Statement of Adverse Energy Impact

Example 1
Description of Action/Decision:

1. Location: T. 47 N., R. 64 E., Section 11, SW¼SE¼.

2. Date: 02/03/02

3. General Description: Denial/delay of a right-of-way grant authorization due to conflict with a prior application for expansion of an existing facility.  The Town of Jackpot Wastewater Treatment Plant expansion would occupy, overlap and conflict with Idaho Power Company’s (IPC) planned distribution power line right-of-way amendment.

4. Acres impacted: 76.76

Rationale For Decision (Policy, Regulation or Law):

Under FLPMA, the BLM has a duty to provide for orderly development of the public lands in the areas impacted by urban expansion.  An application by Elko County (representing the Town of Jackpot) to expand the treatment plant under the R&PP Act is being processed and is needed by the county to comply with EPA mandates, to protect their existing investment, and to provide adequate services to their constituents.  A conflicting power line application that overlaps the treatment plant expansion area was later filed.  The power line would not be compatible with the facility expansion and would prevent the county from meeting their obligations.

Accordingly, I have decided not to approve the power line right-of-way grant in the vicinity of the treatment plant.  I will work with and encourage IPC to modify their proposal in order to avoid the treatment plant area, and I will recommend that the two parties mediate their dispute regarding IPC’s additional construction costs.  

Alternatives Considered:

Rerouting the power line

Rejection of the power line application

Energy Impact (Development, Production or Transmission):

Development – Power line construction will be delayed in order to reconfigure the line due to routing changes.  Construction will be delayed by three months

Transmission – In the short-term, no impacts on company customers are expected by not approving the original proposal.  The proposed power line is a secondary circuit designed to 
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improve the overall electrical system operation by providing additional power flow options.  The  

system reliability would not be improved and safe operating margins would continue to deteriorate until the new line is completed in a different location.

Energy loss – A negligible amount of voltage would be permanently lost due to the longer line lengths needed to accommodate the relocation.  The voltage drop that would occur is insignificant for line length runs of this magnitude.

Authorized Officer/BLM Jurisdictional Office:

________________________

                         _______________

David J. Vandenberg,







date

Assistant Field Manager, Non-Renewable Resources

Elko Field Office                            
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Example 2
Description of Action/Decision:
1.  Location:  Yucca Mountain.  About 80 miles northwest of Las Vegas, Nevada.  Legal description:

Mount Diablo Meridian

T. 13 S., R. 49 E., (Protraction Diagram No. 44)

  Secs. 7, 8, and 9;

  Sec. 10, except that part withdrawn by Public Land Order No. 2568;

  Sec. 15, except that part withdrawn by Public Land Order No. 2568;

`

  Secs. 16 and 17;

  Sec. 20, NE¼;

  Sec. 21, N½ and N½S½;

  Sec. 22, N½ and N½S½, except that part withdrawn by Public Land Order No. 2568.

The land described contains 4,255 acres in Clark County, Nevada.

2.  Date:  1/5/2002

3.  General Description:  The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is recommending to the Assistant Secretary, Land and Minerals Management that a withdrawal for the Department of Energy (DOE) be extended for an additional 10 years.  Otherwise, the withdrawal will expire on June 1, 2002.  If extended, the land would remain withdrawn from surface entry, mining, and mineral leasing.

Rationale for Decision (Policy, Regulation or Law):
On June 1, 1992, 4,255 acres of public land were withdrawn for the DOE to maintain the physical integrity of the subsurface environment to ensure that scientific studies for site characterization at Yucca Mountain were not invalidated or otherwise adversely impacted.  The Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982, as amended, directed the DOE to evaluate the suitability of Yucca Mountain for development as a high-level radioactive waste repository.  Yucca Mountain is the only site being evaluated by the DOE.

The DOE continues to conduct scientific studies and supporting activities at Yucca Mountain.  Uncontrolled intrusions (for example, boring or the use of unknown drilling fluids) could induce erroneous results in these scientific studies.  The integrity of site characterization studies must be maintained because if the site is recommended for development as a high-level radioactive waste repository, studies and supporting activities will continue for performance confirmation purposes.
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Alternatives Considered:
Section 302(b) of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 states that Federal departments and agencies may use, occupy, and develop public lands only under a right-of-way, withdrawal, or cooperative agreement.  A right-of-way or cooperative agreement would not preclude mining and mineral leasing.

Energy Impact (Development, Production or Transmission):
The withdrawal is within a larger area prospectively valuable for oil and gas.  At the time of the original withdrawal, there was no known interest in mineral leasing.  Due to a discovery on private lands about 8 miles south of Yucca Mountain, there has been increased interest in oil and gas.  In 1999, BLM issued three leases for 2,800 acres of public land.  The nearest lease is about 1½ miles from the withdrawal area.  The extension of the withdrawal would continue to make 4,255 acres of public land unavailable for mineral leasing.

Authorized Officer/BLM Jurisdictional Office:
____________________________________



_______________

Robert V. Abbey








Date

State Director, Nevada
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Example 3

Description of Action/Decision:

1. Location: Washoe County, Nevada

2. Date: March 15, 2002 (approximately)

3. General Description: Deferral of a portion of a right-of-way (ROW) approval due to concerns from the Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe (Tribe) and the US Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS) regarding the endangered cui ui fish and the threatened Lahontan cutthroat trout.

4. Acres impacted:  

Rationale for Decision (Policy, Regulation or Law):

The proposed project consists of two ROW segments; 1) a gas pipeline, with compressor stations, from California to two local distribution companies in Washoe County, Nevada and 2) a gas pipeline and 345 kV overhead transmission lines that would connect to the DUKE Energy Facility which is permitted by the County and would be located on private land.  The EA analyzed both segments and described the development of the power plant in cumulative effects.  Both the Pyramid Lake Paiute Tribe and the FWS expressed concerns of the effects relating to the pumping of groundwater for the power plant on the groundwater resource and the endangered cui fish and the threatened Lahontan cutthroat trout in the Truckee River.  The concern over the pumping of water is directly related to that part of the project on private land only and the County is the authorizing agency.   

The Endangered Species Act of 1969 prohibits BLM approval of activities on public lands which could have an adverse effect on threatened or endangered species without consultation with the FWS.  The BLM initiated informal consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act with FWS and both agencies have agreed that the appropriate parties to resolve the issues are FWS in consultation with the Tribe and DUKE Energy.  Discussions have been initiated and are ongoing between FWS, the Tribe, and DUKE Energy. 

In addition, BLM as an agency of the Department of the Interior has a responsibility to identify the potential impacts of the project on the Tribe’s trust resources and to consult with the Tribe on projects that may affect these resources.  The Tribe has identified concerns over the project, specifically that portion related to the DUKE Energy Facility and the water needed for the facility.

As a result of the concerns and consultation described above, I have decided to approve only the segment of the ROW that is independent of DUKE Energy’s proposed power plant (segment 1 described above) and defer the decision for segment 2 until such time as the FWS, Tribe, and DUKE Energy come to some agreement on the groundwater issues.                                                                                                                                                                                                  3-5

Alternatives Considered:
1. Approving segment 1 and rerouting the powerline and pipeline entirely on private land.

2. Deferring the entire ROW package until some agreement can be reached between DUKE, FWS and the Tribe.

Energy Impact (Development, Production or Transmission):
Development, Transmission, Energy Loss -   There will be delays in development of the power plant and subsequent production of energy due to lack of transmission facilities.  However, to approve the facilities on public land prior to an agreement/consultation between the applicant and FWS and the Tribe would result in litigation and possible longer delays.

__________________________________________

John Singlaub, Field Manager, Carson City Field Office

______________
        Date

                                                                                               3-6
