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SECTION 4 - COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIS

4.1 INTRODUCTION

The following comment letters were submitted by the public and interested agencies on the Cave
Gulich-Bulifrog-Waltman Natural Gas Development Project Draft EIS. The 45 day comment period
was February 14, 1997 through April 1, 1997.

Of the 65 comment letters on the draft EIS, 11 were received after the comment period. In the draft
EIS, the BLM stated comments received after the comment period may be considered in preparing
the final EIS but may not be included in the set of comments reproduced for the final EIS. But
because several of the comments received after April 1, 1997 were substantive in nature, we
decided it was in the public’s best interest to reproduce all the letters. Responses were prepared
to comments in the letters received after April 1 (letters numbered between 55 and 65) that were
new and specific to suggested changes, sources or methodologies. Those comments that were
similar in nature as other comments received are referenced back to similar comments and
responses in this section of the document.

All 65 comment letters received have been reproduced in this section. Each letter is given a unique
identifying number. Substantive comments requiring a response are identified by comment number
associated with heavy vertical lines in the margin of each letter. For instance, comment No. 3-2 is
the second comment on comment letter No. 3 requiring a response. All responses are presented
in the following Section 5. Each response identifies the letter and comment number that it is
associated with.
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, OMAHA DISTRICT
215 NORTH 17TH STREET
OMAHA, NEBRASKA 681024978
February 14, 1987

Wyoning Regulatory Office
2232 Dell Range Blvd., Suite 210
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82003

of Land
Casper District office
Attn: Kate Padilla
1701 Bast "E" Street
casper, Wyoming 82601

Dear Ms. Padilla:

This is in resp to your ‘s Yy 30, 1997

1 for the Cave-
Bulle: ltman al Gas Devel P Project located
in Townships 36 and 37N, lnngu 86 and 87W, Natrona
County, Wyoming H

e Corps of Engineers roqulatol the discharge of
d.todqod and f£111 nto.rial into waters of the United
states (including wetlands) as authorized primarily by
luctirm 404 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S8.C. 13(4).

233: implementation, including ion
ctivities, may result in discharges into j\u‘hdictioml
watorl of the U.S. as indicated in the draft EIS.

A review of the draft document indicates that
activities associated with this type of project will
likely be allowable under the Nationwide Permit process,
provided all terms and conditions of the permits are
satisfied, Prior to \md-rtaking any activities which
will result in disch dged or. £ill material
into waters of the U.S., a\:thnrisation or verification of
authorization needs to be awa-plished to avoid potential
nencompliance vif.h the Act . It is suggested that all

ies ing t activities in the
affected area be directed ta contact this office to
determine specific permit needs.

If you have any questions ing this N
please contact Chandler Peter at (307) 772-2300. Your
f£ile numbar is 199740027.

sincerely,

Hat:ﬂuw A. Bilodnlu
Program Manager
Wyoming Raquhtory office

n—-@ann-h—

4-1

4-2 |

February 21, 1997

Ms. Kate Padilla

B.LM. Tewn Leader

Cave Gulch Natural Ges Dev. Project EIS
B.L.M. Plstte River Resource Area Office

P.0. Box 2420

VDuMs.Pndilh.
AMWM%MHSMDQWGMB@&U[-WMWWMI
'wish to submit the foll ion. As a Jong time resident of Wyoming and
medwuhﬁmndewlqnumowmlfednumpmhwmﬂmmeabemed
np d by the The p as p d in the EIS will hinder the
_plqedhd:poimofmmy.

mpojeuuwwmmhvenbgummdmnpwnmwﬂdhfemboﬁa
opinions. MMmmemﬁwdvﬂﬂi&Mwhhw
stage of operations, the inhabitants will retnm as they become acclimated to the activity. As many
«of us are aware cven though there is 8 great deal of vehicular activity on our highways, the raptors
#nd wildlife contimue to congregate nearby. The arca encompassed by the project is a relatively
mﬂuuofmmmmm:dm),nmlyﬁnymofumw
rb laimed abeuuthmmpml

Mnymwmﬂywmwwﬂnmwhmofmm Whﬂeﬂwydvom
mmgoﬁ:sﬁmmpuﬂwhnd.ﬂ:ypm-q g their use of the land.
I feel it ig in the best interests of all concemed to approve this project as original proposed, since
there are already many mitigation measures in place. The buffer zones are more than adequate, and

Respectfully Submitted,
E. Woelich
Mike Wilkinson Trucking, Inc.
281 Lester Dr
Rock Springs, WY 82601
- Feb 25, 1997
Kate Padilia
Casper District Office
1701 East*E" St.
Casper, WY 82601

Dear Ms. Padilia;
umwnmmwnmpmofmcmeummmgwmmﬂss
Development Area. We have studied the Draft EIS and belleve that the concems for
wildiife, raptors and air quality have been adequately addressed. Industry has taken on
the challenge to coexist with the environment and are going above and beyond standard
to assure E: We view the idea that the few raptors that nestin the

area will be disturbed to be false and misleading. Our pany has been hauling oil
field equipment in Wyoming for the past 20 years. On numerous occasions we have
witnessed many species of rapior continuing to nest in developed areas. Never have |
personally seen the birds abandon eggs or chicks due to equipment or activity. We have
photos of raptors nesting on de-highs and have seen nests on tank batieries.

ﬂnposmvbsoao-mnlcimpectmmmeﬁwlhanonme-dm
aress will far outweigh any assumed adverse impact on wildlife.

It is our hope that common sense will prevail so that the final EIS and the record of
dacizion will be issued and subsequently signed by the state director.

Thank you for accepting this letter.
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: Weatherford Exterra
Wantertors Ersera U8, .
8406 West Yelowsions Hghvay
Casper, Wyoming 82004

07MTI1260
Taledax: 807)673-1020
March 11, 1997

Bureau Of Land Management
1701 Bast E Street
Casper, Wyoming 82601

To: Whom it may Concern,
1 am writing this letter to cxprm my concerns. over the Cave
Devel

Gulch-Bullfrog-Waltsan Gas Project and
what it means to Weatherford Bnterra and our employees.

In the past six months this Natural Gas Project has generated
approximately $575,000.00 to our company. Weatherford Enterra
has 23 anpl.oyaes stationed in Natrona County, which in terms
of on adds mately $85,000.00 to $100,000.00
per month to the local econcmy, not to mention the vendors we
do business with each and every day.

As an employer my concerns are for these 23 people who are
dependant upon projects like this to support their families
and enjoy & better way of life in Wyoming. We all need to ad
our part in protecting the envircmnt and being sensitive to
these raptors, h if hing has to

moved I believe these raptors can be moved -m-.h little or no
impact. We have saen birds move an and build a new nest
evaryday without any problems. Without this project it can
mean whether or not these people will continue to have jobs
and stay in llatrona County contributing to the economy or
being & This project alone has
ensured 23 pecpla had jobs with Weatherford Enterra. My-
qQuestion to you is “"Can we afford not to develope these
Tesources"? . .

In Wyoming we depend on the use of federal lands for our
livelihood and not allowing devel for six avery
year is unacceptable in my point of view.

Thank you,

Ri:ah‘ Hn.?z
Ditrict Manager

Weatherford Enterra

ce: Governor's.Office
Natrona County Cowmissioners
Paul Pilcher

AT mat
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L
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“Forn Pfuin

Tawp Muyir
Jaarstorial Manager

Burean of Land Managenent
101 Esst " Street
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Cavs Gulch PIaseo.nenr e
$250,000.00 to write & redundant book filled with kalf truths, speculation and hmuendoes.

This is not old growth ferest land with & “Spotted Owl” perched in overy ethear tree but
fairly barren country thatis not really attractive to lnmting type birds who deeirs lofty
perchos rather than trying te craise all day looking for prey.

1 doubt that “raptay” hirds will leok twice at artificial nests altho a groat deal sf money
was spent buildieg ons near Eranby Lake which was used one ssason and has mever been
usod sinoce. ’

Mltons of dollars will be lost for this conmty whieh could be used for the betterment of
ANy projects that make lving worth while in Wyoming.

Luutmnunmmmm'wnummnmmmmmu
Wyoming as well

Expiain to ms the differemcs betwssa & “National Bird Park” and a “Powder River Draw Koy

Raptor Area” - Kither way it is goverament operatod which sounds Federal to me.

A represontative of the BIM on teloviaio recently lookoed right tuto the camers and stated
that the BLM was charged with the camespt of the best multiple use of our land for the
pooplo of the land - not birds or animals.

It is time for the “xilent majoriy” to start beosming vocal and let eur elected efficials

know where we stand and demand that sur stewards of the land should be more cencerned

about the rights and welfare of buman belng rather than thase af the lawer seder.

Respoctiully submitted:

Frod C. Klein, Box 2711, Casper, WY 3072378774

. %+ USATRUCKING »

P.0. Bax 246 .
Canper, Wyoming 82602-0248
* 307-266-3093 -
March 11, 1907

Buresu of Land Management
Cave Guich DEIS - Comments
.1701 East E Sireet
Casper, WY 8260t
Dear Sirs,

There is no basis to closing operation of the Cave Guich-Bultfrog-Waltman fieids for six months
each year. It will cause undo on the service of Natrona County and thelr
employses without offering = direct benefit 10 the raptors. The direct proof that rapiors are not
adversely affectsd by deilling activity is shown by their continued existence.

A 15t Cycle neg: ly impacts the by pushing the woridorce into claiming
unemplayment and collecting federal food stampa. Becausa people of Natrona County must
survive - they must be able to ganerate money preferably through working rather than retying on
govemment entitiements. )

A company must be abie to insure stsady employment in order to maintain expetienced
personnel with good moral, It doesnt take an envi tal 1t b0 know safety is
directly related to experience and attitude. -Moral improves when an empiloyee can work in an
area close ts home and have the opportunity to spend time with his family.

Procedures ase in place to insute the continuec prosperity of the rapiors threugh management of
m%wmmmmhmbm»mmm prospedity of the.people. of

|nmmmamm-m-imwmﬁmmmm. ;lmwopoaodskrrmnhshm
down is unfounded and unnecessary.

10-1
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Buresu of Land Manageownt
Casper District .
1703 Bast E" Strest
’ -

COMMENT SHEET FOR THE
CAVE GULCHBULLFROG-WALTMAN ARRA EIS
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wyoming State Legislature
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¥arch 11, 1997

Hoemuse of Represeninives

REPRESENTATIVE CHARLES P. "PAT™.CHILDERS

House Digines 50
Sars County
Kate Padilla, Tean Leader fibatind
Platte River Resource Area e
Bureau of land Management
P.0. Box 2420 . .
Mille, WY 82644

Ravence

Vineras. Business and Eoonomic Deveiopmans
Teansportation of 02, Ges a0 Minens
Re: Cave Gulch/Bullfrog/Waltman 1l Gas Develop Project ’
Draft Environxent Impact Statement (DEIS) !

Dear Ms. Padilla:

My name is Pat Childers. I am a resident of Park county, Wyoming,
and live near Cody. At your scoping meeting for this project on
April 17, 1996, I spoke to you representing Wyoming Resource
Providers Coalition, a state-wide multiple use associstion
reprasenting individuals in many working sectors in Wyoming.
Tonight, 1 am speaking to you as & freshman representative for the
state of Wyoming. My views as to the part that the state and local
communities should take in any federal actions are as strong now as
they were last year. . 3

At the scoping meeting, I posed to the BIM that all involved
agencies should be working in partnership with the state and county
in developing this EIS since the court statements during the recent
Nye County, Nevada, case on land issues strongly suggested joint
juris@iction on the public (federal) lands. I also noted that the

‘ state and county officials were in a better position to evaluate

and provide the socioeconomic impacts (positive or negative) of
this gas development project on the citizens of Wyoming and Natrona
county, in particular. .

While the DEIS doee imply some cooperation on this issue, the BLM
never officially accepted the state’s part in the NEPA process and
even rejected the County Commlssioners’ official request for
cooperating agency status. I would like to provide additional
{nformation that the BLX improperly handled this issue and, for the
record, recommend that this agency acknowledge both the state and
county as to their legal status in the NEPA proceas for the
completion of this document.

rirst, I would like to emphasize NEPA does not need to be a
confrontational process. When Congress passed the National
Bnvironmental Policy Act (NEPA) in 1969, they stated - "Sec. 101.
(a) The Congress, recognizing the profound impact on man’s activity

Cave Guich-Bullfrog-Waltman Natural Gas Development Project Final EIS - June 1997
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¥arch 11, 1997

on the interrelations of all components of the natural environment,
ves, Geclares that it is the continuing policy of the Federal

s in tion with State and local governments, ...,
to create and maintain conditions under which man and nature can
exist in productive harmony, and fulfill the social, economic, and
other requirements of present and future generations of Americans.™

Purther, in October, 1975, the State BIX Director and the Governor
of Wyoming signed a ¥ dum of Und ding (MOU) in which the
part intended that "the State of Wyoming and the BIM should
d to work together to devalop coordinated action programs of
land and natural resourcs use and management,...® The MOU betveen
and the BLM further states on page 3, Section II.C. "The
Bureau of Land Management will: Cooperate with the State in
negotiations for supplenmental P ive ag ts betw the
Bureau of Land Management District Offices and local governments
+s» When ded in the of special or local data -gathering
or in the land use =and rescurce planning and management
implementation process.® Thig MOU simply documents what the court
in the Nevada case was ting, the BIM, State, and local
governments should work together and efficiently to address the
needs of the citizens.

Now, providing you copies of this MOU and the 1969 act - NEPA, I-
sizply ask that this agency live up to what was agreed to in 1975
and placed into law in 1969. .

Thank you, .

Representative Pat m@h}

House District 50
Park County, Wyoming

enclosuras

cc: Governor Jim Geringer
State Director Al Pierson
Senator Craig Thomas
Senator Mike Enzi
) b Cubin

" NOTE: The following attachments were provided with this letter and can be reviewed at the

1241

Casper District Office:
Memorandum of Understanding between the Governor of Wyoming and the United
State by and through the State Director, Bureau of Land Management, Wyoming,
USDI (October 28, 1975). . .

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as Amended (August 9, 1975).

Box 1548 Dubols, WY 82513 307-455-3405
’ March 10, 1997 .

of Land M
Casper District Office
1701 East “E° Street -
Casper, WY 82601

Attn: Kate Padilla, Team Leader

Ref: Cave Guich DEIS - Public Comment
Me. Padilia,

ol I have reviewed your DEIS for the Cave Gulch Project
and have the folloving commentss .

1} I believe your preferred alternative of not
alloving drilling or construction activities in the fieid
for six months of the year to be overly restrictive. I
really feel that most activities could go on year round
without any major conceras to the raptor population. We see
Nany cases of raptors nesting along major highwaye and close
to dwellings to place restrictions like this is not
necessary. y

2) To *set aside* 6,252 acres outside the project area
for “special management of raptore” is also uncalled for.
Thie ia then going to restrict use of that area for salable
minerals and that is not necessary. Especially when your
DEIS concludes that "the abjlity of the KRA to support
additional raptor territocies is in gueetion.* That
additional area has tremendous gas and oil potential. Why
lock it up? - . . .

I -travel the state'a lot. I‘ve averaged over 50,000
miles per year for the last. 13 years traveling Wyoming in my
pickup. I see raptor gopulations at an all time high. I
88e no reason to lock this 6,252 acres up and to put it off
1imits to oil and yas exploration at all.

Our Wyoming economy depends heavily on multiple use of
our federal lands. Responsible and prudent development of
our natural resources provides mmch for our state. Lot's us
it. We need to constantly explore for mew sources to
replace existing reserves or oor country is going to be in
serious trouble. These companies have in the past shown
that they can carcy on ible devel so I urge you
:o an:v them to do just that and allov this project to go °
orvard. -

Sincerely,

; :
ce. Caw [w.kl.)w-.lima*"ﬁn James Douglas Rice

RO/ dnm -

131

" Attention;

.7 . Richardson Trucking

3280 E. Yellowstons
Casper, Wyoming 62608
307-205-9012
1-800-331-3041
YOUR FULL SERVICE TRUCKING COMPANY

Marck 11, 1997

Bureau of Land Management
1701 Bast "E" Street
Casper, Wyd, .82601

1x month shutdown

It would affect
tting this project

» the economie

¥» before your
A .
£inal decision.

"Ricbardson Trucking

48 STATE ICC AUTHORITY
7 [

P.0. BOX 250

14-1

Maxch 10, 1997

Bexeau of Land Management

Casper Distalct Office .

Atten: Kate Padilla - Team Leadex

1701 Easf € Street

Caipex, UWyoming 32601 Subjects Cave Gulch PEIS
*Comment"

Hello,

Hy mame L& Randy Hollis.. 1 am Genexal Managea fox Totem Constauc-
tion Company, Located in Casper, Wyoming. Oux natuse of business.
ia Location building, xoustabout services and pipeline construction.

Over the mt several years, we have supplied the operatons in the
affected tman axea of Cave Gulck with our sexvices on an as
needed basis. Recently, we have been involved im the wajoriiy of
weLl hookups fox Chevzon, U.S.A, Production Company in the Cave
Gulch area. Since about July of 1995, we have employed full Lime
axound é-8 people on this particularx profect.

1§ the BLM and the outdoox council have thelr way, they would
Limit the amount of time any econtractor or operatox could wonk in
the Cave Bulch axea by as much as 6 months a yeax. Host woxk being
perfoamed 4in the §all and wintex months frow Augusl to Febauvary;
atl concerns ovex & handful of birds. 1{ they, the BLN succeeds
in shutting down dailling, construction, completion operations N
duaing the months of February through July, this witl put full time
hardworking family men out of work duxing the 6 month shut down.
Basically, duxing the 6 month shut down, if 1 haven't gat.othu woxk
{ox my 6-8 affected emplogyees, they will be put on pari fime 0x OR
call. Nobody needs Lo be unemployed all ovex a couple og nedting
binds. Also, 4if memdory sexves me aight, an expext that has deali
with naptoxs noted to the public thuil these biads 'm.u. adjust very
easily 2o anothex mesting environment if theix paion nests have
beern disturbed. So, will the BLK and Tom Throop of the Wyoming
OUtdoox Council reimburse these employees {ox wages that woutd have
been eanned duning this paime time comstruction seasont [ 2hink nol.
And of couxnse, you think mot, because youx jobs axen't affected by

. So, you do mot feel oux comcexrns.
When the Goveanment kan out of woney Last yeax and the government
woxkens weae sent home, bog did we ever heax the Lion roarl We axe
xoaring too, but mobody caxes to Listen Lo oux wamrts and needs .
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W. A MONCRIEF, JR.

P.0. POX 2564

Let's be eivil aboul this and realize that we shouldn't Let a
couple of binds stand in the way of progress. Nobody bemefits if
ALtexnative "A® ox"B* are selected. Schools lose, city and county
govexnments Lose, grocery stores Lose, clothimg &toxes, ete. etfe. |
So on and so0 foath the aippling domimo affects eveaybody. 1In a Lown
of Caspen tht has atready scen ? majoxr neddneries shat down, major
04l companies leave town, who is going to {iLL zhose shoes? The
aanchexs? 1 don't believe sol ’

So many good people have Ledt Wyoming because of the soun employment
pleture. What good help a company ié clinging onte is about to be
withered away due Lo a rapior situation. have Lost numercus people
because of majox companles Leaving Wyoming, all because of goveanment,
Siexra CLubs and out doon councils have stinred up a hoxnets nest.
Those affected bixda out thene don’t glve a dammn abput me, the BLN,
Outdoox Coumelf, efe. The biads just wake up the next morning with
thein wing over thein face and staxt with a new moaning with no re-
nemberance of yestenday. They deal with Life one day at a time!
1 have to {dte the employees day aften day, pay my bills month aflex
month, We don't need to be Lsolated 6 monihs out of eveary yean -
14_2 neithexr does the econromy. : .
: 1 have kids in schocf and 1 want them o have the veay Hest education
money can buy. Shutting down Cave Gulch 6 months a yean taked away
. a laxge voltume of morey that the school distaict can use. Ourn county
xoads meed to be upgraded and betiex mainteined. You shut down, 2hey
also Lose. This just i&n't a one way stneet. The BLM witl also Lose
out on nevenues 4if this project doesn't get off the gaound and with
guidetines that eveaybody out thexe can Live with and woxk togethex.

This 4sn't going o be an Alaskan gotd rush situation ox.a “boom®
by any means. I perxsomally don’t see 20 oxn 30 xrigs as an exaaple
in the aix, geax aftex year at the same time. 1 believe vil com-
panies will contimue Lo search for proven wells 4int hatl area on a
conservative mannex. Using 1 ox £ 2igs at any time. Keeping a
mininum of distuaxbazce down.

As an employee and {amily man, I ask that you please take into
considenation what {8 to be Lost inthe ways of well being fox
famities and contractors. Choose the "No action plan” and lei's
mabe Wyoming a §ax betten place Lo work and Live.

f&n# you fox the oppontunity to speak wmy mind.

Randy 'Mol.u.A

G0l
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Joe Kirn )
CONSULTING GEOLOMRST 1648 COURT PLACE, SIATE 201
DENVER. COLORADO 20202
90N 6295118
March 7,1997
BLY

Casper District Office
Atten: KatePadilla
1701 Bagt “"EY Street
Casper WY 82601
Re:Cave Gulch DEIS
Dear Ms.Padilla:

In regards to the Cave Gulch DEIS,if drilling is to be
zlloved for only § months jor 50%, of the year,the lifetime of
the oil and gas leases involved should be lengthened an equal
amonut of time to put them on anuegual basis with other federal
oil and gas leases,ise.a 10 year lease should become 3 20 year
lease. .

Also,it seems entirely unnecessary and unprecedented to
to set aside the6,252 acres in the Powder River Drva KRA.

This area is totzlly unexplored for oil and gas and it is
entirely uriknown vhat resources underlie the area.

If given a chance,I believe the raptors will be able to
cope with oil and gas developmenf.After. all,they are known
to exist quite well in urban environments which are a lot
more disruptive than oil and gas fleids.

15-1

Very truly yours,
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/% Joe Kirn

CASPER BUSINESS CENTER VELEPHONE 307-227-2541
SUITE® . TELEFAX 3072372301
123 WEBT FIRST STRERT
P.0. BOX:

20002

March 12, 1997

Bureau of Land

Casper District Off.
Attn: MNs. Kate Padills
Tean Loader

1701 East "E® Street
Casper, WY 82601

Re: EIS, Cave Gulch - Waltman Area
Natrona County, Wyoming
Dear Ms. Padilla:
Mr. W. A. Moncrief, Jr. filed an APD and ROW in July and August

1995 to drill our No. 32-1 Federal well in the SW/4SE/4, 558’ PSL
and 1823/ PEL, Section 32, T37N-R86W on Federal lease l'm'-37977.

-~ We are still awaiting approval of that Application.

Based on the referenced EIS completed Pebruary 1997, we reluctantl:
agree with Alternative "B* and request your -pprcvai of our APD t‘oly'
the No. 32-1 Federal well as soon as possible after August 1, 1997,
your proposed dats for issuance of your ROD,to permit Moncrief time
to drill and complete said well before February 1,.1998.

Thank you for your help in this matter.
Very truly yours,
W. A. MONCRIEF, JR.

G. L. Kutchins
Joint Operations Manager

ce:  Mr. W. A. Moncrief, Jr.

March 11, 1067

mumw»wmmdmméummwmmumm
Al service companies of Netrona Counly and their
empioyees without offering @ direct benefit 1o the raptors. The direct proof that raptors are not

A ycle negatively impacts th by pushing the workdorce into claiming
unemployment and coliecting federal food stamps. Because people of Natrona County must
suivive - they must be abie 1o genersts money preferably through working rather than-relying on
government entitiements. .

A company must be able {o insure steady in ordes to ap
personnel with good moral. it dossn't take an | impact 1 know safety is
directly related atitude. Moral i ‘whsti an smpioyee can work in an

experience
area close to home and have the apportunity to spend time with his family. ~

Procedures are in place to insure the corntinued prosperity of the raptors through management of
driing %wmmnhmbmmm prospertty of the pecple of

d sbx month shut

| am writing 10 request the BLM allow drifling the year. The p
down

is unfounded and unneceasary.
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19-1

19-2

19-3

Buresu of Land IMansgement
District
1701 East “E" Street
c-qn;.w;-n.qm

COMMENT SHEET FOR THE
CAVE GULCH-BULLFROG-WALTMAN AREA EIS

o Loh Tavoee. - ME 3—/3-G7.

COMPANY PEONE NO. 207-33¢/-/4 75’

ADDRESS e, ooy

p’t‘.

o, 4 - /’w, a2

@D ctfhr. Al st Loy 47 B2 D gt s
J

Rl Ay Al .. L LA

20-1

'DRILEX SYSTEMS, INC. _

1289 North Derriok Drive
Casper, Wyoming 82604
P.O. Bax 1750
B Wyoming 62644
Tel:  (307) 234-8888
Fax; (307) 234-8884
Ms. Kate Padilia
Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
1701 East “E" Street
WY 82601
Re:Drakt EiS-Cave Guich-Waltman

After reading the of biological, gical and envi ‘data”
mnmmmlmmmaawdsaldmmaﬁmw%mymx
been spent trying to “protect” animals that don't really need protection.

Since 1961 | have been atiempting to keep human beings employed in the oil and gas drilling
business hare in Natrona Courtly. | have had to ey off men with families because there wasn't
enough work for them and the company coukin't afford to keep them employed. | have seen other

companies do the same thing to many of my friends. | have seen meny people move out of the state

mmmmmmmeedwmm 1 have had to send employees to Alaska,

ia, Texas and Ol 1o keep them working becausa there wasn't work for them in

this aree.  And all this time the BLM and the environmentalists didn't give a hoot about the eagles,
ferruginous hawks, red talled hawks, prairie faicons, ste.

Nwwehuvemoppomntytopupsopbtomsonmeafmmﬂmrmnm The raptors have been

coexisting with industry for decades. This draft EIS provides no concrete proof that the raptors are
disturbed by any of the operations in Cave Guich, maod,mraptorsmprwdybensﬁmgfmm
the operations in the ares.

¥ you insist on recommending Alternative B as writien in the Draft EIS, lumeyoutomodfyme
recommendation {o allow yearsound access to the fieki Weather alone will limit drilling operations
sufficiently to aliow the raptors some fime off. | aiso strongly object to the set aside of any acreage
for a Key Raptor Area, (KRA). mwumlymaﬂnﬂvtatemreblﬂldimfothLM.andmnmm
way improve the fe of the raptors involved. The BLM can’t even guarantes the raptors will take up
residence in the area, or ¥ moved there, would remain.

The significant impact of this projact is not focusad on the right species of animal. The true negative

impect, ¥ the project is limited, is on the famifies of Natrona and other counties in Wyoming. The
positive impeacts to our achools, our econommy, our work environment, and quality of iife, can't be
discounted bacause of 7 pairs of raptors who are already i g with the operati itisn'tthe

money that Chevron, wmmummmmﬁcmmsmmm
in this situation. It is what we as residents of Natrona County and the State of Wyoming wili lose if the

Bureau of Land Management ignores the voioes of those people directly affected by the project
iy
et

Region Manager
Western USA.

2141

Buresu of Land Managawnt
Casper Dietrict .
1791 East °E" Streat

NME  Hp/ARD L. EWART we  3//s/¢7
COMPANY PHONE NO. 307 /237-/923
ADpRESS 280 5rﬂFFoep ary cASPER,

Lsmre  tuYormr/vG ZIP CODR j;zéoz
T HRVE REVIEWED . THE PiAN B8 _ATTENOED
THE OPEN HOUSE pND _PUBLIC MEETING Jv casleld.
I FEEL THE BlH SHwLo ﬁezomme;e wmt_"
PRIGIONARL AND JecesRs THIS froveer” ponsl.) .
T _CAN'Y SEe wWHERS I wovip WAVE swy :
SICMFECANT [oI/ReT oNN THE KRPTORS, y
TE_You QDo NMoT CHeoSE 78 Do TWS, T
WoveD SurPORT B REVISED RLTERMTIs £ e
THAT Wwoveo PROP THE e AcTIVITY
RESTRICTION [POR (5 MONTHS ARROVNO THE
NEST SITES. " THIS gty ROPS To THE
COST PpFE THE GAS AND HAS Some
TERRIBLE [MPRCTS ON THE Pesr&
(WORKING IV THE AREA.

Kate Padilla, Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management

Casper, Wyoming 82601
March 19, 1997

Dear Kate,

After have receiving a copy of the Draft EIS for the Cave Gulch - Bullfrog - Waltmen
Natural Gas Development Project I have concluded that we have taken one step forward and two
steps back. The preferred alternative proposed by the BLM is outrageous. This six month
period, February | - July 31 is approx. SO%oftheidedwmdawfureonmmaanymnmg
because of our long winter months. By enforcing these regulations the BLM will bave to assume
the responsibility for imnecessary damage cansed by a larger portion of excavation being dooe
during that period in which frost is present. Thzse“Kgykaper:us"thltwillhwembe

avoided during this period of time by the develop of (sic) minerals sounds to be a
blocktomlytboaevmhanmluu!mod&gas ! and mining § This sounds
1o be discriminative against these individuals who wish to do nothing more than develop our

natural resources in a responsible mamer while foeding the economy, in which they live,
millions of dollars in revenue for the good of the communities.

In my experiences in the field of several different oil & gas fields as well as mining
operations | can assure you that these “Birds of Prey” along with any other wildlife are not very
concerned with the day to day activities of the workers in that area. 1 have photos of hawks that
have built nests on the dehyd and sef at several locations and they do not take flight
‘when people are in the area and are not directly | them. The individuals that we are
referring to as “workers” in these areas have the utmost respect for (he wildlife and enjoy P
viewing them as much &s the next person does. By past experience I have confidence in knowing
that if there was a serious problem with the wildlife in the. areas of operation occurring, the field
‘hands are the first to point it out.

1 hope that the BLM does not continue this relationship with the developers and the
general public by allowing hopes to be built while buming bridges somewhere else. People will
not put up with this for long before they make that decision to look elsewhere to raise a family
and make a living. The&spumnedshsmeﬂv«ybadlymdwssmpmlynppomdby
‘your county i and county wnvmlyknowwhtﬁmnmlgmnnwmﬂd
be to an economy that has been hurting for some time.

support the development of Natura) Gas in the Cave Gulch/Weltman areas and hope that
the BLM will support it also. We all know of the responsibility we have as humans to protect
our environment and wildlife, we bave been doing it while developing oil, gas, coal and trona for
years. A vast majority of mitigation and wildlife funding is ted by these
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(cont.)

22-1

panies and the individuals who work in these fields are also hunters, fishcrman and
outdoorsman alike. Please help to see that this project is allowed to p d without stipulati
that cause more grief and dissolves the relationship that we have been working to build. Ibelieve
that all involved will profit by the approval of this project in the Casper ares and it would be
approved if socioeconomics played a larger role in the decisions being made by the BLM.

COMMENT SHEET FOR THE
CAVE GULCH-BULLFROG-WALTMAN AREA EIS
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1131 ®. 60TH STREET
CASPER, WY 82601
MARCH 21, 1987

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT
CASPER DISTRICT OFFICE
ATTN:KATE PADILLA, TRAM LEADER
1701 EAST "E" STREET

CASPER, WYOMING 82601

CAVE GULCH-BULLFROG-WALTMAN NATURAL DEVELOPMENT
PROJECT DEIS

DEAR KATE:

SUBJECT:

PLEASE UTILIZE A COMMON SENSE APPROACH TO THE DEVELOPMENT

OF THE CAVE GULCH/BULLFROG-WALTMAN NATURAL GAS DEVELOPMENT
PROJECT FOR THE BENEFIT OF THE CITIZENS OF NATRONA COUNTY AND
‘THE STATE OF WYOMING.

THE OJL AND GAS COMPANIES DEVELOPING THESE RESERVES HAVE
PROVEN TEEY CAN- ACT RESPONSIBLY WITH PROPER GUIDANCE OF THE
BLM. ALLOW THIS AREA TO BE DEVELOPED INTO A MULTIPLE USE
AREA, . .

1 HAVE REVIEWED THE DEIS DOCUMENTS AND IT IS NY OPINION THAT
RAPTORS AND ALL WILDLIFE ARE IMPORTANT TO OUR ECOSYSTEM AND I
ENJOY SEEING THEM. IT APPEARS THERE ARE. ADEQUATE NUMBERS OF
RAPTORS IN THE AREA SINCE RANCHERS ARE SUSTAINING LOSSES FROM
PREDATION ON LIVESTOCK.

THE 6 MONTH TIME LIMIT CONSTRAINTS ON DRILLING AND
CONSTRUCTION SEEMS EXCESSIVE TO ME AND SHOULD BE AT LEAST
HALFED TO 3 MONTHS, DURING PRIME NESTING PERIODS, THEREBY
ALLOWING 9 MONTHS MINIMUM OF DEVELOPMENT IN THE AREA.

THE 6,252 "SET ASIDE™ ACRES ALSO SEEMS EXCESSIVE AND SHOULD
BE DECREASED BY AT LEAST HALF TO 3,125 ACRES TO ALLOW THE
OPPORTUNITY TO DEVELOP SENSITIVE PRIME RAPTOR HABITAT WITH
POSSIBLY DIRECTIONAL DRILLING METHODS.

IT IS ALSO MY OPINION THAT THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENTS
MAIN FPOCUS SHOULD BE ON AN ACCURATE ACCOUNTABILITY OF ALL
PRODUCTION/SEVERANCE TAXES SO THAT ALL TAXES ARE COLLECTED
FAIRLY AND TIMELY TO PREVENT LENGTHY AND COSTLY COURT
BATTLES OF ACCOUNTING METHODS ETC. ’

1 HOPE LONG LASTING POSITIVE WORKING RELATIONSHIPS WILL BE
ENJOYED EY ALL INVOLVED. WE ARE WYOMING. :

Tt
DAVE ORNDORI;F

Cave Gulch-Bullfrog-Waltman Natural Gas Development Project Final EIS - June 1997
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26-1

ChariesJ. Spuriock

705 VonDieker Drive
Londer, RY 82520

March 13, 1997

KnePadilla -
Bureau of Laod Mansgement
1701 Bast E Street
Casper, WY 82601

RE: Cave Guich DEIS Comment

* Dear Ms. Padilla;

xmmnuwmumwhnmmumdwmm
o set agide 6,252 acyes for the special management of raplors. i W is 10 sarviy
mhmu.mmmmmuﬂmm 1t is extremely
mlmmietuilui utly any species, is preseat in such Jow

hnmﬁmmwupwmdmmmupmmmﬂmyup»
mmmmmwwmmum- olyjectives.

Elms

NMME Hpe, Epartl DATE  3-47- 97
COMPANY PHONENO. J07- 237-/£23

(povvess T8y Sa fnrd aw Casper
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27-1

27-1
(cont)

24 March 1067

Burseu of Land Management
Caaper District Office

Ain: Kate Padilla, Toam Loader
1701 East "E° Street
Casper, WY 82801

© Te: Cave Guich-Bultfrog-Walkman Netural Gas Development

Draft £18 Team Leader and Area Manager
From: Dr. Mayo W. Call, Raptor Ecologiet

1 jate receipt of a draft copy dhwﬂﬁ&ﬁhwﬁnﬁybm«m

ofthe ‘of the e of ANSS for fairupinous hawk y
mm«umummmmmnm;-oamum»mm

1. mM)thSNowhthMmthﬂmwwm
s stated on pp. 4-80 and 4-01 of the E1S. K desired, addional information cdn be obtained from my repoct
umwunhmwmummm-mmu-uhmm

zmmmmmmhmmmumwmmndmm
for moving their whete human could cause nest
sbandonment. .

- 3. [recognive that some people would much prefer to mpnﬂmﬁﬂ*d“mum

as possibie, and this i appropriate for some species and In certsin siustions. Howsver, in situaions such as
nm,mmvmumhmmmmmmmqummu

SpPIop The andior of the raptor nests voived here could not justify &,
eupecially since since the poleniial loos of nests of the most criical raptor specles In this aree, the ferruginous hawk,
can probably be effectively mitigated.

4. The raplor of mmmumbnmm‘mmahmmm
poptﬂon(mﬂywowmis.MM‘ high human distrbance. All
cther rapior specins iwoved have mmmmmmmm»umhnm
-nhmdmdfllwmw sesocinled dsturbances. Also, these cther species all
‘have much higher confinental popuiation levels. mmmumumunma
nionsive development but would be less likely ¥ succesd.

y change nest skes from year to year. T&hmnhbﬁhﬂh
Mm&wﬂdnhmmn1ﬁ$mmm:mu whis neet nos. 34 and 56 were
occupled in 1996. Nohe of thees nests, nor any of the other nine ferruginous hawk nests within the GRAA

e

llhdw ble that d r predators
mwmuoﬂmm@rhm m The elevaied ANSs provide greater protection from

h-mmrm»mmm neat sites avallable.

6 1mmwmm-um&muhmmmmmmnum

swelable. s-nnlmmwudym wmmmmummmm The

targely dependent on the total number of
ANSs erected. Inmyodldtm the construciion of ANSs oulaide {
proposed diffing withi the project ares, is the moet practical method for minknizing conflicts between gas
driling and raptor nesting. )
7. W my opinion, the estabilshment of the “Key Raptor Area” (KRA) is not Ris my
that very ittle develcpment would take place in that area in the near sture and, K significant

Mmmmumbw

§. Each Allemaive cails for estabiishing & 1/4 to % mile buffer 20ne around all “sciive” nests. In my opinion,
mmumumwmﬁmmwg-mgmum
would put more effort into enticing the birds to nest away from devalopment areas. of rapiors,

hwmmmwumMamm.pmmwmm

procesd in & mely and menner. buffer around active ferruginous
hawk nests. This iarge & bifffer zone ic in almost
R is important that land and pormit and u-noﬂmwblc

Janxis as possible. mmwmmmunrm»m-m":umwmmmi
adversely sffocted are bie and ¥ damages can be reasonably mitigated.

Thank you for this opportuntly ta comment on the draft EIS.
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Casper, Wyoming 82601
Dear Ms. Padilla:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the DELS for the Cave Gulch - Bullfrog -

30-1

28'1 * ‘Waltmen Natural Gas Development Project, Natrona County, Wyoming. Potential effects on
waters of the US, including wetlands, have been more than adequately addressed.
. s X
1

Candace M. Thomes

- Chief, Eani 1 Asal

Planning Division

n—m@n-—r-
’ AR eins' -
T D e o plaed g
— " = = X A s fult dime ewmplaves i ¥oe
] ” ol 3 Bt aoadd Like 30 pnind o B Axea NALR...
1 H ceoresanted Y leasd 56% of vav Swcowae. Tia wore Moan past a fille
| muan TR ‘ Se.d c\‘w\ \-\\. wte \A » Ang c - ' g,
b o 5 h . awme
22:_.1- H rava ! b ren \ ey Sy & _hg,_mi
I T . A amuse o
N - vaone o ouza_Moak_T_ia
—] I ne Al ok AADXO ng _oraloiew) R A b0 haAded
. l and  Comad Ao be  das ey, Tian a\_fow Yese weoctrickions
Il hon i WY ey Lelo hut e pnother bilter oaww in N!AB"' :

" . Lllandd Framnie

|

Ralph Myers - O]l Prduction Facilities
(307) 47?-1 150 Y, aod‘iéé&%%g%’gsm 268 + Casper, WY 82601

March 26, 1997

Kate Padille, Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management
District Office

1701 East “E” Street

Casper, WY 82601

Re: Cave Gulch-Bullfrog-Waltmen Natural Gas Development Project EIS
Dear Mrs. Padilla:

After listening to State Senator Charies Scott’s presentation and all the other
pumﬁmqwﬁmndméonnmnnmmhﬁngmmmhn, 1997,1
have to agree with Senator Scott. Senstor Scott probably knows more about Wyomning's raptors
than snyone in Wyoming and definitely more than anyone about raptors in Natrona County. His
stutement zbout raptors being smart and adaptable to changing nesting ercas in the thousands of
square miles of suitable habitat sumounding the Cave Gulch Field was right. -

After the discussion about the law regarding disturbing nesting raptors and how this led
10 a six month drilling and constraction period, 1 came to these conclusions: .

1. The BLM should allow drilling and construction st ay time of the year when raptors
are pot physically nesting at the time the operations start near any given nest. The activity in

should cause the raptors to find anwther nesting area. If raptors nest within 1/4 to 1/2
miles of the activity, it will prove that they are not bothered by the drilling end constraction.
- 2, The recent U.S. Supreme Court ruling regarding endangered species definitely states
that hardships on people must be considered as well as thie propegation of the end d
species, Mny_mlﬂbuﬁmuiﬁedn&ehuﬁngﬂmﬂwywmhyoﬂcﬂphyeudue
to the six months of field work restrictions imposed by the BLM. County officials testified about
increased welfare costs cansed by the layoff of Cave Gulch workers. The BLM's rulings on
raptors has definitely placed hardships on some people. N

Myexpu’imofwrﬁngmlﬁveympsdwelopmmtpmjminamomﬁnm
mmmﬁiﬂy:bmhnkimﬂnmwmisbeingapedmdinmm Each
year 35 10 45 wells were drified, 30 t0 40 miles of gas gathering lines snd 30 10 45 miles of road
were constracted. Dus to weathes constraints, the construction sctivity was limited from April 1
to November 1. memwﬁmmddnyedumﬂthcmsmtedindiﬂumtpmject
areas. Empty nests were monitored cvery two weeks. May 15th was the earliest date that
approval was given to start construction near an empty nest and hme 1t was the latest time.

Less than 15% of the nests were eveatually occupied and less than 2% were used after
April 1. The costs associated with the delays d to hundreds of th ds of dollars each
year for contract changes, work change orders and operating costs. This inefficient operation
burt everybody, taxpayers as well as companics, for no real gain in raptors. I sddressed this issue>
at the 1996 hearing in Casper.

Other than raptors, there is no reason presented in the DIES to prevent year round
development in the Cave Guich Area Ihehndislﬂ:eﬂwmmdsqummilaof
‘Wyorming’s vast arid wastelands with: poor soil, vegetation, no running streams, deep eroded
draws and gullies, no real scenic or ional value, no ] lnmting value, and unless
- something in uncovered in the development of the field, no Paleontologic value. It is blessed
with relative isolation and natural ges that should be developed without bl i
The gas pioduced here will help decrease air pollution in more d areas and provide good
jobs for peaple in Wyoming. :

The well sites and surface facilities should be located based on state laws and economics
instead of “scenic value™. Directicnal drilling should not be mandated by the BLM, especially in
the Key Raptor Area (KRA). Unsold Jeases in the Key Raptor Area will have no value to
eompmiuﬂutdonmhaveleasumdingﬂwmldlussndhnwmumlylusvﬂub

- present lease holders. BLM personnel stated that the Key Raptor Area had little or no
commercial gas value, The proposed regulations for the KRA almost insure this. The BLM has
the powee o & the costs by imposing tistic regulations and "
Environmental Impact Statements. After reading the Cave Gulch DEIS and making a tour of the
covered roads, facilitics and pipelines, I found nothing that required an EIS! The development
should bave been handled with “Master Plans of Development’s” and APD’s. BLM and
mpmyﬁddpasomdwﬂdhwwkedumwﬂdmhcaﬁmmdmdpipeﬁmmmin
the normal maaner. .

There has been enough time and money wasted on the Draft EIS. Cancel any further
wotk on the final EIS and work with the ficld op for sensible responsible development

Sincerely yours,

Q,QA - Py

Ralph W. Myers, PE.

Cave Gulch-Bullfrog-Waitman Natural Gas Development Project Final EIS - June 1997
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31-1

31-2

- Yy
parsonal standpoint on the above-captioned subject.

MEMORANDUN

TO: Bureau of Land mnqmn tice,
Attn. Ns. XKate Padilla

TRON: R. Stanley Lowe, 97 Primrose,

DATE: 12 Mareh 1997

SUBJECT: Cave Qulch - m:l.trog = Waltman NWatural Gas

Dovolq:unt mjoct Dratt mimum Inpact
statessn!

from a
I had intended
to speak at the public meeting conducted last night, Tuesday, 1t
Maroh 1997, but I ran out of time and, basides, what I had to say
at that time had mostly been stated by other speakers. TYor that
.roason, I thought it best to submit my comments in writing.

I 'am an attorney, havinq been admitted to practice law in
Wyoaming in 1949. I first practiced in Mewcastle, baving gone there
in the days of the oil bDoom in order to practice my n.ouuzoa
field, oil and gas law. After the boom subsided, I moved to
Rawlins and practiced there until 1967 when xy family mnd I
temporarily moved to Chicago on ah assignment there during which we
azintained our loqu :uldcm 1n I'ya-uq mturning to Wyoming in
1874, 1 P Y to p:notien ny
meiuty, ‘od1 ud qn law, anu agdn'. .

My hobbies include lkiiaq, boul alpine and cross ocountry, and
mountaineering. I am & Life Member of the Nationmal 8ki Patrol
system, Inc., and while I am zo longer actively patrolling on the
mountain here at casper, as of two years ago, I remain active with
the patrol and am an imstructor in avalanche and mountaineering.
In the latter capacity, I have participated in training patrollers
in winter survival on Togwotee Pass and in other Wyoming mountains.
In sddition, I ln.vc hiked, backpacked and camped in every principal
mountain range in Iyeainq as well as in its Natiomal Parks. -

with this -xplmtiou of my background, here are my commentst
with what was said by the

Thank you for this opportuni d me to

ratad had T

g

3. -As

Cave Gulch DEIS Coaments
12 MNarch 1997
age 2

eaXers Tussday night, 11 March 1997. Particularly, I concur
th Senator Charles Scott’s ocaments about the bird
population. I have known the Scott family for years. The
late Dr. Scott, father of Semator Scott, and the senator
himself, are probably psrsons who have developed the most
expertise regarding Wyoming’s birds of anyons in this region
of the United States. I an confident they are far more
experiencad than am I or, for that mattexr, anyone else who has
been or is involved in the subject under discussion,
Monstheless, based on my observations while 1living and
in outdoors activities in every part of this state
for nu:ly titty (50) yom, I wholsheartedly agres with
t egarding the dird populatioa in
the state xnd tha fact the :l.am involved im this atudy are
only minimally populated to a point of béing insigmificant.

2. 'There may be some people involved in this Project DEIS who
were not as interested as I was in the Mational Bxvirommental
Poliocy Act of 1969 wvhen it was motod by Congress. After its
anactment, I followed the develop t and frequent distortion
of the intent of that law and spoke on it several tinmes. I
have always been amased at how many of its purposes have been
forgotten, either intentionally or mduruntly. At last
evening’s meeting, Stat ive Pat Childers (HD S0)
reminded sveryons of the poliey of NEPA enunciated in §101(a).
There it is saia », . .it is the continuing policy of the
Federal Govmmt, th

organizations., to use all practicable and
including financial and technical assistance, in a manner
caloulated to foster and to
oreate and maintain conditions under which man and nturo can
exist in productive h;mny, 20
ations o

P That' soemn then goes on to provide that the
:.du:d govermment  is to wuse - “all practicadle means,

of life’s anepitiess . . . .* (emphasis supplied)

This language of MEPA is further reinforced in §5102 where it
‘is said, "The Congress authorises that, to the
fullest extent possible: (1) the policies, regulations, and
public laws of United States

I don‘t recall

. o™ { basis supplied)
g this . significant

this Mct. . -
- Representative Childers mentioning

31-2

{cont.)

31-3

314

31-6

31-6

31-7

Cave Gulch DEIS Comments
12 March 19$7
Page 3

reinforcing language found h §102, but I personally fesl is

important to kesp in mind that Congress felt it was important

encugh that it doubled up on what it had said earlier

wvhat it intended, and that iz, NEPA should be

utilized in 3 Dbalanced manner to allow Americans (that is
people, 1ot birds and other wildlife) to enjoy

14 3 ¥ (exphasis

supplied)

3. The six-month 1limitation on operations is a gross
violation of the balance required by WEPA, and it direotly
conflicts with NEPA’s enents regarding "high standards
of 1iving and a wide sharing of life’s amanities.® Worse yet,
it flies directly in the face of that part of the poliocy
language of §101{a) utilizing "the gesneral welfare' clause
~borrowed from the Preamble of the Constitution of the United
" States of Amerioa, as Congress doss in many of its Aots not
¢learly within the authority given it by the Constitution, in
oxder to lend some constitutional legitimacy to the law.

4. The refusal to include the County Commissioners of Matrona

in the of m-uxlcnu-thmtnzyu
the mandate in s101(a) tnt requires P fon with stat
and *local goveram That refusal was not only contrary
to ionally 4 policy and therefore an sffront to
Oonqruo, but it is an insult to the county in which these BLM
lands are located and the people of this county. I find this
shocking and deplorable but after what I have been witnessing
over thess past nearly 30 years, not surprising.

S. Ths FouSI that was signed in May 1995 after the BLX had
conducted a site specific analysis under the Barrett Cave
Gulch EA, has not besn shown to ma to Dbe otherwise than
entirely sufficient to persit ocperations to continue under it.
The later rescission of the FONSI in 1996 was unjustified
inasmuch as neither have I ‘had anything .shown me yet that
required this action be taken nor supports .the rescission
logiocally. As a matter of fact, I have yet to ses any new
convinocing facts to support this action by the BLX nor bave I
been mads avare of any sclentifically supported basis for it.
Yor exanple, what mesasuring davice was used, or are we once
again dealing vith peni.bintiu or prommuu supported
only by dering and hypothetical
loroovc:, mt assurance have we that some
other "nev information™ may not later come along that throws
this whole thing into another study that once again is only an
expensive ise in ¢ ion? .

€. The "Qustim and Answers® handout given me as I arrived
at the meeting last evening, 11 March, spoke about an arsa

Cave Gulch DEIS Comments
12 March 1997
Page 4

designed as a Key Raptor Area (XRA) adjacent to the project
area and descrided it in a cavalier fashion as being an area
in which the "potential for oil and gas is low.” What is the
soientific svidence to support that asssrtion? wWhat is the
source of that scientific evidence an@ just how reliable is
it? what documentation exists? Is it deserving of our trust?
What 4rilling has been carried out there previously, if any?
What seismic work has been done there?

7. 8till on the subject of the XRA, if the BIX can set aside
large acres of land as a Xey Raptor Area, why ocan’t it
likewise set aside the project ares as a Rey Developmant Area?
We must remind ourselves constantly that NEPA in terms
of "balance betvesn population (once again, that’s peopls, not
kirds) and rescurce uss."

8. The cost of this entire exercise is another example of how
this pzojoct'h completely out of control. Mot only is it in
oonflict with the clearly enunciated policy provisions of
NEPA, it even dimuy conflicts with the administrative
policy tly t , Babbitt

streanliniang the pcrutti ded the
Green River Basin Mvinzy Coumittes. n:y does the BLM insiat
on acting ocoopletely inconsistent with -every Xind of
government poliocy that exists including that adopted by the
head of its own Departuent of the Interior? Teo, in theas

times when everyons in govermment is striving to out spending,
how can the BIM poui.bly Justity this extravagance?

In conclusion, th tly hope this matter can be
Tesolved sensidbly in order to ltop wasting public funds and enable
the producers to move forward with the development of this area in
a sound, practical manner with due regard for the provisions of
NEPA that enccurage a balanced approach to the perceived probleas.
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COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIS

March 28,1997

STATEMENT FOR THE RECORD .
B of Land Manag Draft EIS, Cave Guich Gas Project, Natrona County,
Wyomni

oming.
Submitted by Dru Bower, Field Director, People for the West.

People for the West is a national nonprofit grassroots campaign advocating a balance
t envi tal p jon and economic growth. Our 23,000 members live in all
50 states, organized into 120 chapters, ten of which are in Wyoming, We are interested in
protecting multiple use on public land, private property rights, and natural resource
production, all of which contribute to bealthy economies.

Therefore, People for the West is deeply concerned with several matters relating to the
Cave Gulch Draft Environmental Impact Statement and the Preferred Altemative. We
feel the Bureau of Land Management is not acting in the best interests of the public,
especially the public most affected by the Cave Guich proposal, the people who live and
want to work in Wyoming.

When Barrett Resources discovered gas in the Gulch in 1994, BLM did en Environmental
Assessment (EA) and reached a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) regarding
expected gas extraction activity in the project area. Chevron joined with Barrett in drilling
addiﬁomlexplomtorywel.lsunderthet:rmsofmeiniﬁalEA,aswellastheleeRiver
Resource Area RMP. .

However, in January 1996, BLM vacated its 1994 decision, stating that mitigation
measures were not sufficient 10 prevent potential impacts. BLM also stated that becanse
drilling site plans had been changed as new data came in from test wells, the impacts on
the surface were changing and needed to be studied on & site-specific basis through the
full Environmental Impact Statement procedure.

To BLM’s credit, the EIS process is being conducted on schedule, and explorations have
been allowed to proceed, but this draft EIS has many problems.

Given present estimates that Cave Gulch contains over a trillion and a half cubic feet of
gas in an area of roughly 25,000 acres, we must guestion the sct-aside of a Key Raptor
Area (KRA) of one-fifth that area. We Go not feel that BLM bas proven the “low
potential” of the lands to be set aside. The lands are adjecent to what is 2 large ficld. Are
we simply never to consider the possibility that there may be 300 billion cubic feet of
recoverable gas underlying the KRA just because of raptor mitigation needs? What does
the U.S. Bureau of Mines Known Mineral Deposit Areas record show? We feel BLM's
finding of “low potential” is rather casual and needs to be revisited. We must also point
out that BLMs own position opposes off-site mitigation measures.

BLM expects that the region, surounding the Guich will be managed for raptor
mitigation, entailing at least 14° Artificial Nesting Sites (ANS) distributed over a 220
square-mile area. Given the inherently site-specific nature of visble ANS placement, we
not only would like to sec a fuller analysis of the legal issues associated with ANS siting

on mixed-ownership lands, but we are deeply concerned that the draft EIS feils to select
or recommend enry specific ANS locations.

This lack of site-specificity is not onty ironic in light of BLM’s own concerns about drill
pad plan changes prior to the vacating of the 1994 EA, but is a very serious matter when
consi in conjunction with the req t in DEIS Altemative B that raptor nests be
surrounded by a 1/4 to 1/2 mile buffer zone within which no activity can take place for
half the year.

Furthermore, restricting the production season in the Cave Gulch area to six months of
the year raises the question of where the line b ble and bl
mitigation lies. BLM studies showed 52 nest sites, 9 peirs of raptors, 2 live breeding
nests, and one successful fledgling during one year in the project area. In theory, given
the proposed exclusion 2ones, we would be setting aside 25 to 128 square miles of a
project which only covers 39 square miles. On the other side, it is said the Project will
provide 172 jobs during the drilling season, amounting to $7 million 2 year in payroll.
Are we to forego six months worth, or $3.5 million of payroll to support 18 birds, or
hatch one chick to flight status?

Finally, let’s not forget the sociologi
season. The August-J 'y operati ind legates oilfield workers to the worst
parts of the year in an already harsh environment. Are these workers to relocate, or go on
welfare, or seek other employment, or simply to suffer for the greater good? Ase the
businesses they in turn support expected to operate on raptor time as well? The fact is, 3
transient work schedule has major impacts, almost ell undesirable to people and
communities seeking stability and security for the future. The Draft EIS fails to address
this issue.

1 and jc. costs of a six-month drilling

Overall, we at People for the West are concerned with BLM’s unclear treatment of the
matter of “mitigation.” As Cave Gulich has progressed, mitigation proposals have
metastasized from pone for the initial FONS], 1o this latest version which disemploys
nearly 200 people for half the year, all for the sake of 20 or so birds of prey.

When mitigation reaches such a level, it is the height of foolish not to ask whether or
ot such mitigation IS “reasonable.” The Draft EIS neither asks por answers the question.
We at People for the West sincerely hope that when the Final Environmental Impact
Statement for Cave Gulch is released this coming August, it does. .

33-1

34-1

34-2 |

34-3

TF-R52F

- | SIS >tV P Y A 700, WO SN S
RN | =S SRR 3! - /A0 PG S VT R N7 PR S—
.,......g._-w;. Cosle b et = TR S 5
| SRS SRR Y SR - VO X P SOOI~ PRI
e Ligs . . dosrt Sl Thoae ..834,..;-.,_..._..41.5(_)10: SOt e
. J-/Jt,-mf et _ n,w-zz‘.__‘mm%_s_.hm.a,« o ur ..
. SAML'»{T 44:{.-;L,__‘;£..:..‘;-A.Hw,_n\_j
MoezBre. of A B el r fesirinta. C A T Mtk bon,
W | P H;u./_) ¥ m‘,-,.gpﬁ-wé_ﬁﬁ.d
B | X792 7Y T Tz Rras air Ml odiaal.. 2 s ilhe....-
Meppet. utry Ilﬂ._MAi@,_._.S._ﬂésa&_Mw&h A
L 0Mbpata [ PSRN 7. SO 2P0 DTS X N 7 ¥ SR Y L SV
(HBe Quuly. P T Dhtha . ree . Tl ESMI oy

£ .. wotadhe .. Pubes pfperldadasals .

Y CN ¥

- Ao ot 2T e
[N | R et e ...._,.._7%(4,.4,,‘.?(...4?2‘.{# e
2o moa. 2ol _iu.dpp et say Lol sivenT
L A Aot poten) _Mbonsp .- gssx._algéé.._a&but.._gﬁk._ymb.&
Gouv? - _I_yal«.z‘-hau._,_ubmc__;;..r?#mv%g.-.f.du —eApes.

N e, A.?,ﬂ’m..__‘)_x&eumf Lo aunee - Bpe-.
Bl Gphe L — e

R - PW SV - FUCTOP NN L

Burean of Land Management
Distes
1703 East "E" Street
Casper, WY 82601

COMMENT SHEET FOR THE
CAVE GULCH-BULLFROG-WALTMAN AREA KIS

NAME Rebert Yonts
COMPANY Ratired
ADDRESS 931 Waterford 8¢
STATE WY

DATE March 29,1997
PHONENO. 307-473-3045
Zp mae09

Today, Iand is st & premium for both people and wildlife. Natural rescarces such as the prey bese
foc raptoes and energy for peophe are also at 8 premivm. Therefore, it is important io estsblish
gﬁdﬁqﬁmbﬂhm&mﬂ.

Artificial Nesting Stroctures (ANS) would be benaficial in providing aliernate nesting sites for
mwmmwmmumm.mwmka
14 stroctures would seemn adequate. They could be d ineocpensively wi i
al‘xl‘mﬂpﬁ&:mefwmlﬂqemﬂdhminhpundalﬁmdm!ﬁlﬁm
dry hole markers, a2 available. }t is unlikely that dry holes would ever be re-enfered, howeves, if’
they are, then the strocture could be relocsted af that time. Structures of this type should nst well
‘beyond the field development periad, will require little or no meintenance and will arests no
mgnificant ob jons fo the land:

1 bave a concemn over esiablishment of the Xey Raptor Ares. A few years ago no ane would have
predisted developeaent of the Cave Guich Field. How thea can anyone determine the adjscent
areas are non-prodoctive for petrok or for other valuabl in fatnre years?

 thick we've und ied the fulness of the tapioes, With ANS in place and the fact
umm&mwuumumhmwdm@.x

‘With ANS in place, I think the time restrictions could be relaxad in many cases. Seiting ime
sestraints on ccostroction and drilling activities is very coatly on fbe opesstor. Bowever, if tine

int are minimized, field op should be able o plan their work so that activity
shntdowns will not cocur. I those rare instances where dishirbances do ocour and since thess
wiill be one fime events, I fioel the maptors will adjust their habits end either nse an ANS or find a0
atiemative sife for one year. Worst case would be for them 1o move to another area for one year
then return. nhmmmmmamummammkm
depeadent of having an adequate prey bese than anything else.

The adoption of ANS will help pa 1he saptors while allowing the producti of energy for all
of us and our chikiren,
foaprfully,
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Douc SAMLELBON
SENvon BioLoalsT
" SAMUELSON & ASSOCATES
1117 HEREFORD RANCH RD.,
CHEYENNE, WYOMING 82007

March 17, 1997

Kate Padilla

Bureau of Land Management
1701 Bast “E” Street
Casper, WY 82601

Re: Cave Guich DEIS
Dear Ms, Padilla:

MBMsdemmh&wGMDESumWemmeweum
dmsmmdlwmpywwmdmmmmmdmwdnnmgmmﬁ
for six months of every year. Raptor besting has been the excuse used for this restriction and it is
not a valid excuse.

Rmrmmmmbwnmmgnnmofugnmwpumaywhdnlm
tweaty years because of their terrific adaptability and the climination of indiscriminate killing that
went on in the past. The BLM and I know that off-site nests can be built for raptors that will
mitigate any disturbance that the raptors mey encounter. Raptors are being used as & sword to stop
gas development but these beautiful birds are extremely adaptable and will easily move to
mitigation nests if the effort is made to build them. The fow peirs that currently are being used to
mmﬁmmammmbummﬂmdamhdmynmmﬂmﬂm
resides in central Wyoming.

The school children of Wyoming and working families desperately need this economic
stimulus in our state. A few pairs of common raptors are not more important than our econemy.
Please listen tothepeoplewhohvemdeWyomngmandaﬂwywmmdjohmd
development.

Smwrely, . :
DougSamuelson
37-1
Burean of Lend Mansgement
Casper District
1701 East "E® Street
Casper, WY 82601
COMMENT SHEET FOR THE
CAVE GULCH-BULLFROG-WALTMAN AREA EIS
NAME Murie Andaben Society DATE March 31,1997
COMPANY PHONE NO.
ADDRESS P. O, Bax 2112 CITY Casper
STATE ____ Wyoening . 22602
‘The Muzie Audubon Society commends the Buresn of Land for their mitigation efforis to

mhﬁwmmm&&mdﬂmmwmmﬂ
veflecied in the draft EIS.

Wﬁhndmdmmhwbmnnhdad, Alienative B, provides Jess distwbances for the
raploc pairs. Altamative B reduces the nmber of wells, peovides for ANSs and establishes the Key
mmmmwmdu»m

anmuwmhwwndwufwmm spproprinte
action will occur.

fopsity Sl
W St Socaclty -

37-2

Wyoming State Legislature

213 Buase Capitol f Cheyenna, Wyoming 82002 / Telephare 307 / 777-7881

* related activities,

April 1, 1997

Burean of Land Mmgemmt

Casper District Office

Attention: Xate Padilla, Team Leader
1701 East “E” Street

Casper, WY 82601

Dear Ma. Padillz:
Endosed are my to BLMs request for comments on the Cave

comments in response
Gulch-Bullfrog-Waltman Natural Gas Devel Project Draft Environmenta}
Statement (DELS). IwnteoommutotheDBSuale

gislator representing
38 within which the Natural Gas Project is being developed. Thnnkyouform

opportunity.

1 commend you for keeping the DEIS on schedule. Monies from this project have
belped the county, schools within the state and state government. The project will

- continue to provide a sustsinable economy for our schools as well as siate and

county government in the fature also. The stability factor of prosperity over tine is
important because it enhances the welfare of the people.

As a state legislator I am vitally interested the socioeconomic aspects of the DEIS.
| upon its natural resource base to finance

Although tourism

bringing
. doﬂmlothesme,eomhnedthzymotpmndeunuxbmmededwemmtb

viability of the state of Wyoming

Tourism is an integral part of Wyoming's economy. Recreation and tourism have
great potential for growth in Wyoming, but a lack of available doilars both from the
mmdth:fed:rﬂgovmmhspmvmwdngmfmoxpmmnofmndm
recreation. As with many other aspects of the state’s economy, when oil and gas
wmbomng,munmlfuhnnwaef%dandbmlubﬁwmmm
industry declined, so too did the ding to the 1990
State SCORP report recreation does not nsownwa is a part
ofmyeommcwdnetopnge:i—mofﬁn ESwlncInddxesses ve Gulch
“Avuympmmtnseofthemeamnsmcwnﬁng. (H)eavmtma
to occur during the June through A “tourist season”.” The latest
RP:eyoxt fmmasurveyhyme 'yoming of Commerce
andumed I;?oﬂad in.Natrona County the sumber ope peed was
moneylfnndm@72.4 ofmzondamwamedlopuua in boating or boating
88.8% fe Mwbhcpnrksmdpu recreation areas were
nnpumtoﬂmrhves. It appears there is not much interest in the sage brush
covered Cave Guich area for recreation other than an few uncounted tourists over
ﬂnmmenndhmm-smtheuunamumdﬂwym

Page 2 - Cave Guich DEIS - Pasencaux

Govemnor Geringer, in 1995, stated that the Secretary of Interior has more to say
MhmmcweﬂbungofﬁeSﬂdeymngmbdmqum
Mnasobenngthoughmh;hdthewngSpeaalSuuononEduuuonm
the Wyoming State L in June, 1997. Education
consultants assert that from a low o}ﬁlMill:m toa high-of $322 Million additional
dollars will be needed to bring Wyoming's education system to a siate of equality as
mandated by the Wy mg&mComW&oﬂﬂxemenlmdm&yWymnmg
cannot meet the needs of its citizens or its education system.

More than one half of Natrona County is beld by the govemment with the BLM
being the landlord by far. There are 3,434,089 total acres within Natrona
County and the BLM controls 1.449,800 of those acres. Total private acres is just
‘barely more (han BLMs total at 1,548,596. This fact clearly shows that decisions
mndebyﬂnBthavﬂymalﬂupecmome unty, especially the
socioeconomic elements.

Natrona County has an oppartunity o become a wealthy county, one in which an
oppuumty has been created by the gas industry
pmductloncouhnuuyeuaﬁa' year improving the socioeconomic
: the county and the that this is a concept of wealth, not riches. A
nchcomny wchas'l‘ewnlsﬂeamgly rich. It has rich individuals who live
there, but the infrastructure is upon tourism. ma County is wealthy
becnneuusoaomallynmd. Natrona is a county where its citizens have
an infrastructure that takes care of their needs, and none of it at the expense of beast
otbn'd. Welwunanenwheuted:nlogyuthebednhnmrbeenmdmm
has the ability to conduct world class sensitive p
reclamation. :

The ind provides -above average paying jobs.  According to
WESIEI?EJDSW nmofﬂuCounmlomeGovimmems,theWmthu
seen the fastest job growth in the nation, but the growth is in disproportionally

Iow:rp-ymg)obs That publication says that “looking at the period from 1977 1o -

1994, gmwthbnanlmnwmmewgsl gadbehmdtlmafmemﬂon. And,
ﬂu‘ﬁr lag in weaker siate and local

growth has
and expenditure areas, notably education. mwgsroontmlogmw
Mmd)ﬂm@mmﬂﬁmgmmhgwuthemgw of
growing proaperity In facx prosperity has not a«:anwud growih in the West,
the stress on

dby g ° d ,uolwymakersmmbe
nblewndauﬂwh&chjab:helpaualeorcowwy:ecoaomyandwhldlom

&'

The Cave Gulch gas project will positively help the cconomy of Natrona County
Mmsmdv%yomm;, bnngP:;lpaymgjobswthg:mmdmusethem
base of the county and state,

Natrona County C issi bave contioued to ask for Coop Status under
lheNmomlEmmnmmn.lPohcyAcl(NEPA)mdtthuuncdonEnwmmnmﬂl
Qnmy(CEQ)ugulmmsthmughcm Scoping mnﬂswmnzmﬂgm

h in

Ll §

to pn'mde well-paying jobs..
base of

inajfree .
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other states for ties to receive tor status. Additionally, such status is
supported in a recent Draft document by the Buréau of Land Management's
Washington, D. C. office. It is local policy makers upon whose backs rest the
welfare of the people living in their jurisdiction. By law County Commissioners
are responsible for the fiscal affairs of the county and for the general well-being of
tlwpeopleundetAxﬁdchof!heCommnononymnga.ndTﬂe 18 of the
‘Wyoming Statutes.

Under NEPA socioeconomics is the area of gr in the decision meking
process for counties because of their * expertise” inthat-mn. Counties
deal with the social, economic and general welfare aspects of their jurisdiction on 2

daily basis.

CEQSec. 101 (a) “The Congress. . . declares that it is the continuing policy

the Federal govermment, in coopenﬁon with State amd Iocnl
governments, and other concerned public a.ndpnva!z mzauonx, 0 ose all
pmmublemmmdmmums.pcluﬁngﬁmmlmd assistance, in a
manner calculated to foster and promote the general welfare, to create and

- maintain conditions under which man and nature can exist in productive

harmony, and falfill the social, economic, and other reqniremtl of
pment and fotore generations of Americans. (emphasis added) The

county’s invol tas a ing agency would have addressed the concem of
this section of the mgnlnhm " “See alsa: CEQ Regulations: 1508.5
Coopersating Agency: This regulation and all following regnhtiou
address the special expertise of the connty (local govermmeat) in
socioeconomic matters as per this DEIS: 1500.5 (b), 1501.1 (b);
}ggl.: ((l;) (e} (f); 1801. 6. 1503.1(s) (1); 1503.2; 1503.3 (c);

6.5 (e

CRQ Sec. 102 (2) is the “sction-forcing™ section of the CEQ regulations that
ensure fi apnmes(B[M)aetaceordmgtothetwinfmoﬂhclmumddw
spirit of the law. The DEIS must fy with both the letter of NEPA and the
spirit of NEPA. 'I‘hesp:mofthe]ammesmmthhpwple TheDElS
is one sided, recognizing environmental needs, but not the needs of
environment. I agree with Seaator Chades Scott in his testimony at d\eoral
comment period on March 11, 1997, that the Cave Gulch bird tion is
xmmmaltoﬂleenemofbungmngmﬁ Many regard Sepator and his
immediale family as lay “experts” about birds and bird populations within
‘Wyoming, and Natrona County in particalar. The Scoits have been engaged in the
busmmofhrdcounhngmﬂ:nsreponfor-verylongume,perthslmgerm
any other person(s) involved with this project.

A second aspect of the spitit of the law, mhalmungnaw:ewnhpeopleneeds,u

E

'thengmfcantadvemempsctonworkenduemmmgmon.whlchmdndesm

drilling for six months of the year and the subsequent seasonality of the work force.
This creates  significent hardship on families as well'as on the businesses that must
try to find skilled iabor every six months. Thlstypeofxg::gmmhnman
‘beings against the birds—a situation that is totally

Page 4 - Cave Gulch DEIS - Paseneaux

NEPA was writtea to declare a national pohcy thatwould enwnn;e pmd.wuva and
enjoyable harmony between man and his the heslth
and welfare of man as well as to p elimi the envir If
hmmndmmcﬁmmk@tmplwethehml&andwe}fueofmmygasﬁdd

will not be sti addmon,lbehevedmenina
wnytoenoomagepmdwuve joyabl man and his
env ‘Where the though amienergyoftheBLMm laced, that is where
the answers will be found. Iftheagancylooksforacoopemnvewaytowork with
the ges industry to protect the environment and reduce the scasonal restrictions at
the same time, both will become realities. Seen]soCEQ Regllhtlon 1508.14
Human Environment: Environment is the total environment, oot just the
patoral environment. The human environment must be discussed in sociceconomic
terms,

NEPA - Part 1500: Purpose, Policy, and Mandate

1500.2 (e), () policy BLM has not identified and assessed
reasonsble alternatives to proposed actions that will avoid or minirmize adverse
effects of the actions upon the quality of the human environment. Nor has BLM
used all practicable means to restore and enhance the quality of the human
environment and avoid or minimize nny posxble ndverse effects of their actions

upon the quality of the human eavi of the
sesom] mitigation will be slgnmcnnt 10 numbers of oil field workers and their
families as well as to the companies that hire these individuals. Additionally, there
usgmﬁammoomewﬂweomﬁuthatwnﬂbedehyeddmngﬁtsasoml
mitigation period. The time line continues to gofotwardwlnle the moaies to the
county are halted, thus creatinga null or dead zone of time for the weliare of the
county and its citizens, Economically speaking those mionies can sever be
recaptured. Additionally, the DEIS does not address the positive impact to Natrona
County for the added assessed valuation due to Cave Guich. These issues should
addressed under 1508.8 (a), (b) Effects - Direct and Indirect and
under 1508.27 (a) (b) Significantly.

Departmentof Interior:

Part 516 Department of the Interior Departmental Manual (DM)
Conideuuon of Enuronmental Vilues, Chapter 1 Protection and
t of Envir I Quality: 516 DM 1.3D--1.4 (A) (3)
Consideration of Eavi ] Values in D says that “In
ﬂwmagmﬂafhmmLcu&mLmdhwmmome:ijmm
the pwﬂuadmustmzdermdbalauawidemgeofewnanuc,
envir and social objectives at the local, regional . . no{;glof whxchﬁ
le in terms.” This depertmental gu!dc clearly states
economic and s;%b;vum&eioeal level must be addressed.  BLMy
their own set of regulations in regard to nndsoualobjwn\'es
a_t,ﬂn_lod;w level: :
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Page 5 - Cave Guich EIS - Pasencaux
43 u. S C A. 1701 et sec FLPMA, 1702 (h) uyslhntnmhmonof
uses that takes into account the long-term needs of

u )

future g ions for , including, but not
limited to , recreation, mnge, fimber, minerals, water-shed, wildlife and fish and
mmnleeemc.aaennﬁcmdhﬂnnﬂlvaluunsneeded. FLPMA provides for
many vses, ensaring & stable cconomy for local areas. TheCﬂveGulchﬁeldlsm
‘historical use of the arca.

Conclusion:

In conclusion, I urge that the Natrona Coanty Commission be

-warded “Coopenhn.g Agney statas for their -ﬁchl expertise in
8, that . 1 mitigation” be drop, al it ll

scientifically qllelﬁolnble that the Cave Gulch area is 2

area and the Record of Decision (ROD) date will be A-guu 1, 1997

80 the Cave Guich-Bulifrog-Waltman gas project will go forward in a

%nvmmauer for the well-being of Natrona County and the State of

yoming.
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Ref: 8EPR-EP MR 31 a7
V1A FACSIMILE AND_MAIL

Kate Padilla, Toeam Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Casper District Office

1701 East E Street

Casper, WY 82601

Re: Cave Gulch Bulifrog, Waltman
Draft E1S

Dear Ms Padilla:

In accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act {CAA), Region Vil of the .
Environmental Protection agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft Environmental impact |
Statement (DEIS) for the Cave Guich, Buﬂfmg Waltmen Natural Gas Development *
Project

The EPA review has identified several areas of concern with the potential
environmental impacts of the proposed project and with the discussion contained in the
DEIS. Specifically, EPA raises questions and offers suggestions on the DEIS analysis
for air quality, ground water, soil, and water resources. The detailed comments (copy
attached) are offered for your consideration in preparing the Final Environmental
lmpaet Statement (FEIS)

Based on the procedures EPA used to eveluate the DEIS and the potential
environmental impact of the gas development project, the DE!S will be listed in the
Eederal Register as category EC-2 { Environmental Concemns, Insufficient Information).
This rating indicates that EPA has identified areas of concem that should be addressed
in the FEIS. Since this project is planned for implementation in & regional ground water
recharge area, it is important to develop site-specific gmund water data and define the
salected protection measures, including the surface casing program for injection walls,
requirements for dlsposallreserve pit lining, and inspection/maintenance programs for
the pit liners. EPA recognizes that numerous potential mitigation measures have been
discussed in the DEIS. The FE!S should disclose the selected mitigation meesures
that will be implemented in the approved project.
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If you have any questions, please call me at (303) 312-6340, or the Project Section 4.2.1, Introduction

Review Coordinator, Mike Strieby, at (303) 312-6002. - ) . '
The first paragraph of this section states that “Individual well sites would be permitted
. following a 180-day stert-up period.” Pleass provide a refe for this
Slnearely, Please note tlm the Wyoming Air Quality Standml Section 21 (a)(ii) states a “120 day
* start-up period™ for sources not aubject to Section 30,

Ca,‘,ye 5/ W Section 4.2.2, Impact signiﬁm Criteria . ‘

In the first paragraph of this Section, the last sentence mentions Table 3-3 and PSD

Carol L. Campbell, Director increments. Teble 3-3 is a description of the Oil and Gas Fields (approximate depth,
Ecosystem Protection Program : status, etc.), and it does not list PSD increments. It is recommended that this reference be
Office of Ecosystem Protection & corrected. If Table 3-3 is suppose to be Table 3.4, thmTable3-4:hwldbeexpmdedto
Remediation . incorporate PSD increments and reference the source of the increments,
Enclosure . L . . . Section 4.2.3, Direct and Indirect Impacts
e Mike Strisby, EPA ’ ’ 1. Inthefirst paragraph of page 4-9, please provide the source of “EPA “significant”
Robert Edgar, EPA . . ) levels (2,0004g/m® 1-hour, and 500g/m® 8-hour)”. In what context are these levels
. Rich Muza, EPA . : L . 38-21 . significant, i.e. are these levels 8 significant change for an srea currently in attainment with
Kris Jensen, EPA  * i . (cont) NlﬂonﬂAmblemAn'QunhtySandﬂ'dﬂ .
Dave Ruiter, EPA . . o ? . o
Etaifie Suriano, EPA OFA 2. In the first paragraph of page 4-10, the calculated maxinmm potential 0zone concentration
is 147ug/m’. If the 95th perceatile maximum value (a8 used for Moxs Arch and v
Fomdem’c)&rrweuwhbwmwoddmmmm .
P | ozone i beandlwwwouldnwwtotheozoneNAAQS? K
3. Thesewndtohstpmgnph'onpageﬂmdut'ASOpumcomleﬁdm. RS
‘would be achieved ... at an assumed application rate of 0.02 gallons per square yard”. The
‘word “rate” implies that time ig included in the units for amount per square yard. Itis
. ded that time be incorp d such as “gallods per square yard pes hour” or =
whatever time is correct. This time factor should also be incorporated in Section 4.2.5 - Z
Mitigation Summary. Please moorpomeaufaenoefbrﬂneonn'oleﬁumcynthe
nmnwdappﬁuuonmeofwus
4, The seoond sentence of the third paragraph on page 4-9 sistes “This (2 ghp-h) reflects -
the curreat WDEQ/AQD B&AvﬂablgComo!Tedmobgy(BACf)reqmunm [
Please provide a reference for this statement. 5
5. The forth paragraph on page 4-0 sistes “Alternate NOx emission confrol measures .., E
Since the previous paragraph has not suggested any type of control meesure, it is .
ded that the be changed to “Poasible ..., R
' REGION VIIl COMMENTS
wwmn 6. In the last seatence of the first paragraph of page 4-10, ltnueommsndedﬂmthc
Natiiral Gas Dievelopment . smunent“()mmlaﬁvehnpthm"bedeﬁnad
Apsl1,1997 7. Paged-10. Fethylene glycolis emitted from deltydrators, it is ded that these
emissions be included in Table 4-1 as 8 hazardous air poliutant. Note: The quantity of
- : : : ethylene glycol emitted may be estimated using a model developed by the Gas R h
Air Quality S Tnsttatscalled GRI-CALC. : .
Section 3.2.1, Climate, Precipitation, and Winds 8. .Themondmhonpnsﬂ-lo fe “State Acceptable Ambient C
. Levels”. Please p for these ion levels.

L In Figure 3.2, there are no velocity units for the wind rose and wind speed clagses. .

Itmrwommmdedthnmmbehsmdmenhﬂmilesperhour kilometers per hour, or 9. The second paragraph on page 4-10 statos that “Potential HAP impacts were predicted
meters/sec, . . - using the ISCST3 mode! and an 8-hour averaging time, ... .~ The AACLS for benzene (30
ug/m’ in Texas) is based on a 30 mimute or 1 hour ,;,ﬁm& Itis ded that

2. mssmondoesmmmﬁemdmofhawdmwuthu Itxsleoommendedthn_ R averaging time for the modeled HAP concentrations be the same averaging time forthe =2
the 8 include a discussion on the incidence of ! does, severe thunderstorms, individual AACLs. :

: hshtmngsuﬂtu,andhl winds, . - . B

e 10.  Inthe last parsgraph on page 4-10, a reference for (EPA, 1997) is noted. This reference is 3

. ’ . v - not noted in the “References Cited” Section. Pleuemdndetheufummthe
. Section 3.2.2,AirQuality ’ ) *“References Cited” Section. .
. . . s . . : jected issions di d of iasi for :
38-2 1. The first sentence of this Section mentions a “Cumulative Impact Study Area”, It is 1. Doesthe projected HAP o_npnge#lOmmwgncomh 5
- . . fined in thi . included. - VOCs? If so, it is ded that these 1s be di d along with the Wyoming
’ reco ded that this area be d mthsSeouon,andamapofthouube regulations that require conirols. These controls should also be mentioned in Section

2. InTable3-4 and the frst paragraph of section 3.2.2, there ate no refercnces noted for . 4.2.5 - Mitigation Summary. :

WAAQShaxldNAAQS nnmeommdedmatrd‘mmbemcludedmboththeﬁm - 12 mmnmhmw*m the sixth sentence from the top mentions & “Ie-06 :
paregraph and in Table 3:4. _ hreshold”. d that & reference be noted for this “threshold” number and thata = -
sentence be added to di: what the cance of this threshold i wha: 4

3. InTable3s, itlsreoomnmdedthu the cotumn labeled Conman”bedmngedto WM°W,,;,"’W“"M oo i Lo. whatisa %

kgr jon™ for clarification. a
. . X - ! 13. mﬁnpmguphonpagekllmﬂm“UnquhmveC(NoAmm),

4. In’!‘ableS-ﬂ,thefootnote“g”stg:uﬂmtshoﬁ-tmpmodoonoenmonsreﬂectdle development would occur at the same ¢r higher level as the Proposed Action, ...” . This .
maximum concentration. The last paragraph of Section 3.2.2 states that ozone data m«nnnotmppmedbyChnpr,Seedonzsmled *Alternative C - No Action”.
represents the 90th percentile maximum 1-hour value. It is recommended that these  * -~ Itis d that this bemwnnmtoreﬂeathewnsofthe%
statements be revised 10 avoid the apparent contradiction between the statements, . Action” slternative as described in Section 2.5,

In addition, the “Air Quality Technical Support Document for Moxa Arch and Fontenelle . § 14. PSD increments are discussed in Section 4.2.2, It is recommended that a comparison of
EISs”, uses the 95th percentile i 1-hour to establish a background - modeled results with PSD i be di d in S 423

ievel. For consistency, it is recornmended that the 95th percentile maximum 1-hour value X L

be used in the Cave Gulch EIS. . . Section 4.2.5, Mitigation Summary

mehnmwﬁeofmssmmmuwmoﬁmbsmmmmnﬁmgmm
are proposed.” It is recommended that this Section also sddress the mitigation measures
mpmdm:chlmBAcrformemnuolofNOxmﬁnmmnlmﬁnd -
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np s, end the prop ‘tomduceVOCanissionl.'.
Water Quality/Non-Point Source
Secr.ion' 1.5.1, Conformance With Land Use Plan 38 3
Accordmgtodnsaunononpagel -11, the Nat M t F -leQWFP) .
established a policy of requiring leases with “No Surfsce O oy (NSQ)ina (cont.).

whgrepotenhalnmctsfrmnml and gas development could ot be reduced or eliminated
by mitigation measures. Please provide a listing of the Jease segments in the project area
which are subject to this policy.

Section 3.5.2, Waters of the U. S.

The4thpmgmphonpage3-44condnduthatthzimpomdmnmseonstmoted on swales
are not waters of the U. S. . This would heve to be determined on a case by case basis.
For le, if these impound: gare used by migratory gratory watesfowl, then they would be-
conndetedjtmsdwnonnlwatenofthel! S.. The definition of “Waters of the U.S.” does
not require the presence of flowing waters.

Section 43.2, Impect Significance Criteria, Soils

38_3 In the first bullet of the gement di , refe ismadetoap le need for an

* intenst hed management plan. EPA d thatBIMrequeﬂmputfrom
the Wyoming Dep of E ! Quality (DEQ), Nonpom Source Prognmm
the devel of" hed nt plans. .

Section 4.3.5, Mitigation Summary, Soils

ﬂAﬁ:ﬂyconwrswnﬂnheuseoftempomyaswdlulong-tmnuxﬁoemnoﬁ'md

sediment cortrol measures to minimize erosion and off-site sedimentation. We encourage 38_4
the full adoption and implementation ofa!l mitigation measures described on pages 4-29 .

and 4-30.

Water R

\n 4.4.1, Introd
' Thelnstmtenoeoftheﬁrstpangmphsbouldberemedwmdmtedntno 11990is

the “wetland “ By veOrda E.O. 11988 is the “floodplain protection”
order. This s should i that the selected alternative will comply with both
Executive Orders. Rtis ded that similar correction be made throughout the
document; .

Section 4.4.3.1, Proposed Action, Water Resources

1. Itisnotedintheﬁ:stpmgraphonpage4-35tbattheprojéctamocmrsina_nimpoﬁm .
ground water recharge area, EPA recommends that, in lddition to lining disposal/reserve
pits, BLM develop and impl a liner maint schedule forthe
project. Additional, contingency plans should be developed m address potentiaf lining
failure. Please provide reference to reclamation measures for reserve pits.

2. On page 4-35, reference is made to pollution- prevention measures for construction and

' storage of petroleum products. In order to ensure compliance with the Pollution
Prevention Act of 1990, the Executive Order on Pollution Prevention in 1993 (12856), the -
Spill Prevention Control Plan under the Clean Water Act arid the CEQ Guidance
regarding polluuon prevention and NEPA, EPA recommends that BLM review all the
alternative action proposed for this project to include polluuon prevention measures
designed to.avoid or reduce adverse impacts. It is recognized that there are s number of
mitigation measures already outlined in the DEIS. However, the mitigation summarics
throughout the document only seem to indicate that the measure “should” occur. Itis
assumed that the FEIS will state all ofﬂiemugmmmmuﬂmwiﬂbelmplmented
to minimize eavironmental impacts.

38-5|

3. Inreference to On-shorc Oil and Gas Order No. 2, 83 cited on page 4-35, the FEIS should
disclose the corrective measures that will be u'nplemem:ed should the casing and ouneimng
program fail to adequately protect u.uhle ground water resources.

Section 4.4.3.2, Alternative A, Water Resources

Under Alternative A, 3rd paragraph, the potential construction disturbance to the
watershed is indicated to range from 4.9 to 6.4 %. EPA recognizes that the stated
threshold value is 10%. However, due to the sensitive nature of soils in the ares, and the
low potential for reclamation, we recommend that site-specific studies be conducted to
define usable reclamation techniques or to be used as a basis to avoid areas with low
reclamation potential. In areas su'nilar 1o this proyect, there has been considerable problem
with road cl and recl ya due to i ] usage.

Section 4.4.5, Mitigation Summary, W;ter Resources

EPA strongly supports the mitigation measures outlined in this Section, and, in particular,
urges the development of a watershed management plm for the Cave Gulch drainage as
described in the last bullet. This is especi of thelong project
duration, multiple use objectives, and future oil and gas development.

EPA suggests that all drainage igs should be d in no-flow periods. The
DEIS has documented the potential for i d delivery of sedi to natural chanriels
and the numerous mitigation measures necessary to reduce that potential. It would seem
that construction in flowing streams would receive the highest degree of concern. Given

the arid nature of the project area, it should not be disruptive to
reqmdmtdwmambedndtybefmemdmhngmymmucuonmmes

hadulad
to

Section 4.5, 2, Impact Significance Criteria, Vegetation and Wetlands

EPA is concerned with the use of an increase in weedy species of up to 20% as
acceptable ( see 7th bullet ov page 4-43) for this project . Given the explosion of
weeds in the west, EPA requests a justification for this criteria, and evidence that an
introduction of weeds to an ares will not result in an increase after the project is complete.
Ashnbemnoledmnmﬂnprqeﬂ;p!pdmedmmbmhxveﬂwabﬂuymmuoduee
weednlongcomdmtha:beeomedmﬁowsforﬁnth«nmom

Seeﬁon 5.6.1, Introduction, Vegetation and Wetlands ,

Please provid /rationale for the sel ofthelo%ngmﬁmcemnowd
mthebullctonpugeS-M EPA:ecommmd;ﬂuunmchmaﬂervahemnppropnne
given the very rare of aquatic habitsts in the project area.

Ground Water

Section 2.2.2.3, DriningOpemions -
lntheﬁrxtpmgtaphonpugez-ls pluaeprov:dendesmptonoftheremlﬂoty

authorities that apply to the p sight of posal of prodiced water
ﬁ-omdnllmgandpmduchmopmm& TheWyomingOildeuComon
Commission has been d authority by EPA to implement the

d primary
Undugroundln}echonCmﬂ'ol(UIC)progrmforClmeeﬂs. as authorized by the

SaﬁeDnnhnngrAa (SDWA) TheWymnngeparununoanvmmuleuaﬁty
has been d d primary by EPA for Classes 1, 3, 4, and 5 wells
: umlbonmdbytheSDWA.

and Testing Op

¥

Section 2.2.2.6.1, Completi

In the first paragraph on page 2-22, please provide & description of the process that'will
be used to determine the appropriate depth to be used for surface casing. EPA.
recommends that the surface casing should isolate the various aquifers and the production
zone (l) Smce no project-specific ground water information is provided, it is difficult to
. an depth for letion of surface cesing. Smoetheeonoepma!
modddaﬁnesﬂ\epro;eamu. harge zone for the regional aquifers,
. protection should be used in the area. EPA recommends that the FEIS establish the
mum&rwﬁwmmﬁunmpmmﬂuubhmdmmm
the area.

Section 3.4.3, Ground Water

The ground water discussion on pages 3-38 md3-39hcbprojea-apea‘ﬁcgmundwat§
data. The conceptual model for ground water is based solely on the information provided
in regional reports. Depﬂutopotmalnquen,wamqualnydau.mdloahcmofseeps
and springs are not provided. This data isimportant in evaluating the potumllunpactslo
&eymdmt«mmdmemlmforloedwﬂm Without this .

formation, a determination of impacts to ground water from the development canniot be
made, EPArecommmdnhtth:sdmgnpbeﬁnedpnono completion of the FEIS.

Polhrtion Prevention
‘Wildlife Protection
Section 4.7.5, Mitigation Summary

EPAsuonglymppomﬂwﬂdﬁfemmgamnmmmthnedmﬂusSeamn,mchlding
the removal of hydrocarbons frorm resecve pits and the netting of all produced water pits
* in the project area. EPA‘sp:d‘umeefornptotmbpﬁnnmamruucompw 3
avoidance of all active nesting areas. Although we question the potential effectiveness of
: AmﬁcmlNatmgSunmmﬁnuptonmdtheembhahmenzofmmwdermmaw
thpmrmmmmwbememmtwmmm 1t is assumed that the
. FEISwﬂlrpeafyphnsformupnonofpotmudunpmtowﬂdhfemdtheumﬂ
itoring of these

Cave Gulch-Bulifrog-Waltman Natural Gas Development Project Final EIS
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39-1

39-2

39-3

TRINITY PETROLEUM EXPLORATION, INC. -
GENESEE CENTER :
602 Park POINT DRIVE, SUITE 110
GoLpEN, COLORADO 80401
(303) 526-4719

March 31, 1997

Bureau of Land Management
Platte River Resource Area
P. O. Drawer 2420

Mills, Wyoming 82644-2420

ATTN: Kate Padilla

RE: DEIS - Cave Guich, Bullfrog, Waltman Area
Natural Gas Development Project

Dear Ms. Padilla:

Trinity Petroleum Exploration, Inc. (TPEX) ‘with partners George Dolezal and
Dwight Ingram have leased several thousand acres of Federal Ol and Gas
mineral leases near the area of the EIS and obviously have a vested interest in
Natural Gas development.

We object to the following two (2) items:

A.  S$ix (8) months suspension of activity for various economic reasons
such as unemployed service industry people, loss of taxes, obvious
accompanying social issues as well as losing several key operating months in
Wyoming. A six (6) month suspension of activily is not wamanted given
implementation of other raptor mitigation measures

B.  Object to the 6252 acre Raptor “setaside”. A large portion of the
“setaside” are Federal Ol and Gas leases which have been legally leased to
various entities. The BLM needs to honor the feasé obligation and not efiectively
“take away" the rights of the lessors under the auspices of another NEPA
document.. Also, an ardent bird-watching friend has told me that typical “human
activity” does not bother raptors. We consider ourselves common sense
environmentalists (who happen to be in the Oil and Gas business) as opposed to
extremists who-hide behind an environmental label.

Page -2-
Bureau of Land Management
DEI!S - Cave Gulch, Bullfrog, Waltman Area

The Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 provides that public lands

remain under the stewardship of the Federal Govemment, unless disposal is in -

the national interest, and that their resources be managed under a Multiple-Use
concept that will best meet present and future needs of the American People.

We have cocperated with the BLM on other projects and have found that
confrontation works against all parties best interests. Two decision dates
regarding the proposed EIS have come and gone with the decision being to
“further study” and postpone a decision. Enough is enough! Quit wasting
taxpayers money.

Sincerely,

@:I:/S’(Y Lee

/D*%MA‘W

Dwight A. Ingram

40-1

40-2

40-3

40-4

40-5

PHILLIPS PETROLEUM COMPANY

&

HOUSTON, TEXAS 772511067 BELLAIRE, TEXAS
80X 1987 8330 WEST LOOP S8OUTH. ..

PHILLIPS BUILDING"
NORTH AMERICA

Apiil 1, 1997

(307) 234-1525

Buresu of Land Mansgement
Caspex District Office

Attn: Kate Padills, Team Leader
1701 Bast “E” Street
Casper, WY 82601

Re: Comnem:onDuﬂEnvirMhnpw

Phillips Petroleum Company (Phillips) wel this i p ‘totheBunmofLmd
Mnmgemmt’l(BLM)uqlmﬁroommmonﬂnCuwGuld:—BuMnngmmNmnﬂGu
Development Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). . Phillips ovns leaschold
interests in Section 6 in Township 36 North, Range 86 Weat, and in Sections 30, 31 and 32 in
Township 37 North, Range 86 West. As a lease owner with plans to participate in fature
dwdopmmthemmmmﬂymd&ntheDmwafm even-handed
assessment of the impact, both positive and negative, of the prop Y

‘We have reviewed the comments of the Petroleum Association of Wyoming (PAW) and of Barrett
Resources Corporation (Barrett) and detect in their letters the frustration both have endured, to date,
in this process. At this point, we would conclude that the DEIS is seriously fiawed and does not
properiy state the facts on 2 number of matters such as local school and county officials and citizen
nppmﬁtﬂwmeumdthehckofooopmmﬁmﬂ»mMmlnowhgopvam
inthe process. For the record, please be advised that Phillips is g pportive of the
provided by the PAW which we incorporate by reference herein.

Bureau of Land Management
April 1, 1997
Page2

WMPAWlmm&HMMMWWmumMem
well locations in the DEIS contrary to the g 8 & conceptual
pproach to field devel Indmngw,ﬂwBIMandyiuaﬂmﬁ:rmﬂm‘bi&ywlmwdl
lomommdmgedawilbﬂheem ‘The result is that firture delays become inescapable in order
wmommdmﬁnﬁummmmﬂmﬁrwm ‘We agree with PAW that

1 must oot be delayed b the BLM refuses 1o understand how the oil and gas
nﬁuuyopuml. The geology in the ares is complex and the siting for fiature development wells will
dmgeuwhwdlndxmedmdmmmknmdedgeofmegwhymhemm

PAW notes that nowhere in the DEIS does it state the raptors will be “significantly and/or adversely
impacted.” Phillips’ review of the DEIS leads us to the conclusion that even in the event of an impact
on raptor populations, which we believe can be generally mitigated by the use of artificial nesting
structures (ANS), the BLM’s proposed alternatives would be far more costly in terms of negative
louo-eeonmmcmpla. PAWpoma:danicmuumndedmmﬂ:eDﬂwaﬁcmmg
that the prop :u—momhwmdmonwmldhvengmﬁwtulvmmpum
on-ewieeeompumu. &mgthenx-mmhnmngmd,wm
from supplying construction and drilling labor and are forced to look elsewhere for work. Many of
these individuals have no alternative except to collect unemployment during the February 1 to July
31 six-month stipulstion period. Phillips concurs with PAW’s recommendation for a permanent
‘waiver of the six-mouth stipulation—it camnot be justified scientifically, technically or economically.

Another concern set out in PAW’s comments is the BLM's feilure to seek the Natrons County
Commissioner’s expertise and input related to the socio-economics of this area. Phillips fully
supports PAW’s position that Natrons County’s elected officials have & lawful place at the table in
these proceedings. To disregard or ignore the citizeas of the county and its elected officials in the
process is unacceptable.

Philfips would make one final point that has been overiooked in the DEIS; !h:tu,thempomneeof
allowing prompt and orderly development so that competing leass bave the op
ptotacteondmvendn mmmmmmmamwhd:mﬂtdvem!ﬂnhdda
a develop tage or disad e

antage over a neighboring |

Weap this to our views on the Cave Gulch-Bullfrog-Waltman Natural
GuDevelopmenth)ectDBls Philhplucanﬁdemthaxde«dmm!ofthemmbe

)

inan soundmmuﬂ:rtbebene&oftheamonyommg We
Took forward to working with the BLM in ting g jes in the DEIS.
Very truly yours,
/L,/[d‘C'oda, Fos
Y.ILClnmberhm,Ir - -
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City of Casper

Insorporeted 2889
Casper, Wyeming 52601

CITY COUNCIL
200 NORTH DAVID STREEY

March 19, 1997

Burcaii of Land Management
Casper District Office

1701 E. “E” Street

Casper, WY 82601-2167

Re:*  Cave Guich-Bullfrog-Waltman Natural Gas Development Avea of Central Wyoming
i

Dear Sirs:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft envi ! impact
on the referenced project. The Casper City Council, acting on behalf of the citizens of Casper, is
officially opposed to two Ag Prefesred Alternatives. These are: establishing a buffer zone
for raptors adjacent to the project area and the i 1 stipulation on development of
feases within the project area.

We question the need for such an extensive buffer zone. It is our opinion that the

scientific facts are not present to support a non-development area this large in this particular part

of Natrona County. With regard to the seasonal stipulations, it is also our opinion that drilling

and development should be subjected to a much shorter moratorium. This area is not a wildlife
41-1 refuge and there should be no att=mpts to create such a refuge. The prey base does not sectt 42-1
safficient to support extraordinarily large oumbers of raptors. We sincerely question the =

secemingly out-of-balance and disproportionate attention given to raptors in this area. The

contention that up to seven raptor pairs would be displaced does not seem to be fully supported

by evidence presented within the EIS.

In order to establish balance between tesource development and resource protection, it
would seern ble to allow the develop activities di d in the proposed action. It
seems that the so-called preferred all Sve is i

The cities and towns within Natrona County face uncertain futures regarding minimal
revenues needed to support local govemnment in a manner that meets our basic responsibilities.
New developments such as proposed st Cave Gulch offer reasonsble potential for managed
economic growth. We earnestly solicit your partnership in helping this growth occur.

Bureau of Land Management
March 19, 1997
Page 2

Again, thank you for the opportumity to comment.

Ed Councilman
Rich Wilson, Councilman Carol Cramp, i 42-3
N A %
George H. Parks, Councilman Dr. Tom Walsh, Councilman
: e
Sandra K. Larimore, Councilman Tim Monroe, Councilman
424

262 Linicoln Street, Lander, Wyoming 82520
(307) 332-7031
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VIA FAX to (307) 262-1525 and U.S. MAIL

April 1, 1997
Kate Padilla, Team Leader
B of Land Manag;
) District Office
1701 East “E" Street
Casper, WY 82601 .

Re: Wyoming Outdoor Council's Comments on the Cave Guich - Bullfrog
- Waltman Natural Gas Development Project Draft EIS

Dear Ms. Padilla:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Cave Gulch - Bullfrog -
Waktman N; I Gas Development Project (Cave Gulch) Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (EIS). As you know, the Wyoming Qutdoor Council (WOC) has a
strong interest in, and has been an active participant in, the planming of ol and gas
development at Cave Gulch. Throughout our participation, it has been our goal to
see that as much P ion as possible can be attained while development
proceeds in the area. The industrialization of the Cave Gulch area will overwhelm ¢
the area's other Our s regarding this development are colored .
by our grave concerns that oil and gas development is proceeding at a neck-breaking
speed throughout the state without adequat ideration or und ding of its
impacts. We believe that the BLM must keep in mind the overall long term
cumulative impacts of this and all other oil and gas developments that will
undoubtedly have far reaching very detrimental effects on Wyoming's
environment..

We fully support the BLM in its attempts to mitigate the envi tal
damage of oil and gas development. However, we believe that given the extent of
the proposed oil and gas development and its impacts, mitigati and itoring

for all other resources must be taken to the fullest possible extent. It is incumbent
on both the BLM and industry to take all féasible steps to reduce the impacts of
development. C quently, WOC submits the following, suggestions, comments
and concerns for your consideration in preparing the Final EIS (FEIS):

Wyomul.g Conservation Action Since 1967 )
. . (-] . . -
1. AIR QUALITY IMPACTS : : . -

Additional Air Monitoring Needed.

The EIS, at 3-14, acknowledges the lack of current and complete monitoring data for
ambient air quality in the cumulative impact study area, yet assumes that air quality
is in attainment for all State of Wyoming ambient air ity dards (WAAQS).
This assumption is based on data collected in “similar locations” such as Pinedale,
Riley Ridge, Lost Cabin Gas Plant, and the City of Casper. Knowledge of background
pollutant concentrations is necessary to accurately project impacts $o air quality from
the proposed action and alternatives. Air quality samples’ collected from these

1 disparate locations actoss Wyoming is hardly reflective of atmospheric conditions in

the Cave Gulch area. To obtain accurate background air quality data, we suggest the
blish of an EPA- ioned weather station in the Cave Gulch field. This

would allow BLM and Wyoming DEQ to field check and validate its assumptions

regarding existing atmospheric conditions and background pollutant concentrations.

Ci Yagd 1, cte Und 2. tod
e 4

EIS Figure 1-1 shows the location of the Cave Guich-Bullfrog-Waltman Project Area,
and several other oil and gas projects in the vicinity. (Figure 1-1 should specifically
identify these projects). The lative effects of emissions of atmospheri
pollutants from these projects need to be considered in the analysis. For example,
the EIS notes, at 1-14, that a field development EA is currently. being prepared by
BLM for the Cooper Reservoir Unit, located about 1 mile south of the Cave Guich
project area, but it appears that emissions from this project are not considered in the
EIS, other than a general recognition that it will cause cumulative impacts to air.
quality and other resources. Emissions from Wild Horse Butte, Boone Dome, Clark
Ranch, Cedar Ridge (State and Federal wells) and Okie Draw were not considered.

Cumulative Impacts Study Area

Why doesn't the EIS contain a.mnp showing the cumulative impacts study area
(CISA)? The BLM should also explain how the area was identified, including,
specifically, the factors BLM considered in identifying the CISA.

Figure 1.1 in the Technical Support D reveals that the cumulative impacts
analysis ignored all sources in Fremont County, including major oil and gas

. developments on the Wind River Reservation, in the East Pavillion area, and at-

Lost Cabin. Pollutant emissions from these activities have a cumulative effect ?_n air

guality in the Wind River/Bighom Basin, and should be idered in the analysi

In addition, the Technical Support Document, at 2.4, indicates that only NOx and
SO2 from permitted sources were considered. The analysis completely ignores the
cumulative effects of VOCs, CO, TSP, and PM 10, as well as NOx and S02 from smal}
and mobile sources. ’ ’ :

2A
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42-5

42-6

42-7

42-8

42-9

Imipact Significance Criteria

Section 4.2.2, should be ded to include as signifi criteria levels of
acceptable change (LAC) established by the Forest Service for visibility and other air
quality related values in Class 1 and 2 wilderness areas. See Letter from Regional
Foresters Elizabeth Estill and Dale Bosworth to Dennis Hemmer, Director,

ing DEQ, October 28, 1996 (on file with BLM). According to the Forest Service,
the LAC for water chemistry in aquatic ecosystems varies by the sensitivity of the
water body. For those water bodies where the acid neutralizing capacity (ANC) is
greater than 25 micro-equivalents per liter, the LAC is a 10% change in ANC. For
those extremely sensitive water bodies where the ANC is less than 25 micro-
equivalents per liter, the LAC is no greater than one micro-equivalent per lifer. The
LAC for plume visjbility impairment is a 5.0% change in contrast, The limit of
acceptable change for haze visibility impairment is 0.5 change in deciview. Changes
that exceed these established levels of acceptable change are and should be:
considered significant impacts. :

42-9

Volatile Organic Compounds - 42-10
The EIS ignores the effects of volatile organic compounds on visibility impairment.

The BIS, at 5-5, claims that "NO2 is, the only pollutant of concem” with respect to

visibility impacts in designated wildemess areas. This is far from true. Volatile

“organic compounds (VOC) are emitted in large ts from gas production

facilities. VOCs react photochemically in the atmosphere forming ozone and

aerosols, which cause visibility impairment. VOCs emitted from oil and gas

operations include compounds such as benzene (a carcinogen), toluene, xylene,

hexane, heptane, and alcohols. . -

Dr. Scott Copeland, a USDA Forest Service air quality expert, has suggested that
Wyeming oil and gas project ElSs incorporate a percentage VOC to aerosol )
conversion. See Letter from BINF and Shoshone Forest Supervisors Sandra Key
and Kevin Elliott to Bill McMahan, Rock Springs BLM, May 28, 1996. Dr. Copeland
recomunends (and EPA Region VIII agrees) that a "conservative” 11% VOC to
aerosol conversion factor should be used, noting that if even 1% of certain VOCs
convert to aerosols, the impact to visibility would be an additional factor of 1.15 to
1.30.-Until VOCs are factored into the visibility analysis, we regard the EIS's analysis
and impact conclusions deficient and scientifically insupportable.

Visible Plumes.

42-11

The EIS claims, at 5-5, that "discrete, visible plumes are not likely to be created.” This
claim is contrary to our own observations in developing oil and gas fields, where we
frequently see large open fires emitting huge amounts of smoke that form very large.
discrete plumes. Whether or not this practice {the open burning eof pits, and open

-3
flares) is authorized or not, the EIS should acknowledge that it is a common
occurrence, and provide an analysis of its impacts. -
Particulate emissions.

ical dust " will be

The EIS, at 4-8, 11, assumes that "water and/or ch

- applied to reduce by 50% TSP and PM 10 fugitive dust emissions. Because this level

of 1is and arbitrary, and to our knowledge not being achieved in
any gas field in Wyoming, the EIS should analyze impacts to air quality from dust
assuming a lower level of control. Further, unless a specific control level is required,
either as BLM-imposed mitigation or as part of the proposed action, the EIS should
not that such } will be accomplished, particularly whien the operators
themselves have admitted that 50% control is unrealistic. :

42-13

There is absolutely no basis in fact to support the P that 50% 1
efficiency will be achieved. The project proponent has not committed to this control
level, and unless this level is specified in the Record of Decision as a binding and
enforceable mitigation an envi ta] analysis based on 50% control is
invalid and scientifically insupportable. The EIS, at 2-30, states merely that "When
an air quality, soils loss, or safety problem is identified as a result of fugitive dust,
immediate abatement will be initiated.” This language a typical BLM vacuous
platitude that sounds good but means nothing. Who; exactly, is responsible for
identifying whether a "problem” exists, and what exactly would qualify as a
“problem.” If the analysis of air impacts is based on a 50% control efficiency, then the
public is entitled to assurances and proof that that level of control is being

_implemented. Until these conditions are met, we regard the EIS's analysis and

conclusions as nothing more that hollow, baseless claims.

We are incredulous that BLM believes no further mitigation or monitoring
measures are needed. EIS at 4-11. The BLM must perform effectiveness monitoring
detérmine whether the d 50% control efficiency is being met and o~
lidate its analysis and } in the EIS, This is especially important given

BLM's inability to cite to any gas field in Wyoming to support its claim that 50%

control efficiencies can be achieved.
42-14

Visibility Impacts in Wilderness Study Areas

The EIS ignores impacts to air quality and visibility in several BLM-wilderness study
areas in the Bighorn Basin, including Fuller Peak, Copper Mountain, Lysite

Badlands, and Lysite M Although the EIS correctly states there are no -
specific deposition or visibility protection-regulations for BLM designated WSAs,

| the BLM nonetheless must manage these special areas "so as not to impair the

suitability of such areas for preservation as wilderness . . .." FLPMA Section 603(c).
Only by assessing impacts to air quality related values in these W5As can the BLM
determine whether it is meeting its responsibility to prevent impairment.

4

42-12

" [L. IMPACTS TO RAPTORS

The proper method for measuring visibility impacts in BLM-administered WSAs is,
of course, 1.0 deciview, the level of change recommended by the Grand Canyon
Visibility Transport Commissions and Wyoming BLM: A change of 1.0 or greater is
considered significant, and would therefore be idered inconsistent with BLM's
responsibility to manage WSAs under a nonimpairment standard. See, generally,
Interim Management Policy for Lands Under Wilderness Review, H-8550-1.

Air Quality Mitigation and Monitoring

In view of the very substantial economic benefits accruing to the operators from the

action, one would reasonably expect and hope that more effort would be
directed toward mitigating the adverse effects of the proposed action. Nowhere is
this complete disregard for the environment and the multiple use of the public
lands more glaring than in the area of air quality impacts. Other than complying
with basic federal and state requitements for BACT on major sources, the operators
have proposed absolutely nothing to reduce the impacts of their operati

Emissions from oil and gas production and transinission activities are significant
sources of atmospheric pollutants including NOx and VOCs such as benzene and

i i inogens. In h m Wyoming, emissions from oil and
gas operations are causing or have the potential to cause acidification of sensitive
alpine lakes and significant visibility impairment in natiomlly-:’iﬁdﬁcmt
wildemess also adversely

4

ness areas. Emissions from the Cave Guich development

impact air quality. These significant adverse impacts from P

are the industry's dirty little secrete that WOC is now beginning to expose to the
public. What WOC finds most troubling is not that the gas industry has been .
involved in a dinated national campaign designed to deliberately misrepresent ;
to the public the benefits of | gas by concealing the negative effects, but rather :
the complete disregard of the range of options industry has at its disposal to reduce .
the environmental impacts of its operations. That major companies like Chevron

and Barrett, equipped with both the financial means and technical wherewithal to

impl t anti-pollution policies, do not take aggressive steps to reduce their a2
impacts is disgraceful. : ¥
Specific Recommendations ' o ik

Given the existing level of gas development in the Cave Gulch area, the gross lack

of environmental baseline data is inexcusable. Even more egregious is the BLM's
ition that no further mitigation or- ing are needed, EIS at 4-11.

The following should be implemented in the ROD, .

fog

e Ambient air quality stati hould be installed in the project area near major
sources of NOx, 502 and VOCs. With such information, the BLM and Wyoming .
DEQ could determine whether emissions are meeting national and Wyoming
ambient air quality standards. Without this information, all that is available is

5

o Additional ambiént air quality stations should be installed for hazardous air
pollutants such as b tol lene, n-hexane, etc. Dehydrator units and
condensate tanks are major sources of these hazardous air pollutants. Employees
and the public should be made aware of the risk of exposure to hazardous air

pollutants (HAP). .

« Permits and best available pollution control should be required on all sources of
volatile organic compounds (VOC) and HAPs, not merely those that emit in excess
of 50 TPY VOC and 25 TPY HAP. The DEQ's existing policy excepting these small
sources results in significant emissions that could easily be controlled by readily
available pollution control technologies. It is possible and feasible to elimi voC
and HAP emissions from oil and gas production operations. If the gas industry truly
‘wants to develop a reputation as a provider of a clean energy source, it should clean
up its own mess in Wyoming and other gas producing states. Until that happens, we
will regard all the hype coming from the gas industry about the enyironmental
benefits of natural gas as bl g hing.

The impact of this project on raptors is one of our main concerns, Cave Gulch
provides outstanding raptor nesting habitat. According to the Raptor Technical
Report (RTR), at 2, the following raptor species occur in the project area: red-tail =
hawks, Swainson's hawks, ferruginous hawks, rough-legged hawks, golden eagles, "
prairie faloons, American kestrels, great horned owls, burrowing owls, short-eared ;
owls, and northern harriers. Five species nest in the area: golden eagles, P
ferruginous hawks, red-tailed hawks, prairie falcons, and great horned owls. It is
likely that northern harriers, kestrels and short-eared owls also nest in the area.
RTR at 2. ’

Federal law protects eagles from being disturbed or molested: See 16USC:§§668& -
668¢. Similarly, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, 16 US.C. § 703, protects all migratory -l
birds including raptors. Violation of these Acts is a criminal offense. Thus, the

BLM has a statutory duty to prevent harm to the Cave Guich raptors and other

migratory birds. Given this legal mandate, the BLM must change the threshold for
significant impacts on raptor breeding or nesting activities. EISat4-53§4.72
Significance must be reached before reproductive st is d d, threat
damaged. The FEIS must set a significant impact threshold criteria for distuption
that is triggered before the damage is done. .

d or

Under all the development scenarios, the raptors will be severely impacted and
Iikely displaced. The natural populations of raptors will be converted to dependence
on-artificial habitats and means of support. Ferruginous hawks may be declining
because of their abandonment of historical nest sites due to development. See

Non, Bird and Mammal Plan, Wyoming Game and Fish Department, October
1996 at 60. According to the WGF, habitat alteration which red nest site

‘6
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42-14

(cont)

42-15

42-16

42-17

42-18

42-19

42-20

42-21

42-22

" The BLM should establish and manage a fund to comp

- populations. Rather than solely

availability is one of the main threats to ferrruginous hawks. Id. Other threats

include increased human activity which severely reduces nesting and productivity, 42.22
direct mortality, and habitat alteration which decreases prey abundance. Id. Itis our

view that every possible step to avoid threats to, raptor populations, 1o protect the {cont)
raptors, and to remedy the impacts on raptors must be taken. We offer the .
following suggestions: . . .

Additional studies and surveys required.

The BLM should coordinate with Wyoming Game and Fish Department énd the
US. Pish and Wildlife Service to develop a comprehensive raptor study ‘and -
management/monitoring plan. Studies should document the effectiveness of the
Artificial Nesting Structures (ANS), buffer zones, the Key Raptor Area and other
lected mitigation Studies should monitor the response of the birds to
the development in their natural nesting habitat. Studies should monitor the

.success, or lack of success of the ANS, buffers zones, and the Key Raptor Area. |
‘Overall, there should be a comprehensive monitoring plan, with surveillance using

remote sensors and remote photo sensing to monitor the behavior of the birds, the
success or failure of natality, the success or failure of all mitigation measures, and
the raptors' reaction to develop t in their natural nesting habitat, There must be
a backup mitigation plan for providing nesting habitat if the Key Raptor Area, ANS,
buffer zones, and other mitigation measures fail
42-23

Harm to birds must be avoided.

+ All pits, ponds and open tanks a.ssocmted with oil and gas development must be

netted to prevent any bird use of, or expx to, the pits. The nets must be
monitored regularly to ensure that they do not fail. ‘Any other potential dangers to
the birds, such as electrocution, exposure to hazardous substances, etc. must be
precluded. See at 4-62. WOC fuily rts the removal of hydrocarbons from
reserve pits. ‘Any "take” of a bird must be immediately reported to the USFWS as a
violation of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act.

l!aptorl’rotech‘onAreummtiviful]y, ted from development

In order for the Key Raptor Protection Area to provide long term mitigation, oil and

.gas development in the raptor area must be more severely limited than is described

in the EIS. The EIS, at 242, describes the potential for development of oil and gas «
Leases in the raptor area. WOC recommends that, rather than 1/4 to 1/2 mile
seasonal buffers around nests, the FEIS require at least 1 mile buffers year round.
Any development of existing leases must be subject to the most stringent -
stipulations and conditions of approval for raptor protection.

"The BLM should not issue any future leases in the interior of the raptor area. .
Potential future leases along the perimeter of the raptor area should be compl
covered by NSO stipulations. Management of the raptor area must prioritize raptor

, . 42-24].

management above and beyond all other uses. The FEIS-must include an alternate
plan to provide the same level of mitigation for raptors if the raptor area does not
accomplish raptor protection and alternate and equivalent nesting habitat. Clearly,
the BLM must develop a long term monitoring plan for the raptor area.

Buffers must be larger.

Ideally, development in Cave Gulch would completely avoid all active nesting .
areas. While this may not be possible we believe that the buffers should be at Jeast 1
mile wide, The Green River RMP sets raptor buffers at 1 mile. The BLM should be
consistent in its approach to raptor protection. One quarter or one half of a mile is
not sufficient; especially for ferruginous hawks which is very sensitive to human
disturt The FEIS should include further consideration of buffer zones and a

- justification for varying form the Green River RMP.

Remote tion should be d versus daily operator visits.

2

The EIS, at 2-22, states that the wells will be manually operated

9

iring daily site

visits. Why doesn't the EIS discuss remote operation as an alternative? The FEIS

should analyze the possibility of operating the wells remotely and thereby
eliminating the disturbance to the raptors of daily visits. :

Compensation for raptor habitat loss.

te for rapfor habitat loss.
We suggest funding a raptor specific position with the Wyoming Garhe and Fish
Department or with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. In addition, money from
the fund can be use to purchase and protect other threatened raptor habitat.

Artificial Nesting Structures-

WOC supports the BLM's plan to place ANSs in strategic locations to offset raptor
displacement. We agree that the efficacy of these structures must be closely
monitored. The BLM should prepare a backup plan for placing more ANSs or

_moving ANSs to different locations if monitoring reveals that the ANSs are not as

effective as planned. .

Prey Base

Raptor nesting attempts and success is related to available prey populations. RIR at
17. Oil and gas development not only displaces sensitive raptor species but affects
their prey base as well. The FEIS should incorporate plans to prevent detrimental
impacts to the prey base populatians as well as mitigation measures for these .
populations. The FEIS should establish a monitoring program for the prey base -
considering the impacts of development in terms
of bers of acres of habitat lost, the BLM should study the full range of impacts of

8

42-26

 prepared by the Wyoming Game and Fish Department, October 1996, there Lis a

42-25]

development on the prey populati These studies should include the.impacts of
noise, vibrations, i d vehicular traffic, exp to toxic sut es, etc. The
FEIS should assess all development plans as to how they will affect the prey bage and
how they can be modified to have the least impact on the prey base.

11 OTHER WILDLIFE IMPACTS

In general the EIS's discussion of impacts to wildlife is woefully inadequate. The
BLM based its deterrhinations on inadequate, nonspecific data. Species specific
surveys and studies for all of the species listed below must be completed and -
included in the FEIS. Field development must not proceed until these studies and
surveys are complete.

Th d and End including candidate species must be fully

surveyed and studied.

The BLM has a statutory duty to protect and encourage the success of endangered,

th d and candidate species. The FEIS must inciude much more substantial
treatment of this duty than does the EIS. The FEIS should include the Endangered
Species Act (ESA) Section 7 determinations on consultations with U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (FWS). The EIS insufficiently tudes that no impacts to the
black-footed ferret or mountain plover are expected. Additionally, the EIS assures
us that mitigation procedures will prevent any adverse impacts to the swift fox. The
BLM does not support these determinations with specific studies. Instead, the BLM
relies on surveys for other species, very broad species diversity databases, anecdotal
evidence, and the supposed lack of suitable habitat to support its conclusions that
these protected species are not in the area and will not be impacted by the
industrialization of the area. The BLM has thus failed to perform its duties under
the ESA. The FEIS must include much more specific, reliable studies, surveys and
findings ‘that fulfill the requirements of the ESA. The FEIS must contain complete
analyses of the cumulative effects of oil and gas development on the swift fox, black-
footed ferret and mountain plover. The FEIS must also consider indirect effects of
oil and gas development on these species. The BLM should consult with the FWS
on these matters. See generally, letter to Mr. Grah from Charles Davis, October 9,
1996. . .

Mountain Plovers
The FEIS must include a specific mountain plover survey performed by an avian
biologist. According to the FWS, listing of the mountain plover may be imminent.
The BLM's determinations that usé of the project area by mountain plovers is
unlikely (EIS at 3-69), and that no adverse impacts to this species are expected (EIS at
4063) are not based on a mhountain plover survey. Rather, these determinations are
based on a supposed lack of preferred habitat, anecdotal evidence from other wildlife
surveys, and no documented sightings in very broad wildlife databases. This lack of

9
observation is not surprising since mountain plovers are highly secretive and very
We agree with the FWS recc dation that a detailed mountain plover specific

survey of all disturbance areas must be performed. See letter to Mr. Grah from
Charles Davis, October 9, 1996. According to the Nongame Bird and Mammal Plan

t.. The

statéewide need to determine the locations of mo! in plover br g
Plan rec ds coordinating efforts to conduct surveys for the bird and to )
coordinate efforts to ensure that mountain plover surveys are standardized. Given

-these recommendations, the BLM should coordinate a mountain plover survey of

the project area with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department as well as with
other agencies interested in the birds: WOC requests a copy of the survey once it is
accomplished. : :

Swift Fox

The Wyoming Game and Fish Department alerted the BLM to the presence of swift
fox in the project area during scoping for this EIS. The BLM admits that swift foxes
are likely found in the project area. Given this likelihood, the presence of swift fox
must be conclusively determined. We support the BLM's plans to conduct a formal
swift fox survey and plans to consult with the FWS on treatment of the foxes.
However, the BLM must require rather than recommend a swift fox specific survey
and study to determine the fox's use of the area. The survey and studies should be
petformed by expert wildlife biologists. The FEIS should contain plans for swift fox y)

2 t and mitigati The FEIS should emphasize and incorporate !
protection of the fox in any and every development plan. WOC requests a copy of
the survey once it is complete.

Black-footed Ferret

Again, specific surveys for prairie dogs and black footed ferrets must be performed

and incorporated into the FEIS.

Maule Deer and Pronghorn herds

Mule deer and pronghorn herds are well below their optimum numbers
throughout the project area. The FEIS should incorporate specific studies of how
the project will affect these herds and how any detriment to the herds can be
avoided. Specifically, meagures to prevent vehicle collisions with big game must be
developed, described, and required. Steps 1o eliminate the potential for poaching
and general harassment of antelope must be identified and required. Cumulative -
effects of all current and proposed activities of the project on individual pronghom
and deer herds should be quantified and discussed.

- 10.
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42-27

42-28

42-29

42-30

‘protect them in the oil field environment. . .

Sage Grouse .

The FEIS must incorporate specific surveys and studies for sage grouse. The EIS, at 42-30
3-59, identifies sage grouse as the predominant and most important game bird (cont.)
within the project area. The project area ins good sage gr habitat. See EIS

at 3-39 § 3.5. However, the EIS indicates that sage grouse have declined significantly
in recent years in the project area. EIS at 3-59 § 3.7.22. The BLM must quantify the
current status of sage-grouse before a determination of the project’s impacts on sage
grouse can be determined. The FEIS must establish & monitoring program to
determine the effects of the development on the g The FEIS must develop a
mitigation program for the grouse. : e

Under Alternatives A and B the highest concentrations of wells will be in the
northern part of the project area. The EIS identifies this region as the best sage
grouse habitat in the project area. EIS at 3-59. Oil and gas development in occupied
sage grouse habitat will most likely meet even the EIS's low threshold for significant
impact. EIS at 4-53. Significant impacts are defined as disruption of grouse or raptor
breeding or nesting activities to the extent that reproductive success of the .
lation of any species is d d, threatened or damaged. EIS at4-53 §472. In

PvyY

“our view, this threshold is much too low and violates the BLM's legal duties (see

our discussion of raptors). The threshold for significant impact should be set at a
level that can avoid damage, not triggered after the damage is done.

Sage grouse leks need better protection in the FEIS, Who will conduct the formal -~
sage grouse lek surveys to be conducted in spring of 19972 Will these surveys be
required or are they only recommended? March and early April are the best times

to conduct lek surveys. Have these surveys beén done this spring? Will the FEIS

wait for the results of these surveys so that they may be incorporated into the FEIS?
WOC believes that these surveys must be accomplished before the FEIS can

dequately d ine the impacts of this project on sage gz Field devel

should not proceed before theses surveys are complete.

3

42-31
The cumulative impacts analysis concerning sage grouse contradicts the earlier

discussions of sage in the EIS. Please explain the discre ies between the

finding at 5-20 § 5.8.3. that there is no good sage habitat and no evidence that

sage grouse occur in the project area and the earlier statements that sage grouse are

the predominant and most important game bird in the project area. EIS at 3-59 §

3.7.2.2. Contrary to the assertion that there is no good sage grouse habitat, the EIS

describes the vegetation cover in the project area as 85.5% mixed desert scrub with

big sagebrush as the largest component. .

The BLM's findings that there is no evidence that sage grouse nesting or leks ocar
in the project area and that cumulative impacts to the species are not expected, are
premature given that the BLM has not performed any sage grouse surveys or
studies. This conclusion misleads the public and misuses the NEPA process. Before

11

concluding that ¢ lati
provide data to support and d

12

cts to sage g amnotexpe.cted,ﬂ\eBLMmust
t this sta t. -

In its sage grouse surveys and studies, the FEIS must discuss how previous oil and

gas development in the area may have contributed to the recent decline of the sage
grouse in the area. The FEIS must discuss how further and extensive development
will further impact the populations. ' :

The impacts of noise on wildlife must be analyzed.

The FEIS st analyze the impacts of noise on wildlife, Will the noise and
vibrations affect sage grouse? Will the noise and vibrations affect mule deer.and

pronghom? Will the noise and vibrations affect fossorial animals including all the .

.raptor prey base species? . L
Ol field workers should be educated and trained in wildlife awareness and
protection. R B

The FEIS should include a gy to educate and train the oil filed workers on
wildlife issues. Workers should be aware of the wildlife in the area, should be adept
at identifying wildlife species. They should be trained in wildlife protection so that
each species’ requirements and habits are well known to them. Emphasis should be
on appreciating the wildlife, understanding their needs, and knowing how best to
42-32

IV. TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

According to the EIS, approximately 66 miles of new roads will be constructed in the
project area, EIS at 2-6. This new construction combined with the existing 174 miles
of roads in the project area will profoundly affect the environment, including .
further fragmenting wildlife habitat, degrading aesthetic resources.and limiting
recreational opportunities, destroying cultural and paleontological resources, and
increasing sedimentation and erosion thus impacting water quality. Given the
significance of these effects, the FEIS should include a road development plan that
clearly sets out specific aspects of the road plan including, the environmental.
impacts of the roads, the road locations, the design, construction, quality control,
and maintenance standards, road densities, reclamation plans, etc, The FEIS should
explain how many miles of roads will be collector roads, local roads or resource
roads. Will these roads are temporary or will be added to a permanent
transportation system? How many will be reclaimed? The FEIS should discuss a
full range of transportation alternatives and evaluate their impacts. In general, the
FEIS should enable the public to comment specifically on the transportation plan.

All roads must avoid sensitive arees and important wildlife habitat. The FEIS

should analyze roads in terms of their proximity to and effect on raptor nests and
sensitive soils. .

12

The FEIS also needs to further discuss sources of road construction such as gravel
pits. See EIS at 2-11. The development and use of gravel pits is a connected and
cumulative action. Will the existing, operational gravel pits near the project area I -3
able to provide all the gravel for the project area? The FEIS should discuss the :
location of the pits; whether new or exclusively existing pits will be used, the

impacts of the gravel pits, and the cumulative impacts of the pits.

V. WATER QUALITY IMPACTS
Surface Water

Pursuant to the Clean Water Act, 33 US.C. §§ 1251 to 1387, the BLM must comply
with state water quality standards. The Cave Gulch area has numerous intermittent
and ephemeral streams, seeps and springs, and livestock ponds and reservoirs.
Technical Report at 32. The northeast extent of the project area is within the
boundary of the Cave Gulch sensitive drainage. Id. The area straddles the divide
between headwater tributaries of the Powder River and the Wind River., Id. :

Development activities associated with oil and gas are a significant source of both
point and nonpoint water pollution. Cave Gulch is especially vulnerable to water
pollution because most of the project area has soils with high infiltration and :
permeability rates. Jd. Consequently, all possible preventative measures must be
taken to prevent seepage and other contamination of surface and groundwater.
Specifically, all of the pits associated with oil and gas development therefore must
be fully and impermeable lined. 5

There is no surface water quality data available for the project area. TR at 36. The
FEIS must provide water quality data for the area. o

WOC supports the water resources mitigation measures outlined in section 44.5 of
the EIS. As suggested in the last paragraph of section 4.4.5, the BLM should develo:
a watershed management plan for the Cave Gulch drainage. A watershed
management plan and the implementation of protective measures are clearly 3
needed because of the sensitive nature of the soils in the area, the project’s relatively
long duration, the extent of the t and the difficulty of reclaiming this
area. All construction activities in stream beds must be done when drainages are - ¢

Although the streams in the project area do not support trout, they are capable of 5
supporting other aquatic life. The FEIS should include a survey of aquatic species
found in the streams, a study of the development's impacts on aquatic life and a
mitigation plan to avoid significant impacts on-aquatic life.

The FEIS should discuss the ﬁde&ecwofwatuquaﬁtyimﬁa&smﬁ;;heds,_
migratory birds, and federally listed threatened or endangered spedies. The analysis

13

should describe the project activities that may affect water quality or that have the
potential to expose fish and wildiife to h dous substa (e.g. ite:
discharges, ation of hazardous materials, spills, and evaporation ponds).
The FEIS should analyze the project's potential to mobilize selenium and cause bio-
accumulation in the food chain. ’

. According. to the EIS, at 3-37, there are no point sources of pollution in the pfojec

area. We find this hard to believe. Many of the activities associated with oil and gas
development, including discharges of produced water and hydrostatic testing, are
point sources of pollution. The FEIS must explain how, with more than 40 wells in.
the area, there are no point sources. If there are in fact point sources, the FEIS :
should identify each one and describe the NPDES permitting process that
accompanies each source.

Groundwater

Groundwater resources include deep and shallow, confined and unconfined
aquifers. Technical Report at 37. The project area is in a recharge area for two .
groundwater regions and several groundwater basins.” Id. The EIS states that the
project area occurs in an important ground water area. EIS.at4-35. Thus
sources of groundwater pollution from the project must be isolated from all.
groundwater sources. Maximum protection of groundwater source should be

- stressed throughout the project area.

Again no project-specific ground water information is provided in the EIS. This
lack of data is surprising given the extensive drillingin the area. Why, has this

drilling not resulted in extensive ground water data? The FEIS must provide
complete groundwater information, including depths to potential aquifers, water

.quality data, locations of seeps and springs, etc. WOC recommends that the BLM _ -

‘develop site-specific groundwater data for the FEIS. How can the BLM, other
agencies, or the public determine to what depth the gas well should be cased to

isolate the aquifers without this information? -

The BLM must establish a comprehensive ground water monitoring for the proje .
area. Monitoring wells must be developed around and throughout the project ar._.

The FEIS should define the selected groundwater protection measures, including a

surface casing program for injectiot wells, requirements for pit lining (d:sgos_al a

reserve pits), and monitoring/inspection and maintenance programs for pit liner
Al pits must be lined and netted

Not only should all pits be lined but the BLM must establish an inspection schedule

for the pits for the lifetime of the project. All pits must be constantly monitored £
leaks. Contingency plans must be prepared to address potential pit lining failure.

14
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42-32

(cont.)

42-33

42-34

other words, the BLM must take every precaution to insure that there will be no
leaks into the ground water. - . .

As tioned in our « ts on rap all pits must be fully netted to avoid
damage to wildlife. The nets must be constantly monitored to avoid collapse or
‘other types of failure. Flagging is inadequate to protect wildlife and should not be
considered as an altemative to netting. EIS at 2-17. ’

Pit closure plans L 42_35
The FEIS should include detailed pit closure plans. Venting of equipment and drain

lines to the pit at well locations can cause air emissions of hazardous air pollutants

and can cause contamination of the soil. Contaminated soil is a hazardous waste

and must be disposed of properly. The soil around the pits-must be tested before

they are closed and backfilled. The BLM should look to the Colorade and New

Mexico Oil and Gas Comumission’s for guidance in developing detailed pit closure

plans. .
. Drill casing

All drill holes should be fully cised and cemented. It is crucial that no foreign
material including minerals, oil and gas, or foreign water be introduced into any
groundwater aquifer. All aquifers should be completely isolated from the

production zones. The BLM must insist on complete protection of the groundwater
by requiring full casing and cementing of all drill holes. Each hole should be
monitored o assure that there is no inter-aquifer mixing. “State-of-art” drilling
methods that insure there is no degradation of groundwater quality and no mixing
must be required and outlined in the FEIS. See EIS at 4-35. The FEIS must outline
how the requirements of the "On-Shore Oil and Gas Order No. 2" will be met rather
than appear to be met. EIS at 4-36. ’ .

Wetlands

Under section 404 of the Clean Water Act, the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act,
and Executive Orders 11990 (wetland protection) and 11988 (flood plain
management), the BLM must avoid or mitigate any wetland losses. Executive
Orders 11990 and 11998 prohibit construction in wetlands and flood plains
respectively. The FEIS must provide assurance that the BLM will meet these
mandates for this project. Wetlands must be identified in the FEIS. The FEIS must
outline how wetlands will be avoided and how any wetland loss will be mitigated.
If wetlands in the project area may be impacted, the FEIS must include an inventory
and full description in terms of the wetlands’ function and values. Acreage of
wetlands, by type, should be disclosed and specific actions outlined to avoid,
minimize, and compensate for unavoidable wetland impacts.

42-36
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The BLM must de.tem\ine, on a case-by-case basis which waters wnthm the project
area are "waters of the US." Any waters used by migratory waterfow] are considered
jurisdictional waters of the US. 42-37

The EIS, at 5-14 § 5.6.1, establishes significance criterion for cumulative disturbance
‘within each vegetation type to more than 10 percent of a given cover type in the
project area. This figure is much too high for wetland vegetation. Aquatic habitats
are very rare in the project area and a loss of 10 percent of these habitats before a
disturbance threshold is met is inexcusable. The FEIS should discuss this criterion

.and set it at a much higher threshold for wetland vegetation.

The Section 404 process under the Clean Water Act should be integrated into the
FEIS as should all the public comment opportunities provided by water protection
laws and orders. :

Use and disposal of water for the drilling process

At 2-19, the EIS explains that water will be taken from local water sources near the
project area. The FEIS must identify these water sources. Are they on public or
private lands? What is the quality of the water to be used? How far will the water
need to be trucked? Has this water hauling been included in the transportation
plan? If unneeded water is to be disposed of by dumping onto undisturbed land or
into an established drainage channel, will an NPDES permit be required under the
CWA? If the unneeded water is to be disposed of in this manner, the FEIS must
discuss the affects on the hydrology of the area including affects on vegetation,
wetlands and pc ial for erosion. .

2-38

-4

Produced water may be used to hydrostatically test new pipeline. The CWA § 402

requires an NPDES permit for di of this water. The FEIS must incorporate

this permitting process. Similarly, the NPDES process for disposal of Fort Union

and Lance Formation water must be integrated into the FEIS. The public comment

mportm\iﬁs provided for these permitting processes should be made available in
FEIS. :

It is very difficult to comment on disposal of produced water is methods will vary
with each operator. The FEIS must clearly set forth which method will be used by
which operator. The FEIS must discuss how any underground injection will
comply with the federal underground injection control program. All disposal
methods must include complete monitoring plans. The FEIS should much more
fully discuss the potential impacts of disposal of produced water.

42-39

There are 16 surface water right permits within the project area. The PEIS should
explain how these water rights will be affected and how the rights holders will be
compensated for any damage to their water rights. .

16

V1. SOILS, EROSION, NOXIOUS WEEDS AND RECLAMATION

The soils in the Cave Gulch area are primarily sensitive, susceptible to erosion and
difficult to reclaim. See Soil Map Units and Sensitive Soils, Soils, Water, and
Vegetation Resources Technical Report at 28 & Exhibit 5. Many soils, especially east
of Natrona County Road 104, are very susceptible to' surface runoff and water
erosion. See Exhibits 7 &8. Soil Map Units and Sensitive Soils, Soils, Water, and
Vegetation Resources Technical Report. Almost the entire area is highly or severely
susceptible to wind erosion. See Exhibit 9. Soil Map Units and Sensitive Soils, Soils,
Water, and Vegetation Resources Technical Report In general, these soils are very
difficult to reclaim. See Exhibit 10. Soil Map Units and Sensitive Soils, Soils, Water,
and Vegetation Resources Technical Report. WOC agrees with the Technical Report,
at 28, that sensitive soils should be totally avoided, See also'EIS at 43.3.1. Due to
these conditions, the FEIS should incorporate every possible mitigation measure to
prevent erosion and damage to the soil resource. '

WOC supports the BLM's intention to require lining of all pits, EIS at 4-14.
However, we urge the BLM to step up their requirements from misimizing
potential leakage to precluding leakage given the relatively high permeability rates
of soils in the Project area. EIS at 4-15 & 4-30 § 4.3.5. Similarly, off-road vehicle use
should be more than restricted, it should be prohibited. Id. The FEIS must require
special erosion control and soil stabilization measures in sandy soils to prevent
wind erosion. DEIS at 4-18. .

Alternative B, the preferred alternative, will ially cause the most damage to
soils and will have the poorest reclamation potential of all the alternatives. If
Alternative B is chosen in the FEIS, the BLM must incorporate the most stringent
soil protection, erosion prevention and recl jon enhancing possible.
See DEIS § 43.5. In general, no matter which alternative is selected, the FEIS must
require all the mitigation measures described in § 4.3.5 to protect the soil resource.

Weeds

A threshold cﬁbeﬁonofniﬂpemmtinueaseinweedyspedesismuchtnohighand
is unacceptable. See DEIS at 443 § 4.5.2. The FEIS must justify this criterion in the
light of the explosion of weeds in the West and the detrimental effects of noxious
weeds. .

Reclamation seed mixtures must be required in the'FEIS not merely recommended.
Seed mixes must be comprised of specific quantities of native grassed, fords and
shrubs. . :

VII. IMPACTS TO CULTURAL RESOURCES

" Cave Gulch is rich in cultural resources including aress eligible for hstmg in the

National Register of Historic Piaces. The DEIS describes Cave Gulch as an area of
. 17 .

high archaeological sensitivity due to a moderate to exceptionally high cultural site
density. The DEIS does not include specific information addressing potential Nativ
American sacred sites or Traditional Cultural Properties in the project area. These
areas must be addressed in the FEIS. Has the BLM met the requirements of NHPA
calling for consultations with Native American tribes to identify any areas of -
potential concern to the tribes? The FEIS should explain the consultation process
and how it has been accomplished. Have Class Il surveys of the project area been
conducted? . .

The DEIS, at 5-28, stated that cumulative impacts to cultural resources would be
minimized through cultural resources inventories in advance of proposed surface
disturbance, avoidance of known sites during the layout of specific projects, and
mitigation through data recovery of significant sites. The FEIS must discuss
cumulative impacts more thoroughly and must examine additional mitigation
measures. Additional measures could include training oil field workers in cultura
resource protection, complete mapping of cultural sites, developing a general

- discovery plan in advance of spedific project approval, etc.

In general, all NHPA processes must be integrated into the FEIS. See 40 CFR. §
1502.25. !

¥ tolagical

-The FEIS should lower the guideline for significant impacts to paleontological

resources. See DEIS at 4-2 - 3. A significant impacts threshold should be set at whe
the fossils are discovered, not at when they are destroyed. At the point of discovery

" fossils should be properly collected, catalogued and preserved. See DEIS at 4-5. .

VIII. MITIGATION AND MONITORING PLANS,

All aspects of the project must include long term monitoring plans. As we have
emphasized throughout these comments, the full impacts of this project on all
resources must be fully understood and mitigated to the greatest extent possible.
Without adequate monitoring impacts will go unchecked and unmitigated. It is th
responsibility of the BLM and the operators to insure that every consequence of the

- development of Cave Gulch is studied and recorded. The menitoring must

continue long after the lifetime of the gas field. The BLM must incorporate long
term monitoring plans for reclamation effectiveness.. The BLM must guarantee th
the operators meet all reclamation requirements such as stabilizing soils and
returning the area to previous uses.

The DEIS mentions throughout the pollution prevention and mitigation measure:
proposed for this project. However, the mitigation summaries are suggested and
speculative. WOC insists that the FEIS state all of the mitigation measures that wil
be implemented to minimize environmental impacts. Without this specifie
information our comments cannot be fully educated or spedific.

18
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IX. CUMULATIVE IMPACTS

42-43] WOC requests that the BLM send us copies of all APDs in the area from the
ins to the Rattlesnake Range so that we may review and

0Oil and gas development potentially may encompass a huge area in and around (cont, southern Bighorn Mou R
Cave c;uin Many other l::s neazCav{ Guld\,Psuch as Cooper Reservoir, Cedar( ) comment on them during the 30 day period provided under FOOGLRA.
Ridge, Tepee Flats, Okie Draw, Boone Dame, Clark Ranch and Wild Horse Butte, are e .
G o vy v of o nd 10 cvopmen Foealy i amd g - Tk you o preig s cppodtoty s o on b Cove Sl P
development could straddle highway 20726 from the southern Bighorn Mounta Y ROD.. PPo! ty
towards the Rattlesnake Range. WOC is extremely concerned about the cumulative FEIS an -
impacts the combined oil and gas development in this region will have on air . Sincerel:
quality, wildlife, water quality, visual resources, cultural resources, recreation etc. X ¥ :
The FEIS must consider the impacts of fuhire 6il and.gas development on this scale. . a 79/c .
The BLM should be considering the impacts of Cave Gulch in light of the maximum Jé e g _
potential oil and gas development in the area.” The FEIS should include a Dan Heilig Caroline Byrd .
maximum oil and gas development scenario. The boundary for the Cumulative Associate Director Program Director
Impacts Analysis Area should extend to the north to Cedar Ridge and the southern
Bighorns and to the south to at least Wild Horse Butte.
42-40 Consideration of the Cooper Reservoir Unit should be incorporated into the FEIS.
Why didn't the BLM include the Cooper Reservoir Unit analysis in this EIS in the
first place? Even if it is "geclogically separate,” the Cooper Reservoir area is within
a few miles of Cave Gulch and the, air quality impacts, water quality impacts, and
impacts on wildlife, to name just a few are undoubtedly connected and cumulative.
Clearly the Cooper development, just on the other side of highway 20/26, will add to
the cumulative effects of the Cave Gulch development beyond the brief coverage in
the DEIS. - :
We are extremely concemed that this piece-meal coverige of oil and gas
development in the general Cave Gulch area is how the BLM plans to proceed. Not
only was the analysis of the Cooper Reservoir development not included in the
Cave Gulch DEIS, the BLM did not notify the public regarding scoping opportunities
on the Cooper Reservoir Environmental Assessment. We remind the BLM that as
far back as December 13, 1995, we have consistently requested that the BLM send us
scoping notices, BAs, ElSs, notices of staking and APDs. WOC urges the BLM take a - -
careful look at NEPA's requirements concerning public involvement, cortnected -
actions and cumulative impacts. We insist that complete analysis of the Cooper
Reservoir Field Development Project be incorporated into the Cave Gulch
envirorunental analyses
X. CONTINUED OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT
According to the EIS at 1-11 § 1.4, this EIS provides sufficient analyses to allow
the BLM to use administrative determinations and categorical exclusion reviews to
determine if specific surface disturbing proposals should be approved. We disagree.
All future disturbance in the project area will require public participation and
- comment. Not onty NEPA requires public participation. The National Historic -
42-41 . i ' ' :
19 . 21
‘Preservation Act (NHPA) § 106 process, the Clean Water Act § 404 process and J.A ROHN CONSULTING
Executive Order 11990, all require public participation. These laws require the BLM BoaEmry Sevices Ty e Y
to provide site-specific analyses and the opportunity for public involvement on all
future surface disturbance in the project area. :
The FEIS must integrate all other permitting and analysis processes - Api1, 1967
NEPA requires federal agencies, to the fullest extent possible, to integrate all other
surveys and studies related to a project. 40 CFR. § 1502.25.- NEPA specifically Bureaw of Land Management
requires the process under the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act, the National Athr Kate Padilla
Historic Preservation Act and the Endangered Species Act to be incorporated into an 1701 East E Street
EIS. Id. Additionally, all studies and surveys from all other environmental review Casper, WY 82601
42-42 laws and executive orders must be integrated. Id. . ) RE: Comments to Draft Cave Guich B35
Therefore, all the permits, studies, surveys and public input opportunities for this Doar Ms. Padila:
project required by all other environmental laws must be integrated into the FEIS. o " .
Specifically, the BLM must incorporate all Clean Air Act permits and processes, all Barrett F Corp offers the 9 on the Draft EIS brmu;omCm
.} Clean Water Act permits and processes, all National Historic Preservation Act Gulch - Nmmm Gas Dmbpm;\t nl::mo]ea. m:l:::w m’r:ud our
" process, etc., into the FEIS. All connected action$ must also be considered inthe m"“‘“‘"“m"m We have m%ﬁmwm'mw repatiious poibivriy M"'d'md o
FEIS, For example, the analyses for the liquid gas processing plant and the racognize whare sach is applicable. '
transportation plan, including analyses of gravel pits to be used in road .
construction, must be included in the FEIS. : Executive Summery
- S-1, lnst para. Be advised there is an implication that the op ware involved in the
XI. MISCELLANEOUS ) Fege e DEIS shernatives and perticp o I the salcton of ss spechic wed
In the FEIS please provide a map of all leases including the lessees and stipulations mxm‘ ""ﬁunmm Wzdh:mue % recomn d prol fn the alte for wells, access
for each lease. - 43-1 roads and pipelines without the bensfit of geclogic data from walis which have yet to be drified.
The FEIS should discuss the Natrona Management Framework Plan policy of Barrett has eiways disagreed with the mors aile spectlic approach BLM insieted on using. In
requiring No Surface Occupancy (NSO) stipulations on leases where potential addition Wmﬂ “;m*:f:\ Bf': B.é &“ﬁﬂ Pmc M"‘nfgfmm ::
impacts from oil and gas development could not be reduced or eliminated by M“"“Mw {action of spectfio looati b'w"mm'm"'“' pipeline tie-ine
mitigation. Are there leases in the project area to which this policy applies? Which wil In realily have io be changed significantly s the fisld ls developed over the next several
leases or lease segments in the project area which include NSO stipulations? If so years. The axiremely complex geologry of the Cave Guich area further complicates the normat
42-43] nave they been waived? Please provide a list of all leases with NSO stipulations in need for changes which ocour in alt oll and gas fisld P proj it is important for
the FEIS. . BULM to understand this very important function of fleld deveiopment and how it affects operator
- . decisions.
How many wells will require work stoppages during raptor nesting seasons? The r atwrad N h
FEIS should clearly identify those wells that will be subjéct to seasonal restrictions. T e ot T oaires wnidh came out of e document are
.. op ative of the kind of which come out of virtually every oil and gas development
Concerning the Liquid Processing Plant, the FEIS should discuss alternative sites EIS (ref. Greater Wamsutter I, Fontenalle/Lincoln Road and Moxa Arch EIS’s, which used &
especially the potential to place the plant on private land. The FEIS must fully concsptual approach). bmm%nmmmm'mm::f“ﬂw BbL:A l:ﬁ::
disclose the impacts of the plant and the long and short term mitigation measures in Wyoming, inoluding the State Offics, shoukd not have been using or allowed 10
for the plant. All the permits required for the plant must be integrated into the conceptual approach on thess £18's?
FEIS. .
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43-1

{cont.)

43-2

43-3

43-4

43-5

43-6

Bureau of Land Management
Cave Guich DEIS Comments
Page Two

It is also incorrect to state that the more site spadflc description of the proposal made it possible
to perform a comprehensive The compreh analyalswasnot
affectad by hypothetical well locations, the real reason sucha comprehensive economic analysis
was performed is because Natrona Coumy and it’s citizens Insisted on it Barrett reoommends
this p: h either be deleted or restated accuretely.

b of

On page S-2, several statements cause concemn. In the 1st para, Barrett never relied on the
WRMG's prefiminary report to estimate levels of development. The map we used was for
fllustration purposes only. In the Srd para, the operators proposed and peid for use of the GPS
for nest identification so that accurate data could be obtained. Glven the scale of the maps In
the DEIS, it is unclear how this very accurate deta has benefited the analysis.

When BLM states “The level of detalled analysis in this DEIS is reflective of the scale of
development, but does not constitute a2 commitment for -specific driling or development
proposals.”, it tells us BLM recognizes their well locations will not specifically be drilled. This
confiicts directly with the statement on pg. 1-11, 1st para (see below).

In the Sth para, there s a statement that fong term significant impacts to raptors are prodicted
without im| on of mitigedion measures. As will be seen fater in our comments, the
document does not, in Barrelt's opinion, support that conclusion.

Page S-6, Agency Preferrad Alternative. What is the biologlical basis for the KRA functioning as
a‘dissemination area from which to populate or repopuiate other areas in the GRRA whare future
disturbances may cause temporary depletions in raptor populations®, when the DEIS eonc
of the

43-7

A3-8

*Although better habitat conditions are likely represented in the KRA b
denslty of nests there, the ability of the KRA to support additional raptor territories is in question.”
(pg.4-67). The Greater Cave Guich quptorAMlyaBAruwas proposed bylhe operators ohly
toplaoemeprojedinpetspecﬂve itisnot rep of some biological continum, it Is not
aspecial ares, H's b y was selected to include open space and topographical features and
areas of other ol and gas development. It represents nothing more or less than what itis, a very
small part of Wyoming which we hoped would be at least somewhat representative of rapior
distribution patterns.

BLM plans to provide via the KRA "a core or refuge area where long-term reprodudioms 9

opportunity for reptors of multiple species would be insured*. The DEIS dossn't identily the other
uses of the KRA, Half of the surface estate in the KRA is non-federal. Is BLM planning on
controling non-mineral development activities on private and state lands? Has BLM advised the

private landowners of their plans for this area? SLM's RMG concludes up to 13 wells would be
drilled in the KRA. What if many more than 13 wells are needed?

On page S-6, next to last paragraph, it should be noted that the primary mitigation for raptor
impacts in the Cave Guich EA was also the construction of ANS's, as & is in this DEIS. itis
untrue that ANS's could not be constructed andfor were not sumcient to prevent significant
impacts under the EA. They could have bean co , Barrott d to do
so, and they would have prevented significant impacts (if one acoepts there will be significant

Bureau of Land Management
Cave Guich DEIS Comments
Page Three

impacts) just as they are 1o function in this DEIS. It is obvious once again the Cave
Gulch EA decision record and FONSI should not have been vacated. BLM hurt themselves by
losing the abillity to require rapior data gathering for 1897 since the raptor management plan was
tossed out. BLM also projects now the publtic image of an agency which can at any time and
for any and or no valid reason, reverss prior decisions without regard for the ecomoni¢ Impacts
of areversal. BLM has set a very dangerous precedent.

Chapter 1

On page 1-10 4th para is another incorrect 1t that the operat

devslopment of the alternatives. Barrett requests BLM elther t this
occurs throughout the DEIS, or sliminate all references to operator involvement. BLM needs to
own up to and be held accountable for their actions. Barratt prefers that BLM publicly own up
to their exclusion of the operators from the altematives development proceas. We belleve thet
BLM managers, as are tnamgers in the private sector, must be held accountable for thelr actions
and the acti of their y Since BLM had numerous opportunities to include the
operators, we balieve it fair to stats that it was a consclous decision on BLM's part. Had the
operators been included in the process, the DEIS would be stronger and the dations
more defensible.

waere included in the

Page 1-11 1st para. Bamett takes issue with the statement that most actions will be able to be
approved without furlher site spoetnc analysis. The well locations selected by the BLM may or
may not be | the There is no analysis of specific road and
pipeline focations in the DEIS. We eontend that further site specific analysis will be needed for

virtually all the proposals.

Page 1-15. Why is there a discussion of the Chevron 43 well in this documanﬂ L3 serves no
purpose we can see. They merely traded for another wall app! d for i p

Page 1-20. What should be an important opportunity for the BLM and other agencles is access
1o the wealth of scientific data which has been and will continue to be collected on raptors in the
aroa. It provides an excelient opportunity for BLM management to learn about this resource they
are obligated to manage. Without industry support and funding this data would never be
collected and analyzed.

Page 2-3 2nd para. The only "slte specific" information provided by BLM for the proposed action
and the alternatives involved well locations. No projections were made for roads, pipefines, and
other ancillary facilitiss. Secondly, it is incomect to say the alternatives include "natural gas
development alternatives that batter address poten‘lial impacts to reptors and their habitats®.
The alternatives do not add| to raptors and their habitats, the DEIS enalysis
process accomplishes this. The altemnatives in this case serve primarily to describe additional
rapter mitigation measures.

43-10

3-11

43-12

43-13

B ot Land A
Cave Guich DE|S Comems
Page Four

Chapter 2. Proposed Action
Page 2-5 1st para. Ddﬂedu\gungnﬂngdulgnplmmnotpropo»d this appearsto be a
caryover from the Moxa EIS.

Page 2-6 1t full para. Appx.szowosoinewdlsturbmuwotﬂdmmmmsamlesdm
road construction, sather than the 266.02 acres identified.

Page 2-25 Fig 2-9. Location needs 1o include 2 dehys and 2 separators.

Page 2-27 Fig 2-11. Some of the data here has changed from when this figure was included in -
the Cave Gulch EA. Why are two wallbore diagrams needed?

Page 2-29 1st para. Basett does not propose fertilizing.
Page 2-21. Barretl does not propose mulching or fertilizing.

Page 2-34 Cultural Resources. Add bullet that operat: duct intensive i and feld
inventoriee prior to any ground disturbance.

Chapter 2, Altemative A

Centralized production faciities at Cave Guich are not practical or liy foasibie. With

4b8wdlsperoemnltaolny.muﬂmdBto‘lswnofaddlﬂondsurfuom
would result per facility. With up to 28 central facillties, this would result in an additional 140 to
420 acres of new surtace disharbance which Is not ideniified as an Impact of this alternative.
Reoclamation of a larger portion of well pads would return more acreage in the long term.

MdMImwmeMmMauMWdlmuﬂbevﬁmddmybymew
rogardiess, Nowhere in this “more site speciiic descrip isa of the p

aspects of locating four 5 to 15 acra size pads per section in the top d
portions of the project area. Based on Figure 2-12, pg 2-37, the location of central faciies
woddbef\ﬂhermﬁ@dbyﬁnywmundnestbuﬂn. The Impacts of these restrictions on

the operators, In the form of additional pipeli d, higher ion costs per well to
accomodate both & well pad and a central faciilty, are not identified in the DEIS,

Will BLM force the operators to tear up the existing individual well production faciiities and re-
route lines to a central tacility? . Does BLM have ity to require such a , and ¥ o0,
what Is the regulatory citation?

Mlsnlroadyag‘cudalolapprovodawvnynme rthern central pment area.
Basreit questions whether the y (InChaptaM) pports no imp to neating raptors with
implementation of ive A, We P Jysis to jude that hewks

anvuymslﬂvea:aspeelstohumnnhhnlons and doubt that the current level of intensive
ducive to. ginous hawk nesting. What exactly wik restrictions on this

Bureau of Land

CaveGulduDESCommts

Page Five

activity achieve, other than a delay of the inevitible, which is the J displ of l
pairs of raptors?

Smallandr ot leases In the develop aroa will preciude | aoemrdheny
evary 160 acres with all related di {t mudsand ) on-d

planrdnqtoforcetheopummtogoaﬂ%mmdobtahﬂwun order to malmalnaeertd
tacility layout? And is BLM planning to require multiple operetors to share central facilities? is
BLM aware that individual company safety and iegal considerations will not in most cases allow
for such a situation?

The discussion of casual use restrictions on page 2-38 ralses many questions. Although BLM
can and does control the timing of cultural resource Inventories, BLM doss not have authority
to restrict the actions of surveyors, For olarification, a definition of *extensive and significent
maintenance activities® is needed here. WesuggenBLde(tomongMommdm
only those subsequent weli op as defl Order1ov«whld18LMhuprm
approval authority. If BLM feels difierently, please provide the reg y basis for ]
activity which requires no prior approval.

The casual use restriction covers activities *within the ocoupied nesting territories of active pairs
in the area for the year®. Mhnplbsdaﬂmunb.eollectodudvywonunﬁorybou\duy
Mnﬂlon.Whenihe P hired a blologist in 1995 to conduct g for the purpose
\g temitory boundaries, six weeks of dally monitoring (exduding weskends) was
nqulredbyBLMataeos(cfSOOporday(towoonappx.ﬁsooo Only three raptor pars
were g of seven pairs, more or less, would Biety
rsqu'atwobmloglsu. naeostofﬂ ,000 per day, or&OOOO Is it BLM's intent to require this
axpenditure of time and moneyeaohyearﬁratcewdunelsproposad’! Additionally, to obtain
six weeks of data and include the hawk, which does not anive in the area untl
around March 15, means the birds will ali be down on nests by the end of April when tenritory
bounderies have been defined. Why then, lsmuduseevmmluue,whanBLMsprtposd
for *managing® casual use will not allow it to take place?

Plsasepmvidsaeonmddmﬂonof‘ﬂdddwdopmm'unwinbenpplisdtom&ldl
and the strTounding area.

Please provide the scientific biological retionale for the selection of the 11 nests 1o be protected
‘with year-round buffers. ﬂnorﬂymeatoahenniwnaetweaonnppcmonpmd—&
and states: *Criteria used in selecting these nests include: species of raptor, past activity status,
condition of the nest and the. potential for use in the fulure.” In the apparent absence of
consuitation with raptor experts, Barrett questions BLM's abliity to use science rather than
emotions In selecting these nests. BarmtalsoqummBLMshvaloioxpstﬂnlnmemof
mp:orwanee.gwenBLMsrd\naltoMentotheadWcoofmloasuhrnveryrepmabhmﬂr
@xperts. How does BLM propose to control the non-oil and gas "casual users* from impacting
the protected nests?

Cave Guich-Bullfrog-Waltman Natural Gas Development Project Final EIS - June 1997
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What s the basis for the p NSO boundari d the 11 nests? Wnllnoolsioht

used? WasnlineotsigMduemMonbrewhmﬂmadehmeﬁeld.orwasatopog

map the basis for these lines? Assuming the top dtfadqukonad'lu‘ngdgeonmnedh

hlghedpmtdhmndhﬁrbmdd&ﬂﬂmiﬁowmlmﬂndﬁmdomd(hugw
between smaller and larger rigs?

is this DEIS the eppropriate instrument for use in making a resource area wide requirement
NEPAandyseeofyeu-mmdbumrs. increased seesonal buffer, m.onallﬁolddvvolopm

Is? Is there a | basis for this requirement, and i so, please provide the detalls
wllhspoqﬁc f to published kite The Cave Guich DEIS does not, as faras
weomaee,pwddodmwtﬂehcanbemadlom:ud\aoondm
Pleueldonﬂiywhefemedeepwau and their jated acreage disturb have
porated into this alterna
Chapter 2, Altemative B

d alternative, BLM has

By including the KRA a8 an ait and by g It a8 the prof
expanded the EIS analysis area withoud, describi A t in the additional
area and without providing & valid analysi of the impacts to the additional area. Such adtion,

orlwkthatooﬂnﬂ\lscue,comﬁluhsminpmmhmebﬂs.

Who are the affected oif and gas leseaas in the KRA? Who are the cther afiected users of the
KRA and what are the current uses of the KRA? What resource values, other then raptor nesting
habitet, are present in the KRA? Who are the private surface owners of the 2,000+ acres of lee
landslnmeKHA? Have they been notified of this proposal? Why is there no figure deplcting
rface and ] In the KRA? What are the socioeconomic impacts to the oil and
glsleuees mlho demmhmmmhmpwmmmem? What are the
e imp ing mmmdhmmmmm«mmu

management? -

Where in the DEIS s the biological analysis which identifies the KRA es a unique area for raptor
nesting, one which justifies the K of NSO stipulations on alt ol and ges leases? What is
the biological basis for the tion that activity outsid half mile of an active rapior nest
bdotﬂmmmmenesﬂngwhrpmr? H activity outside one-helf mile disturbs the birds, then
why was Barrett authorized 1o drifl and complete the Cave Guich 16 on a year round basis? i
ncﬂvllyoulsudeono—hdfnﬂhdounddsturblhemeﬁngmm howdoeaBLMjmﬁfy

of NSO stipulations on entire leases within the KRA'
bolawonChaptoM Raptorc)

i BLM is comforiable with setiing aside an area for special management of raptor habitat, why
is BLM not comfortable with seiting aside an area for special management of mineral or energy
devel Isn't that done for strip mines and wind farmse? What happens 1o recreational,
visual and wildlife values on those projects?

Bureau of Land ent
Cave Guich DEIS Comments
Page Seven

Please identify where the deap well k and thelr

been incorporated into this alternative. .
bie or valid alternative and requests It be

Barrett does not concur that Al tiveBis a

withdrawn and relegeted to the list of alternatives idered but not d in detail.
Chapter 2 Altematives D .

The elternative inpmofnoseesond:hpdaﬁom(pwez-ds)srmldhwebm

analyzedndeﬁlnﬂnDElSoneenwasmlzodMnmmﬂmdodmptormmgdmmma
would be considered, i.e. when BLM finalized ives A and B in N ber 1996, BLM's
failure to carry this alternative through analysis is a significant fiew in the DEIS.

BLM's stated justification for ing this from ideration cannot be supported.
USFWSmumdyiuunpmtsweovunem mdtomavobo'haoﬁveandhacuvompmv
nests. Later in the DEIS are rek 1o the di nt of raptors in the northem part of the
prqectwnhlnz-aymmnwlmdﬂnnnglﬁonpropoaodhﬂisdmmm. It the raptors are
prevented or otherwise discouraged from using any nest or potential nest site, does that
constitute & taking under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act? In order to achieve field development
as proposed, won't some kind of general taking permit from USFWS be required, since there
appears to be consensus the raplors will leave the area?

Chapter 3, Solls
The following statements appear 1o cordiict with each other, please explain.

Page 3-15, Lonthm‘%olhepmjedmhasaslopogrnterthmzs‘)& Paqe4-13 Jo
access the natural gas reservoir in a feasible manner, iliti ief ke

In arees of sensitive solls, solls with poor and very poor reclamation potentiel, anduon
containing slopes in axcess of 25%.

Page 3-23 Most of the soils are well drained. Most of the soils have slow to moderate

permeabilities. Page 3-36 High inflltration and permeability rates restrict the soll's sultability for

unlmed reserve pits. Soils with high permeability rates can fead o reserve pit seepage and
dwater if such pits are unfined.

F ration and g

Page 3-23. Appx 39% of the area is comprised of sofl map uniis with a poor or worse
reclamation component. Page-3-29. Sensitive solis include appx. 65% of the project area and
have rapid to very rapid surfzce runoff, severe water and wind erosion, and poor reciamation
potential. Page 3-31, Appx. 61% of the project area has a fair or better reciamation potentiel.

.y

Page 3-29 Most disturbancse observed in the project area showed effecti Page
3-31. Application of fertilizer would be needed to for nutri and for
esubilshmentandgmmanaﬁvsgrase& Basedonobmmmdweeecdulmegm
efforts in the project area, adequat are (We q d

¢ Aaf Alamd

43-18
(cont)

43-19l

43-20I

43-21

43-22

43-23

43-24

43-25

Bureau of Land Management
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why these native species need us to add fertilizer to soll in which they already grow and In an
area where reclamation without the application of fertilizer has besn adequate, The goal of
reciamation is to retum stability to the surface and re-establish forage species, notto try to create
something that was never there in the first place. No matter how much fertilizer ks added to the
sofl, moisture Is necessary for it to work.)

What are the locations of the 18 groundh right p
Oﬁeo?mmvywllhmthapfoieotmorsomm

Table 3-8 on page 3-30 provides & y of existing disturb in the project arca. Please
mmdh&mdmdﬂxbumm-un.wn"ofhm&mdm
are non-oil and gas. This table confiicts directly with a statement on page 3-50 which says,
*Review of the Platie River Resource Area ROW racords shows the project area as having a
considerable amount of surface activity, most of which is gas and of related. Which one is
correct?

Chapter 3, Witdiife

Page 3-59 last paragraph. mhmwmmuamddmmmw
In the size and extent of the raptor g and i y area. The started
mmmmm(nmhm.M)pmpmdMuwgumbewdumm
DEIS to put the project in perspective. BLM concurred with our recommendation,

Page 3-65. wudnmmmmmmmmummmwcmmh
KRA would be directly affected under the BLM preferred alternative? If not, please explain.

Why.is there no discussion of the 1994 and 1995 raptor data, or the conchusion reached for
19937 It sesms relevant to point out the absence of nesting raptors in the portion of the project
area which was inventoried and studied during 1993, 1994 and 1995, especially since human
activity levels have increased each year.

it onmllowlh the State Engineer's

To state that *Field observations during 1998 were not t fiedging

suocess or cause of nest faflure.® is misl g. Uniess a

oh o d

den@dﬁlmmlhdymbodmmmod.

Chapter 3, Recreetion
Page 3-89 last paragraph, and page 3-70. "Although data on recreation visitations 10 the project

area are not available (emphasis added), overall recrsation use levels in the area are generally
low. Mmuyboowdondmdﬂnuatorhlkmg,wlldhobumﬂon, 9oologo
observation, and nature photography. A very imp use of the project area s scanic touring.”
The confiicts b ere very obvious, please explain.

B of Land M

Cav.GulehDElSCommms

Page Nine

Chepter 3, Visual Resources

Page 3-73. *The project area itself receives some use by recreationists, prmarly big game
hurers in the fall. The qualty of the visual resource s typioally an area of concem for this user
group. . . Grazing permit hokiers would also be affected by changes to the visual resource.” The
msowondmdm“mmdm Please pr the studies which
demonstrate that big game d about visual jons as they pursue thelr
prey. Hom&ouuexuﬂyhowagmzhgpammeewouldbetﬁacbdbyadmgomh
visual resource.

Chapter 4, Alr Qualtty
We find no reference to the Alr Quality Technical Report.
Page 4-8, delete the word 'alt
inciude. .

" in the heading Al oontrol

NOx emissi

Page 4-11 last paragraph. No di ion is p on the flares for emission controls curendly
in use by tho operators. The operators will not be exceeding the opacity standard all the time
as this discussion implies. Dust suppression measures will be taken only when a 20% opacity
level has been reached, which is standard operating procedura.

Chapter 4, Solls

Page 4-15. Barett has constructed 12 reserve pits in Cave Guich, all of which were lined with
drilling mud, and none of which had any probiems holding water for periods of several years.
Each reserve pit is 10 feet deep, and in our experience we have not encountered sarcly soils.
Additionally, elf the components of reserve pit fluids are non-toxic and biodegradeable. MSDS's
for each of the mud system additives, which require fresh water to work properly, are provided
by the service companies and are available at the rig during drfling operations. For thess
reasons, Barrett sirongly disagrees with the for the exclusive use of poly liners
on all reserve pits and feels any such requirement coming out of this DEIS ks unreasonable and
unacceptable.

o di

Page 4-29. The first bullet under St yie for the
opefators and is BLM polioy, mmnshoddnotbenahdhm Thoueondbullalhshndud
operating procedure for the BLM and should not be indluded here. The third buliet is elsc SOP
by operstors and BLM. The meommdlﬂon to use muiching (fifth bullet) cannot be justified
{based on the adeq which did not use mulch and were

y of
- sttt successful, wononmosonuﬁnwh)mdbnolmhbletoam

Page 4-30. Tha first buflet recommending treetment of disturbed areas immediately following
construction is not *real world™ mitigation for ofl and gas, and especially not at Cave Guich. Up
to half of the well pads are projecied to be expanded at some point in time to accomodate an
additional wellbore. It is not practical to undertake reciamation activity until the surface

Page 4 - 26
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(cont.)
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disturbing activity has abated. Spreading and g topsoll ) times &
slgnmwmythepalenﬁanormmwmmowbsol Adclﬂonany itis a waste of effort. The third
bullet limiting consiruction activities to periods when soilt materials are dry is not practical. The
large cuts on locations always encounter moist soils, and moisture aids in compaction along
access roads and on the well pad surface. The recommendation for poly liners (fifth bullet) on
all reserve pits Is not acceptable, as stated above.

Chapter 4, Water Resources

Page 4-34. In the first full paragreph, suggest “Total water
for this alternative would be 230.4 ac f.*

d including hy ic testing

Page4-35 nswonooustosmomnonbmdmudinahmrdmwwe Rather, it iz a
b which is handted

QPpiop ¥

Page 4-36, third pare. There is no mention of Banrett's produced water disposal pit at the
Bullfrog 1-6 location. . 43_27

Page 4-40, 41 and 42. As with many of the mitigation measures listed mderthocolhsecﬂon (cont,)
memajmtyotmemmmonmemmumdmmaxacwmemeasumpmpoud
operammlneonjuneuonwﬂhstandard practioss. hlsnotappropdmtoromomem

under the guise of document generated mitigation.

Page 4-44, WhllenswndspmdemtouyMunsIﬂv‘soasmouldboavoidod,mnﬁey
cannot be avoided certain measures must be taken; in reality, development at Cave Guich
cannot avoid impacting sensitive solis. Based on Figure 3.3, page 3-17, the majority of the
primery development area (40 acre spacing) is located on sensitive solls. Interestingly, of the
14 wells BLM authorized for interim development, it appears only one or two did pot fall on
sensitive- solls, a fact of which we are sure BLM was not aware at the time, for no speciat
measiures wete required.

Chapter 4, Widiife

Barrett does not belleve the DEIS supports the contention of significant impacts to raptors, based
on the impact threshold criterla on page 4-53 and the analysis in Chapter 4.

Page 4-57. "Nest deeertions and/or reproductive faliure caused by project releted disturbance®
as a principal potential Impact of the proposed action is not supported by the continued
imposition of seasonal restrictions.

"Increased public access and sub nt human disturk resulting from new road
mwon"shouldboplaeedhpemedwe. Studies by and the personel experiences of
raptor exparts indicate nesting birds tend to be fhushed off & nest not by the passage of vehicles
along a linear route, but generally by humans who stop and/or get out of a vehicle and walk
around. M is correct that more roads will be buitt and traffic will increase (initially). But the

B of Land \
Cave Guich DEIS Comments
Page Eleven

industry and sub- travel the roads to get to specific well
locations, where they stop and axit thelr vehicies. They do not generally stop along the roads
and wander around. That activity is more likely to be done by BLM employees, recreationists,
curious onlookers, etc.

That *t Y in prey p * would result is questionable. As noted on page
4-54, mara would be some dlnct mortality and displacement of small mammals from
camructlonshes, andaslgh‘lhefomhmnﬂhyﬁmnnaoesedvdudeuse of roads. First,

{i tis not a popul S d, road kill provides an important food source
1ormany raptors, mrd freshly disturbed ground provides ldedhabﬂulforbunvwlng mammals.
Disturbed topsoil uncovers seeds for consumption by rodents. Construction activities and
vehicle traffic flush small mammals from hiding, making them more accessibie to hunting raptors.

-2
Please define the "2one of influence® of raptor nests. Ifmlsbmssmasme1/4to1/2mlb43 8
seasonal buffer zones, which are applicable to the proposed action and afl the alternatives, then
why would there be a "potential for these impacts'? And ¥ this potential would be greatest
during the first 10 years during the construction phase, then why isn't a consolidation or

fon of the (i.e. ancmna-aooomplmnofalmoﬂdloltm
driling In the first 2-3 years) a potential mitigation ? And, *As § i
glvoswaytohelessrneruveprodudonandmalmammphuu.somomptotpalnmlkely
to re-use the project area.* (page 4-59), isn’t there even more incentive to complete the
construction/drilling phase as soon as possible so the more tol«am individuals may begin

returning (subject to the other conditions y for )?
The use of the seasonal buffer zone concept around active raptor neets has been prédominant
for some time, particularily by the BLM on federal oil and gas leases in Wyoming. As is correctly
pointed out on page 4-59, this measure cannot provide long term p i 1, of even any more
manoneyenrofprotecnon,'uneemdmumaybo neas 1 nests

ide of the R y ayea’. This h app toconﬂlctwrlhtht
mandates of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. Can BUM actually authorize & wel to be driled 4329
Immediately adjacent to a maptor nest (any raptor nest, regardisss of condition or species)
without violating the MBTA? is there a vioiation of the MBTA if the nest Is not used the first year,
or the second, but is used the third year, or at some point in the future while the well is present?
The USFWS issued BLM a written waming in 1985 of a potential taking whon BLM authorized
the Cave Guich Unit No. 9 well virtually adjacent to ferruginous hawk nest #6.

The DEIS concludes (page 4-69, 60) “the implementation of temporal and spatial buffer zones
alone, may not be encugh 1o sufficiently offset impacts to local raptor populations under the
Proposed Action, and impacts could reach significant levels without implementation oiaddlﬂond43-30
mitigative Bayrett beli BLM has not demonstrated that lrnpmts could reach
significant levels. On page 4-59 the DEIS states "an 3o7p ries will be
impaocted over the short-term by the proposed action . . ., and reters consistently to the
displacement of pairs of raptors. Bamneomondtmdlsplmntunmuwmsui)a
substential increase in dnred mortality, 2) a long-term decrease In recruitment and/or survival of
individuals in a wildife p tion, or 3) dlu-upnonofraptorbreedmgornesﬂ'lgacﬁvmstome

Bureau of Land Management
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ts d d, th d, or

extent that reproductive succees of the population of any spec
damaged (see page 4-63).
For the projected displ: to be significantreq the Manoneuby
unooenpiodraplortuﬁtoﬂutomehmmdaphadpdnmdmdm Nest iInventory data
eollec‘leddunng1996ianRRA|dmﬁsd170meu.ofMﬂehIswmoeapbd(pngeS—Z)
Desplte over the P tive nature of this data, it would
appwlhmhalugenunbudnmmdtennoﬂumabhtoruuwlwnammdyehon
distance, short considering that all but the golden eagle are migratory species. Additionally, the

DEIS alludes to the . . demonstrated ability of raptors to change nesting locations. . .*(page 4-
60) during the discussion on the sultablilty of ANS's as mitigation. .
Barrett concurs that ] will not | displ ofupto7

pairs of raptors, given the necessity of developing this parﬂeuluﬁdd on20 and 40 acre spacing.

moBLMncodswdeudelrnptmbangohgbbetmno'ybuedormsth #
impacts are to be assessed at a teritory level, as is t, then the
it, “The of prop Jdrﬂfngaalvlﬂnhﬂunomwnmdofm
badlandsmdsmhmmﬁanoamwmmutlnamdudondmmmmm
ioeomﬂ&haﬂgmnmhpactnhmaoﬁmvemmnm {page 4-60), has
no place in this dl . Implies the number of nest sites affected constitutes
augmﬁcamlmpwwhld'nkupmﬁvmorlnaddlﬂontoﬁ\oumtoﬂd impact. As a subset
of a teritory, the number of nest sites affected within any given territory is krevelant if it has
already been damonstreted that the territory will be impacied to the point of displacing raptor
pairs. i would be accurate to state that . . .will result In a reduction of nost sites, pefiod.

s the At

Barrett apy for use of ANS’s as the principal form of aptor mitigation
and on lands away from the project area. Barrett has been
mmtobemmmprmmwpommmmmmumm project area
for the placerment of ANS’s,

However, sinco there romain i und d p F
delineating these areas is y from an i ctive, Barrett
overmyreeommcndodplaoementofms&wimunhopro]oamnpropef Rooognlzingthat
the BLM cannot require an operator to perform off-site {ofi-lease) mitigation, Bamett will approach
BLM with a proposal.

Barvett beli the DEIS ther & ﬂmbyit’:failmtoneanmandspedﬁe
ANS focations. Wil the ANS's have to be built and/or &t & mini their §
bdoulmBLMwIlauthommywmymeemeRODls
g and of the ANS's? FothowmmyymsnumﬁwANS'tbonmnond
and maintained? Vﬂnwﬂlborup«nbhbrlewmgmmpmmmdsmehnds
to ANS locations? How will the rights of a mineral owner be p d if an ANS
Is placed on his lease? Whatlemmnsvnlboplaoedonacﬁwqmuwmmswuﬂmb
enaure their long ferm security (1/4 to 1/2 mile seasonal restrictions?)? What exactly doss long

Dot fodaad

“anu,mdﬂe;dbtmy'n

d? Whois ible for

Bureau of Land Management
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term of ANS's mean? If it means Rfe of the project, are the ANS's to be abandoned
when the last well Is plugged? DoechoUSFWSdeﬁnalongunn.emmynﬂnmmanner
as BLM? s BLM willing to it any time or to the ANS's? What if one or more
ANS becomes unusable for some reason, what happens to the operator’s activity and how much
fime can elapse before another sultabie location is found?

Page 4-62. Baneﬂdounotmﬂnnudforaswﬂtfoxsurv‘y *Although there are no
i ph onfhoprojaotm . datn . . . suggest that they are
lnm_m_@ﬂ' hasls added). . .* (page 4-62). 'Sevemloburvaﬂomouwmfoxm
madeﬂ nﬁlessou’bo!m.pro]aetm In addition, several responses from frepper surveys
is added) i the pr of switt fox in the vicinity of the project area.” (page 3-
es) Slmelheymprwuﬂhmemgimandmwldwmmad and since it is apparently
l.galaswellummmmnmmummmwpmo{wmmdany
resulting avoidance measures?

Page 4-64. Alumwchwouldhdudoaxpmdmgmesmuuowzmllebuﬂarzomto
a seasonal 1-mile buffer zone for all (smp added) f inous hawk nests.” Figure 2-12on
pago£€7doesnctreﬁedamndbwondbuﬁwmmddlhnumhmkm

Page 4-71. First bullet, for how many years beyond 1997 is BLM planning to require raptor
surveys? Over what size area are the surveys to be conducted? What form are the surveys to
mke,mnestoocupancy ﬂadgngsuooeu,plwbuo.otc? Second bullet, when must a raptor

g plan be d by? Wil the plan be pattemed after the raptor monitoring plen
for the Cave Guich EA? Third bullet, ur.iscusudprw!oudy we do not see a demonstrated
need for the inued imp of

Chapter 4, Recreation

Page 4-72, 73. Since BLM acknowiedged previously in the DEIS there Is no data on recreational
use of the project area, pisase explain how any impact, much less e significent one, can be
demonstrated?

Page 4-74, In the absence of use data and there: » b Barrett feeis

P of any related l:unwarmnmd-ndnqum]usmleuﬂonbo
provided.
Chapter 4, Visual Resources

Page 4-78, 79. Flrst,seeondandmbdmsundem\iﬂgmm
pfoendmestorBLMandmop‘monanddmldnotbempwadhm Comudlonolanw
interpretative exhiblt (last buliet) and & redesign of the existing exhiblt is unecessary and
unjustified, again, in the absence of any recreational use data.
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43-31

43-32]

43-33

* We also wonder why BLM wasted five

Land g
Cave Guich DEIS Comments
Page Fourteen

Chapter 4, Transportation
Pnge#ioo As previously stated, the mitigation measures are for the most part common

p byr in resp 10 BLM policles and management goais, and do not
t ‘mitlgmlon. Can a NEPA dooument state that no addhtional

mlﬂgauonlsmeded?

Chapter 4, Nojse

Page 4-107, 108. in the ab of any appreclable impacts, pieasa explain the need for the

list of mitigation measures?

General Document Concerns

For the record, the cost of printing and postage for the initial maliing of 650 copies of the DEIS
weas appx. $26,000, or about $40 each. BLM's apparent disregard for cost control and refusal
to discuss the projected malling with the project proponents has resuliad in a wasts of appx.
$13,000 (based on the maximum amounk of initial meitings for other EIS's in Wyoming, Moxa 500
copies (many, meny private landowners), Fontenelle 426 coples, Jonah Il will be appx. +300
copies, smaeomhazs‘aopm.Wamllq:pxaoo-wOooﬂu) Since we did not budget
anywhere near $26,000 for duplication costs, since we were not a party to the decision to inltially
mulGSOeop»as,smeeBLMmadenonppMeﬂoﬁtoreduoemcnmnb«ofoowesmlhalnlﬂal
mailing, and since the high ber of copies coupled with op lusion in the decisi

Indi a BIM atwiﬁvoadlmagdnﬁhopomon Barvett feels BLM
shwldpayhalfmooocu bmrueogrdzesﬂswllnotoowr Piease note that by the time we
found out how many copies wers being malied, they had akeady been sent.

AnoﬂweramnploofBU\a'aab\moﬂho' r's open checkbook® is the requirement that the
contractor's 1D team b rticulerily the wildiife specialist, ide actuel copies of
Mrd«meomd'ﬂdtotheBLM Agdn,plaaaemtethdbyhoﬁnowelotndﬂuout
almoclallofhedomnmhhndbeoneopnd. Please provide an explanation of why this

d submittal of ref data was required. Is this a new BLM policy to
mqulre operators to provide this reference information on NEPA documents? (it so, we apologise
for making an issue of It and will visit with the BLM state office)

Barrett takes this opp our wnhmmanydalayswqamumdonﬂﬂs
projectu\dmehd(ofeoopuaﬂonﬁmmBLM. Daphenpoded&tunphbyhupuulmm
many months to achi g relationship, BLM consistently refused to
mmiweopenwandmodmmmmofopenmluytwudﬂwmeum
opemtota ThetznaonmtnmmdvthLM’smmwmnvdvemaopamhmedm

and the iy g of the DEIS, it is curious that statements in the
DBSconvadctﬂ\-wuando!opmhvoNunmmdhlnlutagoodwoﬂdngrdlﬂomhlp

ths (mid-June through mid- ber) when no
appreciable work took place on the DEIS because of BLM's failure to develop alternatives. Whlb

Bureau of Land Management
Cave Guich DEIS Comments
Page Fifteen

it is ceftainly commendabie the DEIS was made avallable to the public In accordance with *the
latest schedule®, It must be noted the schedule has changed many times and originally calied
braRODhthospdngoHsW It is Bamrett’s opinion the reason Plette River BLM commited

to the August 4th ROD dete is b of a recont date by the State Office.
Inlhownkecfaenous pts out of soutt Wyoming to i theNEPApfoeoss.
1t and the undemkenhyBLMtooomplehl!,delyraprmntwhyiﬁsoo
necessary to reform this overty burd Schedule
ion and cor should be d andlndmdudswhoewsedelaysshould
be held accountable. Dowmomlmnﬁ\.whllolt ly cannot be d to x ber of

pages, should be tightly fled. D rit should be restricted to individuals
and groups who specifically request coples. BLM shoulkd be consclous of cost control. Efforts
should be made to avoid duplicative statements throughout the document. Deadlines for the
submitial of comments should be strictly enforced. Many other suggestions can be made but
will not be kisted here.

Summary and Conclusion

Bamstt is confident nesded changes can be made to this document within the time frames
allocated under the cuirent schedule. We will assist In any reasonable way possible to ensure
this happens, as we ize BLM's itment to the August 4 ROD date. Based on the
conclusion reached on page 5-26, *Baised on the results of the 1996 prey base survey, it would
-ppoarmthelowdsnshyotproduwvwaptortsmtomsonmeGRMlsduﬂoﬁ-perelmdy
low proy base there and that prey base availabllity is currently limiting raptor production.”, we

foel 1t iikely that BLM will ulimatsly determine that not all of the raptor mitigation Measures

identified in the DEIS wilt be necessary, and we hope to be eble to participatein any discussions
in that regard.

rtunity to on the ! analysis of this ty
In splte of our past differences, Barrett is hopoﬁ.l of entering into &
wimmePlatteNmReeoureoAreaBLMandesmdyand
wmlngtodoso WQm d by recent lons with BLM officials which Indicate
a wilingness to pursue a more open level of communication and to work towards a feeling of
mutual trust,

Sincerely,

Barrett app
important projact

Agent for Barrett Resources

44-1

Bureau of Land Managemant
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oc:  Ralph Reed, Barreit Resources
Merie Evers, Barrett Resources

additional oc’s to:

TRUCKING CO., INC.
P.0.BOX 4210 « CASPER, WYOMING 82804 + 307-472:7000

March 31, 1997

Bureau of Land Management
1701 East “E® Street
Casper, WY 82601

RE: EIS Cave Gulch - Waltman - ﬁulltrog

We are very concarned about the ®"shut down® of operations
in the Cave Gulch area.

From an economic stand point, we can’t possibly have our
equipment and people idle foxr 6 months of the year and then
be expected to "come back to life" for the other 6 months.
We must f£ind other work, and then, we may not be available
when they start up operations again.

There. i8 no benefit, and potential harm, from only working
one half of a year because uncontrollable chaos may be
generated with the probles of trying to do a year’s worth of
work in six months. -

The birds will not suffer if yon would just allow routine
development to continue.

our state’s schools really need the revenue this field
will generage; and we can become, as a nation, more energy

independent. 9
Presi%
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March 31, 1997

Bureau of Land Management
Casper District Office

Attn.: Kate Padilla, Team Leader
1701 East *E® Street

Casper, WY 82601 -

Dear Ms. Padilla:

Chevron appreciates the opportunity to participate in the public review of and
comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Cave Guich -
Bullfrog - Waltman Natural Gas Development Project (DEIS).

Chevron commends the BLM for issuing the DEIS in accordance with the
schedule required by the CEQ regulations at 40 CFR 1507.2(b)X2) and 40 CFR
1501.8(a). Chevron believes that BLM’s schedule for completion of the EIS and
issuance of the Record of Decision (ROD) is feasible. However, Chevron urges
the agency to be compelled by the CEQ regulations to issue the ROD as soon
as possible, even prior to the scheduled date of August 4, 1997. As stated in 40
CFR 1502.2(a), (b), (¢), and (g), BLM should assure that the EIS “shall be
analytic rather than encyclopedic”, that potential impacts “should be discussed in
proportion to their significance®, the EIS *shall be kept concise and shall be no
longer than necessary to comply with NEPA and these regulations”, and the EIS
should "serve as a means of assessing the environmental impact of proposed
agency action, rather than justifying decisions already made.”

Chevron's review and comments of the DEIS are submitted to BLM in the spirit
of the CEQ regulations (see 40 CFR 1503.3(g)). Chevron has endeavored to
make these comments substantive and as specific as possible in order to

address the inadequacies of the statement as well as the merits of the.

alternatives.

Chevron's comments are organized into three major subject headings: NEPA
Process, Proposed Action and Alternatives, and Omissions and Comections.
Each of Chevror's comments are followed by recommendations typed in bold
print. Chevron respectfully requests that BLM consider and respond to the
comments contained herein, as well as the recommendations.

As detailed in the first section of Chevron's comments, the operator’s role in this
NEPA process has been defined by BLM personnel to be essentially the same
as a member of the public. Therefore, this is the first time that Chevron has had
an opportunity fo comment on the range of alternatives analyzed in this DEIS.

45-1

Because Chevron, as a proponent of the action, has so much vested interest in

this project, our comments are lengthy. The length of these comments has been
necessitated by BLM's imposition of the practice of limiting the proponent's role’
in the process.

It is Chevron's goal to provide these comments to BLM in a manner that results
in an improvement in the NEPA. process as it is administered in the future by the
BLM Powder River Resource Area and Casper District Offices, a credible
document, and the most informed and timely decision possible.

Chevron appreciates your consideration of these comments. Please feel free to
contact me at 266-2441 if you have any questions.

Dt M B

Rc;bin M. Smith

~NEPA PROCESS

Chevron compliments the BLM for their commendable efforts fo assure that the -
analysis and the rasulting decision regarding this project are unbiased and
timely. Chevron belisves the BLM's overzealous efforts to ensure objectivity has,
in many instances, hindered the process, seriously impacting the timeliness of
the DEIS, the analysis, and the level of information it contains.

« The operators have asked since early in the process to be allowed to work
with BLM in order to advance the level of information ultimately available to
everyone, while maintaining the integrity and objectivity of the process (see
letter dated March 28, 1996, to Ms. Kate Padilla, from J. Head and R. Smith;
also, see letter dated October 30, 1996, to Mr. Don Hinrichsen, from R.
Smith). However BLM has steadfastly refused to allow any operator
involvement in any meaningful discussion periaining to the range of
altematives to be considered in this EIS. As has been stated on & number of
occasions, to the best of the operalor's knowledge there is nothing in NEPA,
the CEQ regulations, BLM's Handbook for NEPA Compliance, or the case
law to justify excluding the operators from discussions of the information
pertaining to the altematives BLM selected to be considered in the EIS.

in fact, as stated at 40 CFR 1502.14 the altematives and the proposed action
are the *...heart of the environmental impact statement.” NEPA requires that
the agency study altematives. Under 42 U.S.C. Section 4332(2)(e), an
agency must “study, develop, and describe approprisfe altematives to
recommended courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved
conflicts conceming altermnative uses of available resources.” (emphasis
_ added). The CEQ regulations specifically state al 40 CFR 1500.2(s) that
BLM should, to the fullest extent possible, “Use the NEPA process to identify
and assess the reasonable aliematives to proposed actions that will avoid or
minimize adverse environmental effects of these actions upon the quality of
the human environment.” (emphasis added). 40 CFR 1502.14(a) states that
the agency shall “rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable
altematives...” {emphasis added). It is difficult to imagine how the BLM could
* evaluate and assess the feasibility of alternatives effectively and
expeditiously without input and information from the proponents of the action.

Chevron recommends that in future NEPA processes, PRRA/CDO BLM
personnel’ adhere to the CEQ regulations cited above and the final
recommendations of the Green River Basin Advisory Committee, in
particular those pertaining to NEPA stroam!lnlng. One of those

4

recommendations Is to “Imp unication” (Final Report to the
Secretary of the Interior, Green River Basin Advisory Committee,
February 3, 1987), and has been accepted by the Secretary of the
Interior. BLM should strive to Include proponents of actions In the
NEPA process whenever and wherever appropriate. The BLM's goal
should be to facilitate and improve the exchange of information such
that time frames are shortened and the amalysis, while retaining
objectivity, Is factual, includes alf pertinent Information, and Is focused
on the important issues.

e The CEQ regulations and the case law have clearly established that BLM
only need study “reasonable” altematives (40 CFR 1502.14{a);, Coalition for
Canyon Preservation v. Bowers, 632 F.2d 774, 783 (o™ Cir. 1980). The test
of reasonableness is discussed in CEQ's Forfy Most Asked Questions

in X 1_Envil | Poli Requyiations printed in
FR Vol. 46, No. 55, 18026-18038, 3/23/81. The answer to question 2a states
that *"Reasonable alternatives include those that are practical or feasibie
from the technical and economic standpoint and using common sense, rather
than simply desirable...”. It is imefutable that the proponents of the action
have the best data to assist the BLM in determining the technical and
economic feasibility of potential altematives to the proposed action. However,
in developing the DEIS, the BLM PRRA/CDO personnel have adamantly
refused to involve the operator’s in any discussion regarding feasibility of the
BLM altemnatives.

« Intertwined within the BLM's justification for not allowing operator
participation is the notion that the operators, as proponents of the action, are
afforded no different a Jeve! of involvement than the general public. The CEQ
regulations clearly do not support this sentiment. 40 CFR 1601.4(b) states
that "the agency shall involve envircnmental agencies, applicants, and the
public, to the extent practicable, in preparing assessments required by
1508.9(a)(1)." (emphasis added). 40 CFR 1501.7{a)(1) says as part of the
scoping process “the lead agency shall ...(ijnvite the participation of affected
Federal, State and local agencies, any affected indian tribe, the proponent of
the action, and other interested persons..” (emphasis added). 40 CFR
1503.1(a)(3) states that when inviting comments, the agency shall ‘Request
comments from the applicant, if any.” 40 CFR 1503.1(a)(4) states that the
agency shall “Request comments from the public..”. Cleary the CEQ
regulations meke a distinction between the applicant/proponent of the action
and the general public end other interested and affected paries.
Unfortunately for everyona involved, the BLM PRRA/CDO personnal involved
with the development of this DEIS have chosen to exclude the operators from
most information, discussions or work sessions which were not open to the
general public.
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Chevron recommends that PRRA/CDO BLM personnel at the very least mitigation as an altemative to be analyzed in the DEIS. The CEQ ragulations
Involve the proponents of an action in a discussion of the feasibility of ;:‘emaza 4:3 C:fR 1502.2 (9):“:§m:ropmemal'inl\p:nct p:;ateor?ents melcljm as
the range of altematives proposed for analysis in an EIS, After all, when : ng r wal 1 of proposed agency
the decislon is made and project development begins, it will be the 45-2| actions, rather than Justifying decisions already made.
project proponents and the BLM who must implement and abide by that : :
decision. This fact alone exemplifies the point that proponents of an (cont) 1 Chevron recommends that BLM adhere to the CEQ regulations and
action should be afforded a higher level of participation In the NEPA strive to ensurs that it's NEPA documents contain an objective analysis
of actual, foasible alternatives to a proposed action, not just mitigation
process. Chevron contends that In this Instance, if BLM had sought or tochnl " tlon of fi
accepted the operator's input, the DEIS could have been more niques proposed on a presumptlon of significant impacts.
expeditiously completed, and that the range of altematives would have s
reflected a more realistic scenario In the DEIS. Additionally, as pointed ::n::adn:t ﬁzl;m";ro;nrq:fd é:g :: demy:'t:at':d (‘:oh?gve; :ig:riﬁgaﬁpitr:;;ts"ﬁ
out by the GRBAC report, BLM would have fewer comments to respond raptors in the project area. The only place in the document that a statement
to. that effectively calls the impacts significant is in the executive summary. In
. fact, all of the alternatives result in only a “displacement” of from 3'to 7 pairs
o . of raptors from within the project area. The monitoring data gathered by the
A process point that involves the printing and distribution of the DEIS is also operators over the last three years can be interpreted to show that raptor
of economic importance to Cheron. It Is our understanding that 850 copies ~ 45-3]  nesting attempts in the field have actually increased, not declined. That data
of the DEIS were printed and distributed by the third party contractor at the certainly does not substantiate the notion that field activities have caused
direction of BLM. This action was taken with no opsrator input, yet at a cost significant impacts to raptors of any species in the project area.
to the operators estimated to be in excess of $26,000. While Chevron :
recognizes and respects that BLM is responsible for ensuring that the Chevion recommends that all available existing, defensible data or
process is conducted appropriately and that BLM is responsible for the documentation which supports the conclusion that significant impacts
contents of the document , Chevron maintains that it was not appropriate or to any species of raptors will occur or have occurred as a result of .
necessary to force the operators {o incur this expense without some effort at project activities be included in the draft FEIS, as required by the CEQ i
distribution reduction, coordination or communication. 40 CFR1500.4(h) regulations. .
states that agencies shall reduce excessive paperwork by “Summarizing the ) ’ 2
45-1] environmental impact statement (1502.12) and circulating the summary Chewron is unaware of any biological justification or precedent for this
(cont) instead of the entire environmental impact statement if the latter is unusuaily Alternative. An examination of monitoring data for the project area, conducted
long (1502.18)." 40 CFR 1502.7 sets page limits by declaring that “proposals and paid for by industry, indicates that of the 11 nests ‘selected’ by BLM for
of unusual scope or complexity shall normally be less than 300 pages.” 40 protection, less than 33% of them have been occupied in the past three
CFR 1502.19 declares *if the statement is unusually long , the agency may years, Of that thirly thres percent, two nests were abandoned for unknown
circulate the summary instead...”. This draft EIS is over 400 fwo-sided pages reasons. Nesither was located near any active ofl and gas development
" long, certainly qualifying as ‘unusually long'! For reasons unclear to Chevron, activity. The third nest, end the only nest selected by BLM that is known to
BLM PRRAJ/CDO personnel approved a mailing list that not only contained have been the site of successful fiedging over the last three years, was a °
numerous duplications and individuals who shared an address, but also to ferruginous hawk nest, but was used by a pair of golden eagles. In addition 4 :
almost every radio station, television station, and newspaper in the state of nests in the immediate field area which are not included on the list of nests to L
Wyoming! This BLM decision has resulted in en unnecessary and 45-4 :&T&’zﬂ m&:;gggm fﬂd; &mytmaumegg;
. i i i is raptor mitigati que.
e et realbpacs 10,Ine opera(ors, and is cleerly not within the intent of states thal these nests were “identified based on biological factors and nest .
habitat conditions for analysis in this alternative.” K
Chevron recommends that when the draft FEIS s ready for distribution, .
PRRAJCDO BLM personnel comply with the CEQ regulations and follow Chevron recommends that the referenced biological factors and nest
. habltat conditions be revealed by .the BLM in the FEIS, thereby
well-established, standard BLM protocol for reducing paperwork and aining and justifyi blological bas th arGeul
operator expense. The draft FEIS should be summarized. Typically BLM explaining justifying on a biological basls why these particulay
sends postcards to all appropriate individuals, organizations, interested nests were selected over other nests In the project area. There are
and affected parties, and agencies. This inexpensive postcard requests numerous reforences cited In the DEIS that document the use of
that the card be retumed to BLM if the jpient wishes to receive a altornative nest structures (ANS) as a form of raptor mitigation. The
copy of the document. This technique Is regularly applied in other BLM documentation cited shows that ANS are effective in actually increasing
districts within the state and effectively reduces the printing burden to nest yields of ferruginous hawks. Chevron requests that the BLM
less than 350 copies on the average, even on highly controverslal and document the factors which I.egd it to conclude that this ‘nest-
large projects. Chevron recommends this method be employed by BLM protection’ approach to raptor mitigation Is more effective than ANS in
to further reduce printing and distribution costs associated with the mitigating Impacts to raptors from ofl and gas activities.
draft FEIS. The DEIS states: *When oil and gas development is proposed anywhere in
the PRRA, the year-round buffer, increased seasonal buffer, casual use, and
unusual maintenance stipulations would have fo be evaluated in an
environmental assassmant and selected in the decision document before
PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES being implemented.® (emphasis added). Chevron does not understand the
process BLM proposes to employ to implement this Alternative (mitigation)
across the PRRA. Chevron believes implementation of this altemative would
Chevron commends the BLM for it's efforts to ensure that no species of raptors require an amendment to the Platte River Resource Area Resource
is impacted in any way by project operations. Chevron shares that goal. The . Management Plan (RMP). As it is now written, the RMP states on page 4.b
alternatives analyzed in the DEIS reflect the BLM's exiensive and careful that “To protect important raptor andor) sage and sharp-tailed grouse
consideration of a number of available mitigation methods to protect raptors and nesting habitat, activities or surface use will not be allowed from February 1
raptor habitat. The raptor mitigation proposed by BLM in the DEIS is ali- to July 31 within certain areas encompassed by the authorization.” The
encompassing and, if implemented would not only ostensibly prevent any proposed mitigation for the entire PRRA clearly goes well beyond the RMP.
impacts from occurring to nesting raptors through the use of seasonal An amendment to the RMP would require NEPA analysis. Chevron believes
restrictions, but also mitigafe any impacts that might occur through the use of off- ghat an amendment to the RMP mnnql be accomplished through the analyfis
site ANS’, monitoring, and the crestion of the Key Raptor Area as 45-5] inthis E1S, because of a lack of scoping for that type of action, lack of notice
“compensation”. to interested parties, and a iack of analysis sufficient to justify a Re_sou'ce
Area-wide change such as has been proposed in this DEIS. In fact, this type :
Chewvron is not opposed to mitigation per se. However, if efforts to mitigate of raptor mitigation was proposed by the PRRA wildlife biologist and rejacted &
impacts are to be employed, all parties involved should work together to ensure by BLM nga;ly ?A?Lm ufswamﬁ' the RMP was oriFgmaIIy d"g::‘
that the methads work and that impacts o sensitive species such as ferruginous Rﬁms';‘:" 'a‘:: ot of a}:onr:deage?denat d‘rammen B“wdh:'in
hawks are minimized. In fact, Chevron's comments below are meant to reflect a w(Mhi eh) theefz'llowir?u : w?ﬂ:’::; w‘;\m‘ mile m":::a::";u lorati“o’: and mining;
cooperative effort at assuring that whatever mitigation is included in the BLM's Jands surveyi ng_g ising  and ribht -of-way P truction:- range'
EOD 1S wehlle-thi:ugih: m;lédreasonable, sffective in mitigating project impacts, and improvement project construction; recreational visils, and disturbancs o
ccomplishes it's intended purpose. vegetation or nest-supporting structures.” The BLM's Multiple Use Analysis
stated in response to this proposal: “Conflicts were identiﬁec‘i:'f by lands, t:nn'fdt:;
minerals, and recreation with this proposal. A withdrawal of this mag
Altemative A would have a drastic restricting effect on multiple use of public land.”
X i | Recommendation WL-34 states: *Retain under BLM administration the public
e Chevron does not view Altemative A as an affernative o the Proposed tands within one mile of all raptor nests.” The BLM's Multiple Use Analysis
Action. Altemative A is a raptor mitigation proposal attached 1o the operator's replied: *...the combined effect of the recommendation would be large.” The
45-2 proposed action. Mitigation should be required as a result of analysis, and MFP did not ultimately reflect these recommendations (for a discussion of the
through a finding of impact reduction opportunities. Mitigation should not be purpose and objectives of the MFP, see page 1-11 of the DEIS). Clearly
~ disguised by BLM as an allemative to be analyzed. The method that BLM when the PRRA wildiife biclogist mads these recommendations in 1978 they
employs here presumes significant impacts to raptors in the project area were deemed unacceptable by BLM resource specialists and management.

without analysis or data to support that presumption, and than proposes
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45-5

(cont.)

45-6

45-7

45-8

45-9

Chevron recommends that BLM once again reject these
recommendations based on the lack of additional data or biological
Justification and the significance of the impacts to multiple use of public
fands. BLM should reveal in the draft FEIS why this type of Resource

Area-wide change In the RMP raptor mitigation recommendations would

not require an RMP amendment or describe why BLM believes that an
amendment can be accomplished through the DEIS analysls.

e Chevion believes this altemative as it is described raises serious legal

issues regarding posthumously applying NSO stipulations to leases issued
without those stipulations. This type of action by BLM, superseding valid
existing lease rights, clearly constitules an actionable government taking of
property, prohibited by the Federal Leasing Act. When, such as in this case,
implomentation would result in a waste of a natural resource by expressly
prohibiting the lessee access to a part of the lease, the BLM would be
directly liable for the damages resulting, requiring compensation to be made
to the lessee. This type of action is in direct conflict with the BLM's mission
with regard to the federal estate, 40 CFR 3161.2, and Wyoming Oil and Gas
Conservation Commission regulations. .
Chevron directs the BLM’s attention to the March 18, 1897 Supreme
Court Decision regarding the ability of citizens who have suffered
economic harm as a result of efforts to protect endangered species to

sue the federal government. This decision will undoubtedly affect the

resolution of environmental disputes In this country. Chevron
recommends that the legal aspect and ramifications of Alternative A be
evaluated and revealed in the draft FEIS. Should a legal analysis of the
impacts of implementation of this altemative reach the obvious
conclusion that the action would constitute a taking or require
compensation, Chevron recommends that BLM reject it from further
consideration on that basis.

» Aliernative A proposes mitigation that would protect raptor selected nests in

the project area. Chevron believes the goal of raptor mitigation should be to
protect raptor species and viabifity, on a broad scale, not a site-specific
“approach that only protects selected raptor nests. Of course there is a direct
fink 10. nesting habitat availability and raptor nesting success. However, as
the analysis in Chapler 5 discusses, the more important factor in raptor
nesting success is prey base levels. As clearly evidenced by the abundance
of unusad nests in various states of condition at Cave Guich, habitat is not
the limiting factor for nesting attempts in the project area. The larger 273
square mile Greater Cave Gulch Raptor Analysis Area (GRAA) was surveyed
because all parties agreed that it *Jarge enough to provide & reasonable base

from which to estimate cumulative impacts for the proposed project.” The
conclusion of that analysis is that *prey base availability is currently limiting
raptor production.” The DEIS also states in Chapter § that “it is Iikely that no
significant, long-term cumulative impacts to raptor population production on
the GRRA will result from the implementation of any of the alteatives.” with
the implementation of mitigation that does not include Altemative A. Only as

proy base increases and "more raptor territories are established” would -

nesting structures become the factor limiting raptor production.

Chevron recommends that the BLM consider mitigation techniques in
the draft FEIS that will incorporate goals to limit impacts to raptor
species in the larger context of the project area. As the analysis is
currently written, the BLM has aftempted to analyze impacts on
individual pairs of birds in the Immediate project area only.

o Chevron questions If the selected nests would be ‘protected’ forever, even if
they are not used for some period of time. Chevron believes there is no
scientifically valid, biological basis for attempting to protect unoccupied
nests. Should one of the identified nests not be utilized sometime in the
future, this would be the case. What about.new nests that are built by raptors
subsequent to this analysis? Will they be added to the list sometime in the
future, and rew “year round” buffer zones delineated around them?

Chevron believes that this mitigation Is untenable and would be extremely
dificult, labor-intensive, and costly for BLM to implement. It is Chevron’s
recommendation that BLM reject this mitigation proposal. R

e Chevron believes that no consideration was given to the location of the
selected nests in regard to existing production facilities. Chevron strongly
objects fo the inclusion of ferruginous hawk nests #3 and #4 in the list of
“protected” nests. Nests #3 and #4 are localed very near an existing Chevron
production facility, and have nof been occupied for the last three years, and
possibly longer. By including these nests, as well as changing the seasonal
stipulations to year-round, this facility suddenly becomes “off limits™ Chevron
has alréady proposed and discussed plans with BLM to begin operations at
this facility. The proposal was denied in the June 14, 1986 EA and Decision
Record for Interim Development, on the basis of the location of these nests. If
this altemative were to be chosen by BLM, Chevron would be forced to
abandon a wellsite that has been in existence for over 40 years, and initiate
new disturbance elsewhere to recover the reserves beneath that iease.

+ Chevron also strongly objects to the inclusion of Ferruginous Hawk nest #33
for the same reasons given above.

10 .

45-9

(cont)

45-10

45-11

45-12

Chevron recommends that BLM examine the areas delinoated as year
round buffer zones for the list of solectod nests in this proposal. If these
areas already contain production facilities or other man-made structures,
BLM should abandon this mitigation technique as it is clearly not feasible.

« The DEIS presents no data to justify expending seascnal buffer zones to a
one mile radius around all selected ferruginous hawks nests in the project
area. Obviously, BLM must have some biological justification for the
determination that a 3.14 square mile buffer zone around each selected
ferruginous hawk nest is necessary. This data certainty must be different than
the data BLM had available when it determined in the RMP that a one quarter
to one half mile buffer zone was & sufficient safeguard against impacts from
human activities, including oil and gas development. The one quarter to one
half mil~ buffer zone must have been proven to be insufficient based on
defensibie documentation. The data must alsc explain the documented
instances of ferruginous hawks building and using nests Jess than one
quarter mile from existing production facilitios, and instances of ferruginous
hawks retuming year after year and successfully fledging young repsatedly
from nests built on fop of storage tanks on active oil and gas production
facilities within the project area.

Chevron recommends that BLM present this data in the draft FEIS and
analyze the socio-economic impacts on the human that would result from
implementing expanded seasonal buffer zones. If this data does not exist,
this expansion of seasonal butfer zones around selected fenruglinous hawi
nests should be rejected as unsubstantiated and unnecessary.

e Chevron finds no biological justification in the DEIS for wholesale
consolidation of production facilities. Additionally, the operators maintain that
the notion of consolidated production facilities is not economically of
technically feasible. The nature of the produced fluids and a variety of other
factors would make this action impossible to implement effectively and still
have efficient production operations. The additional cost incurred as a result
of attempting to maintain this type of operation would undoubtedly result in
the iess productive parts of the field being by-passed, and result in a waste of
natural resources.

Chevron recommends that the BLM include in the draft FEIS a feasibllity
study and socio-economic analysis of impacts to the human environment
as a rosult of wholesal lidation of production facilities. if this
analysls results in a finding of a waste of natural resources and significant
socio-sconomic impacts, BLM should reject this concept.

12

o Chevron submits that the proposed “casual use and unusual maintenance”
restrictions proposed in Altemative A are completely unsubstantiated. There
is no discussion anywhere in the document revealing how or why BLM
concludes these measures are necessary. if BLM has defensible
documentation which supports the idea that these types of activities have
detrimental impacts on nesting raptors, that information should be revealed in
the deaft FEIS. Certainly it can be argued that other users of the public lands -
in the project area could be shown to havs a greater potential impact on
nesting raptors than land surveyors and archaeologists. Chevron believes it
completely unreasonable that BLM ascertains that this type of restriction
should be imposed project-wide with no substantiation or data to justify the
conclusion that it is necessary.

Chevron recommends BLM Justify this recommendation In the draft FEIS
with data and references to documentation of the impacts from these types
of activities on nesting raptors. In accordance with the CEQ regulations,
the draft FEIS should contain a socio ymic analysis of the impacts of
this requirement. Chevron does not believe that BLM can produce this
documentation, therefore BLM should dispense with the recommendation.

Summary of Chevron's recommendations pertalning to Altemative A in the
DEIS:

s Chevron recommends that BLM stive to ensure that it's NEPA
documents contain an objective analysis of actual alfernatives to a
proposed action, not just mitigation techniques for pre-supposed
impacts. .

o Chevron recommends that all avaliable existing, defensible biological
data or documentation which supports the conclusion that significant
impacts to any species of raptors will occur or have occurred as & result
of project activities be included In the draft FEIS.

« Chevron recommends that this altemative, which as described, would
require an amendment of the RMP, should not be analyzed further In
this document.

o Chevron recommends that BLM recognize and acknowledge that
Alternative A of the DEIS would be impossible to implement without a
taking, b h of contract, or p tion for reserves that would not
be recovered.

« Chevron recommends that BLM dismiss implementation of any aspect
of this altemative because it would result in an unavoidable increase in
operational expenses leading to an unnecessary and illegal waste of
natural resources.
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« Chevron recommends that BLM consider impacts to, and mitigation for

more than just the individual palrs of birds in the immediate fleld area. o Chevion questions whether BLM has the scientifically valid daia that
BLM should utilize the entire data base it has to determine If significant supports the conclusion that oil and gas development activities or rights-of-
impacts will occur to ‘populations’ of raptors In the project area. ways pose the worst, or any threat to nesting raptors in the project area. f
+ BLM should not select casual use or unusual maintenance restrictions, BLM has data that clearly shows that other valid users of the KRA, such as -
“yoar-round” raptor buffer zones, consolidated production facilities, or 45'1 7 hunters, recreationists, ranching, etc. do not pose a significantly higher threat
expanded seasonal buffer zones either separately or in combination as to rapior nesting than those uses which BLM proposes to restrict, it should
a form of mitigation in the Record of Decision. be included in the draft FEIS.
Chevron recommends that BLM provide biological justification for calling
Alternative B the KRA off limits only for select users of public lands.
As with Alternative A, Chevron views this "alternative® as a re-statement of the o BLM justifies the KRA in part by declaring that: “the Key Raptor Area has low
Proposed Action with raptor mitigation. oil and gas development potential.” This conclusion is reached in the
_ referenced Wyoming Reservoir Management Group report *Mesaverde
¢ Many of the comments and recommendations detailed above also apply to Formation and Aliemative Raptor Nesting Site Area Evaluation” dated April
Altemative B in the DEIS. Specifically, BLM suggests in Altemative B that: 4, 1996. The authors of that report examine and referance two published
“When oll and gas field development is proposed in the Key Raplor Area, the reports and one published map at a scale of 1:100,000 in reaching their
45_1 3 yearround buffer, increased seasonal buffer, and unusual maintsnance eondusions.‘ But, 'in the DEIS, BLM conveniently ignores the predictions
stipulations would have fo be evaluated in an environmenta! assessment and made in this very same report regarding “the most likely exploration .
selected in the decision document before being implemented.” scenarios..” of the KRA. The report conciudes that as many as 14 ;
: exploratory wells will be drilled in the area. BLM also chooses to ignore B
The application of these techniques is not biologically justified. This type several other factors that would not lead a reasonable person to condude
of statement clearly divulges the BLM's expressed Intent to apply these that this area haf"low oif and gas potential.” The Bullirog-Cave Guich -
stipulations on a Resourcs Area-wide basis. Therefors Chevron complex is locat ly adjacent to the KRA to the northwest and the :
recommends that these opti be rejected for the given in Po)wder River, Clark Ranch, and Boone Dome oil fields lie . immediately ;
Chevron's comments on Altemative A. 45-18 adjacent fo the KRA to the southeast. In other words this area is exactly on i
trend with a number of highly prolific oil and gas fields. Further, the DEIS
e Chevron does not accept the premise that creation of the Powder River Draw contains Table 4-25 which lists the lease status, bonus bid, and issue date
Key Raptor Area (KRA) will hpanyway mitigate impacts from the project area. for all the leases within the KRA. interestingly enough, the entire area is ey
Indeed, the DEIS states that *.the KRA will not mitigate the loss of raptor leased save ane 40 acre private tract. The oldest lease was taken in 1950.
production on the Project Area.., and that "the abllity of the KRA to support The majority of the leases have been taken since 1894, The bonus bid in
additional raptor territories is in M * The KRA is even described in the $/acre ranges from a low of $1.50 to a maximum of $120.00. This high leve!
. Y ; of industry interest is a much better indicator of the oil and gas potential of
DEIS as an area that "will help 16 compensate by serving as a long-term the than the data BLM reli "
nucleus area that will help 1o protect and stabilize the on-going production of area than the data BLM relies on in the DEIS. BLM should consider that .
: the Cave Gulch Unit was considered low potential acreage too, until Bamett v
raptors in the greater area and region and help to minimize cumulative f 5
impacts.” (emphasis added). Additionally, the DEIS states that “The Key drilled the Cave Guich #1! :
Raptor Area would also serve as a dissemination area from which to populate N N - 3
or repopulate other areas in the GRRA where fuure disturbances may cause BLM should withdraw it's “low oil and gas potential” assessment for the
temporary depletions in raptor populations.” (emphesis added). From these KRA. it is unsupported by the facts, and Is contradicted by the same report
45-14 comments It is readlly apparent that BLM’s stated intent for the KRA is not to BLM references in the DEIS to support a low ofl and gas potential
mitigate impacts from the project, but rather to provide compensation for it's conclusion. This type of unsubstantiated, anecdotal Justification of an
awn past and futurs mismanagement of raptors within the entire Platte River apparently predetermined finding hurts the BLM's credibility.
- Resource Area. Chevron's comments pertaining to Altemative A have
already described the lack of data or statement in the DEIS .supporting a 14 16
claim of significant cumulative impacts to raptors from this Proposed Action
or any of BLM's altomatives. ) « The BLM's choice of management technique for pvoidance of impacts to
raptors in the area of proposed development in Alternative B adds
Chevron recommends that BLM reconsider the purpose and stated managsment of casual use and unusual maintenance activities to the RMP
objectives of management of these lands as a KRA. BLM should analyze recommendation for seasonal stipulations. It is incumbent upon BLM to
the concept in a separate NEPA document. it Is obvious that the KRA is not recognize that, with implementation of Alternative B, it would create a
envisioned nor Intended by BLM to mitigate or offset impacts from :‘:ﬁ;‘: m‘::f: ma;egn ;naitg:ttloon method;uare emot:{:y?:p:n the srea gff
aDcEtgfties that will occur in the project area and that were analyzed in the this allemative would crests the KRAI apmpuporls'edu mlymto mitigatee“niml paclshh o
raptors. In Chapter 4 of the DEIS the use of ANS is recommended as another
» As previously quoted, the KRA is described in the DEIS as an area that *will mm"g:"::;ﬁ;mquggdmdeﬂm xrebet??esl &mﬁﬁmm
help to compensate by serving as a long-tem nucleus area that will help to include ANS in the ROD, the decision would represent a raptor mitigation
protect and stabilize the on-going production of raptors in the greater area swish list". BLM would in effect have implemented very prohibitive seasonal
and region and help to minimize cumulative impacts.” According to BLM restncbons and management of other activilies to prevent impacts, which
instruction Memorandum No. WY-3-160, signed by then-Associate State have not even been demensirated by BLM to be fikely to occur, much less be
> " )
Director F.‘ Willlam Elkenberry, .ﬂ\e B LM's Statement °f. Policy _ for significant, and coincidentally enacted extensive mitigation in order fo -
;foor:ﬂpeqt:atvgt? ";I""e sla:: g bv:yorn:url? dxredsratthat m?”vt&ym' ?’ a f%": impacts when they might occur. In a memorandum stating the BLM
_ -site mitigation is n a ine operation in Wyoming.”
45-15 Policy also states that "Participation by any party in compensation mitigation 45-1 9 le Sollcitor‘s °pw°n regardlng Izllcllngs and br:aed\ :fs;on racts m:te?s
is to be strictly voluntary.” e o imposition of seasonal restictions wil avoid a 1eking
Chevron recommends that BLM comply with it's own Policy and avoid the mgg&&; ‘mp”gfdﬁontrad does ot mean that seasonal ons
Involuntary imposition of off-site mitigation in it’s final decision. Creation
of this set-aside area in conjunction with this project is compensation for BLM should heed the advice of it's own Regional Solicitor and not casually -
BLM mismanagement of other public lands at the worst, and involuntary impose seasonal restrictions. BLM should carefully ider the voices of
off-site mitigation at best. The KRA is not mitigation for impacts from this the citizens who spoke at the March 11, 1997 public comment meeting.
project. They unanimously and eloquently described the dismaying effects of the :
imposition of the seasonal stipulations on their company’s revenues, their =
¢ Chevron questions how managing the public lands identified as the KRA only employment opportunities, and their personal lives. Chevron strongly 5
for raptor habitat is justified by this analysis or fulfills the BLM's mission of recommends that BLM include a socio-economic analysis of the effects of
multiple use management objectives for public lands, as directed by FLPMA. the seasonal stipulations on federal revenues, industry employment and
Also stated in Instruction Memorandum # WY-93-160 is: “When evaluating a’ , state r , and the economy of Natrona
compensation situation, i affected resource values at the location are to ba - County and the state, That evaluation should discuss the positive impacts
considered. All resource users are to be given the opportunity to participate of eliminating the seasonal stipulations on all revenue streams and should
in the evaluation and in any resulting compensation.” (emphasis added). BLM compare that analysls to the negative impacts resulting from strict
45-16 has not made an effort to contact the holders of the valid federal mineral enforcement of the ! stipulati BLM should follow the waming
leases contained in the KRA, thereby clearing vioiating BLM's own Policy. As of the Reglonal Solicitor, evaluate and welgh the conclusions reached In
this attemative is currently described, the proposed KRA would.be managed the new soclo-economic analysis, consider the public's comments, and
by BLM such that only oil and gas development, mining and rights-of-ways evaluate valid, existing biological data when deciding which course BLM
are limited. chooses for raptor mitigation in the ROD.
Chevron recommends that BLM abandon all attempts to characterize the o The BLM's proposed new “casual use and unusual maintenance” restrictions
management of the KRA as multiple use of public lands. BLM has violated were discussed in detail in Chevron's comments on Altemative A. Those
It's own Policy by falling to coordinate with lease holders in the area, as same comments and recommendations apply to Alternative B.
well as other users of the public lands.
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45-20

45-21

45-22]

Summary of Chevron's recommendations pertaining to Alternative B in the
DEIS:

o Chevron recommends that the application of BLM's proposed year-
round buffer, increased seasonal buffer, and casual use and unusual
maintenance stipulations to field development proposals in the KRA be

* rejected for the reasons already given in Chevron’s comments on
Alternative A .

e Chevron recommends that BLM reconsider the purpose and stated
objectives of the proposed management of the KRA. BLM should
analyze the concept in a separate NEPA document. The DEIS does not
support the need for the KRA as it pertains to impacts from the
proposed action or any of the alternatives.

¢ Chevron recommends that BLM comply with it's own Policy and avoid
the involuntary imposition of off-site mitigation in it’s final decision.

« Chevron recommends that BLM abandon all attempts to characterize
the management of the KRA as multiple use of public lands. BLM has
violated it's own Pollcy py falling to coordinate with lease holders in the
area, as well as other users of the public lands.

_» Chevron recommends that BLM provide biologlical justification for

calling the KRA off limits only for selected users of public lands.

* Chevron strongly recommends that BLM include a socio-economic
analysis of the effects of positive and negative impacts. of the seasonal
stipulations. BLM should not only heed the Regional Solicitor's warning
about casual imposition of seasonal stipulations, but evaluate and
weigh the conclusions reached in the new socio-economic analysis,
and consider the public’s comments when deciding which types of
raptor mitigation to select in the ROD.

¢ BLM should withdraw it's “low oil and gas potential” assessment for the
KRA.

General Discussion of Alternatives

» One suggestion raised during scoping was the elimination of the seasonal
raptor stipulations. As discussed in the DEIS, this proposal was considered
by BLM as an altemative, but was not analyzed further. BLM states that this
allemative was not studied in detail because *direct impacts to raptors while
they are nesting could occur.” BLM further conciudes that “.without a
permit...(hhis would be an unauthorized taking...(which) wouid be in violation
of Federal Law.” As BLM points out in the DEIS, all that is required to
overcome this *violation of Federal Law” would be a United States Fish and

18

Wildiife Service (FWS) taking permit. It seems incongruous for BLM to
casually dismiss this proposal on a technicality, yet analyze Altemative A
which raises many legal questions, and the setting aside of over 6,200 acres
for special raptor habitat management in Alternative B. It is incredulous that
BLM could casually overiook all of the attendant problems with the
alternatives selected for analysis in the DEIS, and yet all but ignore this

45-22

(cont)

45-23

45-24

proposal. Clearly, BLM believes that field development over time will resultin -

the potential short-term displacement of ‘raptors in the area of the most
intensive development. The DE!S states this, and the BLM wildiife biologist
discussed it at the March 11, 1997 public meeting. Chevron maintains that a
gradual displacement of raptors is no less a taking than a conceried effort to
coerce raptors to nest in other areas until intensive development is
completed. Under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, both activities require a
FWS permit. The operators would, of course, obtain such a permit.

Chevron submits that BLM should rescind their determination that the
assumed lack of a FWS permit is a valld rationale for dismissing the
proposal of eliminating seasonal stipulations for the field area from further
consideration In the DEIS. Chevron strongly recommends that BLM should
Include an evaluation of this proposal In the draft FEIS. That evaluation
should include the socio-economic benefits of the elimination of the
seasonal raptor stipulations for the project area. The draft FEIS should also
conslder the combination of ANS and elimination of seasonal stipulations
as potential raptor mitigation, and acknowledge that a FWS permit would
be obtained. .

» The Proposed Action Identifies a total of 24 potential deep tests in the
northem portion of the project area. It is estimated in the DEIS that these
deep tests will result in approximately of 175 acres of surface disturbance.
The cperators proposed drilling these deep tests from expanded, existing
well sites in order to minimize surface. The DEIS indicates that no deep tests
were included in the approximation of the surface disturbance for either of
the BLM's altematives. Consequently, Chewron believes the analysis is
flawed by the apparent omission of approximately 175 acres of surface
disturbance from Tables 2-5, 2-7, 2-8 and 2-9. Unfortunately, these incormect
numbers are carried throughout the analysis. A correction will result in BLM's
preferred altemative resulting in the greatest number of acres of short and
long-term surface disturbance of all the altematives.

Chevron recommends that BLM rectify this oversight and include the
additional 175 acres of surface disturbance in the analysis of each of
BLM's alternatives in the draft FEIS.

o For reasons indecipherable to Chevron, BLM chose to use ‘spacing areas’
from the Final WRMG reservoir report as the basis for the alternatives. (See

45-25

45-26

45-27

the last sentence of paragraph 5, Page 2-1 in the DEIS) BLM's ‘spacing
areas’ do not make any sense from a reservoir management standpoint, and
represent a very unrealistic probability for development. The proponents of
the action described § ‘planning areas’ in the proposed action that roughly
correspond to the Preliminary WRMG reservoir report (see Figures 2-14 and
2-15 in the DEIS). Unfortunalely using this approach has led to an analysis
that compares two very different scenarios. BLM does not regulate spacing
in the state of Wyoming. The Wyoming Oil and Gas Conservation
Commission has rules in place and regulates the industry, even on federal
lands, to prevent waste and protect correlative rights, the primary reasons for
spacing orders.

Chevron recommends that BLM rovise their alternatives such that the
analysis in the DEIS is consistent,

o There are several statements throughout the DEIS that conclude that the
operator’s ‘relied on” or *based” the Proposed Action on the Preliminary
WRMG report. These statements are in fact completely false. BLM has
evidently forgotten that the' WRMG reports were based on data available
from public sources, such as WYOGCC records, and data wvoluntarily
provided to the BLM by the operators.

BLM should comrect all statements In the DEIS aliuding that the proponents
of the action depended on the Preliminary WRMG report to describe the
Proposed Action.

Omissions and Corrections

There are many omissions, repetitions, and corrections throughout the
document. Chevron's comments will be confined to only those of a substantive
natuwre.

o BLM has asserted throughout the document that this is a site-specific EIS.
The proponents of the action have asserted from the beginning of the
process that it should be a conceptual EIS. From the experience of the two
previous EA’s in the project area, it was clear that trying to be specific about
every road, pipeline route, well pad location, and ancillary facility location
was not feasible. The Proposed Action was submitted to BLM in as precise a
form as possible, but was still conceptual regarding descriptions of exact welt
pads, stc. BLM agreed to this approach in a mesting on March 28, 1996. In
the DEIS, a lot of attention is focused on this being more “site specific

20

proposed action and altematives.” Clearly, the BLM is confused about the
conceptual nature of this EIS. In fact, BLM states that “BLM identified
probable well pad locations under the Proposed Action and altematives
based on reasonable geologic and reservoir assumptions.” (see disclaimer
on Figure 2-1).When the public examines these *probable well pad locations®
they will see that each location selected by BLM is in the center of a spacing
area, with no regard for reasonable assumptions. No roads, pipeline routes, -
or ancillary facilities locations were selected by BLM or the operators. Why
try to portray this EIS as something it is not?

BLM should remove all references to the site-specificity of this EIS from
the draft FEIS.

« Page 1-10, par. 3: The DEIS states: *The (NEPA) analysis is to determine
whether approval of the action would resulf in unnecessary or undue
degradation of the land.” (emphasis added). That is not the intent of NEPA!
The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969, as Amended states: “The
purposes of this Act are: To detlare & national policy which will encourage
productive and enjoyable harmony between man and his environment, to
promote efforts which will prevent or eliminate damage to the environment
and biosphere and stimulate the heaith and welfare of man; to envich the
understanding of the ecological systems and natural resources important to
the Nation; and to establish a Council of Environmental Quality.” (Pub.'L. 91-
190, 42 U. S. C. 4231-4347, January 1, 1970, as amended by Pub. L. 94-52,
July 3, 1975, and Pub. L. 84-83, August g, 1975).

Chevron recommends that BLM carefully read the words In NEPA, and re-
consider the purpose of this analysls.

o Page 3-69, Section 3.8 Recreation: This area is nof a developed recreation
area or wilderness, it is used primarily for agricultural processes and oil and
gas production. 1t is absurd to claim: "A very imporiant use of the project
area is scenic touring.” without any data or documentation. The significance
critefia described in Chapter 4 for recreation are more appropriate for a
wilderness area, not an auto junkyard or ranch land that has had a gas field
on it since the 1950’s. .

Chevron recommends that BLM re-assess the recreation portions of
Chapter 3, 4, and 5 In the DEIS. The finding of significant impacts to
recreation users of the area Is insupportable and should be rescinded.

o Page 3-73 of the DEIS states: “The project area is not pristine. Cuttural
modifications to the natural landscape described above include 2 power
transmission lines, an auto junkyard, oil and gas equipment, a power
substation, well sitas, access roads, ranch out-buildings, and a railroad
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45-27

(cont.)

45-28

45-29

45-30

grade. The majority of these modifications are visible from the South

Bighom/Redwall National.Country Backcountry Byway (sic).” Given these
statements, it is preposterous for BLM fo find significant impacts to visual
resources from one component of the project. .

. Chevron recommends that BLM re-assess the visual resources portions of
Chapter 3, 4, and § in the DEIS. The finding of significant Impacts to visual *

resources of the area Is insupportable and should be rescinded.

¢ Much of the analysis in Chapler 4, especially that relating fo soils, water

resources, vegetation and wetlands, and range resources, resulls in
mitigation recommendations. A very large percentage of these
recommendations were already proposed as part of the operator's
application, If the proponents of the action have already volunteered to
implement mitigation, why does BLM feel it is prudent to conduct analysis to
show that it is necessary, and then recommend it again?

Chevron recommends that BLM not include proponent-proposed mitigation
as analysis-derived mitigation in the draft FEIS.

* Page 4-49, third bullet Chevron requests that BLM forego requiring
contractors *to clean vehicles and equipment of weed seed prior to traveling
into the project area” unless BLM can justify the need for this, Certainly that
will be difficult considering the decades of agricultural use this area has
already experienced.

BLM should remove this requirement from the list of proposed mltfgaﬂon
for vagetation.

« Page 4-59 par.2: The BLM states that “Under the Proposed Action, &ll nests
in the project area would be protected until their use for nesting that season
was determined.” The RMP raptor stipulation that was quoted in the
Proposed Action requires only “occupied” nests be protected by seasonal
buffer zones.

Chevron requests that BLM correct this statement in the draft FEIS.

106 SOUTH FOURTH STREET
ARTESIA, NEWMEXICO88210
TELEPHONE (505) 748-1471

April 1, 1987

Bureau of Land Management
Casper District Office

Afin.:, Kate Padila, Team Leader,
1701 East “E® Street .
Casper, Wyoming 82601

Re:  Draft Environmental impact Statement Cave Guich - Bullfmg Waltman
Natural Gas Development Project, Natrona County Wyoming

Dear Ms. Padilla:

Yates Petroleum Corporation, Yates Drilling Company, Myco, Industies Inc.,
Abo Petroleum Corporation, Sharbro Lid. Co. and John A. Yates (hereinafter Yates)
own oif and gas leases in the area covered by the Draft Environmental impact
Statement Cave Guich - Bullfrog - Waltman Natural Gas Development Project, Natrona
County Wyoming. The Yates'’s are very concemed that the this process has delayed
drilling plans for their companies as well as other operators in the area. From what we
can see in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement Cave Guich - Bulfrog - Waltman
Natural Gas Development Project, Natrona County Wyoming (Draft EIS), the purpose
and need for this document is very weak, and at best a stalling tactic to discourage the
development of the individual oil and gas leases. From the outset, it is apparent that
the Draft EIS fails to recognize the multiple use mandate for the management of the
public lands from the Federal Land Poiicy and Management Act §1701(a)7.

Mumpleusoofmehndsmlheareaof lysis is possible. Naturai gas
production is just one of the beneficial uses of the area under analysn Management
of these lands should recognize that acceptable that impacts will occur, including the
bullding of roads and pipelines and the casual human ocwpatlon of the ama
Anempﬁngbmanaoaﬁnhndssommeraism pacts improperly p an
authorized regulated use. .

The Yates offer the following general and specific comments on this Draft EIS.
GENERAL COMMENTS

46-1

46-2

46-4

46-5

46-6

The Draft EIS documents the BLM's fallure to manage the mineral estate,
sacrificing i for the preference of the of the surface astats, For example, this Draft EIS
phasmmumphtmmhmmmonhnummbmmofm
that the disp 1t of the rap Yent of the raptors will not
harm them. Thebndsmverywabloofﬁndmgnwbcabombbmldm This

mobility of the raptors is supported by looking at all the abandonad nests that the Draft -

EIS is concemed about

More important, off and gas activities can and do exist with other land uses,
including the raptors. BLM must recognize that animals can and often do acclimate to
the presence of man. In addition, BLM has adopted a policy of preventing ground
disturbance either through timing limitation or buffer zones as possible mitigation
measures. Buffer zones to protect nests are defacto land withdrawals that are not
aecsthsMhomheproperConmsﬂonﬂ_apprwaL Use of buffer zones as

shoutd be dropped from mitigation throughout the Draft EIS.

. ‘The NEPA planning process is being abused by the BLM to delay legal uses of
the public lands and to fund research that Congress has determined is not needed. As
verified in the Draft EIS, mspodﬂnsmisidemﬂodmnmqunsmm
management action that could not be lddmsadhasﬂospodﬁcEnvlmhl
Assessment BLM has allowed this Draft S grow larger than it should have
by expanding the analysis to cover the nsqmmithptnrAnaiyda
Arsa. The Yates believe the u purposeofhisamnsbnlsbfund
studies of the raplors in this area that BLM can not justity in their budget 1o Congress.
BLM shouid refund to the operators the costs of this Draft EIS out of their cumrent
budget or altematively deveiop a program fo allow royalty credits for these costs,

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

1. BLM has gone beyond reasonable management methods to force this Draft EIS
on the operators and failed o recognize that the preparation of the Draft EIS is their
responsibiity. The only reason this has become .a major federal action that wil
significanty impact the environment is the simple fact that the BLM is not having o
fund the ion of the EIS. Coercing companies out of the private sector to pay
for this Draft EIS is a questionable that the BLM should immediately review.
Moreover, it is important to take note of the fact that the companies will receive no
value for the costs associated with the Draft EIS. instaad, al they will be able to do is
haveafwrpwndpaperweighnophummesholf bommwsdwmntwmnot

the i envir | assessments for specific projects that wilt require
BLM-uhorizallon.

Recommendation:

Reviewmdndeﬁnewhmappmpmh BLM's interpretation of

_mtamb&mladmhnﬂmmmenvmummmmmm

i with the N:

i Environmental Policy Act.

2 In the purposs and need analysis on Page 1-9, an Implication is made that ol
and gas development on BLM lands Wik cause impacts if development is
allowed. Oﬂanduasacﬂvlﬂudonotmeaaigﬁﬂcaminpodwm_eenvimmmt

Draft EIS/Cave Guich
4anme
Page3

Ly

Aok

The use of the surface is of imited duration and d dent on the oil and
msmatvos‘andvhoneompandtoﬂﬂuBLMlmds a very small percentags of
surface disturbance. Such small uses for exploration and development activities are
not significant impacts that will ad ly affact the environment. .

Recommendation:  BLM should recognize and state that oil and gas activiies do not -

significantly impact the environment.

3. in Section 1.4 Environmental Analysis Process starting on Page 1-10, the Draft
EIS says that “the analysls is to determine whether approval of tha action would resut
in unnecessary or undue degradation of the land.” This is not a completely true
statement. One of the main purpose of the Draft EIS is for a disclosure document. The
NaﬁdenviummHPoﬂqu(Nﬂ’A)dmnotmhmatMmbommpm
rather, it requires that the d and disciosed. Furthermore, the
mdwﬂmdmudmadyvmﬁedmgthundewymd
Management Act.

Recommendation:  This section should be redrafted to state that this Is a disclosure
document. The implication that NEPA pravents | 1o the needs
further expianation and legal support. Clarify that it is the BLM's management
and not a requi of NEPA to mitigate impacts.

P

4, Section 1-7 Issues and Concems starting on Page 1-18 is the best example of
why the BLM has created the need for this Draft EIS, hﬂ-addewﬂyuuﬂhﬂnhws
that goven how BLM should do their job. For ! logy, and
mdnngendspedesareﬁsﬁednlsuesofmmandatﬂuwmﬁmemaﬂ
requirements of Federal Law that BLM is required to follow. ' Because BLM must folow

these laws, they should not be at issue In this Draft EIS. Instsad, recognized for what -

they are, laws that BLM must follow. Continually raising a , paleontology, and
endangered spacies as issues implies thalﬂ'seBLMIsfallmmdomeirjob We do not
believe this is the case.

Howaverlfeompﬂanc.wihﬁmlawisuﬁuthelssuesofeonwnuosupposed
to be, then the following laws nead analysis as well: 1) the United States Constitution
mngardsmtakmofpmpmywlmmneompensaMZ)FadmlLandPoicymd
Mar t Act with regards to the multiple use mandats, 3) contractual law for
breach of the lease t, and 5) ive rights analyst

Recommendation:  Include as an issue the waste of the oil and gas reserves caused
by mitigation measures that prohibit development. Remove archeology, paleontology,
and endangered specles as Issues of concemn and address them as laws that require
compliance along with others cited above.

5. BLM may be unintentionally limiting Mramlyslshﬂspmbymmmwt

they know how many wells will be drilled. Cumul impact

that must be analyzed in an environmental document. smrmgonPsgezd specific

numbers of wells are identified without a recognition that this number may be
ded. It is not possible for the BLM to know what each person who owns a
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46-6

(cont.)

46-7

46-8

46-9

46-10

46-11

46-12

property right to develop tands in the described area is planning to do because the BLM
has not contacted every owner of the property fight What these numbers represent
are a select group of operators that have worked with the BLM in the preparation of this

Recommendation: Al the altematives should recognize that additional wells are -

possible and that the proposed wells represent BLM's current knowledge of proposed
wells, TNstﬂEISMdmaddmdwdopmomlnthanotdisdosedb
BLM, but reasonably foreseeable.

6. Section 2.1.2 Alternatives to the Proposed Action does not consider a viable
lhmahva.manaqemeMloemasmAmoanhalEnvimmnamalCmm
{ACEC) for the development of the | gas. Manag t as an ACEC for the
natural gas will allow displacement of other uses. FLPMAaIlwsmemanagementof
resources for a imited purpose If the resources have significant value. Section 1702
(a) of FLPMA defines an ACEC as an area "for special management attention to
protect and prevent imeparable damage ... to imporiant other natural systems or
process.” Present and polenSal production from the area exhibits natural
characteristics that deserve classification as an ACEC for the production of natural gas.

Recommendation:  Establish an ACEC for the development of natural gas in this
area, ’

7. Section 22212 on Page 2-30 describes mitigation measures that will be
voluntarily implememdbyopms Conlalned lnhlssectlonisthe impfication that
these mitigation will be applied to privat Requiring these mitigation
measures on private surf: ‘, d the hority of the BLM to approve
operations. To imply that BLM has the authority to require this mitigation misleads
badsapenonmmadsws&aﬁﬂs.

Recommendation: Reword paraaraph o state that these mitigation measures apply
to federal lands only.

8. On Page 2-34 a mitigation measure for raptor nests is suggested that would
limit construction activities during the critical nesting season for that particular species.
This fimitation does not take into account that there may be sufficient natural bariers,
such as a hill, that woukd provide adequate protection to the nest of the raptor without
the timing limitation. Also, it is very unclear that the limits are to be removed around

inactive nests.

Recommendation: Remove the requirement fo mitigate for raptor nests and base
mitigation on a case by case analysis.

9. Section 2.3 Altemative A on Page 2-36 is an unacceptable altemative to the
management of these lands, Limiting the number of surface activities may not allow for
the greatest uitimate recovery of natural gas and create the opportunity to allow a
company to create a monopoly for providing setvices to other operators in the area.

Topography may prohibit the concept of the central batteries because the natural and . .
Dreft El&/Cave Gulch”

Page 5

economic constraints this places on a pro]ec'. The requirement to use central batteries
may cause resesves to never be prod these ints wil make the
project fail to pass economic mnew of the operator. Likewise, specifically imiing the
number of facilities also has the net effect of creating a monopoly of the area and
possibly a violation of the anti trust laws. Preventing individual operators from

developing their leases in the manner that they chose, forces the operators to chose -

development methods that are unacceptable to the operator and.an unacceptable

restraint on their freedom.

Recommendation: Do not adopt Allemative A as a method to develop the area.

~ 10.  Section 2.3 Altemative A on Page 2-36 creates an flegal withdrawal of lands by
creating the 1/4 to 1/2 mile buffer zones for the nests. The sitemative fails to identify
the acres associated with the buffer zones, and by failing to do so may
excead the limitations on withdrawals found in §1714 of FLPMA. The exceeding of the
limitation in §1714(c) is possible when one considers that the plan fails to identify how
the buffer zones will work. If the 1/2 or 1/4 mile is a radius around the nest, then the
total acreage around the 11 nests sights designated for this protection measure may
exceoad the 5,000 acre limitation placed on the BLM ability to withdraw lands.

Also of important concem Is the fact that these distances (1/4 to 1/2 mile} are
greater than the 200 meter movement permitted in the 43 CFR §3101.1-2. One quarter
mile is approximately 400 metan Thll distance movement is sufficient 1o move

tions off lease, p pment of the lease. It is presumed that any
dlstance less than 200 meters does not impact lease rights and distances greater than
200 meters lead into regulatory takings.

Recommendation:  Specifically identify the acreage affected by the proposed buffer
zones. Provide lega! support for the ability to impose the 1/4 to 1/2 mile buffer zones.

11.  On Page 2-38, a new concept for the management of day to day activities is
proposed, identified as a casual use limiation. This concept would prevent the
operator frorh complying with leass terms, allow problems to compound beyond a
manageable siate and generally disrupt the natural setting of the area. First, one
element of an oil and gas lease is a requirement that production be established and
maintained. If production stops, there is a problem that needs immediate attention to
re-astablish production. Timing limitations on the operators ability to duct this work
will cause the lease 10 expires since the operator would be prevented from mairaining
production resulting in a takings. Secondly, by p ting | dafly mair on
the surface and down hole, problems will exponentially increase from the forced
neglect created by the timing limitation; valuable reserves will be lost. Thirdly, the site
security requirements of in 43 CFR §3162.7-5(b)8 require that sites be visited to
maintain production. Finally, by failing to allow access on a regular basis, human
activity is prevented from becoming an integral part of the sumounding area. Animals
wili not acclimate to the presence of man, if man Is prevented from being in the area.

Recor Aatlan: R

the casual use limitation.

46-13

46-14

46-15

46-16

46-17

46-18
46-19

46-20

46-21

46-22

12.  On Page 2-38, mmmmmﬁedhrappunﬁmdamzom
The location of these nests and the have the abliity
to prevent the Yates’s from ,nluse “InlhaNWMofSocbons
Township 36 North, Range 88 West among other leases. Preventing the development
of this lease and limiting surface locations beyond reasonable requirements, will cause
a taking of our lease. :

Recommendation: Mlﬂdmmlyshandpmpmhmn\pumhm
mntormeinpbnmﬁonotmeam ly, drop these

13. OnPagozmtanmebﬁ\amualusesﬁpuhbonnMagah
See comment #11 for comments.

s

Recom tion: R tis from il
14. On Page 2-49 the Draft E1S proposes the Powder River Draw Key Raptor Area
(PRDKRA). This area encompasses valid and existing oil and gas leases that have
high potential for the development of oil and gas. The Yates own leases in the area
covered by this proposad PRDKRA and object to the fact that they have not been
contacted conceming this proposal that will have the effect of withdrawing their leases
from development. While the plan says that this is not the intention, we are concemed
that this designation will prevent the BLM from cooperating with the processing of any
Hications flled for because of the special status granted to this area.
Rmmdupowibemedbpnvemmodwobpmntofmmm
accomplish the takings without due process of law.

Additionally, this proposal is also in violation of §1714(c) of FLPMA because as
the total acreage listed for withdrawal is' 8,252.41 acres, exceeding the lmitation in
FLPMA. This withdrawal of the acreage would require Congressional approval.

Recommendation:.  Withdraw from consideration the PRDKRA.

On Page 2-40, the Dvaft EIS proposes that in the PRDKRA be evaluated
through the NEPA process at a future time when field development occurs. Through
this plan and this requirement, BLM is atiempting fo expand the area of analysis
beyond the reasonable scope of the Draft EIS. it is impractical for the BLM fo keep
expanding the area of consideration in this Draft EIS. This effort is nothing more than a
make work projact.

Essentially what BLM has proposed in the PRDKRA is mitigation by land offset.
For every acre of land developed, BLM is proposing mitigation that requires a
percentage of land be sat aside where off and gas exploration and other legal uses of
the land will be prohibited. This type of mitigation Is not a concept supported by
FLPMA and the multiple use mandate therein. BLM has not authority to undertake this
type of miigation.

Draft EIS/Cave Guich
4187
Page 7

Recommendation: Follow the multiple use mandate in FLPMA and remove from
consideration the PRDIKRA. Also, BLM should specifically limit the area they are
analyzing in this Draft EIS and quit expanding the are by attempting to withdraw other
areas of land.

16.  The proposed development scenario discussed starting on Page 2-46 presents -
just the development theories of the oparators that have invested money into the
development of the Draft EIS. The Yates can not agree that this is how they would
develop their leases. To the extent that this Draft EIS impacts development rights on
leases, the Yates object to this pian.

Recommendation: Do not make the final plan so rigid as to impact the lease rights of
operators that have not been consutted bylheBl.M in the preparation of this plan.
Aliow case by case analysis to be used in the d P t of projects d by this
plan providing adequate fexibiity to accommodate all lease owners.

17. In the ical resources starting on Page 3-8, stong
consideration of the Iaehmqm of avoidance needs consideration. By avoiding the
resources, no damage will ocar.

Recommendation: Adopt a policy of avoldance as a means to protect the
Paleontological resources.

18.  Air quality analysis starting on Page 3-11 needsﬁodefertomeexperhssolme
appropriate State of Wyoming air quality bureau (WDEQWAQD).

Recommendation:  Defer to the appropriate State of Wyoming air quality bureau
(WDEQ/AQD).

18.  On Page 3-42, & very broad assumption is made conceming Waters of the US.
This assumption may rmislead the readers of the Draft EIS that the waters in the area
as well as any drainage in the area are Waters of the US.

Recommendation: vald.logalmppoﬁforthedeﬂniﬂonofwmdmeusm
legal support for the Juslon that drainage’s deserve the umbrelia protaction of
Waters of the US d ion. If not supported delete the ref

20. The Wildiife analysis starting on Page 3-52 falls to recognize that animals
acclimate to the presence of hurmnan aclivity.

Recommendation:
activites.

Raptor analysis staring on Page 3-59 fails to explain why It is important to
profect unoccupied raptor nests and provide documentation support for this reasoning.
Potentially, an abandoned nest can be used in future years, but the raptor will make
this decision to nest considering the current status of the area, which may include ofl
and gas activities. Many times, raptors have chosen to build nests either on or near

Recognize that animals accimate to human presence and

21,
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46-22

(cont.)

46-23

46-24

46-25

46-26

46-27

46-28

46-29

46-30|

oilfield equipment. Moreover, BLM is not charged with providing perfect habitat for the
raptors.

Recommendation:  Make it clear that occupation of the surface will be aliowed near
unoccupled nests.

22,  Also, in the Raptor analysis section starting on Page 3-59, several references

are mada to studies and publications for the reasons to support this analysis. Much of
this information is not readily accessile to the genaral public and may be very highly
subjective.

Recommendation: Review the data dosely to remove the bias factor and provide
assistance in providing access to this information,

23.  On Page 4-8 the implication is made that an operator will be responsible for
digging determined to be required to provide analysis of discovered paleontologic
resources. This Is the responsbility of the BLM and not the operator responsibiity. An
operator can effectively mitigate impacts to the resources by applying additional dt as
mummurus. Any efforts to excavate the resources are the responsblity of

i
Recommendation:. Recognize a mitigation avoidance as the prefemed method and
allow burial as a secondary mitigation measure. Clarify that BLM bears the financial
responsibility for efforts to excavate the resources beyond stabiiization,

24. On Page 4-28 mitigation for sols is discussed. ltusmpomnnoramemberm
safety should not be sacrificed in the name of limited ground disturbance. Pads used
in the development of the oll and natural gas should be allowed of sufficient size to
permit safe operations. The BLM must remember the desper the well the larger the
pad.

Recommendation: Do not sacrifice safety for limited ground disturbance. Provide
flexibliity such that the individual operator determine pad size.

25, Starting on Page 4-70 mitigation for animals Is discussed. BLM must recognize
that they are responsibie for all ing that is p d in this section. Survey to
determine the presence or absence of aspedesandheassodmdrwordknpm is
the responsibility of BLM.

Recommendation: Clarify that BLM bears the financial responsibility for conduction
the mitigation surveys that they are requesting.

28. On Page 4-71 mitigation for raptors is suggested that includes surveying and
artificial nest structures (ANS). Both of these activities will require funding that is the
responsibility of the BLM. Proposed eperations for oil and gas activities should not be
delayed because BLM has chosen not to budget these costs into their budget.
Likewise, BLM shouid not force these costs onto the operator of a proposed project.

Draft EISICave Guich
AT

Page 8

BLM must make a determination from the information that they have in their
possession,

Recommsndation:  BLM should accept the responsibiiity for the costs associated with
the proposed mitigation and monitoring.  If budget constraints prevent BLM from

conducting these activities, then BLM management must decide not to conduct these -

activiies and permit legal uses of the land,

27. On Page 4-74, mitigation for recreation is determined 1o include mitigation
measures that will have inherent costs to complete the mitigation. Again, these costs
are the responsibility of BLM.

;ic:ommndaﬁon: Clarify the fact that BLM bears the financial responsibility for this
‘aati

28,  On Page 4-79, mitigation for visual is determined to include mitigation
measures that will have inherent costs to compiete the mitigation. Again, these costs
are the responsibility of BLM.

Recommendation:
mitigation.

Clarify the fact that BLM bears the financial responsibility for this

29. On Page 4-82, mRIgaﬂon for cuftural resources is discussed to include

ick as the preferred mitigation measure. The Yates concur that this Is the best
method to mitigate cultural resources. A second method not discussed is the bural of
cultural resources. Burial protects the cultural resources from any damage that could
occur from surface exposure or the possible theft of the cultural resources.

Finally, as a mitigation m , data collection Is dis d and would include
significant costs. These costs are far 'in excess than other mitigation measures. As
stated before, these costs are the of the BLM. Section 108 of the
Archeological Protection Act places the responsibility for the resource protection on the
BLM. .

Recommendation: Continue current policy to have avoidance as the preferred
method of mitigation, aliow burial as a means of mitigation, and thirdly
recognize that BLM bears the responsibility and financial obligation for data coliection.

30.  Appendix C, Summary of Directional Driling Within the Project Area, may be a
possible mitigation measure, However, this option should be allowed at the discretion
of the operator and not a mandatory requirement.

Recommendation: Make this an avaiable mitigation measure at the election of the
operator. BLM should not consider this as mandatory mitigation.

31 In the Draft EIS, neana!ysismthalmpadsofsmaﬂmuslamoopemu
made, Great diffi what is ically feasible exist between large

46-30

(cont.)

47-1

. Green River Basin Advisory Committee's NEPA Streamlining

leasehold positions and small lsasehold podﬂom.npoﬁwlhomuqdnmmson
ofl parties falls to recognize the differences between companies.

Recommendation:  Specifically analysis the costs of the mitigation measures on &
site specific bases for individual wells.

The Yates respectiully submit these comments and reserve the right to accept
and adopt cther comments submitied on this Draft EIS as if they were thelr own. To
hmmﬁiwhﬁﬂmmﬁwmddymmdwwmm
righis owned, consider it commented on and objected thereto.

Very truly yours,
YATES PETROLEUM CORPORATION

Yy

Chuck Moran
Landman

ez The Honorable Senator Craig Thomas
The Honorable Senator Michae! Enzi 4
The H ble Congre Barbara Cubin
The Honorable Senator Pets V. Domenici
The Honorable Congressman Joe Skeen

PETROLEUM ASSOCIATION OF WYOMING
& division of Rocky Ol and Gas dath

£51 Wemer Cowt, Sulte 100 mw

Casper, Wyoming 82609

(307) 234-5338

tax (307) 206-2189

Cathy Schults
Offioe Maneger

Trorhae H. Clayson Katherine Q. Springer
Associat Dinsclor Assoclals Director

duded are of the Petrol A of Wyoming (PAW), a division of the Rocky
Mountain Oil and Gas Association, in response to BLM's recuest for comments on the Cave Gulch -
Bullfrog - WMM&MWWMWMSW(DBS}

PAW/RMOGA, rep a bership which for the vast majority of the oil and gas
ploration, production and transportation in the state of Wyoming.
BIM is to be compl d, diess of the ion and susp ofthetwopmvuns

wwwwmmmmmuma@mmhm s

Ummdy,nmmdﬂuﬂmmmkmhmmﬁm Hopefilly,
this will facilitate the natural gas development in the Cave Guich-Bullfrog-Waliman srea beginning
August 1, 1997, the day the Record of Decision (ROD) is signed.

BLM bas beard loud and clear from the interested and afficted parties this natural gas development
mamnﬂmﬁumm-mmbi&yomeCmmyandthemonyomm Moxe
than 300 individuat d the Alt.lxughweheardﬁm-hmdwnmmﬁ'omth
Dmﬂnmnonywmdbym&m we believe the comments represented a sincere
mmofbowﬁnad:ooh,ﬂneuntymdmdmuwmbeposmvdymwedbydn
development project.

memmm%mmmmmemm
l%wmmﬂumslﬂyl%m)dwﬁnmngfm&epmpoMm However, the
DEIS to the posed action (see Pages 6-1 and 6-2) which
directly conflicts with the ID Tearo's actions. meemmnmmmzﬂycwdtombvutthe
process which is in direct conffict with Dep of Ingerior S ,BmeeBnbhu‘nceeptmgﬂz
(attached). This
bdumdnddrmbewhmdbymykmmummowsmoﬁwahduﬂoﬁm
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47-1

(cont))

47-2

47-3

47-3

(cont)

47-4

47-5

. 47-6

951 Wemer Court, Suite 100
Casper, Wyoming 82601

At first glance, the DEIS' tone is negative and inconsistent with BLM's stated goal of ensuring timely
development of its natural resources in a reasonsble manner. The DEIS suggests this oil and gas
development project will proceed, but only after the operators have funded several special projects
within the Resource Area/District Office. PAW represents operators currently involved in Wyontiog
who have participated in funding other ofl and gas NEPA documenis. This is the only EIS written
which ignores the op proposed action and analyses, in detail, insignificant issues. The following
will fixrtber exphain the basis of this comment. :

‘When the Cave Gulch EA FONSI was vacated and the Bullfrog EA- suspended, the reason, among
other things, was the ANS structures were moved to the point BLM could no longer easore a
mitigated FONSI (BLM Decision Letter dated January, 1996). In addition, because the field was not
delineated, and as companies drillsd additional exploratory wells, new information prompted location
changes. Here we are in the more formal, ive EIS process with BLM mandating exact
well locations (see Page 2-2, Figure 2-1).  PAW is gravely concerned the same thing will heppen
again—companies will propose well locatians different than what was analyzed in the DETS--BLM will
shut the companies down. This District Office must conform to the fact, the overwhelming majority of
NEPA d take a ptual approach to fiekd development, and its accompanywg
environmental analysis, rather than an analyss which allows for no fiexibility. Development must not
be delayed because of BLM's refisal to understand how the oil and gas industry operates.

hpSJ,WAcﬁonmdeuﬁvaLﬂnDHSmggmm}ymopnmmﬁ&l
and develop.... Does this mean if a anitized agr were established, a lessee outside the
seven would or would not be allowed to develop jts lease? Please clarify.

Page 1-10 (Environmental Analysis Process), the DEIS states "The analysis is to determine whether
approval of the action would result in y or undue degradation of the land.” In fact, &
reinforces the purpose

Robertson v, Methow

'td:on-fmmg": )
MWWMawwmmamem

such an envir serves NEPA's "action-forcing” purpase in two
portant resp It that the ggency, in g will have availabi

and will carefully consider detatled information concerning Significont environmental

impacts, it also g that the rels infe ion will be made available 1o the lorger

audience that may also play a role in both the decision making process and the

3ot0ey it Apric
its

Publication of an EIS, both in draft and final form, also serves a larger information role. It
gives the public the assurance that the agency has indeed corsidered ervi ] cor

2
951 Wermner Court, Suite 100

Casper, Wyoming 82601

in ﬁ!dzd.ﬁamaﬁngm..aﬁpaimmw significarly, provides a springboard far
public comment.

Therefore, the DEIS should be amended to refiect the objectives of NEPA which are to:
« consider every siguificant aspect of the environmental impact of the proposed action;

and,

o tuform the public that the agency did indeed consider envi tal inits

decisionmaking process.
Page 1-18 through 20 (Issues and Ci ) 1t is disapp to review the exhaustive fist of
perceived *Issues and Concems* and to fiip the page to the "Opportunities” where only 4 arcas ace
listed. In fact, this natural gas develop project is situated in an area that is already congested with
2 power transmission lines, an auto junk yard, oil and gas equip a power substation, well sites,

access roads, ranch out-buildings, a railroad grade, major pipelines (KN Energy, Express, Pay
Express) and at the souther tip of the project, a state highway and paved road syssem (DELS 3-173).
What better location 1o actively pursue of and gas developmert which benefits Natrona County
citizens, Wyoming and the nation with little or no adverse impacts to the environment. PAW
recommends ftems 6, 7 (2ud bollet), 11, and 13 be moved from Issues & Concerns to
Opportunities.

Page 2-50 (Table 2-8 Total Disturbance (in Acres) by Spacing Deasity Associsted with the
Proposed Action, Alternative A, and Alternative B) The proposed action discloses industry's intent
to drill on 20/40, 160 and 320/640 (deep well) acre spacings. However it is not readily apparent BLM
carries Alternative A and B deep well tests into its analysis, Wells drilled on 20 acre spacing will bave
greater potential to displace wildlife than a well drilied on 320/640 acre spacing.  An explanation was
given during the public meeting where BLM divided the deep wells into the 20-80 acre and 160 acre
columns. However, it appears the 23 deep wells should be added to Alternative B (Preferred
Alternative) which would increase the total surface distirbance by 174.57 acres.  This also suggests
Alernative B creates the highest level of surface disturbing activiti than the operators'
propased action..  Instead, the analysis should accurately reflect what the operators plan to develop
and if the surface disturbing activities for 20-acre: spacing are the same as 320/640-acre spacing. i3
not, this shell game is hard for anyoos to understand—both industry and the public. Te summarize, the
analysis is incorrect and i should be revised to aceurately and adequately reflect industry's
proposed action,

Page 3-70 (3.9 Visual R Given the L on page 3-73 describing the project ares *as
not pristine", the Visual R discussion is very confusing. The DEIS suggests "an estimated
65% of the project area contains ‘Class C scenic quality, 6,000 scres Class A sconic quality and 2,500
acres Class B scenic quality. Please demamstrate where, within the "2 power transmission lines, ato
}mkyud.oﬂmdgueqmpmmgpowumwmmmads.nmhan-hnwm

3

47-6

(cont.)

47-7

47-8

47-8

(cont.)

47-9

951 Wemer Court, Suite 100
Casper, Wyoming 82601

raiiroad grade, major pipelines, highways and paved road system®, these pristine areas exist. Please
disclose the population figures for Arminto. The area housed a local bar which attracted folks, but
unfortunately it burned down mare than 0 years ago leaving the town barren. The town is easy to'
miss becanse of its sparse population and we challonge any adverse impact 10 a town virtually closed.

A glossary section desaribes the Visusl R M classification (see Glossary Section
discussion) but does not define Class AB, or C. Again, this Is very confusing to the reader and
should cither be defined in the Glossary or amended to mirror the Class 1-5 portion of the
'VRM definition. .

Page 3-76 (Sociocconomics) While the project proponents and Natrona County Treasurer Gary

Widup are the best of mf i garding soci mics, several observations are

discussed below. The Cooperative Extension Service, UW College of Agriculture, Department of
Agricultural E . docied the oGk ? son of the SW Wyoming R

Evaluation as well as other socioeconomic analyses for BLM and the state of Wyoming and use the
ched outline for - - ics. The DEIS appears to fail to analyze:

ECONOMIC STRUCTURES
o Employment by sector, with & comperison to Wyoming and the U.S,
® Persona! income, with & compagison to Wyoming and the U.S.
o Labor income by sector
« Non-labor income (investment income and transfer payments)

ECONOMIC BASE
o Export sales by sector =
o Eamings by industry thet use Federal iands

In order to ad ly ly the above mentioned categories and
accompanyiog analyses should be inchuded in the FEIS. .

Page 4-19 (Summary of Excsion Esti Due to C for the Proposed Action) We
have been unable to locate any smmmary or reference to Table 4-5 in the text other than the table. The

table also refers to & term “Best Practices (BMP)" which is undefined in BLM's rules
andlor regulations. Receatly, BLM inserted BMP's in the Fontenelie ROD, and the Jonah T DEIS,
again without reference to a defiition, promulgated rules or rgulations. However, we call to BLM

its final Grazing Best Management Practices in March, 1997 which is defined as:

951 Werner Court, Suite 100
Casper, Wyoming 82601

A practice or combination of practices that are de
Pplaning agency o be the mast effective and p ( g g
and institutional considerations) means of controlling nonpoint polkuants at levels
compatible with emvirarmenial quality goals. Abbr. BMP.

‘bya“or" s L
oy 3 7 N

= hlo P

The Wyoming Nonpoint Source Task Force issued & policy in May, 1995 which states:
The process and procedsre for promulgation of regulations in Wyoming is governed by the
Wyoming Adrirdstrative Pracedres Act. This act requires a more thorough public review
process that that required for adoption of Best Management Practices, which are non-
regulatory. Rather than an additional set of guidelines on the above named
industries, in the form of BMPs, the Task Force hereby adopts the policy that the rules and
regulations prowsigated for oil and gas exploration and production of, mineral ion,
Hgkmmudmndm&rymndmﬂanb:&aﬂbewmﬂadﬁe%fw
these activities....(emphasis added)

To further flustrate, during the discussions of the Cumulative Impacts Task Force, BMPs were
proposed as standards for protecting to the highest level possible wildlife and jts habitat. The
pmposdwdaﬂedbennemmmbemnﬂumnmhﬁmmmbemmdmedﬁx
wildiife, PAW recommends the above state Nonpoint Source Task Force policy be adopted by
BLM. PAW also strongly recommends before BLM reference any term undefined by
igated rule or regulath it be stricken from the d (s)

P L

Page 4-67 (4.7.3.3.4 Raptors) Nowhere in the DEIS does it state the raptors will be “sigrificantly
and/or adversely impacted * In addition, more than 225 individuals attended and 28 public comments
mmdehriutheDHSpﬁcnnﬁingandtesﬁﬁedﬁnpwpoMixmﬂh:ﬁpuhﬁonmﬁd
have significant adverse impacts to the service companics. These i ividuals are probibited
from supplying construction and drilling labor and are forced to look for work elscwhere. As a Jast
resort, these individuals collect unemployment during the six-month seasonal stipulation (February 1
through July 31) which does not benefit the workforce por the economy. Regardiess of the curent
Jease stipulations imposed on lessee, PAW recommends a permanent waiver to the six-moath
Tease stipulation—it has no scientific, technical or economic basis.

BLM has suggested Anificial Nesting Structures (ANS) as a form of mitigation. Industry believes
msmmmmmthmmmumwmmawmm
Waltmsn grea (gee attached article/Wyoming Game & Fish Department letter dated July 15, 1993) of
the Boar's Tusk project. However, PAW has grave concerns the BLM-proposed 273 square mie
arca, which will be used to construct ANS, are locsted outside the area of analysis. PAW reminds
BLM in its own Solicitors Memorancum dated May 6, 1991 and attached jon M G

No. WY-93-160 dated July 7, 1993 which view mandatory ion (off-site mitigation) as a
form of fund raising “that was probably beyond the BUM's legal autharity.* The Solicitor also staes
mﬂmrywmpemﬁon'._su-n:sd:embjea:ofthe'mrihxﬁon‘ulitﬂemmedmﬂirﬁytﬂssxﬁwd
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951 Wemer Court, Suite 100
Casper, Wyoming 82601

47O Jblackmail® PAW recommends the 273-square mile proposed area for ANSs be restricted to the
(cont.) area of analysis—40 square miles.

The peed 10 establish a Key Raptor Area (KRA) is questionable at best. The DEIS admits Although
betier habitat conditions are likely represerted in the KRA because of the increased density of nests
there, ﬂxabwyofﬂnmnawmwmlmumm The 1992 US
&nmoanuAvaﬂabﬂnyowawnMnsquomAmO(MDAS)ﬁxOﬂ&GumWymg
mlpdmﬂnthGtﬂdx—BnﬂﬁogWahmnmmm d to high potential. Mod
deﬁ-ulctmauaﬂnt Tk loped or undevek “mdminmzl

having andior 1 Jor fyq'mmwlesthmﬂ
m!ﬂimbamdmﬁ&lprbw(ﬂlm:o m@pmwkd&ndcmmmmmw
deposits (d d) and miy having duction and/or
mﬁmﬁydwwﬂmﬂm]wmbmdmlwlm(wm PAW
recommends any reference to low potential is without basis and should be stricken.

1

BLM's internal Geologic & Reservoir analysis concluded that up 10 15 wells could be drilled in the
proposed KRA which is consistent with the KMDAS. Regardless of any ill-conceived justification an
BLM's part, the area is currently under lease except for two small sections of land, and is open (not off
fiemits) for mineral development. IFBLM proceeds with this KRA designation, a complete disclosure of
this takings action and compensation must be in the DEIS.

bl

47-10

Finally, the KRA was not agreed to in the proposed action by the operators and is, therefore, not
voluntary and must be considered off-site mitigation The DEIS, ou page 4-68, states *Although the
KRA will not mitigate the loss of rptor production the Project Area, it will help to compensate by
serving as a long-term nucleus area that will belp to protect and stebilize the on-going production of
Taptors in the greater area and region and help to minimize curulative impacts.” For all the reasons
Istatedt above, PAW strongly recommends BLM reject the KRA,

Page 4-69 4.7.4.2. Raptors. The 20d paragraph refers to Section 2.2.4.1 which does not exist. This
section appears to reference Section 2.2.2.12 and should be changed.

47-11

Page 4-72 (4.8 Recreation) The DEIS has already defined this arca as a “pon-recreation site” (see 3-
73). The criteria for determining significance is unfounded and, therefore, the analysis is flawed. To
Wﬂphﬂ;&d&hsbempuvﬂdmlmmdmmomlbmﬁm(agdom
generated from recreational activities in the DEIS area of analysis), or *di

activities.” To base a significant adverse impact on 8 “fecling” smsxﬁamt.umumkdmd,thseﬁm,
futally flawed. Uﬂmmenmmpmesgﬁﬁunuumtﬁeabweammn&um

47-12

 perceived levels of isolation and solitude (wild section should
duumi-edlnignﬂmtmd/orlﬁckmtromﬂ:el)m
) [
951 Werner Court, Sulte 100
Casper, Wyoming 82601
r.p4-74(4.s.smng=m y) This is noth shonof P mitigation (see
Solicitors Memorandum dated May 6, 1991 and hed I M dum No, WY-93-160

dated July 7, 1993). One of the three "interpretative exhibits” mggeanplammdmldﬁfeouuvsnon
opportunity display. This is an inappropriate DEIS comp ion mitigation and should be
funded by BLM ratber than the project proponents. If BLM's intent is to construct interpretive exhiibits
for the area, industry would support an exhibit showing the positive atiribate of the natural gas
development project (¢.g. dollars generated from the field, people employed, how the field
benefits education, etc.)

47-13

Omﬁﬂommnnﬁah“mummmm.mddofmrdmm
the socioeconomics of this area. It is appalling for BLM to p county have never
been granted cooperating agency status. mﬁa,nwunnedd\mngﬂnwbhcmm»g,mcamy
commissioners of Eureka County, Nevada were granted cooperating agency status on the Ruby Hill
Gold Mine just last year. In addition, county conmissioners were granted cooperating agency status
on the Columbia River Basin project in Oregon. We just leamed the county commissioners of Grant
County, Utsh were granted cooperating agency status to participate in the integration of the 37 NEPA-
related handbooks currently used by BLM in & pilot project. David Wiliisms, BLM Group Manager in
‘Washington, DC 1 have been told can provide the detals of the agreement (202) 452-7793. To
mmwdeumomemCamyumdmdaﬁadsﬂmﬂwhvemmorm
hwﬁﬂphunﬂwtd:lesaizpmtheﬁeemdtonﬂy bi ing CEQ R

of local g 1500.5(b); 1501.1(b); 1501.5(c); 1502, 5(9; 1501.6;
1503, l(a.)(l), 1503.2 1503.3; 1506. 3(c); 1506.5(s); 1506.5.

47-14

Immediate steps shonld be taken to invite the Natrons County Commissioners to participate in
the remaining DEIS, FEIS and Record of Decision process.

PAWWshwmqmwmmu&wmmg-denNMGu
Development Project Draft Bovi | Impact S History in this area has proven

ion of natural can be fished in an eavi ity sound manner for the good
of Wyoming, its residents aod its wildlife. The petroleun industry looks forward to maintaining its
long standing pastnership with the BLM in Natrona Countty and the state of Wyoming.

48-1

o=  Curt Parsons, PAW President

Green River Basin Advisory Committee’s NEPA Recommendation
ow ive Extension Service letter dated July 1, 1996

Noapoint Source Task Force Policy for EMPs dated 5/12/95
‘WY Nonpoint Source Management Plan Grazing BMPs Final Draft dated March, 1997
‘Wyoming Game & Fish Department letter dated July 15, 1993 of the Boar's Tusk project
Rodﬁhﬁwwuhdedﬁed!ulyls, 1993

Draft M 3

Rocky M BLM.RM.1241,1248
BLM Innmwon M’unonndum No. WY-93-160

PO Box 865
Gillette, WY 82717-0865
Maxch 31, 1997

Purean of Land Management

Casper District Office

ATTENTION: Kate Padilla, .Team Leader .

1701 East "2" Street

Casper, WY 82601 -

Dear Fate:

Ihavezeadthednftmmmvemldxinitsentuety,aﬂhweafevhnef

mtomhe

ﬁonovingreasau:
* As stated throughout the EIS, the careful mamagemant defined in this

alternative minimizes negative impacts to the project arca;

* From a business perspective, it permits the lessess to extract the
minerals in a way that is profitable to them, whereas Alternatives A
msmmmxtmnqwmmdmumtm

to develop this resource;

of the Proy ‘Pctimasdﬁinaﬂinﬂnnsfmthe

* Mpositlveeanmicimctﬁrhothtmstatadwymmgarﬂmm
mmtywﬂ.dmataﬂmofgmatﬁmc&alm
d&ue, in part, to ing for i

* Artificial nesting structures have been used
a:ummwellmmty’acoalm, sonst.m;sluﬂdnothinierur
prevent development of

* The "public® needs to

ﬂntprwzdingjdzﬁur

remembor Wyoming residents.: :
and adding to Wyoning's tax base is a public banefit from public landst

mmm,:mmtmmfmmrwmmumm-
mm&lmkmlmwmtw .

Sincerely,
Robin Reints
307-682-0032
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raptors year-round and there would be fower surface well iocations so
presumably less surface disturbance. e

The raptors will be protected where they normally nest while in Altemative B
there is a set aside provision for land adjacent fo the project area. My ques-
tion is: would the raptors move to this area or vacsate the area permantly?
Abom:wﬂwmﬂ#ﬂnwnidomwwﬂbepeﬂnmﬂy
protectad since the management of other resources would not be pre-
cuded?

1 would prefer that the BLM icok seriously st taking measures 10 reduce the
drilling activity to hopefully extend the fife of the Cave Guich-Bullirog-Walt- A
man Natural Gas Development Project beyond the 10 year projection

80 that future generafions might enjoy some benifits of the miners instead
of allowing the current operators and county and stats govemments to
expioit the resource as soon as possible in the name of greed.

49-1

49-2

Thankyou,

F Lotesls Wit
F. Earfine Hittel

36 Begonia
Casper, WY 82604-3854

NATRONA COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
200 WL CENTER M. 115
CASPER, WY 82601

PHONE (207) 3%6-2002
FAX, (207) 2950486

CAVE

WALTMAN DRAFT E.I.S.

COMMENTS BY:

NATRONA COUNTY

| prefer Altemative A of the draft EIS because it appears to better protect the

GULCH-BULLFROG-

Office of

Natrona County Attorney
Courthouse

Natrona

County Anorney
Eric A, Easton

March 31, 1997

Bureau of Land Management/
Platte River Resource Area
Attn: Xate Padilla

P.0. Box 2420

Mills, Wyoming 82644
RE: Cave Gulch Bullfrog-Waltman Draft RIS Comment

The Katrona County Board of County Commissioners vish to

formally state that we believe the ELM has viclated the NEPA
process and its own rules and regulations in development of the
Cave Gulchisuntrog EIS by failing to recognize Natrona County as
a perative ag (See att ts. )

The County’s primary area of expertise is social-econcmics, -
history and culture. Thers are numerous p dents wh fed 1
g ies have r ized ies expertise with cooperating agency

agreements ranging from Moffat.County, Colorado to Catron .
New Mexico to Eureka County, Nevada.

We believe the draft EIS is batter in the social-economic
areas when compared with other EIS‘ and would like to commend BIN.
That is not to say that we believe it is good. Frankly, the
social~economic area analysis portion is incomplete as is stated by
Gary Widup, Natrona County Treasurer in his comments.

50-1

Had Natrona County been made a cooperative agency as promised
in the early meetings with BLM, we would have had the opportunity
to sit at the table and 3Jointly develcp the areas vhich were
overlocked. We believe the final product would have been much
better.

At the vary least, had the Commissioner’s been part of the core
tean on the development of social-economics, we would not be in a
position to criticize. R

Masion Boyzis . e /.
Donna Obect 1l Brauer, Cha.

o Bopn
P o Py

Marion Bouzis,”Commissioner

Terry wﬁg‘ m%nionu

NOTE: Additional Attachments to Comment Number 50 are available for review at
the Casper District Office: -

Natrona County Cooperating Agency; Response to Al Pierson, State Director's letter
of 12/10/96

Counties as Cooperating Agencies on BLM Environmental Analysis (Draft 2/17/97)
BLM Manual 1780 - Cooperative Relations Documents (2/25/86)
Literature Cited .

Management Framework Plan - Platte River Resource Area

Cave Guich-Bullfrog-Waltman Natural Gas Development Project Final EIS - June 1997
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COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIS

Gary Widup
Treasurer
March 31,1997 50"4
Bureau of Land Management
Casper District
1701 East “E™ St.
Casper, WY 82601

RE: Cave Gulch/Waltman/Bullfrog Draft EIS
Ladies and Gentlemen:

lwouldﬁmlikzmﬂmkyonfor&eeﬂ'mbm“spmﬁnoﬂwmmmofﬂnmhhmy
undﬁmndmgdmthudnﬁwmwemdnuuﬁ-nmﬂom.mvmhthmmm
analysis falls far short. There are several areas that were not properly add or addressed at all. 1 will
outline the most important of those in this letter.

SCOPING
Paragraph 2.1.2 of the drafi states:

'Akavuﬂmmthz?mawddaia;c&mbndﬁmﬂummaﬂamofm
M (BLM) include: (I) the need for a more defined location of
pw_fadlinu. bnclua?ngwllam. roads, pipcllm. and other ancillary facilities; and (2)

natural gas f P I impacts to raptors and their
habitats. *

That px that the scoping e was & sham. The items listed in that pacagraph were
eonnernsof theBLMcoremmnhbn;Of:hmoﬁpuhunthemhwmg.nm

j of them expressed about the of
dwmmlwmﬁmnﬁnh&dwmdﬂmﬁdmanMumth
alternatives, those voices either went unbeard or are being intentionally ignored, either of which is totally
unacceptable.

SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS
mmmmsmmamwwmmm-mwu

quite obvious looking at the draft document, that in the mind of BLM, the term “significant impact” can
odybensdmdumgmvesmﬂmeunmuubngmﬁammofﬁummﬁmlm

Bureau of Land Management
March 31, 1997
Page2 .

ﬁndﬂmnﬁednmehhdwdoamhnpomwmhmhwﬁudsommm the
Ms&od&mnﬂwﬁdmm&dmmwwuhhmm
The document downplays this significant impact, stating oaly that “ d ke 1
withtthlqpmdAchanwauldawacmW(pmpph4 1n.7.

mmgwdeﬂwqumhrmwvﬁmmwmdmmddmﬂmbymmsmmlﬁm
realism is in order. Looking at just the few currently producing wells in the field, production has beén in

the neighborhood of 110,000,000 to 150,000,000 cubic feet & day. Gas prices have been much higher than
mwmmmwmdmmumlMSWUmhwm

of the production figures, a _,.pmeofszoom ducing the resulting
Im/ofortrmspomnonmtheumuuwdlsm ting an in d vah of $198,000
per day. Interpolating that to an annual figure produces an d of over $72 million.

N County’s d vah fwmwl”ﬁwmﬁwmmmtom
i 24% i in anly ng csarent production. That, 1 dare say, isa
htﬂemorcﬂnnmerelysubmmalItuuglﬁunimpmmﬁet,mtamsofvddnsmﬁame,uu
dﬂﬂyﬂnmglemnsgmﬁammddndwdopmlfmmmmdaednhuwly oven
the biclogi )

without miti pale in comp tothe impacts,

putungthe“n;mﬁm ofdnbwlog;ﬂlndocologalmnd-mwm

GENERAL ANALYSIS

Quhelﬂ(dy,theumlcmphmnmtheugmﬁanoeommuxmpanwmmtedfmw

PP wothry of P h 4.11.2, referring to

sodo-euonom: .
“No specific RMP direcions e avadlable for this discipline.

S dly, the data collected was “snalyzed™ only for p ial negative impacts, Paragraph 4,11.2

continues: ’

“The following criteria are used to d heths wpacts of the Propased Action

would be significant:

“de ling a greater than ten percent annual increase in a local area
populaﬂan. Ihiswiunalsbaudaulhmmpﬂmthatwdngmhmﬁmmﬂnabimyoj
affected ies to provide housing and services or otherwise adapt to growth-related social
and economic changes;

50-5

-Further, 1 cannot find an economic snalysis done on the key raptor srea. A table lists potential

Bureau of Land Management
March 31, 1997
Page3

*an aggregate change in revenve and expenditure flows likely to result in o inability on the part
: qqﬂmdmofmwbmhmmbﬁcmmdﬁdkundwm

of residents or users of affected areas that would result due o
mdwmﬁdmmwmwwmmwmof%

likely 30 generate org al resp

and conflict.”
Anofdulbovemmmpod.mdnho\lldbacmd«ld Bmvwar theﬁp-ldedmlddmu
d. Will to fill, ek

" Mevels of project-induced di: 5fe

ing a ly existing -
Mwmmmmmwmmmwmmmw
Could there possibly be project-i isf ommaboﬂmponnmdw

ANALYSIS OF ALTERNATIVES

Pmb:blyﬂwmmuﬂmofﬂummmﬂynuﬂuofempuhgdnmmwb
B. Paragraph4.11.5,

= B

. “As long as the wells drilled are equally productive, mmﬁri‘a&ml,&deadlod
Wwﬂkwwwwmmmﬁﬂnwm

On the face, that is probably & true statement. However, thelmplaﬂonufﬁnnmmthuﬂuma
‘would be the same, is just not correct.

h:mnmlyuofmmnm,mwhﬂyhed:ﬂmﬂwﬁmmdmdjuwmdm
muMmemmmMWaWnummdﬂm

hedule, Al B defers prod fore defers the tax This defesral causesmot =%
oﬂyabssofpmemduwumnhndwlbuoﬁhmdnhsoﬂhmmwm
Unless these are properly considered, the analysis of the at ives is I P flswed.

federal
mmm&mmdhmn&bmwbwvuﬂwwyuofbcdmmmu
revenue? The land is leased, th giving the ion of devel The also has an o r
Wofdmmmmumdmwdmmwmlmmbyﬁe g

state director that an EIS is & “full discl o impact of the

set-aside makes it less than complete.

Bureau of Land Management

March 31, 1997

Page4

Anoth Jusion of the “analysis” is just Iaughable. Paragraph4.11.3.1.2 states is part:
“Tt Is possidle that the se d ocoup durhu mmnayrwh
corresponding 1 umenspli hﬁGNaMC«mwdlaﬂgmm

hspou'bleWWhuewnthemmnmpmgwhmﬁwomwutﬁndmmdmndm
mandmﬂateﬂqmduﬂythumkmuhppm?hhmywmdemmmﬁd
disenfranchised from the federal government?

R
Tlnpmmsmedﬁ:nhuhﬂmu ble &t best, Scoping appears to have beea just » finality,
held only b it was required, not b dwmwmmdyhdmdmwbwmu

dxﬁ‘eredﬁomthwm BLM‘scorﬂum d from g, but little else. The
data analysis was fund: “ﬂmedbd’omnemmad,duetotheobvmdnd

the establishment criteria. Thewao—eoonomndymofﬂudmuﬂxweddntoamhek( ,1
understanding of economics, caused most likely from decades of ignoring them.

ThemmhucomfortheBLMmundumndthnbnpmmbepomwaweuummve.mdmd
ding the positive oaes, The positive impacts must truly be fctored into
m«mommmmmmmmmmwwammmm =

dudydnmznsmﬁwnmpwtnfﬂmdevdnpnmwmﬂdbetbpmveimptumﬁ:m
pared to other anslyses done in the di ent, it may be the only.truly “significac: 3
mhummmﬁlemmBmwMWymﬂmmtmyMwnﬁmdM
so%feduﬂmﬁcewnmhpmw%&duﬂmmuﬂowwﬂup,hoﬁmgﬁwanmhommwm
to be ad g internal d

Uy
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County Antorney
Eric A. Easton

50-6

Office of

Natrona County Attorney
Natrona Courthouse
200 North Center, Suits 115
Casper, Wyoming 82601
(307) 235-9460

Fax (307) 235-9486

March 31, 1997

Kate Padilla

Bureau of Land Management
Platte River Rescurce Area
P.O. Box 2420

Mills, Wyoming 82644

Dear Xate:

1
Please f£ind enclosed a Memorandum which we wish commented on
directing. itself to Natrona ’g objections to the BIM
Preferred Alternative. We believe the attached Memorandum
demonstrates clear and convincing scientific evidence that there is
no basis for the establishment of a biological wish list at the
expense of the public. .

Secondly, we strongly believe that the "Prafarred Alternative®
is (a) designed for enhancement of the species not maintaining the
status quo and the cost is not Jjustified; ((b) amounts to a
government taking of 6,252.41 acres; (c) minimizes the value of
the minerals in the Key Raptor Area without proper knowledge of the
resources under the Key Raptor Area; (d) miniwmizes the
sociceconomic benefite to the federal govermment, the state, and in
particular, Natrona County citizens and school children.

Respectfully submitted,

Uittt Flarlon

William W. Harden
Deputy County Attorney

WWH/cm

Maion Bouzis
Jon Cempbell
Donna Obert
NATRONA COUNTY COMMISSIONERS Torry Wingerier
200 N. CENTER RM. 115
‘CASPER, WY 22601
PHONE (S07) 285-0202
FAX (307) 2359480
MEMORANDUM

TOS Eate Padilla
Burean of Land Management
1761 East “E" Street
Casper, WY 82601 .
FROM: The Boird of County Comnissioners
Natrona County, Wyoming
DATB: March 31, 1997
Altermatives A &-H, Cave Gulch/Bullfrog RIS

SUBJECT:

Natrona coéunty, by and througsh its board of county
commissioners, wishes to lodge ite objections to Alternative A and
Alternative B as stated in the draft EIS dated January 30, 1997.
The specific objections relate to raptor management plans and
restrictions. The commissioners feel that Alternative A and
Alternative B amount to a wish list having no scientific support
and gives no consideration to the ic

IACTUAL BACKGROUND

The BLM record of decision for the Platte River Resource Area
has established a standard buffer zone surrounding a raptor nest
site of 1/4 to 1/2 mile (ROD, pg. 30, § WL7: Raptors). Nesting
seasons for the golden eagle were ecstablished from February 1
through July 15, and tor the ferruginous hawk from March 15 through
July 15 (ROD, pg. 30). Buffer zones were a new concept to the RMP
and strongly supported by BIN biologist Willie Pitzgerald.
Fitzgerald, in drafting § WL7: Raptors, gave due consideration to
the economic consideration as is required by law (Willie Fitzgérald
notes, Exhibit a).

The primary raptor of biclogical interest in the Cave
Gulch/Bullfrog area is the ferruginous hawk (Buteo Regalis).
Ferruginous hawks are widespread, found in 17 states and 3
provinces in Canada (Olendorff 1993, pg.l). The hawks winter
primarily in california, Oklahoma, Texas, Arizona and Mexico
(Olendorff 1993, pg. 1). The ferruginous hawk was considered a
category 2 species in 1982 and retains that listing, although USFWS
has recommended downgrading the hawk to Category 3(c) (USFWE 19923

- 50-7

pg. 38). Overall there has been a dramatic increase in tei:ruginoua
hawk numbers in the last 10 to 15 years (USFWS 1992: pg. 35 citing
Warkentin and James 1988).

"Possible reasons for the increase include:
{1) greater awareness of raptor conservation,
(2) greater avareness of researchers
concerning sensitivity for ferruginous hawks
to disturbance, {(3) the introduction of
artificial nest structures in several areas.
The result has been an apparent increase in
nesting density and rep ive .
which may also have contributed to increased
population levels (Schmutz et al. 1994)."
(USFWS 1992: 3S). .

Wyomings:

"The population was estimated at 400 to 600
pairs in 19879. The petitioner.estimated 800
pairs in 1951. Quantified information is
lackingnon the historical population status of
ferruginous hawks in Wyoming. McCreary (1938)
indicated that the Bspecies was common and
widespread. The current breeding distribution
of the ferruginous hawk 1is statewide in
Wyoming, excluding the mountainous areas.
Raptor surveys and incidental reports have
revealed 483 nesting locations in Wyoming
(Oakleat 1986). Estimates degree of
latitude and longitude (latilongs) indicate
that the statewide population certainly
exceeds 800 nesting pairs (Oakleaf 1986). The
videspread distribution and abundance of the
ferruginous hawk tends to place this species
at a lower priority for attention from the
Wyoming Game & Fish Department’s Non-Game
Program (Oakleaf 1985)." (USFWS, pg. 30-31).

We recognize there is some controversy over whether or not
there has been a substantial increase in ferruginous hawks from
1979 through the present. The only documented increase in a study
that is broad encugh would be from the Alberta, Canada study. Mayo
Call believes the USFWS misinterpreted his figures. Loren Ayres in
his master thesis points out that the studies have been too small
and the methods of counting are inadequate. Despite the
criticisms, no one seems to seriously believe the population of the
ferruginous hawk has decreased and the estimated North American
population is estimated at 14,000 individuals. (Call 1996).

other generally accepted information on the ferruginous hawk
(although as indicated by White and Thurow in their work
*Reproduction of Perruginous Hawks Exposed to Controlled
Disturbance,® much of the information is best guess or anecdotal
knovwledge) is that the bird is sensitive to human disturbance
(Olendorff and Stoddard 1974, Fyfe and Olendorff 1576); that

populations are cyclical reflecting prey abundance (Smith et al.
1981); that agricultural development encroaching upon the
ferruginous hawk habitat is harmful (Olendorff and Pish 1985); and
that artificial nesting is highly successful and increases
offspring yield. (Steenhof 1993, Ayres 1996).

The primary issue is whether or not Alternatives A & B fi:nd
Justification or support in the scientific community. .

Alternative A. "Reducad dengity of surface well pads and
production facilities., A year round raptor
stipulation and increased distance of the
seasonal raptor stipulation for ferruginous
bawk nests. Manage casual use and unusual
activities during key raptor nesting periods.®
Alternative B. "An area adjacent to the project area would be
designated as a Key Raptor Area. Manage
casual use and unusual maintenance activities
during key raptor nesting periods in the Xey
Raptor Area.™

. The second issue is whether or not Alt ives A & B can bs
justified in light of the Federal Manlate (FLPMA, Mineral Leasing
Act, BIM reg., etc.) to develop and produce Federal minerals.

Clayton White and Thomas Thurow (Reproduction of the
Ferruginous Hawk Exposes to Controlled Disturbance, 1985) are among
the most ardent supporters of buffer zones to protect the
terruginous hawk. White and Thurow recommend a buffer zone of 0.25
Xm around a nest as sufficient to prevent nest desertion with the
option of increasing the buffer zones during years when prey is
scarce. The buffer zone is recommended to prevent desertion of
nests during incubation. In the White and Thurow study, they
approached nests during incubation periods on foot, by vehicle, by
continuocusly operating a 3.5 horsepower gasoline engine near the
nest, and by firing a .22 caliber rifle at approximately every 20
meters as they approached the nest. The result was the recme.\?ded
0.25 km buffer zone. The current buffer zone in the Platte River
Resource Area RMP more than meete the r dations of White and
Thurow.

The USFWS (1992) Findings Report recommends that the
ferruginous hawk be re-rated from a Category 2 status to a Category
3(c) status. In Wyoming the estimated numbers appear to be stable
(or according to the USFWS Findings Report have risen dramatically)
since 1979 and downgrading the status is justified in Wyoming. The
USFWS Findings Report suggests that a greater awareness of raptor
conservation, greater awareness of researchers concerning
sensitivity for ferruginous bawke to disturbance, and the
introduction of artificial nests may be some of the reasons for the
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dramatic increase in nesting pairs.

It is interesting to note that since 1939 the ferruginous hawk
has been deemed sensitive to disturbance by =man. BIM has
questioned the validity of such finding (Olendorff 1993, pg. 42).
The fact of the matter is that there have been no studies regarding
the hawkes adaptability to man. Even White and Thurow, while
attempting to document the hawk’s tolerance toward man, did so
after the hawk had nested and during an incubation period. The
ferruginous hawk is extremely adaptable and prospers in artificial
nesting sites (Call 1996) and there are incidence where more
adventuresone hawks have nested on wataer tanks, tank batteries, or

_telephone lines near country roads (see Exhibit B).

The studies also indicate that this particular bird is
attracted to and does very well with artificial nests. Nest yields
raigsed from 1.4 to approxiwmately 2.3 in artificial nests.
(Olendorff 1993, p. 10). The ability to attract the hawk to
outlying areas through artificial nests, and thereby mitigate
consequences of the human presence should not be ignored, and is a
BLM recommended action (Olendorff 1993). Mayo Call concludes, "In
my opinion there will be no difficulty in taking care of the
nesting needs of the two pairs of ferruginous hawks in the EIS
analysis area if arilling is proposed near their present nest
sites. The hawks are v adaptable as noted above, and can
either: (1) select less disturbed natural nest sites in the area
away from drilling operations, or (2) utilize artificial nesting
sites that will be constructed outside the drilling area as a
mitigation measure. The hawke will siwmply be displaced for a
period of time, and tbeir productivity will be maintained, or
possibly even increased.®

The ferruginous hawk is found throughout Wyoming with the
exception of mountain areas. The high plains of Wyoming are
particular well suited as a habitat for the hawk. Development of
oi) and gas is a minor surface disturbance and creates very little
disturbance to the food supply (if any). The disturbance of the
ground by oil and gas development versus agricultural development
is nil. Given the hundreds of thousands of acres Wyoming has to
offer as habitat versus the minor disturbance of o0il and gas
exploration, there can be no justification for buffer zones in an
existing field. There is certainly no justification and no
scientific evidence that would justify buffer zones beyond a
nesting period and certainly no justification for buffer zones
beyond 0.25 km. Creating a designated key raptor area within an
existing field makes no This a ts to ‘a no action
alternative and a governmental taking of property in an area where
there is already proven development.

The designation of eight ferruginous hawk nests with a one
mile buffer zone has the potential of taking 25 square miles of
land out of production. There is no scientific justification for
taking such steps and seems to ignore the mandate of BLM to develop
a multiple use plan. (Fitzgerald Bxhibit A, FLPMA, Mineral Leasing
Act).

A close reading of the Draft EIS and the scientific studies
show zero impact on the raptors if full development of the field is
allowed without nitigation neasures. The worst case scenario is
that the two to three pairs of ferruginous bawks will be disturbed
and temporarily moved cutside the EIS area. As Mayo Call points
out, the worst case scenario is not all that bad and provides
opportunities for management in which the hawk productivity will be
maintained or even increased. More than 60% of Wyoming’s high
plains arid country is habitat for the ferruginous hawk.

One is left with the inescapable conclusion that the EIS was

'unnacessary and the BLM now wishes to create a huge study area for

ferruginous hawks by implementing a biological wish list. The wish
list is created at the expense of industry and Natrona County
citizens. Maintaining buffer zones, maintaining seasonal
restrictions, crcat:.ng artificial nesting sites, plus creating the
Key Raptor Area is overkill at its finest. The proposal is not
mitigation; it is enhancement!

The existing Range Management Plan is desiqned with adequate
flexibility and dev The
county’s recommendation is to amend the Preferred Alternative as
follows:

s 1 develor t would be allowed, however,
development would be restricted within 1/4 mile of a
nesting raptor. (The intent is to allow the non-sensitive
birds to come in contact with man, but man should not be
allowed to disturd a nesting bird who has chosen a site
away from man’s activity).

a.

b. Create artificial nesting sites as proposed.
c. Driiling multiple wells from a single pad as proposed.
a. Restoration of dry hole sites ninimizing aisturbance

on successful sites.

s [y
Xarion J. Bougjis, c@dnionor
'l‘arry Ii.ngdrts:, ssioner
Gary l:.dupf Coun éuumw #on curren, County le;nq
Directox

STATE OF WYOMING
‘OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR
JIM GERINGER STATE CAPITOL BUILDING
GOVERNOR April 1, 1997 CHFYENNE, WY 82007
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M3, Kate Padilla, Team Leader
BLM, Casper District Office
1701 East "E* Street

Casper, WY 82601

Dear Ms Padilla:

1am pleased to submit the comments of the State of Wyoming on the Druft Eavironmental
Impmsmmfuth%&hh Bullﬁu WalmNatm:lGuDevelopmedProJect.

Thedspthof I social and and opportunitics is
li you for your rocent efforts to this project in é
mmumdma
‘The overall State comments will focus on the analysis of raptor impacts and proposed
mitigation. It greatly concerns me that the Bureau of Land M. (BL'M)hu, posed to

Mmmmmmmofﬂnw&'mwxqmnu

when neither of these actions are ined in the EIS.

mmmmammwmuﬂmnmmmm
maintenance and “casual use™ as well. The oaly support p
mmnmmmm“m«ifmmmmmmemof
influence of raptor nests during the breeding/nesting season, streas from increased human activity
and increased noise levels may result in nest sbandonment, lowered productivity levels, or
sbandonment of the entire ares.” [4-57] The potential level of raptor nse within the project area
ranges from four o twelve pairs of all species.. During 1966 there was only one known
successful reproduction within the area.

Gmﬂuabovedmx,nyimmwhid:maymwmldbemnmnlmnpu

! However, ding to data supplied in Table 4-18, displacement of breeding pairs
unbemllyehmmﬁedﬂmsh the use of artificial nesting sites (ANS). The EIS states: “Given
the demonstrated success of ANS’s and the demonstrated ability of raptors to change nesting

ERNET GOVERNOROMISSC.STATE.WY.OS
Katé Padilla

Agpeil 1, 1997

Page Two .

* TELEPHONE (307) 777-743{ o PAX (307) 632-3909

jocations, long term impects within the greater area, within which the project area occuts, are
liblymboneghg‘bleoremyaiﬁveifamimmmnof“ANS‘nmumduﬂmninedm
on and adj to the praject area.” [4-60]

The EIS acknowledges that 1 restrictions may result in correspanding
mﬂmﬂwmmuwaMwm[m]mdmyﬁmhﬁmtmm
anoual boom and bust cycle foc the businesses along the US 20/26 corridor. These impacts are
almmteemmtooem mebkm&asuwof“!ymngwhm as you have

d, they can be avoided through the use of al i mmifmcmry

manbluhmofaxeykwmnmw miﬁgaﬁonﬁxmanyofthe
same reasons discussed above, This proposed designation would place a no surface occupancy
(NSO)mp\ﬂ:ﬁonmmyfnnnalndaaleamammeAna.thﬁebymhdmzor,na
mlmmum, mﬂanﬂym&emafﬁmrednllmg Other multiple uses, including

and grazing would be i d. Forty-six percent (46%) of the
m&ummmumm«mmmmmmauwmw
mmBmRumMaWTammdmmmdﬁmmwbeofbwoﬂmdw
development potential, mpn'mnc diaeovefytechnoloxymyptweotherwxnmﬂweﬁ:m Ifind
this to be an unjustified an

1 have attached comments from the Division of Cultural Resources, Game and Fish
Department and the State Geotogical Survey addressing other areas of specific concern to those
agencies. [ trust you will give them your full consideration.

T

nummmmmhmofw&tmmenkhmmmdina
umdynmuwhach:ﬂmﬁnﬂdﬂelopmmvuydunngﬂnmwm hmreqnestms
that you proceed to make modifications to the preferred action refi the

have outlined and issue a Record of Decisii

ding to your pr y

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

JG:jmj
Enclosures
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3,

514

‘WER 7938.01

Bureau of Land Management

Pilatte River Resource Area

Draft Environmental Impsot Statement

Cave Guich-Bullfrog-Waltman Natural Gas
Project: -

SIN: 97017

Natrona County

WYOMING STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
OFFICE OF FEDERAL LAND POLICY
ATTN: JULIE HAMILTON k
HERSCHLER BUILDING, 3W
CHEYENNE, WY 82002

Dear Ms Hamilton:

Tho stafF of the Wyoming Game and Fish Deparimaent has reviewed the draft

1 impact for the Cave Gulch-Bulifrog-Waltman patural gas

development project on the Platte River Resouree Area. We offer the following

Terxestrial Considerations:

1.

Raptors. The Wyoming Game and Fish Dep defers to the authority and
expertise of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service relative to protection of raptor
resources in the project area.

The current population objective for the North Natrona

Eropghom Anielope.
+ pronghom antelope herd is 9,000, not 7,500 (p 3-53).

Big Game, Mitigation (Section 4.7.3.1.2, p 4-55). This section states “mitigative

measures to avoid and or reduce such incidents (vehicle collisions) should be

taken™, There is no description of these mitigative measures in this document.

Mﬁnﬂmrommmmmmdﬁmfywﬁnmw
and these should be required, rather than

n——-—unu.n—-.n-—wm
rax Own TN

Ms. Julie Hamilton
March 17, 1997
Page 2 - WER 7938.01

m“' thep ial for poachi mdgmeralhmssmentofamlope

51-9

51-10

51-11

51-12

March 17, 1997
Page 3 - WER 7938.01

m“ﬁrnulugegrwseldummldbeeondmdin&zmoﬂm
to sezxch for possible undocumented leks and provide needed information on the
curvent activity status of leks on and adjacent to the project area”. However, there
is no information in the draft envi ] impact statement identifying the )
responsible party to conduct these surveys. In a phone call to the Platte River
Resource Area office on March 14, 1997, the Burean of Land Management
indicaied they did not inow who would conduci these surveys, and they were
unaware any surveys were planned. Sage grouse lek surveys shonkd be conducted
in March and early April during the lekking period. The Wyoming Game and
Fish Department belicves these surveys must be conducted prior to field
development, in order to determine if significant impacts to sage grouse ocour as
dam‘bedeectmn472.11uemcyuhoﬂdbamqmedhhﬂml -

! impact We also request the results of these surveys so
‘we may incorporate the data into our sage grouse monitoring information.

9.  Hahitat, Sage Gronse (Section 5.8.3, p 5-20), This section states “Because good
_sagebrush/grassland habitats are generally absent from the project area and there
is no evidence that sage grouse nesting or leks occur there, comulative impacts to
this species are not expected.™ This is contrary to inft on provided
in Section 3.5, p 3-39, which states ... Becanse the annual precipitation ranges
from 10 to 14 inches..., plants are primarily deought-tolerant low shrubs, tall and
short grasses, and flowering berbs”. This section further describes vegetation
cover types in Sectian 3.5.1, whuets.s%ofﬁemedmuownpuedbyﬂu
mimddeammb,whcebig brush (4 tr is the primary
shrab species. This iption also includes sage grouss habitat. This
dmepmcyshuuldbeclmﬁed. .

10.  Cummlative Impacis to Sage Gronse, Since no formal surveys have been
mdmdﬂorngemwemnmnupmedﬂmeu“mmdma&nup
grouse nesting or leks occur there™. The incidental and historical data described
mm37ﬂmm,mmmmbbmwm
Therefore, to assume no nesting or lekking occurs is probebly esvoneous. In
addition, the information described in Section 3.7.2.2 suggests sage grouse have
suffering major, negative impacts in the project area. Further activity within the
meamwmdmunmwmmmmmem Wedomt
concar with Burcan of Land M that “
impacts to this species are not expected”, mleu(huupawndedmdommm
statement.

11.  Swift Fox (Section 4.7.3,1.5. p 4-62), The draft envi l impact
m“;fnmdmﬂfmmeymumdmddmmgﬁcmgm
" summer of 1997 to d ine the p and distribution of swift fox on and
adjacent to the project area™. msshonubnreqummm:
recommendation. Also, the party responsible for conducting this survey should be

‘Ms. Julic Hamilton
March 17, 1997
Page 4 - WER 7938.01

identified. ']heWyunnngGameananshDepnmnentreqm acopyoﬁbe

results of this survey, to be incorporated into our g swift fox itoring
51_5 :tspstoehmmteand/mmmnnmt’hun:hﬂnldbeundemkm There is no effort.
dﬁmpuunofthescstepsmthis‘ The final envi 1 impact
statement should identify specific mitigative and these should * 12.  Seed Application (Appendix B, pp B-12 - B-17). As currently written,
be required, rather than ded, reclamation seed mi are only ended in the draft document, not
5 51_13 required. Seed mixes compmedmd’ of specifi cbeqmnﬁuu" ot;::ﬁvevegam‘onseeds.
3 2 inclodi ot trabs. should ired for reclamation activities,
sechonshmﬂdqmnnfyclmnlmveeﬁemofﬂmpmjecwnmemdmdml in order to minimize the duration of negative project impacts on native wildlife
51-6 pmnﬂmmlmmmummmmmmmmmmm species.
only ges of pl 1| In order to adequately assess cummlative
wmmmmmmmawwnummmmm ) 13.  Cumulaive Impacts Analysis. We are concerned the project area is enly a smaller
should be evaluated. piece of a much larger development that may potentially encompass an area
extending from Waltman to the south end of the Bighoms. The boundary for the
6. Mule Deer (Section 5.8.2, pp 5-19 - 5-20). This section should quantify 51-14 > A Ler inthe
51-7 cumulativ effects from thi project am he inividual mule dse herd units within C&“‘ﬁd";dsmo 'y Bmwﬁrm&ﬁ:;‘mm; m“?"“ﬂzmhm‘mA
E’J;:{mm?’ | than just e oaly of p with the Cave Gulch project, will raise concerns of adverse impacts to wildlife,
. to adeq assess p onthmhads,allmuimd especially bi
proposed activities within these herd units should be evaluated. . ¥ big game.
7. Sage Grouse, Impact Threshoid Criteria (Section 472, p 4-53), Sage grouse are Aguatic Considerations:
identified as the predominant and most i game bird within the project . .

s 5 o 477 p : -38; 2- the project area are
area(Section 3.7.2.2, p 3-59). Section 4.7.2 (p 4-53) states “Impacts related to this Page3:38; Second Full Paragraph: - As stated, all streams in the proj
g‘?mjectpgvomultflwbemm‘ mﬁmﬁh;me_-msifanynm?fgﬁef?{l. : t:emmm &.{m ei;’il:mswﬁfzbe bl o?;?!ppﬁ:ﬁngﬁsh. Tlt:—elélyomin'gGmsand
remodwﬁv:m:;thepopuhﬁmo?mym?:udz::ﬂﬂm;medm 51-15 Fish Depertment’s stream classification system only applies to trout streams. Class 5

~ B i ] i idered to be “very low production waters, often incapeble of sustaining 8
damaged.” Figure 2-12, Aternative A Well Locations, and Figure 2-13, wnqsnreco’t'm c .

Al ive B Well Locations, both indicate the highest concentrations of wells uu\nﬁ{hﬁy. ClmsSwaters.myandoﬁendoeonmmyhnld:yandd:wse
will be in the northern portion of the analysis area. This ares was identified in populations of other fish species.
Soction 3.7.2.2 as the best sage grouse habitat in the project area. Construction of
a gas field with 20 acre spacings in occupied sage grouse habitat could create the Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
significant impact identified in Section 4.7.2. Section 3.7.2.2 (p3-59) indicates 19
historical leks were identified within a buffer zone around the project area, of
which only 5 were documented as active within the last five years, and only two
51"8 of which were reporied to be active as recently as two years ago. These data Sincerely,
appeartomhcatesngegmusehavededmdﬂgmﬁmlymrecmtymmthm
the project area. Hi , the draft | impact statement gives no - T
indication any formal sage grouse popalation studies have been conducted in the ,z:‘t UW‘
project area even though the habitat described in Section 3.5 (p 39) describes good EVE FACCIANI
sage grouse habitat, and sage grouse have been observed in the project area DﬁPUTYDIRBCIOR
(Hayden-Wing Associates), In order to determine project impacts on sage grouse,
wencommend'bacurnntmofngcgmmemthepmjectmbeqmuﬁed. : SF:TC:as
'l'heWyomingGamemdFmeewrmtalm‘ 1i o«: USFWS:
will be necessary to determine whether significant impacts occur as described in
Section 4.7.2.
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5117

e \WYOMING

DIVISION OF CULTURAL RESOURCES

(307) 777-7607
FAX (307) 777-6421

March 11, 1997

g State C€) ¢!
Office of Pederal Land Policy

Attn: Julie llnn.em
luudl.ng.
. WX
nt_n_ . cngp.r District Office Cave Oulch-Bullfrog-Waltmen Ratural Gas

‘Davelogaent Projact Draft XIS (State ID No. $7-017); SHPO FO3STXLR0O0Y
_Dear Ms. Hamiltons

. Staft of tbhe State Ristoric ation Office have received information
asbove referenced wct. Thank you for giving us the
c(u‘?.pxg;nn ty t0 review and comnent on tha Draft lnvuonnent 1 Impact Statement

1ha Bi8 Ldes & good dlecussl
in the

P of the known cultural
project arsa.

It also adequately sumsarizes the

process the Bureau of Land Management (RLX) follows for the protection of
lign.i.!innt Arelu-oloqhal and historic sites. Thers are two issuss we would
like to t on. We also offer sugy ion that could bs
addad to th. BI8 to address Glu issues.

are concerned that no specific i.uomtm n- included in the docunt
-Adru-&ng ML-I sagred sites o Cultural the
project Has there bean any .ffort yat to .p.cttlmly consult 'Lth
Native an-zuln tribes to identify afy areas of potential concera? We
recamsend that the RIS briefly address this issue with a statement about the
BLX's responsibility in this issue and any actions they have taken to identify
locations that may be of concern.

:z is indicated at nmn phe.o in the DEIS document ‘that the ptojoct arsa
s high dus to & to y high
ll.t- dﬂllt!- on pcqo 5-2! it ie stated uut eu:nlltin Llpm- voul.d be

dxsh:zbam, -avoidance et knowt sites during the layout of lp.clnc projects,
'y of ugnuum sites. 'h bslieve an
discuseion lbwt cumulstive in a
region ie. h ths RIS, !'oz -nnp!.- are
thers othex -uth:n- that can be taken to. proactivsly reduce cumulative impacts
lm-nt? We also oneanr.q- the BLM to discuss in the

t the punuuy al dl y plan that can be

a genar
evi and appr dv of spacific pw’.ct approval in the region.

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
‘Gene Bryan, Director

* 'THR STATE OF WYOMING
Jirn. Geringer, Governor
2= " .

Flease refer to SHPO project control mmber #03837KLK009 on any future
correspondence dealing with this project. If you have any gquestions contact
Xaren Kempton at 307-777-6292 or me at 307-777-6311.

Sincerely,

by K. olf, De

by ate storic Preservation Officer
or

John T. Keck

‘state Historic Preservation Officer

JTK:KIXK:3h

\ WYOMING STATE GEOLOGICAL SURVEY aom
P.O.BOX 3008 » LARAMEE, WYOMING 82071-3008 oot S N . oo
(307 76-2286 « FAX 307-766-2605 o E-MAL wsgsOwsga.uwyo.ecdks Sk oiom
Nonoy M.Ooslgm vy £, Gooby

STATE GEOLOGIST - Gany B, Glss Victn . HosaBwe Chones M Love
eckun L furne

51-18

SEPUOR ECONOMC B GELOGET — ARICARONS
SEOLDSIT (Hviol) Cot OroneGor Ld
W. Do Houeet veoon Jores C. Cae An 4 Vor Hoeg Ror & Howks focwyiDelun MW, o
March 12, 1997
MEMORANDUM

10: Julie Hamillon, Wyoming State Clearinghouse

FROM: Gary 8. Glass, P.G.. Siate Geologist .

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement [DES) for Cave Gulch—
‘Bulifrog-Waltman Gas Development (Stale identifier # 97-017)

We have reviewed this draft environmenial Impdct statement and have
the following comments:

We cannot support the six-month seasonal restrictions within the project
area or the No Surface Occupancy stipuiation within the proposed 6.252-
acre “Key Raplor Area™, both of which are part of the Bureauof Land .
Mcncgement s preferred atfernative (Attemafive B). We. suppork the
ongxnol p(oposed action as it provides odequaie safeguards for the

" responsible development of significant gas reserves in the Wind Rivef
Basin.

Wwe do not see adequate justification for the establishment of a “Key

Raptor Area”, especially one of this size. In addition, the No Surface

Occupancy stipulation in the “Key Raptor Area” is far 1oo restrictive. it avp
severeoly restricts, if not efiminates, exploration and development of :
thousands of acres with high potential for oif and gas resources. We note
that there is ako some potential for the presence of uranium resources
within the “Key Raptor Area”. Under BLM's preferred altemative,
exploration for possible uranium resources would be prohibited.

Abso, for future reference, the Wyommg State Geological Survey has
recenﬁy generated new seismic hazard analyses for the area. While the
new dnalyses will not affect the praposed activiiies, they could prove
useful in the design of ony future, pfoducﬁon—rek:fed facilities. Upon

request, we will provlde copiés of these new analyses. ln{erested parties ~ .
should contatt Jim Case of our Geologic Howrds Section forfhis. - | 2
mfon'naﬁon .
A Serving Wyoming Since 1988
United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Bcological Services
4000 Morrie Avenue
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82001
BS-61411 Apil 1, 1997
MEJ/W.02(cavedeis.com)
Memorandum
To: District Manager, Casper District Office, Bureau of Land Management, Casper,
wY .
Attention: Kate Padilla, Team Leader
From: Field Supervisor, Ecological Services, Cheyenne, Wyorming
Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Staternent, Cave Guich - Bullfrog - Waltman

Natoral Gas Development Project (DEIS)
Thank you for the opportunity to review the subject document. I have concerns with the
following issues and ask that they be addressed prior to finalization of the Bavironmental
Impact Statement:
- Alternative B offers no long-term protection for raptors in the Key Raptor Avea.

- Monitoring during 1996 was not adequate to analyze the current impacts to and use by
raptors in the project area.

- Mountain plover habitat is very narrowly defined and the definition may preclude
surveys in some suitable habitat.

- Ipact threshold criteria are not adeguale to address potential violations of the
Migratory Rird Treaty Act. ‘

- Buffer zones may be inadequate to protect raptors, particularly fermgioous hawks.
- Discussion of artificial nesting structures is too vague (o analyze their mitigation
value,

- Mitigation measures appear to be merely guidelines, rather than enforceable
commitments.
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52-1

52-2

52-3

52-4

52-5

= Reserved/produced water pits will posc 2 hazard to migratory birds.

‘The following inf ided to further explain my

isr‘
I commend the Burean of Land Management (Bureau) for developing a range of alternatives (cont)
including a somewhat "raptor-friendly” alternative, Alternative A. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Sexvice (Service) prefers Altermative A for implementation of this project, as it represeats the
alternative with the least potential for short- and long-term impacts to raptors and other
wildlife resources. Iam not fully supportive of the Bureau's preferred altemative, Alternative
B, as it does not appear to provide full protection for raptors in the Key Raptor Area. It
appears existing leases will initially be developed with only minimal restrictions for raptor

52-6

inﬁormanmnemyhfuﬂymﬂyzedcfnmvﬂneofﬁemtonpmn
Monltoring

T am concemed regarding the levil of monitoring during 1996 and in the future. It appears the
apparent Jow reproductive success of raptors currently nesting within the project area may be a
mhﬁwmlm:ﬁmlwmmﬁemmmm,mmmngdnmg
1996 was not adequate 1o identify either the reprod ied nests or the
cause of the failure of five of the nine known occupied nests. thonlymnenmlomunm,
nmmsomblebnpectlnmwumbcdwdnddm;uwﬂedgmgpmod
Additionally, wxdlonlytwonempmdlmgﬂcdghngs,dowm ting fledgling success shoold
have been attempted, as should identifying causes of nest failure. Continued monitoring of
thummtywﬂlnotyiddmfﬁmmfomaﬂmwevﬂuamﬂwmmoﬁhepmpmed
project.

Additionally, the mitigation summary merely indicates raptor surveys *should” continue
annually and the project *should” coordinate with the agencies to deveiop a raptor
monitoring plan. The use of “will* rather than “should* would show a firm commitment to
coordinate with the agencies and coatinue the monitoring.

52-7

Mountain Plover Habitat and Surveys

‘While I agree the badland breaks habitat of the project area does not represent suitable
mountain plover habitat, 1 question whether all the mixed desert shrub habitat should also be
ruled out as potential habitat. While the mountain plover docs prefer shortgrass prairie and
avoids dense brush, plover use in some areas of sage brush with sparse interspersed vegetation
has been documented in western Wyoming and Utah (Day 1994).

3

Plover surveys should be conducted on a site-specific basis prior to drilling if the desert shrub
community is similar to any habitats known to be used by mountain plovers, including those
described by Day (1994). This will preciude potential impacts to nesting mountain plovers.

52-8

Impact Threshold Criteria

The impact threshold criteria (ceiteria) applicable to raptors address "substantial increase in
direct ity...,* *...Jong-term decreases in recruitment and/or survival...,” and impacts to
the * Wofthepopuhm. However, the criteria do not address the loss
(da.lh)ofanymdmdmlnptoroteg I»ng-temimpmtopopmmonsmdxﬂicultw
detect and often go und d until bave already occurred making
mitigation difficult if not impossible. Addmomlly tbeMi;motyBi:dTrutyAct, 16 U.S.C.
703, enacied in 1918, prohibits the taking of any migratory birds, their parts, nests, or eggs
except as permitted by regulations. Furthermore, the Bald Begle Protection Act, 16 U.S.C.
668, prohibits taking of any bald or golden eagles or their body parts, nests, or eggs, which
incindes collection, molestation, disturbance, or killing activities. Violation of these

pxohibmmsuammhﬂmhnonmgudlﬂsofwhﬂeﬂwmmym,whdmmpublw
otptivmhnds Therefore, the Service believes loss of individual raptors (or any other

activity peohibited by the two laws mentioned above) is indeed significant and the criteria
ﬁnouldmﬂectdlissgmﬁance

Buffer Zones

Boffer zones (or zone of influence) of roughly 1/4 to 1/2 mile implemented only during the
mgmmymbemmwwaﬂmmﬁmimmamdudmgm
I am parti concerned 2 P pacts to nesting ferruginous
hwh(&aeongalis) The literature is filled with evid of impacts to ferruginous hawks
resulting from activities similar to those associated with this project. Ferruginous hawks are
i affected by and poorly adapted to continual direct human disturbance (Porter and
White 1977). Blair (1978) established that human activity is avoided by the ferruginous hawk
and found the mean distance from nest sites to disturbance was significantly greater than from
random points by approximately 0.6 mile. Blair also found higher clutch sizes and greater
hatching success at nests more distant from human disturbance. White and Thorow (1985)
found fesruginous hawks more sensitive to disturbance when the prey base was low. Loslof
prey habitat and nest sites has been found o cause instability and/or decreases in
hawk populations (Stewart 1975, Bechard 1981, Houston and Bechard 1984, Schmutz 1984).

Based on the information pr d above, I d you follow the lead of other Bureau
offices dealing with raptor protection. Page 4-75 of the Fontenelle Natural Gas Infill Drilling
Projects Draft Environmental Impact Statement indicates the Bureau has adopted 2 1 mile
buffer zone around nesting ferruginous hawks to avoid disturbing birds, and the same
document provides a small buffer around inactive nests. ‘The same 1 mile buffer is found oo
page 4-21 of the H.S, R Inc, Ni I Gas Expl Project Environmeatal

P

Asscssment. Additionally, the draft Record of Decision for the Fontenelle project states
*Permanent and high profile structures such as well pads, roads, buildings, storage tanks,
ovethead etc., will not be allowed within 825 feet (0.25 kun) of active raptor
nests, with the exception of active eagle nests for which the distance will be 1, 970 feet
(0.60km)." While the Service has indicated that 825 feet may not be an adequate distance, it
is an attempt to minimize long-term impacts 1o raptor nesting. I did not see similar measures
in this DEIS and question such inconsistencies between Burean offices and Bureau authorized
projects,

Artificial Nesting Structures

Whlhlmdumdtbedifﬁwhymddemhﬁnglmﬁualmm(ANS)numbulm
locations this early in the planning p , Tam g the many uncertainties
-ﬁnmmdwithﬂwu:eofANSsumgaﬁonfotmeam Since early in the .

project planning process, the Sexvice has questioned the use-of ANSs as anything other than a
Iast resort to be used only when avoiding and minimizing impacts to nesting raptors can not be
accomplished. The Service continues to question the potential to find suitable ANS locations
offering Jong-term security from future disturbance in locations far enough from project-
related disturbances (minimum of 1/2 mile) yet still within the nesting raptor's territory.
Additionally, other questions regarding construction, maintenance, and monitoring of the
structures still remain unanswered. Thesc issued must be adequately addressed before ANSs
can be considered 23 mitigation for impacts to raptor territories.

Mitigation

Many of the mitigation measures appear to be merely guidelines, rather than commitments to
implement specific actions. As mentioned above, the use of *should® rather than *will" makes
these actions scem discretionary on the part of the operators, thus weakening the credibility of
the actions. - Effective analysis of potential impacts can not be based on mere suggestions, but
rather must be based on mandatory actions. The Service finds it difficult to concur with
determinations based on such vague language and requests the words be changed.

Your reference to OlendorfT et al. (1981) is outdated, Please refer to Suggested Practices for

" Raptor Protection on Power Lines: The State of the Art in 1996, Avian Power Line

Interaction Committee. ¥f you do not have a copy of thix reference, please contact this office
for further information.

Reserved/Produced Water Pits

The DEIS states produced water pits will be *designed to i flagging or
covering with wire or plastic mesh;* Bsmoil (1995) evaluated tbe effectivencss of various
deterrents used 1o keep birds away from waste pits. He found pits with traditional deterreats,
such as colored flagging, metal reflectors, and strobe Lights, had as much bird mortality as pits

Ik rmad

without deterrents. Therefare, the Service does not recommend flagging as a bird deterrent.
Esmeil (1995) did not find any bird mortality in pits covered with netting. Netting appears to
be the best deterrent for preventing migratory bird deaths in oil pits. The best "fail-safe”®

solution, howevez, is to remove the pits and use a closed-containment system or keep oil from
entering the pits in the first place. Cabot Oil and Gas Corporation (Cabot), Denver, Colorado,
hudmgmdandhmﬂnddua!eonninmtvmmmmmcnﬂeudlﬁddpmdwedmm
the Fontenelle Oil and Gas Field in 8 ater County, W

Cabot has instafled 36 of the closed systems at the Fontenelle field at a cost of $12,000 per
unit (Stan Shook, Cabot Oil and Gas Corporation, personal communication, January 24,
1997). The system requires little or no maintenance, can be moved to a new site whea the
well is shut-in, and eliminates soil contamination. Because it is a closed system, it eliminates
hazards to migratory birds and other wildlife.

—

We appreciate your efforts to ensure the conservation of endangered and threatened species,
a3 well a3 migratory birds. If you have further questions on this subject, please contact Mary
Jennings of my staff at the lettethead address or phone (307) 772-2374, extension 32,

Al

cc:  Director, WGFD, Cheyenne, WY
Non-game Coordinator, WGFD, Lander, WY
Seatior Resident Agent, FWS, Casper, WY
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March 31, 1997

" Bureau of Land Management

P.0, Box 2420
Mills, WY 82644

Re:  Cave Gulch/Bullfrog/Waltman Natural Gas Development Project
Comments on the Draft Eavironmental Impact Statement (DEIS)

Dear Ms. Padilla:

) hon Oil. Comp apprec the. .on the Cave
Gulch/Bullfrog/Waltman DEIS, Aswedmoureanmunsonthenopmgot&u
document, our company has an inferest in the outcome of the management of any public
lands in Wyoming. Marathon also sppreciates the Interdisciplinary (ID) Team’s efforts
hmmmmmmmammuwammom
on the EIS is completed on August 1, 1997, as proposed.

Ourmtsutmﬂmunoton}ybemseofmvmdwmhpojeummd
involvement in this state but also b of the National E i Policy Act
(NEPA). Smeanyouteomem'humbcﬁuedtootb&simﬂudommhil
quite important that this fact-gatheri scientifically
based,NE’Anmlym. Inouuudsunent.ﬂnsDElShunotpmvxdedMubny
from the d action es required by the law. In

. d&ﬁmmdhm&dmﬁpﬁmhﬁed&nﬁmmwfwﬁs

pmjeumdmaybeimdviuﬂypmeduﬂmﬁngforfmuuacﬁmonpubﬁcm
Please consider the followi ind is of the Cave
Gulch/Bullfrog/Waltman EIS:

NEPA

Since many of our commeats relate to NEPA, we are incorporating information from
sexninars about this process as well ss direct quotations from the Act and the resulting
regulations. While this infonmation is probably quite familiar to the ID team, it should
serve to explain the intent of our comments to the ID team in addition to helping elarify

g the final anal

Amdmw An Equal Opportunity Employer

53-1

(cont.)

53-2

March 31, 1997
Page 2

our comments that are read by cthers. We are d that the analysis in this DEIS
has significantly drified from the legal concepts and guidelines regarding NEPA as well
as the objectives.

Throughout our training about this law, it was made quite clear that, if applied correctly,
the process required by NEPA can greatly increase the quality and timeliness of agency
decisions. If not applied efficiently, it can be a costly and time-consuming exercise that
beips none of us--Jeast of all the quality of the environment.

On page S-1, INTRODUCTION, the first paragraph includes the following
"l'huDElSunmldeunondocmnﬂn. Whﬂethisueonwt,d:eDl'ﬂs:uNEPA
which is a probl decision making (emphasis added) procesa.
Further, dwmwmmmmlanﬂymlnddwmem(E[S)mmheﬁm»-dnm and

analytic rather than encyclopedic.

‘The implementing regulations of NEPA promulgsted by the Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) state: “The primary purpose of an environmental impact statement is to
serve as an action-forcing (emphasis added) device to enstae that the policies and goals
deﬂnedmﬂxenuemﬁmdmotbemgomgmmmdmoﬂhe?edml
Government.” (40 CFR 1502.1)

The Sup Court in its draark decisi {Rob v. Methow Valley Citizens
Councll. U.S. Supreme Court. l989)teinfometthepwpouot‘ﬂ:e“mfmmng
device™:

mmmmmrhaaﬁdndagmcywm"plaﬁnganuiwﬁdaﬂm
prepare such an e serves NEPA's “action-forcing”
purpmmmipparmrupm:. It ensures that the agency, in reaching its
dca.rion, willhaveavailabkmdwillwqidlycomdqdﬂdbditmmm

ng significant hasis added); ¥ also guarantees
Mthcnlmmv;fbmaionwﬂlbcmdcavdlablemthelngam&mdmmay
also play a role in both the decision making process and the implementation of that
decision...

Publication of an EIS, both in draft and final form, also serves a larger informational
mlc. ltglmthepubllclhewwmﬂwlhcagmhmbﬂudwm
envir in its decisi

making pr
significantly, mﬂdn a springboard for public comment.

‘While NEPA is the “basic national charter for protection of the environment” (40 CFR
1500.1), it does not require that federal agencics make their decisions wholly based on
eavironmental impacts and factors. Again, the Supreme Court states:

March 31, 1697
Page 3

NEPA itself does not impose substantive duties dati ,....._mulnbm.rhply
prescribes the 7y process for pr formed-rather than Y
action.... thhcadvmunvimmude_ﬂ&asafdupmpmcdmweadcqwdy
identified and evaluated, the agency is not constrained by NEPA from deciding that
other values outweigh the environmental costs.

During scoping for this EIS, the progress of the related Fnvironmental Assessment (EA)
formﬁmDevehpnm,mdthepubﬁcmeeﬁngonﬁeDms,mmwﬁumided
comments as to the insignificant impact of the proposed action on the raptors in
addition to the unreasonable restrictions imposed for protection of the raptors. We do
realize that those comments should not be the only factors used in the ROD on this EIS;
Mwm.mmmm:mddm”wmynﬁmntm

pacts a3 required by law, In summary, the -

e, sigoificant
C:veG:ﬂchlBunﬁog/WalmDFIShunotpmvidedwhnumqmredbme’A.
RAPTORS
In our scoping letter, we req d that h of any | ial impacts to raptors
should include research outside the area for analyzing mitigation. Mitigation is required
if significant impects on the raptors had occurred.

Page 4-53 in Chapter 4: Analysis of Environmental Consequences, Wildlife, Impact
Threshold Criteria, Section 4.7.2 - This section presented six impacts o wildlife and
related to this project which would be considered significant. We agree with the first
four of those stated impacts; however, it is recommended that the Jast two poteatial
impacts be modified to more carrectly state what is intended by NEPA. The revised
impacts are as follows with the suggested changes in bold letters:

e Any effoct, whether direct or indirect, that results in adverse or significant long-
term decreascs in recruitment and/or survival of individuals in a wildlife
population,

. Disruption of grouse or raptor breeding or nesting activities to the extent that
reproductive success of the population of any species is decreased, threatened or
damaged adversely or significantly.

Pages 5-26 & 27 in Chapter 5: Cumulative Impact Analysis, Raptars, Section 5.8.4,
Summary and Discussion - This section summarizes 1) how the success of raptor
nesting and productivity is affected; 2) that the Jack of raptor productiveness was based
on relative low prey base; and 3) the impact of the Cave Gulch/Bullfrog/Waltman
meetmdpmposedacﬁamarenotdgnlﬂmt If those conclusions are correct, why

? More i if the conclusions are correct, the
nummlEA’sfoth'eu Ipm}ectshouldnmhlvebemvmdnndChevxonlpmject
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March 31, 1807
Page 4

should not have been suspended.

Marathon does not object to the industry placing a le number of Al
53-2 Nmsmm(ANS)mbeneﬁuhenpm:namugmonm We do,
(cont) however, object to the le timing ions in Al ive A and B and the

proposed Powder River Draw Key Raptor Area (KRA) in Alternative B. As noted in
the previous paragraph, the project’s impact is not significant and the restrictions are
unwarranted.

SOCIOECONOMICS

The ID team and consultants are complimented on the soci ic data p d
in this DEIS. Daﬁlsud:umwdedaﬂuwthemwmdeminfom&ve
comments to be considered in the environmental analysis. The socioeconomic section
for the proposed action was quite clear,

1

It:hmﬂdbenotedthepmpoaedxuﬁcﬁonsmdmiﬁgxﬁonmmmufotAhumm
A, B, and C will result in Jess or delayed devel as compared to the proposed
action. Commmnd»Mnchllpubthngﬂsomppomdthmeondm
Representatives of the County Commissioners accurately believe that the sltematives
do have different socioecanomic values. Since the socioeconomic impact to the
53-3 communities is an integral part of NEPA in the conclusions to be made by the
AnﬁmndOﬁm(AO)fu&stlS,numamendethdaubexwiaedb
ly reflect the ch in i foreuhnlwmﬂv& .

mmmmmmmmmﬁwmfw
each alternati lhmugh"' life and the resulting sociceconomics impact by
year. As oned in scoping, the tax and the distribution of the federal
my-lﬁuinihsmmﬁomﬂwpubﬁchﬁd&phyakeymleintheﬁnmﬁd
health of the counties, schools, and various state agencies. For education, this state is
in the process of making important decisions sbout the fimding of our public schools
and any major source of reveniue, even though the data may not be exact, should be
considered. The goveming bodies for those various entities need the socioeconomic
dats for consideration of their comments to be included in the final analysis of any
decisions about the project.

CONCLUSTON

NEPA requires proof of adverse, significant impacts to justify the restrictions proposed
by the ID team in this EIS. The procedures are quite clear that a balanced decision
should result from the environmental analysis, not in favor of one value over another
value. It is noteworthy that the prep of the d ide a vast of
mfomanastotheinﬁguﬁnntmpnnofﬂwpmposedmonomheuwmm.

53-4] Marcha1, 1897

Page §

yet Alternatives A and B imply significant impacts. The project area is not pristine, in
fact,a on page 3-73, p h 3, is as follows: “Cultural modifications to the
mnlhndacapedembedabovemdMeZPowummmonhmmmek
yard, oil and gas ,', a power ion, well sites, access roads, ranch out-
buildings, and a railroad grade.” Itis ded that the DEIS be modified to more

properly the insignificant impacts of the project.

Marathon sppreciates your consideration of our comments. Should you have any
questions concerning this letter, please let me know.

Sincerely,
MARATHON OIL COMPANY

o CRB

Pat Chxldus
Production Coordinator
Rocky Mountain Region

o Gl5212)

o PAW
RMOGA
G. M. Lewis
K. L. Iler
D. H. Cleland
Al Pierson, State Director BLM
Jim Magagna, Director Wyommg State Land
N County Commi
Cave Guich/Waltman Operators
Senator Michasl B. Enzi
Senstor Craig Thomas
Congresswoman Barbara Cubin

*ER Mo

) %,

54-1

55-1

Starle

" 2156 BOXRLDER

CASPER, WYOMING 82604 March 17, 1997

Bﬁuuu of Land Management

Manager
Casper, Wyoming

Buresu of Land mn-genent.
Cheyenne, WY - 820

Gentlenen:

To wmy regraet, it is established that the BLM has forced me, and
others, into an adversarial position at Cave Gulch Gas Field.

Ms. Celia Skillman told me the onlyrway to have the Cave Gulch

EIS decision changed was to have Congress pass a lav doing 30.

This is contrary to the Executive Summary in the Draft EIS, vhich
sllows public participation. The comment period has not expired

80 the BLM decisions must have been made with no public participation.
By copy of this'letter I am asking the Wyoming Congressional
Delegation to ds:e:-ine the lagnlity of this action.

Anticipating such a response f.ton the local BLE (their ':-chnical
document™ 1s largaly incompreshensible), last week 1 asked our
Congressional Delegation to work with Secretary of the Interior
Babbitt and resolve the Cave Gulch problems: believe the
Draft/RIS says the Secretary has this authotity. Timeltness is
important. |

In contrast to ‘the BLM expressed position, I believe environmentsl
laws ave subject to several interpretations. Theirs differs from
the needs of the general public in central Wyoming. I do not

- believe the BLM position to keap Hyom:lng'-- in the 19th century is
defensible. It makes work for BLM staff.

Ms. Skillman told me Alternative C in the Draft/EIS is not -vnl:l.d.
I question the legitimacy of the entire process and document.

As 1 am shyini in a letter to the Cubet Star-Tribune, for a year

I have heard the tumbrils rumbling in Wyoming.

aéé«/ﬂmm

Helen Schmill
aliass SUPERMOM
Citizen

xc: Wyoming Congrcliional Delegation
Governor Geringer

Audiotepe

REGIONAL VICE PRESIDENTS
TEMEFER, -
PRESIDENT-ELECT & BADECHER, GLENIOK
PP
FRANK AT
OB DINED, ILETTE
CERN YON IROSIGK, MVERTON

WYOMING WOOL GROWERS ASSOCIATION

anw. - mo.sax « CavPSR, WYOMING

Buresu of Land Management
Casper District Office

Attn: Kate Padilla, Team Leader
1701 East E. Street

Casper, Wyoming 82601

Dear Ma. Padilla:

Following are the comments of the Wyoming Wool Growers Association in response to the
BLM’s request for conuments on the Cave Gulch- Bullfrog- Waltman Natural Gas Development
1 Impact St (DEIS). WWGA is « membership organization
representing the sheep industry of Wyoming. We have bad a long and intense interest in the

Project Draft Envir

other natural resource industries, and in particular the of} and gas industry. In addition, the
‘WWGA is based in Casper in Natrona County and as a property tax payer here, we are intently
interested in this particular project.

This development is of critical importance to the long term stability of Natrona County and the
State of Wyoming, We support any development of Wyoming’s natural resources when it is in a

manner which adequ ic and social benefits to

Jy p the and provides both

the state. Such is the case for the Gulch-Bullfrog-Waltman Natural Gas Development. The

achools, the county and the citizens of the county and state will be positively impacted by this
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56-1

(cont.)

55-2

55-3

55-4

55-6

. directly conflicts with it's (BLM's) actions. It appears the 1D Team i

55-5

(cont.)

d their d action 1o the BLM ID Team in March, 1996 but were told as

2P

[ lise as July of 1996 that BLM was still waiting for the proposed action. The DEIS contains, -

1 £

s to the

d action (see pages 6-1 and 6-2) which

P peop

Ny tried to sub
the process. muagnu\;iolnﬁnnofBLMpolicymdpo&iblyofNEPA,mdshouldbe

thoroughly investigated by the BLM State office. Perbaps it would be beneficial to appoint an

independent third party i

£

to Jook into this matter in that it has been our experience that
many times misconduct by those lower in the hierarchical structure of the federal governmeut, and
in particular the Department of Interior, is overiooked by those higher up if it furthers the political

55-6

or philosophical agendas of those in positions of authority.

It is our opinion that the DEIS's tone is negative and does not meet the BLM's publicly stated

goals of *develop

object to the BLM's

of astural in & timely and reasonable manner”, In particulsr, we

of this project must fund all of the

that the p

T L

i quential and unrelated projects the District office apparently is set upon requiring. We will

expand upon these in the following comments.

Page 1-18-20 (Issues and C:

\ . s
) We are disapy

d in the fact that BLM comes forward
with an exhaustive list of perceived *lasues and Concerns”, yet only finds four potential

“Opportunities”. It starts to become apparent here, early on in this DETS, that BLM intends to

find many faults with the proposed project and little redeeming benefits. BLM appears to have

intentionally ignored the many p ial opportunities p; d at the “open houses™

ive detail on the

and public forums where citizens and industry rep ives p d exb
potential benefits from this project,. WWGA recommends iterns 6, 7, (2 bullet), 11, and 13 be

moved from *lasues and Concerns” to *Opportunities”.

ives Considered But Not Analy

J

Page 2-46 (Al

d In Detail)

BLM has failed to adequatel ly

J

the second al

ive which is a viable and legal mitigatior
option. BLM needs to analyze this option in greater detail

55-7
Page 8-50 (Table 2-8: Total Disturbance (in Acres) by Spacing Density Associated with

the Proposed Action, Al B) We have been told by those withir

ive A, and Al

s plan to develop a

Y

the oil and gas industry that this analysis i ly reflects the op
what the surface disturbing activities for 20-acre spacing are versus a 320/640 spacing. It appear:
tlutBLMiuuzmptingtodeeeive}hepublicofwhtduhdnm‘y’stmeintmﬁonis It appear:
that this analysis is incorrect and if so, it should be revised to accurately and adequately reflect the

industry’s proposed action!

Page 3-76 (Socioeconomics) This DEIA appears to fail to analyze the following:

ECONOMIC STRUCTURES

. Employment by sector with a comparison to Wyoming and the US.
. Personal income, with & comparison to Wyoming and the US.
L Labor income by sector

L3 Non-labor income (i

ry \

and pay )

ECONOMIC BASE

- Export sales by sector
- Earning by indastry that use Federal lands.

In order to adequately ansly Z the above joned i

analyses should be inchuded in the FEIS.

Page 4-19 (Smnmary of Erosion Estimates Due to Construction for the Proposed Action)
‘We have been unable to locate any summary or reference to Table -5 in the text other than the
table. The table also refers to “Best Management Practices (BMP) which is undefined in BLM's

rues and/or regulations.

TheWyomingNnnyointSomuTukFominndlpoli;yinMnyof 1965 which states:
The process and proceduerefor proseslgetion o reglations in Wyomcing is governed Wyoming
Administrative Procederss Act. This act requires more thorongh public review process tha that
qusred for adoption of best ‘4 practi
Impose an additional set of guidelines on the above industries in the farm of BMP's,

the Task Force hereby sdopts the policy that the rules and regulations promulgated

2ohich are mon-regulatory. Ratber than

for all and gas explorati ﬂ,_ duction of, mineral tion, highvay
jon and undergz 4 152 tanks shall be considered the BMP’s for these
activitien...(empharis added).
To farther illustrate, duing the & of the Cumulative Imp ‘Task Force, BMP's were

proposed as standsrds for protecting to the highest level possible wiidlife and it's habitat. The
proposal was denied becsuse EMP rules or regulations have not been promulgated for
wildlife. WWGA recommends the above state Nonpoint Source Task Foroe policy be adopted by

BLM. WWGA also strongly recommends that before BLM refe

dgated rule or regulation, it be stricken from the d (s)

¥ B B %7

Page 467 (4.7.3.5.4 Raptors) Nowbere in the DEIS does it state that raptors will be

d° C

"significantly and/or adversely imp q

1 abinailabl,
P

ly, we can not mpport the BLM six-month

Such a stpulati

-

will have harsh and déstructive impacts on the economies

of both Natrona county and the state. It slso puts on both

y and 1 e
‘workers employed by the companies and on the companies themselves. Additionally, more than

225 individaals attended and 2 public comments were made during the DEIS public meetings

Testimony given during b ings indicates that the proposed si ¢h étipalation would
have significant adverse impacts to the service companies. WWGA recommends a permanent
waiver to the six-month lesse stipulation- it has no scientific, technical or economic

basis.

BLM bas suggested Artificial Nesting Structures (ANS) as a form of mitigation. The WWGA
recognizes that ANS's have been nsed successfully in Wyoming and could be used in the Cave
Gulch-Bullfrog-Waltman area. However, before any de.veloper of the natural resources of
‘Wyoming are required to take mitigation actions for wildlife species, there should first be a clear,
defined and scientifically sound and rationa! basis for such mitigation. We believe mitigation for
eagles is not needed 2s neither the bald or golden eagle as a epecies, or their Wyoming

Pop are or b4

d If BLM has scientific evidence to the contrary, they

should provide this to the public, but as neither the BLM nor the US Fish and Wildlife Service

have any current scientific poynhuﬂn studies or estimates of these birds, we do not believe they
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55-7

(cont.)

55-8|

55-9

can provide compelling evidence to dispute our claim. WWGA also opposes the proposed 27
nqmmﬂemwﬁichwmbeua;dmwmANs‘gubdngloe-tedmideduuuof
analysis. WWGA reminds the BLM of ita own Solicitors Memorandum dated May 6, 1991 which
views mandatory compensation (off-site nﬁﬁgaﬁon)uafomofﬁadmﬁﬁg'm was Wl;
beyond the BLM's legal suthority.” The Solicitor also states that mandatory compensation "
strikes the subjects of the ‘contribution’ as little more than thinly disguised blackmail” WWGA
recommends the $73-square mile proposed area for ANS's be restricted to the ares of

The WWGA alio questions the need to establish a Key Raptor Area (KRA). The DEIS admits
* Aifowgh better habitat conditions are Klkely represented in the KRA bocause of the increased deneity of nests
there, the ability of the KRA to sxpport additional raptor tervitoris is i quartion.” IE this is 0, then

have d

P»Iop

ing a KRA designation is ¥ and questionsble. As the of

drilling l&welhintthropooedKRA.lnddli:isthhamhdu-iﬁedSyBLMu'opm(notoﬂ'

limits) to mineral devel e

L g

if BLM p ‘wiﬂlthemdaignldon.neomplete
disclosure of.this potentia] “takings® should be made and compensution should be offered to the

affected companies.

Finally, the KRA was not agreed to in the proposed action by the operators and is, therefore, not

voluntary and must be considered off-site mitigation. The DEIS, on page 4-68, states “Although

the KRA will not mitigate the loss of raptor production in the Project ares, it will help to

wmpmntebylervinguabng&uinnndemuulh:wﬂlhlpmpmteamdmbﬂhetheom

going production of raptors in the greater area and region and to help to minimize cumulative
impacta” For all the reasons stated sbove, WWGA strongly recommends BLM discard the

KRA concept in this DEIS.

Page 472 (4.8 Recreation) The DEIS has defined this ares as & "non-recreation site” (see 3-73)

ysis is flawed.

‘The criteria used for determining significance is unfounded and therefore the
No data has been provided analyzing visitor days recreational benefits (e.g. dollars generated from

of S e

recreational activities in the DEIS area of analysis), or "displ:
To base a significant adverse impact on & “fecling” is insufficient, unjustified and, therefore fatally
flawed Unless the DEIS can prove significance using the above criteria rather than

and sali

perceived levels of Isolati
should be determined insignificant and stricken from the DEIS.

de (wilderness

P " <y
) the fon p

Page 474 (4.8.5 Mitigation Summary) This should be re-titled the “Blackmail Suromary”
section. Of particular note is the BLM’s proposed "mitigation” of “interpretative exhibits”. If the
BLM wants interpretative signs and/or exhibits, it has a separate line jtemn within its budget for
such projects and should pay for these types of projects itsell Howeves, ff BLM is proposing
intup;euﬁve sigms sbout the economic benefits that oil and gas development provide for the
county and the state, perhaps that would be an appropriate *mitigation® measure that we are sure
indastry would be willing, in fact probably enthusiastically supportive, of Other than that, BLM

should pay for ita own “propaganda’l

55-10

56-1

Finally, we are appalled that BLM has the audacity and egomaniacal sttitude to deny the Natrona
County Commissioners “cooperating agency” status. Tong;utmthedﬁ:mofNﬁm

County, or their elected officials, that they have no cxpertise or no lawful place at the table is

insulting and wholly ptable (but not surprising of the current Administration- we find this
attitude of the Clinton administration pervasive throughout federal agencies we deal with). The
following CEQ regulati phasize the participation of Jocal g 1500.5(b); 1501.1(b);

1801.5(c); 1501.5(f); 1501.6; 1508} (a)(1); 1508.2, 1508.3; 1506.3(C); 15065(a); 1508.5.

BLM should immediately invite the Natrona County C issioner’s to fully partici
in the remaining DEIS, FEIS and Record of Decision activities, AND, BLM should give
appropriste consideration and defévence to any such participation. _ They might learn

something valuablel

WWGA appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Cave Gulch-Bullfrog-Waltman Natural

Gas Development Project Draft Eavi

] Impact St History has shown over and

over that extraction of natural can be lished in an envi lly sound

for the benefit of Wyoming, ber residents and ber wildlife resource.
Sincerely,

R. Reece
Director

April 1, 1997

Renee Taylor
HC 35 Box 8781 #2
Evansville, WY 82363

Bureau of Land Management
casper District Office

1701 East "E" Street

Casper, Wyoming 82601 .
Attn: Kate Padilla, Teanm Lead

Cave Gulch =~ - Waltman Natural Gas Devslopment

Project

From the beginning it has been clear that the BIM just doesn't
like the proposed develop 2 d above. This begs the
question, WHY? This project is inherently good. There are many
positives revolving around it yet BIN continmes to paint the
propogal with the most tive brush, 1let's get past
personalities, emotion and prejudices to look at the facts, not
opinion, not tone. This p:ojoc:nftravid‘s the BIN, the operators
Y

RE$ BullFrog

and the rest of us the opport to develop a very valuable
resource in a calm, well thought out, environmentally sensitive
manner. let's take advantage of that opportunity. The ed
Action should be app ed, the Al ives are without merit,
their cost to both the operators and the nation as a whole are
unjustitied.

The raptor nitigation measures spelled cut in ths document
designed to penalize operators for the gas be 1
under an eroding rock pile that happens to provide raptor nesting
sites. The nast sites can be replaced, augmented and moved, the
gas resource cannot. The birds are not endangered, not rare, not
threatened, they are thers. The habitat is not limited, not unique
and not threatened, there are hundreds of square miles of it
available, proximal to the project area. The birds may choose to
stay in the development area, they have for the last thirty years.

And finally, let's not kid ourselves about the significance of
the visual resource or the recreational opportunities aleng 20/26
and County Road 104, at 70 mph tourists on the n{n;o Yaellowstone
are not going to notice or be offended by a flest: vision of an
gas production structure (unidentifiable at that speed) from the
car window. IF someone ventures off onto County Road 104 the BIN
is provided with one of the most wonderful of educational |
opportunities possible. Rather than worry that the proposed
development will detract from the first NINE miles of the “scenic
Byway", acknowledge that this part of the state has been of
economic significance to the State of Wyoming and Natrona County
for over one hundred years, and this continues today. Take this
opportunity to disclose to the public what sheep, cattle and
minerals, including coal, have contributed to the region. Explain
why Waltman, Powder River, Moneta, Hiland, Arminto and Lost Cabin
are (were) theras. When and vhy the railroad came and went. Page 3-

are

+ad

1
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56-1

(cont)

56-2

56-3

56-4

56-5

56-61

75 indicates the very high density of historioc and pre-historic
sites in the area, explain vhy to the public. How oil and gas
production pays for the education of children in the State of
Wyoning and keeps our tax rates some of the lowest in the country.
State how much money is being put into the coffers of the United
States goverrment on a daily basis, this is not inappropriate,
people are constantly amazed at the big numbers. Do not forget to
mention oil and gas provides employment for so many, including you
and ma. If there is any space left along the road discuss what
benefits we all get frem oll and gas, such as tires, lubricants,
pharmacuticals, fertilizers, hiking boots, zip-lock baggies, solar
panels, camp stove fuel, carpeting, electricity and bandaids, just
to mention a few. Further, the liquids plant and compressor
buildings, when painted the flat Carlsbad Brown, will not provide
a visual distraction from the south end of the Big Horns and will
certainly be less visible than the highway, the Rest Area and the
sun glinting off the broken glass in the ¥unk yard at Waltman.

The BLN nust pay attention to the comments of the service
companies that were provided at the last public meeting. Though
obviocusly oxchestrated the nessage is real. The seasonsl
stipulation is not acceptable, it provides increased drilling costs
increased risk and little or no environmental benefit. This
stipulation allows the BIM and the birds stable jobs and stable
homes while providing no stability to the pecple employed by the
sexrvice companies. It provides the operating companies little or
no ability to plan, purchase aquipment or sfficiently alloocate
rasources to the devel: t of the field. One of the reasons that
oil and gas exploration is depressed in the Rockies is the lack of
knowing if, when or at what cost a permit to dzrill will be
obtained., The operators must have a commitment from BLM that they
will be allowed to develop and produce the leases for which BIM is
gathering lease fees and royalties. As proposed all they will get
is a maybe, lot's see what the birds are doing this year.

The Alternative Nesting Structures (ANS's) provide proven
mitigation for the displacement of raptors that MAY take place.
ANS's ARE mitigation of significance, with that in condition in
place there is no reason for the additional seasonal stipulation.
Further, use of the seasonal stipulation in the proposed action
will provide for maxizum protection for the birds, naximum
opportunity to develop the field and maximum stability for the Cave
Gulch workforce. If this is not done the sections relative to
socio-scononric impacts must be substantially amended to illustrate
the impacts to the , the ity, the social service
infrastr » and the y as & result of seasonal operations.
The health and safety sections must also be revised as the document
does not disclose the possible increase risk to workers as a result
of being forced to conduct all operations in the extreme cold, high
winds and over crowded conditions forced upon them by the seasonal
stipulation.

SPECIFIC COMMENTS )

There are mnumerous flaws in thé document including
contradictory terms used for the description of visual gquality, is
it Class 1-5 or is it Class A-C (Section 3-9)7 How can this area
be classified as a Class A, it is by no stretch comparable with the
Tetons. There also seems to be a problem with the method of

2

dsternining of distu It appears the development of
deep wells has not been included in the Alternative A and B
analyses. Why? If these wells are added back in the BIM
altcrni atives have greater disturbance potential than the Proposed
Action.

It appears from the document that the BIM believes that it has
tremendous powers of perception including which nests the birds
will use next year and years thereafter as BIM has selacted
specific ts for p ion in Alternative A. Through out the
d t BLM app s to have determined where the gas rasource will
be found, The document very spscifically discusses locations of
wells that WILL effect views or WILL effect nests or WILL causae
impacts to “wetlands"., ‘The BIM must remember that this is a
disclosure document and that well locations can and do change
depending on reservoir characteristics, and that with each
individual APD the BIM will have the ability to loock at the
concerns relative to specific well sites. DO NOT structure this
document so that well site location changes cannot be made. Only
enough well site specific information needs to be predetermined at
this. point so that ths location of 14 ANS's can be detsrmined. On
that subject, the ANS's and their monitoring must be limited to the
project area (40 square miles), not the 273 square miles over which
the BIG study was mada. The set asides recommended in the BIM
recormmended alternative constitutes off-site mitigation and is
inappropriate. If one locks at the numbers, in 273 miles 107 nests
were located, 52 of these are in the project area and % are in use.
For these NINE nests BIM recommends setting aside lands and
implemanting ANS's in addition to maintaining the seasonal

stipulation. There is no logic in this recommendation, it is
someone's pet project. -
on page 2-11 there is discussion relative to disturbance

resulting from pipeline construction. s section is not clear
and could be interpreted as pipeline construction along sids a road
has having the regular construction width of the road and the
regular construction width of the pipeline. This is not how it
happens, this construction method is used in an effort to reduce
the overall width of disturbance, othervise the operators would
Just go croes lots with tha lines and save themselves a lot of
money. Purther, pipeline construction is minimal disturbance as
the soil is physically removed over the trench width anly not the
entire width of the ROW.. . . .

Oon page 3-73 a statement is made relative to ummatural
appearance of the Yellow Sweat Clover (YSC) in the reclaimed areas,
later in the mitigation section the recommendation is made to
eradicate the same. Without knowing the specifics it is reasonable
to assume that YSC was a component of a BIM re seed
mixture for reclalaing the older well &ites, pipelines and
roadways. It is inappropriate to ask for a weed eradication
program at this point in time, also recommended in the mitigation
section. As stated repeatedly in the document (same page) this is
not a pristine area, weeds have been introduced for the last one

years. It would be appropriate to require certified weed
free seed and certified mulching materials but not monitoring a
weedy specles eradication. : .

Section 3.11 Sociceconomic does not even mention Fremont

County or the communities of Riverton and Shoshone, why? It is my

3

56-6

{cont.)

56-7

56-8

56-9

56-10

understanding that good portions of the workforce are coming from
these communities. Effort is made to list all the communities in
the greater Caspar metrovpolitan area, but no effort is made to say
they comprise the greatexr Cagper area, the proximity of these towns
to each other is important to the a D ion of the
space and distances in quastion in this project.

In 3.11.2 is a statement that Natrona County has been shaped
econorically by the boom/bust energy cycles of the last twenty
years, the reality of it is the last cycle was over the last twenty
years, energy industry cycling has gone on for the last 100 years.
A long term project like Cave Gulch helps to even out the high and
low peaks of such cycles.

In 3.11.3.2.1 the statement is made that "industry exployment
has likely been saverely affected by the decline in drilling
activity (YES) and the shift to natural gas (Nol. Without cCave
Gulch there would be little or no oil and gas activity going on in
central Wyenming, it is not a matter of choosing one over the other
it is the economics of exploration and development in the Rockies,
This is another example of the negative spin that is put on this
project th: ghout thes 4 t, Cave Gulch is a positive not a
negative. in Section al
Further 8 3.11 the discussion of employment is so

d in the & t that one must read hundrede of pagas to
gather up the facts that while total job numbers may have made up
for the loss of oll and gas and refinery jobs in the greater Casper
area the benefits and income derived from these jobs hasn't even
cone close to replacement value, that the social services are more
fully utilized and the work force is under utilized.

Again, the document falls to acknowledge the use of the area
for almost 100 years for agriculture, mining and oil and gas,
section 3.12 states that the transportation system has heen
developed only over the last 35 years, no so. The rail road went
in the very early 1900's as did the roads to Arminto, Lost Cabin,
Moneta, etc. The area was not discovered by oill and gas
developers.

In general Chapter 4 is poorly organized and difficult to
follow. Also, the second paragraph fails to inform the reader that
impacts can be and are both positive and negative. Page 4-6 states
the Paleo report is found in Appx. € it is in Appx. E.

Section 4.3 Soils, Mitigation Summary suddenly pops up with
jwplementation of a construdtion stipulation, taken from the RMP,
that does not allow construction from December 30 to June 1 in the
south Fork of the Powdar River stating thia includes the majority
of the area p for locations. How applicable is this
stipulation? Given the seasonal stipulation for raptors from
February 1 te July 31 the no work seascn is SEVEN months. Is this
construction stip from the RMP and is it a blanket no tion
standard or is it what the BIM originally intended and that was an
effort to keep construction from happening with WET and FROZEN WET
soils (all getting back to reserve pit faflure concerns)? Given
the lack of opportunity for wet soils in the area most of the
winter variances from this sdtipulation should be available.

Why are Sage Grouse being discussed in the same breath as
raptors, see pg. 4~53? The level of protection provided and
required by law are sub ntially dif . .

Section 4.7.3.2.4 (Alternmative A, Raptor Management) states

4

that 1,961 acres will effectively be removed from future
development. Is the ELXK prepared to compensate the operators for
the loss of the area of the fiald thought to have the highest
potential? )

Section 4.7.3.3.4 (Alternative B, Key Raptor Area aka Bird
Park) recommends the smet aside of 6,252 acres of leasas land to
provide for raptor habitat. Again, is the BIM prepared to
compensate the lessees of this area for the minerals they will not
be allowed to recover, for the additional cost of analysis if they
do propose wells and for the increased cost of exploration and
development dus to the cost of the mitigating stipulations that one
can only anticipate will be placed on them? How can BIM state that
these are low potential leases? The geological potential
docunentation and interest does not agree with BIM's assumption of
low potential. As stated earlier, what makes the BIM think the
birds will like the KRA any bettar than the areas to the north,
south or west of the project area? Given the mize of the area,
the density of nests, ths mumbers of birds and the low prey base
the suggestion of %over " in the KRA seems a bit far
fetched. In addition, the project area is not being eliminated from
the face of the earth, it will continue to provide nesting
opportunities, and to produce pray species in addition to providing
perching sites. .

No place in the document is it clearly disclosed what the
econonic impact of selecting A or B over the proposed action will
ba, what is the value that BIM is placing on these few oommon
raptors. This number MUST be very clearly stated, the presentation
of these costs in section 4.11.4 is not enough. Nor is the
disclosure of potential cost of Alternative B clearly and honestly
disclosed in 4.11.5, the potential losses are significantly greater
than $4,300 per year, the potential losses must include the loss of
production, employment, etc. Let's not minimize the COST of the
al tives b BIM pref. then to the proposed action. This
is illustrated on Table 5.8 in the Cumulative Impacts Analysis
where it states the Socioeconomic impacts of B are similar to the
proposed action, how can this be when the KRA now has precedence
over develop of the 1 in the area? Are these 8 to 10
birds worth in excess of $30 million dollarxs each? If they are BIM
should put a sign to that effect up on the Scenic Byway. The sign
should also state we had the chance to develop a world class gas
field here, to improve the guality of sducation in the State of
Wyoming, to employ X number of people, to keep the library open, to
provide transportation for our older ocitizens, to reduce the
national debt by X millions of dollars, and to enhance our national
gsecurity but ve chose to protect thesa & birds ingtead, protact
them from displacement, not save their livesd but save them from the
stress of a drilling rig in the neighborhodd. :

Also on Table 5.8 we mourn the less of non-mechanized
recreation, what non-mechanized recreation?

Further, if all the monitoring required for all the
recommended nmitigation for the proposed action or any of the
alternatives is impl d the 1ting industry would be well
employed in the Cave Gulch field, better so than the service
company employees. The monitoring requirements are excessive and
extremely expensive. Monitoring is the responsibility of the BLM,
vho will say they don't have the money so the companies will be

5
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56-10]

(cont.)

56-11

saddled with the burden. One more reason why the industry is
leaving the Rockies, it's too expensive.

QUESTIONS OF PROCESS

At the first public meeting the BIM and the County wers very
excited about the ability to grant Natrona County Cooperating
Agency status. Sonehovw this never materialized, WHY? Who is

better prepared to p t the infrastruct , the ics, the
g:pulntion dynamics and the needs of the community than the county
question. BIM once aguin displayed tremendous ance in

arrog
geuztng the County the status NEPA and the CEQ said was available
o it. ~
: It is my hope that the BIM will not do another mass mailing of
a five pound document to everyone and their brother. Please have
some respect for other peoples monhey and send out interest caxds,
those that want the docunent will ask for itl

Let's work through this process and make a good thing happen for
all of us. Thank you for the opportunity to comment. .

8 ely,
<
€. Taylor

Citizen and Tax Payef,

* Btate of Wyoming and Natrona County

571

April 1, 1997

Bureau of Land Management
casper District office

1701 East “E" Street

Casper, Wyoming 82601

Attn: Kate Padilla, Team Leader

RE; Cave Gulch - BullFrog ~ Waltman Natural Gas Developnent
Project .

From the beginning it bas been clear that the BLM just doesn’t like

the pr d devel t. refar d above. This begs the question,

good. There are nmany positives

WEY? This projoctfis inherently
paint the proposal with

revolving around it yet BIM continues to
the most negative brush, let’s get past personalities, ewmotion and
projudices to look at the facts, not opinicn, mot tone. This
project provides the BIM, the operators and the public the
opportunity to develop a very valuable resource in a calm, well
thought out, environwentally sensitive mannper. . Let’s take
advantage of that opportunity. The Proposed Action should be
approved, the Alternatives are without merit, their cost to both
the operators and the nation as a whole are unjustified.

The raptor mitigation measures spelled out in the document are
designed to penalize operators for the gas resource being located
under an eroding rock pile that happens to provide raptor nesting
gites. The nest sites can be replaced, augmented and moved, the
gas resource cannot. The birds are not endangered, not rare, not
threatened, they are there. The habitat is not 1imited, not unigque
and not threatened, there are hundreds of \
available, proximal to the project area. The birds may choose to
stay in the development area, they have for the last thirty years.

and £inally, let’s not kid ourselves about the signiticance of the
visual resource or the recreational opportunities along 20/26 and
County Road 104. At 70 mph tourists on the way to Yellowstone are
not going to notice or be offended by & fleeting vision of an gas
production structure (unidentifiable at that speed) from the car
window. IF someone ventures off onto County Road 104 the BIM is
provided with one of the wmost wonderful of educational
opportunities possible. Rather than worry that the proposed
development will detract from the first NINE niles of the “Scenic
Byway®, acknowledge that this part of the state has been of
economic significance to the State of Wyoming and Katrona County
for over one hundred years, and this continues today. Take this
opportunit{n to disclose to the public what sheep, cattle and
ninerals, cluding coal, have contributed to the region. Explain
why Waltman, Powder River, Moneta, Hiland, Arminto and lost Cabin
are (were) there. When and vhy the railroad cane and went. Page 3-
75 indicates the very high density of historic and pre-historic
sites in the area, explain why to the public. BHow oil and gas
production pays for the education of children in the State of
Wyonming and keeps our tax rates some of the lowest in the country.

1.

square miles of it -

57-1

(cont.)

57-2

57-3

57-4

57-5

State how much money is being put into the coffers of the United
States government on a daily basis, this is not inappropriate,
pecple are constantly amazed at the big numbexrs. Do not forget to
mgtion oil and gas provides employment for so many, including you
and me.

Further, the liguids plant and compressor buildings, when painted
the flat Carlsbad Brown, will not provide a visual distraction from
the south end of the Big Horne and will certainly be less visible
than the highway, the Rest Area and the sun glinting off the broken
glase in the junk yard at Waltwan.

The seasonal stipulation is not acceptable, it provides increased
drilling costs increased risk and little or no environmental
benefit. It provides the operating companies little or no ability
to plan, purchase equipwent or efficiently allocate resources to
the development of the field. The operators must have a conmitment

from BLM that they will be allowed to develop and produce the

Jeases for which BIM is gathering lease fees and royalties.

The Alternative Nesting Structures (ANS’s) provide proven
mitigation for the displacement of raptors that MAY take place.
ANS‘8 ARE mitigation of significance, with that condition in place
there is no reason for the additional seasonal stipulation.
Purther, use of the seasonal stipulation in the proposed action
will provide for maximum protection for the birds, maximum
opportunity to develop the field and maximum stability for the Cave
Gulch workforce.

The health and safety sections must alsc be revised as the document
does not disclose the possible increase risk to workers as a result
of being forced to conduct all operations in the extreme cold, high
winds and over crowded conditions forced upon them by the seasonal
stipulation.

SPECIFIC COMNENTS

There are rumerous flaws 4n ‘the document including
contradictory terms used for the description of visual quality, is
it Cclags 1-5 or is it Class A-C (Section 3-9)? How can this area
be classified as a Class A, it is by no stretch comparable with the
Tetons. There also seems to be a problem with the method of
determining acres of disturbance. It appears the development of
deep wells has not been included in the Alternative A and B
analyses. Why not? If these wells are added back in, the BLM
alternatives have greater disturbance potential than the Proposed
Action.

The ANS’c and their monitoring must be limited to the project srea.
(40 square miles), not the 273 square miles over which the BIG
study vas made. The set asides recommended in the BIM recommended
alternative constitutes off-site mitigation and is inappropriate.
If one looks at the numbers, in 273 miles 107 nests were located,
52 of these are in the project area and ¢ are in use. FPor these
NINE nests BLM recommends setting aside lands and implementing
ANS’s in addition to maintaining the seasonal stipulation.

2

Section 3.11 Sociceconomic does not even mention Fremont County or
the communities of Riverton and Shoshone, why not? It 1s my
understanding that good portions of the workforce are coming from
these communities. Effort is made to list all the communities in
the greater Casper metropolitan area, but no effort is made to say
they comprise the greater Casper area, the proximity of these towns
to each other is important to the readers comprehension of the
space and distances in question in this project.

Section 3.11.2 states that Natrona County has been shaped
economically by the boom/bust energy cycles of the last twenty
yoars., The reality of it is the last cycle was over the last
twenty years, energy industry cycling has gone on for the last 100
years. A long term project like cave Gulch helps to even out the
high and low peaks of such cycles. ..

In 3.11.3.2.1 the statement is made that “industry employment has
likely been severely affected by the decline in drilling activity
(YES) and the shift to natural gas (NO). Without Cave Gulch there
would be little or no oil and gas activity going on in central
Wyoming, it is not a matter of choosing one over the other it is
the economics of exploration and development in the Rockies. This
is another example of the negative spin that is put on this project
throughout the d t, Cave Gulch is a positive not a negative.

Section 4.7.3.2.4 (Alternative A, Raptor Management) states that
1,961 acres will effectively be removed from future development.
Is the BIM prepared to compensate the operators for the loss of the
area of the field thought to have the highest potential?

Section 4.7.3.3.4 (Alternative B, Key Raptor Area aka Bird Park)
recommends the set aside of 6,252 acres of leased land to provide
for raptor habitat. Again, is the BIM prepared to compensate the
leassees of this area for the minerals they will not be allowed to
recover, for the additional cost of analysis if they do propose
wells and for the increased cost of exploration and development due
to the cost of the mitigating stipulations that one can only
anticipate will be placed on them?

How can BIM state that these are low potential leases? The
geclogical p tial 4 ion and interest does not agree with
BLM’s assurption of low potential.

What makes the BIM think the birds will like the KRA any better
than the areas to the north, south or west of the project area?

Given the size of the area, the density of nests, the numbers of
birds and the low prey base, the suggestion of "over crowding” in
the KRA seems a bit far fetched. In addition, the project area is
not being eliminated from the face of the earth, it will continue
to provide nesting opportunities, and to produce prey species in
addition to providing perching sites. Are thess 8 to 10 biras
worth in excess of $30 million dollars each? If they are, BIM
should put a sign to that effect up on the Scenic Byway. The sign
should also state we had the chance to develop a world class gas
field here, to improve the guality of education in the State of
Wyoming, to employ X number of people, to keep the library open, to

3
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provide transportation for our older citizens, to reduce the
national debt by X millions of dollars, and to enhance our national
security but we chose to protect these 8 birds instead, protect
them from displacemant, not save their lives but save them from the
stress of a drilling rig in the meighborhood.

No place in the document is it clearly disclosed what the economic
impact of selecting A or B over the proposed action will be, what
is the value that BIM is placing on these few common raptors. This
number MUST be very clearly stated, the presentation of these costs
in smection 4.11.4 is not enough. Nor is the disclosure of
potential cost of Alternative B clearly and honestly disclosed in
4.11.5. The potential losses are significantly greater than $4,300
per year. The potential 1losses npust include the 1loss of
production, employment, etc. Let’s not ninimige the COST of the
alternatives because BIM prefers them to the propoased action. This
is illustrated on Table 5.8 in the Cumulative Impacts Analysis
where it states the Socioceconomic impacts of B are similar to the
proposed action, how can this be when the XKRA now has precedence
over development of the leases in the area?

At the first public meeting the BIM and the County wers very
excited about the ability to grant Natrona County Cooperating
Agency status. Somehow this never materialized, WHY? Who is
better prepared to presant the infrastructure, the economics, the
population 4 ics and the ds of the community than the county
in question. BIM once again displayed tremendous arrogance in
::n{éng the County the gtatus NEPA and the CEQ said was available

It is my hope that the BLM will not do another mass mailing of a
five pound document to everyone and their brother. Please have
some respect for other peoples money and send out interest cards,
those that want the document will ask for it

Let’s work through this process and make 2 good thing happen for
all of us. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

s

Bob Dundas
1932 8.Cedar Street
Casper, WY 8260}

TRUE O1L COMPANY+
095 WEST RIVER CROSS ROAD
P.O. DRAWER 2360
WY 82802
{307) 237-8301
FAX (207) 266-0252
April 1, 1987
Bureau of Land Management
Casper District office
1701 East "E" Street
Casper, Wyoming 82601
Attn: Kate Padilla, Team Leader
RE: Cave Gulch ~ BullFrog - Waltman Natural Gas Development
Projact
Prom the beginning it has been clear that the BINM just dossn't
like the d devel t ref d above. This bags the

question, WHY? This project is inherently good. There are xany
positives revolving around it yet BIM continues to paint the
proposal with the most negative brush, let's get past
perscnalities, emction and prejudices to lock at the facts, not
opinion, not tone. This project provides the BIN, the operators
and the rest of us the opportuni to develop a very valuable
resource in a calm, wvell thought out, enviromentally sensitive
nanner. Let's take advantage of that opportunity. The Proposed
Action should be approved, the Alternatives are without nerit,
their cost to both the operators and the nation as a whole are
unjustified, X Lo

The raptor mitigation measures spelled out in the document are
designed to penalize operators -for tlis gas resource being located
under an ercding rock pile that happens to provide raptor nesting
sites. The nest sites can bs replaced, augmented and moved, the
gas resource cannot. The birds are not endangsred, not rare, not
threatened, they are there., The habitat is not limited, not unique
and not threatened, there are hundreds of square niles of it
available, proximal to the project area. The birds may choose to
stay in the developrent area, they have for the last thirty years.

And finally, let's not kid ourselves about the significance of
the visual resource or the recreational opportunities along 20/26
and County Road 104. At 70 mph tourists on the way to Yellowstone
are not going to notice or be offended by a fleeting vision of an
gas production structure (unidantifiable at that speed) from the
car window. IF someons ventures off onto County Road 104 the BIM
is provided with one of the most wonderful of educational
oppertunities possible. Rather than worry that the proposed
development will detract from the first NINE miles of the “Scenic
Byway", acknowledge that this part of the state has been of
economic significance to the State of Wyoming and Natrona County
for over one hundred years, and this continues today. Take this
opportunit{n to disclose to the public what sheep, cattle and
ninerals, cluding coal, have contributed to the region. Explain
vhy Waltman, Powder River, Moneta, Hiland, Arminto and lost Cabin

1

58-1

(cont.)

58-2

58-3
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58-5

SPECIFIC COMMENTS

are (were) therse. Whan and why the railroad came and went. Page 3-
75 indlcates the very hi density of historic and pre-historic
sites in the area, explain why to the public. How oil and gas
production pays for the education of children in the State of
ng and keeps our tax rates some of the lowest in the country.
State how much money is being put into the coffers of the United
States government on a daily basis, this is not inappropriate,
pecple are constantly amagzed at the big numbers. Do not forget to
nention oil and gas provides employment for so many, including you
and me. If there is any space left along the road discuss what
benefits we all get from oil and gas, such as tires, lubricants,
pharmacuticals, fertilisers, boots, zip-lock baggies, solar
panels, camp stove fuel, carpsting, slectricity and bandaids, just
to nention a few. Purther, the liquids plant and compressor
bulldings, vhen painted the flat Carlsbad Brown, will not provide
a visual distraction from the south end of the Big Horns and will
certainly be less visible than the highway, the Rest Area and the
sun glinting off the broken glass in the junk yard at Waltman,
The BIM must pay attention to the comments of the service
companies that vere provided at the last public meeting. Though
obviousl; hestrated ge is real. The seasonal
stipulation is not acceptable, it provides increased drilling costs
increased risk and little or no environmental benefit. This
stipulation allows the BIM and the birds stable jobs and stable
homes while providing no stability to the pecple employed by the
service companies. It provides the operating companies 1ittle or
no ability to plan, purchase equipnent or ‘efficiently allocate
rescurces to the developmant of the field. One of the reasons that

will be allowed to develop and produce the leases for vhich BIM is
gntboring lease fees and royalties. As proposed all they will get
s a naybe, let's ses what the birds are doing this year.
The Alternative Nesting Structures (aNS's) provide proven
mitigation for the displacement of raptors that MAY take placa.
ANS's ARE mitigation of significance, with that in condition in

. place there is no reason for the additional seasonal stipulation.

Further, use of the seasonal stipulation in the proposed action
will provide for maximum protection for the birds, maximm
opportunity to develop the fiaeld and maximum stability for the Cave
Gulch workforce. 1If this is not done the sections relative to
socio—~economic impacts wust be substantially amended to illustrate
the impacts to the workers, the community, the social service
infrastructure, and the sconomy as a result of seascnal operations.
The health and safety sections must also be revised as tbe document
does not disclose the possible increase risk to workers as a result
of being forced to conduct all operations in the extreme cold, high
winds and over crowded conditions forcad upon them by ‘the seasonal
stipulation.

There are numearcus flaws in the dJocument including
contradictory teras usad for the description of visual quality, is
it Class 1-5 or is it Class A-C (Section 3-9)? How can this area
be classified as a Clasa A, it is by no stretch comparable with the
Tetons. There also seems to be a problem with the method of
determining acres of disturbance. It appears the development of
desp wells has not been included in the Alternative A and B
analyses. ¥hy? If these wells are added back in the BIM
Altcrnai tives have grsater disturbance potential than the Proposed
Action.

It appears from the document that the BIM believes that it has
tremaendous powers of percaption including which nests the birds
will use next year and years thereafter as BIM has selected
spacific nests for protection in Alternative A. Through out the
a BIM app to have de where the gas rescurce will
be found. The documant very specifically discusses locations of
wells that WILL effect views or WILL effect nests or WILL cause
impacts to "wetlands®. The BLM must remenber that this is a
disclosure document and that well locations can and do change
de on reservoir characteristics, and that with each
individual APD the BIX will have the ability to look at the
concerns relative to specific well sites. DO NOT structure this
document so that well site location changes cannot be made. Only
snough well site specific information needs to be predetermined at
this point so that the location of 14 ANS's can be determined. On
that subject, the ANS's and their monitoring must be limited to the
project area (40 square miles), not the 273 square miles over which
the BIG study wvas made. The set asides recommended in the BIM
recommended alternative constitutes off-site mitigation and is
inappropriate. If one looks at the numbers, in 273 miles 107 nests
were located, 52 of these are in the project area and 9 are in use,
Por thess NINB ts BIM ds setting aside lands and
implementing ANS's in addition to maintaining the seasonal
stipulation. There is no logic in this recommendation, it is
someone ‘s pet project.

on page 2-11 there is discussion relative to disturbance
resulting from pipeline construction. This section is not clear
and could be interpreted as pipeline construction along side a road
has having the regular construction width of the road and the
regular construction width of the &ipoline. This is not how it
happens, this construction method used in an effort to reduce
the overall width of disturbance, otherwise the operators would
Just go cross lots with the lines and save themselves a lot of
money, Further, pipeline construction is minimal disturbance as
the es0il is physically removed over the trench width only not the
entire width of the ROW.

on page 3-73 a statement is made relative to unnatural
appearance of the Yellow Sweet Clover (YSC) in the reclaimed areas,
later in the mitigation section the recoxmendation is made to
eradicata the same. Without knowing the specifics it is reasonable
to agsume that YSC was a component of a BIM recommended seed
mixture for reclaiming the older well sites, pipelines and
roadvays. It is inappropriate to ask for a weed eradication
program at this point in time, also recomnended in the mitigation
section. As stated repeatedly in the document (sawe page) this is
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not a pristine area, weeds have been introduced for the last one
hundred years. It would be appropriate to require certified weed
free seed and certified mumiching materials but not monitoring a
wveedy species eradication.

Section 3.11 BSocioeconomic does not even maention Fremont
County or the communities of Riverton and Shoshone, why? It is my
understanding that good portions of the workforce are coming from
these communities., Effort is made to list all the communities in
the greater Casper metropolitan area, but no effort is made to say
they comprise the greater Casper area, the proximity of these towms
to each other is important to the read compr: ion of the
space and distances in question in this project.

In 3.11.2 is a statement that Natrona County has been shaped
economically by the boom/bust energy cycles of the last twenty
years, the reality of it is the last cycle was over the last twenty
years, energy industry cycling has gone on for the last 100 years.
A long term project like Cave Gulch helps to even out the high and
low peaks of such cycles. .

In 3.11.3.2.1 the statement is made that "industry employment
has 1likely been severely affected by the decline in drilling
activity (YES) and the shift to natural gas (NO). Without cCave
Gulch there would be little or no oil and gas activity going on in
central Wyoming, it is not a matter of choosing one over the other
it i3 the econonics of exploration and development in the Rockies.
This is another example of the negative spin that 4is put on this
project thr t the dok t, Cave Gulch is a positive not a
negativa. .

Purther in Section 3.11 the discussion of employment is so
scattered in the document that one must read hundreds of pages to
gather up the facts that while total job numbers may have made up
for the loss of oil and gas and refinery jobs in the greater Casper
area the benafits and derived from these jobs hasn't even
cone close to replacement valus, that the social services are more
fully utilized and the work force is under utilized.

Again, the dooument fails to acknowledge the use of the area
for almost 100 years for agriculture, mining and oil and gas,
section 3.12 states that the transportation system has been
developed only over the last 35 ysars, no so. The rail road went
in the very early 1900's as did the roads to Arminto, lost Cabin,
Moneta, etc, The area was mnot discovered by oil and gas
develcpers. . -

In general Chapter 4 is poorly organized and difficult to
follow. Also, the second paragraph fails to inform the reader that
impacts can be and are both positive and negative. Page 4-6 states
the Paleo report is found in Appx. C it is in Appx. E.

Section 4.3 Soils, Mitigation Summary suddenly pops up with
implenmentation of a construction stipulation, taken from the RMP,
that does not allow construction from December 30 to-June 1 in the
South Fork of the Powder River stating this includes the majority
of the area propogsed for locations. How applicable is this
stipulation? Given the seascnal stipulation for raptors from
February 1 to July 31 the no wvork season ig SEVEN months. s this
construction stip from the RMP and is it a blanket no construction
standard or is it what the BIX originally intended and that was an
effort to keep construction froa happening with WET and FROZEN WET
soils (all getting back to reserve pit failure concerns)? Given

4

tha lack of opportunity for wet soils in the area most of the
wintar variances from this stipulation should be available.

Why are Bage being al d in the same breath as
raptors, see pg. 4-537 The level of protection provided and
required by law are substantially diff t

Section 4.7.3.2.4 (Alternative A, Raptor Management) states
that 1,561 acres will effectively be removed from future
development. Is the BIM prepared to compensate the operators for
the loss of the area of the 2ield thought to have the highest
potential?

Section 4.7.3.3.4 (Alternative B, Key Raptor Area aka Bird
Park) recommends the set aside of 6,252 acres of leases land to
provide for raptor habitat. Aagain, is the BIM prepared to

P te the 1 of thig area for the minerals they will not
be allowed to recover, for the additional cost of analysis if they
do propose wells and for the increased cost of exploration and
development dus to the cost of the mitigating stipulations that one
can only anticipate will be placed on them? How can BIM state that
these are low tial leases? The geoclogical potential
d tion and i does not agree with BIM's assumption of
lov potential. As stated earlier, what makes the BIX think the
birds will like the KRA any better than the areas to the north,
south or west of the project area? Given the size of the area,
the density of nests, the mumbars of birds and tha low prey base
the suggestion of “over " in the KRA seems a bit far
fetched. In addition, the project area is not being elinminated from
the face of the earth, it will continue to provide nesting
opportunities, and to produce prey species in addition to providing
perching sites.

No place in the document is it clearly disclosed what the
econemic impact of selecting A or B over the propesed action will
be, what is the value that BIN is placing on these faw common
raptors. This number MUST be very clearly stated, the presentation
of these costs in section 4.11.4 is not enough. Nor is the
disclosurs of potential cost of Alternative B clearly and honestly
disclosed in 4.11.5, the potential losses are significantly greater
than $4,300 per year, the potentizl logses must include the loss of
production, employment, etc. ILat's not minimize the COST of the
alternatives because BIM prefers them to the proposed action. This
is illustrated on Table 5.8 in the Cumulative Impacts Analysis
where it states the Socioceconcaic impacts of B are similar to the
proposed action, how can this be when the KRA now has precedence
over devel t of the 1 in the area? Are these 8 to 10
birds worth in excess of $30 million dollars each? If they are BIM
should put a sign to that effect up on the Scenic Byway. The sign
should alsc state we had the chance to develop a world class gas
field here, to improve the quality of education in the State of
Wyoming, to employ X number of people, to Xeep the library open, to
provide transportation for our older citizens, to reduce the
national debt by X millions of dollars, and to enhance our national
security but we chose to protect these & birds inatead, protect
then from dizplacement, not save their lives but save tham fron the
stress of a drilling rig in the neighborhood.

Also on Table 5.8 we mourn the lose of non-mechanized
recreation, what non-mechanized recreation?

Further, if all the meonitoring required for all the
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recommended mitigation for the proposed action or any of the
alternatives is implemented the consulting industry would be well
employed in the Cave Gulch field, better so than the service
company employees. The monitoring requirements are excessive and
extremely expensive. Monitoring is the responsibility of the BIM,
who will say they don't have the money so the conpanies will be
saddled with the burden. One mors reason why the industry is
leaving the Rockies, it*s too expensive. i

QUESTIONS OF PROCESS
At the first public meeting the BIM and the County were very
excited about the abj.l:lty to grant Natrona County Cooperating

Y this never materialized, WHY? Who is
better prepared to p t the infrast s the ics, the
population dynamics and the needs of the community than the county
in question. BIM once again d&isplayed t a in

g:nﬁng the County the status NEPA and the CEQ said was available

It is my hope that the BIM will not do ancther mass mailing of
a five pound document to everyone and their brother. Please have
some respect for other peoples money and send out interest cards,
those that want the document will ask for it!

Iet's work through this process and make a good thing happen for
all of us. Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

incerely,

Pazx County, Wyosnsc
Onzasronn 1917

‘OriorwL Parx Courty Cougrmouse
Coww, Wyomnw
Coursran 1912

B of Land M t

P.O. Box 2420
Mills, Wyoming 82644
Attention: Kate Padia

RE: Cave Gulch Draft EIS Comments

Dear Ms. Padia:

The Board of County Commissioners of Park County, Wyoming submit the
following comments regarding the DEIS for the Cave Gulch-Bullfrog-Waltman Natural

Gas Development Project.

Early in the process, you indicated to the Nairona County Commissioners that
they would be included as a cooperating agency since they have legal jurisdiction and
can provide special expertise regarding issues of concern to their county. We feel that
yous subsequent failure to include them as a cooperating agency violate the spirit and
the letter of NEPA as well as the CEQ regulations which goven its implementation.
Further, substantiation of Natrona County’s right to be included as a cooperating
agency is clearly stated in a draft BLM memo which states:

1 Does the BLM invite counties to become cooperating agencies?

Yes. To assure that the impacts of our decisions are thoroughly analyzed,
BLM enc ges collaborative preparation of EISs with other Federal
agencies, states, counties, and Tribes. For example, the Nevada BLM has

just completed the EIS for the Ruby Hill gold mine, with Eureka County

7002 Shecidan Aveaue Cody, Wyaming 82414 B0)521.8510 Fex: 527-8515
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Kale Padie, BLM . United Btates Porest Rocky P.O. Box 25127

RE: Cave Guich Draft B[S Camments . Department of Sexvice Mountain Lakewood, CO 80225-0127
April 1, 1997 . . Agriculture Ragion Delivery: 740 Simms St.
Pags2 Golden, CO 80401

Voice 303-275-8350
TTY 303-275-5367

File Code: 2580

as a cooperating agency (along with 3 Federal agencies).
Date: Am - 3 m"l

2 What is a “cooperating agency”?

The Council on Enviroranental Q“‘th (CEQ) regulations define a Kate Padilla, Team Leader
perating sgency asany Federal ageney that bas fuidiction by law o Caeper bistrice Office
special expertise for proposals requiring an EIS under a 1701 East "B* Street
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). A State, Tribe, or local agency, such as Casper, WY 82601
59-1 a county, with similar qualifications may become a cooperating agency by
{cont.) agreement with the lead agency. Dear Ms. Padilla: . c o
3, Howisa & Jected? B This letter contains our comments on the Cumulative Air Quality Impact Analysis
i < @ TeET for the Cave Gulch - Bullfrog - Waltman Natural Gas Development Project Drafc
EIS. We did not receive other sections of the EIS in this office, ®o the
The Federal agency ﬁﬁtlﬂspnmlrympmbﬂltyprﬂplﬂﬂt nnF.]S comments only peflect our review of information comtained in the Cumilative Asr
such as BLM, may invite a county (or other gover Quality Impacts Document. The main EIS apparently contained a reply due date

becomencooperahng .m h“monmmmmmasmm _ for comments, but we were not awaxe of that until other participating groups
bempenm Alte 1y, a county mayaskthelesda to select 60 1 inforwmed us by phone. We hope that these comments will still be useful to you.

it as a cooperating agency. S lecti and responsibilities of a cooperating At the outset, we would like to thank the BIN for involving the Forest Service =
described CE Rgg-u]ahomforlm lememmg early in the DEIS development process. We greatly appreciate the opportunity N

NEPA. a;: m;snmslsolﬁ of Q P to participate in collaborative meeting with the BLM and other interested F
( 6) parties in discussion of the project details, air quality modeling, and Cloud g

Peak Wilderness Air Quality Related Values. Specifically, we are pleased that
wvisibility wodeling, and lake chemistry impact analyeis was conducted for the
Cloud Pesk Wilderness, and that these analyses were conducted using input of

The BLM's preferred alternative will not allow any drilling or construction !
o eee T . . e on-site visibility and lake chemistry monitoring data provided by the Forest
activities for su:‘;‘;‘lmf ehm"'e’y ye;:s We feel that such lm‘gmdu'y hmi"ihdmz’ Service. In addition, we believe that the use of the congervative Interagency
are excessive ar it or discourage devel it an Workgroup on Air Quality Modeling (IWAQM) Screening analysis procedures for
would therefore subshnhlﬂyyxeduoemmmbﬁleShie anyommg and Natrona visibility modeling was appropriately used in this DEIS. We are satisfied that
by using this conservative modeling approach, the Porest Scxrvice can be
59 2 cm‘y How can ﬂ‘e’eme restrictions be]usﬁﬂed when only ShBhﬂy momﬂ“n"% confident that the cumulative visibility impacts to the Cloud Peak Wilderness
- of the total area, after reclamation, will be disturbed? . from this project and other nearby projects will be unlikely. We are also .

satisfied that based on the amalysis conducted in the Air Quality Impact
document, it is wnlikely that cumulative acidic deposition impacts would be
created from this project and other nearby projects that would adversely affect

“You propose to set aside 6,252 acres of federal land outside the project area as a the sensitive lakes in the Cloud Peak Wilderness.
Key Raptor Area (KYA) effectively blocking all minerel development in the firture,
add 3 this aside when most of these Our only remaining concerms with this project, based on the informatiom
How have you X - the ct of set contained in the Cumulative Air Quality Impact Analysis, are from volatile
acmm.hudy leased? organic carbon (VOC) emissions. . As you may be aware there is much uncertainty
Kate Padia, BLM
Kate Padilla 2
RE: CmGuthraﬁlSCm .
April 1, 1997 : about the potential visibility impact of conversion of VOC’'s to particulate
Page 3 : matter. In Table 2.4 of the Cumulative Air Quality lspact Analysis, the figures
show that VOC emissions in the Lance formation can be significantly reduced
when Best Available Control Technology (BACT) is applied. The document states
that 1/3 of the Lance Formation is expected to produce at levels less than 33
Tens Per Year {TPY) and that BACT would not be required for these sources. If
. ” . BACT is not used on these sources then this 1/3 of the production field could
Much time and many dollars are spent in Wyoming counties on “economic be expected to produce 89% (2024TPY/2266TPY) of the VOC emissions from the
pm ¥, but long as W mmg’shx structure remains as it is, our greatest Lance field. We recommend that BACT be applied to a majority of these smaller
develo e as] ng yo! ’ & wells in order to further reduce the VOC emissions that may have an impact on

source of revenues is the direct result of the responsible development of our minerals. visibility.

Thank you for the cpportunity to provide input. Pleagse contact Tamara Blett
{303-275-5744) or Dennis Haddow (303-275-5053) if you have any question on
these comments.

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS
PARK COUNTY, WYOMING Sincerely,

St I -

DAHL
Director, State and Private Forestry

cc: Porest Supervisor, Bighorn National Forest
Robert Edgar, EPA Region VIII
CGuck Collins, State of Wyoming DEQ

Tim Wade, Commissioner
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State of Wpsming
Ofl and BGag Congervation Commission

DOVERNOR S SEARIOER, CHARMAN
COMEECERS .
JAMGS I MAGADNA CARY 8. GLARS BAERE MRION
STAYE OL AHD GAS SUFERWSOR
DOMALD B BARKD

ROBBNT £. MCOOUGALL

April 4, 1997

M8, Julie Hamilton

ng State Clearinghouse
office of Pederal Land Policy
Herschler Building
Cheyenne, WY 82002

Dear Ms. Hamilton:

I am in receipt of a copy of the Draft Envirormental Impact
Statement for the Cave Gulch, Bullfrog, and Waltman KNatural Gas
Development Projects.

T have watched this entire drama take place and was constantly
amazed at the positions taken by the Bureau of Land Management.
There has been absolutely no mention or weight given to the esocio-
economic cts of these decisions. The idea that the field
should essentially be shut down for six months of the year because
of nesting birds is ludicrous. It seems that all of the concern is
focused on migrating birds and little or none on people who nead to
make a living. What was also not considered are the millions of
dollars of production that will come from this area, some of which
will go to the federal treasury. Also keep in mind that the state
has a greater share in this production than the 1g t
and yet the B.L.M., who is a minority owner, is calling all the
shots. In addition, the area that is to be protected for the sake
of the birds will essentially create a huge bird sanctuary that is
totally unwarranted for the few birds that frequent this area.

The Wyoming Oil and Gas Conservation Commission is charged

with prevention of vaste and protection of correlative rights. The
idea of forcing operators to centralize production facilities with
the possibility of bypassing less attractive locations because of
this requirement would not set well with the Commission. We are
interested in the ultimate recovery from the reservoir, in other
words, the prevention of waste. To allow operators to do less,
flies in the face of our charge. -

I bave also been privy to the comments made by chevron 0il.
I endorse all the comments made by Chevron and urge B.L.M. to
incorporate those s and dations in the final
environmental impact statement.

I urge that the final environmental impact statement be
written so_a; provide year around access to the entire tield

Ms. Julie Hamilton
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with reasonable restrictions to protect the few nesting birds in
the spring of the year and that all the other impediments to
developnent be eliminated.

Very truly yours,

(B e,

Donald B. Basko,
State 0il and Gas Supervisor

DBB/A1

@

62-1

62-2

UNITED STATES ERVIRORMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REQION Vil
-999 12tk STREET - SUITE 508
DENVER, COLORADY 80202:2488

Ref. BEPR-EP AR ~8 BaT

¥1A EAGSIMILE AND AL

Kate Padilla, Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Casper District Office

1701 East E Strest

. Casper, WY 82601

Re:  Supplemental Comments On Air Quality
Technical Report For Cave Guich DEIS

Dear Ms Padilla:

As | mentioned to you in a Voice Mail message on April 2, 1997, EPA has some
additional nts after a plete review of the Air Quality Technical Report for Cave
Guich, Bulifrog, and Waitman DEIS (copy attached).

After review of the Technical Report, EPA is concemned that some gas
development projects that would meet the definition of “Reasonably Foreseeable
Future Actions” (RFD) were omitted from the Cumulative Impact Analysis for Air
Quality. Figure 1-1 in the Technical Report depicts the Study Area. Howsver, the
sources that were modeied to determine the potential cumulative impact from the
project area and the adjacent sources are not shown on the map. The map boundaries
for the Study Area are defined by the county boundaries rather than airshed,
ecosystems, or resource impacled. This selection of boundaries effectively eliminates
adjacent projects with air emissions that could potentially impact Cave Guich and the
surrounding area. This lack of information makeés it rather difficult to determine exactly
what sources were considered in the analysis. The Soils Section of the DEIS (Section
5.4.3) makes reference to Cooper Reservoir Natural Gas Field and the KN Pipeline.
However, It is not apparent that these patential sources were included in the
Cumulative Impacts Analysis. .

Recently, it has come to our attention that there is a major new gas field in the
Madden Field. With the limited information currently available to EPA, it appears that
the potential cumulative impact from the Madden Field should be considered as part of
the analysis for Cave Guich. EPA recommends this analysis in order fo fully consider
the cumulative impact of reasonably foresesable future projects in the Big Horn Basin
area. This approach will ensure that BLM considers the full range of consequences of
the proposed action and alternatives in the Cave Guich, Builfrog, Waltman DEIS.

Thank you for providing the Technical Air Quality Report for our review. If you
have any questions, please call me at (303) 312-6002, or Robert Edgar at {(303) 312~
6669. ’

Michael J. Strieby
EIS Review Coordinator

Enclosure
¢ Carol Campbell, EPA

Robert Edgar, EPA
Elaine Suriano, EPA OFA
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COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIS

COMMENTS OX CUMULATIYE AIR GUALITY IMPACT ANALYSIS
DRAFT E1S CAVE GULCH - BULLFROG - WALTMAN
NATURAL GAS DEVELOPMENT PROJECT 62_3

(cont)

The primary /i ions in this analyses are 1). Amtheruny“rea»nablyfommblz
future” gas/oulﬁelddevelopmmthulhmldbe tuded in the 2).
Tbeproponedguplmn:hmﬂdbamdudedmbothp!umewn’hiﬁtymﬂym,mdpom'blyﬂie
far-field anal: 3). Ahighp three phase X the water and condensate
from the gas, R d that a discussion be includ ’onﬂaeVOC:mmmgﬁ-ommewam
Evidently, this water is saturated with organics, and flashing and evaporation will occur from the
holding tank.

1 Page 2-6, Table 2.2 - The paragraph above Table 2.2 says that formaldehyde from
compressonuhmdml‘ublezz _However, Table 2.2 does not fist fc
emissions, Recommend that “formaldelryde from compressors™ be deleted from the above
paragraph, and Table 2.2 include a footnote that emissions from compressors are not
included in the table, -

2, Page 2-8, Table 2.4 - The title states that the producti jssions are “maxi anmial
age”. A maxil age is confusing. R d that either the word
“maximum” or “average” be deléted. . :

Total emigsions for n-Hexane and HAPs listed below n-Hexane do not add correctly in the
table. Recommend that a footnote be added to explain how the totals are calculated.

3. Page2-9, Section 2.4 - Emissi y - Othes S K d that any
‘%ummblyfofueublzﬁnum“guﬁddsmNmonnguhe,BlgHom,lohmon,md
Sberidan counties be inchuded in the cumulative impacts analysis.

4, 'Page3-1. Section 3.0, NOx Mitigation. Refe the last of the first paragraph
concerning WDEQ's BACT detesmiration.

s. Page 5-3. First sentence of the first paragraph. F:smeSlappem.tobe-nmmce.
Recommwddm:nqﬂamvnbeaddedtoe:phmwbyﬂwmm aremodeledu
volume sources,

6. ’ Page 5-6, Section 5.1.2 Production Phase, Rccomnmdthnlublebelddedtos!wthe
nmddinpmpammfurﬂwwmnchunwkhﬁgm,mckdimﬂa,mdm

' temperature.
7. Figure 5.2 and Figure 5.3. Rmmnmdmmelugrhofmmvulbetwemmodeled
- rweptonbemwdmthenblz.
8. Table 5.6 comp deled 8-hr ions with AACL’s. Recommend that the

averaging times for the AACL's be listed. Are these averaging times comparable to the
modeled 8-hr. concentrations?

9. Page 5-12, top p ph, last R d that the phrase “point of departure”
be more clearly defined.

10, Page 5-13. Table 5.7. Recommend that & footnote be sdded to explain the meaning of
“n/a”.

11.  Page 5-14; Iast sentence of second p h. R d that the reft to SW

WyomgberemovedmceCweGulchlsnotmﬁnsm

12.  Page 5-14, Section 5.4. For lative imp oil and gas projects in the bly

forewuhleﬁmne"shouldbemdndedmﬂmﬁrﬁddumddmg. Recommend thata 63-1
be ad ing whether or not there is any “reasonably foreseeable fisture™
projects in this area of Wyoming.

13.  Page 5-16, Section 54.1 - Emission Sources. “... far fild analysis included ... the
compressor engines and weil site separator heaters.” R d that the dehydrati
unmmdgasphmbemcmdedmmﬁrﬁeldml}ms Wouldthzy.splnntrephcea

lized 12,000 horsep P

14. . Figure 5.4, Recommend that the significance of Areas 1,2,3,&4 be explained.
15,  Page 5-18, ﬁmsenteuneoflwond paragraph. "Depouuonvelonus for NO end NO2..”

Please clarify whether gas mol or particles are being d

16.  Page 5-19, Section 5.6; Visibility. Recommend that the possibility of a plume from the
12,000 hp comp with p ial NOX emissions of 232 tons/yr be considered in this
section. :

17.  Appendix Page Al-13. Table A-6. Recommend that the flare emissions from the BACT

for 2/3rd’s of all LANCE wells be included in this table.

18.  Appendix 2, Table 3 - Lance Production, C: fled Emission Factors. For Cave Gulch
#2, #3, and #7, the permitted dally production rate and the permitted annual production
rate are the same for each well. Recommend that the reasons for unequal VOC emission
rates (uncontrolled), and unequal NOX and CO emission factors (controlled) be explained
in the footnotes to the table. In addition, if this information was obtained from WDEQ,
then WDEQ should be referenced in a footnote to the table,

19.  Appendix 2, Page A2-6. Table 4. Recommend that NOX emission factors for the gas
plant be inctuded in this table,

20.  Appendix 2. Page A2-7, last p h. R d that the that gas plant
wmmwmwﬂdhwbwndmﬁammwﬁeuwmnndwmmum
be refarenced. Also, i this justification for not including the gas plant in either the in-fleld .
or far-field impacts?

21.  Page A2-10, Table 5. Recomynend that emissions associated with centralized and/or gas
plant compression be included in the far-field emission scenario.

DIANA COBAN
State Capitol Bldy.
Cheyome, WY  &2002

This lester &s to protest the sfius dowm of the Cave Guith Mﬁ‘mﬁtqtﬁy’hw
Reptor noting. mﬂcb{@u%mmﬁqz’ of Wioming'.

afwnmmgﬁﬂm our sate who ars or indiractliy acsociated with the oll industry, and this
s all. Froe the Jnﬂ;ﬁsﬂml‘ubﬁwdm This decision lesves
¢ to fisve to Lok, aovectines out of our sists, for anploment. Nt onky does thiis Fuurt: us and
our fawiBes, but it also huris our siates seoemme uhen un g0 to anotier siste 1o work and pay taxps ther.

oppose the BLOs decision for this sfint dosm. W xnderstand these Rinks need & place to mest.
more inportexi, the binls or the citisens. Tiis greatly affects the Yasity, it wakys it fard whics.
u[ﬁu‘n&ht’p—yﬁra—&uuﬁunﬁuhﬁdﬁ-ﬁd tfielr faseilies and

Hm%umﬁMM* .Pma”ﬁ-ﬁujubgpuz

time, ond wukes it Rarler aconowically when mw 1 don's baieve
Mmuwgﬁtn&w“ﬂhwx‘ onin the Cove
dﬁc%ﬂmom,—r#&yw -:m-:m.n in tils area,

%ﬁmm’z,ﬁﬂuﬂr’ﬁhﬂnﬁ

Thiere needs io be & compromise that we ofl cax Bve with. Tie birde need & place to nest end e need jobe.
Wk gunt to be productive citivens in society end not fiave iv go on Welfare becsnse Sirds are nestisy.
President Clinton hias prowised ws Welfare Seform and jobs, fow can this sbut down be fustified? -

This letter was received from: Melvin L. Knigge
P.O. Box 37
Lysite, WY 82642
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COMMENT LETTERS RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIS

WYOMIN G
OUTDOOR
COUNCIL

262 Lincoln Street, Lander, Wyoming 82520

64-1

€307) 332-7031

April 16, 1997

" Kate Padilla

Bureau of Land Managumut
Casper District Office
1701 East "E" Street

Casper, Wyoming 82601

Re: Cave Galch Natural Gas
Environmental Impact Statement -
and Similar Actions Must be Considered

Development Project
Connected, Cumulative,

Dear Kate: \

Please add the following comments to the environmental review
record for the sabove-referenced EIS. Regulations xmplemnung the
National Envuonmenn] Policy Act require federal agencies to analyze
the envir of d, cumulative and similar
actions in environmental impact statements prepared for actions that
may significantly affect the quality of the human environment. See 42
u.s.C. 4332(2)(0) 40 CFR § 1508.25. I'm writing to make you aware of a

ber of actions’ and Is in the Big Horn/Wind River Basin that
appear o be - connected dlrectly and indirectly, with the Cave Gulch
1 Gas Devel Project. B these proj will likely have
indirect, lative and dary - envi 1 effects, they must be
analywd in the Cave Gulkch BIS. In addition to mr quallty impacts, WOC
ned that i 1 gas ity serving

the Wxnd River and Big Horn basins will sumulate additional
and docti activities, from which the combined
enwmnmenmleffectsmaygomouced.

1) Cooper Reserveir Unit Compressor Station. .The Cooper Reservoir
Unit is within the cumaulative effects analysis area depicted in the Cave
Guich EIS technical air report. The Wyoming DEQ is proposing to issue
under section 21(m) of the Air Quality Standards and Regulanons a
permit to Intoil, Inc. to construct a 515 h P p engi

Wyoming Conservation Action Since 1967
. ° .

deiaydration unit, and liquids storage tank. The cumulative effects of

i MepropmedﬁaciﬁﬁgsmnslbeconsideredinmeCaveGnlchEIs.

2) 1 On April 15, 1997, KN Energy
amnounced plans to nearly double the capacity of a gas p g plant
near Douglas, Wyoming, to deal with the anticipated influx of 100

million cubic feet of gas per day from the Cave Gulch Field. The -

cumulative effects of emissi of
processing of this addmomlgasmustbeanﬂyzedmmems

d by the

*3) Colorado Interstate Gas (CIG) Pipeline Expansion. On April 10,
1997, CIG announced plans to expand by 68 million cubic feet per day
the capacity of its Wyoming pipeline system to bandle increasing
production from the Big Hom and Wind River basins. The cumulative
and growth inducing effects of the CIG pipeline expansion must. be
considered in the Cave Culch EIS. :

4) Pony Express Namal Gas Pipeline. KN Energy is proposing to

convert to natural gas service an existing crude oil pipeline that extends
804 miles from Lost Cabin, Wyoming to Freeman, - Missouri. The
proposed pipeline would transmit natural gas- produced in Wyoming's
Big Horn and Wind River basins to markets in the Midwest. The

cumulative and growth inducing effects of the Pomy Express Pipeline "

must be considered in the Cave Culch EIS.

Please do not hesitaie to contact me should you have qmuons

‘We appreciate your atiention to this matter.
Sincerely,
KQ»« Y-/
Dan Heilig
Associate Director

cc: Robert Edgar, EPA

Mike Strieby, EPA

‘enclosures

mummmmegwwmm
307) 832-7081 .

By FAX to (307) 2341525

Aprila, 1997 .
Kxﬁal’ad:lh

Bureau of Land Managenmt.
r District Office’ .

" 1701 East "E" Street -

65-1

umonnangﬂ\edxscoveryby

. 1 gas d
.Fm endlosing a copy for your convenience jus!

Casper, Wyoming 82601 . .
R:- Supplemmhl Air Anzlysu for Cave Gu.lcll ijed Needed

' Denrl(lte:

Youhavsnodoubtlemtheﬁcnkpagemrymwdny's&spersmrhibum
(LL&B)of“'huge
git in the Madd Fleldneu'l.yslﬁe, in Fremont C
tmcxseyouhavent.’l‘heMnddm
Field is located approximately 30 miles west (upwind) of the Cave Gulch area, and
contains an estimated 1 ¢riflion cubic feet of gas. By comparison, the Cave Gulch field
near Waltman, where 160 additional wells are currently being proposed, contains an .
esuumedﬁﬂto@bﬂ]immbmﬁetofmtumlm

Inourcommtsonﬂ\:C-veGuld\ElS,andearher,ata]anuuyZB,lw
meeting of the Cave Guich/Continental DMde/heSc:iuth Baggs/lomh 1 air group in

hocun:dy:td\edfemoi sions from ex and p
acﬁvlhesmﬂneWdewu/BxghaanWeapmlynomd&neneedwmdep
oil andgndevdopmu\tacﬁvitymrw&bm/Lyate,Fasthvﬂhommdmthe
Wdelverk\dmnRelervamEvldenﬂy,buedmﬁ\enbunmofdmcusswnmﬁm
DEIS,andthehdthnthmthnuntyisno"' “i.nlhe(" lati
Assessment Area, BLM beli itis the lati
m&neW‘dewer/B:ghornBasmtofedenllypmtecmd

of natural gas d

i wﬂdenmsamsm&mB:gHomMmh\s Ofootuse,&lsposlban'igwe:mﬂmny :
insupportable, as jons of T P from the

Madden Field will enter the same ‘_‘ d impacted by fmm&neCave:

‘Guich project.

Wyommg Comruatwn Action Since 1967

1 ion of the Cave Guilch DEIS, as written, fails to
satisfy the basic mquiremml of the National Environmenta! Policy Act to disclose
the direct, indirect, and cumuhhveeffecmoftheCaveGulchpm)ecL'Ihed:mon
of impacts to air quality should be revised to i ing and
reasonably foreseeable future oil, gas and mineral producing nctwnha in the Wind
River/Bighom Basin. The DEIS concludes that emissions from the Cave Gulch
project will not exceed the Forest Service's limits of aeeeptable change for lake -
chemistry and visibility in the Cloud Peak Wild s Area. F y if
from oil and gas development activity in areas outside the immediate wdm!y of the
Cave Gulch project had been considered, the DEIS's conclusions regarding air
impacts would likely have been va-y different. . .

Sincerely,

gy

BN Associate Director
¢éc Bob Armstrong, DOL
* Mike Dombeck, BLM
Chris Wood, WO Forest Service
Chuck Collins, DEQ/AQD
Lee Gribovicz, DEQ/AQD
Elaine Suriano, EPA
Jack McGraw, EPA
Richard Long; EPA
Robert Edgar, EPA
Kevin Golden, EPA
Carol Campbell, EPA
Mike Strieby, EPA
Supervisor, BNF
" Dennis Haddow, FS
Tamara Blett, FS

" enclosures
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