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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY

REGION VIII
999 18th STREET· SUITE 500

DENVER. COLORADO 80202·2466

JAN I 0 1991
97 J~.'I13 P/I I' 52

Ref: 8EPR·EP

Ms. Nancy Doelger
Bureau of Land Manaoment
Casper District OffIce
1701 Ease RE" Street
Casper, WY 82601

RE: North Rochelle Coal Lease
Applicat:ion (W'YW1272211
DEIS

Dear Ms, Doelger:
. In accordar..c7 vt cn our responsibilities under t.he Nac.ional

Bnv Lz'cnmenua.L PolJ.cy Ace (NEPA) and Sec t i.on 309 of the Clean A;-
ACt, the Region VIII or z i.ce of t.he znvt ronmeneaj sr-oe eee ron --
Agency (EPA) has revie •.••ed the Draft Environmental Imoact:
~tatem~m: (DEIS) for the xef e r'enced pxoj ecn . we offer the
..0110w3.n9' ccnenent s for your cona i.dez-a t Lcn .

The Proposed Action is to hole a comnet Lt.Lve lease sale (or
the ••fe:deral coal lands as applied ~c:.- (apP~oximacely 1,440 ac:.-e;
of .•. ea~ral ca~l re eerves cancain:.ng an ea t crnat ed 1';4 million cons
of coaa} . aub j e ct; to the s t andaz-c cce I i eeee e t Lou La t Lcna and to
Sl?ec;al coal lease s cLpu.Laci.ons deve Lcped for the Wyoming Powder
R~ve. ae s an {P~l. The DEIS pr'ov i.ce s an analysis of
;nvl.ron •.nental l~paCtS ~ssociated ~~:~ a combination of dozer,
:::~:k-shovel ana dragl:.ne convent:.or..al surface mining action.
eu •...he r , the Sureau of Land Manageme:'l.': (ELM) will use the:~~~y:~~~~s~:C;d~e~~~~~e~o~~ ~~~s~~ ao.Ld a competitive lease

~e commend the Bureau of Land Y..a.nagement for a well
o~ganl.::~d and informati'J'e dccument; . fn parcicular, the
~1.Scu::,sJ.on related to surface and ground water issues and impacts
1.::' qu a t e thorough. We do have conce rns with the Air Quality
dJ.;cUssl.on as well as some ocher is::,ues and analysis. Please
r'e ze r' to t.he enclosure for our soec:.:ic comments and
recommendations. .

Based on t:.he procedures the EPA uses to evaluate the
edequacv of the Lnf orraa t.Lcn in t.ne E:S and the environmental
ampace s of the proposed action, t::'e ::E:1:Sfor the North Rochelle
Coa~ Leas7 Applicacion (WYW1272211·•..i!! be listed in the Federal
~egl.scer. an category EC·2 [envd r cnment.a I concerns, additional
l.nfor:':'.at.!.on needed) .

SPEC~FIC COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS
ON THE NORTH ROCHELLE COAL LEASE APPLICATION DEIS

1. Many figures in the DEIS showing the LBA tract and the
existing leases have no distance scale (i.e. Figures ES.1, ES.2,
ES.4, 2.1, 2.3 and 3.1).

Recommend that a distance scale showing milage increments
and ~ilometer. incr~ments be added to all figures indicating the
spac te t r eLac fonetifp of the LEA tract and existing leases
(rru.nes L, If the squares on some of the figures indicate a one
square mile cross section, then include this infonnation in the
key for the figure.

2. The f:.nal sentence on page ES-11, ·Onoo1,ng ground •.•..a t e r
mitigation plans appear to be adequately ml.:'l.gatJ.ng impacts ... "
is confusing. How do plans mit:igate impacts?

Recommend t hat; the eencenc e be changed to discuss what;
ongoing ground water actions are mitigating impacts.

3. The final sentence or. page 3.9 compares average TS? and
PMIO concenc e-aci cns in the PRB relative to coal and overbur:ien
removal. It is unclear whether these averages are based on an
annual period or a 24 - hour period.

Recommend that the sentence be changed by adding the word
"annual" to de s cr-fbe the averages. (e.g. "An.."lual evexaee TS? and
PMIO concentrations".) Also, in !:igure 3.5 on page )·11, the
tltl~ should state "Ccal sr-odue ei on vs . Annual Average
saee i.cur e ee ccncent ra cLcns e •

4. Section 3.5 AIR QUALI~. has no meteorological wind
data. The ;irst paragraph on page ~-10 states that average
annual pa r t LcuLatie levels have r'emaLned relatively conscanc even
though coal produccion has Lncz-eaaed . It would be helpful to
know the location of Basin Mine Monitors and the Gillette S4A!"'.£
with respec: to the mining locations. Also, the percentage of
the year that wind di::-ection is such that the rncnr tor s are
downwind of mining operations needs to be addressed.

Recorr.mend that a wind rose r epce senc ac ive of the assessment
area be included in Section 3.5. SeC::l.on 3.5 should include a
figure showing ens location of the monitors with resoect to
cu r'z'en t; rruna.nq operat:.ons. .

5. The last eencence of the first. paraaraoh on paae 3 ·11
states. "The EPA has not; yet established an Increment for P:-'110
under the s.cevenc scn of Significant Deterioration r-equLacacrrs :
however ... " .

This rating indicates that: our review has identified ene
need for additional information, data and discussion in the final
EIS (FEIS).

The EPA appreciates the opportunity to review and comment; on
the DEIS. If we can provide further explanation of our concerns
please contact Mike Hanuner of my staff at (303) 312-6563.

Sincerely,

c~~-<../ ('~'7~-
Carol L. CampbeLk, nt rec cor
Ecocystems Protection Program

Enclosure

The EPA has established a PSD increment. Recommend that the
above sentence be changed to state that under 40 CFR 52.21 (cJ·
Ambient Air Increments , the EPA does have an established
increment for PM10 which applies for both an annual arithmetic
mean and a 24·hr standard. Also, Table 3.3 needs to be revised
to list the EPA's PMIO increment. Additionally, in Table 3.3.
the units for Maximum Allowaole Increment are incorrect. Revise
the units from (ug!m21 to (ug/m3). A footnote should be added to
t.he Table to state the origin of the infonnation.

6. On page 3-11, the last. paragraph before section 3.6
WATERRESOURCES.states, "orhe historical record of TSP emissions
demonstrates the increased mining activity has not exceeded the
allowable increments (Figure 3.5).· This sent-ence is unclear
since Figure 3.5 discusses particulate concentrations (ug/mJ) and
the above sencence discusses TSP ernmissions (i. e. tons!yr).
Also, the PSD increment is based on air dispersion modeling
resuj es and not on monitored results.

Recommend thac this sentence be deleted or clarified to
discuss air dispersion modeling results. In addition, Section
3.5 should discuss what the current per:nit:ing scenario is for
the Norc.h Rochelle mine. If there is a cur-r-ent; PSD permit for
the mine, will a new/amended PSD per:nit. be :.-equired for the LBA
tract?

7. On page 4·22, the fourth paragraph star,:ing with,
ft Figure 4.2 is from the Black Thunde r .... " . Do the modeled PM10
concentrations include background levels as shown in Figure 3.5?
If these PMIO concentrations are annual average concentrations,
then this should be stated in the paragraph and in the title eo
figure 4.2 (Typical Modeled PM10 Annual Average
concenc rac i cns ... l , What modeling analyses have been completed
to show compliance with the PMIO 24-hr average standard as lisced
in table 3. 2?
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2 DEPARTMENT OF THE ARM V
CORPS 0;: ENG:NEERS. OMAHA QISTRiCT

215 NORTH 17TH SiREn
CMA~. NE6AASKA 68102-4978

November 20, 1996

Planning Division

Mr. Alan R. Pierson, State Director
U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management
Wyoming State Office
P.O. Box 1828
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82003·1828

Dear Mr Pierson:

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Irnnact Statement for the Non.h Rochelle Coal
Lease Application in Campbell County, Wyoming.. ref~rence Federal Coal Lease Application
WYW12722 I.

We have no comments on the proposed coal lease.

Thank you for the opportunity to review this proposal. Please contact Ms. Jeanette
Conley of our staff at (402) 221-3133 for questions or comments.

Sincerely,

C~u,it}l!':" ·....."J~ni~l.,.l./
Candace ~f. Thomas
Chief Environmental Anal ••.sis Branch
Planning Di ••ision .
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEEF.S. OM"'HA OLS18IC.T

215 NORTH 11TH STAEETt •.•;: .,~ ~::: •.
OMAHA, NEBRASKA 68102 ...•978-·

December J, 1996

95 DEC -6 PH 2: 02
Wyoming Regulatory Office
2232 Dell Range Blvd., Suite 210
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82009

Hs. Nancy Ooelger
Bureau of Land Management
Casper Dis1.:rict Office
1701 East liE" Street
Casper, wyoming 82601

Dear Ms. Doelqer:

This is in response to your agency's November 7. 1996
seoping notice requesting comments on North Rochelle Coal
Mine I s proposed expans ion.

A. review of the provided information indica~es that
waters of the U.S.. including wetlands, may be 1mpacted
by the mine'5 operations. This triggers th.e need ~or
authorization of the project in accordance w.1.th ~ect.1.on
404 of the Clean Water Act. The corps .ha,s esta.b~.1.::"h~da
Nationwide Permit for surface co~l m.1.n.l.:ngact.1.v.1.t.1.es.
Under that permit, the applicant .1.~re~l.z::ed ~o conduct
a detailed wetland delineation and LdentiLfLcat.Lcn of all
waters of the U.S. contained in the mine pemm t; area.
They have previously accomplished this task ~or t~e
existing mine. That de Ldnee eLcn mus't. be accompl~shed . an
accordance with the 1987 Corps of Engineers ne Ldneau Lon
Manual. I have enclosed a copy of the permit I 5 fact
sheet for your information.

If you have any questions concerning this matter.
please contact Chandler Peter at (307) 772-2]00. 'tour
file number is 199540006.

Sincerely,

.l!t;'<lh,,-, c ~~
Matthew A. Bilodeau
Program Manager
Wyoming Regulatory Office

Enclosure

Nationwide Permit which is likely to jeopardize the continued
existence of a threatened or endangered species or a species
proposed for such designation, as identified under the Federal
Endangered Species Act, or Which is likely to destroy or adversely
modify the critical habitat of such species. Non-federal
permittees shall notify the district engineer if any listed species
or critical habitat might be affected or is in the vicinity of the
project and shall not begin work on the activity until notified by
the district engineer that the requirements of the Endangered
Species Act have been satistied and that the activity is
authorized. Information on the location ot threatened and
endangered species and their critical habitat can be obtained trom
the U. s. Fish and Wildlife Service and National Marine Fisheries
Service.

(9) Historic properties. No activity Which may affect
Historic properties listed, or eligible for listing, in the
National Register of Historic Places is authorized, until the
district engineer has complied with the provisions of 33 CFR 325,
appendix C. The prospective permittee must notify the district
engineer if the authorized activity may affect any historic
properties listed, deter::nined to be eligible, or which the
prospective permittee has reason to believe may be eligible for
listing on the National Register of Historic Places, and shall not
begin the activity until notified by the District Engineer that the
requirements of the National Historic Preservation Act have been
satisfied and that the activity is authorized. Information on the
location and existence of historic resources can be obtained from
the State Historical Preservation Oftice and the National Register
of Historic Places.

Fact Sheet j 21

33 CFR section 330.6 Nationwide Permits

(b) Authorized Activities:

(23.) Surface Coal Mining Activities., Activities
associated with surface coal mining activities p r-cvLded they are
authorized by the Department of the Interior. Offi~e of SU~face
Mining or by states with approved programs under T.1.tle V of the
surfac~ Mining Control and Reclamation Act of 1977 and pr-ovi.ded ~he
permittee notifies the district engineer. in accor~ance w~th
"Notificationll general condition. For dJ.~c~arg~s an spec a a i
aquatic sites, inclUding wetlands, t;-he not.1.~.1.ca~J.on m.ust a~so
include a delineation of affected apec Lei aquati i.c s atiee , LncLudLnq
wetlands. (Sections 10 and 404)

(C) General Conditions: The following gener~l ct?ndition~.
where applicable, mus~ be ct?mplied with for the NatiLorw Lde Pen:u.t
authorization to remaJ.n ve Lkd i

(3.) Navigation. No activity may cause more than a minimal
adverse effect on navigation.

Any structure or fill authorized
including maintenance to ensure

(2) Proper maintenance.
shall be properly maintained,
public safety.

(3) Erosion and siltation cont"'ols. ~ppr~priat~ erosion ~nd
siltation controls must be used and meLrrt.aLned an eff~ct.1.ve
operating condition during construct.ion, and all exposed 50.1.1,and
other fills must be pe rtaenentrLy stabilized at; the ee r Lf es t;
practicable date.

(4) Aquatic life !:\ovements, No activity. may. sUb~tar:'tiallY
disrupt the movement of those species ?f aqu~t.1.c ll.fe .1.nd.1.genous
to the waterbody, inclUding those sp.ec.1.es wh.1.ch nc rma.lky ml~rate
through the area, unless the acc tv it y '.s primary purpose .1.S to
impound water.

(5) Equipment. Heavy equipment working in wetl~n~s. must ~e
placed on mats or other measures must be taken to au.nrrm ae 50.1.1
disturbance.

(6) Regional and case-bv-c~se conditions. The activity must
comply with any regional condit.1.ons w~i~h may ~a~e been added by
the division engineer and. any case spec i rrc ccnd LtiLcris added by the
Corps.

(7) Tribal Bight.s. No activity or its operation may impair
reserved tribal rights, including, but not limited to, reserved
water rights and treaty fishing and hunt:.ing rights.

(8) Endangered Spec;es. No activity is authorized under any

SECTION 404 ONLY CONDITIONS

In addition to the General Conditions, the following
conditions apply only to activities that involve the discharge of
dredged or fill material and must be followed in order for
authorization by the nationwide permits to be valid:

(1) Water supply Intakes No discharge of dredged or fill
material m.ayoccur in the proximity of a public water supply intake
except where the discharge is for repair of the pub Ldc water supply
intake structures or adjacent bank stabilization.

(2) suitable material No discharge of dredged or fill
material may consist of unsuitable material (e.g., trash, debris,
car bodies, etc.) and material discharged must be free trom toxic
pollutants in toxic amounts.

(3) MitigatioD. Discharges of dredged or fill material into
waters of the United States must be minimized or avoided to the
maximum extent practicable at the project site (i. e. cn-es Lte) ,
unless the district engineer has approved a compensation mitigation
plan for the specific regUlated activity.

(4) Spawning areas. Discharges in spawning areas during
spawning seasons must be avoided to the maximumextent practicable.

(5) Obstruction of high 00\"'5. To the maximum extent
practicable, discharges roust not pe riaenentn y restrict or impede the
passage of normal or expected high flows or cause the relocation
of the water (unless the primary purpose of the fill is to impound
waters) •

(6) Adverse impacts from impoundments. I f the discharge
creates an impoundment of water, adverse impacts on the aquatic
system caused by the accelerated passage of water and/or the
restriction of its flow shall be minimized to the maximum extent
practica.ble.

(7) Waterfowl breeding areas. Discharges into breeding areas
for migratory waterfowl must be avoided to the maximum extent
practicable.

(8) Removal of temporary fills. Any temporary fills must be
removed in their entirety and the affected areas returned to their
preexisting elevation.
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In Reply Refer To:
Mail Stop 423 J~" I 3 IS9'L

Pit 2: II

United States Department of the Interior

u.s. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY
A-, Vlf1WI'&llO92

---.- ... • !'.\'\

\1

ST.••.rt CAPITOL BClLDI;>;G r
CHEYF.:'\:'\E. vs.'Y 83:002 \
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,,\~. '<'",t

MEMORAJ."IOUM STATE OF wvoxuxo
OFFICE OF THE GO' "ER.'\OH

)L\I GEJU."liGER
GO\t:R.'\OH January 10, 1997

From:

Nancy Doelger, Minerals Environmental Specialist

James F. Devi.ne ~~
Senior Advisor for s~ce Applications

Review of Draft Envtronrnental Impacr Staremenr for the NOM Rochelle Coal Lease
Application, as applied for by Bluegras.s Coal Development Company (Federal Coal
Lease: Application WYW127221), Campbell Ccanry, Wyoming

Nancy Ooelger. Casper District Office
Bureau of land Management
1701 East "E'" Street
Casper, WY 82601

To:

Subject:

As requested by the Bureau of Land Management, the U.S. Geological Survey has reviewed the
subject draft environmental impact statement (ElS) and offers the following comment;

Dear Ms. Doelger:

The EIS should explain the significance of a "five foot drawdown" (page 4~26). Is this a
regulatory stand.ani?

Copy to: District Chief, WaJe::r Resources Division, Wyoming

On behalf at the State of Wyoming, please be advised that we have reviewed
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement tor the North Rochelle Coal Lease
Application. In accordance with our awn comment period given to all affected state
agencies. I have attached comments from the Geological Survey. the State Histone
Preservation Office. and the Game and Fish Department for your review. I trust you
Will gIve them due consideration.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerel~. / .. ~.

0...::...- X;~,.,-"-'2:;;<-

/:?a~lR. Kruse
'::. 1..sslstant Director

Office at Federal Land Policy

PK:jh
Enclosures

6 WOMJNG 7
WYoMING

GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT

DI\1SI0~ DIRECTOR

Karyl Denison Robb, Ph. D.
December 23. 1996

,----------;O""'I'\' I S I 0 ~ 0 Feu LTV R A L RES 0 U R C E S

November 14, 1996
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'"'" :"'l~
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WER60I6.0I
Bureau of Land Management
Casper District Office
Draft Environmental Assessment
NOM Rochelle Coal Lease Application as
Applied for by Bluegrass Coal Development
Company (Federal Coal Lease Application
WYWI2722I)
SIN: 96·068
Campbell County

State Historic Preservcnon Office
6101 Yellowstone Road
Cheyenne. WY 82002

(307) ii7·i697
FA.•x (3D7) 7ii-642l

Ha. Nancy Doelqer
Casper Discr1.ct Otfice
Bure.u of Land Hanagement
1701 East "'t •• Street.
Casper. WY 82601

WYOMING STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
OFFICE OF FEDERAL LAND POLICY
ATIN: JULIE HAMILTON
HERSCHLER BUILDING. 3W
CHEYENNE, WY 82002

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement tor t.he Nor-th Rochelle Coal Leas.
AppLicat.ion {Federal coal Lea •• Appl.i.c&t::l.onwyw127221j; SHPO I0991RLBOOl Dear Ms. Hamilton:

Dear Ha. Doelqer: The staff of the Wyoming Game and Fish Depnrtrnent has reviewed the draft
environmental impact statement for the NOM Rochelle C0:11 Lease Application as
applied for by Bluegrass Coal Development Company. We offer the following
comments.

Richard Currit of our scatf ha. r-eceiv.d informacLon concerning the
aforement:l.oned impact BCatemant.. Thank you for allowing' u. the opportunity t.o
coemMtnt.

HanagGfMtnt of cultural r-e.our-ces on application proJect!l is conduct ltd in
accordance with Sect:l.on 106 of the National Historic Preaervat.ion Act and
Adv:l.aory Council requlat.ions 36 crR Part. BOO. Thea. requlat.iona call for
Burvey. evaluat.:l.on and protection of aigni.t:icant. h1.at.or1.c and archeologi.cal
BLtes pr:l.or to any disturbance. Provided the Bureau of Land Hanagement (BLM)
follow. the procedure. e.tabliahed i.n the regUlations. we have no object:l.ons
to the proJect. Specific commenca on the proJect's effect on cultural
reaource sit •• will be provided to the BU{ when we review the cultural
reaource documctncation called for in 36 CrR Part 800,

The Draft Environmental Impact Statement has adequately addressed potential
and actual environmental impacts relative to wildlife resources. Numerous mitigation
measures required by state and federal statutes will assure these impacts are entirely or
partially mitigated for most wildlife species. We have no other comments relative to this
proposal.

Pl ••• e reter to SHPO pc-oject control number 10991RLBOOl an any future
correspondence de.ling with. thi.s project. It you have any que.tiona contact
R:l.charc1 currit at 307-777-5491 or Judy Wolf. Deputy SHPO, at. 301-777-6311.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

JTK:R.LC:jh
BW:TC:as
cc: USPWS

~e~e~y, ,J - J.s»: !{{/.'h4;
BILL WlCHERS
DEPlJTY DIRECTOR

TilE ST\TE OF \\''\"O~U~G
Jim G •.:nn~er. Go\"l,.·rTwr

DEr.\RT\tF.:-''T OF CmnrERC£
Gene Brvan. Director --· •••• ·--:::ol •.• ~;.'.
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GI.0l0GlCAl. WnvlV~)
!.fO!'J(:1(I

C_N:< ••••~
~L"""" l•••.•,.hc.or......-WYOMING STATE GEOLOGICAL SURVEY

90X ~OO8.UNIVERSItY STATION. LAnAMIE. Y.'YOMING 82071·J{X)!
(JO~) i66·2266 • ~AXJ07·766·26C.S • E·MAk MQS@WSg.s.l;W,\'O.9C>J

ITAn OrOlOI:IST· GQfYt. Glen

JVf!lICJ,1I0'd
•• __ ~ ..........,...,~ NlUI"_~ QI_QIa 1fP'>t
_c c_ ~J,.,·u~ DO'oi.Mcn. ~n.04""""~""_

December 6. 1996

MEMORANDUM
TO: Julie Hamilton, Wyoming Slale: Cleanngbouse

FROM: Gill)' B. Gla.u, P.G.• Stlte GeologIst

SUBJECT: Draft F.nvirClnmentll Impa.:t Slalcmenl for the North Recnetle Coal
Leue-bY'lIpplic •.rlcu (Sl.lIC IJII:II(lfita 0$96·066)

We heve reviewed this JraeL CllYilUIlUlCllh&1 lInpllo\:\ nllolcment ilnd have the
following ecrnrnents:

We can support either the proposed action or t.h..: B1..:'1'\ emended verstcn
r.;.II~u Allcllunhc A. The leasmg of thl~ tract could be very Important to Ihe
mine life of either the North Rochelle or the BIl1Ck Thunder eoal mines.
BCl:.Ilulrle il i) Ildjllcent 10 both mines. there I' likely to be keen Intl.!.rc$l in the
nact, which should help 8uure Ihat fair market value is received.

1n the MmcraJ Resources section on plge 3·3; however, the uverage analysi)
u( the lower spilt or the Wyodat.-AndersiJn cOill be:::! IS ineorrecuy Ittrl~lJle(1 to
an arttclu by OIau end Jones in the 1991 Field Conference Guidebook of the
Wyoming Geologlc31 Ahuclatlon. While: we cannot dupure the ccrrertness of
the analY5is lhlt ii given. it did not come from thll reference.

lt j, aha man: correct 10 note Ihllt Ihis 3ve'3'~ 1:;)1: Jnalysis is at least ('I.niall)'
on :10 'Is-received tlasn (i.e .. all but the mcistcre cement). Aha. the rerrn
"voleules" ~hould 'oc "voleute meuer". and the term "carbon- t\;Ij, to be "Ilaed
carbon", The latter correction is more importanl became the use of "carbon"
refers 10 lin ultimate an:lIYlis of coal. With the excepnon of the moisture and
sutter cements. thl5 average analysis is part of 8 proaimete analy.il, nOI an
ultimate analy~h:. Because the reported moisture content is nOI n h1ah as it
would hu ••.e been for thi ••. verage proximate IlTlslym, we assume it may be an
equilibrium mcisrure as noted in Ihc Ie",'. The sulfur cement ma) be Pill't of
an ultirmne analyltis. or more likely h wtll run U i Jcpar'le Inlly!lis,

The document identifies possible ccnfltets wuh deeper oii end liS development
tbat mip:ht occur on the tract, ahhoulh there Ire currently nn A pn~ in Ihf'
area, The document Slates thllt 52% of the oil and sas righll; are pri'Oatcly
owned. while: all of the coal ",hIS arc redel':ll. We could rinl1 nn dc.,r
discusuon of how pcrenual conflicts belween rntninj; and oil and gas
Clplorallon would bc handled. coniidering thi( rmeed minrn.1 ownership.

If you hive aceu.ene on our Cnmm,.nH, pl('ur- dirrct coal.related question5
me and oil and J.~·rellted questions to Rod DeBruin.

Groundwater:

Under lhe Groundweler section you stale lhalthe proposed lease would extend the duration of
the drawdaoNn in the coal aquifer for 11 years. You state that it may take as long as 100 years tot the
water level in the spoil aquifer to reach premining kNels. Siudies indicate that the establishment of water
quality 10 premining conditions woold lake mudllonger, more than 11,000 yeills according to a study at
the Rochelle Mine. Again, in residual impacts se<:tion you renerale lhallhe coal aquller will be
permanently removed, that it would take an estimated 100 years for the water in the overburden to reach
premininglevels and the redUdion in waler quality would be Iongterm? (11,000 years)

Given these facts how can you state on pages 2·17lhrough 2·19 that lhe impacts 10 water
resources wiU be moderate over the shorterm. Iongterm and permanently? One hundred years is at least
three generations and 11,000 years is not even conceivable in human time. These are significant
impads and should be recognized as sudl.

The document also notes that a total of 282 wells would be impaced, 50 of which are noncoal
relaled wells. According 10 Ihe dOOJment Ihese wells wlil be Impacted by direct removal 01 indireet~ by
water level drawdown. You state lhese wells would be replaced according to Wyoming regulations and
SMCRA. Could you please provide more delails about how this will be conducted? Who has the burden
of proof? How long will ~ take? etc,

In many instances the EIS places mitigauon in the hands of other agencies. For example. the
document says the Wyoming OEQ would dlNelop mitigallon plans 101waler resources, speci1ical~, what
detailed mnigalloo plans would be developed by Ihe WOEQ?

Under the Cumulative impaas sedion the document states. 'The proximity d the coal bed
methane development to the coal mines creates the potential for overlapping impacts to groundwater."
This stalement completely ignores the faetthat there aJreacrt have been cwer1applng impacts and
over1apPlng impacts are anticipated. The document also fails 10 analyze these unpacts, This is a major
deficiency in the document and must be corrected.

What will be done when there are conflicting claims about whether coalhed methane or coal
mining caused the impaclto a water well? How will tlus be handled and the issue mlligated?

Regarding cumulative groundwater impacts the 8LM refers to the Cumulative Hydrologic Impact
Assessmenl (CHIA) update that is current~ 9''''9 011and states mat resuss at Ihis study are nCl
available. The EIS then fails 10 address the OJmulative impacts and agam puts this responsibility off on
the Wyoming OEQ, The document also fails to analyze (he romulattve impacts of proposed pcmer prams
in the area, The CHIA updale musl be mduded in the EIS ill1a~s~.

CUltural Resources & Native American Concerns:

The document states that five prehistoric and historic sues have been recorded in the lease tract
and that these siles are not presently considered eligible for indusioo in the National ReglstBf cl Histonc
places, You also slate thai consusauon wilh the Slate Historic Preservation Office IS required for
concurrence. When will this be done? Will this be addressed in the final EIS? The document also states

9 POWDER RIVER BASIN RESOURCE COUNCil

23 North SCott •• She11dcn. Wi 82801 •• C30n 672-58(R

P.O. Box 1176 • Douglas. Wi 626.lJ •• (307) J5&-5002

January 10, 1997

Bureau of Land Management
Ms. Nancy Ooelger
1701 East E Street
Casper, WY 82601

F'V<. "'0.:..,.,,., \,m iss; 0')
~
'-".
w

RE: Comments on Ihe Oraft EIS for Ihe Nonh Rochelte Coal Lease

Dear Ms. Ooelger;

The Powder River Basin Resource Council would like 10 submrt the follOWing comments regarding
the impacts of 1he proposed North ROChelle coal lease and the cumutatrve impacts of ail development in
the Powder River 8asin.

PRBRC realizes the imponant role coal plays in our econornv and we suopon the responsible
develo~ent of these pU~lic reserves as loog as it is cameo OlIt wnh proper planning, in accordance wtth
the law. involves the public and mrtigallon practices are tUlly implemented. We are concerned that
mnigation effons have not been fully explored Of documented in this EIS and that the EIS understates
some of these impacts in certain places in lhe document. These is aiso no discussion in the document
~egarding proposed coal power plants at this mine and an aqacern mine. These prooosals will also
Impact the area and must be considered in the final document Finally, we realize hom ttus document we
Will be saamcing water quality, habRat diversrry and cultural resources In order 10 develop Ihis coal. Who
decides whether this IS a legitimale trade off? We also question whether it is In the best interest of the
public to lease coal when prices are at or near an all lime low.

Environmental Consequences:

On page 4-1 the document slates: "Advances in reclamation t~hnology and mitigation measures
have ~e standard industry p-adICB." Could you please exotain 10 more delal! whal technology and
mlllgallon measures you are referring to?

On page 4-2 you define moderate impact as one that would produce a modest change to the
quality 01 the human environment and a slgmftcant ll110aa as one thai would result in a sunstanual
change 10the quality d the human environment, The documem goes on to discuss several impacts
S?m.e moderate and some that we would deem significant yet. these impacts are never defined as
SIgnificant. Why not? Following are specific examples:

that no mitigation measures are recommended for Native American Concerns beyond what is required by
stale and federal law. What are lhese requirements? Please list them.

10 This same statement regaIding no mnigatloo beyond wf1at ~ required by state and federal law is
also made regarding visual resources, noise, transportation and socioeconomic impacts. What are the
mitigation requirements? Please list these also.

Wildlife:

11 The document states that habitat for various species would be displaced and in some cases the
diversity d species after mining would be much less due 10 mining. GivBfI these statements, the
cumulative impacts to several species will be SIgnificant. The mrliga1ion section defines several measures
to minimize impacts, however many of these measures are not being implemented. For example,
reclamation at most mines in the Powder Rivef Basm is far behind. further extending the time and amount
of habitat available and affected. There is also extensive and ongoing discussions on whethBf the
induslry is required to plant a diverse mIXture at grasses. There IS no discussion In the EIS aboulthese
fadS. Whyn01?

Residual Impacts

12 Residuallmpads are listed as inavoidable impacts lhat cannot be mlligated and would remain
following mining and recarnauon, According 10 the EIS these include: a reduction In water quality, a
permanent loss at habitat diversity and Ihe loss of cu"ural resource snes, Based on these statements
and the fact that these impacts are more or less permanent why are they listed on Tables 2.4 through
2.7 as moderate or negligible.

These are signifICant Impacts and should be shown as such. It is a dlstornon to liS1them as
moderate when there are long lasting "reslduallmpaets'. Also, please Include a bener exp{anauon about
why these Impacts are unavoidable and cannot be mlllgaled.

We kx>k forward to you addressmg our concerns in the final EIS.

Sincerely,

/; //
. ")r!. '/jil_I~<l'

, -Bob Strayer ./ '1--
PRBRC Chair
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10
BIGHORN AUDUBON

P.O. Box 535 Sheridan, WY 8280 I

December 28, 1996

•....
Bureau of Land Management
Casper Drstnct Office
Ann: Nancy Dcelger
1701 Easl"E" Street
Casper, WY 8260 I

Dear Nancy:

Thank you for the opportunrry to comment on the Executive Symmary Draft EIS for
Noah Rochelle COgI L,ass: AppliCAtion

Bighorn Audubon SOCIC:£)c'IS a chapter ofthe Nauonal Audubon Society, a non profit
organization working to protect Wildlife and wtld lands. ensure clean air and water, and conserve
energy.

In our local chapter. we are concerned about endangered. threatened and sensuive
species of plants and animals. birds and the ecosystems In which they thnve \especially
neotrcprcal migratory buds). npartan areas. wetlands. old growth forest. and recycling. We.
often focus on educauon and enjoyment of birds and nature through ducuss.ons. field tnps.
projects, volunteer efforts. chapter programs and by keepmg tn touch with current affairs on the
public lands In our membership area.

We appreciate your efforts 10 recognize Impacts to resources on this draft EtS. It is
important to Ihe public to know what trade offs are made when we allow rnuung or any ether
activity 10 occur on public lands.

We request that the coal cornparues who want to mtne this area employ a biologist and-or
ecologist or a reputable company to assrsr them with high quality reclamation work.

We have concerns about how this mme will affect neotropicul migratory bird habitat.
raptcr habitat and grouse habitat. As you may have heard. National Audubon Society has
published a "Watchl.ist" ol~blrd species that are declim~g naucn-wide because of' habuat
fragmentation and decrrnauon. Enclosed IS the Watchl.ist for your informauon.

11BURLINGTON
RESOURCES

97 J~:!13 FH I: 49MID-eoNTINENT DIVISION

January 8.1997

Ms. Nancy Doelger
Bureau of Land Management
Casper Disaict Office
1701 Wt "E" Street
Cuper, Wyoming 1260 I

RE: DnIft Environmenallmp,cl Sutemem
North Rochelle Coal Lease Appliwion WYW1272.11
Campbell Ccunry, Wyoming

Dear Ms. 00e1aer:

Burlington Resources Oil and Gas Company ("BRi. pn:vlously known AS Mendian Oil tee.. ~pm:iates
!he opportunit)' for Involvement in thc public p.Iltlclpauon process on !he proposed sub,CCl ~ft

envlronmental imPIC1 sUlcmenl (DEIS).

DR is lhe largesl independent (non-integrticdl oil and gas company in ure Unued States in terms of toul
domesllC proved equrvelenr reserves. Those reserves were esumated a16.7 TCFE on Dec~bc:t ]1, 199~.
We are the lessee of ~pproxlmltely len percent of the federal leases held by production and operate
approxlmalely ten percent of all wells located on iedenl oilllld gas leues.

DR is cum:nlly the operator of numerous wells and lessee of ~ vast amount of acruge localed nUT the
North Rochelle Coal Lease and within the Powder River Buin. SpeCifically, BR's Porcupine Field is
located Within townships 42 through 4) and range 71. Campbell CountY. We uk that you consider our
utsllng faCilities; weusues, flowlinu. access roads. etc., as well as our leased &eruge, thI'ou§houl the
NEPA process for the DEI5 for the North Rochelle Coal Lease Apphcatlon.

DR ~inly endorses oppomrnuics for energy and mineral exptcrauen and production operallons of
VInous kinds, however, this may prove to be a use of conflicting resource values. Please consider the
potential for damage 10 the recovery of exisung developed hydrocvbon and future reserves when plannU1!1i
for the coal exeacnen in the NOM Rochellc Coal Lease Area..

Allam, we appreciate thc opponunit)' for comment and we look forward to hell'Ulg from you.

,.sincerely, _

'l" //"/1/-~ 1/ /i(;,i!t..li:.c1tl'IU>
~ileen Danm bey 6,

Regulatory Compliance Supervisor

3300 N ·A" 51.. Bldg. 6.79705·5406. P.O. Box 51810. Midland. Texas 797tO-1810. Telepnone 915-688·6800

I
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North Rochelle Coal Lease EIS Comments Page Two

We have no objection to rernovmg the coal, but we do request that the overburden and
vegetation be replaced as it was before the rrurung began (excluding non-native vegetation) to
assure that bird and wildlife habitat is as diverse and productive as pre-mining conduions. We
recommend that the company remove first the top six inches of topsoil to a reserved place to be
reapplied on top when the mining activity is completed. This ferule tOP SIX inches should not be
mixed WIth other soil from a lower depth. We ask you to do all you can to work WIth the
Wyoming Game and Fish or any other orgaruzauon to obtam this result.

One other concern is wetland mitigation. It IS our understanding that when human
activities on public lands remove a wetland, then another wetland must be created or destgnated
to replace It. This is crucial to btrd habitat. especially in our dry climate. New made wetlands
are not l1S viable as wetlands that have existed for years. because it takes years for the dynamic
processes that occur in a wetland to enrich the soil enabling It to provide for the diversity oflife
that IS the inherent value of a wetland. In shan. it IS not acceptable for a new made wetland to
be a mud hole with weeds around it. Every effort should be made [0 ensure that a rrunganon
wetland become a viable living, working. wetland 10 as short a lime as possible. Again, do all
you can to work with the Wyommg Game and Fish or any other organization to obtain this
result.

We hope our comments are helpful. We look forward to hearing from you Thanks
again for the cpportumry to comment.

Sincerely.

Carol Hen. President

Enclosure' Watchl.ist
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APPENDIX G: COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSE ON THE DEIS

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS RECEIVED ON NORTH ROCHELLE DEIS

Letter 1: Environmental Protection Agency, Denver Colorado

The comments received from the EPA on the North Rochelle Draft Environmental Impact Statement provide an
important perspective to BLM on the adequacy of the document. Revisions have been made to the draft document
in response to the EPA's comments. It is important to note, however, that some of the topics included in the
EPA's comments are not addressed in detail in this document because they are the responsibility of other state
and federal agencies, and they will be addressed prior to mining, during the permitting process. The mining plan
described in the draft and final EIS is based on general mining practices in the Powder River Basin and at the
North Rochelle Mine, and is speculative at this time. Surface coal mining is an established industry in the
Powder River Basin, and much information has been collected on the natural resource characteristics of the area,
on the impacts of mining in this area, and on what types of mitigation are most effective. In the NEPA analyses
at the leasing stage, the BLM and Forest Service assume that all regulatory requirements will be enforced as they
are now, regardless of which agency has responsibility for them; and that the mining practices that have been
successfully utilized to monitor and mitigate environmental impacts and reclaim the area after mining will
continue to be used. During the leasing impact analysis, we try to identify shortcomings in the existing mitigation
procedures, or potentially unusual or unique characteristics of the proposed tracts that might require special
mitigation measures if the tracts are leased or might even preclude leasing. After a tract is leased, when a mining
permit amendment that includes detailed plans for mining that tract is submitted for approval, mitigation and
monitoring can be designed to comply with the regulatory requirements at that time, based on an actual mining
proposal. The mine will be required to comply with all current air quality regulations before their mining plan
amendment is approved and the public will have opportunity to comment during this permitting process.

Responses to detailed comments by the EPA:

1. Distance scales have been added to figures as suggested.

2. The text has been modified. The sentence was intended to point out that the specific procedures included in
the existing groundwater mitigation plans have adequately mitigated impacts.

3. TSP concentrations are annual geometric-averaged 24-hour concentrations of TSP and PMlO concentrations
are annual arithmetic-averaged PMlO concentrations. The text has been modified to indicate this.

Figure 3.5 of the DEIS is Figure 3.6 of the FEIS. The title has been changed as recommended.

4. A summary of wind data and other meteorological information about the project area is included in Section
3.1 of the draft and final EIS. A wind rose for this area is included as figure 3.2 in the FEIS.

Mine operators must comply with EPA and Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality, Air Quality Division
(WDEQ/AQD) monitoring and reporting requirements. Placement of air quality monitors is determined by
WDEQ/AQD and the mines. A map showing the location of air quality monitors at the Powder River Basin
mines in December 1994, is included with this response.

5. The regulations concerning PSD increment have changed since the draft EIS was written. The final EIS has
been revised to reflect the changes.

6. The last paragraph of Section 3.5 has been revised to reflect the EPA's comment. The North Rochelle Mine
currently has an approved air quality permit to mine the existing lease. If they acquire the LBA tract, they will
have to amend this permit to include the LBA tract prior to mining the tract. This is discussed in Section 4.1.4.

7. The title of Table 4.2 has been changed to reflect your comment.
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APPENDIX G: COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSE ON THE DEIS

Letters 2 and 3: Department or the Army, Corps or Engineers, Omaha, Nebraska and Cheyenne, Wyoming

Army Corps of Engineer's review of the coal leasing documents, including the North Rochelle draft EIS, also
provides BLM with an important perspective on the adequacy of the documents. As you indicated in your
comment letter, the North Rochelle Mine has conducted a detailed wetland delineation and identification of waters
of the U.S. for the area within their existing mine permit. If they acquire the LBA tract, they will be required
to extend this analysis onto the LBA tract prior to mining it, during the mining permit amendment process.

Letter 4: U.S. Geological Survey, Reston Virginia

Determination of the extent of the five-foot drawdown contour is required as part of Wyoming Department of
Environmental Quality's mine permitting process (WDEQ/LQD Guideline No.8 - Hydrology, P. IV, B, 1). This
has been clarified in the final EIS.

Letter 5: State or Wyoming, Office or the Governor

The involvement of the state of Wyoming is important to the BLM's federal coal leasing process. Revisions have
been made to the final EIS in response to comments made by state agencies.

Letter 6: State of Wyoming, Division of Cultural Resources

As indicated in Appendix D of the draft and final EIS, both the BLM and the Forest Service attach special
stipulations to all federal coal leases that require the lessee to conduct Class III cultural surveys on currently
uninventoried parts of federal leases prior to surface disturbing activities. These stipulations require the lessee
to report any cultural resource discovered as a result of surface operations. Also, as indicated in Section 4.1.12
of the EIS, formal SHPO consultation will be required to determine eligibility of all sites located within the LBA
tract for inclusion on the National Register of Historic Places prior to mining. These provisions are intended to
ensure that the regulatory requirements are met. Please advise the BLM and the Forest Service if you have any
concerns with the current procedures.

Letter 7: State of Wyoming, Game and Fish Department

The comments of the Wyoming Game and Fish Department on previous coal leasing NEPA documents have
improved the analysis of wildlife impacts in those documents. Please advise the BLM and the Forest Service in
the future if there are additional wildlife issues that need to be addressed.

Letter 8: State of Wyoming, Geologic Survey

1. The coal quality information provided in Section 3.3, under Mineral Resources (on page 3-3 of the draft EIS)
has been changed in the final EIS to a direct citation from a more recent reference.

2. A discussion of how potential conflicts between oil and gas development and coal mining was included in
Section 2.1 of the draft EIS (page 2-6, first column), and this discussion has been expanded in the final EIS. In
general, the process relies on good faith negotiations between the oil and gas and coal lessees. This is a very
complicated issue, however, and the negotiation process is not always successful. Please contact Nancy Doelger
at the Casper District Office of the BLM if you would like to discuss this issue further, as the state's interest is
sometimes involved in terms of state income that may be lost if the negotiations are not successful.

Letter 9: Powder River Basin Resource Council

1. Comment 1a: "We are concerned that mitigation efforts have not been fully explored or documented in the
EIS and that the EIS understates some of these impacts in certain places in the document. "
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Response: Many of the requirements of SMCRA (administered by the Office of Surface Mining Reclamation and
Enforcement) and state laws regulating surface coal mining (regulated by the Wyoming Department of
Environmental Quality) are intended to ensure that surface coal mining impacts are mitigated. Mitigation and
monitoring measures that are required by these and other regulations are considered to be part of the Proposed
Action and the alternatives. The mitigation practices that are used have been developed during the past 15+
years of mining in the Powder River Basin. Some of these practices are described in the "Handbook of Western
Reclamation Techniques", a publication that was supported in part by the Abandoned Coal Mine Lands Research
Program at the University of Wyoming, as well as the Office of Surface Mining and some of the Powder River
Basin Mines. Copies of this publication are available for viewing at the BLM Offices in Casper, Cheyenne, and
Buffalo. Mine-specific measures are developed during the mining permit process, when specific mining plans
are proposed. These mine-specific mitigation plans are described in detail in the mining permit document for
each mine.

If shortcomings in current mitigation practices are identified that cannot be mitigated within the range of authority
of SMCRA or state law, BLM develops mitigation measures that are designed to address the shortcomings,
describes them in the leasing EAs and EISs, and includes them as stipulations on the leases when they are issued. ~
No shortcomings in current mitigation practices that need to be addressed by BLM have been identified in the ,•.
case of the North Rochelle LBA tract.

Comment 1b: "There is also no discussion in the document regarding proposed coal power plants at this mine
and an adjacent mine."
Response: These projects were proposed after the preparation of the DEIS, but they have been included in the
FEIS.

Comment 1c: "Finally, we realize from this document we will be sacrificing water quality, habitat diversity and
culture resources in order to develop this coal. Who decides whether this is a legitimate trade off? We also
question whether it is in the best interest of the public to lease coal when prices are at or near an all time low. "
Response: NEP A regulations require that the impacts of a federal action be evaluated and disclosed before a
decision is made to approve or disapprove that action, and that the public has the ability to comment on the
action. The North Rochelle draft and final EIS's describe the following impacts of surface coal mining if the
LBA tract is leased, mined, and reclaimed: water on the 1,400-acre LBA tract will be available for premining
uses although there will be long term changes in water quality and quantity; there will be reduced habitat diversity
on the 1,400-acre LBA tract (primarily reduced sagebrush density)and also potentially reduced carrying capacity;
and that data will be recovered if significant cultural properties are found on the LBA tract and cannot be avoided.
The decision to lease the federal coal in the LBA tract will be made by the authorized officer of the BLM, after
review of the North Rochelle DEIS, FEIS, and public comments. BLM has the responsibility and regulatory
authority to require that the government receive fair market value for the coal, and that is carefully evaluated
during the leasing process. BLM does not have the regulatory authority to limit coal supply in order to
manipulate the market to obtain higher prices for federal coal. It also should be pointed out that higher prices
for Wyoming coal would benefit the coal companies, the state of Wyoming and the Federal government, but they
would also probably lead to higher electricity prices for consumers in many parts of the country, since 97 % of
the coal that is mined in Wyoming is used for power generation.

2. The statement regarding advances in reclamation technology and mitigation measures is a general one.
Examples are discussed later in chapter 4 of the DEIS, and include building sedimentation structures to trap
eroded soil and serve as a replacement for stock ponds for waterfowl use (see sections 4.1.3, 4.1.5, and 4.1.9),
revegetation of topsoil and overburden stockpiles to reduce wind erosion (see section 4.1.3), testing of overburden
unsuitability and placement of unsuitable overburden to minimize adverse impacts (see Section 4.3.2), monitoring
of revegetation growth and application of appropriate soil amendments (see Section 4.3 .3), use of fabric filtration
or wet scrubbing of coal storage silo and conveyor vents to mitigate generation of particulates (see Section 4.3.4),
and creation of depressions and rockpiles on reclaimed areas with special planting procedures to add topographic
and vegetation community diversity(see Sections 4.3.8 and 4.3.9). These procedures are explained in more detail
in the mining permit documents for each mine. As indicated in response lA, a discussion of reclamation
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techniques used in the Powder River Basin can also be found in the "Handbook of Western Reclamation
Techniques. "

3. The Groundwater discussion in Section 4.1.5 of the DEIS states the following:

Page 4-6, 1st column, 1st full paragraph:
"... , it may take as long as 100 years for the water level in the entire spoil aquifer to reach premining levels.
However, based on the backfill monitoring data that is currently available, it is likely that by the time surface
reclamation is completed and the LBA tract is restored to rangeland, sufficient saturated material would be
present to supply a stock well, particularly in the areas that were first mined. "

Page 4-6, 1st column, 2nd full paragraph:
"TDS in the spoil water on the mined LBA tract may increase from the premining range of 800-3,900
mg/liter to a postmining range of 1,500-5,000 mg/liter. However, the postmining TDS concentrations would
still be suitable for anticipated postmining land use (livestock water)."

Page 4-6, 2nd column, top paragraph:
"This study (i.e., the study at the Rochelle Mine) indicated that this process (i.e., dissolving all of the newly
exposed minerals and restoring premining water quality in the entire mined and reclaimed area) would take
more than 11,000 years for the entire mined out area, although premining water quality would be reached
along the edges of the mined out area more quickly and would gradually move in toward the center. "

In other words, although it may take loo's or even 1,000's of years to return every pore volume of the mined-out
and reclaimed 1,400 acres under consideration for leasing in this tract to equilibrium premining conditions, the
impact to the human environment is not expected to be significant because water of quantity and quality suitable
for premining human uses should be available by the time the mined-out area is restored to rangeland. This
conclusion is supported by the data that has been collected from the monitoring wells completed in the backfill,
which is summarized on pages 4-26 and 4-30 of the DEIS in the cumulative impact discussion in Section 4.5.5.
Furthermore, The 1,4oo-acre LBA tract is not a significantly large part of the basin, and adding it to the area to
be mined does not represent a significant change to the already permitted activity in the basin.

4. The document indicates that there are 282 water wells within 3 miles of the LBA tract; and that 50 of these
wells are non-coal wells, of which one is permitted for domestic use, 15 are permitted for stock use, and the
remainder (34) are USFS or Water Resources Institute monitoring wells. It further states that the majority of
those wells will likely be impacted by mining at the North Rochelle and adjacent mines.

Water rights impacted by mining operations are covered in W.S. 35-11-416, Protection of the surface owner of
the Wyoming Environmental Quality Act, and Chapter 4, Section 2(w) of WDEQ's Coal Rules and Regulation
states that "The operator shall.i.assure the protection or replacement of water rights .. " SMCRA addresses this
issue in 30 CFR 816.41(h), Water rights and replacement. Wells that are likely to be impacted by a particular
mine or group of mines are identified in advance through required modeling to predict the extent of water
drawdown in the coal and overburden aquifers. Actual impacts to the wells, and the validity of the modeling are
evaluated by the required monitoring. The modeling and monitoring data are the proof that wells must be
replaced in accordance with the regulations because they have been impacted by surface coal mining.

5. SMCRA and Wyoming State Law both include regulations requiring mitigation of surface coal mining
impacts, and they are administered by other agencies. The required mitigation measures are considered to be part
of the proposed action. They are developed during the mining permit process, when specific mining plans are
submitted to WDEQ for approval, and they are described in the mining permit documents. Please refer also to
the response to Letter 1 from the Environmental Protection Agency, and the response to item Ula of your letter
for additional discussion related to this comment.
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6. The North Rochelle FEIS has been revised to include the map from the IS-year GAGMO report (Figure 4.4),
which shows the area of overlapping groundwater impacts related to coal and coal bed methane development, and
a discussion of the overlapping impacts. The area of overlapping impacts is west of the middle group of mines
(located south of Gillette, see Figure 4.4 in the FEIS). There are currently no coal bed methane wells in
proximity to the North Rochelle LBA tract, none are currently proposed and there are no anticipated overlapping
groundwater impacts as a result of existing coal bed methane development, and mining the LBA tract. The
impacts of projected coal bed methane development south of Gillette, which may result in coal bed development
near the North Rochelle Mine in three to five years, are being evaluated by BLM in an EIS at this time. BLM
requires coal bed methane operators to drill monitoring wells as part of the federal well approval process. If an
actual federal coal bed methane drilling proposal is received adjacent to the North Rochelle Mine, mitigation and
monitoring requirements specific to that proposal will be determined at that time.

7. Data from the coal bed methane monitoring wells combined with the data from the existing mine monitoring
wells will be used to identify the source of impact to water wells. If the impact is related to surface coal mining,
mitigation will be handled as described above in response 4. The pending South Gillette ElS will describe
mitigation for impacts related to coal bed methane development. That mitigation will draw on the agreements
and procedures that have already been developed in areas where coal bed methane development has already
occurred. In areas of overlap, the responsibility for mitigation will probably have to be shared.

8. On page 4-5, the DElS states: "Mining of the LBA tract should not increase the areal extent of current and
anticipated drawdowns in the coal aquifer (see Section 4.5.5) because the LBA tract does not extend the area of
coal removal farther west than the existing West Black Thunder lease and the rate of production is not anticipated
to increase beyond that already permitted, but it would extend the duration of the drawdown for 11 years." This
is the anticipated cumulative impact, because it reflects all anticipated mining in the area. The WDEQ has the
responsibility to enforce the regulations that require mitigation of the impacts of surface coal mining in Wyoming.
The impacts of the proposed power plants are discussed in the FElS, however, that information was not available
when the DElS was prepared. The EIS analysis is required to use and is using the best data that is currently
available.

9. Management of cultural resources on this project will be conducted in accordance with Section 106 of the
National Historic Preservation Act and Advisory Council regulations 36 CFR Part 800, which call for survey,
evaluation, and protection of significant historic and archaeological sites prior to disturbance. In accordance with
those regulations, the entire tract will be surveyed, and consultation with the SHPO for concurrence with the
eligibility of the five historic/prehistoric sites that are known to be on the LBA tract, and any others discovered
in future surveys will be accomplished prior to any disturbance of those sites. The result of the consultation is
not addressed in the FEIS because consultation has not occurred, however, SHPO concurrence is mandated by
law prior to disturbance of the sites, and failure to comply with these requirements results in fines.

As stated in Section 3.14 of the DElS and the FElS, Native American consultation is conducted during the review
periods for the DEIS and FEIS. This is required under the legislation cited above. Certified letters with copies
of the DEIS were sent to potentially affected tribes requesting their comments concerning any religious or cultural
areas within or near the LBA tract, and this process will be repeated with the FEIS. If any sites are identified,
there will be consultation with the affected tribe to determine how to handle the area of concern. To date, no
sites or areas of religious or cultural interest have been identified as being affected by this project.

10. Mitigation that is required by regulation and is administered by other agencies is considered to be part
of the proposed action, as stated previously in responses 1 and 4, above. The mitigation requirements are
described in the applicable federal and state regulations and the mitigation plans are included in the mining permit
document for each mine. Examples of some of these mitigation requirements are included in leasing impact
analyses such as the North Rochelle DElS and FElS to illustrate the extent of mitigation that is required by the
regulations in the case of surface coal mining.
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11. The DEIS states that "many species of wildlife would be displaced to other areas" (Section 4.1.9), and
that "alterations in the topography and vegetative cover, particularly the reduction in sagebrush density, would
cause a decrease in carrying capacity and diversity on the LBA tract after mining and reclamation." Although
final reclamation has proceeded more slowly than predicted by the BLM in the previously prepared regional EISs,
wildlife monitoring data at the mines do not indicate that this has impacted the wildlife populations in the vicinity
of the mines more significantly than was predicted in the regional EISs.

There are ongoing discussions as to what an ideal seed mix is for revegetating reclaimed mine lands and to what
extent the shrub component should be replaced. The final seed mixture that is planted, however, is and will
continue to be subject to the approval of the WDEQ, and will be reviewed by other agencies (for example, Forest
Service on surface lands they manage) prior to that approval.

The EIS also recognizes that replacement of native-grass-shrublands with cultivated crops has also impacted
wildlife (Section 4.5.9), and that most of the lands in the proposed project area are privately owned
(Section 4.5.11). Once reclamation/revegetation on these lands has met the standards set by WDEQ, they will
return to private ownership. At that time, the private landowner will have the right to manage vegetative cover
on these lands according to hislher needs.

12. As stated previously (see responses to PRBRC's comments 1, 3, 7, 8, and 10): If the tract is mined,
water quality and quantity would be reduced, but water that is suitable for premining will still be available; habitat
diversity would be reduced but not permanently lost; and information from cultural sites would be recovered if
they cannot be avoided. And, the action being considered in this EIS would affect 1,400 acres; it would not
significantly change the impacts that will occur as a result of already approved actions, and it would not result
in an increase in impacts over what was predicted in the previously prepared regional coal leasing ElSs.

Response to Letter 10 from the Bighorn Audubon Society

1. Reclamation procedures are regulated by the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality, Land Quality
Division (WDEQILQD). These procedures are addressed in detail in the mining and reclamation permit. The
coal lessee must obtain approval of their mining and reclamation plan prior to any mining disturbance. The
mining and reclamation permit approval process includes a public notice and a 60-day public comment period.

2. The reclamation procedures required by WDEQ/LQD include topsoil salvage for subsequent use in
reclamation and the use of an approved seed mixture for revegetation.

Topsoil thicknesses are variable, and the thickness of the topsoil layer that is salvaged is varied accordingly. A
description of the process of topsoil identification, removal and stockpiling is included in the "Handbook of
Western Reclamation Techniques", a publication that was supported in part by the Abandoned Coal Mine Lands
Research Program at the University of Wyoming, as well as the Office of Surface Mining and some of the
Powder River Basin Mines. Copies of this publication are available for viewing at the BLM Offices in Casper,
Cheyenne, and Buffalo.

The seed mixture to be used is included in the mining and reclamation permit, which is reviewed by the Forest
Service and the US Fish and Wildlife Service, among others, prior to WDEQ approval.

3. Prior to mining, a detailed wetland inventory and a wetland mitigation plan would be required as part of the
mining permit process. The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers must review and approve the mitigation plan prior
to disturbance.

These processes are not described in the Executive Summary, but there is more information in the DEIS and FEIS
documents (general reclamation practices are described in Section 2.1 and wetlands are discussed in Sections 3.8
and 4.1.7).
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Response to Letter 11 from Burlington Resources:

As indicated in the DEIS and FEIS, there are no existing wells or rights-of-way for oil and gas pipelines on the
LBA tract (Section 2.1). In the event that oil and gas resources are developed on the tract prior to mining, BLM
policy is to encourage negotiation and resolution of those conflicts between the conflicting parties.

I
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