assumption for this project is to use the entire land
Clouse No. 1 and No. 2 Simple Land Divisions (annexation/ land 12 miles northeast of Fruita, Colorado - division area. The boundary was provided by Mesa County as a GIS
L (87 acres) .
division) shapefile (Mesa County 2011).
Moffat County

No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.

Rio Blanco County

No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.

Routt County

No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.
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Utah
Federal
Bureau of Land Management Fillmore Field Office
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Ferner Valley Analysis Area Vegetation \ 7 miles east of Jericho, Utah B 8,046 acres the project boungja_ry as the development area since the ext_ent of vegetati_on
management (8,046 acres) management activities is unknown. The source for the project boundary is
the BLM Fillmore Field Office (BLM 2012ac).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Levan Pastures Analysis Area Vegetation , 5 miles west of Levan, Utah B 3,163 acres the project bounqla_r)_/ as the development area since the extent of vegetati_on
management (3,163 acres) management activities is unknown. The source for the project boundary is

the BLM Fillmore Field Office (BLM 2012ac).

Mona South Pumped Storage Project

Transmission line

In Wide Canyon, 4 miles southwest of
Mona, Utah

Transmission: 4.7 miles
(143 acres)

Facilities: 394 acres

Transmission line: The development assumption buffers the 4.7-mile-long
centerline for a 250-foot-wide right-of-way based on information
developed by EPG of average right-of-way widths for transmission lines of
different voltages, 2013.> The source for the Project alignment is the BLM
Fillmore Field Office (BLM 2013n).

Facilities: The development assumption for this project is to use the entire
project boundary since development at this point is unknown. The source
for the project boundary is the BLM Fillmore Field Office (BLM 2013n).

Mona North Pumped Storage Project

Transmission line

Old Canyon stream in the Long Ridge
area west of Mona, Utah

Transmission: 6 miles
(182 acres)

Facilities: 833 acres

Transmission line: The development assumption buffers the 6-mile-long
centerline for a 250-foot-wide right-of-way based on information
developed by EPG of average right-of-way widths for transmission lines of
different voltages, 2013.> The source for the Project alignment is the BLM
Fillmore Field Office (BLM 20130).

Facilities: The development assumption for this project is to use the entire
project boundary since development at this point is unknown. The source
for the project boundary is the BLM Fillmore Field Office (BLM 20130).

Bureau of Land Management Moab Field Office
The development assumptions for this project are 4.0 acres of disturbance
. per well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 160 acres. These assumptions
- dOE:\IIZIT) %/r(:]re%ztas 9 miles south of Cisco, Utah - 2(%‘(?; i:rc;rse)s are bas_ed on in_formation in the Re_asonabl_y Foreseeable Development
Scenario for Oil and Gas, Moab Field Office (BLM 2005g). The source for
the project boundary is the BLM Utah State Office (BLM 2012ac).
Bureau of Land Management Price Field Office
3 miles east of Scofield along a north- The de_ve!opment a_ssumption for this underground mine is_to consider the
Wasatch Natural Resources C . Co B 7,623 acres area within the project boundary as the development area since
oal mine south trending ridge east parallel to AT ;
Long Canyon Coal Lease Pleasant Valley/Scofield (7,623 acres) development at this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary
is the BLM Price Field Office (BLM 2012aw).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
. . . Boundary encompasses 50 miles around 50,046 acres the project boundary as the development area since development at this
Woodside Site Power generation Green River and East Carbon, Utah U488, U489, U734 (50,046 acres) point is unknown. The Woodside substation assumption is 6.5 acres. The
source for these boundaries is the BLM Price Field Office (BLM 2012aw).
The development assumptions for this project are 1.0 acre of disturbance
. er well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 40 acres. These assumptions
- (?'I andfor gas 4 miles southwest of Woodside, Utah U734 11,919 acres gre basedpon informatior??n the PricepPrOF:)osed Resource Managempent
evelopment (292 acres)

Plan/Final EIS, 2008 (BLM 2008d). The source for the project boundary is
the BLM Utah State Office (BLM 2012ac).

Bureau of Land Management Richfield Field Office

No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.
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Bureau of Land Management Salt Lake Field Office

Applicant/Project Name Type of Action

No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.

Bureau of Land Management Vernal Field Office

T8S, R15E, Sec. 24-26, 35, 36
T8S, R16E, Sec. 13-15, 19-36
T8S, R17E Sec. 14-36 The development assumptions for this project are 1.2 acres of disturbance
T8S, RIBE Sec. 19-21, 25-36 er well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 20 acres. These assumptions
Newfield Corporation Oil and/or gas T8S, R19E, Sec. 31,32 119,669 acres B based o informati v he Newfiold Master Dovel Dlan
Monument Butte EIS development T9S, R19E, Sec. 4-9, 17-20 - (7,213 acres) are based on information In the Newfield Master Development Plan No. 6
EA, 2011 (BLM 2011v). The source for the project boundary is the BLM
T9S, RISE, Sec. 1-35 Vernal Field Office (BLM 2012ag)
T9S, R16-17E, all sections '
T9S, R15E, Sec.1-3, 10-12, 13-15, 22-
24, 25-27, 34-36
The development assumptions for this project are 2.5 acres of disturbance
per well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 40 acres. These assumptions
3 Oil and/or gas 4 miles southeast of Ouray, Utah U300 44,726 acres are based on information in the Greater Uinta Basin Oil and Gas
development ‘ (2,793 acres) Cumulative Impacts Technical Support Document, 2012 (BLM 2012af).
The source for the project boundary is the BLM Utah State Office (BLM
2012ac).
One portion in the southeastern corner The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Vegetation . . . 1,704 acres the project boundary as the development area since the extent of vegetation
- 4 of the Vernal Field Office; other portion - AR : .
Management 20 miles east of Manila. Utah (1,704 acres) management act|V|_t|es is u_nknown. The source for the project boundary is
’ the BLM Vernal Field Office (BLM 2013Kk).
Ashley National Forest
No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.
Manti-La Sal National Forest
The development assumption for this project buffers the trail centerline to
Meadow Eork Trail Recreation 7 miles southeast of Spring City, Utah 3 2.4 miles create a 15-foot-wide corrid_or. The assumption is based on an exist_ing trail
’ (4 acres) that part of the proposed trail follows. The source for the Project alignment
is the Manti-La Sal National Forest (USFS 2011h).
The development assumption for this underground mine is to consider the
. . 2,717 acres area within the project boundary as the development area since
Flat Canyon Coal Lease Tract Coal mine 5 miles west of Clear Creek, Utah U600 (2,717 acres) development at this point is unknown. The source for the project boundary
is the Manti-La Sal National Forest, (USFS 2013e).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Shalom Fuels Project Vegetation , 3 miles west of Clear Creek, Utah U600 5,361 acres the project boun(_ja_ry as the development area since the extent of vegetati_on
management (5,361 acres) management activities is unknown. The source for the project boundary is
the Manti-La Sal National Forest, (USFS 2012l).
The development assumption for this surface mine is to consider the area
Sunroc Corporation _ _ 18 acres wi_thin _the.project boundary as the development area sincg de\_/elopment at
Chicken Creek Surface Gypsum Mine Non-coal mine 2 miles east of Levan, Utah - (18 acres) this point is unknown. The proposed access road assumption is the
centerline buffered to a 25-foot width. The source for the project boundary
is the Manti-La Sal National Forest, (USFS 2012j).
Uinta-Wasatch-Cache National Forest
The development assumption for this project is to buffer the road centerline
Squaw Creek Road Relocation Project Highway/Road Between Spanish Fork Road and Heber- 3 5 miles fora 30-foo_t—wide corridor based on the portion of existing roe}d alignment
Kamas Road (12 acres) that the project follows (USFS 2012m). The source for the project
alignment is the Uinta-Wasatch-Cache National Forest (USFS 2012n).
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Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Commission and Bureau of Indian Affairs

Bill Barrett Corporation
Blacktail Ridge

Oil and/or gas
development

In Duchesne County, 8 miles east of
Fruitland, Utah, and 2 miles north of
U.S. Highway 40

u421

933 acres
(21 acres)

The development assumptions for this project are 3.5 acres of disturbance
per well pad and a density of 1 well pad per 159 acres (5 wells on 790.52
acre parcel). These assumptions are based on information in the Blacktail
Ridge 12-Well Exploratory Drilling Project EA Scoping Notice, November
2012 (Utah Reclamation Mitigation and Conservation Commission 2012).
The source for the project boundary is Utah Reclamation Mitigation and
Conservation Commission 2013c).

Bureau of Reclamation

Bureau of Reclamation and Sanpete Water
Conservancy District
The Narrows Dam and Reservoir Project
(including highway relocation, tunnel, and East
Bench and Oak Creek Pipeline)

Dam and reservoir
project

6 miles northeast of Fairview, Utah

U600 (Tunnel and Highway), U630,
U636 (pipelines)

Reservoir: 669 acres
Pipelines: 16 miles
(59 acres)
Highway: 3 miles
(8 acres)
Tunnel: 0.6 miles
(2 acres)

Dam: 0.3 acres

Reservoir: The development assumption for this project is based on using
the entire project boundary since development at this point is unknown.
The source for the project boundary is Central Utah Water Conservancy
District, 2012.

Pipelines: The development assumption is to buffer the pipelines for a
30-foot-wide corridor.

Highway: The development assumption is to buffer the centerline for a
24-foot-wide corridor.

Tunnel: The development assumption is to buffer the centerline for a
30-foot-wide corridor based on aerial imagery scar measurement of the
current alignment.

Dam: The development assumption is to buffer the dam point to 14,251
square feet.

All of the development assumptions are based on information from the
Narrows Project Final EIS, November 2012 (U.S. Bureau of Reclamation
2012). The source for the Project boundaries is Sanpete Water
Conservancy District (Sanpete Water Conservancy District.2012).

State

State of Utah School and Institutional Trust Lands Administration (SITLA)

Santaquin Residential, Utah County
South Price residential, Price Fairgrounds,
Carbon County
Arches Overlook, Grand County
Johnsons Up On Top/Moab Golf Course
College of Eastern Utah, Utah State University
Branch Campus Site, Grand County
Price Industrial, Carbon County
Price City 40, Carbon County
Price Industrial Large Lots
Price Fairgrounds Exchange Parcel
Green River Industrial

Multiple types of
development®

Throughout the Utah portion of the
Project area

5,751 acres
(5,751 acres)

The development assumption for this project is to use the entire project
lease boundary since development in each lease or project area currently is
unknown. The source for the project boundary is SITLA (SITLA 2013b).

Local

Carbon County

No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.

City of Helper

No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.

Daggett County

No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.

Duchesne County

No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.
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Emery County
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
. . 4 miles west-northwest of Green River, 1,030 acres the project boundary as the development area since development at this
Blue Castle Nuclear Power Plant Project Power generation Utah U488 (1,030 acres) poinpt isJ unknown. '%/he source for tﬂe project boundary is EF;nery County
(Emery County 2009a).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
Wind ener . 3,838 acres the project boundary as the development area since development at this
a facilities » 20 miles east of Castle Dale, Utah B (3,838 acres) poinrit i'sJ unknown. 'I}/he source for tﬁe project boundary is Epmery County
(Emery County 2009b).
Grand County
No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.
Juab County
The development assumption for this project is to buffer the road centerline
_ 3.8 miles for a 75-foot-_vvide corridor b_ased_o_n the average road width for an
Juab County Loop Road Highway/road West of Mona, Utah U640 interstate. This average was identified by EPG staff after measuring
(34 acres) O : - .
existing interstates. The source for the Project alignment is the BLM
Fillmore Field Office (BLM 2012ax).
Nephi City
No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.
Sanpete County
No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.
Uintah County
. . . The development assumption for this project is to use the entire project
Enefit American Oil shale development S%'A;Zaelseﬁggﬁgr:?r :?t;?]e Uinta Basin, south of Vernal, - (282 Zg:) boundary since development at this point is unknown. The source for the
project boundary is Stantec Corporation (Stantec Corporation 2012).
City of Naples
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
. . . 433 acres the project boundary as the development area since development at this
Proposed Golf Course (private) Recreation 2 miles east of Naples, Utah - (433 acres) poinpt isJ unknown. 'the source for tﬁe project boundary is tk?e City of Naples
(Naples City 2009a).
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
. . . - . 59 acres the project boundary as the development area since development at this
Proposed Heliport (private) Alr Facility 1.5 miles east of Naples, Utah - (59 acres) poinpt isJ unknown. 'the source for tﬁe project boundary is tk?e City of Naples
(Naples City 2009b).
Utah County
No actions have been identified or no data have been received to use in the cumulative effects analysis.
Wasatch County
The development assumption for this project is to consider the area within
. - Residential . 1,906 acres the project boundary as the development area since the subdivision
Strawberry Highlands subdivision subdivision 30 miles west of Duchesne, Utah B (1,906 acres) devgloément at thisypoint is unkn05vn. The source for the project boundary

is Wasatch County (Wasatch County 2012).
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NOTES:
LAll locations are approximate unless township/range/section is provided.

?The acreage and mileage is calculated from the available data received from agencies or digitized maps.
*The assumptions were used in the quantification portion of the cumulative analysis to achieve an approximate amount of disturbance for each action.

4 Vegetation management activities include but not are not limited to prescribed fires; chemical and mechanical weed treatments; mastication; mowing; bullhog; cut and pile; cut, pile, and burn; lop and scatter; plantings; chaining; stream channel work; shaded fuel breaks; etc.

*The development assumption for transmission lines is based on averaging corridor widths estimated by aerial interpretation for the following voltages:

= 500kV Transmission Lines: 225-foot-corridor
= 345kV Transmission Lines: 150-foot-corridor
= 230kV Transmission Lines: 100-foot-corridor
= 138kV Transmission Lines: 75-foot-corridor
= 115kV Transmission Lines: 50-foot-corridor

SSITLA Active Pre-Designation Leases include the following types of development: Residential, Recreation, School/Education Facility, Industrial, and Annexation.

During the analysis, some known reasonably foreseeable future actions in the Project area were identified for which spatial data either have not been received from the field office or forest or were received after analysis began and will be added between the Draft and Final EIS. These reasonably

foreseeable future actions include:

= Multi-State Projects

e LS Power and Wyoming Infrastructure Authority Wyoming-Colorado Intertie Transmission Project

e High Plains Express Transmission Project
e Jade Energy Associates Overland Transmission Project
¢ Regional Watershed Supply Project Pipeline

= Bureau of Land Management Rawlins Field Office

e Catalina Plans of Development, G & | Proposed Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Wells

o DKRW Facility and pipeline
¢ Intermountain Wind (Boswell Springs)
e Samson Endurance Northern Access Loop Pipeline
= Bureau of Land Management Rock Springs Field Office
e Miller Mountain Wind Farm
=  Bureau of Land Management Moab Field Office

e Professor Valley Land and Water Conservation Fund Site Land Purchase

=  Bureau of Land Management Richfield Field Office
e May 2013 Oil and Gas lease

=  Manti-La Sal National Forest
e Graben Fuels
e Mary’s Slide
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SUMMARY APPROACH TO CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ANALYSIS

Resource or Resource
Issue

Issue(s) for Analysis

Cumulative Im

act Analysis Area

Methods of Analysis

Geographic Scope

Temporal Scope

Quantitative

Qualitative

Climate and Air Quality

What are the cumulative effects of the Project,
other present and past projects, and reasonably
foreseeable future actions (RFFA) on air

quality?

Local airshed

5 years for construction and stabilization;
for operation and maintenance; assuming
transmission line and ancillary facilities
would be for the life of the Project (50
years or longer) and could be permanent
if the Project is not decommissioned

None

Assess nature and extent of cumulative
effects associated with emissions during
construction and operation phases of the
of the Project, other present and past
projects, and RFFAS

Geologic Hazards = What are the impacts of the Project, other The geographical extent of geologic 5 years for construction and stabilization; | Estimate extent of development associated with the None
present and past projects, and RFFAs on areas | hazards crossed by the 2-mile-wide for operation and maintenance; assuming | Project, other present and past projects, and RFFAs to
with geological hazards? alternative route study corridors transmission line and ancillary facilities assess potential effects on geologic hazards by (1)
would be for the life of the Project (50 physiographic province and (2) areas of flooding and
years or longer) and could be permanent landslide susceptibility
if the Project is not decommissioned
Mineral Resources = What are the impacts of the Project, other 2-mile-wide alternative route study 5 years for construction and stabilization; | Estimate extent of development associated with the None
present and past projects, and RFFAS on corridors for operation and maintenance; assuming | Project, other present and past projects, and RFFAs to
existing land uses and future land uses transmission line and ancillary facilities assess potential effects on mineral resources with
(including minerals operations)? would be for the life of the Project (50 regards to conflicting with the development of a
years or longer) and could be permanent mineral resource
if the Project is not decommissioned
Soil Resources = What are the impacts of the Project, other The geographical extent of soil units 5 years for construction and stabilization; | Estimate the extent of development associated with the | None

present and past projects, and RFFAS on soils,
including erosion on steep slopes as a potential
result of ground disturbance?

crossed by 0.1 mile from either side of
the reference centerline of alternative
routes.

for operation and maintenance, will
assume transmission line and ancillary
facilities would be for the life of the
Project (50 years or longer) and could be
permanent if the Project is not
decommissioned

Project, other present and past projects, and RFFASs to
assess potential impacts on areas of susceptible to
flooding or landslides

Water Resources

What are the cumulative effects of the Project,

other present and past projects, and RFFAS on:

o surface water quality;

o wetlands, riparian areas, and associated
water quality;

o other areas susceptible to erosion and
potential for associated sediment deposition
into water resources?

8-digit hydrologic unit code (HUC)
(subbasin) drainage areas crossed by
alternative routes

5 years for construction and stabilization;
for operation and maintenance; assuming
transmission line and ancillary facilities
would be for the life of the Project (50
years or longer) and could be permanent
if the Project is not decommissioned

Assess cumulative impacts by alternative route

Assess potential cumulative impacts on
water resources particularly valuable or
susceptible to ground-disturbing
activities (e.g., specially designated
waters, wetlands and riparian areas,
perennial systems)

Assess potential cumulative impacts on
areas with high potential for discharging
erosion related sediment into water
resources (i.e., areas particularly
susceptible to erosion)

Vegetation

= What are the cumulative effects of the Project,
other present and past projects, and RFFAS on:
e the spread of noxious weeds; and
o wetland and riparian areas?

8-digit HUC (subbasin) drainage areas
crossed by alternative routes

5 years for construction and stabilization;
for operation and maintenance; assuming
transmission line and ancillary facilities
would be for the life of the Project (50
years or longer) and could be permanent
if the Project is not decommissioned

Estimate extent of potential cumulative loss of
vegetation cover associated with the Project, other
present and past projects, and RFFAs by community;
existing vegetation cover by community estimated by
summarizing Gap analysis Project data combined with
recent fire boundaries (and incorporate other
disturbance databases, if available)

Assess potential cumulative impacts on
vegetation associated with the spread of
noxious weeds

Special Status Plants

= What are the cumulative effects of the Project,
other present and past projects, and RFFAs on
sensitive plant populations and potential
habitats?

Avreas of potentially suitable habitat
and known populations in 8-digit HUC
(subbasin) drainage areas crossed by
alternative routes

5 years for construction and stabilization;
for operation and maintenance; assuming
transmission line and ancillary facilities
would be for the life of the Project (50
years or longer) and could be permanent
if the Project is not decommissioned

Estimate extent of development associated with the
Project, other present and past projects, and RFFASs in
special status plant species population areas or
potential habitats associated with the Project, other
present and past projects, and RFFAs for species with
available agency or modeled data

Assess potential cumulative impacts on
special status plant species populations or
potential habitats for species without
available agency or modeled data
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TABLE 4-3

SUMMARY APPROACH TO CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ANALYSIS

Resource or Resource
Issue

Issue(s) for Analysis

Cumulative Im

act Analysis Area

Methods of Analysis

Geographic Scope

Temporal Scope

Quantitative

Qualitative

Wildlife

= What are the cumulative effects of the Project,
other present and past projects, and RFFAs on
big game crucial and severe habitat and
migratory bird species, including:
anthropogenic development on migratory
birds?

Big game: Areas of mapped crucial or
seasonally important habitat in herd
units (i.e., Hunt Units in Wyoming,
Game Management Units in Colorado,
and Herd Units in Utah) crossed by
alternative routes

Migratory birds: Vegetation
communities in 8-digit HUC
(subbasin) drainage areas crossed by
alternative routes

5 years for construction and stabilization;
for operation and maintenance; assuming
transmission line and ancillary facilities
would be for the life of the Project (50
years or longer) and could be permanent
if the Project is not decommissioned

Estimate extent of development associated with the
Project, other present and past projects, and RFFASs in
mapped big game habitat, including crucial (Utah and
Wyoming) and severe (Colorado) big game habitat

Assess potential cumulative impacts on
migratory birds

Special Status Wildlife

= What are the cumulative effects of the Project,
other present and past projects, and RFFAs on
special status wildlife species, including:
o loss of special status species habitat; and
o long-term sustainability of populations?

Defined in collaboration with
Biological Resources Task Group for
each species or species group
(Section 4.3.8)

5 years for construction and stabilization;
for operation and maintenance; assuming
transmission line and ancillary facilities
would be for the life of the Project (50
years or longer) and could be permanent
if the Project is not decommissioned

Estimate extent of development associated with the
Project, other present and past projects, and RFFASs in
special status species habitat (for species with
available agency or modeled data)

Assess potential cumulative impacts on
long-term sustainability of special status
populations by species group (for species
without available agency or modeled
data)

Fish and Aquatic
Resources

= What are the cumulative effects of the Project,
other present and past projects, and RFFASs on:

o Federally listed threatened, endangered,
proposed and candidate fish;

e Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Forest
Service, and state-listed special status fish
and aquatic species; and

o game fish and other aquatic organisms?

8-digit HUC (subbasin) drainage areas
crossed by alternative routes

10 years for construction and
stabilization;

for operation and maintenance; assuming
transmission line and ancillary facilities
would be for the life of the Project (50
years or longer) and could be permanent
if the Project is not decommissioned

None

Assess potential cumulative impacts on
critical habitats or known locations of
special status species effects from the
Project, other present and past projects,
and RFFAs within 1 mile upstream;
resources are grouped by watershed in
the discussion

Cultural Resources

= What are the cumulative effects of the Project,
other present and past projects, and RFFASs on:
o archaeological and historic sites;
o cultural resources dependent on visual
settings (e.g., national historic trails); and
o traditional cultural properties?

4-mile-wide study corridor (2 miles on
either side of the reference centerline)

as defined by Cultural Resources Task
Group

5 years for construction and stabilization;
for operation and maintenance; assuming
transmission line and ancillary facilities
would be for the life of the Project (50
years or longer) and could be permanent
if the Project is not decommissioned

None. Effects on cultural resources are highly
dependent on unknown site-specific conditions that
may change substantially over time (i.e., site is
destroyed through natural environmental processes;
site is destroyed through human causes) and on
unknown project-specific conditions (i.e., project
engineering)

Assess potential cumulative effects on
cultural resources, including the potential
for effective mitigation

Paleontological
Resources

= What are the cumulative effects of the Project,
other present and past projects, and RFFAs on
paleontological resources?

Geographic extent of geological
formations crossed by 2-mile-wide
alternative route study corridors

5 years for construction and stabilization;
for operation and maintenance; assuming
transmission line and ancillary facilities
would be for the life of the Project (50
years or longer) and could be permanent
if the Project is not decommissioned

None

Assess cumulative ground disturbance by
geologic formation

Visual Resources

= What are the cumulative effects of the Project,
other present and past projects, and RFFASs on:

e scenery; and

o views from residences and other viewing
areas (e.g., travel routes, recreation areas,
and special designations)?

Scenery: Scenic Quality Rating Units
(SQRU) that would be fully or
partially located within 3 miles of the
alternative routes were considered
Viewers: Defined by the agency-
approved simulations locations that
would have views of the Project and of
the TransWest Express and/or
Gateway West transmission projects,
where the projects could be colocated

5 years for construction and stabilization;
for operation and maintenance; assuming
transmission line and ancillary facilities
would be for the life of the Project (50
years or longer) and could be permanent
if the Project is not decommissioned

Scenery: Estimate extent of development associated
with the Project, other present and past projects, and
RFFAs in each SQRU (total area of development in
the SQRU and a percentage of the SQRU)

Viewers: Illustrate potential cumulative impacts on
viewers at 32 key observation points using visual
simulations

Scenery: For key SQRUS, assess
cumulative effects on landform,
vegetation, water, color, adjacent
scenery, scarcity, and cultural
modification as appropriate
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TABLE 4-3

SUMMARY APPROACH TO CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ANALYSIS

Resource or Resource
Issue

Issue(s) for Analysis

Cumulative Im

act Analysis Area

Methods of Analysis

Geographic Scope

Temporal Scope

Quantitative

Qualitative

Land Use Resources What conflicts does the Project, other present 2-mile-wide alternative route study 5 years for construction and stabilization; | Estimate the extent of potential land use conflicts None
and past projects, and RFFAs pose with corridors for operation and maintenance; assuming | associated with the Project, other present and past
existing land uses or land management transmission line and ancillary facilities projects, and RFFAs
objectives (agricultural, recreational, would be for the life of the Project (50
conservation)? years or longer) and could be permanent
What are the impacts of the Project, other if the Project is not decommissioned
present and past projects, and RFFAS on
existing land uses and future lands uses
(planned development?
Parks, Preservation, and What are the impacts of the Project, other Boundary of recreation resources 5 years for construction and stabilization; | Estimate the extent of potential recreation resource or None
Recreation present and past projects, and RFFAS on crossed by alternative routes for operation and maintenance; assuming | resource use conflicts associated with the Project,
recreational uses and areas? transmission line and ancillary facilities other present and past projects, and RFFAs
would be for the life of the Project (50
years or longer) and could be permanent
if the Project is not decommissioned
Transportation and What are the impacts of the Project, other 2-mile-wide alternative route study 5 years for construction and stabilization; | Estimate the extent of potential conflicts with None

Access

present and past projects, and RFFAs on
airports and landing strips, roadways and
railroads?

corridors

for operation and maintenance; assuming
transmission line and ancillary facilities
would be for the life of the Project (50
years or longer) and could be permanent
if the Project is not decommissioned

transportation and access associated with the Project,
other present and past projects, and RFFAs

Special Designations
and Other Management
Areas

What are the impacts of the Project, other
present and past projects, and RFFAS on
special designations?

Boundary of special designations or
other management areas crossed by
alternative routes

5 years for construction and stabilization;
for operation and maintenance; assuming
transmission line and ancillary facilities
would be for the life of the Project (50
years or longer) and could be permanent
if the Project is not decommissioned

Estimate extent of development associated with the
Project, other present and past projects, and RFFAS in
special designations or other management areas
potentially crossed by the Project

Evaluate potential cumulative effects on
the relative or important values for which
the area was designated

U.S. Forest Service
Inventoried Roadless
Areas (IRAs) and
Unroaded/Undeveloped
area

What are the impacts of the Project, other
present and past projects, and RFFAS on IRAs
and Unroaded/Undeveloped areas?

Boundary of IRA or
Unroaded/Undeveloped area boundary
crossed by alternative routes

5 years for construction and stabilization;
for operation and maintenance; assuming
transmission line and ancillary facilities
would be for the life of the Project (50
years or longer) and could be permanent
if the Project is not decommissioned

Estimate extent of development associated with the
Project, other present and past projects, and RFFAS in
IRAs or Unroaded/Undeveloped areas potentially
crossed by the Project

Evaluate potential cumulative impacts on
wilderness characteristics and/or roadless
character

Non-Wilderness Study
Area Lands with
Wilderness
Characteristics

What are the impacts of the Project, other
present and past projects, and RFFAs on
inventoried non-wilderness study area lands
with wilderness characteristics, natural areas,
or non-wilderness study area lands with
wilderness characteristics adopted into a BLM
resource management plan?

Boundary of inventoried non-
wilderness study area lands with
wilderness characteristics, natural area,
or non-wilderness study area lands
with wilderness characteristics adopted
into a BLM resource management plan
crossed by alternative routes

5 years for construction and stabilization;
for operation and maintenance; assuming
transmission line and ancillary facilities
would be for the life of the Project (50
years or longer) and could be permanent
if the Project is not decommissioned

Estimate extent of development associated with the
Project, other present and past projects, and RFFAS in
natural areas or non-wilderness study area lands with
wilderness characteristics adopted into a BLM
resource management plan potentially crossed by the
Project

Evaluate potential cumulative impacts on
wilderness criteria inventoried on non-
wilderness study area lands with
wilderness characteristics

Wildland and Fire
Ecology Management

What contribution would the Project, other
present and past projects, and RFFAS have to
fire risk caused by ongoing human activities,
and how does it contribute to the fire
suppression challenges associated with an
expanding wildland urban interface?

Project area

5 years for construction and stabilization;
for operation and maintenance; assuming
transmission line and ancillary facilities
would be for the life of the Project (50
years or longer) and could be permanent
if the Project is not decommissioned

None. Effects on fire ecology and management are
highly dependent on unknown site-specific conditions
that may change substantially in a single season, and
unpredictable temporal conditions (e.g., weather).

Evaluate the potential for any type of
ground disturbance associated with the
Project, other present and past projects,
and RFFAs to facilitate spread of
invasive plants, change fire regime.
Evaluate existing wildland urban
interface and other transmission lines,
and whether or not the Project could
facilitate or constrain fire management
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TABLE 4-3

SUMMARY APPROACH TO CUMULATIVE EFFECTS ANALYSIS

Resource or Resource
Issue

Issue(s) for Analysis

Cumulative Im

act Analysis Area

Methods of Analysis

Geographic Scope

Temporal Scope

Quantitative

Qualitative

Social and Economic
Conditions

What are the impacts of the Project, other
present and past projects, and RFFAs on local
tourism in affected areas?

What is the availability of employment for the
local workforce during construction of the
Project, other present and past projects, and
RFFAs?

Could the Project, other present and past
projects, and RFFAS result in disparate
impacts on low-income and/or disadvantaged
populations?

What are the impacts of Project, other present
and past projects, and RFFAS on private
property values?

What are the impacts of Project, other present
and past projects, and RFFASs on businesses
and existing and future economic
development?

Project area by county

5 years for construction and stabilization;
for operation and maintenance; assuming
transmission line and ancillary facilities
would be for the life of the Project (50
years or longer) and could be permanent
if the Project is not decommissioned

None

Evaluate possible cumulative effects on
available workforce, employment,
population, housing, and property values

Electric and Magnetic
Fields

What are the potential health effects of Project,
other present and past projects, and RFFAs on
humans and animals from electric and
magnetic fields?

Would Project, other present and past projects,
and RFFAs cause interference with cellular
phone, Internet, radio and/or television
reception?

What are other potential cumulative effects of
the Project, other present and past projects, and
RFFAs on occupational and public safety?

2-mile-wide study corridor where the
Project is or could be adjacent to other
extra-high voltage transmission lines

5 years for construction and stabilization;
for operation and maintenance; assuming
transmission line and ancillary facilities
would be for the life of the Project (50
years or longer) and could be permanent
if the Project is not decommissioned

None

Evaluate potential for disease or adverse
effects from cumulative exposure to
electric and magnetic fields and audible
noise levels; evaluate potential
cumulative effects on occupational health
and safety
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TABLE 4-4

DATA COMPONENTS OF EXISTING DEVELOPMENT BASE LAYER

Dataset

Attributes

Two-mile-wide Alternative Route Study Corridors

Existing Land Use Layer

Air facilities

Agriculture

Commercial

Communication facilities

Industrial

Military

Parks/Preservation

Public/Quasi public

Recreation

Residential

School/Educational facility

Transportation (ground)

Utilities

Utilities—Existing Transmission Lines

Utilities—transmission lines

Utilities—"POWER Engineers Pipelines

Utilities—pipelines

ESRI StreetMap Roads™

Ground transportation—roads

Federal Railroad Administration—Railroads

Ground transportation—railroads

Two-mile-wide Alternative Route Study Corridors to the Largest Cumulative Impact Analysis Area

LANDFIRE™

Agricultural

Developed

Recently disturbed

Agricultural

Utilities—Existing Transmission Lines

Utilities—transmission lines

Utilities-POWER Engineers Pipelines

Utilities—pipelines

ESRI StreetMap Roads ™

Ground transportation—roads

Federal Railroad Administration—Railroads

Ground transportation—railroads

Reference Centerlines of Alternative Routes to the Project Area Boundary

Past and Present Activities

Coal mining

Historical fires

Industrial

Military

Mineral or other material mining

Oil shale and/or tar sands
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TABLE 4-4
DATA COMPONENTS OF EXISTING DEVELOPMENT BASE LAYER

Dataset Attributes

Oil and/or gas development

Residential

Sand and gravel mining

Past and Present Activities Tar sands

Vegetation management/Habitat improvement

Vegetation management/Recreation improvement

Wind-energy facility

NOTE: Other data layers are available in the existing land use and LANDFIRE ™ datasets. Layers shown in this table have been selected to represent existing development. These layers
include the following: Agriculture-Cultivated Crops and Irrigated Agriculture, Agriculture-Pasture and Hay, Developed-High Intensity, Developed-Medium Intensity, Developed-Roads,
Developed-Upland Deciduous Forest, Developed-Upland Evergreen Forest, Developed-Upland Herbaceous, Developed-Upland Mixed Forest, Developed-Upland Shrubland, National
Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS)-Close Grown Crop, NASS-Fallow/Idle Cropland, NASS-Orchard, NASS-Row Crop, NASS-Row Crop-Close Grown Crop, Quarries-Strip Mines-
Gravel Pits, Recently Disturbed Developed Upland Deciduous Forest, Recently Disturbed Developed Upland Evergreen Forest, Recently Disturbed Developed Upland Herbaceous, Recently
Disturbed Developed Upland Mixed Forest, Recently Disturbed Developed Upland Shrubland, Recently Disturbed Orchard Vegetation, and Recently Disturbed Pasture and Hayland.
Additional LANDFIRE ™ data types including Recently Burned Herbaceous Wetlands and Recently Burned-Herb and Grass Cover were not included to represent existing development.
Existing transmission lines were compiled according to kilovolt (kV) capacity. Average corridor sizes were estimated by aerial interpretation: 500kV (225-foot-wide corridor); 345kV
(150-foot-wide corridor); 230kV (100-foot-wide corridor); 138kV (75-foot-wide corridor); 115kV (50-feet-wide corridor). Pipelines were compiled according to data provided by POWER
Engineers. Pipeline sizes vary from 6 inches to 42 inches in diameter. Average visible scar widths were estimated by aerial interpretation to develop average corridors for the following
pipeline groups: 30- to 42-inch-diameter pipelines (300-feet-wide corridor); 20- to 26-inch-diameter (200-foot-wide corridor); 10- to 18-inch-diameter (100-foot-wide corridor); and 6- to
8.6-inch-diameter pipelines (50-foot-wide corridor). Roads are compiled according to road type. Average road corridor size was estimated by averaging the following road categories
corridor widths using aerial interpretation: Interstate Highway (75-feet-wide corridor); Intra-State/Intra-Metropolitan Area/Inter-Metropolitan Area (50-foot-wide corridor); and
City/County/Local (25-foot-wide corridor). Railroad corridors, based on aerial interpretation, were averaged to be 25-feet-wide.
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4.3 Cumulative Effects
4.3.1 Climate and Air Quality

The approach for analysis of cumulative effects on air quality, including the geographic and temporal
scopes defined for analysis, is presented in Table 4-3. This analysis relies on the analysis of direct and
indirect impacts from the Project (refer to Section 3.2.1) and considers them in conjunction with the past,
present, and RFFAs listed in Tables 4-1 and 4-2.

43.1.1 Issues Identified for Analysis

Air pollutant emissions, including the major regulated criteria pollutants, GHGs, and lesser amounts of
other regulated pollutants, such as hazardous air pollutants, would occur primarily during construction of
the transmission line and series compensation stations. During the operations phase, emission sources
would be limited to vehicular use for routine maintenance and emergency repair activities. The sources
would be similar to those from construction, but pollutants would be emitted in much smaller amounts on
an annual basis; therefore, the majority of emissions and impacts would be associated with construction.
In addition, circuit breakers at the series compensation stations would release negligible amounts of SF, a
GHG, due to leakage over time.

Construction of the transmission line and series compensation stations would release air pollutants from
construction sources such as traffic, construction equipment, fugitive dust from earthmoving, etc. These
emissions would combine with emissions from other existing local and regional sources of air pollutant to
affect ambient concentrations of pollutants. The smaller amounts of pollution released during operation
would combine with both existing and future emissions sources to affect ambient pollutant
concentrations. GHGs released from Project sources would combined with global GHG emissions to
affect climate change.

4.3.1.2 Existing Condition

Tables 3-2, 3-3, and 3-4 detail the current climate in the Project area. Tables 3-5, 3-6, and 3-7 detail the
existing air quality.

Most of the area traversed by the alternative routes is in compliance with federal and state ambient air
quality standards. The exception is Utah County, Utah, which would be traversed by portions of
Alternatives COUT-A, COUT-B, and COUT-C and local route variations. The entire county is considered
a nonattainment area with respect to the NAAQS for PMyj,.

4.3.1.3 Results

Cumulative ambient effects from the construction phase of the Project and other existing sources of air
pollutant emissions have been quantified in Appendix D. The background air-quality concentrations
shown are indicative of impacts due to air pollutant emissions from existing sources.

Overall, impacts on air quality from construction would be temporary, localized to the vicinity of the
activity, and would disperse or settle. The screening-level air-quality model performed to analyze
potential impacts on air quality could not rule out a potential exceedance of the numerical value of the
1-hour standard for NO, because of emissions from construction equipment used during transmission line
and series compensation station construction (all other projected impacts were within standard
limitations). However, current screening-level modeling methodology is inadequate to accurately
characterize these impacts. Based on the conservative assumptions used in estimating the concentrations
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and dispersion of criteria pollutants generated from construction activities, violations of the NAAQS for
NO, resulting from Project construction would not be anticipated. In addition, the 1-hour NO, NAAQS is
based on a 3-year average of sub-maximum concentrations. The activities resulting in maximum
construction emissions would not occur in the same location for multiple years and the model only
predicts maximum impacts, not the sub-maximum impacts that are the basis of the standard.

With respect to RFFASs, the likelihood of overlap with other development impacts is slight, because the
proposed Project impacts would be temporary and localized. Emissions related to transmission line
construction would affect different areas as the construction activity progresses, and series compensation
station emissions would only affect the immediate area of the station (maximum impacts occur in a few
hundred feet of the construction activities). In addition, transmission line or series compensation station
construction emissions—such as dust or emissions from construction equipment that are emitted near
ground level—do not produce measurable impacts at regional scales. Project-related traffic would
represent a negligible portion of total traffic on public roads.

In addition, most of the reasonably foreseeable projects listed in Table 4-2 also would have air-quality
impacts that are primarily related to their construction, rather than operation. This includes wind and solar
projects, subdivisions, other transmission lines, pipelines, and substations. Impacts from such projects
would be unlikely to overlap in time and space with construction emissions from the proposed Project
because they would likewise be temporary and localized.

One activity that would occur with increasing frequency over portions of the Project area that could
combine with transmission line and series compensation station construction emissions is oil and gas
development. Southwestern Wyoming, northwestern Colorado, and northeastern Utah are all seeing
increases in drilling and production. Both southwestern Wyoming and eastern Utah are currently being
studied to determine the expected magnitude of emissions and impacts from these activities. Ambient
impacts from oil and gas development will likely increase to some extent in future years as development
occurs; however, recent EPA regulations on oil and gas production, as well as state-level regulations, are
aimed at limiting these increases and preventing ambient standard violations or remedying any existing
violations. Again, the localized and temporary nature of Project construction impacts would limit the
opportunity for overlap of emissions and impacts.

With respect to GHGs, emissions from construction of the transmission line would range from 108 to

143 tons of CO.e per mile of transmission line. Total emissions for the Applicant’s Preferred Alternative
(WYCO-B/COUT-H) would total approximately 50,000 tons of CO,e over the 3 years of Project
construction; other alternative routes would emit somewhat more due to longer transmission line
distances. Construction of the two series compensation stations would emit an additional 3,000 tons CO,e
each. In contrast, the United States’ energy-related CO, emissions totaled 6,215 million tons in 2010
(U.S. Energy Information Administration 2011a); energy related CO, constitutes approximately 80
percent of total U.S. man-made GHG emissions (U.S. Energy Information Administration 2011b). The
maximum annual GHG emissions from Project construction would represent less than 0.001 percent of
annual United States energy-related emissions, a minor additional contribution to cumulative emissions.

During operation of the series compensation stations, approximately 50 tons of CO.e (as SF¢) would be
emitted per year. This represents less than 0.000001 percent of annual energy-related emissions in the
United States, a negligible amount.

Because GHG emissions from proposed projects contribute to climate change on a global scale, project-
specific impacts of GHG emissions on the local environment cannot be quantified. The lack of scientific
tools designed to predict climate change on regional or local scales limits the ability to quantify potential
future impacts. Currently, BLM does not have an established mechanism to accurately predict the effect
of resource management-level decisions from this project-specific effort on global climate change.
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Although the Project would emit GHGs during construction, the emissions would be temporary, only
occurring over a period of approximately 3 years. GHG emissions from operation of the series
compensation stations would be negligible.

4.3.2 Earth Resources

The approaches for analysis of cumulative effects on geologic hazards, soil resources, and mineral
resources including the geographic and temporal scopes defined for analysis, are presented in Table 4-3.
These analyses rely on the analysis of direct and indirect impacts from the Project (refer to Section 3.2.2)
and considers them in conjunction with the past, present, and RFFASs listed in Tables 4-1 and 4-2.

4.3.2.1 Issues ldentified for Analysis
43211 Potential Impacts on Geologic Hazards

Potential cumulative effects on geologic hazards include landslide susceptibility resulting from the loss of
vegetation or ground-disturbing activities related to the construction phase of multiple projects in a
localized area. Also, mine subsidence could increase above subsurface mining activities in a localized
area. Geologic hazards could directly and indirectly impact the construction, operation, and maintenance
of the Project, either through direct loss of equipment or injury to personnel as a result of seismic activity,
flooding, or landslides or indirect loss of transmission service as a result of these hazards. Cumulative
effects of past, present and RFFAS are not expected to affect Quaternary faults or flooding.

43.2.1.2 Potential Impacts on Soil Resources

Cumulative effects on soil resources can result either from (1) alterations to the natural environment and
land surface that could increase the rate of soil erosion by water or wind or (2) the permanent conversion
of designated farmland soils to nonagricultural uses that could collectively result in limited loss of
productivity of soils with the geographic scope for analysis. The implementation of appropriate selective
mitigation measures would minimize short-term impacts, such as disturbance of surface soils and other
alternations to the natural environment stemming from construction of the Project, other present and past
projects, and RFFAS, such that the local soil resources would be stabilized or returned to a state close to
their pre-construction state. Long-term impacts on soil resources would be associated with increased
public access via new access roads to previously undisturbed areas crossed by the Project.

4.3.2.1.3 Potential Impacts on Existing Mineral Operations

Mineral resources are associated with the geologic formations or units they are found in. Not all geologic
formations contain mineral resources or mineral resources may be found only in a portion of a geologic
formation. The addition of the Project to past, present, and RFFAs could result in greater potential for
effects on mineral resources throughout the Project area. The potential direct cumulative effects include
ground disturbance, such as grading and cutting of access roads, auguring for tower footings and anchors,
and conflicts with the development of mineral resources. Indirect effects include improved access to areas
with mineral potential.

4.3.2.2 Existing Condition
43221 Wyoming to Colorado — Aeolus to U.S. Highway 40 (WYCO)
Geologic Hazards

Areas of potential mine subsidence are present along all of the WYCO alternative routes and are
associated with underground coal mines crossed by the alternative routes. Quaternary faults are present,
but rare, along all of the WY CO alternative routes. Areas with moderate potential for flooding are present
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along all of the WY CO alternative routes along the rivers, streams, and drainages crossed by the
alternative routes. Areas with high and moderate potential for landslides are present along all of the
WY CO alternative routes and are most common in the steep areas crossed by the Project.

Soil Resources

Soils that are highly susceptible to water erosion are rare along the WYCO alternative routes and soils
that are moderately susceptible occur intermittently along all of the alternative routes. Soils that are highly
susceptible to wind erosion are rare along the WY CO alternative routes and soils that are moderately
susceptible to wind erosion occur intermittently along all of the alternative routes. Designated Prime or
Unique Farmland soils are present along all of the WY CO alternative routes and generally are restricted
to valleys that are currently actively irrigated in Colorado.

Existing Mineral Operations

Active mines and producing wells are common along all of the WY CO alternative routes. Active mining
claims are only present along Alternative WY CO-D and its route variation. Permitted mines are present
along all of the WY CO alternative routes with the greatest past and present development along
Alternative WYCO-D and its route variation. Coal and other leases are present along all of the WYCO
alternative routes with the greatest past and present development along Alternative WYCO-D and its
route variation. Qil and gas leases are present along all of the WYCO alternative routes with the greatest
past and present development along Alternative WY CO-D and its route variation. There are no
geothermal leases along the WY CO alternative routes.

43222 Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Baxter Pass to Clover (COUT BAX)
Geologic Hazards

Areas of potential mine subsidence are present along all of the COUT BAX alternative routes and are
associated with underground coal mines crossed by the alternative routes. Quaternary faults are present,
but rare, along all of the COUT BAX alternative routes. Areas with moderate potential for flooding are
present along all of the COUT BAX alternative routes along the rivers, streams, and drainages crossed by
the alternative routes. Areas with high and moderate potential for landslides are present along all of the
COUT BAX alternative routes are most common in the mountainous areas of central Utah crossed by the
Project.

Soil Resources

Soils that are highly susceptible to water erosion are most common in the mountainous areas of central
Utah and soils that are moderately susceptible occur intermittently along all of the alternative routes. Soils
that are highly susceptible to wind erosion are rare along the COUT BAX alternative routes and soils that
are moderately susceptible to wind erosion occur intermittently along all of the alternative routes.
Designated Prime or Unique Farmland soils are present along all of the COUT BAX alternative routes
and generally are restricted to valleys that are currently actively irrigated.

Existing Mineral Operations

Active mines and producing wells are common along all of the COUT BAX alternative routes with the
greatest past and present development along Alternative COUT BAX-E. Active mining claims and
permitted mines are present, but rare, along all of the COUT BAX alternative routes. Coal and other
leases are common along all of the COUT BAX alternative routes with the greatest past and present
development along Alternatives COUT BAX-B and COUT BAX-C. Oil and gas leases are common along
all of the COUT BAX alternative routes with the greatest past and present development along
Alternatives COUT BAX-B and COUT BAX-C. One geothermal lease is present along Alternative
COUT BAX-E.
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4.3.2.2.3 Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Central Utah to Clover (COUT)
Geologic Hazards

Areas of potential mine subsidence are only present along Alternatives COUT-H and COUT-I.
Quaternary faults are present, but rare, along all of the COUT alternative routes. Areas with moderate
potential for flooding are present along all of the COUT alternative routes along the rivers, streams, and
drainages crossed by the alternative routes. Areas with high and moderate potential for landslides are
present along all of the COUT alternative routes are most common in the mountainous areas of central
Utah crossed by the Project.

Soil Resources

Soils that are highly susceptible to water erosion are most common in the mountainous areas of central
Utah and soils that are moderately susceptible occur intermittently along all of the alternative routes. Soils
that are highly susceptible to wind erosion are rare along the COUT alternative routes and soils that are
moderately susceptible to wind erosion occur intermittently along all of the alternative routes. Designated
Prime or Unique Farmland soils are present along all of the COUT alternative routes and are generally
restricted to valleys that are currently actively irrigated.

Existing Mineral Operations

Active mines and producing wells are present along all of the COUT alternative routes with the greatest
past and present development along Alternatives COUT-H and COUT-I. Active mining claims are present
only along Alternatives COUT-C and its route variations, COUT-H, and COUT-I. Permitted mines are
present, but rare, along all of the COUT alternative routes. Coal and other leases are common along all of
the COUT alternative routes but the greatest past and present development occur along Alternatives
COUT-H and COUT-I. Qil and gas leases are common along all of the COUT alternative routes with the
greatest past and present development along Alternative COUT-1. Geothermal leases are present, but rare,
along Alternatives COUT-C and its route variations, COUT-H, and COUT-I.

4.3.2.3 Results

43231 Wyoming to Colorado — Aeolus to U.S. Highway 40 (WYCO) Alternative
Routes

Results of the analyses of cumulative effects from geologic hazards and on mineral and soil resources are
summarized in Tables 4-5 through 4-23.

Geologic Hazards

The WY CO alternative routes do not cross any areas with Quaternary faults. The WY CO alternative
routes cross areas with rare occurrences of potential mine subsidence. Cumulative effects from areas with
potential mine subsidence on projects would only occur where other projects are sited in the immediate
vicinity of the Project.

Soil Resources

Sensitive soils with moderate or high susceptibility to water or wind erosion, would experience the
greatest cumulative effects along Alternative WY CO-D and WY CO-D-1; whereas, the least cumulative
effects would occur along Alternative WYCO-B and its variants.

Past and present developments that would have cumulative effects on sensitive soils include historic fire
perimeters from 2000 to 2012, BLM vegetation treatments in the Little Snake Field Office, BLM oil and
gas units on the Price, Richfield, and Vernal Field Offices, oil and gas leases on Colorado and Utah state
lands, the Chokecherry Wind Farm Expansion, and Seven Mile Hill Wind Energy Facility. RFFAs that
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would have cumulative effects on sensitive soils include the Continental Divide-Creston Junction oil and
gas project, the Gateway West 230kV and 500kV and TransWest Express transmission lines, and
Hogback Ridge (Whirlwind 1) Wind Energy Project.

TABLE 4-5
SOIL RESOURCES (SENSITIVE SOILS) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY
FOR THE WYOMING TO COLORADO - AEOLUS TO U.S. HIGHWAY 40 (WYCO)
ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable | Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
Alternative WYCO-B and Route Variations
WYCO-B
(Applicant 26,200 1,600 1,900 2,800 6,300 19,900
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-1 26,200 1,600 1,800 2,900 6,200 20,000
WYCO-B-2 26,200 1,600 1,900 2,800 6,300 19,900
(Agency
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-3 26,200 1,700 1,900 2,800 6,400 19,800
Alternative WY CO-C and Route Variations
WYCO-C 27,000 2,700 2,600 2,600 8,000 19,000
WYCO-C-1 27,000 2,700 2,500 2,700 7,900 19,100
WYCO-C-2 26,900 2,700 2,600 2,600 7,900 19,000
WYCO-C-3 27,000 2,800 2,600 2,600 8,000 19,000
Alternative WYCO-D and Route Variation
WYCO-D 32,000 3,900 3,000 2,700 9,600 22,400
WYCO-D-1 32,000 4,000 3,000 2,600 9,600 22,400
Alternative WYCO-F and Route Variations
WYCO-F 28,000 1,600 2,900 2,900 7,400 20,600
WYCO-F-1 28,100 1,600 2,800 2,900 7,300 20,800
WYCO-F-2 28,000 1,600 2,900 2,900 7,300 20,700
WYCO-F-3 28,000 1,700 2,900 2,800 7,500 20,500

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest 100 acres; therefore, the columns may not total.

Designated farmland soils would experience similar cumulative effects along all of the WY CO alternative
routes and their variants.

Past and present developments that would have cumulative effects on designated farmland soils include
historic fire perimeters from 2000 to 2012 and oil and gas fields. Reasonably foreseeable future action
that would have cumulative effects on designated farmland soils includes the TransWest Express
Transmission Project.
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TABLE 4-6

ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

SOIL RESOURCES (FARMLAND SOILS) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY
FOR THE WYOMING TO COLORADO - AEOLUS TO U.S. HIGHWAY 40 (WYCO)

No Action Alternative

Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable | Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative | Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
Alternative WYCO-B and Route Variations
WYCO-B
(Applicant 16,300 1,200 400 200 1,800 14,500
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-1 16,500 1,100 400 200 1,700 14,800
WYCO-B-2 15,800 1,300 400 200 1,800 14,000
(Agency
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-3 15,800 1,200 400 200 1,700 14,100
Alternative WY CO-C and Route Variations
WYCO-C 16,300 1,200 400 200 1,800 14,500
WYCO-C-1 16,500 1,100 400 200 1,700 14,800
WYCO-C-2 15,800 1,300 400 200 1,800 14,000
WYCO-C-3 15,800 1,200 400 200 1,800 14,000
Alternative WYCO-D and Route Variation
WYCO-D 30,200 7,200 500 200 7,800 22,400
WYCO-D-1 29,700 7,100 500 100 7,800 21,900
Alternative WYCO-F and Route Variations
WYCO-F 16,300 1,200 400 200 1,800 14,500
WYCO-F-1 16,500 1,100 400 200 1,700 14,800
WYCO-F-2 15,800 1,300 400 200 1,800 14,000
WYCO-F-3 15,800 1,200 400 200 1,700 14,100

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest 100 acres; therefore, the columns may not total.

Existing Mineral Operations

Active mining claims and producing wells are common along the WY CO alternative routes with
concentrations in Wyoming. Cumulative effects on active mines and producing wells would be greatest
along the similar Alternatives WYCO-B, WYCO-C, and WY CO-F, and would be the least along
Alternative WYCO-D and WYCO-D-1.

Past and present development that would cumulatively affect active mines includes the Chokecherry
Wind Farm Expansion, Sevenmile Hill Wind Energy Facility, oil and gas leases on Colorado and
Wyoming state lands, and BLM oil and gas units on the White River and Little Snake Field Offices.
RFFAs that would cumulatively affect active mines and producing wells include the Continental Divide-
Creston Junction oil and gas project, the Gateway West and TransWest Express transmission projects, and
the Hogback Ridge (Whirlwind 1) Wind Energy Project.
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TABLE 4-7

ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

MINERAL RESOURCES (ACTIVE MINES AND PRODUCING WELLS) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS
SUMMARY FOR THE WYOMING TO COLORADO — AEOLUS TO U.S. HIGHWAY 40 (WYCO)

No Action Alternative

Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
Alternative WYCO-B and Route Variations
WYCO-B
(Applicant 84,000 9,500 11,200 200 20,900 63,100
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-1 84,000 9,500 11,200 200 20,900 63,100
WYCO-B-2 84,000 9,500 11,200 200 20,900 63,100
(Agency
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-3 84,000 9,500 11,200 200 20,900 63,100
Alternative WYCO-C and Route Variations
WYCO-C 82,800 9,400 11,300 200 20,800 62,000
WYCO-C-1 82,800 9,400 11,300 200 20,800 62,000
WYCO-C-2 82,800 9,400 11,300 200 20,800 62,000
WYCO-C-3 82,800 9,400 11,300 200 20,800 62,000
Alternative WYCO-D and Route Variation
WYCO-D 69,400 7,900 10,400 100 18,400 51,000
WYCO-D-1 69,400 7,900 10,400 100 18,400 51,000
Alternative WYCO-F and Route Variations
WYCO-F 85,000 9,500 11,300 200 21,000 64,000
WYCO-F-1 85,000 9,500 11,300 200 21,000 64,000
WYCO-F-2 85,000 9,500 11,300 200 21,000 64,000
WYCO-F-3 85,000 9,500 11,300 200 21,000 64,000

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest 100 acres; therefore, the columns may not total.

Active mining claims are only present along Alternative WY CO-D and Route Variation WYCO-D-1 and
cumulative effects would be associated with reasonably foreseeable future projects.

TABLE 4-8

ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

MINERAL RESOURCES (ACTIVE MINING CLAIMS) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY
FOR THE WYOMING TO COLORADO — AEOLUS TO U.S. HIGHWAY 40 (WYCO)

No Action Alternative

Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
Alternative WYCO-D and Route Variation
WYCO-D 39 0 2 0 2 37
WYCO-D-1 39 0 2 0 2 37

Permitted mines occur infrequently along the WY CO alternative routes and would experience the greatest
cumulative effect along Alternative WYCO-D and WYCO-D-1.
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Past and present development that would have cumulative effects on permitted mines includes the
Chokecherry Wind Farm Expansion and BLM oil and gas units on the White River and Little Snake Field
Offices. RFFAs that would cumulatively affect permitted mines along the WY CO alternative routes
would include the TransWest Express Transmission Project.

TABLE 4-9
MINERAL RESOURCES (PERMITTED MINES) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY
FOR THE WYOMING TO COLORADO — AEOLUS TO U.S. HIGHWAY 40 (WYCO)
ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development Development Resource
Alternative WYCO-B and Route Variations
WYCO-B
(Applicant 130 12 0 0 12 118
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-1 130 12 0 0 12 118
WYCO-B-2 130 12 0 0 12 118
(Agency
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-3 130 12 0 0 12 118
Alternative WY CO-C and Route Variations
WYCO-C 208 24 7 0 31 177
WYCO-C-1 208 24 7 0 31 177
WYCO-C-2 208 24 7 0 31 177
WYCO-C-3 208 24 7 0 31 177
Alternative WYCO-D and Route Variation
WYCO-D 1,200 300 7 4 300 900
WYCO-D-1 1,200 300 7 4 300 900
Alternative WY CO-F and Route Variations
WYCO-F 182 15 1 0 17 165
WYCO-F-1 182 15 1 0 17 165
WYCO-F-2 182 15 1 0 17 165
WYCO-F-3 182 15 1 0 17 165

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest 100 acres; therefore, the columns may not total.

Coal and other leases, including uranium, are present to varying degrees along the WY CO alternative
routes. Cumulative effects would be greatest along Alternative WY CO-D and Route Variation

WY CO-D-1 and would be least along Alternatives WYCO-B, WYCO-C, and WY CO-F and their route
variations.

Past and present development that would have cumulative effects on coal or other leases include existing
coal and uranium leases on Wyoming state lands, BLM oil and gas units on the White River and Little
Snake Field Offices, oil and gas leases on Colorado and Wyoming state lands, and the Chokecherry Wind
Farm Expansion. RFFAs that would have cumulative effects on coal and other leases include the
Continental Divide-Creston Junction oil and gas project, the Gateway West and TransWest Express
transmission projects, and the Hogback Ridge (Whirlwind I) Wind Energy Project.
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TABLE 4-10

ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

MINERAL RESOURCES (COAL AND OTHER LEASES) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY
FOR THE WYOMING TO COLORADO - AEOLUS TO U.S. HIGHWAY 40 (WYCO)

No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable | Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative | Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
Alternative WYCO-B and Route Variations
WYCO-B
(Applicant 173,300 7,900 7,400 900 16,200 157,100
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-1 173,300 7,900 7,400 900 16,200 157,100
WYCO-B-2 172,200 7,900 7,400 900 16,200 156,000
(Agency
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-3 173,300 7,900 7,400 900 16,200 157,100
Alternative WY CO-C and Route Variations
WYCO-C 197,400 9,600 7,400 800 17,800 179,600
WYCO-C-1 197,400 9,600 7,400 800 17,800 179,600
WYCO-C-2 196,200 9,600 7,400 800 17,700 178,500
WYCO-C-3 197,400 9,600 7,400 800 17,800 179,600
Alternative WYCO-D and Route Variation
WYCO-D 255,400 26,400 5,500 800 32,700 222,700
WYCO-D-1 255,400 26,400 5,500 800 32,700 222,700
Alternative WYCO-F and Route Variations
WYCO-F 168,100 7,800 7,600 700 16,100 152,000
WYCO-F-1 168,100 7,800 7,600 700 16,100 152,000
WYCO-F-2 167,000 7,800 7,600 700 16,100 150,900
WYCO-F-3 168,100 7,800 7,600 700 16,100 152,000

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest 100 acres; therefore, the columns may not total.

Oil and gas leases are present to varying degrees along the WY CO alternative routes. Cumulative effects
would be greatest along Alternative WY CO-D and Route Variation WYCO-D-1 and would be least along
Alternatives WYCO-B, WYCO-C, and WY CO-F and their route variations.

Past and present development that would have cumulative effects on oil and gas leases include existing
coal leases on Wyoming state lands, oil and gas leases on Colorado and Wyoming state lands, BLM oil
and gas units on the White River and Little Snake Field Offices, and the Chokecherry Wind Farm
Expansion. RFFAs that would have cumulative effects on oil and gas leases include the Continental
Divide-Creston Junction oil and gas project, the Gateway West and TransWest Express transmission
projects, and the Hogback Ridge (Whirlwind I) Wind Energy Project.
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TABLE 4-11

ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

MINERAL LEASES (OIL AND GAS LEASES) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY
FOR THE WYOMING TO COLORADO - AEOLUS TO U.S. HIGHWAY 40 (WYCO)

No Action Alternative

Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable | Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative | Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
Alternative WYCO-B and Route Variations
WYCO-B
(Applicant 49,300 3,200 1,700 400 5,200 44,100
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-1 49,800 3,200 1,700 400 5,300 44,500
WYCO-B-2 49,200 3,100 1,700 300 5,200 44,000
(Agency
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-3 49,400 3,200 1,700 400 5,200 44,200
Alternative WY CO-C and Route Variations
WYCO-C 49,200 3,200 1,800 400 5,300 43,900
WYCO-C-1 49,700 3,200 1,800 400 5,400 44,300
WYCO-C-2 49,100 3,100 1,800 400 5,300 43,800
WYCO-C-3 49,300 3,200 1,800 400 5,300 44,000
Alternative WYCO-D and Route Variation
WYCO-D 61,600 8,900 1,300 400 10,500 51,100
WYCO-D-1 61,700 8,900 1,300 400 10,500 51,200
Alternative WYCO-F and Route Variations
WYCO-F 51,100 3,300 1,700 400 5,400 45,700
WYCO-F-1 51,500 3,300 1,700 400 5,400 46,100
WYCO-F-2 51,000 3,300 1,800 300 5,400 45,600
WYCO-F-3 51,200 3,300 1,800 400 5,400 45,800

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest 100 acres; therefore, the columns may not total.

Areas identified as having potential mineral resources are common along the WY CO alternative routes
and would experience the greatest cumulative effect along Alternative WYCO-D and Route Variation

WYCO-D-1.
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TABLE 4-12

ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

MINERAL RESOURCES (POTENTIAL MINERAL RESOURCE AREAS) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS
SUMMARY FOR THE WYOMING TO COLORADO — AEOLUS TO U.S. HIGHWAY 40 (WYCO)

No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable | Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative | Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
Alternative WYCO-B and Route Variations
WYCO-B
(Applicant 116,100 8,400 8,100 1,300 17,800 98,300
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-1 116,600 8,400 8,100 1,300 17,800 98,800
WYCO-B-2 114,300 8,200 8,100 1,300 17,600 96,700
(Agency
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-3 115,500 8,300 8,100 1,300 17,700 97,800
Alternative WY CO-C and Route Variations
WYCO-C 124,300 9,700 9,200 1,200 20,200 104,100
WYCO-C-1 124,800 9,700 9,200 1,300 20,200 104,600
WYCO-C-2 122,500 9,500 9,200 1,200 20,000 102,500
WYCO-C-3 123,600 9,700 9,200 1,200 20,100 103,500
Alternative WYCO-D and Route Variation
WYCO-D 172,000 26,400 6,900 1,500 34,800 137,200
WYCO-D-1 171,300 26,300 6,900 1,500 34,700 136,600
Alternative WYCO-F and Route Variations
WYCO-F 133,200 9,500 9,500 1,400 20,300 112,900
WYCO-F-1 133,700 9,500 9,500 1,400 20,400 113,300
WYCO-F-2 131,400 9,300 9,500 1,400 20,100 111,300
WYCO-F-3 132,600 9,400 9,500 1,400 20,300 112,300

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest 100 acres; therefore, the columns may not total.

4.3.2.3.2

Alternative Routes

Geologic Hazards

Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Baxter Pass to Clover (COUT BAX)

The COUT BAX alternatives cross nearly equal areas of Quaternary faults that would have potential
cumulative effects on the Project and other projects. Areas with potential mine subsidence occur

infrequently along the COUT BAX alternatives with the greatest potential along Alternative
COUT BAX-E. Cumulative effects from either Quaternary faults or areas with potential mine subsidence
on projects would occur only where other projects are sited immediately nearby to the Project.

Soil Resources

Sensitive soils occur along all of the COUT BAX alternative routes, and cumulative effects on sensitive
soils would be greatest along Alternative COUT BAX-C and least along Alternative COUT BAX-B.

Past and present developments that cumulatively would affect sensitive soils include various mines, oil
and gas wells on BLM lands in the Price, Richfield, and Vernal Field Offices, oil and gas wells on Utah
state lands, oil shale leases on Utah state lands, and the Carbon County proposed ATV trail. RFFAs that
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cumulatively would affect sensitive soils include the Kerr-McGee oil and gas development, the Narrows
proposed East Bench and Oak Creek pipeline, and the TransWest Express Transmission Project.

TABLE 4-13
SOIL RESOURCES (SENSITIVE SOILS) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY FOR THE
COLORADO TO UTAH — U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO BAXTER PASS TO CLOVER (COUT BAX)

ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable | Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
COUT BAX-B 34,900 5,300 2,900 3,200 11,400 23,500
COUT BAX-C 36,000 5,400 4,500 2,900 12,700 23,300
COUT BAX-E 36,600 5,300 4,200 3,000 12,500 24,100

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest 100 acres; therefore, the columns may not total.

Designated Prime or Unique Farmland soils occur along all of the COUT BAX alternative routes and
cumulative effects on designated Prime or Unique Farmland soils would be equal along all of the COUT
BAX alternative routes.

Past and present developments that cumulatively would affect designated Prime or Unique Farmland soils
include historic fire perimeters between 2000 and 2011, the Deserado Mine expansion, active sand and
gravel permits in Utah, oil and gas leases on BLM land in the Price Field Office, Colorado state lands,
and Utah state lands, the Ferron Natural Gas project, and the Carbon County proposed ATV trail. RFFAS
that cumulatively would affect designated Prime or Unique Farmland soils would include Narrows
proposed East Bend and Oak Creek pipeline, Mona South transmission line project, and the TransWest

Express Transmission Project.

TABLE 4-14
SOIL RESOURCES (FARMLAND SOILS) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY FOR THE
COLORADO TO UTAH - U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO BAXTER PASS TO CLOVER (COUT BAX)

ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable | Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative | Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
COUT BAX-B 29,200 4,900 700 300 6,000 23,200
COUT BAX-C 29,200 4,900 700 300 6,000 23,200
COUT BAX-E 32,200 4,900 800 300 6,000 26,200

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest 100 acres; therefore, the columns may not total.

Existing Mineral Operations

Active mining claims and producing wells are common along the COUT BAX alternative routes with
substantially greater numbers along Alternative COUT BAX-E relative to Alternatives COUT BAX-B
and COUT BAX-C. Cumulative effects on active mines and producing wells would be greatest along
Alternative COUT BAX-E.

Past and present development that cumulatively would affect active mines and producing wells includes
the existing mines, metalliferous mineral, and potash leases on Utah state lands, BLM oil and gas units on
the Grand Junction, Moab, Price, Richfield, Vernal, and White River Field Offices; Ferron natural gas
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project, and the Enterprise Mid-America pipeline. RFFAs that cumulatively would affect active mines
and producing wells include the TransWest Express Transmission Project.

TABLE 4-15
MINERAL RESOURCES (ACTIVE MINES AND PRODUCING WELLS) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS
SUMMARY FOR THE COLORADO TO UTAH - U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO BAXTER PASS TO CLOVER
(COUT BAX) ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable | Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource

COUT BAX-B 31,400 16,500 400 100 17,100 14,300
COUT BAX-C 31,600 16,500 500 100 17,100 14,500
COUT BAX-E 69,300 46,200 900 100 47,300 22,000

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest 100 acres; therefore, the columns may not total.

Active mining claims are present along the COUT BAX alternative routes with substantially greater
numbers along Alternative COUT BAX-E relative to Alternatives COUT BAX-B and COUT BAX-C.
Cumulative effects on active mines and producing wells would be greatest along Alternative COUT
BAX-E.

Past and present development that cumulatively would affect active mining claims includes existing
gravel pits and BLM oil and gas units. RFFAs that cumulatively would affect active mining claims
include the TransWest Express Transmission Project.

TABLE 4-16
MINERAL RESOURCES (ACTIVE MINING CLAIMS) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY FOR
THE COLORADO TO UTAH - U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO BAXTER PASS TO CLOVER (COUT BAX)
ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

No Action Alternative
Reasonably

Total Past and Foreseeable | Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative | Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource

COUT BAX-B 600 55 36 21 100 500

COUT BAX-C 600 55 36 20 100 500

COUT BAX-E 1,600 64 49 45 200 1,400

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest acre; therefore, the columns may not total.

Permitted mines occur intermittently along the COUT BAX alternative routes. Cumulative effects on
permitted mines along the COUT BAX alternative routes would be equal.

Past and present development that cumulatively would affect permitted mines along the COUT BAX
alternative routes would include exiting gravel pits, BLM oil and gas units, various mines, the Ferron
Natural Gas Project, and the Enterprise Mid-America Pipeline. There are no known RFFAs that would
cumulatively affect permitted mines in the area of analysis.
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TABLE 4-17
MINERAL RESOURCES (PERMITTED MINES) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY FOR THE
COLORADO TO UTAH — U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO BAXTER PASS TO CLOVER (COUT BAX)

ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

No Action Alternative

Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable | Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative | Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
COUT BAX-B 500 78 0 0 100 400
COUT BAX-C 500 78 0 0 100 400
COUT BAX-E 500 63 0 0 100 400

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest acre; therefore, the columns may not total.

Coal and other leases occur frequently along the COUT BAX alternative routes. Cumulative effects on
permitted mines along the COUT BAX alternative routes would be greatest along Alternative COUT
BAX-C and least along Alternative COUT BAX-E.

Past and present developments that cumulatively would affect coal and other leases along the COUT
BAX alternative routes would include existing mines and leases, BLM oil and gas units, the Ferron
Natural Gas Project, Liberty Pioneer Gas Exploration project, Utah Department of Qil, Gas, and Mines oil
and gas well pads, and the Enterprise Mid-America Pipeline. RFFAs that would cumulatively affect coal
and other leases would include the Narrows proposed reservoir site, TransWest Express Transmission

Project, and the Green River Industrial project.

TABLE 4-18
MINERAL RESOURCES (COAL AND OTHER LEASES) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY FOR
THE COLORADO TO UTAH - U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO BAXTER PASS TO CLOVER (COUT BAX)

ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

No Action Alternative

Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable | Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
COUT BAX-B 476,200 85,500 7,400 1,700 94,600 381,600
COUT BAX-C 482,300 85,500 15,300 1,600 102,400 379,900
COUT BAX-E 497,400 68,800 18,200 1,700 88,700 408,700

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest 100 acres; therefore, the columns may not total.

Oil and gas leases occur frequently along the COUT BAX alternative routes. Cumulative effects would be
greatest along Alternative COUT BAX-C, and would be least along Alternative COUT BAX-E.

Past and present developments that would have cumulative effects on oil and gas leases include the
various existing oil and gas well pads on BLM and SITLA-administered lands, potash leases, the Ferron
Natural Gas project, and the Enterprise Mid-America Pipeline. RFFAs that would be cumulative effects
on oil and gas leases include the TransWest Express Transmission Project, the Green River Industrial
project, the proposed Narrows reservoir, and the Woodside power generation project.
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TABLE 4-19
MINERAL RESOURCES (OIL AND GAS LEASES) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY FOR THE
COLORADO TO UTAH — U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO BAXTER PASS TO CLOVER (COUT BAX)

ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

No Action Alternative

Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable | Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative | Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
COUT BAX-B 371,400 45,500 5,000 1,900 52,400 319,000
COUT BAX-C 380,300 46,600 21,300 1,800 69,600 310,700
COUT BAX-E 400,900 33,500 14,700 2,000 50,200 350,700

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest 100 acres; therefore, the columns may not total.

Geothermal leases occur infrequently along the COUT BAX alternative routes and cumulative effects on
geothermal leases would only occur along Alternative COUT BAX-E.

Currently, there are no past or present developments that would have cumulative effects on geothermal
leases. RFFAs that cumulatively would affect geothermal leases would include the Woodside power
generation project and the TransWest Express Transmission Project.

TABLE 4-20
MINERAL RESOURCES (GEOTHERMAL LEASES) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY FOR
THE COLORADO TO UTAH - U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO BAXTER PASS TO CLOVER (COUT BAX)

ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

No Action Alternative

Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
COUT BAX-B 26 0 0 0 0 26
COUT BAX-C 26 0 0 0 0 26
COUT BAX-E 78 1 27 0 28 50

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest acre; therefore, the columns may not total.

Potential mineral resource areas occur frequently along the COUT BAX alternative routes and cumulative
effects would be greatest along Alternative COUT BAX-C.

TABLE 4-21
MINERAL RESOURCES (POTENTIAL MINERAL RESOURCE AREAS) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS
SUMMARY FOR THE COLORADO TO UTAH - U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO BAXTER PASS TO CLOVER

(COUT BAX) ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

No Action Alternative

Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable | Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative | Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
COUT BAX-B 312,900 41,700 5,800 3,000 50,400 262,500
COUT BAX-C 325,900 41,900 18,500 2,700 63,000 262,900
COUT BAX-E 331,200 37,600 19,600 2,300 59,900 271,300

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest 100 acres; therefore, the columns may not total.
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4.3.2.3.3 Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Central Utah to Clover (COUT)

Alternative Routes
Geoloqgic Hazards

The COUT alternative routes cross nearly equal areas of Quaternary faults that would have potential
cumulative effects on the Project and other projects. There are no areas with potential mine subsidence
crossed by the COUT alternative routes. Cumulative effects from Quaternary faults on projects would
occur only where other projects are sited in the immediate vicinity of the Project.

Soil Resources

The greatest cumulative effects on sensitive soils, moderate or high susceptibility to water or wind
erosion, would occur along Alternative COUT-I and the least cumulative effects would occur along
Alternative COUT-C and its variants.

Past and present developments that would have cumulative effects on sensitive soils include historic fire
perimeters from 2000 to 2011, Roosevelt pipeline, BLM oil and gas units in the Vernal Field Office, oil
and gas leases on Colorado state lands, and oil and gas leases and well pads on Utah state lands. RFFAS
that would have cumulative effects on sensitive soils would include the Strawberry Highlands project and
the TransWest Express Transmission Project.

TABLE 4-22
SOIL RESOURCES (SENSITIVE SOILS) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY FOR THE
COLORADO TO UTAH - U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO CENTRAL UTAH TO CLOVER (COUT)
ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
Alternative COUT-A and Route Variation
COUT-A 24,500 5,000 2,400 2,200 9,700 14,800
COUT-A-1 24,400 5,000 2,400 2,200 9,600 14,800
Alternative COUT-B and Route Variations
COUT-B 25,300 5,300 3,200 1,600 10,100 15,200
COUT-B-1 25,500 5,000 3,000 1,800 9,900 15,600
COUT-B-2 25,100 5,000 3,000 1,800 9,800 15,300
COUT-B-3 25,000 5,000 3,100 1,700 9,800 15,200
COUT-B-4 25,000 5,000 2,900 1,800 9,800 15,200
COUT-B-5 25,000 5,000 3,100 1,800 9,800 15,200
Alternative COUT-C and Route Variations
COUT-C 23,500 4,600 2,800 1,700 9,200 14,300
COUT-C-1 23,400 4,600 2,600 1,900 9,100 14,300
COUT-C-2 23,000 4,600 2,500 1,900 9,000 14,000
COUT-C-3
(Agency 23,000 4,600 2,600 1,900 9,100 13,900
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-C-4 22,800 4,300 2,200 2,100 8,700 14,100
COUT-C-5 22,800 4,300 2,300 2,000 8,600 14,200
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TABLE 4-22
SOIL RESOURCES (SENSITIVE SOILS) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY FOR THE
COLORADO TO UTAH - U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO CENTRAL UTAH TO CLOVER (COUT)

ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable | Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative | Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
Alternatives COUT-H and COUT-I
COUT-H
(Applicant 22,500 5,600 2,500 1,200 9,400 13,100
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-I 27,500 6,200 2,000 2,200 10,400 17,100

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest 100 acres; therefore, the columns may not total.

Designated Prime and Unique Farmland soils occur along the COUT alternative routes, and would
experience the greatest cumulative effects along Alternative COUT-B, and its variants; whereas, the least

cumulative effects would occur along Alternative COUT-C, and its variants.

Past and present developments that would have cumulative effects on designated Prime and Unique
Farmland soils would include historic fire perimeters between 2000 and 2011, BLM oil and gas units in
the Vernal and Price Field Offices, oil and gas leases on Colorado state lands, and oil and gas leases and
well pads on Utah state lands. RFFASs that would have cumulative effects on designated Prime and
Unique Farmland soils would include the Narrows proposed East Bench and Oak Creek pipeline, Mona

South transmission line project, and TransWest Express Transmission Project.

TABLE 4-23
SOILS RESOURCES (FARMLAND SOILS) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY FOR THE
COLORADO TO UTAH - U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO CENTRAL UTAH TO CLOVER (COUT)

ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable | Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative | Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource

Alternative COUT-A and Route Variation
COUT-A 19,400 5,700 400 100 6,200 13,200
COUT-A-1 19,400 5,700 400 100 6,200 13,200

Alternative COUT-B and Route Variations
COUT-B 21,300 6,900 500 100 7,400 13,900
COUT-B-1 21,300 6,900 500 100 7,400 13,900
COUT-B-2 21,300 6,900 500 100 7,400 13,900
COUT-B-3 21,300 6,900 500 100 7,400 13,900
COUT-B-4 21,300 6,900 500 100 7,400 13,900
COUT-B-5 21,300 6,900 500 100 7,400 13,900
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TABLE 4-23

ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

SOILS RESOURCES (FARMLAND SOILS) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY FOR THE
COLORADO TO UTAH - U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO CENTRAL UTAH TO CLOVER (COUT)

No Action Alternative

Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable | Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative | Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
Alternative COUT-C and Route Variations
COUT-C 9,600 2,600 200 100 2,900 6,700
COUT-C-1 8,700 2,500 200 100 2,800 5,900
COUT-C-2 8,700 2,500 200 100 2,800 5,900
COUT-C-3
(Agency 8,700 2,500 200 100 2,800 5,900
Preferred
Alternative)

COUT-C-4 9,600 2,600 200 100 2,900 6,700
COUT-C-5 9,600 2,600 200 100 2,900 6,700
Alternatives COUT-H and COUT-I

COUT-H

(Applicant 13,900 3,800 300 100 4,200 9,700
Preferred

Alternative)

COUT-I 12,600 2,900 300 200 3,400 9,200

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest 100 acres; therefore, the columns may not total.

Existing Mineral Operations

Active mines and producing wells occur to varying degrees along the COUT alternative routes.
Cumulative effects on active mines and producing wells would be the greatest along Alternatives
COUT-H and COUT-I.

Past and present developments that cumulatively would affect active mines and producing wells include
existing mines, oil and gas units in the BLM Vernal Field Office, oil and gas leases or well pads on Utah
state lands, and the Roosevelt pipeline. RFFAs that cumulatively would affect active mines and producing
wells would include the Blacktail Ridge exploratory drilling project and the TransWest Express
Transmission Project.

TABLE 4-24

MINERAL RESOURCES (ACTIVE MINES AND PRODUCING WELLS) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS
SUMMARY FOR THE COLORADO TO UTAH - U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO CENTRAL UTAH TO

CLOVER (COUT) ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

No Action Alternative

Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
Alternative COUT-A and Route Variation
COUT-A 32,500 17,500 300 100 17,900 14,600
COUT-A-1 32,500 17,500 300 100 17,900 14,600
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TABLE 4-24

MINERAL RESOURCES (ACTIVE MINES AND PRODUCING WELLS) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS
SUMMARY FOR THE COLORADO TO UTAH - U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO CENTRAL UTAH TO

CLOVER (COUT) ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable | Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative | Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
Alternative COUT-B and Route Variations
COUT-B 33,500 17,400 300 100 17,800 15,700
COUT-B-1 32,600 16,900 300 100 17,300 15,300
COUT-B-2 32,600 16,900 300 100 17,300 15,300
COUT-B-3 32,500 16,900 300 100 17,300 15,200
COUT-B-4 32,600 16,900 300 100 17,300 15,300
COUT-B-5 32,500 16,900 300 100 17,300 15,200
Alternative COUT-C and Route Variations
COUT-C 51,300 25,000 600 100 25,700 25,600
COUT-C-1 50,300 24,500 600 100 25,200 25,100
COUT-C-2 50,300 24,500 600 100 25,200 25,100
COUT-C-3
(Agency 50,300 24,500 600 100 25,200 25,100
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-C-4 50,400 24,500 600 100 25,200 25,200
COUT-C-5 50,400 24,500 600 100 25,200 25,200
Alternatives COUT-H and COUT-I
COUT-H
(Applicant 93,800 38,200 1,200 100 39,500 54,300
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-I 72,200 39,500 700 200 40,400 31,800

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest 100 acres; therefore, the columns may not total.

Active mining claims occur equally along Alternatives COUT-C, COUT-H, and COUT-I.

Past and present developments that cumulatively would affect active mining claims would include special
active mineral permits, metalliferous mineral leases, and oil and gas leases on Utah state lands and BLM
oil and gas units in the Vernal Field Office. RFFAs that cumulatively would affect active mining claims
would include the TransWest Express Transmission Project.

TABLE 4-25

ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

MINERAL RESOURCES (ACTIVE MINING CLAIMS) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY FOR
THE COLORADO TO UTAH - U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO CENTRAL UTAH TO CLOVER (COUT)

No Action Alternative

Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
Alternative COUT-A and Route Variation
COUT-A 0 0 0 0 0 0
COUT-A-1 0 0 0 0 0 0
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TABLE 4-25
MINERAL RESOURCES (ACTIVE MINING CLAIMS) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY FOR
THE COLORADO TO UTAH - U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO CENTRAL UTAH TO CLOVER (COUT)

ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable | Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative | Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
Alternative COUT-B and Route Variations

COUT-B 0 0 0 0 0 0
COUT-B-1 0 0 0 0 0 0
COUT-B-2 0 0 0 0 0 0
COUT-B-3 0 0 0 0 0 0
COUT-B-4 0 0 0 0 0 0
COUT-B-5 0 0 0 0 0 0

Alternative COUT-C and Route Variations

COUT-C 25,700 2,500 100 13 2,600 23,100
COUT-C-1 25,700 2,500 100 13 2,600 23,100
COUT-C-2 25,700 2,500 100 13 2,600 23,100
COUT-C-3
(Agency 25,700 2,500 100 13 2,600 23,100
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-C-4 25,700 2,500 100 13 2,600 23,100
COUT-C-5 25,700 2,500 100 13 2,600 23,100

Alternatives COUT-H and COUT-I

COUT-H

(Applicant 25,700 2,500 100 13 2,600 23,100

Preferred

Alternative)

COUT-I 26,200 2,500 100 18 2,600 23,600

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest 100 acres; therefore, the columns may not total.

Permitted mines occur infrequently along the COUT alternative routes and Alternatives COUT-H and
COUT-I would have the greatest cumulative effects.

Past and present developments that cumulatively would affect permitted mines along the COUT
alternative routes include oil and gas leases on Utah state lands, BLM oil and gas units in the Price Field
Office, and the Ferron Natural Gas project. RFFAs that cumulatively would affect permitted mines would
include the TransWest Express Transmission Project.
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TABLE 4-26

ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

MINERAL RESOURCES (PERMITTED MINES) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY FOR THE
COLORADO TO UTAH - U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO CENTRAL UTAH TO CLOVER (COUT)

No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable | Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative | Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
Alternative COUT-A and Route Variation
COUT-A 52 12 0 0 12 40
COUT-A-1 52 12 0 0 12 40
Alternative COUT-B and Route Variations
COUT-B 100 15 0 0 15 85
COUT-B-1 52 12 0 0 12 40
COUT-B-2 52 12 0 0 12 40
COUT-B-3 78 15 0 0 15 63
COUT-B-4 52 12 0 0 12 40
COUT-B-5 78 15 0 0 15 63
Alternative COUT-C and Route Variations
COUT-C 100 15 0 0 15 85
COUT-C-1 52 12 0 0 12 40
COUT-C-2 52 12 0 0 12 40
COUT-C-3
(Agency
Preferred 78 15 0 0 15 63
Alternative)
COUT-C-4 52 12 0 0 12 40
COUT-C-5 78 15 0 0 15 63
Alternatives COUT-H and COUT-I
COUT-H
(Applicant 100 17 7 0 24 76
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-I 78 28 0 0 28 50

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest acre; therefore, the columns may not total.

Coal and other leases would occur frequently along the COUT alternative routes and Alternative COUT-I
would have the greatest cumulative effects.

Past and present developments that would have cumulative effects on coal and other leases would include
various mines; BLM oil and gas units in the Vernal Field Office; oil and gas leases on Colorado state
lands; and oil and gas leases, well pads, metalliferous mineral leases, and active mineral material permits
on Utah state lands. RFFAs that cumulatively would affect coal and other leases would include the
TransWest Express Transmission Project, Kerr-McGee oil and gas development project, and the Narrows

proposed reservoir.
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TABLE 4-27

ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

MINERAL RESOURCES (COAL AND OTHER LEASES) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY FOR
THE COLORADO TO UTAH - U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO CENTRAL UTAH TO CLOVER (COUT)

No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable | Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative | Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
Alternative COUT-A and Route Variation
COUT-A 167,400 28,800 2,600 700 32,200 135,200
COUT-A-1 167,400 28,800 2,600 700 32,200 135,200
Alternative COUT-B and Route Variations
COUT-B 213,500 37,300 2,200 500 40,100 173,400
COUT-B-1 209,600 37,200 2,100 500 39,900 169,700
COUT-B-2 209,600 37,200 2,100 500 39,900 169,700
COUT-B-3 209,600 37,200 2,100 500 39,900 169,700
COUT-B-4 209,600 37,200 2,100 500 39,900 169,700
COUT-B-5 209,600 37,200 2,100 600 39,900 169,700
Alternative COUT-C and Route Variations
COUT-C 403,100 72,700 4,200 1,000 77,900 325,200
COUT-C-1 403,800 75,800 4,200 1,000 81,000 322,800
COUT-C-2 403,800 75,800 4,200 1,000 81,000 322,800
COUT-C-3
(Agency 403,800 75,800 4,200 1,000 81,000 322,800
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-C-4 399,200 72,600 4,200 1,000 77,800 321,400
COUT-C-5 399,200 72,600 4,200 1,000 77,700 321,500
Alternatives COUT-H and COUT-I
COUT-H
(Applicant 528,300 103,000 16,500 900 120,500 407,800
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-I 643,000 139,800 9,200 1,500 150,600 492,400

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest 100 acres; therefore, the columns may not total.

Oil and gas leases occur frequently along the COUT alternative routes. Alternative COUT-I would have
the greatest cumulative effects and Alternative COUT-A and Route Variation COUT-A-1 would have the
least.

Past and present developments that would have cumulative effects on oil and gas leases include various
mines, Roosevelt pipeline; BLM oil and gas units in the Vernal, Price, and Richfield Field Offices; oil
and gas leases on Colorado state lands; and oil and gas leases and well pads on Utah state lands; and
metalliferous mineral on Utah state lands. RFFAs that cumulatively would affect oil and gas leases would
include the TransWest Express Transmission Project, and the Kerr-McGee oil and gas development.
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TABLE 4-28

ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

MINERAL RESOURCES (OIL AND GAS LEASES) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY FOR THE
COLORADO TO UTAH - U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO CENTRAL UTAH TO CLOVER (COUT)

No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable | Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative | Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
Alternative COUT-A and Route Variation
COUT-A 167,400 20,100 3,000 800 23,900 143,500
COUT-A-1 167,400 20,100 3,000 800 23,900 143,500
Alternative COUT-B and Route Variations
COUT-B 199,200 31,000 3,300 700 35,000 164,200
COUT-B-1 191,000 30,800 3,000 700 34,600 156,400
COUT-B-2 193,000 30,900 3,200 700 34,800 158,200
COUT-B-3 193,100 30,500 3,400 700 34,600 158,500
COUT-B-4 193,600 31,000 3,200 700 34,900 158,700
COUT-B-5 192,500 30,500 3,300 700 34,500 158,000
Alternative COUT-C and Route Variations
COUT-C 277,400 41,400 4,500 1,000 46,900 230,500
COUT-C-1 278,400 46,800 4,400 1,100 52,400 226,000
COUT-C-2 280,400 46,900 4,600 1,100 52,600 227,800
COUT-C-3
(Agency 279,900 46,500 4,700 1,100 52,300 227,600
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-C-4 277,100 42,100 4,300 1,200 47,700 229,400
COUT-C-5 276,500 41,700 4,500 1,200 47,300 229,200
Alternatives COUT-H and COUT-I
COUT-H
(Applicant 262,800 39,400 4,200 800 44,500 218,300
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-I 370,000 63,700 4,600 1,600 70,000 300,000

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest 100 acres; therefore, the columns may not total.

Geothermal leases occur rarely along the COUT alternative routes and Alternative COUT-C, and its
variants, Alternatives COUT-H, and COUT-I would have the greatest cumulative effect. No cumulative
effects on geothermal leases would occur along Alternatives COUT-B and COUT-C.

Past and present development that would have cumulative effects on geothermal leases would include oil
and gas leases and well pads and oil shale leases on Utah state lands. The RFFA that would have
cumulative effects on geothermal leases include the Kerr-McGee oil and gas development project.
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TABLE 4-29

ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

MINERAL RESOURCE (GEOTHERMAL LEASES) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY FOR THE
COLORADO TO UTAH - U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO CENTRAL UTAH TO CLOVER (COUT)

No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable | Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative | Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
Alternative COUT-A and Route Variation
COUT-A 26 0 0 0 0 26
COUT-A-1 26 0 0 0 0 26
Alternative COUT-B and Route Variations
COUT-B 26 0 0 0 0 26
COUT-B-1 26 0 0 0 0 26
COUT-B-2 26 0 0 0 0 26
COUT-B-3 26 0 0 0 0 26
COUT-B-4 26 0 0 0 0 26
COUT-B-5 26 0 0 0 0 26
Alternative COUT-C and Route Variations
COUT-C 52 14 0 0 14 38
COUT-C-1 52 14 0 0 14 38
COUT-C-2 52 14 0 0 14 38
COUT-C-3
(Agency 52 14 0 0 14 38
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-C-4 52 14 0 0 14 38
COUT-C-5 52 14 0 0 14 38
Alternatives COUT-H and COUT-I
COUT-H
(Applicant 52 14 0 0 14 38
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-I 104 14 0 1 15 89

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest acre; therefore, the columns may not total.

Areas identified as having potential mineral resources are common along the COUT alternative routes and
Alternative COUT-I would have the greatest cumulative effect.

TABLE 4-30

MINERAL RESOURCES (POTENTIAL MINERAL RESOURCE AREAS) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS
SUMMARY FOR THE COLORADO TO UTAH - U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO CENTRAL UTAH TO

CLOVER (COUT) ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

No Action Alternative

Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Routes Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
Alternative COUT-A and Route Variation
COUT-A 224,900 49,300 7,100 2,000 58,400 166,500
COUT-A-1 224,400 49,300 7,100 2,000 58,400 166,000
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TABLE 4-30

MINERAL RESOURCES (POTENTIAL MINERAL RESOURCE AREAS) CUMULATIVE EFFECTS
SUMMARY FOR THE COLORADO TO UTAH - U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO CENTRAL UTAH TO

CLOVER (COUT) ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable | Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative | Available
Routes Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
Alternative COUT-B and Route Variations
COUT-B 237,800 49,000 5,400 1,200 55,600 182,200
COUT-B-1 233,400 47,800 5,300 1,400 54,500 178,900
COUT-B-2 235,300 47,700 5,500 1,500 54,600 180,700
COUT-B-3 235,000 47,700 5,400 1,400 54,500 180,500
COUT-B-4 235,300 47,700 5,500 1,500 54,700 180,600
COUT-B-5 235,100 47,700 5,400 1,400 54,500 180,600
Alternative COUT-C and Route Variations
WYCO-C 229,900 40,400 4,600 1,500 46,400 183,500
COUT-C-1 225,400 42,200 4,600 1,700 48,500 176,900
COUT-C-2 227,200 42,200 4,700 1,700 48,600 178,600
COUT-C-3
(Agency 226,900 42,200 4,600 1,600 48,400 178,500
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-C-4 227,400 39,200 4,400 2,000 45,600 181,800
COUT-C-5 227,000 39,100 4,400 1,800 45,300 181,700
Alternatives COUT-H and COUT-I
COUT-H
(Applicant 228,000 43,900 5,600 1,300 50,700 177,300
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-I 273,100 54,300 4,700 2,200 61,000 212,100

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest 100 acres; therefore, the columns may not total.

4.3.3 Paleontological Resources

The approach for analysis of cumulative effects on paleontological resources, including the geographic
and temporal scopes defined for analysis, is presented in Table 4-3. This analysis relies on the analysis of
direct and indirect impacts from the Project (refer to Section 3.2.3) and considers them in conjunction
with the past, present, RFFAs listed in Tables 4-1 and 4-2.

4331

Paleontological resources can be affected directly by disturbance or destruction of buried, in-situ fossils
as a result of ground-disturbing activities including, access road creation, leveling of transmission tower
sites, pipeline trenching, or mine excavation. Indirect impacts on paleontological resources include
increased potential for vandalism or unauthorized collection of fossils due to increased public access into
previously difficult to access areas.

Potential Impacts on Paleontological Resources
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Numerous geologic units are present in the CIAA for the Project containing moderate to very high PFYCs

Existing Condition

Chapter 4 — Cumulative Effects
4.3.3 Paleontological Resources

(PFYCs 3, 4 and 5). These geologic units range from small exposed areas to very large areas

encompassing several states. These geologic units are known to have contained paleontological resources

in the past.

The geologic units and their PFYC classifications, crossed by the WY CO alternative routes are shown in

Table 4-31.

TABLE 4-31

GEOLOGICAL UNITS CROSSED BY THE WYOMING TO COLORADO - AEOLUS TO

U.S. HIGHWAY 40 (WYCO) ALTERNATIVE ROUTES

Geological Formations with a

Geological Formations with a

Alternative)

Ferris Formation, Hanna Formation,
Mesaverde Group, Lance Formation,
Bridger Formation, Browns Park Formation,
Iles Formation

Alternative Potential Fossil Yield Classification Potential Fossil Yield Classification
Route of 4 or 5 (High Sensitivity) of 3 (Moderate Sensitivity)
Alternative WYCO-B and Route Variations
Wasatch Formation, Luman Tongue (Green | Steele Shale, Lewis Shale, Fort Union
River Formation), Tipton Shale (Green Formation, Medicine Bow Formation,
WYCO-B River Formation), Laney Member (Green Miocene Rocks, Mancos, Sego
. River Formation, Cathedral Bluffs Tongue Sandstone/Buck Tongue
(Applicant . - -
Preferred (Wasatch Formation), Niobrara Formation,

WYCO-B-1 Same as WYCO-B Same as WYCO-B

WYCO-B-2 Same as WYCO-B Same as WYCO-B

(Agency

Preferred

Alternative)

WYCO-B-3 Same as WYCO-B Same as WYCO-B

Alternative WYCO-C and Route Variations
Wasatch Formation, Luman Tongue (Green | Steele Shale, Lewis Shale, Fort Union
River Formation), Tipton Shale (Green Formation, Medicine Bow Formation,
River Formation), Wilkins Peak Member Miocene Rocks, Sego Sandstone/Buck
(Green River Formation), Cathedral Bluffs Tongue, Mancos
Tongue (Wasatch Formation), Niobrara
WYCO-C Formation, Hanna Formation, Ferris

Formation, Laney Member (Green River
Formation), Washakie Formation,
Mesaverde Group, Lance Formation,
Bridger Formation, Browns Park, lles
Formation

WYCO-C-1 Same as WYCO-C Same as WYCO-C

WYCO-C-2 Same as WYCO-C Same as WYCO-C

WYCO-C-3 Same as WYCO-C Same as WYCO-C
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TABLE 4-31

GEOLOGICAL UNITS CROSSED BY THE WYOMING TO COLORADO - AEOLUS TO
U.S. HIGHWAY 40 (WYCO) ALTERNATIVE ROUTES

Geological Formations with a

Geological Formations with a

Alternative Potential Fossil Yield Classification Potential Fossil Yield Classification
Route of 4 or 5 (High Sensitivity) of 3 (Moderate Sensitivity)
Alternative WYCO-D and Route Variation
Ferris Formation, Tipton Shale (Green River | Fort Union Formation, Lewis Shale, Medicine
Formation), Hanna Formation, Lance Bow Formation, Miocene Rocks, Steele
Formation, Mesaverde Group, Niobrara Shale, Laramie Formation, Madison
WYCO-D Formation, Wasatch Formation, Cathedral Limestone, Mancos, Sego Sandstone/Buck

Bluffs Tongue (Wasatch Formation), Tongue
Browns Park Formation, lles Formation,
Williams Fork Formation

WYCO-D-1 | Same as WYCO-D Same as WYCO-D

Alternative WYCO-F and Route Variations
Ferris Formation, Luman Tongue (Green Fort Union Formation, Lewis Shale, Medicine
River), Tipton Shale (Green River), Hanna Formation, Miocene Rocks, Steele Shale,
Formation, Lance Formation, Mesaverde Mancos, Sego Sandstone/Buck Tongue
Group, Niobrara Formation, Wasatch
WYCO-F Formation, Cathedral Bluffs Tongue

(Wasatch Formation), Bridger Formation,
Browns Park Formation, Laney Member
(Green River Formation), Iles Formation

WYCO-F-1 Same as WYCO-F Same as WYCO-F

WYCO-F-2 Same as WYCO-F Same as WYCO-F

WYCO-F-3 Same as WYCO-F Same as WYCO-F

The geologic units and their PFYC ratings, crossed by the COUT BAX alternative routes are shown in

Table 4-32.

TABLE 4-32

GEOLOGICAL UNITS CROSSED BY THE COLORADO TO UTAH - U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO
BAXTER PASS TO CLOVER (COUT BAX) ALTERNATIVE ROUTES

Geological Formations with a

Geological Formations with a

Alternative Potential Fossil Yield Classification Potential Fossil Yield Classification
Route of 4 or 5 (High Sensitivity) of 3 (Moderate Sensitivity)
Dakota_Sandstone anq Burro Canyon_ Hunter Canyon, Mancos, Mt. Garfield
Formations, Green River, Iles Formation, .
Mesaverde Group, Wasatch Formation Formation and Sego Sandstone_, Sego
COUT BAX-B o e . Sandstone/Buck Tongue, Arapien Shale and
Williams Fork Formation, Duchesne River . :
. - - Summerville Formation, Glen Canyon Group,
Formation, Morrison Formation, North Horn . .
. Indianola Formation
Formation
COUT BAX-C Same as COUT BAX-B Same as COUT BAX-B
COUT BAX-E Same as COUT BAX-B Same as COUT BAX-B

The geologic units and their PFYC ratings, crossed by the COUT alternative routes are shown in

Table 4-33.
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TABLE 4-33

GEOLOGICAL UNITS CROSSED BY THE COLORADO TO UTAH - U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO
CENTRAL UTAH TO CLOVER (COUT) ALTERNATIVE ROUTES

Geological Formations with a Geological Formations with a
Alternative Potential Fossil Yield Classification Potential Fossil Yield Classification
Route of 4 or 5 (High Sensitivity) of 3 (Moderate Sensitivity)
Alternative COUT-A and Route Variation
Mesaverde Group, Duchesne River Mancos, Sego Sandstone/Buck Tongue,
COUT-A Formation, Green River Formation, North Arapien Shale, Summerville Formation,
Horn Formation, Wasatch Formation Indianola Formation
COUT-A-1 Same as COUT-A Same as COUT-A
Alternative COUT-B and Route Variations
COUT-B Same as COUT-A Same as COUT-A
COUT-B-1 Same as COUT-A Same as COUT-A
COUT-B-2 Same as COUT-A Same as COUT-A
COUT-B-3 Same as COUT-A Same as COUT-A
COUT-B-4 Same as COUT-A Same as COUT-A
COUT-B-5 Same as COUT-A Same as COUT-A
Alternative COUT-C and Route Variations
COUT-C Same as COUT-A Same as COUT-A
COUT-C-1 Same as COUT-A Same as COUT-A
COUT-C-2 Same as COUT-A Same as COUT-A
COUT-C-3
(Agency Same as COUT-A Same as COUT-A
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-C-4 Same as COUT-A Same as COUT-A
COUT-C-5 Same as COUT-A Same as COUT-A
Alternatives COUT-H and COUT-I
COUT-H Same as COUT-A Same as COUT-A
(Applicant
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-I Same as COUT-A Same as COUT-A
4.3.3.3 Results
43331 Wyoming to Colorado — Aeolus to U.S. Highway 40 (WYCO)

The WYCO alternative routes share alignments along Links W15, W30, W32, W35, W36, and C175. The
impacts from the Project would contribute cumulatively to the impacts of other present and past projects,
and RFFAs on those geologic units with moderate or high sensitivity. However, application of design
features of the Proposed Action, including preconstruction surveys for paleontological resources, would
be anticipated to minimize the incremental effects.

Projects that could have cumulative effects associated with the implementation of the Project, for the
WY CO alternative routes, are shown in Table 4-34.
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TABLE 4-34
PAST, PRESENT, AND OTHER REASONABLY FORESEEABLE FUTURE ACTIONS FOR
PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES IN THE CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSIS AREA OF THE
WYOMING TO COLORADO — AEOLUS TO U.S. HIGHWAY 40 (WYCO) ALTERNATIVE ROUTES
Alternative Route | Past and Present Actions | Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions
Alternative WYCO-B and Route Variations

Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Wind
Farm, Anadarko Atlantic Rim Natural
_ (H;?ISI \F/)\;(i)r{?jclt—:’nza;zglg:gi?iti/evgﬂrzgﬂeof Continental _Divide—Creston Junction Oil
WYCO-B (Appllc_ant Land Management Oil and Gas and Gas Project, Gateway Wes_t 500ky,
Preferred Alternative) and vianag TransWest Express Transmission Project,
Le_ases, Carl Allen 45, Colo_rado State Hoghback Ridge Wind Energy Project
Oil and Gas Leases, Wyoming State
Oil and Gas Leases, Wyoming State
Land Uranium Lease
WYCO-B-1 Same as WYCO-B Same as WYCO-B
WYCO-B-2
(Agency Preferred | Same as WYCO-B Same as WYCO-B
Alternative)
WYCO-B-3 Same as WYCO-B Same as WYCO-B
Alternative WY CO-B and Route Variations
WYCO-C Same as WYCO-B Same as WYCO-B
WYCO-C-1 Same as WYCO-B Same as WYCO-B
WYCO-C-2 Same as WYCO-B Same as WYCO-B
WYVO-C-3 Same as WYCO-B Same as WYCO-B
Alternative WY CO-B and Route Variations
. Same as WY CO-B, but with the addition of
WYCO-D ?_\?Eﬁ ZZWYCO'B excluding Carl Trapper Mine Exploratory Coal Mine, and
SWEPI LP Qil and Gas Development
. Same as WY CO-B, but with the addition of
WYCO-D-1 ,S:I';Zﬁ ZEWYCO'B excluding Carl Trapper Mine Exploratory Coal Mine, and
SWEPI LP Oil and Gas Development
Alternative WY CO-B and Route Variations
WYCO-F Same as WYCO-B Same as WYCO-B
WYCO-F-1 Same as WYCO-B Same as WYCO-B
WYCO-F-2 Same as WYCO-B Same as WYCO-B
WYCO-F-3 Same as WYCO-B Same as WYCO-B

For the WY CO alternative routes and route variations, development associated with several large past and
present actions have contributed to cumulative impacts on paleontological resources, including the
Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Wind Farm and oil and gas development on BLM-administered land. In
addition to Project impacts, RFFAs, such as the TransWest Express Transmission Project, if implemented
would add to the cumulative effects on paleontological resources. For the WY CO alternative routes, the
extent of cumulative development would be the same because the same past and other present actions and
RFFAs occur in the CIAA, with the exception of the Trapper Exploratory Coal Mine and SWEPI LP Oil
and Gas Development, which are exclusive to Alternative WY CO-D and Route Variation WYCO-D-1.
Also, Carl Allen 45 oil and gas development would be excluded from cumulative effects associated with
Alternative WYCO-D and Route Variation WYCO-D-1. Overall, the cumulative effects associated with
the Project along any of the WY CO alternative routes would be similar. Application of selective
mitigation measures, including preconstruction surveys for paleontological resources, is anticipated to
minimize the incremental Project effects.
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Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Baxter Pass to Clover (COUT BAX)

Projects that could have cumulative effects associated with the implementation of the Project, for the
COUT BAX alternative routes, are shown in Table 4-35.

TABLE 4-35

PAST, PRESENT, AND OTHER REASONABLY FORESEEABLE FUTURE ACTIONS FOR
PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES IN THE CUMULATIVE EFFECTS STUDY AREA OF THE
COLORADO TO UTAH — U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO BAXTER PASS TO CLOVER (COUT BAX)

ALTERNATIVE ROUTES

Reasonably Foreseeable Future

Alternative Past and Present Actions Actions
Banning Siding Loadout Coal Mine, Bear
Canyon Coal Mine, COVOL Site Coal
Mine, Deer Creek Coal Lease, Dugout
Coal Mine, Hiawatha Complex Coal
Mine, Savage Coal Terminal, Star Point
Waste Fuel Coal Mine, Sunnyside
Refuse/Slurry Coal Mine, Wildcat
Loadout Coal Mine, Flatirons Resources
#1-4 Compressor Plant and Pipeline, Utah
National Guard Engineering Battalion TransWest Express Transmission
COUT BAX-B Tr_ain_ing Area, aban_d_oned White Sands Project, I_Drice Residential and
Missile Launch Facility, Utah State Annexations, Woodside Power
Institutional Trust Lands Administration Generation
Active Leaves (shale, mineral, and
potash), Bureau of Land Management Oil
and Gas Leases, Ferron Natural Gas
Project, Colorado State Oil and Gas
Leases, Utah Division of Oil, Gas and
Mining Oil and Gas Well Pads, Enterprise
Mid-America Pipeline, Western
Expansion Il Pipeline, and Residential
Areas
Same as COUT BAX-B with the
addition of Blue Castle Footprint for
Proposed Nuclear Power Plant and
COUT BAX-C Same as COUT BAX-B Twin Bridges Resources, LLC Oil and
Gas Development, and Green River
Industrial
Same as COUT BAX-B with the
addition of Blue Castle Footprint for
COUT BAX-E Same as COUT BAX-B Proposed Nuclear Power Plant and

Twin Bridges Resources, LLC Oil and
Gas Development, and Green River
Industrial

The COUT BAX alternative routes share alignments along Links C177, C185, C195, C196, C197, C270,
U490, U486, and U487. The impacts from the Project would contribute cumulatively to the impacts of
present and past projects and RFFAs cumulative effects of the Project, other present and past projects, and
RFFAs on those geological units with moderate or high sensitivity. However, application of selective
mitigation measures, including preconstruction surveys for paleontological resources, is anticipated to
minimize the incremental Project effects.
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For the COUT BAX alternative routes, development associated with several large past and present actions
have contributed to cumulative impacts on paleontological resources, including activities on SITLA
Active Leases and Colorado State Oil and Gas Leases that are large in scope. Several mines also are
present. In addition to Project impacts, RFFAs, such as TransWest Express Transmission Project, if
implemented, would add to the cumulative effects on paleontological resources. For the COUT BAX
alternative routes, the extent of cumulative development would be similar because some of the same past
and other present actions and RFFAs occur in the CIAA for alternative routes. However, three additional
RFFAs in the CIAA for Alternatives COUT BAX-C and COUT BAX-E, the Blue Castle Nuclear Plant,
Green River Industrial, and Twin Ridges Resources, LLC Qil and Gas Development would occur. Thus,
the extent of potential cumulative effects associated with cumulative development associated with
Alternatives COUT BAX-C and COUT BAX-E would be greater than those for Alternative COUT
BAX-B.

4.3.3.3.3 Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Central Utah to Clover (COUT)

The COUT alternative routes share alignments along Links C186, U460, U621, U638, U639, and U640.
The impacts from the Project would contribute cumulatively to the impacts of other present, past projects,
and RFFAs cumulative effects of the Project, other present and past projects, and RFFAs on those
geological units with moderate or high sensitivity. However, application of selective mitigation measures,
including preconstruction surveys for paleontological resources, is anticipated to minimize the
incremental Project effects.

Similar past and present actions are in the CIAA for Alternatives COUT-A, COUT-B, COUT-C, and their
route variations, as are the past and present actions in the CIAA for Alternatives COUT-H and COUT-I.
The RFFAs in the CIAA for all COUT alternatives routes are similar. Projects that could have cumulative
effects associated with the implementation of the Project for the COUT alternative routes and route
variations are shown in Table 4-36.

TABLE 4-36
PAST, PRESENT, AND OTHER REASONABLY FORESEEABLE FUTURE ACTIONS FOR
PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES IN THE CUMULATIVE EFFECTS STUDY AREA OF THE
COLORADO TO UTAH - U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO CENTRAL UTAH TO CLOVER (COUT)
ALTERNATIVE ROUTES

Reasonably Foreseeable Future

Alternative Past and Present Actions Actions
Alternative COUT-A and Route Variation

BLM Oil and Gas Leases, Colorado

State Oil and Gas Leases, Utah State

TransWest Express Transmission

COUT-A Institutional Trust Lands Project
Administration (SITLA) Oil and Gas
Leases
COUT-A-1 Same as COUT-A Same as COUT-A

Alternative COUT-B and Route Variations

COUT-B Same as COUT-A Same as COUT-A
COUT-B-1 Same as COUT-A Same as COUT-A
COUT-B-2 Same as COUT-A Same as COUT-A
COUT-B-3 Same as COUT-A Same as COUT-A
COUT-B-4 Same as COUT-A Same as COUT-A
COUT-B-5 Same as COUT-A Same as COUT-A

Draft EIS and LUPAs for the Energy Gateway South Transmission Project

Page 4-70



Chapter 4 — Cumulative Effects
4.3.4 Water Resources

PAST, PRESENT, AND OTHER REASONABLY FORESEEABLE FUTURE ACTIONS FOR
PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES IN THE CUMULATIVE EFFECTS STUDY AREA OF THE
COLORADO TO UTAH - U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO CENTRAL UTAH TO CLOVER (COUT)

TABLE 4-36

ALTERNATIVE ROUTES

Reasonably Foreseeable Future

Alternative Past and Present Actions Actions
Alternative COUT-C and Route Variations
COUT-C Same as COUT-A Same as COUT-A
COUT-C-1 Same as COUT-A Same as COUT-A
COUT-C-2 Same as COUT-A Same as COUT-A

COUT-C-3 (Agency

Preferred Alternative)

Same as COUT-A

Same as COUT-A

COUT-C-+4

Same as COUT-A

Same as COUT-A

COUT-C-5

Same as COUT-A

Same as COUT-A

Alternatives COUT-H and COUT-I
Banning Siding Loadout Coal Mine,
Bear Canyon Coal Mine, COVOL Site
Coal Mine, Dugout Coal Mine,
Hiawatha Complex Coal Mine,
Savage Coal Terminal, Star Point
Waste Fuel Coal Mine, Sunnyside
Refuse/Slurry Coal Mine, Wildcat
Loadout Coal Mine, UT National
Guard Engineering Battalion Training
Area, SITLA Active Oil and Gas
Leases, SITLA Active Sand and
Gravel Permits, BLM Oil and Gas
Leases, Ferron Natural Gas Project,
Colorado State Oil and Gas Leases,
Utah Division of Oil, Gas and Mining
Oil and Gas Well Pads, Enterprise
Mid-America Pipeline, and
Residential Areas
Same as COUT-H

TransWest Express Transmission
Project, Price Residential and
Annexations

COUT-H (Applicant
Preferred Alternative)

COUT-I Same as COUT-H

For Alternatives COUT-A, COUT-B, and COUT-C and their route variations, development associated
with several large past and present actions have contributed to cumulative impacts on paleontological
resources, including activities on BLM and Colorado State Oil and Gas Leases. In addition to Project
impacts, RFFAs, such as TransWest Express Transmission Project, if implemented, would add to the
cumulative effects on paleontological resources.

Alternatives COUT-H and COUT-I have the same cumulative effects as Alternatives COUT-A, COUT-B,
and COUT-C, with the addition of several coal mines, SITLA leases, well pads, and other facilities. The
TransWest Express transmission line is also a RFFA for Alternatives COUT-H and COUT-I, as well as
the Price Residential Area and Annexations. Therefore, implementation of these projects could contribute
to the cumulative effects on paleontological resources if appropriate mitigation was not applied.

4.3.4 Water Resources

The geographic and temporal scopes defined for analysis of cumulative effects on water resources is
presented in Table 4-3. This analysis relies on direct and indirect impacts from the Project detailed in
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Section 3.2.4 and considers them in conjunction with the past, present, and RFFAs listed in Tables 4-1
and 4-2.

For this cumulative effects analysis, water-resource categories (specially designated waters, wetlands and
riparian areas, lentic and lotic waters) identified in Chapter 3 were grouped to assess potential cumulative
impacts on water resources. Water resources in each subbasin consist of line and polygon features from
the NHD. Line features such as perennial streams were buffered by 100 feet to create a conservative
polygon 200 feet wide. No buffer was applied to polygon features including perennial lakes, reservoirs,
ponds, etc.; the area included in the original feature attributes was used in the analysis. These areas were
then combined for water resources to calculate the total water resources, in acres, for each subbasin;
which when combined with all other subbasins crossed by a Project alternative, represents the CIAA for
that proposed route.

Cumulative impacts on wetlands and riparian areas are analyzed in Section 4.3.5 and are referenced
where appropriate to support a qualitative discussion of cumulative effects on the functionality of
wetlands and riparian areas to maintain and improve water quality.

434.1 Issues Identified for Analysis
434.1.1 Potential Impacts on Surface Water Quality

Surface-water quality is an important feature of watershed health that, when maintained, provides long-
term, beneficial effects on the environment.

43.4.1.2 Potential Impacts on Wetlands, Riparian Areas, and Associated Water
Quality

Modification of wetlands and riparian areas can result in direct and indirect impacts on the functional
capacity of these vegetation communities to maintain water quality and recharge groundwater systems.

4.3.4.1.3 Potential Impacts on Areas Particularly Susceptible to Erosion

Ground-disturbing activities in areas of fragile or highly erodible soils can contribute to adverse effects on
water resources over the short- and long-term. Some impacts can be mitigated by application of design
features of the Proposed Action or selective mitigation measures.

4.3.4.2 Existing Condition

Agriculture and residential, commercial, and industrial development have influenced existing water
resources throughout the Project area by modification of existing water resources such as: developing
water wells; piping existing streams and rivers for redirection and distribution; production and disposal of
effluent; and capture/storage and discharge of surface water from manmade reservoirs or other storage
facilities such as water towers. As with this Project, commercial and industrial projects are required to
follow federal and state regulations requiring design features of the Proposed Action and selective
mitigation measures to maintain compliance with regulations (referenced in Chapter 3) to minimize or
reduce impacts on water resources. Incremental effects on water resources can include, but are not limited
to, decreases in water quality as a result of sedimentation from construction of stream crossings,
vegetation clearing including upland, riparian and wetland areas, modification of existing stream
channels, and introduction of contaminants into or surface water through accidental spills, if design
features of the Proposed Action and selective mitigation measures are not met.

In Wyoming, industrial development primarily associated with oil and gas production constitutes the
greatest impact on water resources; in particular, the area between the 1-80 corridor and the Wyoming-
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Colorado border. These developments require ground disturbance that can alter natural hydrology as well
as destabilize soil leading to increased erosion and sediment transport to receiving waters.

In Colorado, existing development is located primarily along Colorado State Highway 13 and

U.S. Highway 40, and is associated with dispersed rural residences and agricultural development. South
of Rangely toward Baxter Pass, areas of oil and gas development are located along Moffat County
Road 23 and along the floor of West Salt Creek Canyon south of Baxter Pass. Several existing
transmission lines run from the Craig Power Station adjacent to U.S. Highway 40 to the Colorado-Utah
border south of the community of Dinosaur. Similar to Wyoming, these developments require ground
disturbance that can alter natural hydrology as well as destabilize soil leading to increased erosion and
sediment transport to receiving waters.

In Utah, existing oil and gas development in several areas including the Uinta Basin, Castle Valley, and
northwest of Cisco and dispersed residences and agricultural developments in the Uinta Basin, Castle
Valley, Sanpete Valley, and Juab Valley have modified existing water resources through ground
disturbance and increased sedimentation from development of roads, facilities such as well pads,
residences, and rights-of-way.

Not all modification of hydrology results in adverse effects on water resources. Development of springs,
reclamation of damaged streams, construction, rehabilitation, and conservation of wetlands and riparian
areas, and effluent treatment facilities can lead to beneficial effects on water resources by maintaining
water quality.

4.3.4.3 Results
4.3.4.3.1 Wyoming to Colorado — Aeolus to U.S. Highway 40 (WYCO)
Results of the analysis of cumulative effects on water resources are summarized in Table 4-37.

TABLE 4-37
WATER RESOURCES CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY FOR THE WYOMING TO
COLORADO - AEOLUS TO U.S. HIGHWAY 40 (WYCO) ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable | Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
Alternative WYCO-B and Route Variations
WYCO-B
(Applicant 1,130,379 153,715 15,058 494 169,268 961,111
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-1 | 1,130,379 153,715 15,058 472 169,246 961,133
WYCO-B-2 | 1,130,379
(Agency 153,715 15,058 500 169,274 961,105
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-3 | 1,130,379 153,715 15,058 542 169,316 961,063
Alternative WY CO-C and Route Variations
WYCO-C 1,130,379 153,715 15,058 774 169,548 960,831
WYCO-C-1 | 1,130,379 153,715 15,058 751 169,525 960,854
WYCO-C-2 | 1,130,379 153,715 15,058 779 169,553 960,826
WYCO-C-3 | 1,130,379 153,715 15,058 821 169,595 960,784
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TABLE 4-37
WATER RESOURCES CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY FOR THE WYOMING TO
COLORADO - AEOLUS TO U.S. HIGHWAY 40 (WYCO) ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES
No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable | Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource | Development Actions Development | Development | Resource
Alternative WYCO-D and Route Variation
WYCO-D 1,387,388 195,895 23,496 1,329 220,720 1,166,668
WYCO-D-1 | 1,387,388 195,895 23,496 1,380 220,770 1,166,618
Alternative WYCO-F and Route Variations
WYCO-F 1,130,379 153,715 15,058 657 169,431 960,948
WYCO-F-1 | 1,130,379 153,715 15,058 635 169,409 960,970
WYCO-F-2 | 1,130,379 153,715 15,058 663 169,437 960,942
WYCO-F-3 | 1,130,379 153,715 15,058 705 169,478 960,901
NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest acre; therefore, the columns may not total.

Water resources in the CIAA for the WY CO route grouping are distributed throughout nine subbasins
(refer to Section 3.2.4) and range between 1,130,379 and 1,387,388 acres depending on the route. Major
perennial and intermittent systems in the area, detailed in Section 3.2.4.3.2 include, but are not limited to,
the Medicine Bow, Upper North Platte, Little Snake, and White rivers, as well as Muddy Creek.

Ground-disturbing activities associated with past and present activities in the CIAA for the WYCO route
group, which could currently be affecting water resources, include coal mines, historic fires since the year
2000, noncoal mines including the Sweetwater and Terry Hankins mines; oil and gas development, oil
shale and tar sands development, pipelines including the Enterprise Mid-America and Western

Expansion Il pipelines; residential developments, vegetation management including fuel treatments,
prescribed fires, habitat improvement projects, spike treatments, and mechanical treatments; and wind-
energy facilities.

Past and present development has contributed to some level of ground disturbance which, over time, is
expected to be compliant with federal and state reclamation requirements. Where past and present
development are not meeting reclamation requirements, water resources could be affected by increased
sediment loading in the intermittent and perennial systems located in proximity to the CIAA for the

WY CO route grouping, especially in the watersheds feeding Muddy Creek and the Little Snake River in
the Rawlins and Little Snake Field Offices where sensitive soils are highly prone to erosion and
subsequent sedimentation. Refer to Section 3.2.2 for a description and location of fragile soils in the
WY CO route area.

The WY CO route grouping RFFAs in the CIAA include the proposed Project, the Rosebud coal mine, the
Continental Divide-Creston Junction and Kerr-McGee oil and gas projects; the Gateway West and
TransWest Express transmission projects, and the Hogback Ridge wind energy project.

Ground disturbance from implementation of RFFAs, including the Project, has the potential for localized
short-term, adverse cumulative effects on water resources in the CIAA. Short-term impacts could include
degradation of the quality of waters from sedimentation as a result of destabilization of fragile soils and
modification of upland, riparian, and wetland vegetation. However, implementation of design features of
the Proposed Action and selective mitigation measures, including reclamation of disturbed areas, would
minimize cumulative effects on water resources.
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The incremental effect of Project development estimated for the alternative routes in the WY CO route
grouping differ only slightly between alternative routes. The Project development would account for
approximately 472 to 1,380 acres (0.1 to 0.7 percent) of the total estimated cumulative effect on water
resources in the CIAA. Development of the Project when added to the past, present, and RFFAs could
result in potential cumulative effects on 169,246 to 220,720 acres (15 to 19 percent) of the total available
water resources in the CIAA. However, implementation of design features of the Proposed Action and
selective mitigation measures, including reclamation of disturbed areas, would minimize cumulative
impacts on water resources.

4.3.4.3.2 Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Baxter Pass to Clover (COUT BAX)
Results of the analysis of cumulative effects on water resources are summarized in Table 4-38.

TABLE 4-38
WATER RESOURCES CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY
FOR THE COLORADO TO UTAH — U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO BAXTER PASS
TO CLOVER (COUT BAX) ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

No Action Alternative

Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource Development Actions Development Development Resource
COUT BAX-B 1,503,678 86,302 18,640 1,568 106,510 1,397,168
COUT BAX-C 1,709,251 96,689 20,952 1,962 119,603 1,589,649
COUT BAX-E 1,709,251 96,689 20,952 1,761 119,402 1,589,850

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest acre; therefore, the columns may not total.

Water resources in the CIAA for the COUT BAX route grouping are distributed throughout nine
subbasins (refer to Section 3.2.4) and range between 1,503,678 and 1,709,251 acres depending on the
route. Major perennial systems in the area detailed in Section 3.2.4.3.2 include, but are not limited, to the
Green, White, and San Pitch rivers as well as Currant, Huntington, Douglas, Salt, and West creeks.

Ground-disturbing activities associated with past and present activities in the CIAA for the COUT BAX
route group, which could currently be affecting water resources, include coal mines, historic fires since
the year 2000, noncoal mines, oil and gas developments, oil shale and tar sands development, pipelines
including the Enterprise Mid-America and Western Expansion Il projects; the Clear Creek residential
development, and vegetation treatments ranging from fuels management projects to habitat improvement
projects.

Past and present development has contributed to some level of ground disturbance which, over time, is
expected to be compliant with federal and state reclamation requirements. Where past and present
development are not meeting reclamation requirements, water resources could be affected by increased
sediment loading in the intermittent and perennial systems proximal to the CIAA of the COUT BAX
route grouping.

Beneficial effects of other past and present projects also could be affecting water resources. Such effects
would be attributed to habitat improvement projects where management of upland, riparian, wetland, and
aquatic habitats could indirectly improve water quality.

Cumulative effects related to past and present actions in the CIAA of the COUT BAX route grouping also
could be affecting wetlands and riparian areas. Adverse impacts from developments, which compromise
the functional capacity of wetlands and riparian areas, has or is currently affecting water quality in those
areas.
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RFFAs in the CIAA for the COUT BAX route grouping include the proposed Project, the Flat Canyon
Coal tracts, the Narrows East Bench Diversion Dam and associated pipelines, proposed oil and gas
developments, the TransWest Express Transmission Project, the Narrows Tunnel Project, and the Shalom
Electric Boulger timber salvage project.

Ground disturbance from implementation of RFFAs, including the Project would have the potential for
localized short-term, adverse cumulative effects on water resources in the CIAA. Short-term impacts
could include degrading the quality of waters from sedimentation as a result of destabilization of sensitive
soils and modification of upland, riparian, and wetland vegetation. However, implementation of design
features for environmental protection and selective mitigation measures, including reclamation of
disturbed areas, would minimize cumulative effects on water resources.

Impaired and outstanding waters in Colorado and Utah in the CIAA of the COUT BAX route grouping
(refer to Section 3.2.4.3.2) are especially susceptible to effects from past, present, and RFFAs. Protective
measures mandated through the NPDES largely would mitigate any adverse impacts on impaired waters
from those projects but given these waters have already been identified as impaired waters, limitations on
allowable TMDLs of source pollutants contributing some level of impairment for 303(d) listed
waterbodies are likely already incorporated into the TMDL. These limitations restrict any new sources of
impairment thus; levels of impairment should be either constant or declining as a result of the NPDES
program.

In Colorado, the risk of erosion and sedimentation is not as severe as what is expected in Utah. This can
be attributed to topography and soil characteristics. Where the CIAA crosses Colorado, slopes are not
especially steep and soils are not characterized as highly erodible or otherwise fragile. However, where
the CIAA crosses waterbodies and especially perennial systems, the inherent potential for sediment to be
discharged into the adjacent waterbody is still relatively high. Where the Project, along with other past,
present, and RFFASs cross water bodies near the Garfield and Rio Blanco county line; there is a greater
risk of erosion and sedimentation to adjacent waters.

In Utah, steep topography and the Green River shale formation has resulted in areas of highly erodible
soils, particularly susceptible to adverse impacts from ground disturbance, which could result in transport
of sediment to downstream waterbodies. Specifically, where the CIAA crosses the Ashley National Forest
near Strawberry Reservoir, the southeast portion of the Uinta National Forest, the canyons throughout the
Manti-La Sal National Forest and the mountainous region west-southwest of Huntington, Utah, are areas
of greatest concern for erosion.

As a general rule, any areas with steep slopes in proximity to water resources raise the potential that
ground disturbance resulting from the Project as well as past, present, and RFFAs would result in
sediment being discharged to waterbodies, subsequently decreasing water quality in those systems. For a
detailed discussion of areas particularly susceptible to erosion, refer to Section 3.2.2.

The incremental effect of Project development estimated for alternative routes within the COUT BAX
route grouping differ only slightly between alternative routes. The incremental project development
would account for approximately 1,586 to 1,962 acres (1.5 to 1.6 percent) of the total estimated
cumulative effects on water resources in the CIAA. Development of the Project when added to the past,
present, and RFFAs could result in potential cumulative effects on 106,510 to 119,603 acres (0.1 to

7.0 percent) of the total water resources in the CIAA. However, implementation of design features for
environmental protection and selective mitigation measures, including reclamation of disturbed areas,
would minimize cumulative impacts on water resources.
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4.3.4.3.3 Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Central Utah to Clover (COUT)
Results of the analysis of cumulative effects on water resources are summarized in Table 4-39

TABLE 4-39
WATER RESOURCES CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY FOR THE COLORADO TO UTAH -
U.S. HIGHWAY 40 TO CENTRAL UTAH TO CLOVER (COUT) ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN ACRES

No Action Alternative
Total Past and Reasonably Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Foreseeable Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource | Development | Future Actions | Development | Development | Resource
Alternative COUT-A and Route Variation
COUT-A 1,177,021 77,538 13,240 1,375 92,153 1,084,868
COUT-A-1 1,177,021 77,538 13,240 1,362 92,140 1,084,881
Alternative COUT-B and Route Variations
COUT-B 1,393,697 88,068 15,484 2,177 105,729 1,287,968
COUT-B-1 1,476,955 103,446 17,032 1,982 122,460 1,354,495
COUT-B-2 1,476,955 103,446 17,032 1,946 122,425 1,354,530
COUT-B-3 1,393,697 88,068 15,484 1,998 105,550 1,288,147
COUT-B-4 1,476,955 103,446 17,032 1,910 122,389 1,354,566
COUT-B-5 1,393,697 88,068 15,484 2,080 105,632 1,288,065
Alternative COUT-C and Route Variations
COUT-C 1,443,532 87,949 16,909 2,079 106,937 1,336,595
COUT-C-1 1,526,790 103,328 18,457 1,836 123,620 1,403,169
COUT-C-2 1,526,790 103,328 18,457 1,797 123,581 1,403,208
COUT-C-3
(Agency 1,443,532 87,949 16,909 1,905 106,763 | 1,336,769
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-C-4 1,526,790 103,328 18,457 1,582 123,366 1,403,423
COUT-C-5 1,443,532 87,949 16,909 1,620 106,478 1,337,054
Alternatives COUT-H and COUT-I
COUT-H
(Applicant 1,642,154 95,529 20,090 2,237 117,856 | 1,524,298
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-I 1,642,154 95,529 20,090 1,926 117,545 1,524,609

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest acre; therefore, the columns may not total.

Water resources in the CIAA for the COUT route grouping are distributed throughout nine subbasins
(refer to Section 3.2.4) and range between 1,393,697 and 1,642,154 acres depending on the route. Many
perennial systems occur in the CIAA and include but are not limited to the Duchesne, Green, Lake Fork,
Price, Strawberry, Uinta, and White rivers as well as Argyle, Hop, Indian, Red, Salt, Soldier, Sowers,
Thistle, Tie Fork, and Willow creeks.

Ground-disturbing activities associated with past and present activities in the CIAA for the COUT route
grouping, which currently could be affecting water resources include active coal mines, Central Utah
Telephone Fiber Optic communication lines, the lower Duchesne River Wetlands Project, historic fires
since the year 2000, noncoal mine leases on SITLA lands, oil and gas development on BLM-administered
land as well as SITLA and private holdings; oil shale and tar sands projects, pipelines including the
Roosevelt, Enterprise Mid-America, Western Expansion-I1 and the Magnum Gas Storage project; the
Carbon County proposed ATV trail, a number of residential developments, and vegetation management
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projects including fuel, weed, and habitat treatment projects on BLM-administered land along the Vernal
and White River field office boundaries.

Past and present development has contributed to some level of ground disturbance which, over time, is
expected to be compliant with federal and state reclamation requirements. Where past and present
development are not meeting reclamation requirements, water resources could be affected by increased
sediment loading in the intermittent and perennial systems proximal to the CIAA of the COUT BAX
route grouping.

RFFAs in the CIAA for the COUT route grouping include the proposed Project, the Flat Canyon and
Long Canyon coal mine leases, the Narrows Reservoir, East Bench diversion dam, Narrows tunnel and
associated Upper Cottonwood and Oak Creek pipelines; the Price industrial complex, oil and gas
development from the Kerr-McGee and Monument Butte projects, the Woodside power generation
facility, the Narrows highway relocation project, the Shalom Electric Boulger timber salvage project, the
Victory Pipeline project, and the TransWest Express Transmission Project.

Ground disturbance from implementation of RFFAs including the Project, has the potential for localized
short-term, adverse cumulative effects on water resources in the CIAA. Short-term impacts could be
attributed to degrading the quality of waters from sedimentation as a result of destabilization of sensitive
soils and modification of upland, riparian, and wetland vegetation. However, implementation of design
features of the Proposed Action and selective mitigation measures, including reclamation of disturbed
areas would minimize cumulative effects on water resources.

Impaired and outstanding waters in Colorado and Utah in the CIAA of the COUT route grouping (refer to
Section 3.2.4.3.2) are especially susceptible to past, present, and RFFAs. Protective measures mandated
through the NPDES would largely mitigate any adverse impacts on impaired waters from those projects
but given these waters have already been identified as impaired waters, limitations on allowable TMDLs
of source pollutants contributing some level of impairment for 303(d) listed waters are already
incorporated into the TMDL. These limitations restrict any new sources of impairment; levels of
impairment should be either constant or declining as a result of the NPDES program.

In Colorado, the risk of erosion and sedimentation is not as severe as what is expected in Utah. This can
be attributed to topography and soil type. Where the CIAA crosses Colorado, slopes are not especially
steep and soils are not characterizes as highly erodible or otherwise fragile. However, where the CIAA
crosses waterbodies and especially perennial systems, the inherent potential for sediment to be discharged
into the adjacent waterbody is still relatively high. It should be noted that where the Project, along with
other past, present, and RFFAS cross water bodies near the Garfield and Rio Blanco county line; there is a
greater risk of erosion and sedimentation to adjacent waters.

In Utah, steep topography and the Green River shale formation has resulted in areas of highly erodible
soils, particularly susceptible to adverse impacts from ground disturbance, which could result in transport
of sediment to downstream waterbodies. Specifically, where the CIAA crosses the Ashley National Forest
near Strawberry Reservoir, the southeast portion of the Uinta National Forest, the canyons throughout the
Manti-La Sal National Forest and the mountainous region west-southwest of Huntington, Utah, are areas
of greatest concern for erosion.

As a general rule, any areas with steep slopes in proximity to water resources raises the potential that
ground disturbance resulting from the Project as well as past, present, and RFFAs would result in
sediment being discharged to waterbodies, subsequently decreasing water quality.

The incremental project development estimated for alternative routes within the COUT route grouping
would account from approximately 1,362 to 2,177 acres (1.5 to 2 percent) of the total estimated
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cumulative development in the CIAA. Development of the Project when added to the past, present, and
RFFAs could result in potential cumulative effects on 92,140 to 123,620 acres (1.5 to 8 percent) of the
total water resources in the CIAA. However, implementation of design features for environmental
protection and selective mitigation measures, including reclamation of disturbed areas, would minimize
cumulative impacts on water resources.

4.3.5 Vegetation

This section addresses cumulative effects on vegetation resources resulting from the Project in addition to
other past, present, and RFFAs. Resources addressed in this section are the same as those described in
Section 3.2.5.

The approach for analysis of cumulative effects on vegetation, including the geographic and temporal
scopes of analysis, is presented in Table 4-3. The cumulative effects analysis for vegetation considers
past, present, and RFFAs (Tables 4-1 and 4-2) in conjunction with direct and indirect impacts from the
Project (described in Section 3.2.5.4.3).

Most direct cumulative impacts on vegetation associated with construction of the Proposed Action would
occur in the immediate vicinity of access road, transmission line tower, and Project facility construction.
However, some anticipated direct and indirect cumulative effects (described in Section 3.2.5.4), such as
introduction and spread of noxious weeds, may occur in the immediate vicinity of Project-related
construction as well as in a larger geographical context. The geographic scope of the CIAA for vegetation
is all subwatersheds (12-digit HUCs) crossed by alternative routes considered. The analysis area is
sufficient to analyze all potential cumulative effects of the Project on vegetation.

The temporal scope of the analysis includes 5 years for impacts associated with Project construction and
site stabilization. The Proposed Action does not include plans to decommission the Project; therefore, the
temporal scope of analysis for impacts associated with operation and maintenance of the Project is based
on the assumption that the effects of operating and maintaining the transmission line would persist for the
life of the Project (50 years or longer). Because the Proposed Action does not include decommissioning
(refer to Section 2.4.9), long-term impacts associated with the presence of the transmission line (e.g.,
tower foundations) may be permanent.

4351 Issues Identified for Analysis
43511 Potential for Spread of Noxious Weeds

The potential spread of noxious weeds was identified by the agencies and public during scoping as an
issue relating to vegetation resources (Table 4-3). The susceptibility of an area to colonization by invasive
species increases with vegetation removal and soil disturbance (Hobbs and Huenneke 1992), both of
which would occur with Project implementation. Cumulative impacts on vegetation resulting from
increased potential for spread of noxious weeds are discussed qualitatively in the results section

(Section 4.3.5.4).

43512 Loss of Native Vegetation Communities

Loss of native upland vegetation communities (this excludes agriculture, developed/disturbed, and
invasive vegetation), wetlands, and riparian areas was identified by the agencies and public during
scoping as issues relating to vegetation resources (Table 4-3). Removal of vegetation would occur with
construction of access roads, transmission towers, and other permanent Project structures. Cumulative
impacts on these vegetation types are analyzed quantitatively and discussed quantitatively in the results
section (Section 4.3.5.5).
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4.3.5.2 Existing Condition

Conversion of native vegetation to agricultural use since settlement of European peoples in the area in the
middle of the 19th century has significantly affected the character of landscapes and the quantity and
quality of vegetation resources in the CIAA. Construction of settlements, transportation systems, and
human population growth also has resulted in further conversion of vegetation resources of the area.
Drought, wildfire, and climate change have likewise resulted in changes in vegetation resources in more
recent times. Incremental modification of the landscape by more recent projects and actions, as described
in the previous section, also has occurred in this area, further contributing to its departure from pre-
settlement ecological conditions.

Descriptions of vegetation communities that are crossed by alternatives routes considered for the Project
are provided in Section 3.2.5.5. Descriptions of vegetation communities and information on how they
relate to GAP landcover types are provided in Appendix E.

4.35.3 Results
4.3.5.3.1 Potential for Spread of Noxious Weeds

The removal of vegetation, disturbance of soils, and transportation of seeds by humans and/or livestock
increase the likelihood of noxious weed invasion and spread in an area (refer to Section 3.2.5.4.3). Past
actions that required the removal of vegetation and disturbance of soil likely resulted in the introduction
of some noxious weeds in the CIAA. Present actions that require the removal of vegetation and
disturbance of soils also may contribute to the introduction and spread of noxious weeds; however,
actions on public lands are required to implement practices to prevent, treat, and monitor noxious weed
invasions and, therefore, their impacts are likely to be minimal. Continuing maintenance of these projects
is assumed to involve some degree of noxious weed surveying, treatment, and monitoring, which would
further reduce the potential for noxious weed invasion due to these actions.

Implementation of the Project would require the removal of vegetation and the disturbance of soils, which
would increase the susceptibility of the Project area to noxious weed invasion. A noxious weed
management plan would be prepared for the Project based on the principles and procedures outlined in the
BLM Integrated Weed Management Manual 9015 and Forest Service Noxious Weed Management
Manual 2080 (refer to Table 2-8, Design Feature 5). Implementation of this plan would minimize the
spread and introduction of noxious weeds, though some degree of weed invasion and spread is still likely
due to large areas of ground disturbance, increased vehicle use, and increased public access that would
accompany Project implementation.

Many RFFAs in the CIAA are likely to require the removal of vegetation and the disturbance of soils,
further increasing the susceptibility of the Project area to noxious weed invasion. However, RFFAs are
also assumed to be required to implement practices to prevent, treat, and monitor noxious weed invasions,
thereby minimizing the invasion of noxious weeds due to these projects or activities. For these reasons,
the Project and other RFFAs would not be expected to substantially alter the existing effects of noxious
weeds on vegetation resources that have occurred as a result of past actions in the CIAA.

43532 Loss of Native Vegetation Community Types

Permanent loss of vegetation occurs with the construction of features such as roads, well pads, and
buildings. Temporary removal or crushing of vegetation does not result in a total loss of vegetation;
however, revegetation of these areas, if undertaken, often results in vegetation communities that differ
from those that occurred pre-disturbance. Vegetation communities adjacent to disturbed areas also may
differ in structure and composition from those that occurred pre-disturbance, as soil disturbance and the
transportation of seeds of non-native or invasive species by humans and/or livestock may have increased
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the likelihood of these areas being invaded by non-native species (refer to Section 3.2.5.4.3, for more
detail).

Past actions in the CIAA likely involved the removal of vegetation and the alteration of vegetation
community composition and structure. Improper grazing practices and other soil-disturbing activities, as
well as transport of weed seeds via human and livestock movement, have resulted in large-scale invasion
of this area by noxious and invasive weeds.

Present actions also are likely to result in changes to vegetation communities by these same mechanisms,
though it is assumed that selective mitigation measures or other conditions of approval would be required
for actions on public lands to minimize losses of native or desirable vegetation.

Construction of Project features such as access roads, transmission towers, and operations facilities would
require the permanent removal of vegetation. Safe operation of the transmission line would require the
clearing of tall vegetation in the wire and border zones, which would alter the structure and composition
of certain vegetation communities. Non-native plant species are likely to colonize new areas through the
transport of seeds by construction and maintenance equipment. Revegetation of disturbed areas is a
project design feature for environmental protection (refer to Table 2-8, Design Feature 2); however, it
would be unlikely that disturbed areas would be restored to pre-disturbance conditions.

RFFAs that require the construction of permanent project features or introduce non-native plant species
also would be likely to result in changes to vegetation community structure. RFFAs would further change
composition and structure of some vegetation communities, contributing incrementally to changes in
vegetation community composition that have occurred and are projected to occur in the CIAA.

Quantitative analysis of cumulative effects of the loss of vegetation resources was completed through an
inventory of each native vegetation community and an estimation of impacts in these communities by past
and present actions and the Proposed Action and other RFFAs. Existing quantities of vegetation cover by
community (in acres) in the CIAA was determined using reclassified GAP data. Wetland and riparian
vegetation communities incorporate NWI data in addition to GAP data. Development associated with
past, present, and RFFAs was estimated using shapefiles of specific projects received from agencies and
local governments. Incremental project development was estimated using assumptions of extent of access
road and transmission line tower disturbance for mile of alternative as described in Section 2.5.1.2.

Predicted cumulative effects on each vegetation community are described in this section. Detailed lists of
activities in the CIAAs of each alternative route have been included in the Project administrative record
for this Project (BLM n.d.).

Alpine

The incremental loss of alpine vegetation communities predicted under Alternatives COUT BAX-B,
COUT BAX-C, and COUT BAX-E would contribute to the cumulative loss of alpine vegetation
communities in the CIAA. The extent of cumulative development on alpine vegetation communities for
all relevant alternative routes is summarized in Table 4-40.
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TABLE 4-40
ALPINE VEGETATION COMMUNITY CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY IN ACRES
No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource Development Actions Development Development Resource
Wyoming to Colorado — Aeolus to U.S. Highway 40 (WYCO)
Alternative WYCO-B and Route Variations
WYCO-B
(Applicant
Preferred 2 0 0 0 0 2
Alternative)
WYCO-B-1 2 0 0 0 0 2
WYCO-B-2
(Agency
Preferred 2 0 0 0 0 2
Alternative)
WYCO-B-3 2 0 0 0 0 2
Alternative WY CO-C and Route Variations
WYCO-C 2 0 0 0 0 2
WYCO-C-1 2 0 0 0 0 2
WYCO-C-2 2 0 0 0 0 2
WYCO-C-3 2 0 0 0 0 2
Alternative WYCO-D and Route Variation
WYCO-D 20 2 0 0 2 18
WYCO-D-1 20 2 0 0 2 18
Alternative WYCO-F and Route Variations
WYCO-F 2 0 0 0 0 2
WYCO-F-1 2 0 0 0 0 2
WYCO-F-2 2 0 0 0 0 2
WYCO-F-3 2 0 0 0 0 2
Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Baxter Pass to Clover (COUT BAX)
COUT BAX-B 4,775 1,310 5 2 1,317 3,458
COUT BAX-C 4,775 1,310 5 2 1,317 3,458
COUT BAX-E 1,637 392 78 1 471 1,166
Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Central Utah to Clover (COUT)
Alternative COUT-A and Route Variation
COUT-A 3,950 1,148 30 6 1,184 2,766
COUT-A-1 3,950 1,148 30 4 1,182 2,768
Alternative COUT-B and Route Variations
COUT-B 4,962 1,737 101 0 1,838 3,124
COUT-B-1 4,060 1,673 33 0 1,706 2,354
COUT-B-2 4,169 1,676 33 0 1,709 2,459
COUT-B-3 4,546 1,709 40 0 1,750 2,796
COUT-B-4 4,559 1,710 40 0 1,750 2,809
COUT-B-5 4,155 1,676 33 0 1,709 2,446
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TABLE 4-40
ALPINE VEGETATION COMMUNITY CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY IN ACRES
No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource Development Actions Development Development Resource
Alternative COUT-C and Route Variations
COUT-C 3,721 678 79 1 758 2,963
COUT-C-1 2,106 235 17 1 253 1,853
COUT-C-2 2,215 238 17 1 256 1,959
COUT-C-3
(Agency 2201 237 17 1 255 1,946
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-C-4 2,439 268 19 3 290 2,149
COUT-C-5 2,425 268 19 3 289 2,136
Alternatives COUT-H and COUT-I
COUT-H
(Applicant 3,494 692 87 1 780 2714
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-I 5,847 1,633 14 11 1,658 4,190

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest acre; therefore, the columns may not total.

Past and present activities in the CIAA that would affect alpine vegetation communities are coal mining
operations, habitat and rangeland management activities for the BLM Vernal Field Office, fuel treatments
for the BLM Vernal Field Office, the Sheep Creek Vegetation Management Area, Miller’s Flat vegetation
maintenance activities, historic wildland fires, pipelines, oil and gas development, residential
development, and Uinta-Wasatch-Cache National Forest range improvement projects (i.e., fences and
waterlines). RFFAs in the CIAA for alpine vegetation communities are coal mining operations, residential
development, the TransWest Express Transmission Project, a timber salvage project, and Utah
Department of Wildlife Resources watershed restoration focus areas.

The extent of Project-related development in alpine vegetation communities would account for a very
small portion of total cumulative effects in areas with past and present activities in the CIAA

(Table 4-41). Total cumulative effects, including those from the Project, affect a considerable amount of
the total extent of these vegetation communities in the CIAA, though these impacts are mainly due to past
and present activities (Table 4-1).

Aspen

The loss of aspen vegetation communities under Alternatives COUT BAX and COUT route groupings
would contribute to the cumulative loss of alpine vegetation communities in the CIAA. The extent of
cumulative development on alpine vegetation communities for all relevant alternative routes is
summarized in Table 4-41.
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TABLE 4-41
ASPEN VEGETATION COMMUNITY CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY IN ACRES
No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource Development Actions Development Development Resource
Wyoming to Colorado — Aeolus to U.S. Highway 40 (WYCO)
Alternative WYCO-B and Route Variations
WYCO-B
(Applicant 444 10 2 0 12 433
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-1 444 10 2 0 12 433
WYCO-B-2
(Agency 444 10 2 0 12 433
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-3 444 10 2 0 12 433
Alternative WY CO-C and Route Variations
WYCO-C 444 10 2 0 12 433
WYCO-C-1 444 10 2 0 12 433
WYCO-C-2 444 10 2 0 12 433
WYCO-C-3 444 10 2 0 12 433
Alternative WYCO-D and Route Variation
WYCO-D 20,711 1,344 1,260 0 2,604 18,107
WYCO-D-1 20,711 1,344 1,260 0 2,604 18,107
Alternative WYCO-F and Route Variations
WYCO-F 444 10 2 0 12 433
WYCO-F-1 444 10 2 0 12 433
WYCO-F-2 444 10 2 0 12 433
WYCO-F-3 444 10 2 0 12 433
Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Baxter Pass to Clover (COUT BAX)
COUT BAX-B 52,040 13,170 189 88 13,447 38,593
COUT BAX-C 52,040 13,170 189 86 13,446 38,594
COUT BAX-E 72,927 23,830 3,639 48 27,518 45,409
Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Central Utah to Clover (COUT)
Alternative COUT-A and Route Variation
COUT-A 56,096 1,469 2,032 96 3,596 52,500
COUT-A-1 56,096 1,469 2,032 112 3,613 52,483
Alternative COUT-B and Route Variations
COUT-B 66,386 5,020 2,532 30 7,582 58,805
COUT-B-1 51,079 3,769 484 48 4,300 46,779
COUT-B-2 51,598 3,779 496 84 4,359 47,239
COUT-B-3 55,609 4,140 716 69 4,925 50,684
COUT-B-4 60,958 4,513 717 94 5,324 55,634
COUT-B-5 46,249 3,406 495 61 3,962 42,287
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TABLE 4-41
ASPEN VEGETATION COMMUNITY CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY IN ACRES
No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource Development Actions Development Development Resource
Alternative COUT-C and Route Variations
COUT-C 67,700 4,921 2,460 31 7,412 60,287
COUT-C-1 60,933 3,932 699 55 4,686 56,247
COUT-C-2 61,451 3,943 711 93 4,747 56,704
COUT-C-3
(Agency 56,102 3,570 710 68 4,347 51,755
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-C+4 59,220 3,151 638 158 3,947 55,274
COUT-C-5 53,871 2,777 638 127 3,542 50,329
Alternatives COUT-H and COUT-I
COUT-H
(Applicant 78,841 20,251 3,856 38 24,145 54,696
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-I 61,224 16,014 405 84 16,503 44,721

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest acre; therefore, the columns may not total.

Past and present activities in the CIAA that would affect aspen vegetation communities are coal mining
operations, a communication facility, habitat and rangeland management activities for the BLM Vernal
Field Office, fuel treatments for the BLM Vernal Field Office, the Sheep Creek Vegetation Management
Area, Miller’s Flat vegetation maintenance activities, BLM White River Field Office prescribed fires,
historical wildland fires, oil and gas development, pipelines, residential development, Uinta-Wasatch-
Cache National Forest range improvement projects (i.e., fences and waterlines), and BLM White River
Field Office range improvement lines. RFFAs in the CIAA that would affect aspen vegetation
communities are coal mining operations, a pipeline, recreation management activities, a reservoir,
residential development, sand and gravel mining, the TransWest Express Transmission Project,
transportation projects, a transportation tunnel, a timber salvage project, and Utah Department of Wildlife
Resources watershed restoration focus areas.

The extent of Project-related development in aspen vegetation communities would account for a small
portion of total cumulative effects in areas with past and present activities in the CIAA (Table 4-41). All
cumulative effects, including those from the Project, affect a considerable portion of the total extent of
these vegetation communities in the CIAA (Table 4-41).

Barren/Sparsely Vegetated

The loss of barren/sparsely vegetated vegetation communities under all alternative routes would
contribute to the cumulative loss of barren/sparsely vegetated vegetation communities in the CIAA. The
extent of cumulative development on barren/sparsely vegetated vegetation communities for all relevant
alternative routes is summarized in Table 4-42.

Draft EIS and LUPAs for the Energy Gateway South Transmission Project Page 4-85



Chapter 4 — Cumulative Effects

4.3.5 Vegetation

TABLE 4-42

BARREN/SPARSELY VEGETATION COMMUNITY
CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY IN ACRES

No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource Development Actions Development Development Resource
Wyoming to Colorado — Aeolus to U.S. Highway 40 (WYCO)
Alternative WYCO-B and Route Variations
WYCO-B
(Applicant 24,329 492 689 69 1,251 23,078
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-1 24,329 492 689 69 1,250 23,079
WYCO-B-2
(Agency 24,329 492 689 69 1,250 23,079
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-3 24,329 492 689 69 1,251 23,078
Alternative WY CO-C and Route Variations
WYCO-C 33,104 557 818 37 1,412 31,693
WYCO-C-1 33,104 557 818 36 1,412 31,693
WYCO-C-2 33,104 557 818 36 1,412 31,693
WYCO-C-3 33,104 557 818 37 1,412 31,693
Alternative WYCO-D and Route Variation
WYCO-D 11,819 1,099 235 3 1,337 10,481
WYCO-D-1 11,819 1,099 235 3 1,337 10,481
Alternative WYCO-F and Route Variations
WYCO-F 25,057 1,016 587 27 1,631 23,427
WYCO-F-1 25,057 1,016 587 27 1,631 23,427
WYCO-F-2 25,057 1,016 587 27 1,631 23,427
WYCO-F-3 25,057 1,016 587 27 1,631 23,427
Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Baxter Pass to Clover (COUT BAX)
COUT BAX-B 131,558 4,846 5,488 271 10,606 120,952
COUT BAX-C 132,742 4,936 8,999 199 14,134 118,609
COUT BAX-E 122,555 5,163 5,933 245 11,341 111,214
Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Central Utah to Clover (COUT)
Alternative COUT-A and Route Variation
COUT-A 51,617 3,531 516 82 4,129 47,488
COUT-A-1 51,617 3,531 516 83 4,130 47,487
Alternative COUT-B and Route Variations
COUT-B 60,591 4,079 306 72 4,456 56,134
COUT-B-1 60,480 4,101 294 72 4,466 56,014
COUT-B-2 60,702 4,103 294 72 4,469 56,233
COUT-B-3 59,794 4,054 298 73 4,425 55,368
COUT-B-4 62,132 4,120 298 73 4,491 57,640
COUT-B-5 58,364 4,037 294 74 4,405 53,959
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TABLE 4-42

BARREN/SPARSELY VEGETATION COMMUNITY

CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY IN ACRES

No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource Development Actions Development Development Resource
Alternative COUT-C and Route Variations
COUT-C 75,100 7,726 509 44 8,278 66,822
COUT-C-1 77,339 7,826 508 44 8,378 68,961
COUT-C-2 77,561 7,828 509 44 8,381 69,180
COUT-C-3
(Agency 75,223 7,762 509 44 8,315 66,907
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-C-4 75,793 7,623 501 55 8,179 67,615
COUT-C-5 73,456 7,557 501 53 8,111 65,344
Alternatives COUT-H and COUT-I
COUT-H
(Applicant 76,184 7,797 485 43 8,326 67,858
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-I 86,395 8,936 601 64 9,602 76,793

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest acre; therefore, the columns may not total.

Past and present activities in the CIAA that would affect barren/sparsely vegetated vegetation
communities are coal mining operations, habitat and range management activities for the BLM Vernal
Field Office, Miller’s Flat vegetation maintenance activities, BLM Rawlins Field Office prescribed fires
and spike treatments, the Sheep Creek Vegetation Management Area, BLM Little Snake Field Office
vegetation management treatments, historical wildland fires, pipelines, a missile launch facility, noncoal
mining operations, oil and gas development, oil shale development, recreation management activities,
residential development, the Seep Ridge road paving project, two wind energy facilities, Uinta-Wasatch-
Cache National Forest range improvement projects (i.e., fences and waterlines), and BLM White River
Field Office range improvement lines. RFFAs in the CIAA that would affect barren/sparsely vegetated
vegetation communities are a land annexation, coal-mining operations, a land division, oil and gas
development, a power-generation facility, recreation management activities, residential development, the
Gateway West and TransWest Express transmission projects, a timber salvage project, two wind-energy
facilities, and Utah Department of Wildlife Resources watershed restoration focus areas.

The extent of Project-related development in barren/sparsely vegetated vegetation communities would
account for a small portion of total cumulative effects on these areas in the CIAA (Table 4-42). All

cumulative effects, including those from the Project, affect a considerable portion of the total extent of
these vegetation communities in the CIAA (Table 4-42).

Big Sagebrush

The loss of big sagebrush vegetation communities under all alternative routes would contribute to the
cumulative loss of big sagebrush vegetation communities in the CIAA. The extent of cumulative
development on big sagebrush vegetation communities for all relevant alternative routes is summarized in

Table 4-43.
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TABLE 4-43
BIG SAGEBRUSH VEGETATION COMMUNITY CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY IN ACRES
No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource Development Actions Development Development Resource
Wyoming to Colorado — Aeolus to U.S. Highway 40 (WYCO)
Alternative WYCO-B and Route Variations
WYCO-B
(Applicant 690,168 30,826 21,118 1,515 53,460 | 636,708
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-1 690,168 30,826 21,118 1,531 53,475 636,693
WYCO-B-2
(Agency 690,168 30,826 21,118 1,525 53,469 | 636,699
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-3 690,168 30,826 21,118 1,486 53,431 636,737
Alternative WY CO-C and Route Variations
WYCO-C 681,175 30,055 20,647 1,445 52,147 629,029
WYCO-C-1 681,175 30,055 20,647 1,461 52,162 629,013
WYCO-C-2 681,175 30,055 20,647 1,454 52,156 629,019
WYCO-C-3 681,175 30,055 20,647 1,416 52,118 629,058
Alternative WYCO-D and Route Variation
WYCO-D 869,397 48,451 24,081 1,884 74,415 794,982
WYCO-D-1 869,397 48,451 24,081 1,860 74,391 795,006
Alternative WYCO-F and Route Variations
WYCO-F 772,152 35,698 24,779 1,702 62,180 709,973
WYCO-F-1 772,152 35,698 24,779 1,717 62,195 709,958
WYCO-F-2 772,152 35,698 24,779 1,711 62,188 709,964
WYCO-F-3 772,152 35,698 24,779 1,674 62,151 710,001
Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Baxter Pass to Clover (COUT BAX)
COUT BAX-B 226,333 42,732 1,886 537 45,156 181,177
COUT BAX-C 225,446 42,729 1,934 493 45,156 180,291
COUT BAX-E 233,330 36,651 3,840 411 40,902 192,428
Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Central Utah to Clover (COUT)
Alternative COUT-A and Route Variation
COUT-A 290,455 34,832 5,707 984 41,522 248,932
COUT-A-1 290,455 34,832 5,707 956 41,495 248,960
Alternative COUT-B and Route Variations
COUT-B 296,623 34,546 4,603 661 39,809 256,814
COUT-B-1 269,266 32,566 3,333 726 36,625 232,641
COUT-B-2 276,843 32,909 3,457 752 37,118 239,725
COUT-B-3 278,085 33,206 3,770 738 37,713 240,371
COUT-B-4 296,866 34,276 3,790 772 38,838 258,028
COUT-B-5 258,061 31,840 3,436 733 36,009 222,052
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TABLE 4-43
BIG SAGEBRUSH VEGETATION COMMUNITY CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY IN ACRES
No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource Development Actions Development Development Resource
Alternative COUT-C and Route Variations
COUT-C 314,896 42,246 3,729 608 46,584 268,312
COUT-C-1 284,005 40,289 2,665 694 43,648 240,357
COUT-C-2 291,582 40,632 2,789 720 44,141 247,442
COUT-C-3
(Agency 272,801 39,563 2,768 689 43,020 | 229,780
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-C+4 298,327 40,068 2,912 796 43,775 254,552
COUT-C-5 279,546 38,998 2,891 735 42,624 236,922
Alternatives COUT-H and COUT-I
COUT-H
(Applicant 278,383 46,570 3,753 448 50771 | 227,612
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-I 295,585 58,419 1,869 683 60,971 234,614

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest acre; therefore, the columns may not total.

Past and present activities in the CIAA that would affect big sagebrush vegetation communities are coal-
mining operations, communication facilities, habitat and rangeland management activities for the BLM
Vernal Field Office, fuel treatments for the BLM Vernal Field Office, prescribed fires and spike
treatments for the BLM Rawlins Field Office, Miller’s Flat vegetation maintenance activities, the Sheep
Creek Vegetation Management Area, vegetation treatments for the BLM Little Snake Field Office, weed
management treatments and prescribed fires for the BLM White River Field Office, historical wildland
fires, pipelines, a military training area, non-coal mining operations, oil and gas development, oil shale
development, a power generation station, an ATV trail, residential development, a transportation project,
three wind energy facilities, Uinta-Wasatch-Cache National Forest range improvement projects (i.e.,
fences and waterlines), and BLM White River Field Office range improvement lines. RFFAs in the CIAA
that would affect big sagebrush vegetation communities are a land annexation, coal mining operations,
industrial development, oil and gas development, pipelines, power generation facilities and storage,
recreation management activities, a reservoir, residential development, the TransWest Express
Transmission Project, the Mona South transmission project, the Gateway West 500kV Transmission
Project, transportation projects, a transportation tunnel, a timber salvage project, wind energy facilities,
and Utah Department of Wildlife Resources restoration focus areas.

The extent of Project-related development in big sagebrush vegetation communities accounts for a small
proportion of total cumulative effects in areas with past and present activities in the CIAA (Table 4-43).
All cumulative effects, including those from the Project, affect a considerable portion of the total extent of
these vegetation communities in the CIAA (Table 4-43).

Grassland

The loss of grassland vegetation communities under all alternative routes would contribute to the
cumulative loss of grassland vegetation communities in the CIAA. The extent of cumulative development
on grassland vegetation communities for all relevant alternative routes is summarized in Table 4-44.
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GRASSLAND VEGETATION COMMUNITY CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY IN ACRES

TABLE 4-44

No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource Development Actions Development Development Resource
Wyoming to Colorado — Aeolus to U.S. Highway 40 (WYCOQ)
Alternative WYCO-B and Route Variations
WYCO-B
(Applicant 11,724 1,443 217 31 1,692 10,032
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-1 11,724 1,443 217 31 1,692 10,032
WYCO-B-2
(Agency
Preferred
Alternative) 11,724 1,443 217 24 1,685 10,039
WYCO-B-3 11,724 1,443 217 27 1,688 10,036
Alternative WYCO-C and Route Variations
WYCO-C 11,742 1,443 217 31 1,692 10,050
WYCO-C-1 11,742 1,443 217 31 1,692 10,050
WYCO-C-2 11,742 1,443 217 24 1,685 10,057
WYCO-C-3 11,742 1,443 217 27 1,687 10,054
Alternative WYCO-D and Route Variation
WYCO-D 35,120 2,576 372 42 2,989 32,131
WYCO-D-1 35,120 2,576 372 38 2,985 32,135
Alternative WY CO-F and Route Variations
WYCO-F 12,354 1,478 217 31 1,726 10,628
WYCO-F-1 12,354 1,478 217 31 1,726 10,628
WYCO-F-2 12,354 1,478 217 24 1,719 10,635
WYCO-F-3 12,354 1,478 217 27 1,722 10,632
Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Baxter Pass to Clover (COUT BAX)
COUT BAX-B 41,473 5,105 423 63 5,591 35,882
COUT BAX-C 42,703 5,196 906 58 6,160 36,543
COUT BAX-E 37,348 3,411 1,011 66 4,488 32,860
Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Central Utah to Clover (COUT)
Alternative COUT-A and Route Variation
COUT-A 7,798 553 88 9 650 7,148
COUT-A-1 7,798 553 88 9 650 7,148
Alternative COUT-B and Route Variations
COUT-B 11,747 1,064 204 7 1,275 10,472
COUT-B-1 11,893 1,041 124 11 1,175 10,718
COUT-B-2 12,023 1,043 130 11 1,183 10,840
COUT-B-3 11,319 1,001 130 8 1,138 10,181
COUT-B-4 12,274 1,048 132 11 1,191 11,083
COUT-B-5 11,069 996 127 8 1,131 9,938
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TABLE 4-44
GRASSLAND VEGETATION COMMUNITY CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY IN ACRES
No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource Development Actions Development Development Resource
Alternative COUT-C and Route Variations
COUT-C 13,553 1,756 240 35 2,032 11,521
COUT-C-1 13,922 1,622 164 39 1,825 12,097
COUT-C-2 14,052 1,623 170 39 1,833 12,220
COUT-C-3
(Agency 13,098 1,576 167 36 1,780 11,318
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-C-4 13,651 1,519 168 40 1,727 11,925
COUT-C-5 12,697 1,472 166 35 1,673 11,024
Alternatives COUT-H and COUT-I
COUT-H
(Applicant 13,503 2,334 352 32 2,718 10,784
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-I 19,393 4,341 184 50 4,575 14,818

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest acre; therefore, the columns may not total.

Past and present activities in the CIAA that would affect grassland vegetation communities are coal
mining operations, habitat and rangeland management activities for the BLM Vernal Field Office, fuel
treatments for the BLM Vernal Field Office, Miller’s Flat vegetation maintenance activities, prescribed
fires and spike treatments for the BLM Rawlins Field Office, the Sheep Creek Vegetation Management
Area, vegetation treatments for the BLM Little Snake Field Office, prescribed fires for the BLM White
River Field Office, historical wildland fires, pipelines, a military training area, a missile launch facility,
non-coal mining operations, oil and gas development, oil shale development, an ATV trail, residential
development, transportation projects, two wind energy facilities, Uinta-Wasatch-Cache National Forest
range improvement projects (i.e., fences and waterlines), and BLM White River Field Office range
improvement lines. RFFAs in the CIAA that would affect grassland vegetation communities are a land
annexation, coal mining operations, industrial development, a land division, oil and gas development,
power generation facilities including a nuclear power plant, recreation management activities, residential
development, the Gateway West 500kV Transmission Project, the Mona South transmission project, a
timber salvage project, a wind-energy facility, and Utah Department of Wildlife Resources watershed
restoration focus areas.

The extent of Project-related development in grassland vegetation communities would account for a very
small portion of total cumulative effects in areas with past and present activities in the CIAA

(Table 4-44). All cumulative effects, including those from the Project, impact a considerable portion of
the total extent of these vegetation communities in the CIAA (Table 4-44).

Montane Forest

The loss of montane forest vegetation communities under COUT BAX and COUT route groupings would
contribute to the cumulative loss of montane forest vegetation communities in the CIAA. The extent of
cumulative development on montane forest vegetation communities for all relevant alternative routes is
summarized in Table 4-45.
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TABLE 4-45

MONTANE FOREST VEGETATION COMMUNITY
CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY IN ACRES

No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource Development Actions Development Development Resource
Wyoming to Colorado — Aeolus to U.S. Highway 40 (WYCO)
Alternative WYCO-B and Route Variations
WYCO-B
(Applicant 190 0 0 0 0 190
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-1 190 0 0 0 0 190
WYCO-B-2
(Agency
Preferred
Alternative) 190 0 0 0 0 190
WYCO-B-3 190 0 0 0 0 190
Alternative WY CO-C and Route Variations
WYCO-C 190 0 0 0 0 190
WYCO-C-1 190 0 0 0 0 190
WYCO-C-2 190 0 0 0 0 190
WYCO-C-3 190 0 0 0 0 190
Alternative WYCO-D and Route Variation
WYCO-D 5,655 29 3 0 32 5,624
WYCO-D-1 5,655 29 3 0 32 5,624
Alternative COUT-F and Route Variations
WYCO-F 190 0 0 0 0 190
WYCO-F-1 190 0 0 0 0 190
WYCO-F-2 190 0 0 0 0 190
WYCO-F-3 190 0 0 0 0 190
Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Baxter Pass to Clover (COUT BAX)
COUT BAX-B 63,615 15,228 188 55 15,470 48,145
COUT BAX-C 63,627 15,228 188 54 15,469 48,158
COUT BAX-E 59,350 23,261 2,404 8 25,673 33,676
Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Central Utah to Clover (COUT)
Alternative COUT-A and Route Variation
COUT-A 38,426 2,046 1,514 59 3,618 34,808
COUT-A-1 38,426 2,046 1,514 67 3,626 34,800
Alternative COUT-B and Route Variations
COUT-B 60,686 7,078 897 15 7,990 52,696
COUT-B-1 59,358 6,526 353 44 6,923 52,435
COUT-B-2 59,770 6,526 366 25 6,917 52,853
COUT-B-3 54,340 6,173 408 22 6,602 47,738
COUT-B-4 65,574 6,933 428 31 7,392 58,182
COUT-B-5 48,5637 5,766 345 16 6,128 42,409
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TABLE 4-45
MONTANE FOREST VEGETATION COMMUNITY
CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY IN ACRES

No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource Development Actions Development Development Resource
Alternative COUT-C and Route Variations
COUT-C 60,162 5,949 807 22 6,777 53,385
COUT-C-1 68,343 6,812 416 67 7,295 61,048
COUT-C-2 68,755 6,812 429 47 7,288 61,467
COUT-C-3
(Agency 57,521 6,052 408 38 6,498 51,023
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-C-4 61,602 3,827 338 74 4,239 57,363
COUT-C-5 50,368 3,067 317 62 3,446 46,922
Alternatives COUT-H and COUT-I
COUT-H
(Applicant 58,070 18,173 2,558 10 20,740 37,329
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-I 66,080 18,269 277 68 18,614 47,466

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest acre; therefore, the columns may not total.

Past and present activities in the CIAA that would affect montane forest vegetation communities are coal
mining operations, habitat and rangeland management activities for the BLM Vernal Field Office, fuel
treatments for the BLM Vernal Field Office, Miller’s Flat vegetation maintenance activities, the Sheep
Creek Vegetation Management Area, historical wildland fires, noncoal mining operations, prescribed fires
for the BLM White River Field Office, oil and gas development, oil shale development, a pipeline,
residential development, Uinta-Wasatch-Cache National Forest range improvement projects (i.e., fences
and waterlines), and BLM White River Field Office range improvement lines. RFFAs in the CIAA that
would affect montane forest vegetation communities are coal mining, oil and gas development, a pipeline,
a reservoir, residential development, the TransWest Express Transmission Project, transportation projects,
a timber salvage project, a wind energy facility, and Utah Department of Wildlife Resources watershed
restoration focus areas.

All impacts on montane forest vegetation communities from Project activities would co-occur with past
and present actions or RFFASs to some degree, though Project-related impacts also would occur outside
these areas with all alternative routes (Table 4-45). The extent of Project-related development in montane
forest vegetation communities would account for a very small portion of total cumulative effects in areas
with past and present activities in the CIAA (Table 4-45). All cumulative effects, including those from the
Project, affect a considerable portion of the total extent of these vegetation communities in the CIAA
(Table 4-45).

Mountain Shrub

The loss of mountain shrub vegetation communities under COUT BAX and COUT route groupings
would contribute to the cumulative loss of mountain shrub vegetation communities in the CIAA. The
extent of cumulative development on mountain shrub vegetation communities for all relevant alternative
routes is summarized in Table 4-46.
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TABLE 4-46

MOUNTAIN SHRUB VEGETATION COMMUNITY
CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY IN ACRES

No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource Development Actions Development Development Resource
Wyoming to Colorado — Aeolus to U.S. Highway 40 (WYCO)
Alternative WYCO-B and Route Variations
WYCO-B
(Applicant 699 10 0 0 10 689
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-1 699 10 0 0 10 689
WYCO-B-2
(Agency 699 10 0 0 10 689
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-3 699 10 0 0 10 689
Alternative WY CO-C and Route Variations
WYCO-C 699 10 0 0 10 689
WYCO-C-1 699 10 0 0 10 689
WYCO-C-2 699 10 0 0 10 689
WYCO-C-3 699 10 0 0 10 689
Alternative WY CO-D and Route Variation
WYCO-D 19,495 1,855 2,869 3 4,727 14,768
WYCO-D-1 19,495 1,855 2,869 3 4,727 14,768
Alternative WYCO-F and Route Variations
WYCO-F 700 11 0 0 11 689
WYCO-F-1 700 11 0 0 11 689
WYCO-F-2 700 11 0 0 11 689
WYCO-F-3 700 11 0 0 11 689
Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Baxter Pass to Clover (COUT BAX)
COUT BAX-B 91,534 20,447 401 132 20,979 70,555
COUT BAX-C 91,524 20,447 401 129 20,977 70,547
COUT BAX-E 95,525 24,319 707 129 25,156 70,369
Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Central Utah to Clover (COUT)
Alternative COUT-A and Route Variation
COUT-A 91,969 13,043 790 171 14,004 77,965
COUT-A-1 91,969 13,043 790 171 14,004 77,965
Alternative COUT-B and Route Variations
COUT-B 112,987 15,848 1,089 182 17,119 95,869
COUT-B-1 106,373 15,116 1,023 223 16,362 90,011
COUT-B-2 107,178 15,128 1,031 227 16,385 90,792
COUT-B-3 108,409 15,358 1,061 201 16,620 91,789
COUT-B-4 110,254 15,410 1,061 228 16,699 93,555
COUT-B-5 105,333 15,075 1,031 205 16,311 89,022
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TABLE 4-46
MOUNTAIN SHRUB VEGETATION COMMUNITY
CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY IN ACRES

No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource Development Actions Development Development Resource
Alternative COUT-C and Route Variations
COUT-C 118,993 17,392 1,086 190 18,669 100,324
COUT-C-1 109,727 15,127 1,048 235 16,409 93,318
COUT-C-2 110,531 15,139 1,055 239 16,432 94,099
COUT-C-3
(Agency 108,687 15,087 1,055 213 16,354 92,333
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-C-4 111,112 15,353 1,058 254 16,664 94,447
COUT-C-5 109,267 15,300 1,058 219 16,577 92,690
Alternatives COUT-H and COUT-I
COUT-H
(Applicant 63,271 21,310 613 57 21,980 41,291
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-I 56,671 19,941 282 73 20,296 36,375

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest acre; therefore, the columns may not total.

Past and present activities in the CIAA that would affect mountain shrub vegetation communities are coal
mining, a communication facility, habitat and rangeland management activities for the BLM Vernal Field
Office, fuel treatments for the BLM Vernal Field Office, Miller’s Flat vegetation maintenance activities,
prescribed fires for the BLM Rawlins Field Office, the Sheep Creek Vegetation Management Area,
prescribed fires for the BLM White River Field Office, historical wildland fires, noncoal mining
operations, oil and gas development, oil shale development, pipelines, residential development, Uinta-
Wasatch-Cache National Forest range improvement projects (i.e., fences and waterlines), and BLM White
River Field Office range improvement lines. RFFASs in the CIAA that would affect mountain shrub
vegetation communities are coal mining, oil and gas development, pipelines, recreation management
activities, a reservoir, residential development, the TransWest Express Transmission Project, a
transportation project, a timber salvage project, a wind energy facility, and Utah Department of Wildlife
Resources watershed restoration focus areas.

Impacts from Alternative WY CO-D would all occur outside areas where past and present actions or
RFFAs occur. The extent of Project-related development in mountain shrub vegetation communities
would account for a very small portion of total cumulative effects in areas with past and present activities
in the CIAA (Table 4-46). All cumulative effects, including those from the Project, affect a considerable
portion of the total extent of these vegetation communities in the CIAA (Table 4-46).

Pinyon-Juniper

The loss of pinyon-juniper vegetation communities under all alternative routes would contribute to the
cumulative loss of pinyon-juniper vegetation communities in the CIAA. The extent of cumulative
development on pinyon-juniper vegetation communities for all relevant alternative routes is summarized
in Table 4-47.
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TABLE 4-47
PINYON-JUNIPER VEGETATION COMMUNITY CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY IN ACRES
No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource Development Actions Development Development Resource
Wyoming to Colorado — Aeolus to U.S. Highway 40 (WYCO)
Alternative WYCO-B and Route Variations
WYCO-B
(Applicant 73,325 2,167 582 132 2,882 70,443
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-1 73,325 2,167 582 132 2,882 70,444
WYCO-B-2
(Agency 73,325 2,167 582 119 2,869 70,456
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-3 73,325 2,167 582 121 2,871 70,454
Alternative WY CO-C and Route Variations
WYCO-C 73,327 2,167 582 129 2,879 70,449
WYCO-C-1 73,327 2,167 582 129 2,878 70,449
WYCO-C-2 73,327 2,167 582 116 2,866 70,462
WYCO-C-3 73,327 2,167 582 118 2,867 70,460
Alternative WYCO-D and Route Variation
WYCO-D 68,031 2,738 285 43 3,066 64,965
WYCO-D-1 68,031 2,738 285 33 3,056 64,976
Alternative WYCO-F and Route Variations
WYCO-F 74,100 2,369 594 129 3,092 71,008
WYCO-F-1 74,100 2,369 594 128 3,091 71,009
WYCO-F-2 74,100 2,369 594 116 3,079 71,021
WYCO-F-3 74,100 2,369 594 118 3,081 71,019
Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Baxter Pass to Clover (COUT BAX)
COUT BAX-B 385,582 38,604 2,871 583 42,058 343,524
COUT BAX-C 382,924 38,550 3,737 505 42,792 340,132
COUT BAX-E 365,072 35,785 1,826 415 38,025 327,046
Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Central Utah to Clover (COUT)
Alternative COUT-A and Route Variation
COUT-A 183,908 18,988 1,276 330 20,594 163,314
COUT-A-1 183,908 18,988 1,276 330 20,594 163,314
Alternative COUT-B and Route Variations
COUT-B 166,628 13,921 1,674 228 15,823 150,805
COUT-B-1 162,945 13,837 1,528 235 15,600 147,345
COUT-B-2 163,584 13,847 1,539 238 15,624 147,960
COUT-B-3 161,864 13,666 1,583 234 15,483 146,381
COUT-B-4 167,745 13,904 1,583 239 15,726 152,019
COUT-B-5 157,704 13,609 1,539 239 15,387 142,317
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TABLE 4-47
PINYON-JUNIPER VEGETATION COMMUNITY CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY IN ACRES
No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource Development Actions Development Development Resource
Alternative COUT-C and Route Variations
COUT-C 214,685 19,362 1,534 372 21,268 193,418
COUT-C-1 202,757 16,116 1,424 381 17,921 184,835
COUT-C-2 203,396 16,126 1,435 384 17,945 185,451
COUT-C-3
(Agency 197,516 15,388 1,435 382 17,706 179,810
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-C+4 199,953 15,694 1,443 439 17,577 182,376
COUT-C-5 194,073 15,457 1,443 421 17,321 176,753
Alternatives COUT-H and COUT-I
COUT-H
(Applicant 213,367 24,610 880 208 25,698 187,670
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-I 230,570 33,210 904 366 34,480 196,091

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest acre; therefore, the columns may not total.

Past and present activities in the CIAA that would affect pinyon-juniper vegetation communities are coal
mining, a communication facility, habitat and rangeland management activities for the BLM Vernal Field
Office, fuel treatments for the BLM Vernal Field Office, Miller’s Flat vegetation maintenance activities,
prescribed fires and spike treatments for the BLM Rawlins Field Office, the Sheep Creek Vegetation
Management Area, vegetation treatments for the BLM Little Snake Field Office, prescribed fires for the
BLM White River Field Office, historical wildland fires, pipelines, noncoal mining operations, oil and
gas development, oil shale development, an ATV trail, residential development, transportation projects,
two wind energy facilities, Uinta-Wasatch-Cache National Forest range improvement projects (i.e., fences
and waterlines), and BLM White River Field Office range improvement lines. RFFAs in the CIAA that
would affect pinyon-juniper vegetation communities are a land annexation, coal mining, industrial
development, oil and gas development, a pipeline, a power generation facility, recreation management
activities, the TransWest Express Transmission Project, the Gateway West 500kV Transmission Project,
the Mona South Transmission Project, two wind energy facilities, and Utah Department of Wildlife
Resources watershed restoration focus areas.

All impacts on pinyon-juniper vegetation communities from Project activities would co-occur with past
and present actions or RFFASs to some degree, though Project-related impacts also would occur outside
these areas with all alternative routes (Table 4-47). The extent of Project-related development in pinyon-
juniper vegetation communities would account for a small portion of total cumulative effects in areas with
past and present activities in the CIAA (Table 4-47). All cumulative effects, including those from the
Project, impact a considerable portion of the total extent of these vegetation communities in the CIAA
(Table 4-47).

Riparian
The loss of riparian vegetation communities under all alternative routes would contribute to the

cumulative loss of riparian vegetation communities in the CIAA. The extent of cumulative development
on riparian vegetation communities for all relevant alternative routes is summarized in Table 4-48.
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TABLE 4-48
RIPARIAN VEGETATION COMMUNITY CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY IN ACRES
No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource Development Actions Development Development Resource
Wyoming to Colorado — Aeolus to U.S. Highway 40 (WYCO)
Alternative WYCO-B and Route Variations
WYCO-B
(Applicant 10,593 951 465 30 1,446 9,147
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-1 10,593 951 465 30 1,446 9,147
WYCO-B-2
(Agency 10,593 951 465 30 1,446 9,147
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-3 10,593 951 465 30 1,446 9,147
Alternative WY CO-C and Route Variations
WYCO-C 12,032 1,007 545 23 1,575 10,457
WYCO-C-1 12,032 1,007 545 23 1,575 10,457
WYCO-C-2 12,032 1,007 545 23 1,575 10,457
WYCO-C-3 12,032 1,007 545 23 1,575 10,457
Alternative WYCO-D and Route Variation
WYCO-D 15,474 2,732 488 43 3,263 12,211
WYCO-D-1 15,474 2,132 488 43 3,263 12,211
Alternative WYCO-F and Route Variations
WYCO-F 11,820 1,005 524 29 1,559 10,261
WYCO-F-1 11,820 1,005 524 29 1,559 10,262
WYCO-F-2 11,820 1,005 524 29 1,559 10,262
WYCO-F-3 11,820 1,005 524 29 1,559 10,261
Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Baxter Pass to Clover (COUT BAX)
COUT BAX-B 12,117 4,887 61 10 4,958 7,159
COUT BAX-C 11,835 4,617 506 10 5,133 6,702
COUT BAX-E 11,646 2,421 601 11 3,032 8,615
Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Central Utah to Clover (COUT)
Alternative COUT-A and Route Variation
COUT-A 21,252 4,295 701 59 5,055 16,197
COUT-A-1 21,252 4,295 701 67 5,063 16,190
Alternative COUT-B and Route Variations
COUT-B 12,703 3,038 122 16 3,177 9,526
COUT-B-1 12,575 3,016 118 17 3,150 9,425
COUT-B-2 12,576 3,016 118 17 3,150 9,426
COUT-B-3 12,520 3,007 118 17 3,141 9,379
COUT-B-4 12,600 3,017 118 17 3,151 9,449
COUT-B-5 12,496 3,006 118 17 3,141 9,356
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TABLE 4-48
RIPARIAN VEGETATION COMMUNITY CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY IN ACRES
No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource Development Actions Development Development Resource
Alternative COUT-C and Route Variations
COUT-C 12,578 1,847 73 10 1,929 10,649
COUT-C-1 12,299 1,773 68 11 1,851 10,448
COUT-C-2 12,300 1,773 68 11 1,851 10,449
COUT-C-3
(Agency 12,220 1,763 68 11 1,841 10,379
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-C-4 12,283 1,772 68 11 1,851 10,432
COUT-C-5 12,203 1,762 68 10 1,840 10,363
Alternatives COUT-H and COUT-I
COUT-H
(Applicant 9,920 1,806 41 1 1,848 8,071
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-I 14,311 4,818 66 5 4,890 9,421

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest acre; therefore, the columns may not total.

Past and present activities in the CIAA that would affect riparian vegetation communities are coal mining,
a communication facility, habitat and rangeland management activities for the BLM Vernal Field Office,
prescribed fires and spike treatments for the BLM Rawlins Field Office, the Sheep Creek Vegetation
Management Area, vegetation mechanical treatments, weed treatments, and prescribed fires for the BLM
White River Field Office, vegetation treatments for the BLM Little Snake Field Office, historical
wildland fires, pipelines, noncoal mining operations, oil and gas development, oil shale development, an
ATV trail, residential development, two wind energy facilities, Uinta-Wasatch-Cache National Forest
range improvement projects (i.e., fences and waterlines), and BLM White River Field Office range
improvement lines. RFFAs in the CIAA that would affect riparian vegetation communities are coal
mining, industrial development, a diversion dam, oil and gas development, a pipeline, a power generation
station, residential development, the TransWest Express Transmission Project, the Gateway West 500kV
Transmission Project, transportation projects, a wind energy facility, and a Utah Department of Wildlife
Resources watershed restoration focus area.

All impacts on riparian vegetation communities from Project activities would co-occur with past and
present actions or RFFAS to some degree, though Project-related impacts also would occur outside these
areas with all alternative routes (Table 4-48). The extent of Project-related development in riparian
vegetation communities would account for a very small portion of total cumulative effects in areas with
past and present activities in the CIAA (Table 4-48). All cumulative effects, including those from the
Project, impact a considerable portion of the total extent of these vegetation communities in the CIAA

(Table 4-48).

Shrub/Shrub Steppe

The loss of shrub/shrub steppe vegetation communities under all alternative routes would contribute to the
cumulative loss of shrub/shrub steppe vegetation communities in the CIAA. The extent of cumulative
development on shrub/shrub steppe vegetation communities for all relevant alternative routes is
summarized in Table 4-49.
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TABLE 4-49

SHRUB/SHRUB STEPPE VEGETATION COMMUNITY
CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY IN ACRES

No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource Development Actions Development Development Resource
Wyoming to Colorado — Aeolus to U.S. Highway 40 (WYCO)
Alternative WYCO-B and Route Variations
WYCO-B
(Applicant 360,242 14,242 14,646 1,003 20891 | 330351
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-1 360,242 14,242 14,646 1,003 29,891 330,351
WYCO-B-2
(Agency 360,242 14,242 14,646 1,000 20,888 | 330,354
Preferred
Alternative)
WYCO-B-3 360,242 14,242 14,646 1,002 29,890 330,352
Alternative WY CO-C and Route Variations
WYCO-C 427,124 16,065 17,355 908 34,329 392,795
WYCO-C-1 427,124 16,065 17,355 909 34,329 392,795
WYCO-C-2 427,124 16,065 17,355 906 34,326 392,798
WYCO-C-3 427,124 16,065 17,355 908 34,328 392,796
Alternative WYCO-D and Route Variation
WYCO-D 245,575 15,471 10,968 479 26,918 218,658
WYCO-D-1 245,575 15,471 10,968 480 26,919 218,657
Alternative WYCO-F and Route Variations
WYCO-F 377,763 15,829 15,913 897 32,639 345,124
WYCO-F-1 377,763 15,829 15,913 897 32,639 345,124
WYCO-F-2 377,763 15,829 15,913 894 32,636 345,127
WYCO-F-3 377,763 15,829 15,913 896 32,638 345,125
Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Baxter Pass to Clover (COUT BAX)
COUT BAX-B 522,635 34,106 14,341 1,319 49,767 472,869
COUT BAX-C 556,949 35,074 25,665 1,234 61,973 494,976
COUT BAX-E 532,359 33,638 22,029 1,531 57,198 475,161
Colorado to Utah — U.S. Highway 40 to Central Utah to Clover (COUT)
Alternative COUT-A and Route Variation
COUT-A 131,757 13,299 952 352 14,603 117,154
COUT-A-1 131,757 13,299 952 352 14,603 117,154
Alternative COUT-B and Route Variations
COUT-B 156,572 19,785 1,078 235 21,098 135,475
COUT-B-1 156,344 19,779 1,072 235 21,086 135,258
COUT-B-2 156,355 19,779 1,075 235 21,089 135,266
COUT-B-3 156,366 19,779 1,075 235 21,089 135,277
COUT-B-4 156,393 19,779 1,075 235 21,089 135,304
COUT-B-5 156,328 19,778 1,075 240 21,094 135,234
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TABLE 4-49
SHRUB/SHRUB STEPPE VEGETATION COMMUNITY
CUMULATIVE EFFECTS SUMMARY IN ACRES

No Action Alternative
Reasonably
Total Past and Foreseeable Incremental Estimated Remaining
Alternative Available Present Future Project Cumulative Available
Route Resource Development Actions Development Development Resource
Alternative COUT-C and Route Variations
COUT-C 251,082 36,822 3,407 430 40,660 210,422
COUT-C-1 246,953 36,683 3,401 433 40,517 206,436
COUT-C-2 246,964 36,683 3,403 432 40,518 206,445
COUT-C-3
(Agency 246,937 36,682 3,403 436 40522 | 206,415
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-C-4 246,983 36,682 3,403 436 40,521 206,462
COUT-C-5 246,956 36,682 3,403 422 40,507 206,449
Alternatives COUT-H and COUT-I
COUT-H
(Applicant 253,017 37,111 3,412 413 40,936 212,081
Preferred
Alternative)
COUT-I 339,386 45,263 5,122 809 51,195 288,191

NOTE: Acreages are approximate and have been rounded to the nearest acre; therefore, the columns may not total.

Past and present activities in the CIAA that would affect shrub/shrub steppe vegetation communities are
coal mining, a communication facility, habitat and rangeland management activities for the BLM Vernal
Field Office, fuel treatments for the BLM Vernal Field Office, prescribed fires and spike treatments for
the BLM Rawlins Field Office, the Sheep Creek Vegetation Management Area, vegetation treatments for
the BLM Little Snake Field Office, prescribed fires for the BLM White River Field Office, historical
wildland fires, pipelines, industrial development, a military training area, a missile launch facility, non-
coal mining operations, oil and gas development, oil shale development, a power generation, an ATV
trail, residential development, transportation projects, three wind-energy facilities, Uinta-Wasatch-Cache
National Forest range improvement projects (i.e., fences and waterlines), and BLM White River Field
Office range improvement lines. RFFAs in the CIAA that would affect shrub/shrub steppe vegetation
communities are a land annexation, coal mining, industrial development, a land division, oil and gas
development, power generation projects, the TransWest Express Transmission Project, the Mona South
transmission project, the Gateway West 500kV Transmission Project, a wind energy facility, and a Utah
Department of Wildlife Resources watershed restoration focus area.

All impacts on shrub/shrub steppe vegetation communities from Project activities would co-occur with
past and present actions or RFFASs to some degree, though Project-related impacts also occur would
outside these areas with all alternative routes (Table 4-49). The extent of Project-related development in
shrub/shrub steppe vegetation communities would account for a very small portion of total cumulative
effects in areas with past and present activities in the CIAA (Table 4-49). All cumulative effects,
including those from the Project