
APPENDIX H

COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

H-l



COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

Introduction

Copies of the Draft EIS were sent to federal, state, and local government agencies, nongovernment
organizations (such as conservation groups), industry representatives and private citizens for their review
and comment. Some reviewers were confused by the public hearing process, review period or hearing
schedules. Notice of availability was published on July 9, 1981 in the Federal Register. Due to publishing
delays on the DEIS a second notice of availability was published July 24, 1981 amending the former notice
by extending the comment period to September 17, 1981. Hearings in Casper on July 29th and Billings on
July 30th were supplemented by hearings in Gillette on August 19th and in Broadus, Montana on August
20,1981.

Comments were received from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Geological Survey, Bureau of
Mines, and the Office of Surface Mining. Federal agencies which did not respond include Bureau of Indian
Affairs, Bureau of Reclamation, National Park Service, and the U.S. Forest Service. Comments from U.S.
Geological Survey and Office of Surface Mining were submitted in an informal, working, relationship and are
not reproduced in this document.

This section includes copies of letters commenting on the DEIS and comment papers from the minutes
of six public hearings. Most letters have been duplicated here in their entirety but exceptionally long
attachments are available for examination at the Casper District Office, 951 Rancho Road, Casper,
Wyoming.

Letters and oral comments on the DEIS were reviewed and considered by the EIS Team in preparation
of the Final EIS and those that presented new data, questioned facts on analyses, and raises questions or
issues bearing directly upon the DEIS were fully considered and evaluated. The public hearings were
recorded verbatim by a court reporter. Copies of the full transcripts are available for public review at the
BLM Casper District Office. Oral comments as reported in the transcripts have been included in this
chapter and appear with the letters of comments (numbers 43-57).

The substantive issues raised in these letters and public hearings have been extracted, edited, and
grouped by topic. A response to each of these issues has been given. In this way the reader may easily
see how, topic by topic, the informed opinions of others agree or disagree with the assessments made by
the EIS team. The issues have been numbered within these topics and appear under the name of each
reviewer in the List of Reviewers given below in the Index to Appendix H. By referring to the issue numbers
indicated the reader may determine what issues were raised by each reviewer and find the response given.
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COMMENTS AND

List of Issues

Policy, and the Purpose and Need for Action 1

Scoping, Baseline Analysis and Assumptions 2

Geology and Other Minerals................................. 3

Water Resources................. 4

Air Quality.................................................... 5

Soils, Vegetation, and Reclamation................................................................................... 6

Wildl lte 7

Cultural Resources................................................................................... 8

Visual Resources............................................................................................................... .... 9

Land Use........................................................................................................................... 10

Recreation 11

Transporation.......................................................................................................................... 12

Noise ..... 13

soclo logy 14
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COMMENTS and RESPONSES

Economics............................................................................................................................... 15

Other Issues............................................................................................................................ 16

list of Reviewers

Written Comments

Bureau of Mines (Denver Resource Center).................................................................... 1
Issues 3-1, 3-2,

Ki m Foster............................................................................................................................... 2

u.S. Fish &. Wildlife Service 3
Issues 2-2, 6-1, 7-1, 7-2, 7-3, 7-4

North Central Health Services 4

Five Valleys Economic Development District 5

City of Gillette...................... 6
Issues 14-1, 14-9, 15-1

Guy and Ruth Edwards............................ 7

Powder River County Planner............................................................................................. 8
Issues 2-11,2-13,2-15,2-17,3-1,4-1,4-4,4-5,4-6,4-7,5-1, 5-2, 6-2, 8-7, 12-1, 13-1, 14-2, 14-3, 14-4, 14-5, 14-6, 14-9, 14-

10,14-16, 14-17, 15-6, 15-19, 15-21, 15-22, 15-23, 15-24

Cyprus Coal Company... 9

Powder River Assistant County Planner 10
Issues 14-9, 14-15, 15-2, 15-3, 15-4, 15-5

Richard Jones....... 11
Issues 15-5, 15-18

Hampshire Energy... 1 2
Issue 3-4
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Texas Energy Services 13
Issues 2-4, 2-8, 2-9, 14-7

Kenneth Williams..... 1 4

Royal land Company 15

Bureau of Mines (Division of Mineral Assessment Washington D.C.) 16
Issues 3-1, 3-3

Clarke Mills and Mills Bros...................................................................................................17

Western Energy Company 18
Issues 4-2, 5-3, 5-4, 5-5, 14-10

Campbell County Commissioners 19

Wyoming Game & Fish Department 20
Issues 4-3, 6-1, 6-3, 7-5, 7-6, 7-7,11-1,11-2,11-3,16-1

Chugach Natives, lnc • 21

North Antelope Coal Company 22
Issue 2-1

Carter Mining Company 23
Issue 3-4

John Wiener for Sierra Club................................................................................................24
Issues 2-3, 2-4, 2-15, 6-3, 6-4, 14-11

Tongue River Agricultural Protection Association 25
Issues 15-7, 15-8

National Wildlife Federation 26
Issues 1-1, 2-4, 2-5, 2-6, 2-7, 15-5

Governor of Wyoming 27
Issue 2-27
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Wyoming Geological Survey......................................................................... 28
Issue 2-28

Wyoming Recreation Commission 29
Issue 8-5

Wyoming Highway Department.......................................................................................... 3 0
Issue 12-6, 12-7

Wyoming State Engineers Office 31
Issues 4-12, 4-13

Wyoming Industrtal Siting Administration........................................................................ 3 2
Issues 11-1, 14-9

Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality............................................................ 33

Consolidation Coal Company.................................... 34

Northern Plains Resource councll. · '3 5
Issues 1-1, 2-7, 2-10, 2-11, 2-12, 2-13, 2-14, 2-15, 2-16, 2-17, 2-18, 2-19, 2-21, 2-22, 2-23, 4-8, 4-9, 4-10, 4-11, 6-3, 6-4, 6-5,

6-6,9-1,9-2,10-1,10-2,10-3,10-4,12-2,12-5,13-2, 14-8, 14-10, 14-11, 14-12, 14-13, 14-14, 15-5, 15-6, 15-7, 15-8, 15-
9, 15-10, 15-11, 15-12, 15-13

Royal land Company.......................... 36
Issue 3-4

Wyoming Chapter of Sierra Club 37
Issue 2-13

Shell Oil Company........................................................................... 38
Issue 2-27

Interstate Commerce Commission.................................................................................... 3 9
Issues 2-16, 2-20, 2-21, 2-22, 2-23, 2-24, 2-25, 2-26,12-3,12-4,7-3,7-8,7-9,8-1,8-2,8-3,8-4,8-5,8-6

Environmental Protection Agency..................................................................................... 40

Burlington Northern Railroad.............................................................................................. 4 1

Patty KIuver 4 2
Issue 16-2
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Oral Comment

Reed Zars (Powder River Resource Council) 43
Issue 2-10

Martin Holmes (Burlington Northern Coal & Minerals).................................................. 44

Bill McK.ay, Jr. (Northern Plains Resource Council)....................................................... 45
Issues 2-10, 2-13, 6-4, 12-2

Steve Elliot (Wesco Resources)..... 46
Issue 2-27

Bill Lowrey (Shell Oil Company) 47
Issue 2-27

Dr. John Watt.......................................................................................................................... 48

Ed Swartz (Self and Powder River Resource Council) 49

Robert Matthias (Royal Land Company) 50

M.G. Symonds Clayton Tonnemaker 51

Coal Creek Mining Company........................................... 52

Lonnie Beach (Town of Broadus) 53
Issues 14-13, 15-14, 15-15,. 15-16, 15-17

Walter Archer (Powder River Protective Association) 54
Issues 1-1, 15-17, 15-20

Mary Daniels (NPRC and Ttl-County Rancher's Association) 55
Issue 12-2

Art Hayes, Jr........................................................................................................................... 56

Nick Golder.............................................................................................................................. 57
Issues 6-3, 6-4,14-12
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Lnucd States Department of the Interior
J\UREAU OF MINES

1'.11

!IUI 1>1>;,.·,0. l>f>;\lH. IUlIR\1 'f~llH.

Dear ht. ,J~ .kie:

July 20, 1981

Hr. C',arles Ililkie
Te".",l.eader
Bureau 0 f Land ~1anage
,51 Rancho Road
Casper, h'Y0. 82601

'.'!"i· recognizing the necessity for brevi ty to assu,~ge the paper-\.Iork
ua i z aar d of EIS's, 1 ~ind that your draft Of) "Pcvde r River Coal" is

brief to the point of heing cursory.

for instance, the geology portion does not give the slightest indica-
tion"f the location, thickness, areal e><tent or econo:nicvalue of
the c"al resource. One Is simply referred to the published literature.
Additionally, as a geologist, I find the opening s tc t emeu t to the 3rd
patngraphonpage]I,particularlyoffensive. ltsnys, in part, Lha t
a 5500 foot Cretaceous shale section overlies the Madison aquifer.
w1lile this statement may be the literal truth, it conveys the false
impression in the minds of those uninitiated in geology, that the
Had Luon is directly overlain by Cretaceous rocks. Nothin!\ could be
further from a true description of the situation.

A brief descripllon of the formations found in the Powder River Basin
and a geologic columnshollld bc sho\.ln, ilsa",inil'lu"',

There is absolutely no mention milde of the mining r.;ethod9 considered
in the analysIs. Theoniy assumption is that coal will be "strip-
mined ane! transportCld by r a t Lr oad'".

It is difficult to see ho\.l anyone could intelligClntlyassess air
quality, noise, vlsual resources, sociology or economics \.Iithout some
basic assumptions \.11th r c spec r to mining lI'.ethods. As an example,
a truck and shovel operation generates t ar more noise oVet a wider
area th,ln, for instance, a buckel-wheCll and conveyor system. Also,
the trucks would generate fairly high volumes of diesel smoke and dust
whereas the conveyor, especially if il be pO\.lered electrically,
generates only a very small quantity of dust.

July 23, 1'18i 2
Chuck Wilkie
Project Leader
Casper District Office
951 Rancho Rd.
Casper,"'''' 82&Ol

lJe,~r ~ir. Wilkie:

The EiS summary proposes Alternative) as opposed to 4 because it cou Ld
minimize environmental impacts and "'ould inhibit population gro\.lth. i
unde r s rnnd what the effecls of increasing the popular ion of Ashland would
be environmClntally and economically, bUl I do not think that is IIl.H's
concern. The maximizatIon of resources is also import<mt.

The increase in acreage disturbed in Alternative I; t s a 23 percent in-
crease in area as opposed toa 44 percent increase in tonnage produced.

The affects of mining on the\.lildlife is not as major asoull1ned, the
animals and plants vhLch \.1111 he .~ffected are oniy Luca I Lzed. They will
benefit from the reclamation process ",!th Lnc r eased production of food
supplies.

A tOlal of 40 \.Iells will have to be replaced because of ",ining. What is
the number of acre feet of water or gal10ns per day consumed In the 40
\.Iells as opposed lO the shallow \.Iells. if the coal Seams are the shal-
10\.1 aquifers then what is the \.later quality compared to the deeper aqui-
fers? The increase in dissolved solids and f10w re duc r Lon is not sig-
nificant assho\ffi in the table on page f>9.

The alternative chosen in the EIS will not allo\.l a maximum use of the
re90urce90f the area. The planning councils for any c!ty affected
"'ouldbe betterahle to choose the a Lt e r na r f ve because of thelrkno\.l-
ledge of thecolll:nunity.

llaveany polls of residents been conduCled to see how they view the in-
crease of mining actIvity.

The reportwao very informative and the prefcrred alternative of the E[S

report is not in the best interest of utilizlngenJfjj,g, ... " "'".h.i'hcanelirninate dependence on foreign 011. , ,
s rnce r '

Forster

Kf:jh

1
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While the conclusions expressed in your draft may be valid, ignorance
of the asslllt'.ptions upon\.lhich they are based prevents an objectiv e

evaluation.

Sincerely yours,

Ji1lnNJ~~
I James E. Ha\.lkins

Geologist

As an after-thought, 1 notice that your 11sting of Federal
Agencies on page tvo does not include the United States Bureau of
Hines. The failure to include nul' agency, "hose p r Lrnnr v function is
research and mining technology, may be indicatlve of the ",ind-sClt
\.Ihich led to the omissIon outlined above.

UNITED STATES
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR

FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE
Bl11fngsAreaOffice

Federal Building, Room 3035
316 North 26th Street

Billings, Montana 59101
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ES August 18, 1981

Draft Powder River Regional
Coal EIS

Mr. Charles Wilkie
Team leader
Bureau of land Management
951 Rancho Road
Casper, WY82601

Dear Mr. Wilkie:

We have reviewed the Draft Powder River Regional Coal Envirorrnental
Impact Statement and have found several statements and/or sections that
we feel should be clarified or improved.

~g -i~h~h:~i ~h;U~t:~~~~e~~:~i~~t'~a~~o c~~~~o~~a~ sd~~:~~~~n~i ~~der
alternatives 12, #3, or '4 will occur in addition to development which
w111 occur with etteme ttve st . Subsequent impacts occurring from
leasing of the selected alternative will be in addition to those impacts
occurring trcn alternative n (No Action),

~ 1e~~ ~~ie oih~:b~~e~~~ ~ P~~P~~~~m~o~~~~s d~~:e~o~i~~e~~~ s ig~~~e:ill
be included in the Final Envirorrnental Impact Statement (FElS).

:f7:c~~ ~f W:r~~o~~~ :~~~~n W~~hw;~~a~~~c ~~s ~~~ ~~~;s :~r;s~~ s~~~~t D~f S~he
Wetlands and associated riparian habitats do occur within areas affected
by alternatives discussed in the OEIS. The U,S. Fish and Wildlife
servtce in a December 19, 1980, letter identified as a part of the EIS
scoping process issues which we thought were significant and should be
analyzed in the Powder River Regional Coal Envirorvnental Impact State-

~~~~~ ~:t~:~~~ ;~~~~~~i~~b~:~~~a~~, c~~~~~n ~th~~e~~~~;: tO~d:~r:l I~~~~
requires consideration of practicable measures to minimize hann to
wetlands. These measures should be described in the DEiS. Table 4-3 on



page 70 should include a separate listing for r f pe rf an and wetland
habitat so the amount of such habitat to be di s turbed can be esce r-
te tned , The National wetland Inventory has been completed for leasing
areas being considered tn this DEIS in Wyoming and could be used in this
analysis.

Page 37 _ The statement that. "no threatened or endangered species are
known to exist within the Montana area." is incorrect. The bald eagle,
peregrine falcon, and the hj ac k-footed ferret were identi f ted to the
Montana State Director in a letter dated July g, 1980, as species that
may be present in proposed leasing areas. 3LH Hiles City District's
subsequent biological assessment for the Powder River KRCRAconcluded
that coal leasing would not affect any of the above listed threatened or
endangered wildlife species or their habitat. The Fish and Wildlife
Service concurred with this biological assessment on September 23, 1980.
The Fish and Wildlife Service's letter of concurrence also contained the
following recommenda tions:

To insure that mining at some later date does not jeopardize the
ferret, we recommend the following course of action:

1. Prior to the approval of a plan for mining and reclamation,
the applicant identify prairie dog towns that w11l be impacted
and conduct ferret searches on those towns that the Federal
regulatory agency and Fish and Wildlife Service rrutua lly agree
should be surveyed. Surveys should take place during the
period of May 1 to October 15. preferably July through Sep-
tember.

2. The appropriate Federal agency (8LH or OSH) should initiate
formal consultation if these surveys locate black-footed
ferrets or their sign.

3. If ferret sightings or observations of their sign are made
prior to leasing. fiLM should initiate formal consultatfon.

The FWShas not yet received a biological assessment for the Wyoming
area. By August 14 telephone conversation, Glen Bessinger, Casper
District. indicated that a species list request was sent to FWSon May
19, 1981, and a biological assessment is in preparation. FWSnever
received this request and therefore did not provide 8LH with a list. By
way of this letter, we are informing 8LM that the bald eagle, peregrine
falcon, and bl eck-ro oted ferret may occur in the proposed leasing areas
and should be addressed in thebfologfcal assessment.

The Fish and Wildlife Service is concerned that the Wildlife Section
contained in the Description of the Affected gnvt roment Chapter is
limited to references for a few highly visible wildlife species. Mean-
ingful infonnation on wildlife habitats is not included. A description
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August 28.1981

Mr. Charles Wilkie
EISTea.."Le<lder
Bllre<lU of Land Management
9S1 R<lncho Road
Casper, Wyo::!ing 82601

pe ar Mr. wilkie,

Please accept this letter as our written support for Alternate 3B as the pre-
ference of the l\ltern<ltes of the Regional Coal Team.

Let me briefly explain about our corporation, and the interest we have in this
particular area.

tlorth Central Health Services, Inc., is <I not-far-profit SOl(c} (.)) org<lnization,
duly qualified to do business in Wyoming and South Dakot<l, to operate nursing
homes, ;,ospitals, and retirement facilities for senior citizens. This corpora-
tion was organized in 194B and has provided health care since that time.

Through a bequest, the corporation received approximately 1,100 acres of C=p-
bell County land in the Kintz Creek and Keeline Tr<lcts, and we have follmled
the tract ranking <lnd selection process since it began over a year <lgo. At
each opportunity we have expressed our strong support for small business to be
set aside for this area.

since the corporation has a rOy<llty in coal minet] in this area, which could be
substantial, •••.o feel that the royalties f r orn the coal could help improve our
facilities and the quality of our care without cost to the residents.

It is our understanding that l<lrge oil companies have argued in favor of alter-
n<ltives which would exclude the sm<lll business tr<lcts f<lvored by the coal team.
We believe large oil comp<lnies already control signific<lnt portions of the

00"""'''''''''''''''''''&'''''''''''''''
Spu<"'" 50

"",,>'",,;.".M •••.•
To·"'mov>'".w",
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of existing wlldlife habitats. with special emphasis Oil important habi-
tat types and associated wildlife. would be preferable. A better eve l ae-
tfonofthe"EnviroJ'lTlental Consequences II of the vartous alternatives
could also be displayed if this approach were used. Our' letter of
December 19, 1980, refers to habitats that we feel deserve attention in
thesubjectEIS. The Fish and Wildlife Service recceaenos that the FEIS
include an analysis of impacts on important wildlife habitats.

The statement on page 59 that 13 percent of the Campbell County popul a-
tion of golden eagles would move to new nesting locations because their
nesting sites would be mined is probably in error. We feel that natural
nesting sites tn Campbell County are presently a limiting factor for
golden eectes in the area. Disruption of golden eagle nest sites will
likely result in population reductions unless mitigative efforts to
establish ar t t rtc a! nests or platfonns He sccce s s tul .

The Fish and Wildlife Service is III so concerned about the disruptfon of
habitats of high wildlife value where existing reclamation technology
has not been proven. Ponderosa pfne forest, rock outcrops, wetlands,
and riparian habitats are habitat types of concern. The Soils, veqe t a-
tion, and Reclamation sections of the HIS should address these ruc'l arne-
tionconcerns.

I f you have questions regard~ ng our cosrsents , please do not hes t te te to
contact us.

stncerety,

Director, Montana Depar'lmsllt-ilf ns~. \iH,Htfe, and Parks.
Helena. MT

Director, Wyoming Game and Fish Department, cneyeune , If'(
State Director. BLH, Billings, HI
District Manager. BLH, Hiles City, MT
Art Anderson, USH/S. Cheyenne. WY(ES)
Endangered Species, lJSHlS, Bf ll tnqs , HI
Regional Director, USH/S, Denver. CO (ENV)

-3-

Mr. Ch<lrles Wilkie
Page 2
l\ugust2B,1981

Powder River Basin and strongly believe that small hus ine s s should have an oppor-
tunity to participate in coal develol'"",nt..

we respectfully submit th<lt you consider Alternative 3B as the preferred Alter-
native <lnd stron'lly urge that the Keeline Tract is included in the preferred
Alternative as <I s=ll business set aside. h'e also urqe that the recommenda-
tion of the Regionai Coal Team be <lccepted.

I wiIi appreciate your consideration of this request.

"77":"'0<0'12-1
:[ynX:~
Executive Director

cc Honorable James G. Watt
Senator Alan K. simpson
Senator Malcolm W<lliop
Representative Richard Cheney
Ilonorable Ed Ilerschler
Mr. Ma:.cwcllT. r.t eurence
Hr. seen McKee
Mr. Warren White
Mr. Keith Meister
Mr. Mike Elmore
Mr. Richard M. Davis
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2, 1981

3. "nile the anp'lnynent and population impacts associated with
the tncr e aseo coal product ion i n Earspbel l County wi 11 s t r ain
the rtt ys finances, it is not clear from the EIS how the
deficit nat ances were arrived et for the City of Gillette.
What kinds of as suapt ions were maul.' to arrive at these
deficits?

4. Projected 1!J9Upupulations in theEISwere based on the
bureau of census 1980 ratio of corasuni ty to county
population. This 19!JIJ ratio will change in the City's favor
in the next few years, since the City plans to pursue a more
lenient annexat ton poticy. Thus , the projected poput at tons
for the City of Gillette, under each of the alternatives,
snoutu oe revised upward.

5. In summary, it is es s ent i a I that the City of Gi llet te be
provided adequate mi tiqa t ing measures, under any of the
alternatives in the US, in order to cope wtt.n the projected
employment and pouul et ion tepec t s brought about by increased
coal production in Lanpbel l County. without rnttiqatton , the
Lf t y will not be in a good position to cope with the
socioeconomic impacts envisioned in the draft EIS.

we appreciate the opportunity to co.rrnent on the draft Powder River
Regional Coal Environmental Impact Statement, ano the City staff is
preuereo to work with the IIlM team in order to incorporate these
coement s intheElS.

MBE!js

II-IO
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September 2, 1981

Mr. Charles Wilkie
Team leader
eure au ut Lend aanaqement
g51RanchoRoad
Casper, loY B2601

fiE: COITITIentson Dr at t Powder :,ivor Regional COilI gnvtronment a! l-npec t
Statement.

Dear Mr. wilkie:

The following are my comments on the draft US for coal Ie astnq in the
Powaer River Region:

1. As a City, we favor the highest at t ernet tve level of
addtt tonal leas i nq. The City of u t llette has un~ertaken ~
t r-emenoous amount of risk to provide capital t ac t l i ties f?r
an ant tc t pated popul at ion. A highe~ thresh~old wi 11 pr cvide
that populat ion, and we can hand Ie 1t, pro~lded. w~ can secure
some additional things through the Industrial SItIng I.Jroc~ss.
we favor tile ht qhe s t level of coal leas inq at ~his po tnt in
time because we feel tnat future coal needs wtl l cause a
considerable escalation of coal leasing unless it's done at a
higher level at the present time. We would rather accomodete
the top level of leasing now than to be tnunc atec at a later
ttee • kt th the expertu t t.ur-es that we've already maa~ and
those that we can secure through processes already In place,
we feel ttl at we can aaequately handle the growth ano would
encourage your endorsement of the 2.6 level.

It is apparent that the greatest soci?economic impacts

~es~ 1 ~~~g 4 f~~"1t~:e P~:~~~s~~v~~a~e~~~~1~~ ~~~~~n~
1~~:~~t~~e~n

the ut llette area. Increaseo cua 1 proouct ion under any of
the a l t ernat tves , coupled wi th power p l ant and synfuels. p I ant

~~~s ~~~~~~~~' i ~i ~~/~~~~~~t:n a~~~~ea~~~ 1~e~:~~b:~; ~~~~~~g
experiences a siqn'i fi c ent. net fiscal surpllJs. und~r either
alternative the City of Gillette must be prin.ar i l y
responsible' for coping with the impacts associated with the
increased employrnent and population.
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August 24, 1981

Mr. Charles Wilkie
El5TeamLeader
Bureau of Land Management
951 Rancho Road
Casper, WY 8260i

Re: Draft Powder River Regional Environmentai Impact Statement

near Mr. Wllkie:

Pieaseaccept this letter as our ••.r1tten support forAlternative3B
as the preferred alternative of the Regional Coal Team.

As Inndcvne r s in the area of tile Kf n t z. Creek and Keel1ne tracts, ••.e
have followed the tract ranking and selection process since it began ovcr
a year ago. At each opportunity we have expressed our strong support for
smal1 business set aside far the area, and I know there are others ••.ho
agree ••.ithus.

Recently it has been brought to our attention that some large a11
companies have argued fn favor of alternatives which would exclude the
sClall business tracts favored by the Coal Team. We beUeve large 011
comerry interests already control significant portions of the POllder River
Basinandstronglybel1eve that sma l l business should have an opportunity
to participate in coal deve Iopmen t . In addition, big business interests
areincompatible ••.1thour ranching and farmingoperat1ons in that area.
We have been dealing with snnl l business interests which are Interested
in obtaIning leases in our area and We beUeve our operations and theirs
can co-eir.ist,lIhile exper1ence and history has rroven that theycannor
with large Industry.

Therefore, as iandowners vnose lands w11l be directly affected by
the tracts suggested by the Regional Coal Team, we strongly urge that at
least to the extent that the Keel1ne tract is included In the preferred
alternative aSa small business set aside, therecornrnendationsof the
Regional Coal Team be accepted.



August 28, 1981

EIS Team Leader
Bureau of Land ManagemDnt
Casper District Office
951 Rancho Road
Casper, Wyoming 82601

Dear Sir:

The following ace my com;nents upon the Draft Powder River Regional Coal
Impact Statement:

In my opinion the DEIS inadequately concentrated on the significant issues
and impacts related to rapid growth of the counties and towns. Your
approach does not shalP1y define any option on any issue. "The issue of
primary concern is the impact of coal mine development and population
increases to cornmunities" (statement from Summary). That text goes on
to: "many other resource impacts are presented" and, about those "other"
than that of the primary concern, "Nany other resource impacts are
presented, but in nearly every case, they are either insignificant or
are mitigated by existing reguliltions." Mitigation of "population increilses
to corrrnun i ti e a" is not specified nor sharply defined nor are any mitigiltion
measures adopted to offset this impact.

About Alternative 3, the preferred alternative, you state: "This alternative
offers the most favorable ratio of coal produced to environmental impacts
generated." As the DEIS text is developed, I sec no logical background
furthlHing the "most favorable ratio" discussion.

Whilu Alternatives 2, ), ilnd 4 are described with coal tonnage, number of
tracts, and nup.\ber of slJrfac(> acres disturbed, these factors are not described
for Alternative 1 (no action) yet you offer the conclusion that the No Action
Alternative "would havu impacts considerable greatur than any of the other
alternatives in this EIS." The Surr""ary does not prepare thu reader for
thu conclusion becausu thu qene r e l t.e xt does not prepare for the Sum.",ary.

The quneral conclusion that "illl thu alternatives, incillding the No-Action,
would further co,m"it the rug ion to a ~ (emphasis added) economic b"se
(coall" isaconclusionwithout [ullvision.

Are all other economic bases trending to total lJisappearilnce?

Are you stating that thu land use of reclaimud acres is for no-use; never?

On page ?, you rufer to oil, gas and pOWN plants;

I'agu)

Is it all lost by a dily-certain?

Who has the water rights now?

!low is the water right preserved,? by whom?

1 claim it is vilgue to report no specific affect of Alternative 1, 2, 3
and4forthe~piece:onlythepreferrudAlternativeinWater
Resourcus; none of the Alternatives in Air Quality: none in Soils: none

~~ ~~~~l~~:; ~~~:r~:t~~~t~r7~ :;~;~:~~~~: o~~~ ;~:f~~;~~r~~d T~~~:;;;~~~~~~n;

ilnd none are referred to in Soeiol09Y and Economics.

I could go back oVer thesu s ame pieces and support my perception of "vague"
beCiluse you are not consistent in the specifics for r eo Ion , areas, Wyoming,
Montana across each piece; in some piuees you use one description, oenae e ,
none, and in SOme piuces incompletely, certain areas of a statu, then regionally.

Most of this is 50 vague t.hat. it misdiructs th(> reader's attention, serVeS
the ruadur badly and is inildequately spec i rtc . The Su!!'_"'ary, in its
presunt form, does not enhilnce the DEIS. Rather it deflects thu purpose
of the process; that is, " clear basis for choice, Yours is a tuxt which
could hilve been composed without all the work you did.

Now there is il quustion on my mind and I may ilS wull take this opportunity
to ask it.

How milny dollars hilve been spent by DOlan this Powder River Basin
process from the day you were directed to start through this DEIS?

Thu issues and areas of concern developed from the scoping process hilve
me puzzled, 1 need clarification.

This new scoping process - is it to elicit the issues and areilS
of public concern?
is it used to provide for emphasis ilnd concuntration, "1' BUl workers,
upon what the public stilted?
is it used to direct the B[1o\ work to these concerns of the pUblic?
is this why DEIS can be around ISO pages?

You state that the majority of concerns expressed through the scoping
process focused on impacts to:

wilter resources
ilil quality
soc io-econoeuce
transportation

Some concern WaS expressed, }OU state, on reclamiltion and thO! increilse in jobs.

As t hild compr ohenced the new scoping process the answer to my quustions
i!!'.':tediiltely above should be "yes~ Therefore every editing effort was made
tv cornp Ly with concerns of the pub I Lc . Yeu did this eccp Lnq in 1980, n"ce!!'.ber.
Tract ranking factors were considered by the RCT in early 19BI for ranking.
These are not a rO!fluction of the scoping process.

Why IIr.elJ't the track ranking factors the same as the concerns "scoped"?

II-II
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The sections of the Summ"ry nave general duscription, general conclusions
and highlights. I suggest that there should be one on ildopted Mitigation
~. IlLM/DOI Req ion a l. Coal Team endorsed iln Impact Response Strategy
in the June taee t i nq at Cilsper, The Strategy provides for the implementation
of mitigation measures by ps r t Lc Ipe t Ion of the full rilnge of recer e r , state
"ml local governrr.ents; this follows NEPA. ny not adopting mitigation
measures, BLM/DOI, in my opinion, ar o deflecting the purpose of ElS and the
strungth of NEPA, Mitigation measures can not be ildoptud from this DEIS
because t.nese measures are not set forth in this DElS. Thus, the DEtS is

inilduquate.

The Highlights section of the SUll'_'Oarywould be llseful ilS information if
it W<lf' re-written to reflect the highlighted inform"tion by each altern"tive.
Then, perhilps, your text could support the prefurred alternative from the
comparison, It should with CEQ regulations by providing cmphas i s
which sharply defines the and provides a clear bilSis for choice by
thu decision-maker ilnd tim public.

I am not going to take it on one one but allow me to wonder whilt WaS
intended by thu vagueness of the for you hilvu chosen to b" va que
rather than to "sharply define" these

HI' perception that the te}(t i.E. vague is supported by il reading, for uxaC',ple,
of the text for Geology and other Minerals which states,

"Coal, oil and gas, and uranium in economic quantities exist
within the region. Coal production would not generally inter-
fer with extraction of other energy minerals duu to land-use
pl,mnin'l constraints that mi n irni ze reSOllrcu deve Iopmen t conflicts."

or Cultllrill Hesources:

"rederill ilndstate regulations protect these resources. Historic
and architectllrill r osourcec on private lands may not bu protected
unless steps ar e taken by local governments and private citizens,"

or soils, Vegetation, and Recbmation:

"Soils in the area are often shallow, although slopes are
generally gradual on a rolling eer r e tn. Reclamation
succes s has shown to be some areas could require
more intensive and

I claim it is VilgUe to r"port, as you do in Water Resourcus, that )12,000
acrU5 of shallow locill aquifers would bu lost.

What use is made now?

llowextensive is the uee z

l'age4

Thuru are several details which are in error or are misleadin9 at a
minimur.1. For one, Table 1-), Footnote: "Tracts selected for the 19112 lease
s"le" could be mor o accurate as "Tracts selected for [urthur consideration
for the 1982 coal lease target and sale," Unless you mean it, for

Alterniltive4.

You have e "typo", page 41, Economics, Montana. "Table )-6 should rUild
All other composition seems flawless,

In chapce r 2, Alternative 1,

Why do you allude to the DOE high production goal here?

What production goal does Alternative 1 meet?

Under Watur Resources, it is misdirecting to change the units
from acre-feet to acres (of aquifers).

You state :' 275,000 acres of aquifers would be removed by existing

and projected mining operations,"

Whilt acreage of that number is for existing operation?

Why use "would be" for existing operations?

Given EPA regulations, how can you state that sewilgu effluent
will increase 0.07 percunt in the Tongue ilnd North Platte rivers

byl990?

Whosu effluent is this?

llumilns? Animals? Minural?

Why do you use year 1990 for coal production, "nd for sewage effluent,

but year 1995 for "ir quality?

How many tons of par t f cut at.es by 1990?

For Same of these pieces of AlterniltiVe 1, you use "per ye"r", why not
for ground water and reclamation piuces?

This DEIS is for compe r isons~ hard to compare when the units usud change from

piecetopiuce.

The proposed T R Rililroild would have an additional affect on train traffic

on theBNlines leilving the region.

Alternative 1, No Action, is shown to affect aosebua and Powder River

Counties,

Is Sheridiln unaffucted undur this Alternative 11



Pil'le5

Under "No Action" pleilse stilte which mine/mines creilte this level of
impact, by ye ar . Smell' if you can calculilte acre-feet of water per year,
you can and should calculate com;nunity services and facilities per year
as well as housing.

Unde r "110 Action" do you still ilssume 40\ of the socia-economic
impacts to be in Powder River County?

At which alterniltive is the "40'/," operative?

unde r "Nu Aetiv,,", you fu"Ecast thE neea for· RoseDud County 110":>1ng to
number 1,B13. You project Ashland PJPuliltion to BOO in 1990. In 19B1
Ashland has about 260 people,

What is the nllmber of house s there in 1981?

Upon what popuj a e ton increilse do you base the need for 1,813
ildditional housing units under No Action?

If Ashland increases by 540 people, and even assuming there is one
personperaddedhO<lse, whereilretheother 1,273 units (atone
per D.U.) forecast to be needed?

An increase from 260 to 800 persons would exceed your 4% projected increilse
in municipill Wilter use .

On Alternative 2;
The coal related employment in 2A for Montana is rePJrted to reach about
6300 by 1990. In 2D it is the difference being that Ashland Cook
~lountil in Tract would be The d i f ference in jobs is BOO, In the
earlier SsA's the ",,,,,ber for Ashlilnd-COillwood vas 363.

What is the difference in job numbers due to?

In 2C you add on Cook (with Coal Creek this is the sal".e ilS Ashlilnd
COillwood) and state the nu!".ber for MontlIna to be 5800; up 300 from 2B but
not the Silme as 2A. 2A and 2C have equal tonnage. This set of numbers
is 'Jery rmpor t ant . Ashland is projected to be BOO people b:r' 1990. This
540 increase is 60\ of the growlll) 40\ is projected for Powder River County.
In 1981 others calculate the number of mining operators for the six major
mines to be 1445 (seeDEIS page 41).

What is the basis for the figures used here?
Since you stated that the of coal will cocr."Tlit the region to
a single economic base (coal) how does this number of jobs, either
yours or the 1691 figure, compilre with the number of Montanans in
agriculture, qover nment , and the other sectors?

flow many new jobs are forecilst in Montana sectors other than mining?

Page 1

Since you did not rePJrt the coal production employee number for
Alternative 1, the r epor t of employment numbers for the other Alterniltive5
are not eilsy for me to ilccept. You should rePJrt thilt Droildus, under this
Alternative, would anticipate 1800 added populiltion by 1990 and Powder
River County, 454 added persons.

Should your employment figures be reconsidered, it follows that other
changes dependent on such numbers will be chilnge,!. See DEIS page 41.

Again, no mitigation measures for any impact of ilny illterniltive has been

adopted.

Why not?

Community ilnd social economic impilcts ate a major area and issue of concern.

In Table 2-1~, Transportation, for averilge interruption etc. you use only
5 mph. However, in Table 3-4 you also r epor t at 20 mph.

Ciln you reference Tilble ]-4?

In the Tilble 2-1, goc to Ioqy.Ehe columns of numoe r s do not match nurnoe r s
in descriptive text.

How did you reilch these numbers for services?

In Table 2-1, Economics, please give the source, revenUe resources, the
calculiltionsl explain why DrOildus popuj a t ton is excluded here.

Par the purpose of my review, I'm going to aSSUme the use of the COilltown
model fat the development of Table 2~3 was your perogiltive as Team Leader.
I'm going to aasume it is correct, Therefore, the negiltive billances as
shown is recognition by the lead agency that iln oaver se fiscal i",_pilct w11.1
result from federal action.

Where are the ildopted mitigation measures?

In Chapter 3, on page 34 your comment that BrOildus wilter supply 15 ildequate
presently is t naccur a t e , This reflects the level of respect you hilve for
local government coope r a tor s . You can check the 1960 census to correct the
comment, pilge 41, on the race Which inhabits Ashland.

On page 41, coal employment for 19BO is rePJrted to be 1445 in the region.
This could be a useful number for you to use (my earlier comment).

The 19BO Census shows a "block" count for Ashlilnd and shows the number of
dwellings specifically in Ashland comenunity, You do not need to use the
e nume r at lon disttict named "Ashland" for this Table ]-6.

Page 6

For comparison, it is important to have baseline COil1 employment for
Alternative 1.

Is it 1445?

It should be viewed ilS better information to the public and decision-
makers if the text consistently refers to either the region
preferably for clarity, to Montilna ilnd to Wyoming. for
number of wells destroyed, ilcres of Shallow aquifers ShOllld
be rePJrted by county, if ilvailable, by state certilinly. You do do
thi", for Surface Hater, for instance.

Alternative 2. ilnalysis is based on 2C. This sub-alternative rePJrts 5800
fat the Montilna COil1 related employment. It must be emphasized t.hat the
number of added jobs needs to be cu Lcu Lat.e d r accurately.

If it is correct that the present number for ~\Ontilna is app r ox irnet.e Ly
1450, are there to be 4350 new jobs in the 3 new tracts (Cook
MOllntain, Coal Creek, Norttll,rest Otter Creek)?

Under No Action, 1613 added housing llnits are projected for Rosebud County.
Under 2C, 750 units ilre projected for Rosebud and 500 units (or Powder
River County, This SeemS to be 1250 units,

Can I assume this is for 1250 new miners?

With 750 new dwellings in Rosebud, yOll calculate 1100 ildded people or
2.21 per dwelling.

Can you e s e rrner.e the PJPuliltion increase in Powder River County
and in Broadus?

This is importilnt in order to review the piece on Co['"u""unity Services il~nd rec i trt t c s .

If I Ciln cmderstilnd Wllilt you are writing, the ildditional housing require-
ments for 2-C ¥"ethe same for Alternative 3. This said for ildded
poplllation and for fiscal iml'ilcts, Since 2-C has e number of 5BOO
and Alternative 3, 3-A a job nllmber of 6300, this, me, needs further
c l e r i t ication for I'll' use ilS I compare Alterniltives.

llow does 3-A ililow for t i ee competition ilnd choice among the
tracts of Table 1-31
Are you not required to "put ] to 4 ti",_es the nu",_ber of tracts
requited to meet DOE annllal to enhance tree competition for

the tracts?

For Alternative 4, as presented in eilrlier Site Specific Anillysis (ssA) the
4 new coal tracts in l-Iontilna reported a peak work production rorce of 360-400

jobs per mine.

Clarify how your e",.ployment figure of 9100 was arrived at.
Given your stated requirement for additional dwellings o( 2500,
are there 2500 new Montanil jobs or 9100 miners for the ellisting
1450 or 1650 new jobs?

PageB

Table ]-7 hilS il title Which should be revised. The display is not showing
the existing economic environment.

On page 62, Noise, are you stating that Droildus is within the 50,
dnA zone of railroad trilffic?

If 50, consider correction.

On page 62, sociol09Y, why is the PJtential for conflict specific
between nevcome r s and Native Amer Lcana at Ashlilnd?
Are you stating that only the Native Americans would feel their
lifestyle ilnd cornrnun l t.y as threiltened by newcomers; or is it
threatening to newcomers; or that theirs is 50 ideal ilS to use
"threatened" while long-time residents (non-Indian?) may just
"feelilloss"?
Are yOll implying that non-Indians will reside on the reserviltion?
Whilt will be the affect uPJn the long-time residents and the Native
Arnericans who enter the· neW work force, shilring the work-load with

newcomers?
Are they going to go to work "lost", "threatened" or "threatening"?
Are social adjustments in Montilna less probilble thiln those in Gillette
which would "continue apace"?

The information on page 15, Sociology, for Powder River County under No
Action is inconsistent with thilt on page 63, Economics, Powder River
County, where in you state "No Action, county is stiltil::'

In this Silme piece, page 63, you stilte that increases in expected public
expenditures during construction would outweigh any PJssible increases in
reVenueS to the county. This is true for revenue but not (or Coal Doard
Impact funding.

On page 64, you stilte that Ashland has a 1980 popu Ie t i.on of ~69. This is
another error, The Miles City BIJ.I District Office was toldl Wils shown, prior
to DEIS draft..

Referring to coal employment, numbers on page 41 for Big Horn ilnd Rosebud
counties is inconsistent with Table 4-10, page 17, baseline. Pleilse explain
how these figures ilre reflected in your coal production employment nurnbe r s
used in 2-A, 2-n, 2-C, 3 and 4 for Powder River County and see also the 5SA's
on Ashland-Coalwood and 1I0rthwest Otter Creek, Southwest Otter Creek and
Ashland Decker-Birney Tracts for e s t Imaeed peak coal production employment
numbers, From the scoping process, you know the r e is interest in new jobs
and the benef Ic i a I aspects of mining more coal, by job description and wilge
scale (page 8). For Montana, this OEIs addresses new jobs inaccuriltelYl
beneficial aspects of mining more coal are inadequately addressed. One benefit
can be found in Tilble G-l, page G-2. There is a column heilded "gain to
agricultural lilndowner" which can be compilred with the column headed "Loss
ill Agricultural Sales". This particulilr Table presents f I qur e s which could be
included in descriptive text under Economics for each Alternative, for each
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State, County. By exe r c i s f nq your professional judgement for the choice
to make the information tablular, again you deflect the purpose of the
DEIS, in my opinion especially for nont.ena s specifically Powder River

County and Ashland.

To sumcar t ae , this OBIS j" u.sed to deflect its purpose. This DEIS has
error, misdirects reader, has uncomparable data format. This DElS does
not emphasize concentration on significant issues and impacts. This DEIS
does not have an emphasis that sharply defines and provides a clear basis
for choice by the decision-maker and the public. This DEIS is inadequate.
This DEIS adopts no mitigation measures. The specifics are in the t.ex t

abovc, wirh references.

Barbara Kennedy
516 Main
Miles City, Montana 59301

10
516 Main
Miles City, Montana 59301
September 2, 1981

EIS Team I.eader
Bureau of Land Management
Casper District Office
951 Rimcho Road
Casper, Wyoming 82601

Dear Sir:

The Draft Powder River EIS is very inadequate as no reference is made
to the operations workers. These are workers who will also impact the

cities, towns, am. counties.

!low will they affect the human environment.? and for ]7 - 40 years?
How will they be affected by the human environment?
What is their life-style?
1I0wwill their life-style be affected?

By: Social organizations?
Religious groups?
political groups?
School groups?
Private Clubs?

What factors determine their s t and ar d s of living?
Wage scale?
Place of residence?
Job security?
Recreation opportunities?
Use of leisure time?
Education opportunities?

What is the baseline for social well being?
Per capita income
Median family income
Median school years completed
Total mortality
Mortality from suicides
Mortality from cirrhosis of the liver

What is the forecast. of impact on the above by newcomers? Please compare.

September 1, 1981

Hr. Charles Wilkie
E.I,S. 'I'e arn Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Casper District Office
951 Rancho Road
Casper, Wyoming 82601

Powder River Praft
Environmental Impact Statement Coal

Dear Sir:

'Ihe purpose of this letter is to cornrnen t. 00 the povde r River
Praft griv Lr-onme n t a L Impact Statement Coal dated June 24,
1981. These cornrnen t.s have been prepared and are presented
by the Cyprus Coal Company, a wholly-owned subsidiary of the
Amoco Minerals coropany , Further, we wish to have this
information added to the appropriate section of the Environmental

Impact Statement.

In August of 1979, a Federal Coal Exploration License was
obtained for the Ha nq i.nq woman Creek Coal Field of the
Decker-Birney Management Frame\.;orl'" Plan area in Montana.
Since that time, Cyprus has completed an intensive exploration
program, developed a detailed geologic report, and formulated
an in-depth initial Mine Plan. In addition to. this overall
effort, a transportation study was oompj e t.ed examining
alternative market avenues and a negotiated Sage Grouse
Mitigation Agreement concerning certain areas unacceptable
for further consideration for leasing \~as signed wi th the
aon t.ena Department of Fish, Wildlife, and Parks.

Cyprus plans to continue on a judicious path aimed at developing
the Federal Coal in the Hanging Woman Creek Coal Field.

RGM:clr

What is the demography o[ operations workers?

!low many married?
1I0w many married with families?
How many married with families absent?
What are t.he ages of the children?
How many wives will seek employment?
!low many are single?
What is the average age of those married?
What is the age o[ the singles?

Compare this .••ith the baseline demography.

What will be the demands on the community?
For !lousing?

1) single-family
2) multi-family
]} mobile hom••s

For wat.er and sewer?
For utilities?

1) phones
2) propane
]} electricity

For police service?
For fire service?
For social workers?
For schools?
For medical services?

With added demandS for corronunity services, who will comprise the

secondary workers?
Ranchers?
nancne r s s wives?
Operations workers families?

Wives?
Children?

Are there estimates forecast for commuting workers?

!low are these impacts to be mitigated?

Where do you anticipate secondary impacts?

The text. on regional economics is inadequate.
Compare the baseline and predicted levels for:

1. State public sector coal revenues and expenditures related to revenue
distributions as per Statute, for exemp le , severance taxes.

2. Per capita d Lapoa ab Le income.

]. Degree of homogeneity
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4. Degree of dependence of regional economy on the agriculture
industry and the predicted coal industry.

5. Purchase of labor or a percent of the economy.

6. Agricultural employment and predicted coal indllstry e",ployment.

7. Revenues from agricultural land should be compared with revenues
[rom coal acr eeqe since taxable valuations 'lre of ireportance to
regional economics.

R i\nr",,,\ per c ap i t a r cvcnuo s "nt! ""f'""ditures Qf 10l:il1 and state
governments in the region, adjusted for industrial Share.

9. Compare the distribution of federal mineral royalties by counties for
the baseline and projected, by alternative.

In my opinion your DEIS has failed to provide data fot compilrison by ignoring
the oper'ltions I/orl<er, his life style, standard of living and the affects
of the revenues, by altetnative, The DEIS does not eer i the entire set of
filets nor do"s the DEIS adept; mitiqiltion meilSureS. h'ith this l1ltter, the
DEISavoidsresponsibilityofmaUng1l f"der'lldecision.

Sincerely

-1Jvt<<1<Z<M ~-
~li1rgar({t Ottoy {I
Assist'lntPlanner

Jones' Co:mnents
page 2

A5surning these ave r aqe figures held through thl! dl!velopml!nt of nt eer ne e ive 3,

and based on the employment figures projected in Table 4-10 of this DEIS, the

following increments to total labor and pr op r ietor income would be expected in

Big Horn and Powder River Counties (Rosebud County is not expected to receive

any 'ldditional employmrmt under Alterniltive 3):

Big nor n County $3,663,600

Powder River County 23,444,820.

WIlen anillyzing impal:ts on income, one must consider the effects of significant

population increases on roce i inflation. 'rne ee will be substantial demand

pr ee sur e on 10l:al markets, pacticulacly housing. L'lnd rents m'lY rise faster than

per eona I im::ome, perhaps leading to a decrease in r e aj, pe r capita income. Using

data from comparable regions Which h'lve already eKperienced rapid development,

you should attl!mpt to qU1lntify this effect.

With respect to employment, the projections you offer in this DEIS ace of little

use, since there is no basis for I:omparison. Using the Montana Employml!nt And

Labor Force Monthly Report, February, 1981 (produced by the Montana Depilrtment

of Labor and Industry, aeseercn and Analysis Division, in cooper at Ion with thl!

U.S. Department of Labor, Employment i1nd Tr'lining Administration), I have milde

some observ1ltions.

In 1979, Big florn County had 5592 employed pe r aons , out of a workforce of 5888

(unemployment r e t e - 5.0\). The une::,_ployment rate in Big !lorn has generally

tCl!nded dOl/nward since 1973. In Powde r River County, there were 1249 ernp.loyed

pe r sons. in 1979, out of a workforce of 1285 (unemployment rate - 2.8\).

Iiiver County unemployment hilS trended upward since 1970.

While these figures are intecesting, they cannot bl! comparl!d without some notion

of workforce participation rates. For instance, do higher wages in one county

indul:e more ent r ance into the labor pool, thereby i ncr eas Lnq unl!mployment7 Some
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Richllrd W. Jones
800 N. 7th
Miles City, MT 59301 11

EIS Team Leade r
aur eeu of Land Management
casper District Office
951 Rancho Road
Casper, WY 82601

September 2, 1981

One of the chief concerns with resource development of the magnitude proposed

in this DEIS is the imp'lct on social well-being. There ace at least two rapidly

identifbbl •• infli.t:'i!tors of this ,mq""ntifiable value: income and employment.

This DEIS does not adequately 'lddress either of these variables.

With respl!ct to Incorne , no measures of eKisting levels ace pr esenceo , and no

projections of changes to income ilre made. I hilve made some calculations, bilsed

on U.S. Department of Co:r:nerce/Bureau o( Economil: Analysis stiltistks, which

indicate subst1lntial effects from any of the Aiterniltives.

Lilbor and proprietor income, as used in these statistics, represents all income

to persons, inl:luding wage 'lnd salary disbursem"nts, other labor income, and

the return to proprietors. This is the eos e aggregative measure appeilring in

the personal income ilnd employment stiltistics series pUblished by the BEA.

Lalx)[ 'lnd Proprietor Income, 1979

Employment Average Income/Employee

Big !lorn County $72,243,000 $12,712

R05ebud County 51,776,ooa U,617

POl/der nrver County 1l,59l,oao B,715

Big Horn County $30,602,000 $33,083

Rosebud County 12,927,000 '32,B93

Powder River County a.sm.ooe 25,263

Jones' Comlnents
page 3

thorough analysis of the existing labor conditions in thl! ilffected a r eas is

cteer ry in order. Further, population forec'lsts are difficult without cons ra-

e r e t Icn of existing conditions including eXCl!SS workforce capacity 1lnd changing

participation rates, and their effects on in-migration.

Table G-l (page G-2) implicitly assumes a multiplier of 2.58 times loss in

agcicultural sales to achieve loss to gross regional product. What justification

is offered for this assumption?

It is not my intent with these comments to answer all the questions that cone

to mind when reading this DEl'S. 1 hope, r athe r , that by raising thl!se issues,

you will r ea Lf z.e there is very little economic analysis eont'lined in the doc-

umen t; , Most of the e s se aament s of economic impilct deal with public sector

enterprises (schools, town, and counties). The pub I i c sector economy ilccount,.

for a relatively small snare of the r e q i ona I economy, The private sect or dl!serves

consider1lbly mor o a t t.ent.Ion ,

~

""OmlY'

. --------
Ric nes



September 2, 1981

Hr. Charles Wilkie
teen Leader
Bureau of Land Management
951 Rancho Road
Casper,WYB2601

SUBJECT: Draft Powder River Reqt ona l Coal Environmental Impact Statement
Your Reference 1792-PR-EIS
HE-56

Dear Mr. lIilkie:

On behalf of Hampshire Energy, I am submitting these written consents on
the Oraft Powder River Regional Coal Environmental Impact Statement ("Draft
EIS"). for the reasons outlined below, Harspvht re Energy requests that the
boundaries of Timber Creek Tract be modified s l ightly to delete 560 acres
from the nor-thern tip of the tract,

HA~\PSHIRE'S PLANNEDFACILlTV

Hampshire Energy is a lIyoming partnership formed by The nor-tnwas tem Hutual
Life Insurance Company, xaneb Services, Inc., Koppers Company, Inc.,
Metropolitan Life Insurance Company, and The Standard Oil Company (Ohio).
The enclosed brochure (Exhibit I) explains this more fully. uampshf re
proposes to build a plant facility to convert coal to gasoline at an
estimated cost of $2 billion. The plant will produce 20,000 barrels per
day of unleaded gasoline and other liquid fuels. It will contribute
substantially to the economy of Gillette, Campbell County, and the
surrounding areas of the Powder River Basin, adding to Wyoming's tax and
industrial base and raarki nq an important step in the national drive to
develop practical alternative energy sources. The plant will employ up to
900 highly skilled permanent employees and will offer a ready local market
for over 5 million tons of Powder River Basin coal annually. The favorable
potential of the project has been realized by the Department of Energy,
which awarded Hampshire a $4 million cost-sharing feasibility grant for
project planning. On December 2, 1980, the Hampshire partnership applied
for loan and price guarantees from the United States Synthetic Fuels
Corporation, which is now reviewing the application.
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In fact, coal maps of the area show that the coal underlying the Timber
Creek portions of Sections 31 and 32 is in a .narrow nose projecting
northward, with exposed oxidized outcrop on three stoes .

HIE PROPOSEDSOLUTlON

By now, the problem is clear: Hampshire is tied to a site because of air
monitoring requirements, topographic constraints, proximity to the railroad
and to Gillette, and because anywhere in the Powder River Basin it will
face underlying coal of some sort if the other criteria are met. If
Hampshire must move, it will be farther away from coal sources, greatly
increasing the cost to the venture and weakening the project's economic
feasibility.

Overwhelming considerations of policy argue for a compromise solution to
this problem that would permit both coal mining in t,he balance of. the
Timber Creek Tract and further development of the Hampsht re Energy prnjec t .
Section 100{b){2) of the Energy Security Act established national policies
of "demonstrating at the earl te s t feasible time the practical ity of
corrrrer-c te l production of synthetic fuel from domestic resources" and
"fostering qreater energy security and redur.tnq the Nation's economic
vulnerability to disruptions in imported energy supplies •.. " The
Hampshire Energy project is one of the leading coal to gasoline projects. in
the country and by the beginning of 1986 can be producing unleaded qaso'l ine
from coal as a substitute for gasoline from imported oil.

Hampshire Energy has cormt t teo in excess of $20 million in development of
the project of which approximately $6 million is site associated. The long
air monitoring period required and the time involved in acquiring
zoological and botanical baseline data for permit appll ce t ions precludes
the selection of a substitute site, when every month's del ay could increase
the cost of the project by an estimated $10 million.

Based upon the Timber Creek Tract Profile, the COil1 underlying the
Hampshire site would be mined in only two years (Map 1.2-2). A reduction of
560 acres in the size of the Timber Creek Tract would alf ov development of
the Hampshire Energy fac t l t ty without impeding the mining of the coe t in
the balance of the tract. xore importantly, and as confirmed by the
independent consultant Arnex Corporation, the coal underlying the site is
insignificant in comparison with the estimated recoverable reserves of 95
billion tons in the Powder River Basin, and even in comparison to the 1.4
to 2.5 billion tons of redere t COil1 expected to be leased in the
Powder River Basin in 1982.

BLM regulations prohibiting the teestoe of certain federal lands for coe t
development make it clear that the needs of industry should be taken into
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Hft.MPSHIREENERGY'S SITE

In choosing a site for the plant, Haapshir-e was ce re ful t.o select a tract
which was adjacent to a line of the Burlington Northern nettroeo , in close
prox tnri ty to coal sources, with reasonable topography, and close to a towo
which could provide a convenient administrative and conrne rci e l center for

~~~It(tolec~Yomil:g. AU~;et ~:iOt'or~~~ps~ei;~ir~~t i7~~d a~ ~~~c~u:fi~~ea;etrm~~
appll ca t ion for the selected site has been in process since October, 1980.
The a'i r quality data collected to date are not useful for any other site.
An entire year's baseline data are required by the State of lIyoming.
Ilampshire has had consultants make site-specific ecological and
a-chaeol oqtce l studies together with socioeconomic studies which are ti~d
to this site. Using these data, Hampshire has drafted its pe rmi t
application which will be submitted to the Wyoming Industrial Sf ti nq
Council in September, 1981. Controlled surface acreage includes Sec t ton
30,31, and 32 and portions of Section 29 and 33 of 1.49 N., R. 70 W.
Overlays to page 5 of Exhibit 2 show the controlled acreage and the
proposedplilntsite.

TIlE DRAfT EIS

TheDraftEIS identifies a proposed course of act.ton and four alternatives.
One alternative is to take no action. As set fourth in tebte 2-4 of the
Draft EIS, the three proposed action alternatives all include leasing the
Timber Creek Tract. The Timber Creek Tract Profile, previously released by
the Bureau of Land Management, describes the tract in qrea ter detail. As
there described on page 7, the proposed tract includes parts of Sections 31
and 32 of T. 49 N., R. 70 II., 6th P.M. This par-t of the proposed Tk,ber
Creek Tract, shown on an overlay to page 5 and 7 of Exhibit 2, underlies
56D acres of the Hampshire Energy Site.

HAMPSfHREENERGY'S GEOLOGYREPORT

Hampshire Energy has retained Arnex Corporation, independent consulting
geologists from Denver, Colorado, who are familiar with. the Powder River
Basin. Using open file data from the USGS {see Open flle Report 79-0~9}
and dri ll-hoje date available, Arnex has estimated that only 12.6 mt t t ton
tons of recoverable Wyodak 1 and II-I (local) coal underlie the par-t of the
Timber Creek Tract in Sections 31 and 32. This represents less than 7% of
the estimated tonnage of economically recoverable coal in the entire tract,
and less than .0084'1; of the 1.5 bill ion tons which are te r qe ted for lease.
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account in the t.rec t selection process. The unsuitability criteria
specified in 43 C.F.R. 3461.1(b} forbid the leasing of federally owned coal
underlying sur race land which has been leased for an industrial purpose.
The regulation nay be limited to federally owned surface leased for
industrial development, but the policy it serves is the broader policy of
deferring to industrial uses when selecting tracts of federal coal to be
leased. It would be anomalous and serve no sensible policy of resource
development to protect the site of an industrial user who leased his site
from the federal government, but subject the industrial user who secures
fee ownership of the surface or leases it from a private owner to the
constant danger that the mining of federal coal will destroy his industrial
use.

The Hampshire Energy project would provide up to 3,500 construction jobs
during the period 1982 - 1985, and up to gOO permanent jobs, and would
provide a major long-term addt tlon to the Campbell County tax base.
Moreover, t t. would diversify the economy and skill base of the area by
adding a hf qh-technnl oqy facility to an economy now dominated by mining and
ranching. Under the circumstances I'll' believe that BLM in its long range
outlook to the benefits accruing to the nation should not jeopardize a $2
billion synthetic fuel s plant for the sake of producing a relatively small
amount of federa 1 coa I. The Hampsh ire Energy Pl ant wi II consume annue lly 5
million tons of Powder River Basin Coal, insuring a long term stable
market.

The reasonable solution to this problem is to remove from the proposed
Timber Creek Tract the coal underlying the 560 acres of Hampshire Energy's
plant site. This approach would accosmodate two very important national
objectives -- the development of alternative fuels to reduce our dependence
on imported oil while continuing with the leasing of subs tarrtf a l amounts of
federal coal.

Very truly yours,

~~PSHIREENERGY

~Fk;
Mitchell F. Kearny
Chief Executive

MFK/cmb
cc: Project File (1.1.1.6)

Reading file

II-IS
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September 3, 1981

Mr. Chuck \;'ilkie
EIS Team Leader
Bureau of Land uan agerne n t
Casper District Office
951 Rancho Road
Casper, lI'yarning 82601

HE: Comments on Draft Powder River Regional
Coal Environmental Statement

Dear Mr. Wi Lk i e

Texas Energy Services, Inc. of Gillette, Wyoming welcomes
the opportunity to submit comments on the draft Powder River
Reg t on n I Impact Statement.

Since its creation in 1977, the Federal Goal Management Pro-
gram has tended to be complex, with numerous distinct phases.
The draft Environmental Impact Statement is attempting to
assess impacts based upon the leasing and eventual rnin i nq of
a number of selected leases.

The preferred alternative, endorsed with reservation by
~ssistan~ Secre t a ry Garrey Carruth,:rs, wr i i likely result
an few, If any, new mines. The majority of the tracts to be
leased are either maintenance tracts or, because of tnc t .-
locations, likely to be attractive only as extensions of
existing mines, and unlikely to attract more than one bidder.
The preferred alternative, given its array of tracts, acts
to restrict new entrants, whereas alternative 4 serves to
foster compet i t ion in that it provides for one or two new
lease tracts. Still, studies to date clearly show that
assumptions relating to lead time, one on one leasing, and
existing capacities will result in a shortfall in the early
1990's which could result in a crash leasing program.

comlENTS BY TEXASENERGYSERVICES, INC. TO DRAFTENVIRON-

IlENTAT•. IMPACTSTATEMENT

On June 22, 1981, Cur r-e y Carruthers, Assistant Secretary

Land and Water made an interim decision which set the

federal coal leasing target for the Powder River Region.

(A copy of his decision is attached). Although the draft

Environmental Impact Statement briefly discussed this

decision, Texas Energy Services encourages further review

of Secretary's Carruther's comments. We share many of his

concerns and invite consideration of the following comments.

1. Competiti\'eness: The draft analysis defines "competi-

t t vene s s" as maximization of royalty and bonus payments

for the federal treasury and the states. This s i.ngJe

dimension definition ignores the express intent of

Congress contained in the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920

and the Federal Coal Leasing Amendments Act of 1976.

Specifically, the nElS approach discounts three essential

aspects of competition:

The ability of the tract to be developed by more

than one lessee.

The lack of competitive opportunities in the main-

tenance and preferred alternative tracts.

H-16
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Texas Energy Services be Lievea , as does Secretary Carruthers,
tha t the market should basically determine now much coal
should be leased.

The comments filed in response to the draft are intended to
be constructive. The uec i s t on makers in the program should
review the preliminary lease target decision by Secretary
Carrut.he r-s .

uase c on conversations with ell}', coout y ,-.nd state or r i c i a rc ,
Texas Energy believes that the position articulated in our
corme nts is consistent with and promotes the best interests
of Wyoming. Similarly, an expanded lease program would en-
hance the good neighbor policy outlined in Secretary Carruther's
letter.

PLW:si

The fact that supply/demand is the real source of

the competitive choice for utilities which trans-

lates into lower prices for consumers.

Secretary Carruthers apparently shares our concern

about competition. In his decision document he has

stated, " .. Even though coal tracts are offered for

lease, this does not i nsure that bids will be received.

For one reason or another, there may be little competi-

t Lve interest in the particular tracts." Texas Energy

Services could not agree more. Since the inception of

the Federal Coal Management Program, industry expres-

s Lons of interest were relegated to a tinetable behind

land use planning. The Bureau of Land Management has

mistakenly assumed that all delineated tracts are

competitive, when in reality many are not.

In underscoring the latter concern, Secretary Carruther's

has emphasized that, " ... The Department of Energy,

General Accounting Office, Department of Justice and

Council on Vlage and Price Stability have consistently

recommended that the Department should lease amounts of

coal well in excess of projected demand to maximize

competition in the sale of coal and to meet unforeseen

future market needs."



2. ~d Time' The following lead time nsaumpt Lon utilized
and Production," Policy Planning and Evaluation Inc.,

in the DEIS appears substantially flawed: May, 1981.)

"9. fI three year period (1982-·1985) for mine and re-
clamation plan rlf'Vf'lnpment and approval would
follow leasing. During this time further informa-
tion on cultural resources would be collected, and
a pe rmi L obt.ained for surface rni nt ng. Facilit.ies
const.ruction would ren\lire two veal'S (1986-1987);
the resulting mine WO\;ld be in full production by
1990." (DEIS p. 11)

Obviously, a aho r't f a l I Dr deficit. will occur between

1990 t.o 1994, as the 1982 t r ac t s will not produce at

full capacity unti.l 1994, not 1990. As a result, the

1982 sale should be based upon 1994 or 1995 requirements.

Texas Energy Services has conducted an extensive analysis Secretary Carruthers apparently shares our concern that

of coal mi ne development. It was determined that at a the 1990 based analysis is wanting. He has suggested

minimum the tracts require five years for ongt nee r i ng and that, " ... The most likely scenario is t.o be based upon

environrwntal/?ermitting approvals. This is at least two our estimates of probable pr oduc t t on or demand for coal

mor-e years tnan assumed by the draft. Furthermore, two from the Powder River region in 1990 and 1995."

years will he r-oqui r-ed for construction. This totals

s cven years from lease issuance. Given a 1982 lease sale, 3. snor-t r e i rs : The following "existing capacity" assumption,

new leases will not be capable of comrnenc i ng operations together with the assumed t onuage s included in T'abl n

prior t o 1989-1990. 2-2, appear to be highly optimistic

Texas Energy also takes exception to the u.ssumpt i on that

"3. Existing and pr-oposed mines, and mines resulting
from non-competitive leases and PHLA's would be
in pr-oduct rcn by 1990." (DEIS p . 13)

full production will occur within three years of initial

production. For leases expected to produce 15 million Secretary Carruthers is critical of the BLH assumption

tons per year at least five years are needed; for lease regarding existing lease and PRLAproduction capacity.

tracts producing 10 million tons per year at least four lie has responded with, " .. The regional target calculation

years are needed t o full production. Texas Energy's appears to have been influenced by a general assumption

analyses are supported by a DOl contracted study. {See that many of the ex i s t t ng leases and all of the preference

"Impact of Go\'ernment Regulations on Coal ttt ne Start-Up

ri ght lease applications within this region, will go
reinforce this view. They include: GAO- "Shortfall

into pr-oduc t t on . This assumption does not take into
in Leasing Coal from Federal Lands: What Effect on

full account the many variables which determine whether
National Energy Ooal s;" August, 1980; IFe Inc. "Analysis

production will actually occur." This unrealistic
and Critique of the Department of Energy's August 7,

assumption was largely respDnsible for the Regional
1980 Report, "Oct ober , 1980; DOE- "Coal Competition:

Coal Team decision to adopt a low-level leasing target.
Prospects for the 1980's," January, 1981.

Texas Energy Services has analyzed the PRLA's and exist-
4. SDcio-Economic Impact: The DEIS's failure to adequately

t ng leases for li'yoming. It is possible that pending
address which lease tracts will likely result in new

PRLA's wdLl. result in zero production and existing leases
mines together with when they will mos t probably gear

will produce no more than 280 million t.ous . This would
up to full capacity, has resulted in both an overstate-

r-esuI tin a short fall of 70- 80 mt11i on t.ons per year
ment and an understatement of probable socia-economic

by 1990. This discrepancy a j one woul d require an addi- impacts. The statement has

t f onaI four, 15 million tons per year tracts, roughly

equivalent to 1.6 Billion tons of reserves. (See
Overstated anticipated regional environmental

accompanying tables.)
and sociD-economic impacts as a cDnsequence

of over estimating production from existing

Secretary Carruthers stresses the iMportance of the mar-
leases, new ]eases, and PRLA's .

ket place. On page 2 he has stated, " .. I am personally

committed to a market orientation, that is, letting the
Understated longer term impacts to the CDn-

market basically determine how much coal should be leased.
sumer, the industry, the region, and the

There is serious douu t in my mind that a level of 1.4-1.5
Nation as a result of having failed to address

BfL'lt on tons wouLd be sufficient Io r the Powder River
the likelyhood of an ensuing supply shortage

sale. "
as a result of having offered to little coal

for lease under the preferred al ternati ve .

Texas Energy concurs with the Secretary. Numerous studies
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An independent appraisal of Wyoming tracts has determined

that it is indeed plausible that the impact of the 2.6

billion ton alternative could be substantially less

than the DEIS's projection for the preferred 1.5 billion

ton alternative. The study concluded that tn e employ-

me n t projections fOI' alternative 4 were roughly one-

third those forecast by the OEIS and that the total

population impact in 1995 was virtually half that pro-

jected by the DEIS for 1990. In fact, the preferred

alternative with its negligible growth potential could

indeed prove to be injurious to the City of Gillette's

best interests, in that the City has undertaken con-

siderable obligations to accomodate growth which

may not now be forthcoming.

The Secretary apparently shares our misgivings about

the DEIS's impact projections and our concern that the

preferred alternative may in fact be detrimental to

the consumer and the Nation. Secretary Carruthers' con-

cerns are outlined in his decision document in which

he has stated that, ' ... The one to one relationship

between DOE's production goals and Interior's leasing

targets, and the aseump t i on that every tract leased

wi 11 be de ve loped are probably incorrect. Such 1 i nk ag o s

tend to overstate impacts of leasing." Additionally

he has stated that," .Secretary Watt is committed to

;'::~~ji' United States Department of the Interior
~ :\.-~-' I OFncE OF THE SECRETARY

,~~ / W."SHIJ"GTON, D.C. :10240

JUN 22 19B1

1'l"",or8nd=

Director, BurellU oC L8nd 1'Jan8gement

A£~ i~ t llnt Secret 8ry - L8nd llnd \.IlIter Re80urces

Subject: Le e e ing TlIrget for the Povde r- River C08l Production Region

The Sec..-etary of the Inte..-io..- lu •• deleg8ted to me hi~ lIuthority under
43 erR 31,20.3 to ••et Fede..-al coal leasing ta..-geta. It ill no'" necell.ary
thst the Pepa..-lm"nt identify a l"a ••ing figu..-e for ulle all the preferred
leftSing 8Itern ••tive in the environmentd imp ••ct e t e t ceent. (EIS) on the
Po"der River region 1982 coal ••ale. Hy dt'ci~ion at this time ia.
t he r e f o r e , lin interim one in t'he proceSll of detennining ho .•• much cod
.••ill ult imlltely be of Cered for s s l e in the Po"der River region.

The ..-egional conI team (RCT) hll~ rec=ended thllt the Depa..-t",ent offer
1.4 - 1.5 billion tone of cod re£erves in the p..-oposed 1982 e e l e .
from Illy discus~ion. vith the other Assi~tant Secretaries, it i •• evident
thllt the nationd i nt e r es t vill best be served by s deci~ion to offer
II s u f fi e ie n t. mIlount of federal coal in the Po"der Rive..- region to
~lItiaCy the demllnd (or ..-eserve. in that ..-egion, .••hile pet'lllitting the
devel0p"'ent of these reserve. in line vith the Depllrtment'. COllI
regullltions. ThOBe regulationa, of eou..-se, lire designed to enSu..-e
devel0p"'ent "ith lIpproprillte envirornoental ~sfeguard •• TIle RCT'.
recommendation reflect. ite opinioo sa to the smount of Fede..-al COllI
that .hould be leaaed to both .ati~fy th", Deparonent of Energy', (DOE'a)
p..-ojection of the coal ms..-ket in this r.egion lind meet Iocsl c once rn e a'
to the lev ••l of development 8nd ita effect e . The ReT recDmlllendation may
have minil.i:r:ed in it. le •• ing ta"-8et calculatioo .everal factor •.•• hich
indicste a need for. higher lell.ing level. The one-lo-one relstion~hip
bet ••..•.en DOE's production gOllh snd Inte..-ior'. leaaing ta..-get£, and the

au=ptioo t b at. every tract leued viII be aeveloped are probably
Lnc ce r ec t . Such linkagea tend to over~tllte impact. of lea.ing. further,
the ..-egional tll..-get caiculationappeara tohllvebeen influenced by.
gene:ral ao&urnption thllt many of the existing leftSe. end dl the
p..-eference right lease applicationRvithinthie ..-egioo .••ill go into
production. Thil; a£~1..OIlptioo doeR not take into full account the many
v"Tisbies 'OIhich dete .•.••ine "hethe..- productioo ·.••ill aetu.II), occur.

II-IS

a policy of making more of the Nation's energy resources

available to the public for development, consistent

with the letter ana intent of e x i e t i ng ellvironrnt:nt"l

and other statutes. This policy is central to the ob j e c-

t t ves of stabilizing the price of energy paid by con-

s urne r.s and reducing our dependance on foreign energy

sources." Texas Energy concurs and suggests that the

fi n a I analysis fully address the Secretary's co nce r-na .

5. Maintenance Tracts and New Competition: Analysis of

the preferred alternative reveals that existing mines

have benefitted significantly as a ccns eq uen ce of

current lease tract configurations and as a result of

a new category of leases referred to as production rnain-

t.en an ce tracts. No less than six companies with existing

mines have a distinct advantage for addi tional tonnage.

It is highly unlikely that any serious competition

will occur fOI' their tracts. Nonetheless the tracts

are considered "competitive" for bidding purposes under

the RCT Analysis. It should be noted that production

maintenance tracts are an administrative creation not

authorized by s t at ut e or regulation.

\'Ie question the need for production maintenance tracts

for existing mines that have a thirty year life and r-e-

serves in excess of 300 million tons.

2.

Even though coal t r ec t s lI..-e offered Io r lea8e. thi~ doell not en8ure that
bida .••ill be received. For one rea80n Or another there "'8y be little
c ocpe t.Lt ive interest in particular t..-act8. The b8~ic fact i. th8t coal

prOduction tend. to be raa rke t driven or dCJ:Iand oriented. It alao can
be expected thllt if indultr)' hu a selection of t .•.••ct& aVllilable for
p..-oduction, the moat economical 1'0.1 "ill be mined Li r e t , other consider-
dion. being equllI. In addition, the DOE, General Accounting Office,
Departlllent of Justice, llnd Council 00 I.'lIge snd Price Stability have
con~iotentl)' r ecoeme nd e d that the Department ~houl d Iell~e amount. of
coal \lell in exc e e e of projected dC1llsnd to mllximi:r:e competition in the

a.le of coal and to Illeet on fo r e s een future market needs.

After considering .11 of theae factora, I am .t this th,le .accepting
the Rer'. :recomIllend",t ion al the pref"..-..-ed lea~ ing "I te..-nltive for the I:IS.
My decillion i. b88ed On the C"ct th8l the RCT'., reco=endalioo :reflect.
the principal a8~e~"",ent done to date on ho .•• to ",eet the demand fo..-
Po"de..- River r e ee r-ve e . llo .••••••.er, I "i~h to Illake it c l e er thst 1 am personally
com:oitted to 1I lIIarket o..-ientation, t h e t is, letting the ",arket basiclllly
dete .•.••ine hO\l llIuch COllI should be lea~ed. There i~ ~eTioua doubt,
in my ",ind, that II level of 1.4 - 1.5 billion tono viII be sufficient
for th", Po"deT Rive..- ".le. The Department, of course, ha~ the option of
deciding to lease llt a higher or ]o"er level once sll de c i ~ion factor....-e before the Secretary, including the Hnal regional EIS.

In light of thea'" con~idet'lltion~, the Po"der River EIS "'u.t give full
s r r e er Iee to dl of the available lell5ing aIte:rnative., and the
sc"'narlo. of COllI production likel), to result frOlll each lIlte..-n.tive.
l'\Io productioo acenario. ~hould be eVllluated for tho£'" alternlltivea
noogiog f..-OIII the pr e fe r r ed dtern8tive to the offering of 2.5 billjon
ton. of c o e I . The mOllt likely sceoario is to be based on our e.{uut""
of probable production or dem.nd for coal f..-O<IIthe rova er River region
in 1990 .nd 1995. Thi. ec ene r ic .••ill aUUl:IIe that eod-uae demand drives
th", 'Iuantity of coal thllt i. actually p..-oduced. The .econd ac ene r io
ia to •• aUllle that all F",der.l coal offered for s.le in 1982 viII be
(.) aold to producera, lIod (b) brought into full productioll in the
elrl,.I990'1.

Thi. decision generally Teflects Illy concern about the role .••hich lllarkH
forc"" pIlIY in deten:,;nio!l: the extent of fedenl coal leasing. Senetllr)'
Watt i. com:oitted to. polic), of Illakiog mOre of the Hation'. enugy
:r,"",ou"-c",, avllihble to the public for deve l ope e nt , c o e e i s t ent vi.th the
lette:r and intent of existing envi..-onlllenta] lIl1d other stlltute~. Thi.
policy i. central to the objective. oC ~tabili:r:ing the price of energy
paid by COOll=era and reducing our dependence on foreign-eoerg)' .o"..-ce •.
Also, I vi.h to .trell. that the role and i nvc l veeent. of the Gove..-nora,
particula:rly through their participation On the RCr, i. lin i~£ue of
p e r ecooot ilIIportllnc,", to "'e. 1 fully intend. as ve go forward .••ith the

::::: :::::."::,"::,::,::;::,:,,,:,.;;:~~



PHOJECTED1990 PRODUCTIONFJIO!.ITHE pm:J;lEHRIVER HEGION, WYO.j~IONT. TOTAL WYOMING1990 COAL PRODUCTION 291.4 215.3

PRO DEIS Revised
Estimate Estimate

WYOMING ~ ~
Campbell County
_Existing Mines

Belle Aye 19.0 19.0

Black Thunder 20.0 20.0

Caballo 12.0 12.0

Clovis Point 4.0 4.0

Cordero 15.0 15.0

Eagle Butte 20.0 20.0

Ft. Union
1.2 1.2

Jacubs Ranch 14.0 14.0

Rawhide 2,1.0 24.0

Wyodak 5.0 5.0

Subtotal Existing Mines 134.2 134.2

Potential Mines

Buckskin 1.5 1.5

Coal Creek 10.0 10.0

East Gillette 11.0
l~lt!J

Pronghorn 5.0
Caballos Rojo 15.0 15.0

South Rawhide 7.0 NE

Wildcat Creek 10.0 "'Rochelle 11.0 5.0

North Antelope 8.0 8.0
Dr-y Fork 8.0 R.D

wymo Fuels 4.4 4.4

Subtotal Potential Mines 90.9 62.9

PRLA's ood related 16.8 HE

Total Campbell County 24] .9 197.1

Converse County

Dave Johnson (existing) 3.2 3.2

AntelopejNERCO (proposed) 10.0 10.0

PRLA's and Related 14.8 HE

Total Converse County 28.0 13.2

Johnson-Sheridan Counties

Big Horn (existing) 4.5 4.5

Black Mountain (potential) .5 .5

Dutchman (proposed) 2.0 HE

Ash Creek/PSO (proposed) .5 HE

PRLA's and Related 14.0 HE

Total Johnson-Sheri dan Counties 21.5 5.0

Big Horn County
Existing Mines

Subtotal Existing Mines

12.2 12.2
7.0 7.0

10.0 10.0

29.2 29.2

4.0 4.0
HE

<j .0 ·1.0

33.2 33.2

19.1 19.1
4.2 4.2
9.0 9.0

32.3 32.3

.03 .03

.03 .03

8.0 HE

4.0 NE

12.0

77.53 65.53

368.93 280. R3

Decker
Spring Creek
Absaloka

Potential Mines

cx-x i ewt t
Crow- Young Creek

Subtotal Potential Mines

Total Big 1I0rn County

Rosebud County

Colstrip (existing)
Bil::"Sky (existing)
tton t co (proposed)

Total Rosebud County

Powder Ri ver County

Coal Creek (exist i ng)

'1'otal Powder River County

Cheyenne Reservation

CX Ranch-Consol (proposed)
Green leaf -l-Ii 11er (Peabody)

Total Cheyenne Reservation

TOTAL MONTANA1990 PHOnUCTION

TOTAL POWDERRIVER 1990 PRODUCTION

LEGEND: "NE" '" "Not Economi c''

NOTE: A comprehensive and e r I t t a l review of the PRLA's in Campbell
and Converse Counties shows conclusively that the PRLA tonnage
assumed in the DEIS is wholly unrealistic. Analysis of the re-
source, its mineability (including contiguous ownership), trans-
portation and environmental factors suggests strongly that no
significant production can be expected from the PRLA's by 1990,
except as extensions of other operations.

1.1 Pronghorn to be mined as part of Caballos Rojo project.

SeptEmber3, 1981

14 eROYAL LAND COMPANY

704 Oasis Drive
Billings, MT 59105
SepteriJer 4, 1981

Mr. Charles Wilke
EIS Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
cesper utstrtct utttce
gSlRanchoRoad
Casper, WY 82601

ueer Mr. Wllke:

As a concerned citizen who has attended many of the EIS pub l tc hearings
on the Oraft Power River Regional Coal Environmental lripact Stateeent, I am

1~;~:~e~0~{ ~=r °je~~: :~~ti:n~~c~~~~y h~~e l:~in;a~r~e'~~~~f ~~:l ~~~ of
groups would have you believe that there is no need for additional leasing since
much of the federal coal currently leased has not been mined. Of course, this
Ignores the real orcbtees associated with economically alneable reserves
transportation systems quality of the oepcstts leased, in short, all that which
15 necessary to make a project feasible.

Probably the nest Intriguing and amazing statl!tllf!nts that I have heard
15 that -there 15 no need for additional leasing because the market 15 soft.-
Apparently, these grOlJps and individuals feel that it is the United States
Government's duty to keep the price of coal at a high level. Consider this ana-
logy. in times of lCM beef prices perhaps the Bureau of Land Manageeent should
rescind grazing leases in order to raise prices. By restricting access to
the market place you create upward pressure on prices.

I would like to suggest that the Bureau adopt a strategy which I know
is politically questionable. but then good ideas often are. I sU9gest that the

~~~t:~~~a~~~ ~~~~r o~l~n:~~~~~l r~~r~~~~:' an:e~~:~i~~~~f1~~e c~~~~~~~t~he
mine pel"'llit stage. Such an approach would insure that the JROst ecollOll1cally
viable projects would be developed and that the United States would have an ade-
quate supply of coal available to seet its needs. By retaining scee sort of
diligence requtreeents , speculation would be discouraged but seetous attempts It
putting together mineable propert1es would have free &CCf!S$to the Market. I
feel such a course of action Is in the best interests of the nation.

Hr. Chuck Wilkie
EISProjectLeader
Casper District Office
951 Rancho Road
Caaper , Wyoming 62601

Re: Public Hearing for the Powder River Basin Coal Leasing E1S
Gillette, Wyomingon August 19. 1981

There is a possibility in myoral coeeenee I transposed several numbers in
expressing this Company's preference fot the leasing alternative. Royal
Land Companywould like to see either Alternative 2 or 4 as the preferred
alternative rather than that which was selected in the draft ErS. It was
in my discussion of Royal's pteferred alternatives that I mayhave transposed
the mmbers.

If possible, please cor rec t the public statel'lent and for the record.

Vety truly yours,

ROYALLANDCOMPANY,ci?~'//f/:P1';.cu
Robert F. Matthias
Senior Geologist

RFH:jas

Sincerely,

;(~'/IJ,J~
KEPIIElll L. WILLIAMS

'KLW:pc
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United States Department of the Interior 16
IH.'IU ..\l.' OF .\11."F~

~j(JlI qIH!.I",:-:W

septeroer- ], 1981

Msrorandun

EIS Teir.l Leader, Bureauof LandManagerrent,Casper District,
Casper, W}Oni~

Director, Division of Mineral Lam Assessment

Slbject: ~r River Pe<:lionalCoal draft erwircosrentiaL scecerent (DEIS)

The DEISis exceedingly brief and relies heavily on separate dccurents and
data ...nidl are not IncIuoed with the repor t.. procecures regarding the
nat iorwide Federal coal proqt'am, including the sequence of erwtrooreneet
stLrlies and prooesses , are addressed in the Federal Coal M:lnagerrentproqrem
final erwt.rcoreoeat in{>actstatarent. ~re regicoal plan eoncerna are further
detailed in the various Momagerrentf'r:"aneworkPlans, while site specific
analyses of the selected tracts are given in individual tract profiles.

Pobstconcerns about. minerals-resolution of conflicts with non-coal mineral
reeccroes , a:klitional and specific qeo loqi.ca.L data, and the mining eettooe
likely to be used on specific tracts of land--may be adequately considered
and addressed in the referenced ooonents. unfortunately, the DEISfails to
sli:etantiate this fact. The etaterrent could be inproved tJt ccndensdnq perti-
nent minerals-related data frem the referenced oocurents and include themas
an append i x, or reference the parent mineral data in a rrore coepr-ehens Ive
manner.

Mineral resoorcea other than coal, that have been produced in the area covered
Of the DEISinclLrle sand am gravel, stone (inclu:Ung purdce and li1rest.one),
silver am lead, and clays (including beneoott.e) . It is suqqeaced that, for
each alternative, the DEISinctooe information on howmineral resource con-
flicts will be resolved or mitigated, and what lard-use planning restraints
will be used to minimizeconflicts betweencoal and other minerals. recti-
nological processes and mineral use priorities which could prevent loss or
waste of resources present in the overburden should also be considered.
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August 2(+. 1981

Mr. Charles Wilkie
ElS Tearn Leader
Bureau of Land Management
951 RanclloRoad
Casper. WY B2601

Re: Draft Powder River Regional Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Mr. \lilkie:

Piease accept this letter as our written support for Alternative 3B
as tile preferred alternative of the Regional Coal Team.

As landowners in tile area of tile Kintz Cr",ek and Keeline tracts, we
have followed tile tract ranking and selection process since it began oVer
a year ago. At eacll opportunity we have expreased our strong support for
small business set aside for the area. and I know t he r e are others who

agree v l th us.

Recently it Ilas been brought to our attention that some largeoU
companies Ilave argued in favor of alternatives which would exclude the
small business tracts favored by the Coal Team. \Ie believe large oil
coeany interests already control significant portions of the Powder River
Basin and strongly believe thst small uoetnese should neve an opportunity
to participate in coal development. In addition. big business interests
are incompatible \lith our ranclling and farming operations in tllat area.
\ole have been dealing with small business interests vhfch are interested
in obtaining leases in our area and we believe our operations and t heira
canco_exist.\lhUeexperienceandhistoryhasproventllattlleycannot

\litll large industry.

Therefore, as landowners wllosl! lands w111 be directly affected by
the tracts suggested by the Regional Coal Team. we strongly u rge that at
least to the extent that tile Kee Hne tract is included in the preferred
alternative as a small business set aside. the recommendations of the

Regional COllI Tl!smbe accepted.

{~~~.&.,J
'-tJ/~t-& ~~

~/;/;;;~
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In addition, the statement should include rrore information on the location,
thickness, depth of overburden, areal extent, and €COOCl1\icvalue of the coat
in each tract. '111isinformation is necessary to assess the eccocedc, environ-
nentet , and soc ioloq ica.l. irrq)actsof coal oeve loprent.,

'Ihankyo.J for the oppor-t.un.i.ty to review this occutent.

1
WESTERN ENERGY COMPA.NY

GENERAi OFFICES .. 107 EAST GRANITE, BUTTE, MONTANA 5Q701
(406j723-3fSI

September 4, 1981

EIS Team Leader
BU<
Casper District Office
951 Rancho Road
Cuper, WY 82601

RE: CO_fmts on the Powder River Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for Coal Leasing

Gentlemen:

The overall tone of the draft EIS is quite favorable to the
leasing pr09r8.lll, particularly the preferred alternlltive leasing
target of 1\ billion tons. First, we would like to addren some
areas where the BIS contains obvious errors. On page 41, second
paragraph under COBlIlunity Services and Facilities, it mentions
that there are parochial schools in Colstrip and Broadus and that
Aahland does not have a high school. This is simply not the
cue. Aahland's high school is called the LaBre and there are no
parochial schools in colstrip or Broadus. Table A2 entitled
National and State Ambient Air Quality Standards on page A3 of
the appendix does not include the 1980 reviBions·to the Montana
lUllbient air quality standards. .

The air quality discuuion under alternatives 2, 3 and 4,
state that about 4,800 tons a year of particulate would be added
to the colstrip are.. This is not the cue. Air Quality Permit
Ho. 1483 issued by the oepartaent ,of Health and Environmental
Sciences for the State of Montana indicates that no more than 4,583
tons of total suspended particulate will be eaitted from the
existing operations at the Rosebud Mine. western Energy feels
this figure is conservative and ita: own calculation show that the
controlled emissions for particulate' would be BOre in the neighbor-
hood of 2,245 tons per year. In the preliminary determinatio~
for air quality penrlt for the Area C expansion to the Rosebud
Mine, which has been usiqned an Air Quality Pendt No. 1570,
controlled particulate level will bll 938.96 tons per year. using
the more conservative estiaates, the total for the Rosebud Hine
at full production of over 19 Billion tons would only be 5,522
tons of TSP eaitted per year. This filjJUIe is a worse case senario,
it doe. not represent the averegll. Therefore, the Btatement
of 4,800 toM to be added by the tracta: in Area D, Areas A & B
and Area C is cOlllPletely out of the question. There should be no
sig'Dific&nt increueB in TSP levelB when the Area D operation iB
brought into light aince at that time Area! will no longer be
operated..



Letter
september 4, 1981
Page 2

on page 36 under the diaculUlion on air quality, the stateA&nt
iB made that colstrip does not meet the national ambient air
quality Btandards for particulate and has been designated a
nonattairuaent area "which is not expected to iaprove in the near
future." Under tne terms of Air Quality Pendt No. 1493, Western
Energy Company has cOm!l:litted to a mine-wide dust m.anaqemant plan
which hea made a significant reduction in the esount; of particulate
emitted at the Rosebud Mine. Data fro-. the first two quarterly
reports required as a condition of this permit suggest_ thAt the
air shed in the colstrip area is improving. It is Western Enerqy'liJ
contention that the colstrip area was improperly designated a
nonattainment area and has petitioned the Air Quality Bureau for
a redesignation.

The sur rece water sections in alternatives 2, 3 and 4 address
a 4% increase in dissolved solids in A.J:mells Creek. on page 53
this explanation is given aB an Increeee in dissolved solids due
to leaching of mine apodLa, and that the 4% increase would occur
near Forsyth. We feel that thiB figure is too high and is bued
on conjecture, not previous experience. Probably a better figure
to use is 1%.

27008/11.

Mr. Chuck Wilkie

~fC,ornce:BoiKl1jJon s-:
WJ. 1•.•.J. RobJ.nson
Manager, Corporate

Development

Page -2- September 9, 1981

We respectfully request that our comments be considered in
the preparation of the Final EIS and in Secretary Watt's
final decision for coal leasing in the Powder River Coal
Production Region.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

/bzh

Sincerely,

CAMPBELLCOUNTYBOARDOF COMMISSIONERS

./1' .( ~"'. ~
H~~nY ~ und~chaicma

W,& ,Member

Bob L. alve~r

The Honorable Ed Her scbLer ,
Governor, State of Wyoming

The Honorable Mike gnzL,
Mayor, City of Gi llet te

Mr. William Flaherty,
Campbell County Engineer
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September 9, 1981

Mr. Chuck Wilkie,
EIS 'ream Leader
BUREAUOF LAND~1ANAGEMENT
Casper District Office
951 Rancho Road
Casper, Wyoming 82601

Dear Mr. Wilkie:

The Campbell County Commissioners have reviewed the Draft
Environmental Statement for the Powder River Region. In
light of our review, we offer the following cornrnerrt s s

Campbell County prides itself on the efforts it has under-
taken to cope with the social-economic problems that have
been attendant with the development of coal in the area.
The infrastructure of the County has now reached a point
where it can accommodate reasonable growth without sacri-
ficing quality of life. Weencourage further growth of the
coal industry provided that it is done in cooperation with
industry and in compliance with the WyomingEnvironmental
Quality Act, the WyomingIndustrial Development Information
and Siting Act, and our County and Municipal laws and
ordinances.

In reviewing the four alternative courses of action described
in t.he Draft EIS, we concur that the issue of primary con-
cern is related to the impact of coal rnine development and
population increases on the affected cOlf"llunities. We have
also reviewed Assistant Secretary Cer r ut her ' s memorandumof
June 22. 1981, and concur with his concern about the
importance that the market forces play in determining what
level of Federal coal should be leased. In our opinion,
Alternative Four is the preferred alternative. By leasing
the maximumlevel, steady growth will be maintained and
the market will be stimulated to meet existing and future
needs. It will e j t mtnat,e many of the uncertainties in-
volved with the other alternatives.

20
W"ER6CHlER

'{jame and J7i.1. lJiJejtatlmenl

EARlM. THOMAS
O,RHTO" Septell'ber9,1981

BIS lU/Ll, Draft BIS
for PO\fderRiver Coal
ClIlllpbellCounty, WY' Hr.

Kr. Charles Wilkie, Te!lDLeader
Bureau of Land Man!lgeaent
951 RanchoRoad
Ca5per, WyOlliling82601

Dear Mr. wilklel

Durinq our review ot the PowderRiver coal OBIS1ol'e found it difficult to
detendne the actual area covered by the docUlilent. A JUlPof reqIonaL activity
was included in the OBIS, but no OBISboundaries vere noted. Al80, thie la.!I.p
includes a lot of WIIters (Pathfinder, Alcova, Glendo, North Platte River, Bates
Creek, Lake DeSJllet,Keyhole, H. Fk., N. Fk., and S. Fk. PowderRiver and others)
that were not mentioned in the OBIS.

Specific cOI'lIIllentsare II follows I

Page 2 - Bolls, vl!9'etation, reclalillHon - this section refers to packer
(1974) concerning tbe potIsibillty of recllllill.tion eucceee, This is a relatively
old reference. This would be IIOreconvincing if reference WISJUlde to a IlIOre
recent publlcatIon or to onqoinq studies.

The recultion section (Paqe J9) should point out th••t BOStoutdoor recrea-
tion re limited by land aC<leBIIproblellS within the rl!9'ion, and that hunti!'l9,
fhhi!'l9, IItIdclIJIIPingincrell8eB will be telt on the edge of or eccetee the
reqion. This section shOUldalso addresB the problem of l!!teetinqoutdoor recrea-
tional dee.andscauaed by this COII1leaslnq when fiBhinq and ClllillPinqare not noy
available 1n suffioient quantity in CaBpbell COUnty,and when in the reqion EI<lIDe
forllS of huntinq (elk, DOOle)are not available and othern (deer, antelope, g...-
bird a) are restricted by private land ownerahip and trespass feea. The receea-
~~~~~ti::tex~~e:::~lln2~~O~B~::' people in CaBpbell COuntywill be MOreliq-
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KJ:. Charles lfllkie
Septellber 9, 1991
Page 2, BIS lU/Ll

Page 3 - SWIIIllary - B$ntione that funding for urban recreation facllitiea
would be eve n etne, and that the quality of d1lllpersc<l recraation would be dillin-
ished under Alternative 1. Funding to aaintain basic facilities for ca.sping and
fishing would be appropriate. The statement thet nev fe-deral leaoing would not
eppreciably affect d1lllpetlled recreation in quBlltionable (depending on the scope
considered - national va. locll).

Page 5 Purpose and need for leaaing - thh section eBaentially says that
leaBing ia beir19 clone to aeee set production goals. With the private coal in
the region, already-leased coal, and preference right lease applications, the
need for new leasing doea not seell juatified.

Pages 19-19 Alternative.> and subalternaUves Bhoold include eent ron of
wildlife and recreation. CUlllulative and off-site impacts ee r e not een t toned,

Pages 22-24 - Table 2-1 displays CUlWlative en .••irol1lM!ntal ieplctsl hova .••er ,
wildlife and fishing recreation wre not displayed. Housing and population fig-
ures were provided. It shOUld be aSlluw.ed that these people will recreate at
locations such as lI:eyhole Reservoir, Lake OeSB!!It and vlltetll in the Bighorns.

Page 54 - Environ_ntal COnsequencell, paragraph two, lItateB that sewage ef-
fluent would increase and contalilination would occur in the Tongue and North
Platte Rivera. Then, base-d on low diBsolved solids increases frOil the sevage, a
detenl1nation of no significant imtpact to the aquatic biology ill aade. Thin
method of analyais feils to recognize varer quality problellB frOQ lIunicipal
sewage. A variety of state water quality standards apply to sevage effluent.
Discussions of sir quality relate to the WyOQlng standards 80 it seeMS the BaDe
consideration Should be given to water quality. Reliance on dhsolved solids
and percent depletions for vater analyses, as ItlI.S done throughout th18 OES, 16
not appropriate.

Pages 57-59 - Soils, Vegetation, Reclew.tion - revegetation !'My be a cer-
tainty in Ca.mipbell County, but reclaaation to wildlife habitat 18 not.

Page 5B - Enviromaantal Consequences - Wildlife - fails to eent Icn flsb.

Pages 5B-59 - What is proposed to mitigate vildlife lanes that are
unavoidable?

Page 61 - Environmental Consequences - Recreation - says the greatest
increases would be fishir19 in Montana and winter activities in WyOllling. P'lshinq
in Wyomir19 wall not mentioned. Oelllllnds on the nearest waters to the population
centers affected can be expected to increase and should be addr eaaed ,

Mr. Maxwell T. Lieurance, s r.e ee Director
Bureau of Land Management
P. o. 60x1828
Cheyenne, Wyoming 82001

Dear Mr. LIeurance:

We appreciate the opportunity to submit our comments on the Draft Powder
River Regional Coal Envirol\l!lental Impact Statement, as released by your
office on June 24. 1981.

Under the r erae of Section 1430 of the Alaska Nationll1 Interest Lands
Conservation Act, P. L. 96-487, II copy of which is IIttached, Chugach
Natives, Inc., has identified two areas of f eder s l lands within the
Powder RIver Basin for possible conveyance. Theae aress lire 7,020
acres of subsurface estate in the Spril)g Draw area of Campbell County,
Wyoming, and 4.240 acres of subsurface estate in the Youngs Creek
er ea of Sheridan County, Wyoming. Copies of the appropriate maps lind
legal descriptions are attached.

We note that your preferred alternative provides for the leasing of the
Spring Draw tract by the BLM during 1982, and for it to be in full pro-
duction by abou t 1990. Tables 1-1 and 2-4, on pages 9 and 31 r eepec -
tively, estimate 383 million tons of coal reserves on aome 4,093 aerea
of uncommitted federal lands in the SprIng Draw tract. for an estimated
snnual production of 14.) m11lion tons.

We believe that the Spring nrev tract offers excellent development oppor-
tunities to our corporation, as well as to Wyoming and the nation. Its
t r anaf er to our ownership would help satIsfy our long-standing land
e La f es dispute with etre federal government, while allowing us to develop
an area whIch would be developed under the federal government's ownership
anV'olav. Its location ten mnes north of Gilette provides easy access to. . Chugach
003 w •• l NOH~.," LlgM. Sl.d .• Sulll :1'01.Anchor.g., AI•• h $9503, P~onl (001)216·1(1&0Nollves, Inc.
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Mr. Charles Wilkie
eepteecer 9, 1991
P~e 3, BIS U2/Ll

Page 71, Tlbh 4-4 - shows wildlife habitat -disturbed-. Bow euch of this
22,000 acree vill be rsclllilMd to wildlife habitat?

In sUlI!IIlSry, the DIns nood.ll to include clarification of the area covered and
!Bproved dlllplay of illipacts to terreetrial wildlife, except for big g!UlW!,
raptore and endengered epeei.s. risheriee, fiBhing recreation and vater quality
a 1&0 nead additional consideration.

Pleaee contact us it ve aay be of further help on this project.

Sincerely,

W. DONALDDEXTER,
ASSISTANT DIRECTOR, OPKRATIQNS
IffOOING GAME AND FISH DRPAR'l"KENT

WOOrfIBMr-.lr

OCI State Planning Coordinator
OCI Gl!IIe Division
OCI Fish DivisIon

Mr. Ma:xwell T. Lieurance
September 8, 19B1
Page Tva

long-haul rail transportation, 1£ it is not burned locally for power
generation. Moreover, the Tract Ranking in Table 1-) on page 11 indi-
cates tha t environmental and soclo-econ01!lic tepec t e resulting from the
development of the Spring Draw tract would not be severe.

In summary, we believe that the Spring Draw and Youngs Creek tracts in
tbe Powder River Basin would be appropriate for conveyance to Chugach
Natives, Inc .• as part of the Chugach Region Study. We request that
you provide for this possibility in your Final Envd r onmen t a I Impact
Statement. Should you 11ke any further information on the Chugacb
Region Study. I auggest that you contact Mr. Cisy Bee l , Moderator,
Chugach Nstional ForeH, 2221 E. Northern Lights Blvd., Anchorage, Alaska,

99504.

Sincerely,

CHUGACHNATIVES, INC.

EIS Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Casper Diatrict Office
951 Rancho Road
Casper. Wyoming B2601



NORTH ANTELOPE COAL COMPAN
C"'''1'USlIOf"l'lCE.SU<n:6lXI. 1201~EA!iT.llnl"'VENUE

O£NV[n,COLOfI.Aooeon~

September 10, 1931

Mr.Ch'J<:k WilkIe
EIS Project Leuder
Cosper Otstrtc t Office
951 Rancho Road
Casper, Wyoming B2601

Re: Powder River Cool Draft EIS

Dear Mr. Wilkie:

I have reviewed the draft Powder River Regional Cool Environmental Impact Statement

which was released on or about July 24, 19tH. This comment will be limited to (} single

Issue, to wit: the fqllure of the proposed EIS to consider or even mention the proposed

North Antelope Mine which is to be constructed In the extreme southern portion of

Campbell County. The only mention mode of North Antelope copeors on page 27 of the

proposed EIS under Preference Ri~t Lease Applications wherein a North Antelope

(Peabody) PRLA incorrectly shows 1.6 million toes per year prodvclion in 1990 and 2.3

million Ions by 1995. We believe that the EIS needs to be substantlally amended tc take

into proper ccostoerottoo the North Antelope Mine.

The public record will reflect that the North Antelope Mine is in the udvonced stages of

the permitting process. Furthermore, by Federal Register notice, doled July 27,1981,
the Office of Surfoce Mining Rectcmct!oo and Enforcement published a notice of Intent

to Prepare m Environmental Impact Statement OIl the North Antelope Mine. Construe-

tiCfi is expected to commence by mid-19B2, assuming all remaining permits and opprovals

are timely obtained. Thereafter, initial production and cool removal is expected to com-

mence by January I, 1994.

North Antelope Cool Compmy is proposing to mine five million tons of cool per year for

approximately 39 years. Extensive studies, design, and consultation with State and

Federal officials were incorporated into a plan that complies with all oppflcuble lows and

Mr. Chuck Wilkie
September 10, 1961
Poge 3

In order further to define the cultural resources of the permit area <TIdhelp the various

agencies to execute their respective responsibilities under the provisions of historic

preservation teqtstcttoo., North Antelope Cool Compmy retained Western Cultural

Resources Management, Inc. to perform another complete study of the North Antelope

Mine area. The WCRM stody, which was recently completed, included <Tl analysis of the

historical and paleontological features of the area as well as on archaeological study.

Climatology
The area has a semi-orid climate with m average moual rainfall of 10 to [3 inches,

fairly constant westerly prevailing wirds, and extreme temperature variations.

North Antelope Coal Compmy maintains and operates a meteorological station inside the
permit area that measures wind spee-d, wind direction, temperature, and preclpltctloo,

Meteorological monitoring will continue throughout the I1fe of the mine.

Air Quality Permits to Coosf roc t were issued to North Antelope Cool Company by the

Air Quality Division of the WyomIng Depur trnent of Environmental Qvality and

Region VIII of the U.S. EnvIronmental Protection Agency (EPA). The voluminous appli-

cations that contain the informatIon upon which these permits were issued ere CWl file

with the U.s. Envlroarnentol Protecttoe Agency, Region Vlll in Denver, Colorodo, and

with the Air QlJ(Illty Dlvlslon, the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality. As a
coodtt!oo of the Wyoming Air Quality Permit, the "North Antelope Cool Company 'will'

establish en ombient particulate monitoring program for suspended particulates QC-

ceptable to the Division prior to the Initiation of stripping operations".

ModificatIons to the mine pIon, subsequent to the above permits, have resulted In a net

decrease in projected emissions from the mine. An cpollccfloo for an air quality permit

amendment ms been submitted to Wyoming DEQ/Air Quality Division to reflect these

changes.

~
The permit ur ec Is characterized by a low relief plateau cvt by steep sfded washes and

gull1esj flat top buttes, narrow and elongate divides and local escarpments are also

present. The geology of the urec Is one of flat lying sedimentary formations consisting

lenses of sandstone, siltstone, ciaystone, and cooi, The cooi seam (romed
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Mr. Chuck Wilkie
September 10, 1981
Page 2

regulations ond addresses the environmental Issues raised in boseline studies. Following
is a brief summary of the issues raised in the baseline studies crd the steps token to

oddre ss them.

General
North Antelope Cool Compmy is m 1I11incOfpol'"otedjoint venture pnrtnershlp created

under the Wyoming Uniform Partnership Act between Powder River Cool Company, a

wholly owned subsidiary of Pecbody tiolding Corripony, lnc., and Pan Eastern Coal

Company, a whoHy owned ~l!h~idiory of Panhandle Ecstern Corporoiion. Peabody Coal

Compmy, octlng fhrovgh its Rocky Moon to in Division, has been designated as the

Manager of North Antelope Coal Company.

The North Antelope reserves hove been dedicated through a 1976 Coal Supply Agreement

to Systems Fuels, trc., the corporate entity charged with procuring fuel for the operating

compmies of Middle Sooth Utilities, Inc., including Arkmsos Power and Light Company,

for use at APl.L's Independence Plant in Arkoosos. Under the long-term Agreement,

North Antelope is committed to provide five millions tons of cool per year to Systems

Fuels, Inc.

Land Use
The North Antelope Mine ureu Is currently used mainly as rongeland for grozing by sheep,

cattle, and wildlife. Minor historic uses Include oil and gas exploration and hunting.

History <TIdArchaeology
Historical surveys for the project indicate uses of the North Antelope Mine area solely by

ranchers and sheepherders. The only historical sites foond were sheepherder camps.

According to studies conducted by the Office of the Wyoming State Archoeotoqtst from

1974 to 1900, prehistoric (archaeological) finds included evidence of transient American

lndlm utillzalion of the North Antelope Mine area. Artttccts and evidence found include

arrowheads, grinding stones, tipi "rings", and fire plts, In all, sixteen sftes were found

end recorded in the Permit Area in six years of field investigation. Of these, four will

require additioool investigation in order to determine their Notional Register Status.
One site has been declared eHgible for nomination to the Notional Historic Register and

will require mitigation before clearance con be recommended. All other sites hove been

determined root to be eligible for nomination.
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here "Roland") is a consistent bed of subbltvrninous cool approximately BO to 90 feet

thick.

Overburden quality at the North Antelope Mine is generally characterized by high sodium

edsorptfon ratios and electrical condocttvltles, with concentrations that are scattered

and unpredictable.

Hydrology
The North Antelope Mine Is located entirely within the Porcupine Creek Drainage Basin

which is a tributary of Anlelope Creek. Tributaries of Porcupine Creek which will be

temporarily disrupted by the rntnlro operation include Payne Draw, Knapp Draw, Cindy's

Draw, and Rogers Draw. Information on the flow ehoroc terls tlcs within these basins was

ootained by crest stage gages,. flumes, end theoretical predictions. In addition, surface

water quality was sampled and analyzed in accordance with WDEQ/LQD guidelines.

Groundwater was abo monitored intensely 01 the site. Over 100 wells were drtlled end

completed In overburden, allLNlum, cool, or scoria. Monthly levels in each well and

quarterly water quality samples at several wells were taken in order to obtain seasonal

fluctuations. In addition, several pump tests were performed 01 each stratum which

could be considered to be m aquifer. Finally, this information W1lS gathered to draw

basic conclusloos moot the hydrologic system.

In general, the surfoce <TId groundwater systems are closely related at the North

Antelope Mine Site. Porcupine Creek in the northern port of the permit area. Payne

Draw, Knapp Draw, Rogers Draw, and Cindy's Draw ore all ephemeral in nature (rid

convey water only In response to snowmelt or storm events. In contrast, as Porcupine

Creek meanders south within the permit area toward the contact between the scoria and

cool, It begins to receive discharge from the cool aquifer. At this point, the ottovlo!

material becomes saturated ond sublrrigated vegetation becomes more prevalent along

the creek.

Of the strata which will be dlaturbed by the mlnir19 operation, the cool and the cfluvic!

material are of primary geohydrolagle Importance. The cool Is highly troctvreo in the

northern portion of the property (rid is considered -to rove a high water yielding cap-

ability. The soturcted ollwinl mot"".ial also has a hlcj1 water yielding cq:oabillty and as
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mentioned earlier, does subirrlgate veqetotfoo. The quality of water from each of these

aquifers ts consldered to be sornewbot poor and morglnolly useful.

~~
The sous Ioood in the North Antelope project area ore typical of 50ils found in seml-orld

reqlons of the Western United Stutes. Most of the sorts found in the project area contain

at least some suitable topsoil material. However, many of the soils can supply (fily a

limited amount of topsoil as they are shallow to bedrock, become saline with depth, have
hilj"l SAR vnlues in the soostrotcrn, md/or hove high do)' cootent, Ail of the suitable

topsolt ualts contain greater than 20 inches of salvageable topsoil material.

The suqqested sotvoqeoble depths of topsoil material presented in this q>plication are

based co loccrc torv dote and field obaervutloo, and represent ~ good and fair sources

of topsoil material. If is not suggested in the Mine Permit Application that my poor or

unsuitable sources of topsoil be stripped and used wring reclamaticn octivitles. No

prime farmlmd soils exist in the permit area.

Vegetation
Vegetation communities in the permit area ore consistent with the regiooal vegetation,

dominated by a gramo-needlegross-whe<ltgrass grassland. Shrub and tree cover are

sparse; qreosewood shrubs ore predominant on bottomland, and plains cottonwood are

found in scattered graves along major drainages. The area is currently used for grazirnj

by livestock, with a carrying capocity of 60.6 animal units per year OIl the permit area.

There are r10 protected vegetation species found OIl the permit ureo. Noxious weeds are

scattered md not found in concentrations which would indicate potential problems (hiif!

selenium, efc.],

Wildlife
Wildlife toottots correspond to the YegetatiOll types md include qreosewood, upland

gross, meadow (rlpcrian), breaks, ond scorlc gross lands. Big game species recorded on or

near the proposed mine site include pronghorn rrrtelope, mule deer, end white-toll deer.
Rooters including golden eagles, great--horned owls, red-tolled howks, and other howks

nest primarily in cottonwoods along Porcupine md Antelope Creeks. Aquatic habitat in

the vicinity of the mine is limited, with the major oquotle habitot being Porcupine

Reservoir south of the permit urec,
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Suitable overburden stockpiles and topsoil stockpiles are located (Jl the mine spoil wher-

ever possible, to keep the disturbed ccreoqe fa the absolute minimum.

Porcupine Creek will be diverted oround the disturbed or-eo, Sediment control ponds ore

placed downstream from oil disturbed urecs to control the sediment ond flows. A sep-

arate waste water pcod has been designed to contnln oil of the runoff from the facilities

orea, so that any runoff containing ails or other contominonts will be controlled by a

separate pond.

There is some undesirable material in the overburden md It cpoecrs in lenses, is widely

scattered ond is not contigJous. These lenses are found mostly in the 00 teet of over-
burden Immediately chcve the cool seem that will be handled by the drogline. All of the

material over 00 feet of overburden will be removed by truck and shovel and will be

placed al top of drogline spoil or stockpiled for use later as a cover for drogline spoil.

This material (0 minimum of 8 feet) will be suitable as a root medium ond wlll be placed

on the drogline spell, All disturbed areas will be groded to the Ilool proposed topography,

covered with (Il average of IS inches of topsoil, and then seeded to complete the recto-

motIon program.

The mine surface focilitles, roil loop, storoge silos, shops, warehouse, office, end other

necesscry structures are plcnned to be constructed In the ooly area near the mining

oc ttvttles whim has roocool beneath the sortcce. The toctttttes are located os near the

outcrop as possible, tros keeping the total disturbed area to a mlnlll'lUll.

The railroad al1gnment wcs designed to keep the disturbed reec to a minimum, stay os

neer the steep orec as possible, thJs disturbing the volley cs little as possible, and yet

staying off the recoverable cool found in the oreo, The design keeps the railroad off on

irrIgated hay field, as fer from the Porcupine Reservoir as posalble, and yet a safe dls-

terce from CI'"Ieagle's nest found in the orec, as coordinated with WDEQ/Land Qvolity

Division, the U.s. Fish coo WlIdllfe Service, and the Wyoming Game and Fish Deport-

ment.

Wilen mining Is completed, the facilities wil be dlamontled, the orec graded, topsolled,

and then seeded, The rctlrocd will be td<eo up, the cots and fills graded, topeolled, and

then seeded.
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Protected specles which occur, Q( potentlolly could occur, in the area include block-

footed ferrets, bold eagles, qolden eagles, peregrine falcons, and whooping crones.

Ferret searches of the prairie dog towns in md near the permit area revealed 110 Indi-

cation of the presence of block-footed ferrets. Bold ecqles migrate throuo;/l the !!fC{J and

are known fa winter roost 01'1 Antelope Creek ooproxlmotely three miles soutlteost of the

permit boundary, generol!y feeding m winter killed sheep and untelcpe, No peregrine

falcons or whooping crones were observed in the orec of the proposed mine.

Golde" eagies activeiy nest in uod odjocent to the permit area. North Antelope Cool

Compeny Is actively participating In 0 regional golden eagle study being cooduc ted by the

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service to determine population cherocte-tsttcs urd develop

methods to lessen the effects ccused by mining (Il golden ecqles,

Alluvial Valley Floors
Within the North Antelope Mine area fa be disturbed hy mining, there ore 132 acres

which hO'le stream laid deposits. Of these, 20 acres are supporting scbln-lqo ted or natu-

rally flood irrigated meadow veqetotlon, Artificfol flood irrigation from Porcupine

Creek is limited fa 250 ceres of hay meadow south of the permit area which will not be

disrupted by mining.

All of the subirrigated or naturally flood irrigated lands within the area to be disturbed

are unimproved rongeland; no soils OIl the permit area are clossltled os prime farmland

solls , c-d the subirrigated or naturolly flood irrigated meadow acreage is insignificant to

the total ranch production.

Mine PIon
North Antelope Cool Compooy will use 0 dragline assisted by 0 shovel CI'"Idtrucks to
remove overburden. The pit proqresslon was designed to maintain the present drotncqe

pottern for as long as possible, md when finally necessory to mine through the major
droinoges, the design is such that the drainage can be temporcrily relocated in CI'"Iurec

which was mIned 10 to 12 years previously. This will allow ample time for the mined crJd

bockfllled area to settle and stabilize. Also, the cool haulage system was so designed

that the channels fa be used in the temporary relocalion of the major drainages ore used

as hwl roods, t~s campocting the bottoms of the temporary channels.
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ReclomQtlon Plan
The overoll reclamation plan has been designed to restore the land to its premining

potential for use by livestock and wildlife. Handling of overburden will occur so that

replacement of these motertcts in the mined out areas will result in suitable material

being located where groundwater could be affected and where It would be in ccnjunction

with root zooes. The combination of truck end shove! operations with 0 dragline will

result In the c!:lJobllity to selectively handle materiols and isolate either good or poor

quality moteriols for precise placement in the bockflll, When the nature end qUCllItyof

overburden is borderllre and where mixing of materials would solve any potential quality

problems, the drogline is on excellent tool, as welt as being m efficient rrotertcts mover.

Topsoils will be salvaged and stockplled or heeled bock directly to reclaimed oreos.

Total topsoil materials reploced will average ~proximotely 15 inches over the entire

mine site. The baseline stodtes defined the existing nature and extent of the soils re-

sources. When topsoils are reploced Cfiregroded spoil, they will be tested to insure that

the nrtrlent levels are odeqco te fa establish a self-sustoining vegetative cover.

Hydrologic restoration of the mine site begins with the replacement of alluvial materials

in the restored stream chonrels By recoostructing the selected choroels with alluvium

and aiding 0 flood plain designed for a lOO-year frequency flood, North Antelope Cool

Compeny Is increosing potentially flood irrigated land by '20 percent (from SO fa 60

ocresl.

The five (5) ~alnoges In the mining area are: Payne Draw, Cindy's Draw, Knopp Draw,

Rogers Orow, and Porcupine Creek. These drainages will be rebuilt in their original

locations upl,Il the completion of mining In their respective areas. Their fino I locations

will be given ample time to settle and stabilize.

Great care has been token to reclaim channels to 00 erosionally stable state. Channel

cross sections hove been designed to achieve low flood flow velocities by hO'ling a large

wldth-to-depth ratio. The chmnel cross sec tlon will be vegetated to increase the rouqh-

ness of the cross eecttco and thereby increase its stability. Special erostco control

measures, Including rlprop end channel cornpoc tlon, will be used 00 critical areas. FI-
nally, the final impoundmenf (as described below) will prevent accelerated ercslcn 01'1

Porcupine Creek oostrecrn cod attenuate flood peaks downstrecrn, also olding In the

stabIlity of the reclaimed channel. ~
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The projected poatrnlnlnq groundwater levels show water continuing, after mining, to

discharge into the reclaimed Porcupine Creel volley. The overburden special noodling

capabilities of the combined truck-shove! and dragline operation assures tbct qrourd-

woter qoolity i~ prute:;terJ from toxic fo-rnleq substances in lopOiiand that the aliuviai

groundwater system will be reconstructed along the new Porcupine Creek drainageway.

The proposed final impoundment is erected by the mining opernfloo. Therefore, it does

nat require construction of (J dam. The pit will hold ceoroxlrnctely 2,185 acre feet of

water ~ 961 cere feet is surface storoje above the groondwoter table. Groundwater

inflows will comprise less thon 10% of the total Inflow to the final impoundment. Over

90% of the leke inflow wlll be surfoce water. This will allow dllutlon which will ensure

that the water in the Impoondment will be suitable for Irrigation.

The storage ri!tJh, as oqreed to by the current water ri~t holder, will be frcnsferred

from Porcupine Reservoir to the final impoundment loke. The existing "orcuplne Reser-

voir bas a current cmocf ty of dJwt 350 cere feet of etorooe due to silting over the lost

thirty years. The new loke will have 961 cere-teet of sur Ieee water storage for ogricul~

turol use, which will greatly enhance the life end extent of lrrlqoble lords.

Creation of the final impoondment will have several other voluohle environmental assets:

1. Ry leaving tte final impoulldment, upproxlmdtef y 6 million <:wic yards

of fill ore saved, which will result In less surface dtstorbcoce and more

topoqrcphlc relief.

2. The surfoce within the hiifl water mork will not be topsolled, .'loving

topsoil for use in other portions of the mine crec,

3. The lake will oct us Q point of so turofloo for surrounding l!I1d which
will replenish any loss of sublrrll}Jted land cursed by ccuve mining.

4. Wildlife benefits ere enhanced conslderubly, The lake will restore

surface water that Is currently being lost at Parcupine Reservoir by

siltation for shorebirds and waterfowl. The Island In the new lake will

provide hobltot diversity for songbirds crd watedowl nesting. The

onolysis of woter olso indicates that Q viable fishery could be deve!-

Mr. Chuck Wilkie
September 10, 1981
Page II

4. The shrub islands, once established, will become seed sources for

mldltlonal shrub Invasion.

5. The seed mixes will include some shrub seed, which will allow ecce-

sional shnb plants to establish in the grosslolld areas.

Tree plantings, primarily cottonwoods a1d wlllaws, will be mode to maximize the tree

stratum for nesting rooters, Some trees will be tronsplcnted using 0 tree spade. Others

will be mnd planted. In my case, maximum utilization of subirrigoted ureos will be
made with trees planted along I) the final lme, 2) reestablished stock pards, and 3) the

reestablished drainoges.

Throughout the project, wildlife eoostoerottoos were mode in mining !TId reclamation

design. Of critical concern is the high concentration of octlve eagle nests in the vicinity

of the North Antelope Mine Site. After coosultation, eeordlnctlon, a1d field visits with

Wyoming Come and Fish, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Research Branch, Wyoming Cool

Coordinator, end Low Enforcement District, three major steps hove been taken to lessen

the potential effects of mining Ul tl-ese golden eagle nests:

I. The mllspcr near the nest in Section 21, R70W, T40N WQSmoved as far

away from the nest as possible without infringing Ul the octtve

Porcupine Creek drotnoqe,

2. Censtruction of the railspur In the vicinity of the nest will be sche-

duled to minimize disturbance dJrlng the nesting season.

3. North Antelope Cool Campeny was involved in initiating talks with
USFWS and Wyoming Come and Fish in establishing a region-wide

study of methods """ich could rnlf lqcte future Impacts caused by

mining Ul the golden eagle populations. North Antelope Cool Company

is contInuing to sopoor t this study (along with other compmies) by
providing access permission, study dtrecttoo coordinatioo, am furds.

I The winter bald eagle roost located q>proximately three miles south end eoet of theI Nor-th •• - ., •• ,. • ••• ,- " .,-,. - ,-'" ,."",, ",~
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oped. After testing for stability of water quality end quantity, l'-larth

Antelope Cool Corrrpony will coordinate Its efforts with the Wyoming

GaIlY.!and Fish Department in stocklnq the luke with fish.

There are 110 other permitted mines in the vldnity of North Antelope Mine. Neverfhe-

less, North Antelope Cool Campeny recognizes and to the extent presently possible, hos

assessed the tentative plms for mines by Northem Energy Resources Company (1'IERCO)

and Rochelle Cool Comprny in the immediate vicinity. Rochelle Cool COlnrHY1YIs com-

mitted to estimatir.g potential curnulctlve lrroocts between North Antelope tl,lne end

Rochelle Mine. North Anlelope Mine will coordinate efforts to define probable curnu-

latlve Impacts with NERCO as data becomes available.

The reveqeto tlen pion has incorporated os mony native plont materials us con be assured

to be cammerclally available. Native plonts which are available OIl en incidental basis

are included to provide a moximum species diversity. The Few introduced species in~

eluded in the seed mix serve furc tions which cannot be performed by commerciolly

rrvullohle natives. For example, alfalfa is utilized os a nitrogffl fixer to help maintain
topsoil in stockpiles, and smooth brame is a cool season gross whidl supplies good ecrly

forage, Cfidwhich is 0 good sod former to stabilize streorn channels.

The shnb and tree plantings will be at m everett density of 3OO!o::re, but grouping of

shrub plantings into tstoods with a dens1ty of cooot 1500!Qcre will have the following

attributes:

I. Estobltshment of shrubs can be more easily monitored md enhanced if

a site specific shroo prepurution Is utilized. There con be less cornpe-

tltlon from perennial gras.ses.

2. The dense stands of shrubs will provide cover for small rnornrnofs and

habitat diversity for songbirds.

J. The open lands between shrub qroupinqs can be more emily monoged

for ccttte erd sheep grazing.
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monitoring end rnitlqution progroms devoted to wildlife include monltorfr-q prairie dog

towns in the mine vicinity for block-footed ferret signs, fencing dJring cctlve mining in

accordance with requests by USFWS, Wyoming Game end Fish cod U.S. Forest Service to

minimize disturbance to antelope mlqrotloo, planting less palatable species aloro:J roods

and rcllroods to minimize attractlon of mimals to high truffle <D"e<JS,end establishment

of rock piles on the final reclaimed surface to supply additional microhabitat diversity

cod cx:lditional roptor perchlnq sites.

~
The construction of the North Antelope Coal Mine will include:

I. cool conveying and crlJ.shlng facilities;

2. three 15,000 ton CQJlaclty cool storage silos;

3. lood-cc t nod weig,ing~!Umpl1ng system;

4. 5.3 mile rQII spur and loop to connect to the Rurlinglon Northern main

line;

5. mcillary facilities including: administrative offices, a bathhoose, a
trlld< repair shop, a maintenance shop, and en electrical shop. Other

support toctttttes include en cccess rood, a transmission line, sedlrnen-
tallon poods, a fresh water reservoir, Q wastewater treatment system,

and a fuel storage area.

During the 39~year life of the project, tIl estimated 190 million tons of coal will be

recovered from <I1 upproxlmo te area of 3,700 ceres- The QnntKllcoal praduction of 5

million tons will require q>proxlmotely 90,000 gallons of diesel fuel, 6,000 gallons of

go""tlne, and 2 million ki1owatt..hwrs of electric power per month. Potable alld IndJs~

trial water use Is esfhncted at 2OO,lXlOgollOflsper day.

Site LocotiOfl rod DescrlptlOfl
The proposed North Antelope Mine, en open-pit coal mine, is located in southern ,

,., .. '-,," - .,. ~-, .""''''".'' - .,. -,-,., '''''. I
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and 86 rood miles northeost of Douglas. The active mlne areo, occupying 2,698 acres,

will be located in Sections 4, 5, 8, 9, 16, and 17 of T41N, R70W.
County ga.'ernments will not be in co cppreciobly better position 10 finance copltol

facility projects as a result of these Camrhell County coal mines.

The total permit nrec of 3,762 acres will hove a life spm of 44 yecr.s, from initial distur-

bance to fino I reefcrnotlon, thouifl total productive life will be 39 years. If all permits

ore received in a timely marmer, initial work co access roads will begin In mid-1982.

Upon completion of mining, all foci lilies will be removed, oed the site wlll be qroded and

reveqete ted,

Committed Socioeconomic Mitigotion Me<lsures

1. North Antelope Cool Compcny has committed to a ffi1JSS transit pro-

grom vJ1ich will be investigated and tested dJring the corstrocflon

phose if feasible.

Socioeconomic lrro cc ts
The peck construction employment of 207 is anticipated to occur in 1983. The construe-

tion work force is exp ec ted to reside in Gillette, Wriiflt, and Newcc stte. The ooerotlnq

work force will beqln with 56 employees in 1984, and will lnereo se to a maximum of 165

by 1990. Due to low unemployment rc tes in the oreo of site influence, employment

crec ted by the project is expected to be filled by ln-rnlqronts to the area. Population

effects associated with the North Antelope Mine will be minimal in Cornpoel! County,

Gillette, Weston County, and Newcastle.

2. North Antelope I'IJs committed to en emplayee housing assistance

program.

3. North Antelope has committed to widen end improve several miles of

existtng pWllc county roods in Corrrphetl County eod to ccostroct and

upgrnde private access roods into the mine site.

Populotfon Increases atlributable to the project are expected to intensify demands on

certain capitol facilities of Wrlg,t, Newcastle, and Westco Coonty,

I,. North Antelope N:JSestablished payroll accounts ortl a general dls-

bursernent account wring the pre-ecostruction, comtruction, CJld

operutlnq pbrses in Gillette.

The construction of the North Antelope Mine Is projected to creole a demand for 220

dwelling units for direct crd indirect employees in Ccrnpoell County, and opproximately

50 dwelling units in lhe Newcastle oren. rbusing for the peak construction work farce is

proposed to be provided Ihrouifl the pre-leasing or guaranteeing of renl on 36 mobile

home spaces, 10 ceortrrents, and 91 recreational vehicle spoces in Wright.

5. North Antelope hos olrecdy provided Gillette with a$150,000 grant lor

design studies for a !"leWsewcqe treotrnent facility.

6. North Antelope acquired m option to purchose q>proximately 154

acres in Gilletle in the hopes of stimulating ho:.rsing development

through Icrld ownership,

The impoct of the North Antelope Mine on the Newcostle area Is not expec Ied to be

significant. However, this project is only me of five identified cool mines in the oren

e xpec ted to begin or e>qland prodoctlcn in the immediate future. Accordlnq to populo-

tion estimates compiled by the Newcastle City Engineer, these mines cumulatively ore

e xpec ted to bring 1,000 more residents to the Newcc stle area by 1985. None of these

mines are located in Weston County, so the area will not benefit from significant in-

creases in assessed votoottoe. lrc recsed sales ond use tax receipts resultfrq from in-

creases in Weston County personal income may help operating budgets, but Weston

7. North Antelope will participate in the funding of 0 study in capital

ahor toqe problems focing Wyoming bonking institutions.

8. North Antelope will pre-lecse or covse to be built vorlous mobil home

spaces, ooortrnents, and rec recrtioool vehicle peds In Gillette and

Wrlght, Wyoming.
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These and other commitments hove been ogreed to as a condition of granting a permit to

Norlh Antelope by the Wyoming toorstrto! Siting Council.

Denver, COIOTOdo. The contents of the Applicotlon ald all reloted correspondence re-

lated thereto is incorporated herein by reference.

Status of Existing or Peodloc "errntts
In oddition to the air quality permifs to construct described wove under "Climatology",

North Antelope Coal Campany has also obtained a permit from the Wyoming IndJstrial

Siting Councll, pursuant to a hearing held in Gillette, Wyoming, on June 16, 1981, the

record of which Is referred to ns Docket No. 81-1 before the Wyoming lndJstrial Siting

Council md which Is incorporated herein by reference. Furthermore, attached hereto

and incorporated herein by reference is the document entitled "Staff Review of the

Permit Application for North Antelope Cool Compmy to Construct the North Antelope

Cool Mine, Cam~ell County, Wyoming, May, 1981, Docket No. WISA-BI-l", which de-

scribes in coeslderoble detoil: Ihe facility, site location end description, site design ood

components, nature of operatloo, status of permits and opprovola, crec site influence in

relotion to other activities, alternatives, affected environment, climate md oil' quality,
geology am sctts , woler quality and supply, land use, vegetatioo and wildlife, recreotion

and visual resources, cultural resources, social profile, current nreo eccnomy, projected

future economy (without NACC), area popolofloo, copltol facilities, housing, trcnspcr to-

tion, educatianol facilities, qovernrrent md poblfc finance, environmental impocts of

construc tloo and operation, effects on air quality, effects on woter resources, effects on

Imd U5e, effects OIlvegetation and wildlife, effects on recreo tloncl and visual resources,

effects on cultural resources, cumulative rt:9iooal Impocts, impa::t controls, mltigalfon

measures end recommendations, socioeconomic impacts of construction md operation,

coostrucfion schedole ond estimated ccostrocttco costs, ecooomic effects of the project,
population, ccpltul facilities, housing, trcnspo-totlon, e<:\ucalioool facilities, qovernrrent

and public finance, impo::t controls, mitigatirx) meosures, and recommendations, rnonl-

taring progroms, monitoring of environmental effects, monitoring of socioeconomic

condiliOlll, and reporting echeones.

North Antelope Cool Compmy has also ooplfed for and in most cases obtained a soostoo-

tiol rlJmber of lesser permits which ore generally descrlbed in the move mentioned Mine

Permit Appltcuflon.

Conclusion
The North Antelope Mine has been designed 10 o:ldress c-o mitigate as many of the

physical, envlronrnenful, biological, and socloecoocrnlc Impacts associated with the

projeo t cs possible.

Because of its advanced stage of planning, we contend that the fino I draft Powder River

RegIonal Cool Environrnentul lrnpoct Statement should specifically recognize, describe,

and identify the proposed North Antelope Mine.

::2OU~
Ter~nOr, Director
Legal and Governmental Affairs

TLO:sj
Aft.

Reference is also mode to the Mine Permit Applicotion filed with the Wyoming Depor t-

ment of Erwlronmentul QU<llity, Land QU<ll1tyDivision, and the Ulited Stofes Office of

Surface Mining Reclamation end Enforcement on May 3, 1981 for the proposed North

Antelope Mine. Such Mine Penult ApplicatiCll is available fOTptblic Inspectim in the

Wyoming Deportment of Eovtrourentot Q)ollty, Land Quollfy Division, offices in-, _ .. -".,..,,_.',.""'... ,-":=,,. J, _~
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Mr. Chuck Wilkie September 16, 1981

1-90 lease exchange. In the second paragraph, the Spring Draw. acre-
age applicable to the exchanqe is shown as 560 acres and 43 million tons
of recoverable coal. These numbers should be revised to reflect the
current estimate of 494 acres and 82 million tons of coal as submitted in
the Sooth Rawhide Exchange Proposal.

September 16, 1981

:rIMBER CREEK TRACT

RE: Powder River Basin Coal Lease Sale Draft EIS

With regard to the Timber Creek Tract we have attached two letter-s
that reflect correspondence we llav.e had with Mr. R. O. Buffirtq ton ,
Chairman of the Powder River Reqtonal Coal Team, on the quality of
coal underlying this trcct . As discussed in our tetter ?f Aprii i6,
1981, to Mr. (]uffington, there is a considerable disparity between the
coal quality profile summary prepared by the BLM for this tract and
Exxon Coal data based on four core holes offsetting the Timber Creek
Tract. Comparison of these analyses indicates the de stqnatlon of "high
quautv" for the Timber Creek coal in the DEIS is incorrect. Mr.
Buffington advised in his letter of July 27, 1981 that the USGS is awar-e
of tile discrepancy in the coal quality data and.may have the resul.ts of
addf tlonal drilling on this tract at the next regional coal team meeting.
In addition, Exxon Coal owns 1,200 acres of surface estate in the
proposed Timber Creek Tract. This acreage may potentially be used in
the development of adjacent reserves underlying Federal Lease W-3397.
Mr. Hufflnq tun assured us that the coal quautv dtscr-epancy and our
surface ownership in the Timber Creek Tract will be discussed at the
next RCT meeting. We understand that the meeting has now been set
for October 1, 1981. in Billings. Montana,

Mr. Chuck Wilkie, EIS Team Leader
Casper District Office
nur eau of Land Managument
951 Rancho Road
Casper, \'Iy 82601

Dear Mr. Wilkie:

We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the captioned Draft EIS.
Our comments are directed to the Spring Draw Tract and the Timber
Creek Tracts.

SPRING DRAW TRACT

We have been working with the USGS and the District BLM office in
Casper to process an 1-90 Exchange for a portion of Federal Coal Lease
No. W-5035. The attached draft schedule which was prepared by the
District OLM office identifies the activities and timing required to
complete the exchange by mid-1982. We entered Into a cooperative
drilling program with the USGS last June for reserve evaluation of the
offered and selected lands. The drilling program and reserve evalua-
tion will be completed and forwar-ded to tile USGS by October Ist. The
BlM is currently preparing an environmental assessment for the
proposed exchange.

We urge your constcerctton of the aforementioned facts in drafting the
final EIS.

Sincerely,

As you are aware, a portion of the selected acreage is in the Spring
Draw Tract north of our Federal Coal Lease W-5036 (Carter Mining's
Rawhide Mine). Exxon Coal is the owner of the surface lands over the
selected coal reserve. Since work is proceeding rapidly to balance the
amount of acreage and reserves needed for the exchange, we urge the
Department of Interior to defer sale of the Spring Draw Tract until the
1-90 Exchange has been consummated. Depending upon the final economic
evaluation, there is a possibility that none of the Spring Draw Tract
will be needed as a part of the final exchange; however, those lands
not selected can be offered for sale at a later date.

JMH:cb

As a further note regarding the DEIS, we wish to call your attention to
Page 13 of the document. which references the Carter-Exxon proposed

Mr, Chuck Wilkie September 16. 1981 JOHN D. WIENER
ATTORNEY AT LAW

~"ONI '07·7<01_0"7

LARAMIE. WVOMINO 112070

September 15, 1981

24
Mr. Glen Bessinger
Bur-eau of Land Management
951 Rancho Road
Casper. WY 82601

Mr. Tim MacGillvray
U.S. Geological Survey
P. O. [lox 2373
Casper, WY 8260l

Mr. Maxwell T. Lieurance
Wyoming State Director, I3LM
P. O. Box 1828
Cheyenne, WY 82001

Mr. Warren White
Offic of State Planning Coord.
2320 Capitol Avenue
Cheyenne, WY 82002

EIS Tum Leader
Bureau of lAnd Management
Casper Diatrict Office
951 Rancho Road
Casper, WY 82601

Mr. Michael J. Penfold
Montana State Director, BLM
P. O. Box 30157
Billings, MT 59107

Mr. J. Stall McKee
Project Manager, BLM
P. O. Box 1828
Cheyenne, WY 82001

Dear Sir:
Enclosed are conments on the Powder River Draft

Environmental Impact Statement on Coal Leasing, issued June
1981,

These comnents are submitted on behalf of the
Northern Great Plains Office of the Sierra Club, and on
behalf of the undersigned 8S a private citizen.

Mr. Tim Gallagher
Governor's Office
State of Montana
Capitol Station
Helena, MT 59620

Mr. Whitney Bradley
U.S. Geological Survey
280 N. Wolcott
P. O. Box 2372
Casper, WY 82602 These conments are extremely critical; on the whole,

this statement is unacceptable, to say the least. It should be
noted, however, that the large regional mIIIpis excellent, and
for this we thank you. Also, the section entitled "ocher Coal"
is II step in the right direction. Aside from these shining
dev!etions, the remainder of the statement is miserably poor,
in terma of editorial quality (such an source specifications
for data), scientific validity (such as USe!! of incompetent
and obsolete material -e vg , Packe r} , and as a hopelessly
apathetic and deceptive treatment of the human Buffering which
will result from the proposed actions.

Mr. R. O. Buffington. Chairman
Powder River Regional Coal Team
Bureau of Land Management
Federal Building Box 0112
550 West Fort Street
Boise, Idaho 83711l

J
~~f;~I~.C1JUb'"".nd

,~!J I~
hn D. Wiener
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Wiener, -1- Wiener, -2-

HHY LEASE !i)RE COAL'!

Friends of the Earth lind the Sierra Club have already

under leaae might not last the whole of the
next two centuries. Perhapa it will only last
half of that length of time. Still, there would
be some time left in which to hold lease sa les ••.
(?P.I, A~4, and AM?, op , cit. supra, FCHP
FY 1980 Annual Report to Congr-e e a , by DOL)

submitted very detailed analyses of th Le question. Unfortunately,

the public W.!IS not allowed by the ELMto see this mece r LaL, as

it was considered eorceuov not relevant to coal lessing, That The second raejor- consideration which haa been apparently

this mat e r LaI to be made available for free, but it is part of

ignored by BLMand its f Lgurevs upp Lfe ra in the Department of

Energy is that electricity demand is still tapering off, and not

growing anywhere near as wildly as haa been Lnt Ina ted , Persons

aee k fng IOOre information can find it in the ca te r LeLs already

mat.er LaL waa contained in comments on the Green River - 1Iam'a

Fork Regional Coe l, Leaa Lng, which ,<18S the first round of leasing

under the new program. It seems likely rtie t fiLMwill not allow

the official record, and can be seen or requested at the Craig
submitted by us, as mentioned above, but to put thinga in a

District Office, 1'.0, Box 248, cre tg , Colorado 81625 (/155
nut-ahell, consider the following:

In the hope that BIJ1 will not prevent this infonnation

Change from year-to-year
1973-74
1974-75
1975-76
1976M77
1977M78
1978-79
1979M80

Electricity Growth Rate
0.4 percent
2.7
6.3
4.3
3.'
2.1
1.1

(sales)
Emerson Street). Ln ca re of Hr. Dan Hartin.

from being mede public. let it be noted here hriefly that two

major considerations have apparently been ignored, First, lit

the rate of use of coal I rorn federal leases, any new leas in" is
This table in compiled from various sources which have

very hard to justify. As we have said so many times be For e , (see
been published by the Department of Ene rg y (See Friends of the

Friends of the Earth, Sierra Club, Natural Resources Defense

Council, etc, in Federal Coal Hanagement Program Final EIS),

Eae th coenent.e on Green River - Ham's Fork. pp , 9-10A, and for

the numbers make leasing look very pe cu Li e r . The most recent

1979-1980, see pages 65-66 of the July 1981 issue of DOE's

Monthly Energy Review). and is simplified somewhat by the omta-

report to Congress on the Federal Coal Hanagement; Program. for
sian of a great deal of Qualification which results from need

Fiscal Yesr 1980. (as required by law), reveals that in FY 1980 to use DOE raw data, as published, and the fact thst DOE has

* 99 of 562 Federal leases produced coal; 463 did not.
oons Laten t Ly ue ed different fo rme t a , The basic point is not at

* 17 .261 BILLION TONS of RECOVERABLERESERVESOF
FEDERALCOALWEREALREADYUNDERLEASE as of
September 30. 1980. As there were 71.9 mLllion
tons of federal coal produced in FY 1980,
that is 6: 240 YEARSUPPLYe c 1980's rate.
If the rate of use Inc res ees , the supply a I re ady

all affected by these Qualifications, Doubting readers are nos t

heartily encouraged to take pencil and calculator and attack

the morass on their own; the Energy Infon:nation Administration

of the DOE is very helpful. (202-2<;2-~8'oo\

Wiener, -3-
Wiener, "", -4M

There are two interesting observations to be Ill!I:de in federal coal. It stands to reason that amid the c Iemorous

about the table presented on page 2 above, First. after the shock and pllQpagandistic noises about "energy independence" - as if

of the 1973 oil embargoes, electricity demand started to swing coal can replace very much oil which has not already been

back up, and then started to swing down very forcefully, and displaced - that there mre t be some motivation for the companies

has continued a strong downwsrd trend. The Harvard sue tne e s School's to make DOl offer thia coal. The reason is speculation. In the

Energy Project, in the book Energy ~, explains this as late '60's and 170Ia, companies picked up federal coal dirt

simply the common-sense working of free enterprise: when the cost cheap, In fact, they paid far less than the value of the dirt

of something goes up, consume re will use that t h Lng more ef- as real estate for ranching. Why not do so now? The public seems

ficiently. What we see is simply conservation - using leas to do to support this, to the extent that the public is informed at

more. This is not going to be turned around by political ep- all enough to care. Why not stock up on the cheapest coal in

pointees carrying out instructions to lease everything. reg erd- the country, in case there turns out to be some use for it?

leas of demand. The second interesting obeerva cLon is that the Maybe the Synthetic Fuels Corporation will give some of the

r e ce of growth in electricity demand before 1973 waa basically two or three billion dollars it has to you. to use the t cheap

7 percent per year ~ which means doubling in a decade. That coal, if you lobby hard enough and wave the flag all the way

nightmare of ever greater mindless geometric growth has finally to the bank.

been laid to rest, despite vested interests in such cancerous Incidentally, it is amusing to note that DOE has never

waste of our finite resou rcea • given the public, in any coal related EIS in the West, any actual

Why then, shown the incredibly high disproportion of information about replscement of oil by coal, The potential is

leased federal coal to federal coal which can be marketed, should atrikingly limited, aa far .liS can be determined by this researcher.

more now be leased? The beat motivation seelllS to lie with the Inane figures which fail to separate pee k load electricity demand

would-be teseors , W_ith the mtnee sitting idle now, or working from base load are oimply evasive, bec euae coal cannot be used

at far less than capacity, and the demand for electricity being for peak load without extensive trIt%fer of the unused electricity

to aome other service area - it takes literally days to fire upstrongly slowed by rational economic behavior, no one would pay

very msch for another coal lease. And that is a reaaon to offer

I

i the leases now: they cannot be aold at a ...r...•.aoonable value, aince. II
demand is 80 slack. No one drowning will pay much for water. The

Interior departtlll!lnt I s own figures show the oil coq>anies drowning

~- --- -....•. _ _-_ .._-_._ _ __ .__ ._---_ .._--_.---_._--- -_.,--" ~------------------

a coal-fueled pawer plant.

What other than apeculation can this c081 be used for?
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THE ULTIMATESOCIAL nWACT MITIGATION - NONEXISTENCE and the above-mentioned suppressed coaroent e on Green River·

Thia EIS has accomplished aometb Lng remarkable: a Ham' B Fork.

giant step backwards in des ling with social tmpac t e , Numerous

groups sent representatives to the regional coal team to tell RECLAH.l,TIONBY ORDERSOF TIIE GOVERNMENT~ ALL IT TAKES IS ORDERS

BLM tha t they were worried (see, e.g., Casper Star-Tribune, May

30, 1980, p , B-1) ~ and its 8 shsme that they used their meege r

Perhaps the most utterly fraudulent and insulting part

of the statement is the ridiculous reliance 0', Paul Packer's

resources to make the effort. In this statement, the problema 1974 pamphlet. AS A DIRECT QUESTION, HAS ANYOf;'ECONNECTEDHITIl

TIlE PREPARATIONOF THIS EIS ACTIJALLYREADALL THE HAY mROUGH

PACKER'S THIRTY~SIX PAGE PAMPHLET?HAVEYOORUNACROSSANYmING

MlRE RECENT? As we s eLd in the FEIS on Federal coe l Hanagement

Program, (see p , Kv TLL e t • seq.), Packer had a maximum of 7

of the aged and the rura 1 population don; texis t , SmaL1 bus ineaaes

being df sp Laoe d by chains don't exLat , Eldeil"lj'. people unable to

cope with terrible local inflation - "mineflation" ~ on top of

national inflation don't exist. In fac t , mfne f Let Lon doe ent t

exist at all. Agricultural labor Loeaea don't exist. NOOHERE

e t al., and see U.S. Civil Service cosmtee ton, "Energy Resource

growing seasons on lands which were being manipulated in ways

that were not known to Packer, and on lands whose previous

nature was never studied. The National Academy of Sciences study,

aeverely attacked 8S being too oeay-g otng in several areas, has

never been admitted by BLH to have any significance - but l t is

just as old 8.S paeke r's 197'1 pamphlet. Perhaps the Academy is

ignored be cau s e it doesn't conclude that all s tr Lp-ml.ne d land

can be restored within 15 years, but rather that it may take

IS THEREADMITTEDmAT INCREASEDPOPULATIONSBRING GREATER

INCREASES than simply the additionsl proportion of people

IN ALCQHOLISH,DRUGABUSE, DIVORCE, JUVENILE DELINQUENCY,and

on and on. See; for ins tence , Little, R. L., "Energy Boom TOWl1I1:

Views from Within," in Native Americans ~ Energy Development

Anthropology Reaou r ce Center, cambridge Hass., 1978, Jorgensen

Development: Implications for Women and Minoritiea in the decades, or centuries in some cases. There are a vest nurnber of

Intermountain wes e'", and see any reference librarian st any

to give the public; also, the Old West Regional Corrmission of

scientific articlea, boolca , treatises, manuals, and reports on

the eubje c t of reclamation -eh Lch have come cue since Packer's

abused little paper. And the simple truth is that everyone \>Iho

university for a great deal more information than BUI is willing

the Deportment of couare rce supplied a great deal of data, before

being essentially laid to rest (Stapleton Building, Billinga),

and see Friends of the Earth in Find EIS, Federal Cosl Hanagement

cares about these issues knows this. How stupid do you think we

really are? Because ranchers are quiet, does that mean they're

unable to see chuc is going on? You address a malo r field of

Program, and Finsl EIS, Coal Development in south-cent re t Wyoming, research wit.h one ridiculous little report that itself doesn't

\Hener, -7-
Wiener, ~8-

even make sense. This is just Lfke saying that the whole con t ro-
Through out the statement, eebtee are presented as

ve r ay over whether radiation is SAfe was enswe red by a gueat on

a TV talk show in 1968, 80 you don't have to do any research now.

All it takes to make money as a rancher is profits, right? That's

the level and quality of e xp Lana t.o'ry value you have reached.

rationale for statements with utterly inadequste description of

the contents of the tables or the sources of information. For

Readers who want to get some idea of what is going on

can get help from any university library; especially useful is

example, Table 2~1 faUs to specify whether the PRLAs are

actually included in the baseline figure, or some of the PRLAtI

as specified in Table 2~2, or some other pou s LbLl.Lt y , Supposing

that Table 2-2 specifies which PRLAs BUI expects to be in

production by 1990, i!l there any source for that suspicion?
SEAMALERT.That is a listing of current articles and publicationa

on subjects relevant to surface mining; it has jutlt come out with
It would be amusing to see the basis for that table, a Lnce

Issue Number 2 of Volume Five.
the Office of Technology Assessment's expert panel (of which

this writer was B membe"r) found that less than half of BLM's
Meanwhile, does the BUI wish to claim that anyone,

anywhere in the West, has gotten back his reclamation bond from
projection was remotely possible for 1990. Sadly, BLM's

a government agency, in recognition of "successful reclamation"?
wierd appr-oach to PRLAs - undocumented, unattributed, and

INFORMATIONFROMMARS?OR WHERE?

textually unspecified - is typical of this EIS.

One aapect of this sort of unspecified comparison,

as a tactic for milking things look better than they are, should

be made plain to the public. n,ia is the tactic wich was ue ed
One of the most interesting items in the EIS is the

level of claimed future production from the PRI.As (preference

right lease spplications). What provided many laughs for those

who have investigated this subject is the grand future auccess

that BLMseems to assume. Where did the information come from?

in the "progra1l11J,llticll EIS, on adoption of the cho le Federal COllI

MIInagement Program: to wit. use of reference areas so large that

As is the case throughout this poorly documented mish-mash of

generalizations and overaights, SUi is credited. Who made this

information up? All that can be uid by this observer i. that

the Congressional Office of Technology AS8e8Sflll!lnt has finally

studied this matter in specific, and although the final report

is still not published, SUI will be very pleased to have gotten

this far before the facts catch up vith the nonsense in this

impacts dwindle into insignificance. Here, the best example

might be the ate cement on page 20 that municipal water use would

increase under the maxim.lm leasing alternative by about 8 per-

cent. '!hat doesn't seem like very raich , and it ian' t - when you

realize that the only place where "reg ten" is really spelled out

is the map at the back. The B percent Inc reese 1:1 for the -sho Ie

region, apparently - including Casper and Billings. Where the

outflow of water from the region is apecified, its only a tiny
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little frection of the dee tnege of the North Platte and YeLloc-

stone rivers that will be affected. Isn't it a shame that any

s LngLe little area IIUIy have to bear a somehow higher rate of

chenge j Conversely, why not just note that this l.es s Ing , and

all you poor members of the public, are probably not 8 very

big deal in the whole of God's infinite universe, and thereby

conclude that there is no need for any EIS at all?

Bureaa of Land Kan&«u.ant - SoptllBoor 14, 1981 - Page 2

yet, nor 18 it augured of ~coa1118 one, It 18 noted throughout tho report
thm.t th18 hu been overlooked.

It 18 t.lt tha.t 80_ background should ha.ve bun glYfin rtI«ard1na: the
reuabil1ty of thi. railroad and the fl.ot tha.t it oannot be operated
without a.dd1t1oll.l.l.10&81ng, I.pacta ca.used.not only with t.r&1n nU8.bers
and rie:ht ot way but also in tenm of agrioultural eooooay thl.t i.
destroyed or reduoed with r&11roada b18.oUng farM and ra.nchoe should
MVGIbun addro8ud in this rtIport. Land production projections naV'\linot
been coWlid.ered.

llh&t t.ra.ruapuoa whonTongue RiY\tr RaJ.lroad fans to g.t tMU pora1t.-1

No IMnUon 1& I14d. of the 1apact thG l&nd oM1ler. in tbG outer are •.• of
the Bin.1l 1/111be burden.d with. Too pr.parer IIUIItU8UBOall l&ndolfl1ero
w1..l1r.co1 VIIrt'I,Y&1Uoal

In .vory area thoer•••••.• to be OW •• iOM or lack ot percopUon to tho tot.e.l
proble.. In JI::f opinion tille &IS .tatoDlnt 1B l1l\8.Oooptablein ita pro.ent tora.

Sinceroly,

~;~(i:/~(Ii

Via. Prea1d.-nt
Tor\8UoRiver .lgrioul tural
ProtecUon ••••II()(l1a.tion

H.-30

SopteAber 14, 1981

Bureau of Land Ma.nL.«elMnt
Attl Charlo. 1l1lklo
951 RandllJRod
Cuper, VyoB1ng82601

DN-rSirl

Th. followi!\! cOlUJAlntapGl'Wn to tho Powder River Draft Env1rt'1naent.e.lIl!IpIl.ct
state_nt ~ Cm dated July 1981.

The gener&1 inadequaoy of the atatall'iillnt 1a nohd II1th nUMroUQd1acrepanc1oa
throU8hout,

'ftwre 1. no JlLItif1c&tion ot a.\.l..es:ilosalo ot tha size contollplatad in thio IUS,
No collll'iillnt1a _de of the oxloting !Unn produci!\! at MIt ca.pacity, or oxloting
ovel'-C&p&oit:rand put over- lea81ng alrG&dy going on.

SOCIAL IMPACTS

Thore .IDra to be a d10crepancy in infor_tion regarding coal related
eliployMnt and popul.a.tion, A8aue.1n«the 60,1(figure for Rosel:>udCounty and
aasualn,o; An eaployee has a taa1ly of four ao flU' aa population 18 concerned,
it would appear that the figure ohownon p48e fA of 1,200 inorea8e for
Auhland would be erroneous.

Th1a report hu cOllpletely ovorlooked the initial coot of building nell
aohoolo, roa.dtJ, oetter and _tor trell.tHnt planta, etc, TM report 111
coveril'\&'l990 whon 8verythins 18 at an operating and .m&1nteru11lcelevel,
School fUnding 11 not d111<lu8eodand Federal 874 I!IOn.ywill be cut within
thrllB years _ 1964. An OX1Ulplewould be a father working on a fedoral luse
111th ohlldren in school in Ashland,

It'o race eaoh alne hm.aa on. lillle d1aMtor plaat1c bubble COVGIringit
and the reet of the lU'ea will not be etfeeted by puticulate _tter,

TIWfSFQRTATIOli

Tho propa.ror hu cOllplotely ignored iMpact.- of the propoaed Tongue RiV'\lir
Ra.1l.road. Thlo 1a not an eldstis« railrGlld and in tact 1a not a railroad

NATIONAL WilDLIFE FEDERATION 26
NATURAL RESOURCE CUNIC

FLEMING LAW BUILDING

1I0Ul.DER. COLORADO B030~

16 September 19B1

EIS Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Casper District Office
951 Rancho Road
Casper, Wy 82601

Gentlepersons:

On behalf of the National Wildlife Federation, we are pleased
to comment on the BLM's Draft Environmental Impact Statement
(DEIS) on Powder River Coal Leasing. The National Wildlife
Federation. America's largest private conservation organization,
has, with its affiliates, over 4.6 million members and supporters.
The Federation is devoted to the wise use, conservation, and pro-
tection of the nation's resources. We also submit these corrsnent.s
on behalf of the wyoming Wildlife Federation, the largest conser-
vation organization in the State of Wyoming, with over 1500
members dedicated to the proper management and conservation of
the State's natural resources.

We have three sets of concerns about this DEIS: (1) the
premises upon which it was built, (2) the failure to fully
identify and discuss certain important and adverse impacts, and
(]) the failure to fully describe other courses of action relating
to both (a) alternative leasing ne t.hods , and (b) alternative ways,
other than coal-burning, of meeting end-use energy needs.

L Our first concern is that the DEIS is based upon highly
questionable assumptions as to future market demand for coal.
The DEIS need analysis rests on the premise that without new
leasing the DOEhigh-production target goal cannot be met.
There is no discussion of the econometric model or the data that
the DOEused in arriving at this target goaL Instead, we are
presented with an unexplained, and highly questionable, administra-
tive edict which provides a basis--a shaky one, indeed--for all
that follows.

The second major assumption. also dubious, is that all coal
currently subject to Preference Right Leaae Applications "'_TId
existing leases will be fully developed. This ignores the fact
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that many of the deposits ney not be economically expLo.it ab Le due
to high transportation or extraction costs. A proper analysl-~
would examine the actual likelihood of full development of e:nst-
ing leases and PLRAs, based on projected market price~ for coal
and site-specific costs of extraction and tran5POrta~10n. If
full exploitation of existing leases and PRLAlands as assumed,
the three new leasing a.i cerne c t vcs appear r eLat.LveLy benign, in.
comparison to the high-production "no action" alternative (41):
ThUS in overestimating the impact of the "no action" aLcerne t ave ,
the ~EI5 blll(S the contt"iJ.st bct\~een the impact nf stable or
T'loderate coal de ve Lopraent; and that of massive Hew coal development
(e.g., 50 million tons per year increased production), and may
mislead the public.

2. Our second area of concern is that the DEIS fails t~
address adequately certain significantly-adverse impacts. Fl-:st,
the study fails to discuss fully the direct e~fects of contaml-n-
ated spoil water upon wildlife and the econorruc effect UPO!!pump
irrigators of declines in the water table. The secondary l-lr,pacts
of population influx are also glossed o,;er. Increased land area
will be occupied by new residents, and Lncr ea se d demand for, rec-
reation will result in more poaching and mor-e pressure on dun-
inishing wildlife habitat.

The poaching problem is briefly menti<;med, bU~ is avoided by
blithely assuming full enforcement of appllcable fl-sl: and game
laws. The same as sumpt i.on (Le. I full enforcement) lS, made
regarding implementation of federal and state recl~matl-on l~W.
At this time of budget cutbacks and retrenchmen~--:-l-f n~t retreat--
for example, at the federal Office of Surface tai.ni.nq , a t. seems
unlikely that there will be the staff necessary to enforce these
laws.

In addition, and significantly, the DEIS fails to deal ade-
quately with the considerable e I f ec t s of the bo~m-t0l;'n syndrome.
The BLMproposes no solution (e.g., front-end, f i nanc Lnq by t.he
coal companies) for local budget de f Lci.t.s he s i.des ~tate at" f~deral
subsidies. There is no mention of the ef~ect. of hiqhe r hous i.nq
and living cos t e upon persons with fixed ancornes . And what
happens when t.he coal "boom" is over--the coal reserves are
exhausted--and the "bus t" comes along? \1hat happens then to the
quality of what used to be a range-and-rural environment,but has
been converted into a largely (and ephemerally) coal-doml-nated
economy for some 20-30 years? The DEIS ignores that serious
issue. The impact of population growth will alst? be felt throu'iJh
increased fencing of open range. (This new. t enc t.nq can result an
wide-spread starvation of antelope during ml-gratl.On. j

EIS Team Leader
Page 4
16 September 1981

V~C-
Richard Cauble
Legal Intern

dh

Rod Daty, President, wyorn.i.nq Wildlife Federation
Ron Smith, Issues Chair, Wyoming IEldlife Federation
George Karninsk i, Regional Executi ve , NWF

EIS Team Leader
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Finally, the study fails to treat the end-use impacts (e.g.,
air pollution) of burning the mined coaL

3. Our third area of concern with the DEIS is its failure
to comply with section 102 (21 (E) of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), which mandates that the agency shall study,
develop, and describe appropriate a l t.e rn a t Lves . The C.E.Q.
regulations at 40 C.F.R. 1502.14 require that the agency "rigor-
ously explore and evaluate all reasonable alternatives," and
that it Lnol.ude ,,-ppropriat.e mit.LqacLon measures in the proposed
action. 'fhe DEIS does nut mention aLte rna t Lve e tec t r tc (e.g.,
renewable) power generation methods or energy conservation measures
by power consumers, both of which would mitigate the supposed
need for accelerated leasing; nor is there adequate discussion
of alternative leasing approaches. For example, the study should
explore the possibilities of maintenance leasing of existing
tracts, augmented perhaps by break-through leasing (which offers
a means of facilitating extraction where unleased federal coal
stands in the path of efficient recovery). Land trading can also
be used to mitigate mining impacts, by shifting extraction to less
sensi tive areas. Finally, a phased-in leasing schedule wi th
periodic review of leases and needs offers time in which to make
an informed decision. For one thing, the Department of the
Interior is expected to rule on the status of PRLAs starting next.
year and continuing through 1984. DOl's PRLAreview will provide
more accurate information on which to base a need analysis.

In short, as written, the DEIS fails to discuss a wide var-
iety of leasing options. Instead, it examines only three alter-
natives--all involving significant new Leas Lnq.c--and one "no
action" alternative which assumes that, instead of new leasing,
existing leases and PRLAs will be fully developed. A one-time,
all-or-nothing disposition of new leases in 1982 is proposed.

It seems to us that an optimal approach, one certainly worth
at least identifying and discussing, is a phased-in leasing
schedule punctuated by periodic review, and which would accom-
modate next year's Interior Depa r t.ment; evaluation of outstanding
PRLAapplications ~ to further leasing.

In aurrenary , it is our view that unwarranted assumptions in
the DEIS, failure to fully disclose important environmental
impacts, and disregard of not only plausible, but more sensible,
leasing alternatives combine to compromise the integrit.y and
usefulness of the EIS, and wrongly present to the public only the
issue of how much--rather than if of when--new leasing should
be allowed. It probably shouldbe redrafted.
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nr . Charles l'lilkie
Team Leader
Bureau of Land Narraqement;
951 Rancho Road
Casper, I1Y82601

Dear ~\r. Wilkie:

This office and seve'r a I state ac enc Les hav e reviewed
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for coal leasing
in the Powder River Coal Basin, and comments are enclosed.

The DEIS appears to have covered most of the essential
subject areas that would be l rnnac t.ed bv federal coal Leas i nct.
However, several points need to be specifically add r es s ed , -
They are:

1. The Rec iona I Coal Team did not deve Loo nor r ecor-rnerid
a pr e Eer r ed leasing alternative as suggested on
oaqe 21:

2. It is extremely doubtful that coal proauc t Ion
levels portrayed on Table 2-2 (pages 25-28) will
be realized in the time frames indicated on the
table: and

3. 1980 data sbou Ia be used when possible, especially
on Table 3-8 (page 49). This would pr eae n t; a
much more accurate oicture of the current situation.

The Department of the Interior has adopted an
interim leasing target based on input fro!'! the Regional
Coal Team. Some of the as sumpt l ons used by the Regional
Coal Team have changed, specifically the possibility of a
large synthetic fuels industry. Considering the Administration's
proposed budqe t; cuts, absence of a Synthetic Fuels Corporation
Board, and the high risk capital r equ Lramant s for a synthetic
fuels project, it seems doubtful that some of the impacts
originally envisioned will come to pass in the next dec ade ,

If the.Department opts for a higher leasing target,
the target should be designed to encourage economic comoot i t i on
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and the timely e eve t oowent of resources. Additionally,
current and future lease holders shou Id not be allowed to
secu r e or sit on federal leases for purely speculative
Diligence requirements should be enforced. Second, the
lease target should encourage and maintain a steady rate of
economic development that will allow the communities and
counties to adequately accommodate coal development while
maintaining and protecting the soc to-ecoooeitc and environmental
health of the area. Long term and stable emoLoyrnen t
onnor eun t t t es s houIa also be considered when selecting a
lease target. Nhen developing the final leas", ta r qo t, til"
neoar t.ment should consider the e e s i r es of the cities,
communities, counties, antI other political subdivisions
'..••hich will be most directly impacted bv the leasing and
d ev e Looment; of coal in the Powder River Basin.

UtE GEOLOGICAL SUIlVEY OF WYO:liI:\G
UNWERSITY OF WYOM!~lG

OOX 3000. UNNERSITY STATION
lARAMIE. WYOMiNG OW7l

August 14, 19B1

Regardless of which leasing level is adop t.ed bv
the ne onr t rnerrt , the State of Nyorning intends to aoply its
env Lronraon t a I and oublic protection laws to all projects
and p r ooos e j s e eve i.ooee within our boundaries. 'I'he ue oa r t r-ont
of the Interior must recognize the applicability of the
\'lyominCl Industrial neve i ooment Information and Sitinq Act
and the wyomi nq Environmental Quality Act. AddLt Lona Lky ,
prospective bidders on tracts hav inc state coal shouId check
w I t h the Corr.rni s s i on e r of Public Lands Office to determine
the current status of the state section.

Mr. Dick Hartman
State Planning Coordinator
WyomingState Clearinghouse
2320 capitol Avenue
Cheyenne, Wi 02002

Gary Glass, state Geologist, has revie •••.ed the Power River
Regional Coal Draft Environmental Impact Statement (state l.D. No.
01-127), and hin coeeent.a are attached.

If your office or another state ag"ncy would like us to re-
examine any part of this draft, please feel free to ask.

coranent s from other agencies are enclosed for
your information.

Sincerely,

.JamesC. Case
Staff Environmental Geologist

.JCC,cb
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August 6, 1961

To: Dick Hartman, State Planning Coordinator
From: GaryB. Glass, StateGeologist~
Subject: Powder River Draft Environmental

Impact Statement Coal
Date: August 6. 19B1

Page 7. 2nd colllllln, 4th paragraph from top

MR'. ROIUlffRIUY-~,
fLOYD.A!'InINO

_0''''
LAlIlIYllRLEfFl
Otl._
e_noel

JACXO.OSMONO__ ",n,
ALUllfPIlCH

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

Dear Sir:

This discussion of the ETSI pipeline is inaccurate. In particular,
it doesn't include all the mines supplying the pipeline, and one it lists
(the Fort Union Mine) is not scheduled to participate at all.

Bnclosed is a memorandum from our staff archeologist
regarding the Powder River Coal DEIS. Thank you
for giving us the opportunity to comment.

Pages 14. 16, lB. and 19 Alternatives

I agree with Mr. Bz-yant'a comments, and encourage the
BLM to make provision for "buried sites" when the Final
BIS is written. If you have any questions regarcling the
proper procedures for such sites, please contact the
appropriate member of our staff.

There is also no indication that coal from new federal coal leasing
vf Ll not be transported by the pipeline.

Maybewe are missing the point. but it appears that the preferred
leasing goal is designed to assure that there is enough proposed mine
capacity in the POW'derRiver Basin to meet the OOE's high production goal
for that area. If this is the case, why is the DESwritten to suggest
that leasing is meant to prevent a production shortfall rather than a
shortfall in a DOE-estimated demandthat mayor lllaynot occur? A few
wording changes in the DESwould make this point clearer to a reader.

Sincerely,

lJ!f4r
Mark inge, Ch1af
ROBOlU'cesDivision and
Deputy SHPO

Also, there is no way that 369 million tons wilt be mined in this
area by 1990. If it is of interest to")the State, we could revise Table 2-2
to reflect our opinion of what really may be expected. Obviously, if less
capacity is shown in that table, DOlwill probably push for more extensive
leasing than the RCThas already proposed. Because of this, we will not
revise the table unless it is requested of us.

FOR:

Jan L. WilBOn,Director and
State Historic Preservation Officer

MGJ:klm
aneta,

The DESpreparers should be complimented on their foldout Regional
Activity map. It is a great improvement over older EIS's that didn't even
include maps. let alone regional ones.

I
'6.J~-.i ••/~,!,I~"·"1II•• fo·nllt> fo·o~i'/. fl II.~ / ••1••••

_._-_.~~~ ----_ ..._j
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REVIEW AND COMPLIANCE

WYOMING HECREATION COMMISSION

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE

Interdisciplinary Staff Comments

Archeology' History' Historical Arcnitecture » Recreation Planning
CHEYENNE, WYOMING 82001

August 20, lQ51

FROM

Mark Junge, Chief

Richard Bryant, Archeological Compliance officerJ\b

Draft EIS
BUI Powder River Regional

Coal lease
State 10 81_127

TO

DATE July ll, 1981 (df str lcts N4, 6, 7) 'k. Dick Hart",,,n
StateP1anningCoordinator
Wyoming State Clearinghouse
2320 Capitol Avenue
Che ye nne , WY 82002

RE A95/tBl-27, Draft EnvIronmental Impact Statement: Coal, Powder
River

On page 59 and aqaln on page 60, the DEIS states that "burled sites"
(Le , sites not Identified during cultural resource surveys). would
be Irrevocably lost. Procedures for protectlon of resources discovered
during construction are referenced in 36CFRDOO.7(a) and (b). Sites
discovered during construction activities are protected under provisions
of the Archeological and Historic Preservation Act 16 USC 1169(a).

Dear Hr. llartman:

We offer the following comments conce..-ning the Dr a f e Environmencal
Impact Statement for providing additional federal coal leases in the

Powder River Basin:

A dtscusston of these provtslrns should be included In the Final
Environmental Impact Statement.

L The cumulative impact is well presented; however, the incremental
impacts are difficult to dC!termine, and in so",e Instances can only
be guessed at. For example, the current rail traffic is not given;
nor ore the projected rail traffic contributions of existing mines,
mines that are not yet producing but are in some phase of
deve l opment , and the 14 tracts under consideration. It appears,
though, that the production of the a tracts in Wyoming will be
equal to or exceed current production.

2. If the production goals are achieved within the tl",.e frame set
forth, the ippacts from rail traffic will be quite severe. Since
this is indicated in the EIs, we a.e quitl! surprised that nc
mitigation measures are proposed. We suggest that the "at_grade"
street and highway crossing problems be studied in depth and
appropriate mit [gat ion ,",e,1sures de\'el,,~ed. Thi 5 5:lOUld also inc lude

means to finance the mitigation measures.

Very truly yours,

~~~
William P. King, P. E.
Envirom1'.ental Services Engineer

WPK/mg

Dick Hartman
August 21, 1981
Page two

CIIEVENNE. WYOMING 82002
Without apec i.Ei c proposals and aite-specific infonnation, specific

corsnent.a arenotpoasible.

August 21, 1931 Thank you for the opportunity to review tn i a OEIs. The referral
memorandum is being returned aa requested.

MEHORANOUM

LEA/ht

Dick Ilartman, Stote Planning Coordinator

Louis E. Allen, Water Resources Engineer :J'{f'A
George L. Christopulos
ScateEngineer

SUBJECT: st e te Identifier Nucber 81-127, Powder River
Coal Draft EIS.

Richard G. Stockdale
Ground Water Geologist

The aubject DEIS Wlla reviewed by Richard Stockdale, Ground Water
Geologiat, and myself. The following COr.n:lents are composited from our

no t e s •

The DEIS is too general on both surface water snd ground water
dt scus s i ons . The regional impllcts IIppear to be minimal, but local
site impacts could be aeve r e . There is inadequste aite-apecific infor-
mation to evaluate the poaoibility of localized impacts.

There is no recognition of the Yellowatone River Compact and its
restriction on diveraions of water out of the Yellowatone River Badn.
Neither ia there mention of the Belle Fourche River Compact Or of the
North Platte River U.S. Supreme Court Decree and the resulting limita-
tiona on water availability. The OEIS geelilS to as euee that both aur Esc •..•
and ground ve t e r are available \lhere and vnen it is needed.

The DEIS totally ignores the Wyooing water appropriation system,
and the adminiatration of ground Wllter and ,urface water by the State of
WYO<'lin;;. The assumption seems to be that the State Engineer will allow
mining operationa to affect vested water rights without regard to supply
replaceml!nt or due compensation as required under \/yoming law.

The DEIS a l s o e e eera to assume that all of the mining under conaidera-
tion, plua others on non-Federal lands, will occur at the sllIlle time. It
seemS that scree of the activity could be staged, with nlll' mines opening
as other c aae e . Market demands may dictate otherwige, but present con-
ditions indicate thia would be possible. The concept doea not seem to be

even suggested in theDEIS.

L_~ ~l 1
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TELEPIIONE: 307.777.7310

August 26, 1981

Mr. Charles Wilkie
EtS Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Casper District Office
951 Rancho Road
Casper, WY 82601

HE: Powder River Draft Environmental Impact Statement Coal

Dear IIII'. Wilkie:

The Industrial Siting Administration has revteweo the subject EIS. Our
comments are as follows:

I) The map entitled "Regional Activity" does not include the proposed
Hampshire Coal Liquefnctton Plant which is planned for Campbell
County. Is this an Intentional omission or an oversight?

2) In the description of the affected environment. under the discussion
of recreational resources. the statement is made that the present
number of facilities in the Powder River Region is adequate 10 meet
current use or demand. No study is referenced which supports this
statement.

It has been the experience of this Office that outdoor recreational
facilities are not edequnte in the Gillette area. Keyhole State Park, the
closest major reoreettonet development to Gillette, is being seriously
impacted by increased usage in combination with inndeq uate funds.
State nne federal recreational de velcpment s in Wyuming do nut have
miner-at 01' sever-ance tax earmarked to increase services in proportion
with increased use and associated problems, but rather, must depend
on gener-al funding. As II result curaurnttvo impacts from regton-wtnn
population increases have ouused increased vandalism and higher costs
in mnlntenance and repair. Consequently we question the broad
statement that these facilities are adequate to meet current use or
demand,

In addition under the discussion of environmental consequences It is
stated that the short term affect would be increased use on a resource
(recreational resource} that is in short supply. The long term effect
would be a decrease in demand when the population levels off or
decreases making recreational facilities supply adequate. We disagree.

33
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Robert E. Sundin, Director, Dept. of Environ':Iental Quality

Randolph Wood, Administrator, All' Quality Division ~

Draft Environmental Impact Statement - Powder River Coal

August 26, 1981

1 have reviE!wed the Air Quality Section of the sl.bject DEIS, and based
upon our experience in issuing permits for coal mining, I offer the
following coeeencs s

(1) I believe it is inappropriate to USe carbon monoKide and
lead concentrations fror.lBillings, !1ontanaandGlem;ood
Springs, Colorado as background Ior Gillette, Wyoming.

(2) Absent the ability to spend large resources in reviewing
the detailed analyses of air quality impact fro:llthe
alternatives, I can only respond that in the ftnalanalysis,
the issuance of permits for these facilities will be predi-
cated upon a showing that the standards will be maintained.
It would be nice to be able to Teach such a conclusion at
this time but I cannot lend assurance that such is the case.

11-34

If a resource Is In short supply and nothing is done to increase this
supply and populotion levels increase significantly and then stabilize
there is no way that the recreational facility supply can be termed
adequate. Therefore it appears that the EIS does not fully prueent the
impact that will result on recreational resources. This inadequacy
ahould be addressed in the Final Environmental Impact Statement.

3) On page 51 the HIS arntes that the proposed leasing would have
little effect on the regional groundwater systems. Some study should
be rererenced to support this statement.

4) The HIS does not present an accurate picture of the housing
situation in Gillette, Wyoming. On page 63 of the EIS it is stated that
housing construction is expanding concurrently with the rapid growth
rate that Gillette is expertenolng , This is not entirely accurate; due to
the high cost of dwelling units, high mortgage interest rates, and the
lack of construction loans available from local sources, it is becoming
increasingly difficult for the private housing sector to respond to the
demand for housing units. Consequently it has and most likely will
continue to be necessary for new Industries such as coal mines to
provide some type of housing mitigation program for their
employees. The Final EIS should address the problems that are
occurring in the housing area and discuss mitigating measures.

We appreciated the opportunity to review the EiS and hope that our
comments will assist you in the preparation of the Final Environmental
Impact Statement.

Sincerely,

;:1~;#-''-'/ r" /7"-' or

Richard C. Moore, P. E.
Director

RCM/sm

Consolidation Coal Company
fede'al Coal AcquEs1l,on G,oup
14lnve,ness Dove East Bldg 6

Englewood. CO 80112

(303l770·1600

September 16, 19BI

Bureau of land Management ~ PUC
Attention: Chuck Wllkfe
gSIRanchoRoad
Casper, Wyomiag 82601

Dear Mr. wflkle:

Please accept this l et ter as Consolidatfon coe t Company's consent
on the Powder River Draft Environmental Impact Statement for coal.

Although Consol has no problem with the alternative preferred by
the Regional Coal Team, we do have a problem with the Northwest Otter
Creek Tract within the preferred alternative. Certafn areas within this
tract, Which Consol feels are mfneable, have not been considered for leasing
In the Draft EIS. These areas 1fe outside the "200' depth-to-coal t tne ".
However, they contain coal at a mining ratio of 5.0:1 or less.

With tttfs in mind, Consol requests that the Northwest Otter Creek
Tract description be amended to Include the followfng areas for leasing:

T4S~R45E

Section 8 - SW1/4 SW1/4
sectton ra c r 1/2
Section 20 ~ NW1/4 Nw1/4

Sincerely,

Alanfalenskl
f.C.A.G.

Af:kt

CC: R. ford
K. Redding
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(406] 248-1154 (406) 443-4965 14(6)365.2525

Ers Team r.eauer
Bureau of Land Management
Casper District Office
951 Rancho Road
Casper, Wyoming 02601

September 14, 19B1

'ro Whom it May Concern'

Enclosed please find the comments of the Northern Plains

Resource Council on the Draft Powder River Regional Coal

Environmental Impact Statement. Please consider these

comment s along with testimony at the hearings on the EI8.

Thank you for considering these corrment s . If you

have any questions concerning the content of these comments,

please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

j~ft~f!!:;
NPRCStaff

NORTHERN PLAINS RESOURCECOUNCil

Fi.ldOlfic.
80,1\58
Helena_MT5%OI
(406144:1.4%5

l',eldOflice

80,886
Glend,ve.MT59330
(406)36[1-2525

INTRODUCTION

The Northern Plains Resource Council (NPRC) appreciates
this opportunity to comment on the Draft Powder River Regional
EIs (EIS). NPRCis a private, non-profit organization of
ranchers, farmers, and other citizens in Montana concerned
about the effects of unwise and poorly planned energy development
on the agricultural industry. NPRCmembers in Southeastern
Montana have been monitoring and participating in BLMland
use planning and coal management related activities for the
past ten years.

NPRChas reviewed the draft EIS, and concluded that it is
seriously flawed and totally inadequate for its intended
purpose. It fails to conform to National Environmental Policy
Act and Coal Management Program regulations. It fails to
satisfactorily analyze issues raised by the public in the
scoping process and in various planning efforts. It completely
ignores the central question of whether there is a need for
renewed leasing in the Powder River region. The EIS fails to
analyze the impacts of leasing on agriculture. The analysis
of environmental impacts is incomplete, filled with erroneous
assumptions and data, and it contains numerous logical fallacies.
The document is totally inadequate as a basis for decisionmaking,
especially decisionmaking as important as that involved in the
planned Powder River Coal Lease Sale. BLMshould correct the
deficiencies outlined here, and release a new draft for public
comment in accordance with NEPAregulations (iS02.9-a).

These comments are divided into general comments, comments
on apecd f Lc parts of (or gaps in) the EIS, and a short concluding
section wi th recommendations.

GENERALCOMMENTS

1. The preparation and content of the EIs fail to conform to
the spirit and the letter of National Environmental Poll.cy Act
regulations and Federal Coal Management Program regulations.

The first set of public hearings on the EIS was held illegally
because notice for the meeting was inadequate. Many concerned
citizens who have been involved in BLMland use planning for
several years, and presumably should be on BLMmailing lists,
~ received a copy of the EIS.l

The EIS is supposed to be prepared on a proposed lease sale
schedule and alternatives (gee 41 CPR 3420.4-o4{e) and 3420.4-5)
The EIS does not analyze alternative lease sale schedules.
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The EIS is supposed to consider the impact of leasing
each specific tract as well as the intraregional cumulative
impacts of leasing (3420.4-5a.l). The EIS fails to analyze
impacts of tracts for comparative purpose or for any other
purpose. Instead, specific tracts were analyzed only in
"Tract Profiles" which did not accompany the EIs. This is
insufficient to meet the requirements of 3420.4-S{a):

L The clear language of 3420.4-S(a) states that impacts
of leasing specific tracts are to be analyzed in the
EIS.

2. The Tract Profiles are not, in any case, NEPAdocuments.
3. The profiles are not sufficient for the purposes of

inter tract comparison, although intertract comparison
is the reason 3400 regulations require impacts of
leasing specific tracts to be analyzed in an EIS.

4. The tract profiles were not generally available.
No notice was published in the Federal Register or
in local newspapapers announcing their availability
or inviting public comment. No mention is made in the
EIS or in not Lces ' invi ting comment on the EIS to
indicate that the tract profiles are to be considered
as part of the EIfi.

S. A letter from the Miles City District Manager to the
NPRCoffice in Glendive dated January 23, 1981 referred
to the profiles as 'voluminous in-house documents
not in a form for public distribution'.

6. NPRCstaff attempted to get one set of the tract profiles
from the BLMoffice in Billings, just two days before
the hearing in Broadus, Montana on the EIS. The NPRC
staff was told that the documents were not available.
The Miles City District Office also did not have
extra copies for distribution.

For the above reasons, the profiles are not sufficient to allow
comparison of the tracts by the pub.Lic during the EIS process
as required by 3420.4-4 (e). NPRCreserves the r-Lqb t. to pa r t.Lci.pat.e
under 3424-4 (e) until such time as BLMpublishes a draft
EIS that is in compliance with group 3400 regulations, NEPA
regulations, and contains analyses of the impacts on specific
tracts. Until BLMcomplies with 30420.4-4(e), NPRC's position
(in accordance with the express language of 3400 regulations)
is that the Secretary of the Interior may not make any final
decision on the adoption of a regional sale schedule including
any of the selected tracts (30420.4-4{e)).

Ranking and selection of tracts and the preparation of a
lease sale schedule are not supposed to begin until there is
a final regional leasing target. The Powder River EIS is based
on anaj ys Ls of ranking and scheduling conducted before the
Secretary had even chosen a preliminary target.

~;iBe~h~y E~~ew:~bn~~~~~~h:i ~~~t s~~=l.~~n;~~~~:~i~~d o~r~e~o~:sues
plannl.ng et torts .--
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The Eastern Montana Growth Task Force recommended several
parameters for the analysis of social and fiscal impacts

~~n~~~~;dc~:~~~t~~~; l~~n;l~~e t~~:~y;:~~~tsare not even

The numerous major potential impacts cited (i.e.
mine-mouth utilization, reclamation. etc.) are impacts
of mining and leasing ... activity planning (including
a regional environmental impact statement) will address
those impacts ...

The Coal Team was also informed about the concerns of local
citizens in the region about the need for adequate community
development lead times, and the effects of rapid growth on
senior citizens and low-income persons. None of these issues
is addressed in the EI5.)

The £15, however. fails completely to address mine-mouth
utilization or any other end-use impacts. Other "major
potential impacts" such as reclamation are addressed inadequately
or not at all in the EIS (c t , specific- comments below).

Finally, Keith Bennett of BLMprepared a paper at the
Coal Team's request, entitled "Regional Concerns in Coal
Leasing". Of the unananimous concerns of the regional public
identified in that document, virtually none are analyzed in the
EIS. !lis paper made a special point toeiiiPhasize the concern
expressed about the impacts to agriculture, yet analysis
of the impacts to agriculture (and of the specific sub-issues
Bennett identified) is almost completely absent from the EIS.4

In response to Mr. Weiner's comments, BLMsaid " ... threshhold
levels may be developed during coal r es our-ce activity planning
based on public and state/local government com:nents." Yet
BLMfailed to solicit such comments or to consider the comment
of Mr. Weiner, the comments of Ms. Hough and others made
previously, or the provisions of the coal management program
regarding the setting of threshhold levels. The EIS fails
to discuss any threshhold levels, or whether or not threshhold
levels might be appropriate.

The EIS even fails to discuss the economic viability of
opening new mines in a production region plagued with overcapacity;
disruption of family farms and ranches; changes to agricultural
productivity (as opposed to changes in gross agricultural
productl.onl J or changes to rural quality of life--yet all of
these are supposed to be tract ranking factors (Table 1-2).
The EIS provides no useful information on these topics for
tract ranking purposes.

Again in response to Mr. Weiner, BLMstated that " ... the
potential impacts on specific farms and ranches from leasing
and mining coal will be considered in the regional (activity
plan) EIS." The EIS fails to analyze even one farm or ranch
and the effects leasing and mining might ha~on the profitability
of its operation.

In the introduction to the "Powder River Management Framework
Plan Amendments" (Amendments; BLM,June, 1980), the BLHmade
the following committment:

... serious issues remain unresolved regarding the specific
impacts of mining on the area's agricultural land base and
the region's quality of life •..

We totally agree that these impacts, as well as the overall
regional perspective, must be assessed and the issues resolved
before any dLcLsLone to mine coal are made...

These issues are a matter of record, and the Bureau
is committed to a reasoned, sound resolution of all remaining
issues prior to any leasing decisions being recommended to
the Secretary.

The EIS fails miserably as a fulfillment of that pledge.

NPRCprotested the adoption of the Amendments to the State
BLHDirector. The Director, Hr. Penfold, denied the protest
in part on the following grounds:

The tracts will then be analyzed, ranked, and discussed
in the Powder River Regional Environmental Impact Statement.
The impact statement will consider the impacts on each tract,
should mining oocur , as well as the cumulative impacts of
leasing different arrays of tracts to meet the established
regional production target. (Emphasis added). ----

The EIS fails to analyze the impacts on each tract as the
Director pledged. Further, the EIS was prepared without an
established regional production target.

In response to Jean Hough's testimony on the Amendments,
BLmstated:

III. The EIS totally fails to address the issue of coal
demand and the need for renewed coal leasing in the region.

One of the most important issues raised by the public, industry
representatives, Interior Department officials and other government
agencies concerns the need for new Leea i nq in the Powder River
Basin. NPRChas commented extensively on the need for new
leasing previously in activity planning. The EIS fails to
provide any rationale for the proposed leasing target, to provide
any reason for selecting that target rather than any other, or

In comment on the Amendments, Patty Kluver raised the issue
of the degradation of groundwater quality and the effect of
that degradation on wildlife and livestock. In response, BLM
pledged to address this issue in the EIS. The EIS addressed
the issue only in a cursory fashion lc f . specific comments
below) and ignores the evidence mentioned in Mrs. Kluver's
testimony.
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to analyze other possible targets. At a minimum, the EIS should
include the following as alternatives, in addition to the four
al t.er-nat.Lves considered:
1. Leasing of maintenance tracts only.
2. Leasing to meet the originally established target of 776
million tons of federal coal.

The omission of any rationale for the size of the proposed
lease sale is especially critical because there is no publically
available document which explains or justifies the proposed
1. 5 billion ton lease target. The Interior Department refuses
to make the Powder River Lease Target Secretarial Issue Document
available to the public. There is, therefore, no information
available to the public from BLHto provide any basis for a
recommendation on which alternative discussed in the EIS best
responds to the nation's energy needs and coal management policy.
Commentors have no basis for balancing environmental consequences
of proposed actions against the need for the proposed actions,
because no need for the proposed actions is anywhere identified.5

V. The assessment of impacts to agriculture, regionally
and on a site-specific basls, l.S totally inadequate.

agriculture, which are those that occur outside of the
mining area (where landowners receive no compensation for
damages~ The discussion of issues vital to agricUltural
productivi ty--reclamation and qoundwat erv--pr eserrtj no new
data or anlysis, but rather consists of platitudes and
generalizations and unfounded assumptions. The entire
discussion of these important issues lacks any factual
supporting evidence.

The impacts of associated facilities, such as new
railroads, are completely ignored, although the preferred
alternative would be associated with the permanent disruption
of dozens of ranches on the Tongue River and elsewhere due
to the construction of railroads. Many of these ranches
would be rendered uneconomical as ranching uni ts by the
proposed action, yet the EIS fails to analyze this impact.
The impacts of minD-mouth utilization, which are much
more significant to agriCUltural productivity on a regional
basis than even the impacts of mining, are not included in
the EIS.

The EIS generally exhibits no understanding of the connection
between disruption of part of a ranch and the profitability
of I the ranch as a unit. This problem causes the EIS to
understate the only costs it did assess in regard to impacts
of leasing on agriculture, theon-site impacts. The EIS
fails to discuss the effect of marginal impacts (such as
degraded, but not ruined, groundwater, the costs of well
replacement, the effects of aquifer "relocation") on
ranch economics. It is not enough to say that a shallow
aquifer may be replaced by a deeper well, and .eo then
assume that there is no impact on aqr Lcur cure , as the EIS
does repeatedly. The extra costs of drilling and operating
that well must be identified.

IV. The EIS was prepared under an accelerated schedule, which
is partly responsible for the inadequacy of the document.

The schedule for preparation of the EIS as published in
the PubTI.icParticipation Plan and approved by the Regional Coal
Team was accelerated without changing the Plan and without
any action or discussion by the Regional Coal Team. While
it is commendable than an EIS can be finished ahead of schedule,
it is ~ commendable if the early completion date is not
acheived at the expense of accuracy, sufficiently rigorous
analysis, or compliance with applicable guidelines. The Powder
River EIS was completed ahead of schedule at the expense
of all three.

BLMis well aware of the history of NPRC's attempts
to obtain adequate assessments of the impacts of leasing
throughout the BLMplanning process. Because of these
efforts, BLMpromised much analysis of impacts to agriculture
in the activity planning process, and specifically in this
EIS. The EIS, which is nearly devoid of any information on
the impacts of leasing on agriculture, is therefore especially
disappointing to NPRC.

The only discussion of the impacts to agricultural
operations and economics is a reference to the two tables
in Appendix G. These tables, in turn, consist of an almost
useless compilation of impacts to on-site operators, the
derivation of which is a complete mystery; and a table of
statistics taken from a drought year in the region, which is
apparently intended to show that stripmining even the whole
of Powder River and Rosebud Counties would have only a negligible
effect on national food production.

The EIS completely ignores the most important impacts to

SUMHARY
General Conclusions

The EIS states that "the No-Action alternative would have
impacts considerably greater than any of the other alternatives
in the EIS."

This statement is suspect on its face, palpably false
upon examination, and is flatly contradicted by the data
elsewhere in the EIS. For the most obvious example of
data which contradicts the statement, see the sununary
table 2-1 on pp. 22-24. The statement is based on the faulty
premise that it is permissable to compare the marginal impact
of leasing tracts to the baseline impact of development
that will occur with or without leasing. Of course, the

t~~Ei~p~~~~a~~s~~e f~~s~~~n~u~~~s~h~f i;~:c~~rih;s b~:~~~~:

I
i

~
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together with the impacts of the tracts to be leased. To
compare anything else is ludicrous, misleading, and invalid.
The conclusion is also based in part on the statement that
the impacts of leasing differ between alternatives by
magnitude, rather than by type, and the magnitude of impacts
is generally proportionate to the amount of coal produced.

This is an assumption which underlies the entire Erfi' analysis.
It is ~ a conclusion. It is an invalid assumption,
Since the impacts of leasing will be entirely different--by
type, not just by magnitude--from the impacts of the no-action
alternative for the Otter Creek and Tongue River vaj Leye .

The EIS states that "All the alternatives, including the
No-Action, would further commit the region to a single
economic base (coal). This trend is well established in Wyoming
but would create a shift in economic base in Montana where

:~~~~~l~u~:s~a~o a~~~~~~e~E;~~a:i:iii~~~~f~nt part of the
The statement is false. Agriculture is and will be the

dominant economic force in southeastern Montana, even with
the scale of development analyzed in the No-Action alternative.
Agriculture is not, as stated, merely a "significant" part
of the economic base in Montana; it provides the majority
of the region's economic base, and it is the largest industry
in the state.

The section on water resources mentions shallow aquifers
as the only area where problems would be cre a ted by leasing,
and says that deeper water is needed for human consumption,
anyway . This f<lils to note the impact of degraded water
quality or increased pUfll.pingcosts for deep wells on
agricultural productivity.

The section on air quality mentions only "localized"
impacts, and fails to note the impacts of end-use (on-site
conversion). This is a major deficiency in the EIS.

The summary states that "reclamation success has shown to
be good (sic) (Packer, 1974)." This conclusion is not
warranted (c f , detailed discussion below).

Under "Land Use", the EIS states: "Land use patterns
are expected to shift from aqz Lcul t.ur aI toward mining and
urbanization without new federal coal leasing and implementation
of the preferred alternative would change this very little."

The EIS does not sta te which way this would change. The
conclusion, in any case, contradicts the finding that 44 more
ranches would be impacted under the preferred alternative. It
also ignores all off-site impacts, including the impacts to
ranches along Tongue River and Otter Creek which would result
from the construction of the Tongue River Railroad, due to
adoption of the preferred alternative. Further, it ignores
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lands from consideration. This is false.
BLMplanning has been going on in the area since at

least 1972 (cf. Amendments). Updating the land use plans
began in 1979, and were underway at least l~ years before
the document was completed. In that time, BLMcompleted
roughly 2% of the application of the lands unsuitability
criteria, so considerable effort remained to enable the lands
to be considered for leasing. Whether compared with l~
years, 2l:l years, or the 10 years that have elapsed since
planning began in the area, the (at ~ one month delay
caused by the appeal of the protest pales into insignificance.
It is plain that BLM's planning schedule allowed insufficient
time for the application of the unsuitability criteria and the
completion of other planning steps, and that BLMdecided to
drop the areas of presumably limited interest rather than
delay the entire lease sale. Delays in completion of
BLMresponsibilities--not NPRC's protest--caused the areas
to be withdrawn.

The opportunity to protest MFPamendment decisions was
outlined in the public summary document on the Amendments.
Presumably, BLMhas the foresight to plan for a protest
period when establishing the necessary lead times for
planning purposes, and did so in this case. It is reprehensible
for BLMto attempt to attribute a delay caused by its own
planning deficiencies and judgemental mistakes on NPRC,
which merely exercised its right to participate in BLM
decisionmaking by calling attention to BLM's deficiencies.
NFRChas been maligned as a result at several meetings of
the Powder River Regional Coal Team, and again in the EIS.

In discussing the Tongue River Unsuitability Petition,
the EIS incorrectly names three affiliates of NPRC. The
correct names are the Tn-county Ranchers Association, the
Rosebud Protective Association, and the Tongue River Agricultural
Protective Association.

~ The EIS states that "ene rqy production within the
region is at an all-time high and rapid growth is occurring •..
Feasiblity studies for additional coal-fired power plants are
being conducted by companies such as Tri-state Electric and
Black Hills Power and Light. .. n The EIS goes on to mene.ton
synfuels projects such as WyCoal Gas.

The statement fails to mention that the feasiblity studies
have in many cases resul ted in postponement of plans for
power plants. The WyCoal Gas project has been dropped.

The statement is incredible in light of the tremendous
coal ~ in the region. It is hard to believe that the
EIS could discuss energy production in the region (not to
mention the need for new leasing) without any mention of
the tremendous overcapacity in existing mines in the region.
This is one of the most. serious deficiencies in the EIS, because
it is pointless to debate alternatives and varying levels of
impacts unless the need for incurring those impacts exists.

L _
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the fact that without Federal leasing, land use patterns would
not shift to industrial uses in Southeastern Montana, since
no new mines would open without federal leasing.

The ErS says, on page two, that "losses to the ranches that
would be substantially affected would be offset by royalties
or fees paid by the mines for the use of private land."

This is a gross misstatement and reflects a callous and short-
sighted attitude about land use and impacts to agriculture.
It completely ignores the national question of the availability
of agricultural land, which would seem to be the central
question regarding land use. Royalties to landowners do not
bring more land into agricultural production

The statement totally misses the impacts to agricultural
operators off-site. These landowners receive no royalties,
although the impacts off-site (aquifer disruptIOn, ranches
bisected for railroad rights of way, and so on) may dwarf
the impacts on the minesites.

P. 3: The aummary of transportation impacts does not include
the cost of need improvements to highways near Ashland. It
doesn't mention the Tongue River Railroad, which would
have been appropriate at this point in the EI5. The statement
says that the preferred alternative "eque t es" to 50 trains
a day through Miles City, but it fails to note if this means
50 trains all togetr.her or 50 more than without leasing.

The EIS states: "Increases in population are expected with
or without new federal coal leasing." This is not true for
southeastern Montana, where the increase of population without
leasing is expected to be slight and gradual. The EIS then
claims that "most of the impacts (in Rosebud County) could
be mitigated but only through strong community cornmittment and
assistance Er-om both federal and state governments," The
EIS fails to note here (or elsewhere) how much money is
available, what sources (specifically) it would come from,
and so forth. The statement inexplicably closes out the
option of industry assistance in mitigating impacts.

CHAPTERI: PURPOSEANDNEED

The section on required authorizations neglects NEPA.

At page 6, under the "Review of Program Implementation",
NPRCis painted as a scapegoat for the withdrawl of the lands
in the Powder River MFPAmendments from this coal lease sale.
The EIS states that NPRC's Protest of those amendments was
responsible for the withdrawl due to a delay caused by the Protest.
NPRCis owed an apology and a retraction for this statement
in the EIS.

The statement fails to note that the appeal of the denial of
protest was never reviewed by the BLMDirector, and that the
merits of the protest remain undecided. The EIS states that
delay caused by the protest is responsible for the removal of
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The EI5 not only fails to discuss any justification of the
need for new leasing, but it also fails to note the existing
situation of the coal market in the region. (For a brief
discussion of some of the issues involved, see Attachment D).

CHAPTER2: ALTERNATIVESINCLUDINGTHEPROPOSEDACTION

Introduction

The resource disciplines used in the EIS did not include
any agricultural sciences, a deficiency with obvious results
in the EIS.

Assumptions

The EIS assumes all relevant laws will be followed. Presumably,
one of the main purposes of the EIS is to assess the practicability
of compliance with those'laws (Le. reclamation, diligent
development requirements, etc.).

population impacts are assumed to be divided 60-40 between
Rosebud and Powder River Counties. HoWcan something as
important to the assessment of leasing impacts by assumed?
This throws the credibility of the entire social eCOilOriiIC
and fiscal analyses into doubt.

The EIS assumes that "post-mining land use will be the
same as pre-mining land use, except for the lands used for
housing or public facilities. n This is an outrageous
assumption. It is not supported by a single example in the
Northern Great Plains where pre-mining land use has continued
at comparable. levels after mining. It ignores railroads and
railroad rights of way and other associated impacts which
permanently change land use. BLMhas assumed away one of the
most important questions which should have been addressed by
analysis in the EI5.

Alternative 1

Groundwater: The EIS states that "wells usually can
be replaced by tapping deeper aquifers or with wells in
spoil aquifers. n The statement ignores the increased
pumping costs of deeper wells, and fails to eenone t re ee
that spoil aquifer water quality will be equal to or better
than premining water quality. The EIS ace tea that "apr Lnqa
may eventually reappear, but would be in different locations."
The statement should indicate the probability of this occur'ence ,
any changes in quality, and describe the frequency with which
springs will be relocated to different pastures or onto new
ranches, "eventually" should be defined. Examples of similar
occurrences on actual minesites should be given.

The statement says that "impacts of coal mining on groundwater
are restricted to an area within a few miles of the mine e t te.."
Again, examples where this has been true in the past, and studies
or other supporting avfdence, are needed.
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The EIS states, "shale layers tha may have caused springs and
seeps would be destroyed; however, the increased infiltration
may cause increased groundwater inflow to streams or the creation
of new springs and seeps near the mine site." The EIS should
state whether these changes would be beneficial or harmful; how
these changes would occur, and in what areas under consideration
for lease; the EIS should give examples, again, where similar
occurrences of such restoration exist; and it should cite
whatever studies urider Ly this analysis.

similar statements concerning groundwater and surface water
are found throughout the EIS. No examples of the types of
miraculous reconstruction of groundwater resources which the
EIS describes are given. Instead, hypothetical scenarios are
used to analyze impacts to groundwater. The impacts of changes
that the EIS does predict (relocation, or degradation of
groundwater) Oiieconomics of ranching units are not analyzed.
No studies of groundwater problems--such as those conducted
at Colstrip, Montana, for mine permitting purposes--are cited.
For the purposes of keeping these comments brief, objections
to all such statements are hereby incorporated.

Air Quality: This section should describe the impacts of
mine-mouth utilization (power plants, synfuels plants, etc.)
as well as the mines, on air quality. Under Alternative
2, the EIs states that "estimates of total suspended particulate
{t.sp) , nitrogen dioxide, (NOx), and sulfur dioxide (S02) emissions
were calculated for mines,cities, major roadways, and major point
sources." However, other than to cite 1995 regional particulate
emission projections, none of this Lnfor-rna t i.on-o-by tract, by
region, or by source--is contained anywhere in the EIs.

soils, Vegetation, and reclamation: The EIS states that
"reclamation success has shouwn to be good (Packer, 1974)
although some areas could require more intensive and costly
management." The Packer study is controversial, and inapplicable
in any case as proof of reclamation success. The study was
written before the Federal stripmine ac e-o-vni.cn contains the
legal standard for judging reclamation success--was written.
It is a study on reclamation potential, not reclamation success.
The statement does not cite any source for the comment concerning
more costly management in some areas; it certainly is not from
Packer.

Transportation: The EIs incorrectly lists the Tongue River
Railroad as an impact under the no-action alternative. Tongue
River Railroad officials have informed the Powder River Regional
Coal Team that production of 30 million tons per year in the
area is necessary if the railroad is to be profitable. Production
of this amount annually is dependent on new leasing (Alternatives
2, 3, or 4).

Sociology, The EIs does not mention any of the social
problems attendant in boomtown growth, such as drug and a LcohoL
abuse, spouse abuse, increased crime rates, etc.
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On page 21 is found the only reference in the EIS to
the impacts of leasing on Agricultural economics. "Impacts
to agricultural economics are considered insignificant" under
Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, according to the EIS; the EIS then
cites Appendix G, and refers to the tract profiles for the
methedology used. This information (methedology) should be
in the EIs itself, at least in an Appendix; NPRChas been
unable to get a single answer as to how the figures in Appendix
G were arrived at. It is clear that different met.hedoLoq.i.es
were used, and possibly different data, between the calculations
in the Tract Profiles and those in Table G.

The discussion is misleading in any case, since the
analysis only considers impacts to agriculture on the
minesites. Furthermore, the EIS elsewhere states that
the preferred alternative will remove 293,500 acres from
production and cause a total change in the accnomtc base
of the region from agriculture to coal. HoWBLMcan nonetheless
conclude that "impacts to agricultural economics are considered
insignificant." is past understanding.

The analysis of fiscal impacts in Table 2-3 leaves out
impacts to Ashland because it is an unincorporated community
without formal budget'. It would seem logical to project
expenses and revenue on a per capita basis, as was done
with the incorporated communities. This would at least
provide some analysis of likely fiscal impacts to Ashland, which
could experience the greatest impact of any locality under
the preferred alternative. to ignore these impacts, as the
EIs does, because of the inconvenience involved in measurement
is inadequate and innaccurate.

CHAPTERTUREE:DESCRIPTIONOF TilE.AFFECTEDENVIRONMENT

Introduction

The EIs leaves out many portions o f the existing environment--
including flood plains--because they "would not, be affected
regionally". However, since the EIS is supposed to include
site-specific analysis as well as regional analysis, these
features of the existing environment ahouLd be described in
this chapter. This would seem particularly important for
such areas as the Tongue/Otter Creek area, where mines and
a major railroad are proposed for construction in and near
flood plains.

Soils, Vegetation, and Reclamation

On page 36, the EIS states "Most soils in the
have a fairly good reclamation potential based on r ac Lamat i on
success of other mines in the r eq i on c " '1'h1S
correction for several reasons. The logic is
opp

H-38
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gconomi.oar The EIS discusses only 1990 budget levels.
The years between 19115and 1990--when impacts are at their
peak, but income from the mines (still under construction)
will be at a minimum--ia much more critical in terms of
local budgets than 1990.

The EIS asaumes balanced budgets .••.ithout new leasing,
although the no-action alternative assumes increases in
coal production of roughly 200% over current production.
Obviously, some communities will be greatly impacted. This
is also inconsistent with the conclusion that the no-act.tor,
alterntive has the greatest impact.

The greatest problem with the economtc fiscal analysis
is that the tables orovided do not. h"v", thl'! existino o"s",l,,,,,,
and the Alternative'l baselille t.oqet.her fUJ: ~UJI.
This makes the comparison of leasing impacts misleading,
and understates the overall impact of mining.

Soil quality: There is no site-specific discussion,
or cornpar Lson between tracts, of soil quality in the EIS.
This illustrates the critical importance of including
site-specific Lnformat Lon and analyses of tracts in the
EIs document. The information would be particularly appropriate
here. For example, the tracts considered near Ashland have
extremely high percentages of soil that is poor and even
totally unsuited to reconstruction and revegetation. These
tracts may have serious reclamation problems, according to
the data in the tract profiles.

The tract profiles, however, were not generally available,
and the EIS contains none of this information. The bland
assumptions made in the EIs concerning the ease of reclamation
are contradicted by the data in the tract profiles. lIad
the information been included here in the EIs, acme of the
more outlandish predictions of reclamation success might
have been tempered by the authors.

sociology: Table 4-11 appears to contain innaccurate
extrapolations from the Powder River Comprehensive Plan.
The actual figures for needed services should be higher.

Alternative 4

The EIs says" ... it should be noted that possible production
under this alternative (467 million tons per year) exceeds
DOE's high production goal (412 million tons per year).
Production approxima ting ODE's high goal would resul t in
impacts similar in type and severity to those described
under alternatives 2 and 3."

It is clear from this statement that production at the
level discussed in alternative 4 is highly unlikely. This
is even more true when it is considered that virtually no
one thinks DOE's high qoeL resembles anything approaching
reality. (CF. attachment ). This reinforces the need for
discussion of the coal market in the "Purpose and Need"
section of the EIS, BLMisn't sure whether or not the
level of impacts discussed will be reached or not.
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in a way opposite from the reasoning on reclamation in the rest
of the EIS. Where previously the EIS cites studies on
reclamation potential in an attempt to prove the existence
of reclamation success, the EIS now moves from cite-specific
reclamation success backwards to prove the existence of good
reclamation potential.

Unfortunately, the on.l.y proof cited in the EIs for reclamation
success at existing mines is the a Eor ement.Loned study on
reclamation potential, which leaves the EIs with fairly
classic circular logic--and no evidence--on the subject
of reclamation.

The "success" at existing rm nes is certainly not a given.

;~~e~e~e~ia~~~~~~ :~~~:;;S~~h b:
s

a~e~~:~m~~~s~~~n~e~;;-~~~~en.
Using the legal test of reclamation under the stripmine Act,
the question is still open--no reclamation bonds have yet
been released in the State of Montana. BUl's assumption,
then, that reclamation is a success is both unfounded and
wrong.

In any case, the success of reclamation at existing mines
--if true--would still not show that most soils in the
region have a good reclamation potential. The statement
is contradicted flatly by the data cited earlier from the
tract profiles (see, for example, the Northwest Otter Creek
Tract Profile). This is, to repeat, another case where the
need for tract by tract analysis is obvious. Site-specific
variations in reclamation potential Df soils are important
to decisionmaking--reclamation potential is, after all, a
tract ranking factor--and should be discussed in the EIS.

The EIS states "productivity on these lands can only be
estimated because of fluctuations caused by climate, markets,
and operational decisions." This kind of pointless and vague
information was anticipated by NPRC, and is precisely the
reason that NPRChas been pressing BLMto do agricultural
inventory in the land use planning process for several years.
It is noteworthy, also, that after limiting measurement of
agricultural productivity to estimates because of the variables
inherent in inventory totals, the EIS then neglects to make
the estimates. Fluctuations in agricultural markets, it might
be pointed out, appear to be no Ierqe r than f Luct.uat.Lons in the
region's coal market.

Transportation

The EIS incorrectly includes the Tongue River Railroad
in the description of tha existing environment. The railroad
exists only on paper. It does not belong in the description
of the existing environment.
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The Ers states that Ashland does not have a high school,
and that students attend "private and parochial schools in
Colstrip and Broadus." There is a parochial high school in
Ashland; Ashland doesn't have a public high school.

This does, however, raise the question of how the
costs of educating the increased high seneca age population
in Ashland that would result from the preferred alternative
are included in county budgets--are they included in the
Rosebud County budget, or the Powder River County budget?

Attitudes

'l'he EI6 states that "overall, people who were interviRwRd
within the region favored coal deveLopraent;, A few ceapond eet s
stated they would be in favor only if it was certain the coal
was needed to help meet the nation's energy requirements."

This is an inaccurate and extremely misleading summary of
the survey results as reported in the Tract Profiles. The
Northwest Otter Creek Tract summary reported, for example,
that "this favorability is not unconditioned; if it is felt
that the nation does not need the coal to ease the national
energy programs or that reclamation is not possible or not planned,
favorability towards coal development would be greatly reduced."

Emphasis has been supplied. Clearly, more than "a few"
respondents conditioned their favorability; they conditioned
it on more than whether or not the coal was needed; and
some respondents were unconditionalj.y opposed. This
type of distortion of sociological survey data has no place
in the EIS.

CHAPTER4: ENVIRONMENTALCONSEQUENCES

Introduction

The ErS states that the information in the chapter on the
affected environment :••as used to assess the impact of No-Action
"which was, in turn, used as the new baseline to assess alternatives
2, 3, and 4." This is not acceptable EIS methedology. Impacts
of various alternatives on a single baseline must be compared
to each other in a proper analysis. It is not valid to use
one of the alternatives as a baseline.

At page 53, the EIS states " ... a significant reduction in
DS concentrations can be expected with increasing distance
from the mined area as a result of the selective retention
of ions on particle surfaces (Riffenburg, 1925; Qayyumand
Kemper, 1962). Thus degradation of water quality in areas
adjacent to reclaimed spoil is expected to be a slow process,
and it would be centuries, if ever, before deleterious effects
become significant more than a few hundred feet from reclaime
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areas." There are several points that need to be made about
this analysis.
1) Dissolved Solids are not the only parameter of water quality
contamination due to stripmining, and indeed are not the most
important pollutants to consider.
2) This is another example of the EIS extrapolating from
hypo thet LcaI situations to measure impact. Th", p.rac t i.ce is
particularly suspect in this case, because the studies cited
predate the stripmine act and present mining technology; their
its applicability to the activities of 90 cubic yard drag lines
and their effect on Western aquifers is questionable.
3) It would be helpful if the authors of the EIS had provided
a comparison here (or anywhere else in the EI6) of the hypothetical
extrapolations and data from t,he r'O'.91. vo r m POt· example, all
kinds of water quality deur ada tLcn problems are showing up,
off site and some distance from the mines, at Colstrip. A
draft DSL EIS and Western Energy's application for extension
of a mining permit in Area E predicts similar problems. When
the hypotheses are not supported by evfdence-c -ano , in fact,
are contradicted by available evidence--one begins to doubt
the validity of the hypothesis.

On page 58 of the EIS, the authors state: "The success
of reclamation and revegetation would depend on the nature
of the mine site" and on the reclamation plan."

This statement recognizes several things that are
not discussed anywhere else in the EIS.
1. Reclamation is dependent on several site specific

factors, and is not a given.
2. Success will vary from place to place.
3. "Revegetation" and "Reclamation" are not identical terms.

However, the statement does not indicate recognition of
another important point: that is, that reclaimed

land (if reclamation is successful) will require more intensive
management than unmined land, which makes the economic viability
of returning it to its premining land use at least questionable.

There are several references to reclamation and r ec Lamat Lon
success in the EIS; like the discussions on groundwater, they
are largely hypothetical and NPRC's criticism of them can be
incorporated here in the interests of brevity.

On page 60, in discussing impacts to visual resources,
the EIS says that "mines located in these areas could also
provide a resource for interpretive and educational programs."
What programs? The statement apparently implies that mines are
to be treated as a visual resource; NPRCis not aware of any
mandate that BLMmanage stripmines as a visual resource, or
that s t r Lpm.ines are considered a visual resource for planning
purposes. This statement certainly has no bearing on the
discussion of the environmental impact of stripmining on the
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visual resources of the region.
The EIS states further that no irreversible or irretrievabl

committments of visual resources were identified. The attention
of the BLMis directed to Appalachia, to the old North-South
railroad bed (which is still marring visual resources of the
region 80 years after construction was abandoned) and to
the power plants at Colstrip.

On page 60, concerning land use, the EIS states that
"underground utilities, pipelines, and overhead power lines
would modify agricultural land use but would not remove acres
from production." This is not accurate. Rights of way for
buried utilities can remove acreage from production. Overhead
power lines certainly remove acreage from production. Railroad
rights of way, and roads, remove not only the acreage right
of way from production, but may also reduce or negatively
effect production outside of the right of way by dividing
ranching units or making divided fields unprofitable to
develop or irrigate.

On page 61, concerning transportation, the fiscal impacts
of necessary road improvements are not quantified. These
costs should be included in projections of county budget
expendLtures and sta te expendi tures.

The costs of noise pollution (reduced weight gain in
cattle, etc.) are not but should be included in the EIS.

On page 62, under Sociology, the discussion of the
impacts on housing should include discussion of the effect
on housing costs and quality of housing, not just quantity.

Tables

The figures in tables 4-lA and 4-18 appear to be annual
production from Federal state and private coal, and annual
production from Federal coal only, respectively. However, the
figures for existing mine production are identical in each
table. This is impossible, since existing production includes
production of federal and state coal at many mines (ego CoLet r Lp. ]

The figures in table 4-3, total acres disturbed, do
not add up from the categories listed to the total. Note
'c' indicates that "data breakdown of total acreage is
not available". The breakdown comes out to less than 25%
of the total. What is the remaining 75%? Should all totals
be multiplied by 4 to get approximations for each category,
is the 75% not included likely to be broken down differently?
The table gives no indication of whether the regional percentages
of land type are well approximated by the table.

Table 4-11, p. 78, projects no increase in population for
Forsyth under any of the alternatives--yeat the EIS has
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previously stated that some services {for example hospitals)
would be met by facilities in Forsyth and Niles City. How
can the use of facilities in Forsyth increase, without and
increase in the population there?

Note 'a' says that projections of community populations
are based on 1980 ratios of community to county populations.
Yet it is obvious that Forsyth's population projection
increase CO) is not based on a proportional increase from
Rosebud County's population increase.

a
Table 4-10 [pp, 79-80) should include budget projections

for the years 1985 through 1995, at least, and not just
for 1990. A budget projection for just one year is not
a good indicator of short and long-term impacts to the
local communities, and could be very misleading. It is
not a good use of the Coal Town model.

The data in the table are obvt ous Ly anamoLous , Budget
surpluses are projected for Powder River schools and Broadus,
figures that do not correspond to any real-world situation
in booming areas. This data should have indicated to the
authors that there were serious problems in the assumptions
used in the model, unless an example of the type of budget
surpluses projected here can be found to indicate that such
surpluses are likely.

APPENDICES

The information in most of the appendices is of questionable
use in analyzing environmental impacts. Appendices should
be included describing the methedology used to calculate
agricultural impacts, changes in water quality and quantity,
changes in air quality, and socioeconomic and fiscal impacts.
Inclusion of such information is clearly appropriate under
NEPAregulations.

CONCLUSIONANDRECOMMENDATIONS.

The EIS is clearly inadequate as written. BLMshould
reissue the EIS in accordance with the NEPAregulations cited
in the introduction. The reissued EIS must include, at a
minimum:

1) A thorough discussion of the need for the proposed action,
including a discussion of the market for the region's coal
and existing mine capacity, undeveloped federal leases, etc.

2) Important viewpoints on controversial questions such
as the feasibility of reclamation, effects of mining on
aquifers, and so on (this is in accordance with NEPAregulations.)

3) Notations in the EIS where data is lacking or inconclusive
(this is also in accordance with NEPAregulations).
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<l} A thorough discussion of the impact of leasing on
agriculture, including the effect on agricultural productivity
(not just gross production), off-site impacts, the effects
of railroad rights of way (not jua t. in terms of right-of-way
ao re aqe) , co s t;e of r ep Laoernent; of shallow aquifers with
deeper wells, aquifer "relocation", etc.

69 WEST WASHINGTON SHIEH CHICAGO,ILlINOIS eoeoa
IJ11)JJ2'2JeO

September 15, 1981

5) A more detailed discussion of the impact of leasing on
com:nunities, including all of the parameters diSCUSSi::d
by the Eastern Montana Growth Task Force. The analysis
can not simply make the assumption that per capita expenditures
in the budgets will be the same (in a comment t y t.hat must
double its physical plant) in a boom period as pr e s en t.Ly, when
most facilities are paid for and community expenditures are
largely for maintenance.

Hr. Chuck Wilkie
E.I.s. Project Leader
Casper District Office
951RIlnchoRoad
Casper, Wyoming 82601

Draft LI,S,. Ea s t e r n P"",rll'r
nrver aas in Coall.eil8ing

DMr Mr. Wilkie:

6) The EIS must include analysis of the impacts of j eas Lnq
each tract, as discussed above.

Sohio makes the fo Hovj.ng obsarvationa conce.rntng the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement for the leasing of federal coal in the teet ern povde r River

Basin:
7} The EIS must include references to current, available
literature on reclamation and the impacts of leasing on
groundwater, much of which differs from the conclusions
and assumptions of the draft as written.

1. Maximum amounta of federal coal ehcul.d ba proposed for leasing
to allolo/ competitiva deve Iopeent of the best reserves available
and to pr ovfde maximum economic l"eturn to the federal govel"nment.
Sohio does not believe that the pl"efel"red ai remet tve in the
D.E. I.S. make a enough federal coal available.B) The EIS must use a proper comparison of alternatives,

as discussed above; the no-action alternative "baseline"
cannot be compared to additional production due to leasing
9E.!Y. ----

9) A r-e t r ac t i.on of the false characterization of responsibility
for removal of the lands in the Powder River Resource Area
M<lnagement Framework Plan Amendments from the activity planning
process.

IO)Appendices describing the methedologies used, as discussed
above.

2. Logical mining units, in which significant compe.t Lt Lve Int c r e s t
has been shmm, should be proposad for l.e as tng , soutc ill the
licensed operator. t oge the r with eight (8) other participants,
in three federal coal axp Ior e.t Icn licenses covering the Spr Lng
Draw. Hay Greek and Calf Creek tracts; each of which t s a
logical mining unit. Thia ia the greateat degree of participation
in any fedaral coal exploration license program to date in the
Powder River Bllsin. The large number of participants indicates
the high level of industl"Y tnt e ees t. in theae logical mining units.
Leasing of theae desirable tractsprovidea: 1) higher bonus
consideration to the federal government than vouj d result fl"o",
the leasing of amaller t r ac t a having cvne r stu p or geologic
consuaints eucb as thin seams or high stripping ratios; and
2) gr ent.e r regional competition. Soh f o does not believe that the
pl"eferred a Lr er nat tve in the D.E.I.S. makes enough high-interest
logical mininl; unit.,> avsilable for sale.

3. Sohl0 is opposed to lease exchangea which are not based upon equal
economic values or which ar e not in the beat public fnt e.r eat ,
Holders of federal coal leasas in theae inatancea should be
compensated for COllI made unavailable to them by governmental
action. The pt ef e r reu compensation in theae caaes should be an
award of bidding credits applicable in competitive lellse sales
rather than approving an inequitableexchanga \lith widely disputed
values or which would break apal"t a logical mining unit as has
been propoaed for the Spring Draw tract.

Mr. Chuck Wilkie
E.I.S, Projactl.eader

Saptemberl5.1981
Page 2
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3. (Continued)

Sohio be Lfeve a it to be in the bellt public and competitive tnt ereet.
tor the Region6l Coal Team to make eor e vf.ab l.e logical mining units
like Spring nr av , available for competitive bidding.

September 16, 1981

4. Relating apec1fically to the envlronmental impacta predict ad in
the D.E. I.S., the expected impacts aaeoc fat ed with Altel"nativea 2.
3. and 4 in our vtev, do not clearly demonlltrate the relative
desirability of the prefeHed Alternative 3. In fact, it eppe ar s
that less coal would be leased and more impacts occur with
Alternative 3 than \lith Altemst1ve 2. Moreover, the environmental
impacta associated Io/ith Altel"natlve 2 or 4 do not seem aign1ficantly
greater than Io/ith 3, and Altel"nlltives 2 and 4 would even result in
the lea9ing of lllOl"e coal and mol"e logical mining un Lt.a than the
praferred a l t e rnar.fve ,

~lr. Charles Wilkie
Team Leader
U.S. Department of the Interior
Bureau of Land Management
951 Rancho Road
Casper, Wyoming 82601

Dear ~lr. Wilki e.

sotuo recommend a that the Regional Co6l Team change ita preferred alternative to
one which: 1) raaulta in more coal and eor e logicsl mining unita being acheduled tor
competitive bidding; and. 2) p reae rve a the configurations of high-intel"eat logical
mining units.

Enclosed please rind the comments of the Wyoming Chapter of the Sierra
Club on the draft Powder River RegiOnal Coal Environmental Impact
Statement. We have reviewed the document and have presented our
vrewsonthe accompanying pages.

Sfnc er-e.ly ,

I am sorry to say that we were disappointed with
because there doesn't appear to be any need for it.
of coal has resulted in a reduced need to lease for
we recommend that the Bureau of Land ~lanagement make use
time it has to redo the dEIS and release it at such time as
l eas Lng seems necessary.

~
OY/~~4 1

r' /je'(/f~"",Z
,'E. Golkosky

Vice pr e e Ident , Explol" t Lon

Thank you ofr the opportunity to comment on this Environmental
Impact Statement. Please send us any more i nf'o r-ma-t i on you have
on it, as well as the final Environmental Impact Statement if
you plan one.

Sincerely yours,

(7?0..1~
Mark Gordan
Chairman

enclosure

l_________ __ !~_._Not_blind_"_opposition__ " "_Io_progres5,__ but__ opposHiOO_""_lo_blind__ progress.__ ·~
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COMI1ENTS ON THE DRAfT

POWDER RIVER REGIONAL COAL
ENVIRONMENTAl IMPACT STATEMENT

r:ece"tuevelop<:1ent1.i"thcnaticn"lcr.ergypicturehave!:educ!!d
the need fo!: mldilional leasing of coal tracts. The!:efore, the Wycmln\l Chapte!:
of the Sierra Club suggests that the Bureau of Land Management redo its
Environmental Impact Statement on federal leasing in the powde!: River Basin. On
the whole, the draft Powder River Regional Coal Environmental Imapct Statement
suffers from incomplete -- or inad"quate -- information, faulty or archaic
assumptions, and careless consideration of important potential impacts to the
people in nor tneast e r n Wyoming. The document would be vastly improved if these
errors were corrected. As it stilnds, the EI5 is nothing more thiln an outline
of what a proper EIS should be. We hope these CD:m"ents will assist the Bureau
of Lilnd Management in the revisions they !lhould make to the text before it Ciln
be accepted as e valid decision maker's tool.

Demand for electricity has decreased over the past few yaers because
the price per unit of electricity has risen so rapidly durin,:! that period of til".e.
Consumers have started to conse r ve more than was expected by many utilities. In
the period from 1973 to 1976 721 of our incremental energy supply came directly

~1~roe~~~s:~;:t~~n c~~=e;~~;c~:~~ ~~~r~~e~,~~t:~~~:7c' ~:~::~ ~~:e U~~~:d ~~:=;~ation.l

Last year that figLire approached 1l0i; i'i other words, our efforts to conae rve
energy actually effected a reduction in the amount of power generated by utilities.2

Our ability to conserve major amounts of electricity has c auqht.
some utilitie~ by surp~is~l many who did ~at accept this fact current~y suffer
severe econOmIc ha r dah ip , In fact, the flnacial cond i t ion of many utllites has
prompted Congressional review of the problem.4 HOst utility analysts will admit
that the problem lies in »ass tve overcapacity, utilities are not able to sell
a portion of their electricity because there is no demand for the power. Since
many utilities have an impressive reserve capacity cur eent ry , demand for the
fuels to produce electricity has fallen off.

1. Amory and HLlnter Sheldon tovtou, "Good News AboLlt Energy," New Age (October
1980): ]1,32.

2. Personal conversation with Amory Lovins.
]. Basil L, Copeland, Jr., Walter W. Nil-,on,ill, and Scott C. Trotter, "A Corporate

ue ee that Spells TroLlble for Arkansas," The Arkansas Gazette, (August H, 1980l
4. ESC Week.ly Bulletin, (February 16, 1961): C3-C61 ibid., (March ]0, 1961): CS;

ibid., (April 6, 1981): C8-C9

"Not blind opposition 10progress, but opposition 10blind progress:'

Shell 011Company

September 14, 1981

CERTIFIED

Hr. Charles Wilkie
EIS Team Leader
Bureau of Land Nanagement
Casper District Office
951 Rancho Road
Casper, Wyoming 82601

Dear Mr. Wilkie:

Shell Oil Company appreciates the opportunity to comnent on the
Draft Powder River Regional Coal Environmental Impact Statement.
The following comments enlarge in detail the statement (attached)
delivered by our attorney, William C. Lowrey, to the hearing
panel in Gillette, Wyoming on August 19, 198!.

We are concerned with the designation of Alternative 3 as the
preferred alternative. We are, in fact, unable to find in the
minutes of the Regional Coal Team meetings any action by the Team
with respect to adopting your recommendation of a preferred
alternative. Assistant Secretary Carruthers' decision of June 22,
1901, to set a regional coal leasing target of 1.4 to 1.5 billion
tons can be equally satisfied by Alternatives 2 or 3 with their
several variations. Thus, we believe the statements on pages 1
and 18 referring to the selection of Alternative 3B as the preferred
alternative are not accurate. Further, we can find no basis for
the summary statement on page I that "This Alternative offers the
most favorable ratio of coal produced to environmental impacts
generated and is the preferred alternative". Alternative 2
appears clearly superior in that regard.

The tracts contained in Al re rna t Lves 2 and 3 are similar except
Alternative 3 removes the Spring Draw Tract and substitutes for
it the Kintz Creek and Keeline Tracts; therefore, many of the
impacts are identical. However, of those that differ, most seem
to show the development of Spring Draw to have the far lesser
impact. The following citations from the DEIS favor Spring Draw:

Table 2-1 (pages 22-24):

1. Eleven fewer wells would be destroyed; two fewer wells
would be impacted
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Demand far coal has fallen off. A new dr e f t. report fram the Con-
gressional Office of Technolo,:!y Assessment concludes that 200 million mOre tans
of coal are being reoduced than can be currently used. Th", report also states

:~a~e~~~~~t~~n d;~:~ri ~gi ~~~:~q::~:~y ~i ~~n~:c~~:S~a~~:~ ~~~ ::~ ~:v~::~n~:~ ~son

the market anu not an Department of Energy estimates, some dcscription of the
market place, and its potential trends h'OLlld be in Grder for this EIS. Simple-
minded adherence to the DOE projects !:e!lults in ove r l e a s i nq , overproduction,
and uneceaaa r y ha"sle for "oa' "om!""nies who have to respect "diligent development"
reqLlirements.

Another factor which should be considered in the EIS discussion
of the mi!rket is the recent ci'lncl'l'at.ion of pr"vi5ion.~ in the FIJP] lisp M,t

of 1978 which required utilities to convert to coal or uranium by 1990. Since
these requirements have been dropped many plants which might have converted to
coal are not going to -- that means there will be even less demand for Wyoming coal.

As for the rent of the docLlment, clarification is needed, Fig'ne
2-1 is almost enti!:ely unexplained: ARe the PRLA'G included in the baseline figure?
The assumption that the No Acttion alternative will result in greater impacts
to the commLlnity is unsupported in the EI5. THe impacts cited in the statement
should be both generic (i.e., regional) and sight-specific. I'llre m"ntion should
be made of the attendant problems of coal mining growth: divorce, child abuse
alcoholism, crime, etc., Generally the document should be beefed up with more
studies, mor e thought, and more accurate assumptions before it can be accepted
as a good Environmetnal Impact Statement, for example, why is the recla",ation
of strip-mined lands assumed to be so successful? Granted there have been "ome
notable successes in this field, but they are by nO means un i ve r naL, There are
certain problems with recla",ation in the Powder River Basin, and they should
be covered in the EIS.

The Wyoming Chapter of the Sierra Club believes that the timing
of this draft Environmetnal Impact Statement is inappropriate: an EIS on leasing
in the Powder River Basin should be done when there is a demonstrable demand
for the coal mined froro these tracts.

S. Sierra Club, lIationdl News Report, ( ALlgust ]1, 1901): ]

Mr. Charles Wilkie

2. 2.000 fewer acres of aquifers would be removed.

3. Two fewer springs would be destroyed.

4. Total suspended particulates, would be 1,400 tons per
year less.

5. 6,800 fewer acres would have to be reclaimed, (See
Table 4-3, page 70 also).

6. Eight fewer unit trains per day would be required to
move the coal.

7. Average grade crossing interruptions would be 55
minutes per day (at five miles per hour) less.

Page 56:

"~pring Draw would i~crease TSP concentrations 1 ug/m3

~~~~i~e o~~e t~r~~~c~;~e~o o;d~hie~~n~h~n ~K~~~:3c~~e~s~nfn
their vicinity in 1990 and 1995."

Page 65:

Alternative 2: "10) Loss of 1,200 acres for conversion of
existing rural land uses to mine-related and urban uses."
Alternative 3: "10) Loss of 12,200 acres for conversion of
existing rural land uses to mine-related and urban uses."

Table 4-4 (Page 71)

Cumulative "acres of wildlife habitat disturbed by 1990
according to hunt areas are 114 less for Alternative 2.

Table 4-6 (Page 73)

Aver~ge daily grade crossing interruptions at Torrington,
wyomt.ng, would be one hour, 36 minutes less (at five m.p.h.)
under Alternative 2 and car/train accidents per 100 years
one less. Data for Miles City, Gillette, and Newcastle are
the same for both alternatives.

There are a few factors cited in the DEIS favoring Alternative 3.
These are:

Table 2~1 (Pages 22-24):

1. Alternative 3 would require 45 acre-feet less water for
coal mining in 1990.



jtr . Charles Wilkie

2. The energy produced/energy consumed ratio is 1.25
percent better for Alternative 3. This is based on an
assumed heating value of 7800 BTU/pound for the Spring
Draw coal. However, this difference would be nearly
eliminated if the 8,183 BTU/lb coal value, from the ad-
joining Buckskin Mine. were applied (Eastern Powder
River Coal DEIS. page Bll-IO).

Pages 58, 59:

Impacts on wildlife appear somewhat greater at Spring Draw.
However, the 'I'r ac t; Profiles suggest this may be a function
of better documentation at Spring Draw as a result of data
provided in the Permit Application from the adjoining Buckskin
Mine.

Page 65:

'rwerrt y-ueven fewer cultural sites would be disturbed under
Alternative 3.

In addition to data presented in this DEIS, the TRACTPROFILES
also indicate Spring Draw (Alternative 2) to be less sensitive
than Kintz Creek/Keeline (Alternative 3). These last two tracts
exactly equal the delineated Two Top Tract; hence, the Two Top
Tract Profile was used in the following comparison.

Page 21:

"Shallow groundwater exists and subirrigation appears to be
occurring locally in the bottom of Kintz Creek and Black
Thunder valleys. Groundwater is extremely poor quality."
(See also page 42).

No comparable section is in the Spring Draw Tract Profile.

Page 22:

"The Kintz cemetery is located on Section 20, T.45N., R.791~.
The cemetery and a Loo-Eoot buffer zone would not be dis-
turbed. "

No comparable mine design problem is to be found at Spring
Draw.

Page {13:

"The two producing oil and gas wells would be capped below
the depth of the coal. Production lost by this action would
be 62 barrels of oil per day and 127 million cubic feet of
gas per day."

jtr . Charles Wilkie

We respectfully request that the preferred alternative under the
DEIS be reevaluated in light of the concerns we have expressed.
We believe that the preferred alternative should be modified to
allow the leasing of the Spring Draw Tract.

Yours truly,

RCO:CRT:CC Jack L. Mahaffey

Attachment
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Hr . Charles Wilkie

There are no producing wells on the Spring Draw Tract.

Page 44:

"The Swat nson ' s hawk nest would be destroyed by mining. The
loss of this pair of hawks would represent 20 percent of the
county population (79 percent probability)".

"Disturbance to the golden eagle nest during the breeding
season (Feb. 15 - July 15) would cause nest abandonment."

No cornpa r ab Le pruLl.,il\;; at., to be found on the Spring Draw
tract.

Adverse impacts to wildlife through the life of the mine not
identified in the Two Top Profile, but covered in the Spring Draw
Profile (page 42) include mule deer ("losses not likely to exceed
75 animals"), sage grouse ("losses would be minimal"), short-
eared owls ("would not be critical") and a prairie dog town
("with no sign of black-footed ferrets").

We feel all the foregoing well demonstrates Shell's strong belief
that mining in the Kintz Creek and Keeline areas will have a
much more severe impact on the environment than at Spring Draw.

We also believe the selection of Alternative 3 is not responsive
to the demonstrated high level of industry interest at Spring
Draw. This has been most recently shown by the participation of
nine companies in a Federal Coal Exploration License drilling
program on this and adjacent tracts. No such program has been
conducted at Kintz Creek/Keeline. It is our feeling that this is
a clear indication of industry's judgment regarding the relative
economic merits of these tracts. We maintain that leasing of
Spring Draw would result in more competition and a greater
monetary return to the Federal government for coal leased than
would result from leasing at Kintz Creek/Keeline. This would
clearly be in the public interest. Another curious feature of
Alternative 3B is, that of the six non-maintenance tracts in-
cluded, three or 50'1, are Small Business set-asides and one of the
three non-Small Business tracts. Duck Nest Creek. is essentially
a maintenance tract (Duck Nest Creek Tract Profile, page 5). We
doubt that such a tract composition in this first, long-awaited
Powder River Basin lease sale is within the spirit and intent of
the Federal Coal Leasing Program or in the national interest.

JnlmHalt l(ommUCt l(ommiggion
RiIl_bingIDn. J).€. 20-\23
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/':
"lr. Charles Wilkie
EIS Team Leader
Bureau of Land Nenagemen t
Casper ut e cr i.o t Office
951 Rancho Road
ce sper , WY 82601

Dear- ~'r. Wilkie:

I an writing to forward corment s of the Interstate Conner-c e
Corim'iaa Lonta Energy and EnvLr-onrnent; Branch (EES) on the BIJ.I Draft
Environmental Impac t St a t erien t on the Powder- River Coal Lea e t ng
Pr-ogr-am,

Comment Ill: Based on the information in 'reb tee I-I, 2-2,
and 2-4, Alternative 3 would have 103 rntl j Lon tone (MT) of coal
produced in Montana in 1995. Of that amount, 51 percent would be
produced by existing nines. Of the r-emet nt ng 50.13 'IT, 12 percent
would come I't-orn the Peabody noncompetitive t es ee in Rosebud
County, 24 percent from the CX Ranch in Bighorn County, and 65
percent (32.8 I-IT) from the Tongue River (TR) HaLkr-oad area, which
includes the pr-opoae d uon cco mine, the NH Otter Creek tract, anrt
the Aahland Coalwood tract.

I believe that the preferred alternative overstates the
amount of coal which aou Ict come out of the TR Railroad area by
1995. 'rtit e is due to the following: (1) the rtgure of 103 r'IT of
coal produced in Montana in 1995 ia very probably an
overstatement. 1; A demand analysis prepared in conjunction with
the preparation of the ICC's TR Railroad EIS indicates that
demand for non t ane coal will be 90 HT in 1995; (2) a conpm-Laon
of the quality of the coal r-eeour-c e in the TR Railroad ar-ea with
that of the coal r eaour-ce in the Decker and Colstrip-Sarpy Creek
ar-ena ino to at.e e that it is very unlikely that coal from the rn
area wouLd capture 65 percent of new coal sales in Ilontana; and
(3) even if it were aaeumert that TR area coal couLd ca ptur-e 65
percent of new Montana sales, it is very douo t rur whether nines

l;Page 13 of the ORIS acknowledp;ea that, even though the DIns
aasUMes that all tracts offered under an alternative would be
leased and mined within the time frame covered in the DEL'l, "it
ill recognized that in reality coal production will be gov et-ned by
market demand."
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which might open in the TR ar-e a could achieve a nroduc t t.on level
of 32.8 MT in 1995, given the potential for' delay which exists at
the various stages of mine development.~/

Comment 1/2: Overstatement of 1995 annual eo a.L productlon in
the Tongue River area and understatement of 1995 produc t t on in
the Decker and CoLa t r-Lp-Sa r py Creek areas would result in
overstatement of env Lr-onmen t aL impacts for the TR nrea and an
unde r at.a t enen t of Lrnpac t a in the Decker and Colstrip-Sarpy Creek
areas. One example of such overstatement in the TR area can be
seen on page F_Jl, Figure F-3. This figure shows t ha t , under the
preferred alternative, there would be 17 train movements pel' day
(TPD) on the proposed TR Railroad in 1995. The Elm expects 1995
derta nd for ':'fl area coal to g ene r-at e o nj v fI or 9 'I'PD on the 'J'R
line. ,--

Oomment. #5: Pr-om examination of Fip;ure ;.'-3, it appears that
the nurnb e r of trains on each segment of the B11 line through Mlle~
City was der-Lv ed by assuming that all of the traffic flowing into
the line moves to or from the east. Por- example, the 13 TPD
(Altel'native 3) on the segment between Sar-py Jct and Nichols
appears to be the sum of the 8 TPD on the eegrient to the west of
that line and the 5 TPD g ener-n't ed by the Sf\I'P~' Cr-eek SPUI' line,
If an cna t-orc at split had been aaeuneo for the t rar r rc flowing
into the nil line, TPD on the vart oue segments cou io VUI'.Y
substantially from t.nat shown in Figure F-3, as would
env Lr-ormen t a I impacts auaoc i.a tert with those TPD levels.

COMment #3: 1<'01' the t.r-ac us be Lng cons t der-ert for leasing in
xont ana and which ALM expects to accommodate new mines, the
allsul'lptioll is made that 40 percent of the related eoc Lo-cec onorif c
impacts will occur in Powder Rt ver- County and 60 percent in
Ro ee bud Ooun t.y • Nowhere in the applicable tract pr-o r t Lea 01' in
the DlUS itself is there any explanation of what this assumption
is bns ert on. Pre 1 Lrn Lna r' y wor-k on the ICC 'j'ongue !U vel' EIS
indicates that Custer' County would also incur' a ra t rj y sizeable
portion of such trcpa c t s . The rttut ei nu t i on assumption made hy l:JLt~
would thus overstate socio-economic impacts on Ro eebud and Powder'
River Counties and understate impacts on Custer County,
Fuethe r-more , ELM makes the assumption that all of the increased
population in Rosebud County related to the new mines wou Ict
reside in Ashland. The EEB feels that the Colstrip area will
receive a certain amount of population increase as a result of
mining development in the Tongue River Valley. The reason f'or-
this is that within two years, the oonet.ruot i on of Colstrip Units
3 and 4 will be complete and there will be surplus housing
available in the town. wa t Lur-e to t a.ke this into co na Ldar a t.Lon
results in ove r a t.a t ene nt; of s oo Lo-ceo onomfc tmpau t a on Ashland.

In addition, Pt gure F-3 shown that TPD on the Nichols spur
will be 10 TPD in 1995 urtd e r- m t.er-na t i ve 1 and 19 TPD in 1995
I,[orier' the other at terna c r.ves . !-lowevel' , as I unrt er-n bnnd i.t • the
t r-ac t a in the Nichols spur area which would be j eaa cd under
Al t.e rna ci ves 2, 3, and II are expected by BL'-l to be nat ntnnunc e
tracts, which would not increase production over- naae Lf ne 1995
levels. If thill understanding is correct, I fail to see why TPD
on the Nichols spur is different under Ai t.er na t i.ve 1 than it is
under Alternatives 2, 3, or II.

Comment #6: Generally speaking, the ooc coent is d l f'f LcuLt;
to intel'pretfOr two reasons. First, the o r-gant za t t.on of tables
and narrative is c on ru aLng • One has to shift back and forth
between sections ann c.nap t ere in or-der to assess the validity of
nunbe r s and to correlate figures to the narrative. As an
e xeeipl e , the figures on coal production under- the various
alternatives ar-e not readily appar-ent, in the DEIS. Re tb er-, they
were derived using Tables I-I, 2-2, and 2-4. A second problen
with the doc.unen t ill that the Methods enp Loyect in developing the
f npa c t analysis for various resources is not appa r ent , I~oljt of
this information was supposedly pr-epar-ed and summarized Ln
individual tract profiles. It would be helpful to have at least
a summary of these tract profiles available as an append Lx to
this report.

COIT:Ment#lJ: The BL~~DEIS does not account fOI' t rade
patterns which result in induced employment in pj.n ce s such as
Forsyth and Miles City, nor is it sensitive to location of
t no irec t e.np Loyn en t ,

Comment #7: Table 2-2 e r-r-oneous l y
Ranch as beinp; 1n Rosebud County. It is

Pe t e r- Kiewit ex
County.

Comment liB: The amount of uncommi tted federal coal re s e r-ves
shown for the maintenance t r ac t s in Tables 2-4 aloe not consistent
in all cases with the nu-itie r-s in Table 1-1 in the Fe de r-aL
uncommt tted reserves column.

2/Since assessment of !\lternative 3 in the DEIS was based on
Suba Lt et-na t t ve 3C, the numb e r-s quoted above also ar-e based on
Suua t t.er-na t ive 3C. However, the eame comment would apply to the
preferred Suba Lt et-na t Lve , which is 3B. Under- this subalterna-
t t ve , would pr-o du ce 96,5 MT in 1995, 511.5 oer-c ent of
Which from existing mines, Of the remaimler, 60

fro!'! the TR. Railroad area (~\O!1t('o n t ne , '\Jlri
tlW Otter Creek tracts).

Comment #9: 711e Dins a s ae s s eu soil, vegetation and w L'ldLt.Le
impacts on the a s aumpt.Lon that all of the land within a given
t r ac t will be n La tu r-bed , As net.ween 20 ann 25 percent of a
logical mining unit may not he disturbed by mtn t ng , the REB feels
a mor-e realistic appr-oach to the assessment of land disturbance
impacts would be to calculate, na ee c 011 a typical nine
dov eLopnerrt , the total nu-ib ur of a c r-ea disturbed per m11lion t.O!1R
of coal mined, c eLcu l a t i.ug also the nunher- of acres to be used
for Mine facilities.

-'1-

In addition, the DE!.'} should be mod Lf'Led to include
information on differences in soil conditions and particular
reclamation potential by ar-ea all well as the types of vege t.a t t on
ranked in significance of vegeta.tion lost,

Comment #10: 'l'he DEIS should contain a mor-e thorough
discussion of nt t Lga t t ng naa aur-e s for terrestrial wilrHife
t npac t s , as well as of the potential impact of the expected
increase in hunan population 00 wilrllife. Both topics are
treated rather s umnar t Ly in the !JEIS. Table 3-1 {p , 112) ehova
Lar-ge amounts of wilclltre habitat in acres, with no b r-eakdown
into major habitat types 01' a detailed discussion of the
importance of these hab t t a t s . Pur t her-oor-e , there is no
explanation of how these large acreages were computed. On pages
5f! and 59, there is a discussion of the loss of antelope and
grouse, but again, there e eeraa to be no discussion of how these
losses were calculated. These r.i gur-ea appear to he worst-case
speculations based on the a aeurnpt t on that local populations are
at carrying ca oac t t y , losses will he total, and that all
information c o nc er-n i ng wildlife in the area is known.

potentially e I f g Lbl e for listing on the un t i ona i
Register would be protected (National Histodc
Pr-e ae r-vat Lon flct, Section 6),

The flrlvisol'y Council on Historic Preservation does not
eligibility for the National Register of Historic Places,
Keeper of the Register makes that rletermination. lto neo ver",
the BU~'s own assessment, not all sites would be pr-o t ec t ed ,
Clearly. data r-e t r-Leva I of t n r or-na t t on from si ten is the common
mitigation practice and would be the sugg e s t ed action on most
si tea in this ar-ea , The BL~! indicates at the bo t t.om of page 59
that "Bur-Led sites would be lost," Obviously, this wou Ld not be
the case should data retrieval be successfully conduc t ed on
e Lt gLbLe cultural r-e eour-c ea . Finally, the appropriate section of
the National Historic Preservation Act ill Section 106,

Thank you for the opportunity to c omrnent ,

Sincerely,

Comment 1111 • Cultural Resources:

'Itie r-e are a number of problems with e na t y s i e of the cultural
resource as pr-e eent.ert in the RLI! document. The principal problem
again concerns the method in which land disturbance was
e a LcuLa t e d , It would assume that there was total disturbance of
all tracts, as opposer'! to actually looking at the mineable area
of a tract with a t yp t.ea.I mine plan. Po r t tie r-rnor-e , the fiLM
developed a density ratio for sites in the region based on the
number of surveys that had been conducted in the ar-ea , Many of
these s ur veya were conducted at different levels of Ln t ens Lt y ,
and there was no attempt to ad jun t for this df a t.Lnc t Lon ,

Pcr-t ne r-mor-e , in Table 1J-5 (p , 72), which t i e t s the numner- of
sites to be tmpac t ect under each alternative, it is clear that
while many sites could be potentially impacted by mine activity,
federal and state statutes and regulations require only National
Register eligible sites be considered in impact analyses and
mitigation, There is no attempt to de t e r-rai ne the total number- of
significant sites that would be disturbed and that could be
considered a resource loss, While Appendix T3, Table C-l suggests
the nunuer- of National Register eligible sites for some of the
a r-ea a that have been surveyed, it i e clear that the de t er-mtna t t on
of eligibility has not nee n made for most sites that have been
located in previous surveys,

Ca r-oLe Dawkins
Comnunity Pj anner-
Energy ann Environment Branch

It also should be noted that there are some cor-r e c t t one
n eceeea r y to the RLM's cultural resource sections. On page 59,
the BLM states that:

The State Historic Preservation Officers (SHPO) in
Montana and Wyominp;, and the advisory council will

determine_",_g_"_lf_'_Cll_"_t::e_O_'_fJJ'_"_'_1t_'_'_'_"_lt_'_fi_'_'_._' L_. _
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consider using the other six tracts as exchange leases for existing preference
right leases or other leases that may not be as suitable, This approach would
provide a contribution toward our nation's real coal production needs, wht l e
insuring that coal development takes place on the tracts which are most suit-
able in terns of environmental and other criteria,

SEP 17 1991
According to the system that EPA uses to rate draft EIS's, the Powder

River Coal DEIS wi 11 be listed in the Federill Register as ER-l. This means
that we have some envtronnente t l'eservat1ons rel e ttve to the project's impact
on both al r and water resources. If you neve any questions regarding our com-
ments, please contact Dennis Sohocki of my staff at FTS 327-4831-

Si'''IY~?
AI",,~ff!::

RegiOnf'A~i'linistrator

Ref: BW-EE

Mr. Charles Wilkie
Team Leader
Bureau of L and Naaaqement
g51RanchRoad
Casper, WY00l1ng 62601

Dear loll', Wllkie:

The Region VIII office of the Envl rcnment a l Protection Agency has
completed its review of the Powder River Coal draft environmental impact
statement {OEISl and offers the following comeent.s for your constcer atton ,

The OCIS is generally well-written, organized and to the point. It
appropr1ately spends its time discussing only the significant environmental
impacts in any detail. As the OCIS correctly points out, all alternatives
will deteriorate the air and water resources on a localized basis to varying
degrees depending on the level of additional coal dave'lupnent ,

TheOEIS putnt s out there are 67 preference right lease app t tcattoes
(PRLA'sl, vartous lease exchanges and lease protests pending In the Powder
River Basin 1n addition to the new tracts proposed for leasing which will be
used to meet production qoal s , aeceuse of the apparent "softening" of
etec tr tce l demand, stetmllng from its h1gher price and the slowing of our
economic growth. most energy demand projections and forecasts done by
utilities have been lowered in recent years to reflect these trends. This
trend seemed to be in evidence in the scoping meeting held on this project.
Various industry, governmental and environmental representatives pointed out
that many of the existing mines in the Powder River were hav1ng difficulties
in esta.bl1shing sufficient markets to sell their coal to capacity. A recent
St.ete of Wyoming report forecasts that in 1990, demand for Wyom1ng coal will
be 175.5 million tons compared to known mine production r.apac ity of 276.4
million tons (Wyoming Coal Production Sunmar y , Wyoming Geological Survey,
August 1981). Given these trends, we question the need for additional l eesf nq
at this time other than production maintenance teases at existing mines,

The fourteen tracts proposed for leasing were selected on the basts of a
land use planning process which applied environmental and other criteria to
determine their suitability. We agree with your proposal to use eight of
these tracts to extend the life of existing mining operations. You should

BURUNGTON NORTHERN 41
Er-:ERGY AND MINERALS DEPARTMENT
COAL AND MINERALS DIVISION

Mr, CharlICsW!lkle
September 16,1981
Page 2

Mr. Charles Wilkie, TICa", Leader
BurICiluofLandHanagement
Casper District Office
951 Rancho Road
Casper, Wyoming 82&01

September 16,1981

We have a more specHic comment regarding the social economlc re-

~~r::~:r~7~::1:7~e~h~~:;:n~:~:':~:da~~~~:e~:::~:~~yp~:~~~u;~~:~
nasin near Ashland, It does not automatically follow that the employees

~:~~s t~:~~dml~:e~a~:u:: ~~::i~: ~:~:a::'m[~; ~:m::~~i:~: ~:;~i;:r.,nge-

fr~m Hites City to the Ashland area for mine <.",ployees. therefore
shlfting popUlation growth to a larger town. Also, the ES in several
places points out probable local government deficits which would

;~;~jj~~;;:f:~~l~j~~~~~~j;~iI;:~~;;:i!m:~;i:~jj:i!Vj~i:~j;;;:'-
are available for this pu.rpose.

We would again like to thank the Regional Coal Team [or allowing
us the opporrunity lOCOr:Ir.ent on this documenl.

Cear Mr, Wilki.e,

Burlington tlonhern Coal and Minerals Subsidiary would like to submit
theseco<IDlents as an addition to those presented at the public hearing
in Billings on July 30, 1981, Again, we would like to reiterate
that overall. we feel that the Dra[t Powder R{ver Coal EIS Is co,mll.'·nd-
able and Is an accurate basis [or co' •.•.r.ent. We [eel that the length
of the document Is ,1 vast improvement over many past ES's and is
therefore less verbose andICasier to follow,

We havIC one general COnTl1ent to "'ake on the tone of the ES. We feel
that the ESglvesthe Impression that larger degrees and amounts
of mining a s ao c t ar e d impacts lo/III result from [ederal leasing than
we expect would oCCur from meny of the given alternatives. H. P. Holmes

Project Coordinator

The fourth paragraph on page 13, Chapter 2, does not adequately
explain the relationship between federal leasing levelsandcorre-
sponding levels of production expected from market demand. The
worst-caSe analysis is repeatedly described for each of the ES alterna-
tives. NOlo/here does the ES clearly describe what the most likely
level of development would be if the market were allolo/ed to function.
Once lhlsmarketclearing level hasbeenidentlfled, it should be
stat.ed that alternative levels of coal leas{ng over and above lhat
necessary to clear the market would be unlikely to generate Impact
levels any greater than those associated with this market clearing
leveL After all, only that coal demanded In the marketplace wtll
be prodm:ed regardless of how much "excess" federal coal Is leased.

HPil/sd

In addition to falling to establish the most Itkely level of productfon
and corresponding impacts. the ES cont{nually refers to Impacts
associated with the various levels of prodm:tlonas expected levels
of impact. for example, under alternative [our, If in fact this
is truly a worst-case analysis, the tone should be clear as to Imply
that the Impacts couid be as high as or l%uld be no ec r e than presented
under this alternative. All worst-case analysis levels oVer and
above the most likely level of production should clearly state that
they are worst-case project{ons and not actually expected.
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Por s t.h, b or.tana ha ve suffered at the hands of the oppo r tun l s t s within our

State and Federal appointive offices.

It is '~y rer-ven t hope Ole Powder Hkv e r- Regional Coal 'I'ean

is not made up of people of such ctiu rac te r ,

Sept. 12, 19BI

of

The Powder- Ri ve r- Rejtio na I Coal Team

u. s . Dcv t , c r Interior
Bur-ea.r of Land !.,and?;eTcnt

2515 ihrren Ave-un

Cheyenne, 'II."'Jrning (lZOOI

i'3.rrlir:f the prospects for Le.r s i-u- of coal in the Powde r-

Ri ve r- r-e a i on •

Due to PH.' pro s aure of pe r sina L -na t t or-s , I -ri s se d the
r,.,ading of the dead Li ne for que s t Lon s Which I".a~!be presented

to vou on Oc t obe r- 2nd, in Billi~Fs. For this r-ea son , I 3.[']

',s~ing vou r ex t en s.iun 0: t.ba t courtesy,

The r-ap l n thp of the .EIS Dr-aI t volume clearly
ino ju je s sections of privately owned Land , pr-ope r-t.v owned

ov our fa-ii', c o r-oor-at Lon , underlain in p u-t bv Federally
iw-ir-d coal. 'Phi s Land is in 2N, 42E, ad jo ini n.; ••••estern

~nerpv Co~,.any's Ar-ea D, c t Coj s t r i o ,

Our fa-r,iiy hIS sent word via letter, 'lnr! the form

sent out bv tho sI t o s City B.L.t,\. t.na L Ulere is no Surface
Owner con so o t to mine tho cea.t un.te r- tnose vse o t rons •

Why weep t)le'{ included in the If,ap area of selected coal

t r-ac t s ?
The va ae r-Les of the Groundwater secti.on 'ire certainly

unrtu r s t-ndab Le , There ha s been no IN DEPTH study -ia de of

the adversities resulting I'r-cn t-ie '~iring of the shallow

coal aquifer, either to the lower g r-oundwa t.e r- flows, or to

the surface water. Nor has a r.rc tua t and unrte rs t.md ing

study twen OTl'Jdeof the adverse irapac t s of the shallow coal

aqoLre r s i t.o Agricult'.lre.
In fact, t he volume tia s been comn.iLed wi th the ne jo r- theme

being LEAS£: T;'~ CLAL •.••T ALL COSTS, to the Ai;ricul tur-e of the

n r-ea ] to the unsus ne c t t-r- pub j ic w:~.oreally own the coal,

Net th e r- will »ve t: find ccvpe nsa t l on for the loss t hey will

Tcstili>OnyofRJ,."dZars, on tlll'Powd"r RiverDraftEIS, W"dn"aday,4 3
July 29, i981 - Caaper, Wyoming.

okay, Br f ef Ly , lwouldhon"atly aay that this ia th"'oIOrllt i ••pact atat,,-

lOOnt 1 have ee ec , That'a juat pre t ty basic. I think it'a clear that the

impact areceee nt b"gan with the po Li t Ic a l obj"ctlv,,--that Ls to reese

REED ZARs: My nalll'! 1a Reed Zara. I am with th" Powd"r River Basin I:Or"coalandonlyua"d th"t"chnical data to aupport a pred"stined con-

Reaourc" Council, and inth" br t ef time. that we. hav" had thia impllct c roe i cn, I think. that'a very sad, but th"re ianojuatificationfot

atate.mnt, around five daya, I hav" at Ie aa t been abl" to mal<" a pr,,- additional coal l"asing in the baain, and I th1nk BUi, "apecially with

llminary review of ita auff1ci"ncy and would Uk." to COllllll"nt on that at theahift inadminiatrat10na, is "v"n harder pre s eed orhard"r put to

leaat briefly. f1ndr"aaona to aupport additional Le aat ng ,

First of aU, the R"aource Council. aa IIIIlny of you lllay know, Le an agri- Th" only way, 1£ you \/ill 1001< at thiB impact statement, t e if you chooae

cultural group that nee many ee abe r a in \/yoming. many that Uv" in th" the high scenario for DOE'a targ"t and figure aome 40,000,000 tona per

area that is tob" leas"doria propoa"d to be leaaed for additional y"ar ahortfall in 1990, but thst high ece oer to ia unr"aUatic, unimagin-

coal. and I think. we have av"rysp"cific int"r"at inwhathappena today able, I would say. for the Povde r River Bae In •

and what happ"ns throughout thia prccee e .

On specifics. it certa1nlyfallB far short of analyzing any sur t of

First, I would like to reiterate our probl,,1W with the schedule. W" just deClllnd for this coal. It picka up the POE numbers. the 400.000,000 ton8

r"ceived this impact e t at.eeeut laat"""ek and would very IlliC.hUl<e to have or whatever, andua"li themaagoapello'h"nth"t" iano bsck.ing aupport for

lWretille to t"vi"wth" document, I understand there might be aOlreadd1- why dId they pick. those nuw"rs. eapecially in light of what's happening

tional he ar Ing a , and WI:!would cutainly support thoa". 1 think the turn- with electric growth ceres today and industry e t at eeent e the.eae Lve s , I

out today is even indicatlve of the Uttle t1me. that thepublichaahad have chosen Il couple out of the Cae pe r Star Tribune out of the Laa t eont.h

to revIew this one. with Carter Kining aaying \I'i! are not g"tting nev busineas we had hoped

for. There la a certain in6ecurity about the ut L'l Lt Le a , Ill"aning ut11-

t t i es , becauae of the weak atate of the econoey which in turn ll2ana leas

electric power consumption, and et et eeent.a by AMAXaaying we are in a

situatIon inwhich.theiodustry1a aettlngstlll because ther" ar" no

marketll. Tile goose 1a definitely not. fotev"r golden. SoW!! of t hose eggs
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could turn to lead, and we have production capacity in place for the !!DlIt

part. The problem 16 who in going to conauee it. TheaI' are recent

Tile regulationa er eo aale. But to consider schedule e t c er oet.tve s , different

achedules t.hs.t you could Ie eee on. Again, and I would submit for pol1-

stlltementsby the industry eue eaetve e , and If the induatrycan'teven

aupport to thet:o!lclvespubllciyat leaataneed forcoalleaaing, •..'hat are

tical reasons, there 16 only one acheduleconaidered, and that'a 1982,

and it's either no lealling in 1982 or three lIcenlirioa for leuing In

We doing here today talking about onrecolllleilnIng1 \lell, aaloaid

befor", there te quit" II bit eare oymbollam than anything 1'101' in the

1982. rnere t e no alternatIve choaen for juot maintenance leaning which

our orgsoization feels might be the ecet reasonable. That Le to s ay

productiontargeta. lealling for operationa that are in exiatence now, but not leaaing for new

mol's, not opening up ne;; areaD when "''e already have a er eeeodcos o\'er-

There Waa nO .,.,ntion that 1 could find of any effect on the Clean Air Act capacity in the Powder River Basin today, and all es t t ea eee are for that

and the bUls that are now InCongreaa whichmigllt eee r r rcr theact'a to contInue into the future, but thereiano e Lt e rnat Lve that lClInpick

effectIveneaa, "",,dIfled, but, In otllerIlOrds, the Clean Air Act is back and allY, ce.t i , the Powder River BaaIn Reoource Council wilisllpport thio

in Washington now up for review. It may be acaied down. That Is alternative, beclluse it's not in there, but thatohould beconaidered, so

the only other optIon 1 11mgiven in thia statement is to consider the noce r t a fn l y going to affect all \oIestern coal raar-ke t a , If sulfur dioxide

atandards are ondifled, dimIniahed, so that they open op e ae t e rn coal e ct ton whIch is a real gem because it e aya that all of the (,RLA's are

gofng to be mtned instead, and 1 would like if any ioduatryperson 15"",rketo, you can be sure that that'll going to affect the .•.'Csterncosls.

No cent ton whatsoever that I could find. here, for the III to c oeeene on that as to whether all of the PRI.A's are

going to be mined whether that \lOuld repreot!nt in any way aOO>!!aor t of

Alao, and 1 believe in direct violation of the regulations pertaining to

this impact s t at eee nt apecl.f1cally, there were noalte epe c i r tc analyses

of the tracts there were chosell, and 1 could read that pore ion out of the

regulations talking about thio environmental Impact atate"",nt. TIle

HEARING OfFICER BESSINGER: Excuae me. Eigllt mInutea 10 up.

s t at e ceur shall consider both the aite specific pot ent t at e nv t ronnent a l

Impact of each tract being considered for lease sale and the intra-

HR. ZARS: Okay. The PRLA argument atands \{ith the other ai ee roet t ve e ,

Maybe the panel can correct me, but lIa I read the alternatives the PRLA's

regional cumulative environmental Impacts. Nothing In here talks about

the iepacts of the trscta themselves In any specific Une. I thInk

that's aoignificant problemwitllthe illlpact atatement.

aren't conaidered in two, three, and four. They are juot cons Ide r ed In

the no action, and I can't understand why that'o done.

Okay. Finally, I was on the OTA, Office of Technology as eeaecenr , Task

Force iast year with many other people from \lyomIng includIng the induo-

COHMENTSTO THE POWDERRIVER COALTEA>"!. 44
ON THE POWDERRIVER REGIONALCOAL DRAFT EIS

try re pceeent a t i ve a wnd tile state geologiata, and so forth. lie looked at
DATE: July 30, 1981

all of the undeveloped lease a that are in the basin nov. Okay. There
LOCATION: Billings, Montana

SUBMITTEDBY, Hartin P. Holmes, Burlington Northern Coal and
Minerals Subsidiary

are about 2.9 billion tons of undeveloped leaseo rtiet. Wl' gave favorable

developo:ent potential status to. Okay1 That's just about double the

allPunt rha t But vant s to lease right now that we hllve oetting in place

that'anot even being developed. Okay. By 199iinataak force we

Good afternoon. My name is jtar t In Holmes from the Burlington

figured that in the Powder River BaBin there 18 350,000,000 tono of capa-

city that would b a avai i eute , and enet. was to meet the ICF demand which

Northern Coal and Minerals Subsidiary. I would like to thank

waS aninduatry-sponsoreddemand study for no,oOO,OOOby 1990 or Gary

Glass from tile GS here ln Wyoming with hia 175,000,000 tona per year for

1990. Clearly We have thecapaclty. I would urge Blliand Secretary lIatt

the panel for giving us the opportunity to offer our comments

on the Draft Powder River Regional Coal EIS, The comments

offered here today will be general in nature. We will submit

more detailed written comments later during the comment period.

and whoever eloc t e in charge to consider t he ae commento very carefully

and tllat, in any event, a revised draft Le needed for ttu e Impact
As you may know, Burlington Northern has just undergone a major

reorganization. Our coal property management and development
atatellEntbeyond a shadow of a doubt bac euae it falls farsllortof ita

activities are now centered in a separate operating subsidiary
requirewellts in law and itsobligationo to the public.

based in Billings, Montana. As a result of this reorganization,

we expect to take a more active role in the management of our

coal resources. To do so, we know it is imperative for us to

establish a closer working relationship with the Federal and

State officers involved in coal management.

Thank you. Sorry, Glenn.

We have followed the efforts of the Powder River Regional Coal

Team throughout this coal activity planning effort. The Regional

Coal Team has made a c orrmendab l e effort to reconcile the
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divergent views of the many parties having an interest in renewed

Federal.coal leasing in the Powder River Basin. We feel the

Federal and State employees who are responsible for preparing

the Draft EIS and all of the many associated documents to date

are to be applauded for their efforts. The length and format

of the Draft EIS is a substantial improvement over its unwieldly

should be set even hLghar- than those needed to meet the DOE

high estimate. The economic impacts of underleasing could

be substantial. The impacts of overleasing are not as clearly

discernible and are more easily mitigated.

pr ede ceas or s , and it: is adequate as a basis for comment.

Regardless of what leasing levels are included for study in

the Draf r EIS, we must not lose track of the fact that only

that coal demanded by the marketplace will be produced.

My comments today will center around two t s sue s e -cne dealing

with the structure of the Draft EIS and the other with the

Increasing leasing targets to promote least cost production

will not necessarily result in higher levels of production and

proposed action itself. increased environmental impacts.

The structural issue involves the treatment in the Draft EIS The Draft EIS addresses this problem only in passing at the

beginning of Chapter 2. Having pointed out the business reality,

the Draft EIS then goes on to paint a picture of even larger

of the ;elationship between leasing levels and expected

production levels and their resulting environmental impacts.

The setting of the leasing target has apparently dictated the

approach taken in developing estimated impact levels. In

setting proper leasing targets, enough unobligated coal reserves

must be made available to allow the marketplace to function

properly to supply new demands by the least expensive reserves.

To ensure this, the Regional Coal Team focused on the high DOE effort be made to deter-mine the impacts associated with the

demand level for 1990. This is a reasonable starting point for- most likely level of development, i.e .• the DOEmedium, and

the lease target setting process. However, we would argue that that this impact level be the standard of comparison for the

to allow the market to function properly, Federal Leas i.ng levels EIS. The other impact level estimates would then be put in a

---~II~
,

impacts associated with increasing levels of leasing. It loses

track of actual demand expectations. Figure 2-1 indicates

that the DOEmedium demand estimate is in fact lower- than any

of the leasing alternatives presented in the Draft EIS including

the no-action alternative. We feel it is imperative that an

-4-
-5-

that we understand is contained within alternative 3B, the

business set asides that require Burlington Northern coal

form Logical Mining Units. We would hope to identify for you

either unleased Burlington Northern coal which could be offered

under some form of cooperative leasing or Burlington Northern

coal which has already been leased to a small business lessee.

better perspective as worst case levels only, and clearly

not as the levels expected to result from the proposed actions.

We also wish to comment on the small business set aside tract

per f er r ed alternative. We support the concept of identifying

limited numbers of tracts uniquely suited as set asides for

development by small businesses. We feel that when the Regional

Coal Team identifies potential mining units consisting totally

of Federal coal, which it feels are suited for small business

development. a set aside is appropriate. We do, however,

Again, I would like to thank the Regional Coal Team for allowing

us the opportunity to comment. We deeply appreciate the work

that has been done to date on the Powder River Regional Coal

EIS, and we look forward to submitting more detailed written

connnents before the close of the comment period.

question the advisability of setting aside Federal coal which

can be best and possibly only mined in conjunction with

substantial amounts of private coal not obligated to the set

aside effort. In the case of the proposed Coal Creek, Hontana

tract, the potential mining un Lj; involves significant reserves

of Burlington Northern coal. This Burlington Northern coal is

already under lease to another party who could not qualify as

a small business. Therefore, we strongly suggest that the

Regional Coal Team look to another area where it has an all

Federal mining unit to offer for its small business set aside.

In the future, Burlington Northern would welcome the opportunity

Thank you.

to discuss with the Regional Coal Team potential sites for small

I ---~--
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new mines are opened. In the West alone, well over 100 million

tons of overcapacity exists. There are also about B billion

tons of federal coal--enough to last the entire country for

almost 10 yee r s e -Ln Powder River Basin leases already handed

to the coal companies. Host of these leases don I t even have

mining plans, because there is no market for the coal.

We were amazed last year when, despite all of t.hLa,

BLMproposed to lease 776 million tons more. That would be

a ridiculous and irresponsible handout to the coal companies.

The rses s Lvo, uncontrolled leasing of federal coal during

the 1960 's was the major reason that the Department of Interior

had to stop leasing coal in 1971, and design a new leasing

program to prevent rampant speculation by private companies with

the public's coal. But instead of correcting past abuses,

the Depart.nent of Interior now seems to be intent on covering

them up. In fact, Secretary Watt wants to add to past mismanagement.

Not. content to handout just 776 million tons of unneeded

federal coal to the very same companies who are already leading

speculators in public coal--companies like Canso 1 , Shell, and

Pacific Power and Light--Mr. Watt has doubled the giveaway, to

one and a half billion tons of coal. In other words, on top

of billions of tons in existing, non-producing leases, and

in the face of a huge overcapacity in existing mines, Watt proposes

to lease enough coal to open six major new mines and expand production

at several more existing mines. One and a hatf billion tons is

far more than needed to meet the Department of Energy's

NORTI!I:PN PLAINS r~ESOLJI~CECOUNCIL

M~'l\Olh(~

41'JSldplelonBu!!d,n'l
IHm!l~, MT ~9](J1
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TESTIMONYOF BILL ~1ACKAY,JR, ON TilE POWDERInVER DRAFTEIs
July 30, 1981, Billings, Montdlld

My name is nill Mackay, Jr. I am from Roscoe, ~\ontana,

and I am a member of the Northern Plains Resource Council.

I am here r epr cs ent i nq NI'RCmemher s in Powder lti ve r-

and Rosebud Counties who could not make it today because of

the ridiculously short, and illegal, notice provided for this

hearing. That notice, unfortunately, makes this hearing

on the Powder River Draft £15 a pointless waste of the

taxpayers' 5 money.

'rhis hearing is unnecessary. The coal lease sale

which this £15 is supposed to ova j ua t e is unnecessary.

There simply isn't any demand for the coal nUl proposes to lease,

and there won't be any demand for twenty years or more.

A coal lease sale now would be an unproductive q i vcawey ,

an invitation to energy companies to spec u l e t.e with public

coal at the expense of the taxpayer. It will ~ ouvo nce our

country's goal of reaching ene rqy sclf-:wfficiency.

The existing mines in the r eq i on are pr oduc i nn barely

half of the co a I they a r-e capab t c of produc i nq . In Montana,

we have had rnine r s laid off at Decker, at Colstrip, anu;.at

Westmoreland's Absaloka mine. And now we face the possibility

of a slowdown at the Spring Creek mine, which just opened.

Even the Department of the Interior has admitted that

this huge overcapacity may exist into the 1990's, even if no

Testimony of Bill Mackay, Jr., page three

July 30, 1961

highest projection of demand--a projection which is widely

regarded as greatly inflated.

The abuse may not end there. Mr. Watt has strongly hinted

that he is going to double the 1962 giveaway~. Even a billion

and a half tons won't be enough in handouts.

This EIs doesn't even try to demonstrate the need for

this lease sale. That is the most serious deficiency in the

EIS, but it is certainly not the only one.

This EIs is inadequate for two basic reasons, and a

host of specific reasons. First, it does not include an analysis

of the impacts of leasing specific tracts of coal, as it is

supposed to do. Second, it does not have a realistic analysis

of the impacts of not leasing coal, which is also a requirement.

The EIS, incredibly, claims that not Leajr Lnq will have

a greater impact than leasing. I don't know what the reasoning

behind that claim is supposed to be, because the figures in

the EIS itself flatly contradict euch a conclusion.

The absurdity of that statement is obvious. But the

same twisted logic is found over and over in this EIs. For

example, the EIs claims that aquifers ripped up by draglines

will, miraculously, reappear stronger than before. Instead

of destroying springs, as,stripmining has done up to now,

BLMsays that stripmining may cause creation of new springs.

The EIS also manages to completely ignore the impact

of a hundred miles of railroad running through the middle of
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nearly every ranch on the rower half of the 'pcnquen i ver . The

railroad would not be built unless the lease sale is held as

proposed in this EIS, but the EIS doesn't discuss it.

And the EIS claims that reclamation in the Northern Great

Plains has been proven succ oss t uI e -bu t it uses as proof studies

that were done on reclamation potenti~, not on actual reclamation.

The EIS blithely ignores studies conducted un actual It'l:laf!lii.tion

efforts around the West that contradict its assumptions.

Although not a single acre of land has l.£..!:. been reclaimed to the

standards set for release of reclamation bonds under Montana

state law, BLMassumes that reclamation is an established success

story.

There is not time today, or pur-haps this year, to list

all of the erroneous assumptions, mistakes, end gaps in this

EIS. One more statement though, stands out. The EIS says,

and I quote, "zne r qy production within the region is at an all

time high and rapid growth is occurring." It is absolutely

incredible that BLMcan make this statement in the face of

the huge slump facing the coal industry in this r eq.ion . There

isn't a single mention in the entire EIS of the current coal

glut, the 50% overcapacity in er co mines, the unemployment of

area miners due to overleasing and ovo r copac i ty , or the billions

of tons of federal coal already under lease. There is no mention

of the unproductive, speculative profits that have been and still

are being made at the taxpayers' expense with public coal.

This EIS is wholly inadequate, but that in itself is not

surprising. What is s ur pr i s Lnq is Lhot fiLMwould mnke such a

Testimony of M~. Elliot, on the Povde r n tve r D~aft EIS 46
Thur ad ay , July 20, 1981-Bill~ngs, Montana

STATEHENTOF WESCORESOURCES,INC.

My name is Steve Elliot, Vice President of Wesco Resources, Inc.,

a Billings based natural resource development firm. In reviewing

the Powder River Draft EIS, I notice a discrepancy that I feel needs

the attention of the BLH. In the minutes of the May 21, 1961

Regional Coal Team meeting in Casper, I notice that the RCTwas con-

sidering three alternatives to the Ashland (Coalwood) tract. (see

page] attached hereto) Among other things, the tract was to be

divided because it had a coulee diViding the two tracts into Coal

Creek and Cook Mountain. This was done to satisfy the Coal Creek

~lining Co. 's request for a small business sale. Further, no

additional environmental work was necessary because it did not

e~large the area.

Then on page 5 and 6 of the same minutes Tim Gallagher of the

State of Montana moved that the Ashland tract be divided into two

tracts. This passed. lie further moved that the Coal Creek tract be

set aside as a small business tract. Referring to page] again, Tim

Gallagher recommends that the tract be set aside as a small business

tract and a large business tract.

On page 18 of the draft EIS, the preferred alternative is 3B

which eliminates the Cook Mountain tract. No reason is given as

to why this is the preferred alternative. In the summary, alternative

3 is the preferred alternative because it has the most favorable ratio

of coal produced to the environmental impacts. I submit that this

is an error for the following reasons:

L The impact of mining in the Ashland area is basically

Testimony of Bill Mackay, Jr., page five

transparent attempt to whitewash Mr. Watt's 1.5 billion

ton giveaway.

Statement of Wesco Resources,
Page 2

the same if mining begins. on the Coal Creek tract

as if it took place on the entire tract.

2. Montana did not recommend that the Cook Mountain tract

be eliminated.

3. As I stated in Casper, the Ashland (Coalwood) area is

not a good place for a small business set aside tract

because the area is a checkerboard (railroad-federal)

coal ownership area. Other existing business investments

have already been taken by other companies in the area.

For instance, BN has already leased their coal to

another major coal company. I still believe that the

mining of isolated sections is uneconomic. The tract

selected for small business will be isolated unless

the coal and surface interests can be consolidated.

There is no guarantee that this will happen.

4. Finally, not as a matter of sour grapes, but the EIS

team should be aware of the recent article showing

the sale of the Coal Creek Mining co. to interests that

own the Chicago White Sox. This suggests to me that a

true small business arrangement as contemplated by the

regulations does not exist. (see attachment)

As I stated in Casper as did others, I think the tract should be

put up for competitive leasing. In the alternative, I feel that the

Cook Mountain tract should not be eliminated from this sale. If

it is leased, the likelihood of Coal Creek surviving as a small
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Statement of Wesco Resources,
Page 3

business tract and meeting the due diligence requirements is

enhanced. This will happen because the large business interests

in the area including Peabody, Burlington Northern, Cities Service

and Consolidation Coal will have a signi ficant impact on the

t.imely development at coal in the Ashland area. ihthout their

·development, the economics won't exist for Coal Creek to mine

5 million tons a year.

Thank you for the opportunity to appear.

July 30, 1981

47
COI.f.lENTSBY SHEll OIL COMPANY~ MINING DEPARTMENT

ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTALIMPACTSTATEMENT
PREPAREDFOR THE POWDERRIVER BAS",,",--_

I am William C. Lowrey, attorney for Shell Oil Coepany ,

Mining Department, headquartered in Houston, Texas. Shell appreciates

the considerable efforts that have been exerted by the 9tH in prcpare ticn

of this ORAFTEnvironmental Impact Statement for the Powder River Basin,

and we welcome the opportunity to consent on the document while it is

in this preliminary stage. Our comnents will focus on the selection

of the preferred Alternative. We are concerned that we are unable

to verify that the RCT made any public decision selecting Alternative 3,

or, in particular, Sub-alternative 3B as the preferred alternative. We

are also concerned that the selection, however accomplished, is not

supported by the infonnation available to the Team. Data from the

OEIS and tract profiles indicate that Alternative 2 is more environ-

mentally acceptable than Alternative 3. Furthermore, current industry

interest strongly suggests that competition would be more intense in

an Alternative 2 sale.

The Powder River DEIS, on page 1, states:

"The alternative selected by the Regional Coal
Team (RCT) as the preferred al ternattve would
offer for lease in f:lid-19B2 1~ tracts which
would result in an average annual production
of about 50 million tons."

Additionally, a s t.atenent eppeer-sion page 18 of the OEIS that "Sub-alternative

3B has been selected as the RCT' s preferred alternative."

-1-

OElS

A reading of the minutes of recent RCT meetings shows that the

Team made no public decision whatever with respect to a preferred

alternative. Both Alternatives 2 and 3, with all their variations would

c10selyfitthereco:rrnendedcoal1easingtargetof1.4to1.5billion

tons adopted by the Assistant Secretary on June 22. It follows that

the statements previously cited appear to be inaccurate. Furthermore,

in our opinion such a selection is not supported by the data presented

in theDEISand the tract profiles.

We do not believe that Sub-alternative JB is the most environ-

mentally acceptable at terne ttve to reach the leasing target. The tracts

contained in Alternatives 2 and J are identical except Alternative J

removes the Spring Draw Tract and substitutes for it the Kintz Creek

and Keeline Tracts, therefore it is not surprising that in some respects

there are no s iqni f f cant differences in the socto-economtc or environmen-

tal consequences of the two alternatives. Nevertheless, data in the

DEIS tndtcete that the selection of Alternative 2 with the inclusion

of the Spring Draw Tract would result in a number of significantly

reduced environmental impacts related to hydrology, air quality,

disruption and reclamation of land, volume of rail traffic, loss of

rural land use, and disturbance of wildlife habitat.

In contrast, the counterbalancing environmental factors favoring

Alternative J, those factors that must have been relied upon by BlM in

selecting the preferred alternative, appear relatively minor and may

be based in large part upon variations in the amount and quality of

I date utt lt zed In the •• tvsts

-2-
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The Tract Profiles for Spring Draw and Two Top (Kintz Creek/

Keal tne} contain additional environmental considerations covered only

lightly or not at all in the DEIS. Sf qn'i f i cant differences in environ-

mental impacts favoring selection of Spring Draw are related to mining

of alluvial valleys, cultural disruption, disturbance of critical

wildlife habitat, and interruption of existing oil and gas production.

We recognize certain of these factors have more weight than

others. Nevertheless, any surrmation of the impacts would seem to favor

the selection of Spring .Draw over Kintz Creek and Kee1ine and we ere

at a loss to understand the sunraary statement that Alternative J

"offers the most favorable ratio of coal produced to environmental

impacts generated."

There are other factors that should be considered in selecting

a preferred alternative. Industry has consistently expressed an

interest in the Spring Draw Tract. A recently completed Federal Coal

Exploration License drilling program on the Spring Draw Tract involved

participation by nine companies. No such program has been conducted

at KintzCreek/Keeline. It is our feeling that this is a clear indication

of industry's judqment, regarding the relative economic merits of these

tracts. We maintain that leasing of Spring Draw would result in more

competition and a greater monetary return to the Federal goverment for

coal leased than would result from leasing at Kintz Creek/Keeline. This

would clearly be in the public interest. Another curious feature of

Alternative JB is, that of the six ncn-eetntenance tracts included,

three or 50% are Small Business set-asides. We doubt if that percentage

in this first, important Powder River Basin lease sale is within the .

spirft and Intent of the F,'",1 C::: teestna Proqr-am. _



Testimony of Dr. Watt, on the Povde r River Draft EIS, Wednesday, 4 8
August 19, 1961 - Gillette, Wyoming.

DEIS
DR. WAll: I am John Watt, Arvada, Wyoming, retired college professor

and presently a rancher doing research 011 cattle hyb r td t aa t t o n ,

We respectfully request that the preferred alternative under

the DEIS be reevaluated in light of the concerns we have expressed.

We believe that the preferred alternative should be modified to allow

the leasing of the Spring Draw Tract.

I was hoping there would berlany speakers to cover r10atof the toples

so that I could sImply add c oeeent u , wIshIng to speak as i u c te as pos-

s tb t e , l!owcvl!r, there ar e two or three things that concernne especlally.

Shell appreciates the opportunity to present our cements on

the DEIS to this panel. We also plan to submit a more complete written

connent which will reference the details on which our statements this

evening have been based.

Ro.cently,at the Bank of Comnerce in SherIdan I noticed an artIcle t n the

Caspl!r paper saying that at Kem(:ll!rer, Wyoming, they were planning to

extend a--well, I mean coal mine, strip mine, to 1,000 feet depth and

leave the hole open for water storage.

Thank you.
The last time Or.--l mean Senator Hanson spoke in Sheridan just before

his retIring he stated that or nt og , strIp minIng, In Germany was toa

de p t h of 1,200 feet. At that mt!eting I asked him If h.:. knew anything

about any leaving of the coal holes open for storage and suggested that

that was sO"lething he had to look Into. A depth of that kind would

certainly be a "leans of restoring water to aquifers which ",Ight have

been disturbed. I, therefore, very hIghly recot:l",end that "'-egivecon-

sideratlon to that anddoubt--and I have unfortunately not seen a copy,

but doubt that thIs Is here.

Governor llathaway proposed while he was governor that they build a dam

two and a half e t j es above Clear Creek on Clear Creek to store water,

L35 feet of water, to be sold to GIllette and to coal cOlnpailies looking

especially towards getting a gasification pia"L In chb; ar ee , n"jS, If

-4- you have any sIgnIficant coal under the water the depth mIght conpl!nsate

for the heIght of thedar.l.

Now, we might apply also to Moorhead. We have a well about a quarter of There was an earlier plan for a railroad from the Kendrick Siding whIch

a mile south of the south footll1&of this llathaway Clear Creek damaite. was the point in whIch the study was made down powder River on the east

The "",11 t e 500 feet deep. We have the loga from 200 down to 500. In side to a point about three mileaabove thellathawaydamstle. 'nrere it

that 300 feet there arc two ee aes of coal, each of which are 39 feet croaaed the river and went on down to a poInt about a mUe below the dam

thick and sOl:ll!othera thinner. site. At that point it turned up CabIn Creek, crosaed the divide into

the-e--t.o the north slope and down Otter Creek to Ashland, Hontana, thus

A local boy haa--was employed by SOI:ll! eastern mney to put together a lot traveraing an80-alle strip of coal all the way from the juncture to the

of coal in thiBcountry. He studied many of the wells In the area aa cotllpletIonof that line.

recorded in Cheyenne, He found that there were char ac t e t Le t Ic e.l Ly , over

the entire area from Kendrick Siding on Clear creek and Arvada on the Now, if that--if they had a hole there instead of a dam, reservoir, thet

Powder River down to the Montana line, consistently lOa feet of coal railroad line could still be built and be an Im~dlate shipping point

ahoveor below the 200-foot level and above the200-foot level there were for all that coal, simply by malting a fill aa they r e eove the line, the

Irregularly local additlonalveina, thus corresponding to the log of our railroad line, over to the fill which would carry it. If thIs now were

extended, there is one proposed also from HUea City to Allhland. If both

of these were constructed, Gillette then'olOuldhave acoalshlppingraU-

In addition to that we have a well about 200 feet deep about a mile north road to Chicago which would be at least 100allesshorter.

~in~to~weh~40feet~coalwhich~uldcol:ll!~thatsurface

variable area. Thua, it appears liltely that there would 00 from a hun- Now, concerning the mineability of Powder River coal, thia part Where 1

dred to 140 feet of coal subl:>Crged by the Hathaway dam and reservoir was hoping that sOl:ll!body else might comment particularly, but being

site. una aid I guess I will have to Initiate it much as 1 would hate to. Con-

cerning the mineability of Powder River coal, It is very important that

Now, if we toolt that hundred--140 feet of coal out of there we would we understand how washouts heal themaelves, a term which I doubt any of

probably have sore sto£agebecautle the--thewater plan depth would be you have ever heard,

13) feet at the dam, but that would taper off to ee ro at the upper end

leaving an average of 1I0mewhere around flO feet. Thua, a hundred feet of After aevent y years observing the envt roneent and many years of that alia

I

1___ ~ ~ ~ "'_,._'_'"'"_'~,4_ .,.~l~gh<.'" ~._l_h_,"_, been ""Y bOOl

Y

_'_"_'"_'b_'_'_bY_"_'~_~. I

coal taken out would provIde lWre water atorage and on a permanent sort post-graduate person with II Ph.D minor In plant ecology and broad studletl

in the field of biology, the tenll "f r ag t Ie alluvial valley5~ jUllt has
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About four or five years 11&0 a young fellow from one of the Colorado unr-

versit1es stopped by the ranch looking for information he could USe ina

Iil!Ister's thesis on the topic of self-heaHngof washouts sud e t r e aea ,

lbat gave me a word to thin',:;. In other words, \li! usually thin',:; in t.e r es

of """rds, and it iCII'lediatelycleared that feeHng of unrest in my mnd

about the unsatisfactory nature of that term.

Now, the nearest thing i know to a £ragUe alluvIal valley i~ eovae [

River along, poaaibly, "nth Platte.

HEARING OFFICER CURRIER: Qcuae me, Doctor, could you euceae i ee th ••

re8tof It, please?

DR. WATT: Yes. I have about four eor e , I t ve 'lPre, Lf ne a ,

Thi8 would be the nearest thing. About 1905 Frank ge Iaey , who later

moved dovn into Montana and vas a Knntaoa aenator and the man who pro-

posed the Moorhead Dam at a "",etlng of our local ne Lghbc rs said, "After

all, Powder River te a pretty good old stream. It's true that it takes

land IlWay on ooe s rde , but it gives it right bac',:; to you on the other.·'

He did not aay , but could have and should have that it gives It back at

a lover and c:ore useful layer which I aubtal t. to you is an example of one

of the nuee roue waya in which rivera aelf-hea1 themaelves.

T--=...,.f Ed '''''',''' ", ' •• d"Rim 0"" s ts • ~d."d".4~-

I

I ::'"::A:~'":: ~,::l::'::',::::::'.f aa , ".e"" north.f ct i i et ee,

Wyoming, a,\o I have been a ake d toJ lIay " few ;.;urdll tonight on behalf of

the Powder River Bas l n Resource Councll of which I used to be on the

board of direcLora. rh"vem)[ L""" fo,lIev"ral years. Th"yallk"dr.e

to say that theyreomin opposed as they did before to addItional coal

leasing when there la such a tremendous quantily of cual ,,In,,,l.iy umh,,'

lease, and one of the main points that they wanted me to make Is that,

aeeordlngto the Wyo:!!ing GeologIcal Survey done by Gary Glass in 1980,

that nine years from nov in 1990 the state total demand for coall.'ill be

one hundred e even t y-f tve and a half Dillion ton8and the probable 1990

mine capacity, same year, will be 27&.4 mUl10n tons, vnrcn would show

that ex La t l ng Dines would only be operating at 63percentofeapaclty.

1 think you probably heard and seen the eo figures before and yet the B!.H

seems detenll1ned, and Departl:\ent of the Interior, to go ahead with coal

leasing regardless of what the demand vill be.

Baaically, thoae are my co:!!"",nts for the Powder River ll,"lI;!n Resource

Caunell. I have additional eom:!!ents I would llke to oake on behalf of

:!!yself as a rancher in the area where soce preference right lease

appllcations w111 be Issued to a company very soon.

Because of elY fon,er act Lvt t Ie e w1th the Powd ••r- River Basin Resource

Council, ! got a copy of thin Draft Rnvf ronee nt a l Impac f sr at ece nt. ,-,n
coal which 1 probably wouldn't have obtained o t he r wf a e , While gleaning

through it on Page 27, I happened to aee that--Page27, thatonDy

r ancu-c-per t e of my ranch by 1990 they are estimating a mining of four

and a half millton tons of coal, by 1995 24,000,000 tons of coal. I

have not gIven Drf permisaion to anybody to do thia. There has been

nobody taiked to 1m ab out coal alnce 1912. The company that will get

these preference rIght lease applications, which they Lnt.end to et ne

from the looks of this Draft Statement, when they were last on my ranch

d r Ll Led several exploration holes, one of whIch was very cloae to my

house. Shortly thereafter, I lost my good house water.

Thinking my well had caved In, I drilled a new water well and completely

cemented the old one shut. That didn't help the water supply. It would

ma',:;e you sick to drink it and you couldn't wash a load of clothes because

of the rue t ,

After chec',:;ing I found out that this company had not separated any of the

water sanda with a plug and conaequently I felt that after spending over

$10,000 out of my own poc\(et trying to get the water back 1 felt that it

was their obligation to prove to lli! that they had plugged the holes which

they sald they didn't plug the holes, and they said they would be glad to

paYllii! formydalll8ges 1£ I could prove 1t in court.

This is a company that you guya are goi~ to grant a lease to, that they

don't have to bid on competitively, and that they don't have to pay very

much eoney for, and I think there should be SOlli! way to issue these pre-

t erence right lease applications to eoepsnya that are going to be good

This sallie company in the late Sixtiea aod esrly seventies, sa I under-

stand tt, wa.a lo':lrking in the Bull Mountains of Montans. At that tilllll!

they were rW1ni~ over ranchers, sbusi~ thee, leaving gates open,
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actually threatening themwithphysicaldalll8ge for trying to keep the a

off of their own ranch lands, and I thin',:; if you will check, I don't ',:;now

the exact date because I do not neve the article, but it was the source

of an article in the National Geographic lII8gazlne. 1£ you have ever been

aaeoc Lat ed with them, they don't pr Lnc anythIng that Is not true. Thls

particular company was certainly abusive to ranchers in the community in

the Bull Kountains area of Montana.

I think, l1',:;e I aaid before, it behooves you to find whst ',:;iod of corpo r-'

ate citizens you are issuing these basically free leases to before you

just turn them loose.

As I said before under the other COlll"""nta that--thst the minIng capaelty

te going to far exceed the delllllnd. About every article you read ahows

Scared the hell out of Ill! in th e Cssper paper Sunday. Study says Wyoming

faces big bust by 2020. They life going to lose their ear ke t for coal

according to one study which apparently is done by reputable people.

People are goiI13 to go toalternlitiveenergysourcesllslllUchas poas Lbl e ,

The fossll fuel market is going to be down. I might not be here in 2020,

but I don't want Wi children stuck paying taxes for a bunch of things

that we are building now and over-building li',:;e schools aud hospitals,

public faciUties in Gillette and Campbell County, Wyoming, that the

landowner, the rancher, who is trying to make a living is going to be

stuck paying off farther down the Une.



Don't over-lease. D:Jn't over-build the coal nrlnes. I think you are very 10:30 there waa an airplane flew low and slow and c t r c Led my ranch and

close to getting on the verge of that. Therearequltealot ofeusting several neighbors' ranches, just kept flying low and Blow, nobody around.

coal mines in Campbell County right nOW. They are probably coming qulte None of oy nelghbors knew what was going on. None of thee knew who It

close to reaching or will COIlJ:' c I oee in the next years to reaching the was. why they were doing ttit e , It turna out that It was a survey being

carrying capacity of the railroads. They are going to have to build IIDre done of eagles' nes t s ,

re t i.ro ade , I don't t h Lnk se ne"d to build IIDre mines. I think, if any-

thing, any I:l)re leases are isaued or anything t e done It ahould be in the About two days rarer s guy ",alks into oy house and aays, nOh, we have

area of keeping e:ltlsting mines operating. keeping t he rr wtt h II good suppiy been llurveying your ranch Io r eagles' ne s t u , Du you k..-ww you \1a." cwor'

of coal. Don't operate the mines at 63 percent. Operate the mines at lsald, "No, I have three." 1 said, "lihydidn't you cam!! and talk to ee

80, 85 percent if you can possibly get there. Don't build more new mines before you wasted taxpayers' dollars and upset everybody in the country

that are going to be operating at f1ftypercent where they are all going out there? ~ There was one of lilY neighbors actually ready to shoot him

to go broke. It's II trernendous1nvestment for these companies to build a down. had hio rifle out. He was so tlred of that airplane circling. He

mine, and 1 think \lith the actiona that you are coming clooe to taking in didn't know whether he ",as poaching, if he was coyote hunting, .mat he

isauingso rnany more new lealleo you are very apt to help thio bust that
was doing. but he wao hired by, 1 believe, the U.S. nsh and lIildlife

we are being faced \lith. according to thio study.

I have on oy ranch probably one of the Hne e t deer heardo in theentlre Like 1 said ,Idon'tkno"if it has anythlng to do\llthth1s statellll!nt,

area if not in the state and maybe in the world aa far aO quantity goes, but if it does, it behoove a you peop1e for whatever reason this survey

Wildlife 10 brullhed over 50 lightly that I can't believe it, and I don't wall being taken to notify the ranchero, bec auae we otill feel that we

want you to take my word for ent e, 1 ",iah you would talk to the local have a right to control what goeo on over our place, and if four houra an

ceee and nsh b1010gi8ta, "ardeno. My ranch hao probably been repopulat- airplane circled, It lKIuld c;oke you very nervous if you owned a ranch, I

ing the entlre northern part of CampbellCollnty after the, quote, desth am sure, but to "'" they vaa r ed their IOCIney. They spent four houro

lossea that occurred in '76. '79 or whatever the actual years were Lt at ed circling the country finding two eagleo' ne s t e and I have three. \Ie

in the report under wildlife.
aaid, "The people up sround Recluse," but nobody--we aren't around

Rec1uoe, and none of my adjoining neighborll who I phoned knew anything

There is another littie item I would like to bring up at this t Lee , 1 am

L
not 8Ure if it wss under your authority or under 5OI!lI!body else'o, but

about two 1JI!eks ago starting at about 6:30 in the mrning ul\til about 1 would like to talk on a iot I:l)re, but I would like to c roee with the

a te t eeent that 1 reiterated two or thr ee tillll!a. Pleaae don't ove r-Leaee

the coal. Don't get so many mines working that none of them can operate
50

Testimony of xr , Matthias, on the Powder River Drllft EIS, Wednesday,

e f f Lc Len t l y , If the bust comes, don't--don't have facUities built so Auguot 19, 1981 - Gillette, Wyoming.

much on the tax; rolls and under bond iaaues that the people who are

planning on stayIng here cannotl!lake II living. HR. KATTHIAS: Hy nUl!! ia Robert Matthias. I am with the Royal Land

coepeny in Denver, Colorado. Royal is a subtidiary of the Standard Oil

I appreciate the time that you g ave ee thio e.ening to make theoe Company of Ohio popularly known as Sohio.

comments and thank you very milch.

1 appreciate the opportunity to be here tonight and to make c oeeent e

HR. SWARTZ: Okay. Ed sve et e again. 1 notIced one thing on that map regarding the Draft Environmental Ill\Psct Statement on the Powder River

that was Laaued that the Gao Draw 011 Field, part of which t e on my coal leasing,

ranch, was not listed on thio, and about 1977, 1978, or '79, 1 don't know

exactly'Jhen, that was the ninth largeot oil field in the State of Further clarification of the Royal Land COlllpany-Royal, as the gen t Le-ean

\.IyomIng in tenns of oil produced, and enoee figures 1 got in the Casper from Shell mentioned, ia the lesdcolllpany in the exploratioo prograill.

Star Tr1bune annue l energy issue. and I think the map maker really which wllB recently concluded on the Spring Draw, Camp Creek, and lIay

alipped there when he doesn't even rea Ll ae there is an oil fieid in the Creek tracts north of Gillette.

middieof a poasIbleieaoe tract of coal.

Whlle I alii nere this evening I would llke to make four lIlI!Iin points.

Thllt's baalcally the only thing I forgot. Thank you. fint iG that Royal feels that the ecre federal coal that is Ie aeed , the

better. The Regional Coal Team \lill not cause coal to be Ildned, The

llIillrketplace lIill. Coal lIill not be mined and sold that the m4rk.etplace

will not IU::cept. TIM! Regional Coal 'reee can only have negative hpactll

or impede the •. rket llill!chsnisll by not leaDing enough coal or by leaaing

uneconoll1c coal leaviO& unleased coal which 18 ec re cOlI{>etitive.

L . _
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Powder River Baain such ss the Spring Draw Tract. Although compensation

RoyaldoeGnotbelievethatthealternativereco~ndedintheDE1Srnakes
for 1-90 coal has been required by congreee , Royal believe8 it t e the

enoughcoalavallable foraale.
Regional Coal Team's responoibility to ensure the competition for tracts

is fostered by maintaining 88 many tracts as posaible as lliU's and by

The second point 1 would like to m.ake is that Royal feels that the eor e
enauringthat as many [}lU's as poaaible are put up foraale. If those or

logical m1ningun1tsorlliU's that are available for leaae, the better.
if any proposed lease exchanges have played any rnle in the tract rank-

As 1 oentionedearlier, we are conducting theexpioration program on the
ing, the tract selection. or evaluation of the alternatives considered in

Spring Draw, Hay Creek, and Camp Creek t rac t e which have a total of nine
thia DEIS, this is unfortunate.

major c oep an te s aa pa r t LcLpan t e , I believe that ahows the high level of

industry interests in logical mining units.
Royal would like to see onre coal and more LMU's leased than proposed

under the recom"",nded alternative.

The leaaingof logical mining unita leads to higher pr rcee for federal

coal than does e cai re r tracts having adjacent ownership problems or other
The fourth and last point that l\;/Ould like to make relates specifically

physical constraints Buchaa poor quality, thin seams, or generally high
to the environ •••.ntal impacts predicted in the lJElS. The expected impacts

stripping ratios which prevent that tractor any given tract fro::lbeinga
aaaociated with Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, and the varioua

vlableeconom1cent1tyor logical mining unit. Royal doe a not believe
aub-alternatives do not in Royal's opinion clearly show the relative

that the recom"",nded alternative in the DEIS "",kes enough U1U's available
desirability of the recon:mendedalternative. In fact, it appears that

less coal will be leased and the impacts will be greater with the

recommended aiternative than with Alternative 38. The environmental

The third point I would like to make is thst Royal Land Company is op-
impacta aanociated with Alternative 4 do not ee e a aignHicsntly greater

pOSEd to lease exchanges. l'ederalcoalleaseownersshouldbe
than with 38, but would result in the leasing of more coal and more LMU's

compensated for coal lllGde unavat Lab le due to government action such ae
thsn the r ec ocnended alternative.

the construction of Interstate 9U. Compensation, however, should be in

terms of bidding credits to be used In competitive bidding rather thsn as
Royal Land Company respectfully recoml<Ends that the Regional Coal Tea::l

a wholesale exchange for U1U'a auch as was proposed earlier in Utah or by
change its preferred alternative to one which results in eo r e coal and

covering up what would otherwise be an LHU as has been proposed in the
lIDre !.MU's being leaaed and that, henceforth, the ecoocer.ce of coal

production be given mch eor e con aider at ion than In the past,

Again, I thank you for the opportunity to lllGke couusent s on the Draft Testioony of Mr. Synonds, on the Powder River Draft ElS, Wednesday, 51
EnvironrrentallmpactStatement. August 19, 1981-Glllette, WYoming.

My notes are not in the form that you would find usable and i w111 follow MR. SYMONlJS: My na",e's M. G. Syl:lOnds, and I am affiliated wlth the

this up with a detailed written letter to you in the next few days. Powder RIver Basin Resource Council, and is it okay for I'll' to proceed?

It aeema we alreadyhavequiteabitof access in the past to the Powder

River Basin now and leaaing at this time when there is a low coal market

would Seem tngive the govern"lent a problem of low rate of return and

allow a small group of cO::lpanles to acquire leases quite cheaply and,

thus, lease up a large amount of property and !:lay hamper the development

of the coal, so locking up the coal. and so on, I don't think would do

anything to benefit the economy of the local area or the country---would

end up in disruption of the local agrIculture, eoc t o-e conomt c e ,

Ia::l finished.

I Jl~ ~ _

H-54



COAL CREEK
__ MINING co._

P.O. BOX 145 ASHl.AND, MONTANA 59003
(406)114-2356

August 20, 1981

COMMEtlrs TO rna POIlDER RIVER COAL T&\M ON run PO\lDEll

RIVEH REGIONAL COAL DRAFT E!S

Submitted by:F. Clayton 'I'onneaaker-,President and part owner of Coal Creak
Mini.ngCo. on August 20, 19B! ill ncoedus, Montana.

I would first like to conaent on the testimony of Martin Holmesof tho Burlington
Northern Coal &: Minerals Subsid1ary at the pqhlic h••aring on the draft. Powder
River Regional Coal ElS held in Billings, MTon July )0, 19B1. Hr. Holmesqueat.Loned
the advisabll1.ty of setting aside the the Coal CreekTract in Montanaas a aMll
business tract, lie said that the Coal Creek Tract lias unaut.t.ab'Lefor small buamess
leasing oecaueo of Burlington Northerns checkerboard coal holdingll in the tract,
and the fact that they are leased to another large coal operator. Th1s large coal
operator is the PeabodyCoal Companywith whomCoal Creek Mining Co. had to deal,
in conjunction with the Burlington Northern, to Lease the coal reserves we are prenent.Ly
mining. Wepoint this out to illustrate that thin type of leasing activity in
relatively conaon, and that Coal Creek Mining Co., a small coal miner, han done it
before with exactly the same two companies.
I would next like to commenton the testimony of steve mliot, Vice President
of WescoResources at tho same meeting in Billings. Mr. mliot mademuchthe
same objection to the Coal Creek Tract being set aside for small companybiddere
as had Mr. Holmesof the Burlington Northern, and for the same reasons. Those
reasons being again, the Burlington Ilorthernscheckerboard coal holdings in the
tract, and the fact that they were leased to a major coal. coapanyj the Peabody
Coal Coapany. Myresponse to Mr. El.Lfot.on this Issue would be the nameas my
response to Mr. Holmes.
Mr. Elliot brought up the recent Coal Age article that was written about my
partner. William F. Farley. Bill Farley is a minor shareholder of the Chicago
White Sox Baseball Team. I/e is one of app- 40 investors in the syndicate that
owns the White Sox. Bill Farley and I are the sale owners of Coal Creek Mining Co.
and it is our opinion, as it is the opinion of our attorney. that Coal Creek
Mining Co. is a small business, and will be so qualified by the Small Business
Adninistration if we are the successful bidder on the Coal Creek small business
tract.
Thank you for allowing me to makethese comments.

Town of Broadus
B.oatlus.MontanaS9317

RBI Povder River Baoin
Dratt Envll'<lWMntal~t Stat~t
~792-m srs

It iu not JIlf inhntion to beOOlM.e.n"exp0rt" end.nit pick the limB, howevor

UinOI UIYGral paopll \tho e.re-upertll in thea field will be reading this dOCUBGnt,

it il rq intention to haTe oert&1n ta.oh bl'lJUght to liBht or 6xp!11ldodfroot thOllO

now inolnd6d in the .ooiolo.gy and eccocere arillUl.

Pa«* 14. l1Uil.b&r 9 (.A1Hi'WilptionG).The tiM frel!!t is e.cceph.ble pl:l)vidtld ••.11

glUIBWIll under tho Montana pendt 11utea, hovflT\n' thiB tiM tre&ll has not ~n
inoorporated into thl alhnu.tivol nor has attention been given to "bed tiae"

in rep.rd to rennuoD tw1 oapi tal upendi tuN a,
Page 62, (Sooiology). Coomunitl servioes and faolliUIB aN NUtrloted to

po~cmnel SOrvi008. Othor oo==unit;y IIOrvi008 ere d.fined M vater lJUpply, wute--

vater and solid vute cllUpoBal. Here ag&1n, littll attention has Hen ginn to

thou it_ which require lIad t1JM to develop. Tla.chora, Dootors, »onU.h,

Lo.wintorollJlo!ilntItO. will bl needed but no lMntion it Iitl!.doof vbore the, will

oondttot their 011.8808, praoti,OIU eta. and within what faoilitios.

Page 63. (Eoonoaiou). "40%ot a.n,yreault1n& population !norU.81 is upeotcd

to reDide in Povdor R1Tor County" would haVI been suffioient. Tho Iford"only"

preoodin« it oml011 the readlr to ienore th9 tach ohovn on the tabllI. Table

4-11 totala 4,72) projeoted population. Table 4-10 total, 4,005 projeoted

laploymant. !'able 4-9 total. 2,150 dwelling unito (projected). Tab10 )-7 eb01lB

2,523 otiBting popalation .e.nd1245 .:Lioting ellilplo;yMnt. Tablo}-6 .hows 1,12)

wsting dvell1n& unite. ~ that you Jlo!illW12.iIl population and not ~

population on tAble 4-11 it lMaIlJIthAt thore will bo An 67% inoroMe in population,

22~ !nONMI in _ployllMUlt and a 91~ !nOJ.'alUloin dwelling unitu. HowthoOll ara
pretty onrvhel.m.1ng fiBUNB vhen you raalil.le that not 0111) dolllU' is ava1labla prior

to the aotuU produotion ot ooa1. Jis:turaJ.ly, Rooebud CCIWltyotat1at1cs are wor&O.

I ILD oonvinoed that tho kly to tho wequitiltll ot thl eooio-Ioonos.ioll of this

partioular DnS are fil1lBlWXlup in thl tirllt pare.gre.ph ot ECmictlICS/Kontanaon Page

6), vhioh liatell
Kontena oountiou, ucb<oo1aOJ.'ooallllWl.1tiesdo not rao;!Yo ~ poreonte.go
of thl 81voranOI tax on ainlW produotion !rOQ the state. Hovever,
in m Ittort to tie potential bln.n tl to potential ooate in thl
anal,y1Ji0 ot iltlN4ti,.OU 2,3 and 4, adclltional revlnu., to looal
entitie. vere outilil&ted on thl basla ot ooal produotion.

~'_"'.-·",~,,--I .. ·
179Z-PR-EIS ---'-----.-/--

~r/;;:c:>." ~/

Page 2 ""/:t -r-: ....
That particular pa1'&g1"apble&d.o•.• to beli..,. that the entirft leasing

al tenu.tiTol vlra buod on Vyoaing lave, Montana CountiOl, Ich081l and

oOElllWliti08do not reoei,.o a direot poroente.,p ot tho ulYerenoo tax on ainlral

produotion froa the .tate. Montana OountiOl, oob08la mel oQlllllllll1llitiel alao 40

l!2i reooin dlreot poroentag9o of the todoral aineral royaltilo. Indlreot
poroentagoo are rlo-eived troa other ted.ral and Itate a.otiVitiel but are

re.trioted in u••• Anothor intoroBting fact whiob really has not dinot otteot

on tho ooal leuing io that upon full produotion ot ainual a.otirltill, valuations
!non •.••• and IOnral ailliOlUJ are upendod by aineral pro4uoiJ:l&c.ounUe. thrI1

a .pooial 40 aill 10.". tor the etate .oboe1 toundation procraIa. ill l'I1ndIIrlt=od

to oountie. from toundation and equa.li •• tion t"and8 are hued on Allll and aN not

amlablo tor a.otual & •• 411. 'rIhore, in allot thil, oen thoro ponibly be a !i.cal

eurplWlI
Incorporated oitiea and tOVWJreoeived no dinot reTrmuol trora aineral

produotion, and are aupported by roal utate and portion.o ot Itate •••• liquor

&ndothor ailoollanlDUO tu:ou. Vater, wutwater and oolid wuto are wpported
bl UBlra oharpo and aN roquired by law to be lOll aupporting. lil 1II1inoorporot04

oQllllllUnitiooare tho relpon.l1bllity ot their incllrldual oountieo.

Page 3 hIS onl 1IBAl1it •• which ne.cla olarifioation. Tho tour nw leuing

alteN4tinl 100ated in Povder River County arl in a joint ROII.bucl/povdorRiTer

school di.triot #)2J. A:tJylucre •.•o in valuation v!thin that cllatriot will bolp

that portion ot 2olObuclCounty. '1'boleed tiM tor builcling echoolu iu .till

requirod u vell •.• tho DOI187to build it.

I •• in taU agroezmt vith the .tatOlllitnt ,"Mout ot tAe•• .1.Bpa.otaoould be
D.1.pted but only through Itrong oOlllllllllDityoOl!ll!l1taentand lI.111iet.e.noe!roIa both

tedlral and ,tate BOVOnmtmtl."

Tho 1981 Povdur River County Vpd.ate to the ComprohonBivePIII.DhIS oovered

-n:r ot tho point. jUBt II.cl.4.1-essr;d,It hIS alua roflU'6l1004Ol)lllO ,tate llUfo.

aiti.gation ,trata«!IfiI, and t1nanoing altrmutin ••

In olooing, I vouJ.4 11ke to aak that the tinal BIB &d4N8I tho diCteronoo

in otate lrwa, or lION ,pooifioally, the Hoo.tana lrwa oonolD1'll1.n.JreTtaUe, and

expencUtureo. I 1111partioular17 oonoomod vith i.Bpo.otoon inoorporated BDall

to'Vl18beoen.' ot the cl.oubb tax .truoture vhiob then IiWlt 1ll&inta.1n.

R,upeottully wbai~ted,

I ~~an:/~~~':~aaurerI ;~Ir Rinr County Plann.1.IJ«lloudLBaildin< Ortialol
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TESTOHOrJVOF WALttn AW:ER
POWDERRIVER COALLEASE SALE DRAn HNJR01iMEHTALIMPACTsrxrn-mr
August2D,19Bl
B ro adus, ~'.o11t a11a

I am Walter Archer. I ral1chnearOlive,Monlana, in Powder River Counly,

1 am President of the Powder River Protective Asvoct atton . an organization

of ranchers and farner> in Powder River County which is a rfi 1t atec with the

ke r t.her-n Pf ai ns Resource Council.

I wouI d fi r-st I ike to address some conrsen t s to the t ee s i ng te r oe t

which the Secretary has se t "at 1.5 BILLION tons. I had occasion to

speak to this issue several ecnths ago when the target was 776 million

tons. I am r-es ubmt t t t nq the statement I made at that time, [Jut I

will also s unanart zo SOI:le of t hus e points on be ha l f of those here

today and in the additional context of the doubling of an already

unjustifiably high level.

The coal lease sale in the Powder River Basin in 19BZcanonly

be likened to "s endi nq coe l to Newcastle." The coal indu·,trj in Lhe

region is plagued with excess capacity already with miners out of

work at several area mines. TIle president of Westmoreland has

stated publicly that his Absa10ka Hine on Sarpy Creek could double

its production t f unl y they could find someone to buy the coal!

A 15 million ton capacity mine recently opened In Wyor:1ingcan sell less

than one-third of that coal. Monlana's newest mtne , Spring Creek,

has app ro xtrna t e Ly three million tons of capacity for which it is

seeking a customer. Workers have been laid offal l-Iestern Energy',

___________.I 'o_"._t,_'_' _f1i_"_,"_d_,_t__0,_,_"_,. __ . _
_____ ...-J

H-55



I

I-
I

Walter Archer
Page Two

That is the situation today. What about ten years from now? Is the, • *

sale needed for 1991? Every indication is NO. There are literally billions

of tons of already-leased undeveloped federal coal in the Powder River

Basin. Of this, 2.9 BILLION tons of reserves have favorable developnent

potential. The potential capacity of those existing leases. preference

ri ght lease appl i ce tiuns and nonteuer a t mines in tbe ves t tar e xceeds

the likely range of demand for coal over the next 1O~20 years.

We now see the Department of Interior in' lishington, DC, advocating

that diligent development re qut s-ernent s for federal lessees be weakened

or entirely dropped. It is little wonder that as the 1.5 BILLION Powder

River coal sale approaches, Interior should seek to save itself the

embarrassment of having to cancel leases that are not being developed

because there is no market!

The Secretary this year actually doubled the tonnage to be offered

from the Basin. Ill' is now hinting at actually raising that target by

an additional BILllDNtons!

One of the sos t apal l ing things about the Draft Environmental Impact

St a t eeent is that it does not even attempt to justify a lease sale of the

size contemplated! But then any credible assessment of the market, the

over-capacity of existing mines, and the tremendous production potential

from existing, undeveloped leases leads to onl y one, obvious conclusion:

The lease sale cannot be justified.

Walter Archer
Page Three

This fundamental flaw in the Draft EIS is compounded throughout the

dccurent by an analysis of impacts that is superficial, oftentimes

incomplete and in some cases ridiculous.

For example, the conclusion that t e es f nq 1.5 illLLlOrJ tons of coal

(and opening <;i. ",~jl)r IH'W '1irteS therefrom) woul d somehow Ciluse less

impacts than !:!.Ql leasing 1.5 billion tons is nonsensical. The document

never justifies this ridiculous conclusion. Like the coal target, it

de fie s rational explanation.

Broadus and Ashland are the two Montana corssunt ttas ros t directly

affected. Both coseunt ttes would be hit hard with boom-type impacts.

The E1S, however, overlooks entirely the capital costs of new facilities

such as roads, s cnobl s , and hospitals,dSSu'11ing that per capita expendi-

tures will be the s ame in 1990 as today. In every other boom town in

the West costs have skyrocketed because of the need for building new

tacil Hies. Montana has a coal tax that would provide some he l p , but

even with that the loc a 1 taxpayer, on the average pi cks up 68;~ of the

tab for coal tax supported projects.

The [IS does not account for the impacts on local government budgets

of mines that may open without federal t ea ses in this area.

Having left out major components of the equation, the [IS happily

projects a budqe t surplus in Broadus. Such happy surpluses have been

predicted in the past for boom comauntt tes - but the fact is that

there has never been a boomtown with budget surpluses in the region.

Walter Archer
Page Four'

In the areas of qrcundwa te ritrspact s , agricultural impacts, water

quality impacts, and l and use impacts the document is sirnt f ar l y

rosy; and its as s umptl ons (Where those are described) are equally

deficient!

1f ever there was a document that needed to go bilck to the

drawing board, this is it. As I have already pointed out, the

need for the sale simply isn't there and thus there Is time

to at least take an honest and informed look at what we're

trading off in these co.reunt tte s , inilgricultural productivity,

in economic stability and in our future before any lease sale

is held.
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TE:ST!IDiYOFMARYDANl£LS,ONTHEPOWDfJ\ ar VRRDRAFTElS
AUGUST20, 1981 ~ Ilc'eadus, i'kmtana ss

I 8111Mrs. E. M. 061\11"11. Wehave a ranch east of Bimey. I am D. memberof

the Northem Plains Resource Council, end President of the TRI COUNTIRancher's xsec,

I recleved a copy of the Powder River Draft EIS on August 5th - 5 days aeeer the

hearings cere held in Blllinga. This does not surprille me, lim sure the IlLMis not

all that proud of thill docum.mt enyway.

I have been involved in the issue of .trip mining since the public.tion of the

North Centro.! Pover Study. that monsterloua plan which apparently has been aOllll\don.

For the lalt 10 years I hava, a. h.ve othan equally concerned with agrlculture,

glven testimony at these BUt public hearings. I have faithfully tri~d to read

llll\ddigest these ElS drafts, tlnals, etc, and gentlemen. in all these years loll'

neve not OOCEevidence our OI:JlQ:nentsor written testinxmy lo'as ever lIerioudy

considend by you, or tllat we.influenced your decisions watsoeverl Because of

this, It ill apparent, decillions have already been I'l&deeercre hearlngs. or public

input 11 received.

A slarlng e~le of OIII1l1slon15 never llMmtionlng the plsn for the lover

1:l:lngueRiven: railroad end Otter Creek spur, vhl eh wuld naceesitate condl!llrlstlan

of land.

Try to lnHgine nolo'refreshing it wuld be If some.responsible public official

wuld Illy forcafullyllllil "I reOCll'l:i'JlWmdno leaalng of federal ooal when there

ill naarly 7 billion tons of federal ooal already under hue in tho Powder River

SUin. Further ludng (contrary to .tatement in thi, dOCUlllel:\t)wuld cause sore

impact. not lua, it 'WOulddeplete our wetar, oondean land, hinder agriculture,

md abon all, then 1a only a demand for profits from federal coal. NOTjustifiable

national HEEDfor coal."

•• Howvery fittinS. truthful and courageoul a statement llke that wuld bell



Testtmony of Hr. Hayes, on the Powder River Draft EIS, nlUrsday,

,\ugust 20, 1981-Broadus, Montana. Testimony of Hr. Golder, on the Powder River Draft EIS, 'thur ad ay ,

jl,ugust 20, 1981 - Broadus, Montana.

HR. HAYES: Hy name is Art Hayes, Jr. I am a rancher from Birney and I

a!!lrepresentnglilyself. HR. GOLDER: I am Nick Golder. I rtve near Colstrip. My address is

Forsyth, Montana.

I feel thlswholedocu!!lent Is totally unnecessary for there is no real

market for thiB coni at this tIme. I also feel that your ground water, I will write this down.

your sociological, ami other secLI,h,;; or thi;; ar" totally inad~'i"ilt".

carl see no way that you can disturb that amount of land and ruin that HR. HcKEE: Thank you.

much waler arld that ",any aquifers and only say that it's very C1lnimal

destruction of water and runoff Into Otter Creek and the Tongue River. HR. GDLDER: The Scriptures Inform Il2, gentlel!J2n, that we should be real

I rut nk this Ione e c-Lt shouldn't becalled,18t.!11easlng progra!!l, It careful about involving or judgIng the rnotlves of people. I am trying to

avoid being judgmental of anyone's l'Utlves. The Scriptures also say that

'o'eshould judge a tree by its fruit, and thill psrticularEIS, Povde r

River EIS, strikes me as being the kind of fruit that,was picked /l.wfully,

awfully green. it hasn't begun to develop. You have already picked It

should be called the great A,,,ericangiveaway.

Thilnkyou.

and put it in the statement. You have the barest basics of \lllere you

should start, and you put it into a docut:ent. It's fantastic to 1:i'!.

Living near Colstrip, why, I have been to' quite a few mines In the aea- thst when it says here that "Reclamation success nee sholln to be good"

ral area and I have watched coal development. I have been particularly maybe BOlMbodydidn't read clear through thatdocun:ent. I don't quite

know where they get It all but, anyway, this Is one of the--thls is

typical of thlswholedocun:ent. So cebody Ye ed someplace In the funny

interested in the hydrology and reclamatIon aBpect of the thing. I have

a ranch and I have the audaclty to think that I know s little bit about

the land and some of what's under it in the form of water. papers about It and then wrote It down it seeWl to 02.

On Page 2 of this EIS it says, "Reclamation success has sholln to be On Page 17 it talks about surface ve ce r , It says, "The potentisl in-

good." 1 guess I wasn't an English teacher. "Reclamation has shown to crease In dissolved solids concentration tn ee re ees would raise from

be good, although some areaS could require eo r e intensive andcootly one-tenth percent in Rosebud Creek to four percent In A.rmells Creek.

I:I8nageo:ent." this Is a document written by a fellow by the nallli! of However, these increases would have no significant impact on current

Packer in 1974. Having kept up with reclamation thing as it'a gone On I

think anybody that's actively involved in reclam.stion that, anyway, the

reclamation people that I have been talking to who are getting oo=ething

done will tell you that in 1974 they really didn't knov anything about

reclamation and I believe you gentlemen need to take s long hard look at

that, and as far ee that goeo if you will look into Mr. Pocker's document

it's--it's based on theory if you wUl read it carefully. He aaya 80.

lle makea no bones about that. He thinks becauoe of this kind of soil,

usee of the water or on aquatic biology downstream, no censurable effect

on the salinity of the Yellowotone River." Mmells Creek Is asl:W.11

creek and before the ml.ning started over there it was an tnte rat e eene

stream. It ran when it r s tned and when there was enov !:lelt. Now it

.uce the year around. There is \/sterlogging problem, a severe water-

this and that and something elae, thia should work. That'a fine. He also

has a lot of reservations ebout probletri!l that could happen. It seeca

logging problem, on jl,rmells Creek for many miles. It's killed off big,

old cottonwoods that anybody can drive through there and see that it took

them many years to grow. NOli they are all dead. It'S Illllde a frog pond

out of what WaS good hay meadolls and it'a progressing on down the creek.

1 think if you would look into the Montans State Lands US on--that they

put out on Area E, thes e-o-ee ve r al, of these problel!:l'l are addressed in the

kind of language that you are accuat oeed to reading. 1 think it would be

an eye opener to you--that I could go on for quite some t t ee ,

I" ~-
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For instance. a thing that goes withmtning thcyha\lcnalurrypond

there, II f1nal waste disposal alurry pond-e--a Lu r r y pond of highly alkaline

nubstancethat they are putting out ina pond that aeeps\lerybadly. and

that stuff ls",o\llngout into the surroundingarell and being taken do\.l'll

into Arrnells Creek, and when it connects in Aree l l s Creek, ..my, the

figures here are golng to be kind of sick, and it's just a matter of time

tIll that happens. Idon't see any solution to it unlesssomehol/they

That--that touches on one of theproblells, but ita19oagain,gentler.len,

describes sO::1eof thegillring inadequacieaof thiadocurnent.

On Page )) of Chapter ) it talks nbout ground water. It e ay s , ~The

occurrence of ground water within the funtann and Wyoming arean of the

Powder River regIon Is aimilar. Therefore, both areas will be assessed

as a singie unit." I have spent quite a little time in the Powder River

e rua and 1 am Interested in agriculture. I know a little about farming

and a little more about ranchIng and ava ru of the aquifers, the springs,

thelltreams,nnd the ai",llaritiesare almiiar In that, yes, the water t s

H20, ••"hat's in It, the I.IlIy it runa, the way it's used.

Genlle:n"n, YOU/H" talking about ilna""ful larg" area that you haven't

bngun to tou<.:hon what's going on there. It's likeaa if Io'l!are talking

about all those folks living in florIda and youcou1d swoop them into one

sentence. It doenn'twork thlltway.

1 see on Page 36 it aays, 'ltoat 1I01lainthe region have a fat r Iy good

reclnmBtionpotentialbaaed on reclamation Bllccesaof other c.inesin the

region." I wonder if you are Ware that in Montana that there tree been

no bond releseeon reclarnation and the reason ia that, well, there in the

time element ts kind of up, but it'n kind of ancary thing. It isn't

quite done yet, fellau, thatetatement juatdoean't cut the--itdoean't--

it doean't fit what's going on.

Here is one that 1 laughed at. "Overall people \lho \o'i!re interviewed

withIn the region favored coal development." 1 believe I could f1nd a

cOl::lllJJnityof people all right that would favor coal development, but If

you are talking about the folks that Hve an the land, why, I think you

had better take another look at that and If you don't t u l nk there are

SOlllC around I auape c t that I can get you a few thousand nignatureaof

people that aren't very excited about it, but ~ybe they aren't very

great in nuebe r coepar ed to aOl::i! of the c tt.re e , but 1--1 kind of agree

with xr e • DanLe l e , i have listened to thia atuff a long time and [ don't

!<nol/if there rs any po tn t In me aaylng anythIng because aur etat"..,nta

don't seem to "",ke any d t ff e rence , The BLH hIstorically in thIs thing

hils COlIi! closer tohavlngaclosedrnlnd and a deaf earthllnlloy of the

other agenclea .•.•••have talked to, but perhaps lie have some in Washington

noll thllt wlll do you one better, ao lie can take coetor c In that.

Thank you, gentlelrell.

1

Purpose and Need

Issue 1-1:

The premise that new coal leasing is neces-
sary is dubious.

Raised by:

Richard Cauble, National Wildlife Federation
(Letter 26)

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)
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Walter Archer, Powder River Protective As-
sociation (Statement 54)

Response:

The DEIS need analysis rests upon the need
established in the Federal Coal Management
Program, Final Environmental Impact State-
ment (FEIS) which is incorporated by reference
into the present document on page 5 under
Purpose and Need. A discussion of the meth-
odologies used by the DOE in projecting
demand can also be found in the FEIS. The
actual derivation of the leasing target was pub-
lished in the Federal Register Notice dated De-
cember 3, 1980.



2

Seoping, Baseline, and
Assumptions

Issue 2-1:

The proposed North Antelope Mine was not
included in the baseline.

Raised by:

Terry O'Connor, North Antelope Coal Com-
pany (Letter 22)

Response:

The North Antelope Mine has been included
in the DEIS baseline for cumulative analysis.
The site of the North Antelope Mine will be on
existing state and federal leases between two
PRLA groupings. These PRLA groupings are
the North Antelope and the Rochelle area.

Issue 2·2:

Shell's proposed Young's Creek Mine was
not included in the baseline.

Raised by:

Robert M. Ballou, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (Letter 3)

Response:

This was acknowledged on page 7 of the
DEIS; however, it is not felt that the population
changes that will result from the Young's
Creek Mine would justify restructuring the ba-
seline. The Crow/Shell DEIS, published by the
Bureau of Indian Affairs, projects a maximum
increase in Big Horn County employment of
490 (primary and secondary) during construc-
tion in 1987, under the proposed action. This
would result in an increase of 36 residents in
Big Horn County and 400 residents in Sheridan
County, Wyoming. When compared to 1990 ba-
seline population in the Powder River DEIS this
equates to a 0.2 percent increase for Big Horn
County and a 1.2 percent increase for Sheri-
dan County. The maximum increase projected

for Big Horn County employment in 1998 is
1,120 (primary and secondary), which would
result in population increased of 70, in Big
Horn County, and 1,400 in Sheridan County.
Comparing this to the Powder River DEIS ba-
seline population for 1990 it can be seen that
this is only a 0.5 percent and a 4.2 percent in-
crease for Big Horn and Sheridan Counties re-
spectively.

Issue 2-3:

What is the source of information on which
projected PRLA production is based?

Raised by:

John D. Wiener, Sierra Club (Letter 24)

Response:

Projected production for the PRLAs is based
on information contained in initial showings
submitted by PRLA holders, and in 1990 is
only 12 percent of the projected baseline pro-
duction.

Issue 2·4:

It is erroneous to assume that the PRLAs will
be in production by 1990.

Raised by:

Philip L. White, Texas Energy Services, Inc.
(Letter 13)

John D. Wiener, Sierra Club (Letter 24)

Richard Cauble, National Wildlife Federation
(Letter 26)

Response:

The 67 PRLAs, which form the 15 mine
groupings in Table 2-2, have been held in
abeyance since the early 1970s. Without ex-
ception, the initial showings, which were sub-
mitted on the mine groupings by the mid-
1970s, envisioned production by the early
1980s. The Secretary of the Interior has an-
nounced that all PRLAs will be processed by
December 1984. As a result, the following as-
sumptions were made in the DEIS;
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1) The PRLAs in Wyoming would be processed
in 1982.

2) A three year licensing period would follow
leasing.
3) Construction would require two years.
4) The mines would reach full operation capac-
ity by 1990.

Issue 2-5:

It is dubious to assume that all PRLAs and
existing leases will be developed.

Raised by:

Richard Cauble, National Wildlife Federation,
(Letter 26)

Response:

The reasons for assuming that the PRLAs
will be fully functional by 1990 are contained in
response number 2-4 above. Inclusion of other
leases in the baseline is based on research
into mining and other industrial planning, as
well as a concensus of state and local officials.
At this point there is the distinct possibility of
existing leases, which could form potential
mines, but which were not included in the ba-
seline. If existing leases or PRLAs are not de-
veloped the need or demand for new leasing is
increased.

Issue 2-6:

Overestimating the impact of the No-Action
Alternative blurs the contrast between the
impact of stable or moderate coal development
and that of massive new coal development.

Raised by:

Richard Cauble, National Wildlife Federation,
(Letter 26)

Response:

The baseline consists of the best information
available from the best sources available,
namely industrial and mine planning as well as
a consensus among state and local officials.
There can be no doubt that the baseline does
represent massive new coal development;
however, the DEIS still manages to present

clear, concise comparisons among the alterna-
tives, as can be seen in Table 4-10, 4-11, and
4-12, on employment, population, and budget
levels, respectively.

Issue 2M7:

The DEIS does not fully explore and evalu-
ate all reasonable alternatives such as mainte-
nance leasing, break-through leasing, land
trading, or phase-in leasing.

Raised by:

Richard Cauble, National Wildlife Federation,
(Letter 26)

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

The DEIS has clearly and concisely evaluat-
ed the alternatives which are reasonable to the
proposed leasing action. Alternative leasing ar-
rangements were considered in the FEIS on
the Federal Coal Management Program.

Potential alternatives which pertain to the
proposed lease actions, are limited for the fol-
lowing reasons.

1) Maintenance leasing would increase mine
life, not production.

2) Break-through leasing would increase mine
life and not production.

3) Land trading is already practiced to the
extent possible under our Federal Land Man-
agement Program.

4) In a sense, the 1982 lease sale followed by
a 1984 lease sale should be considered
"phased in leasing"; however, any form of
phased in leasing would need to meet DOEs
1990 production goal.

5) PRLAs are to be processed by 1984 and
therefore must be considered in the baseline
as to their effect on the 1990 production level.

In short, there is a projected need (high and
medium) for a given level of production in
1990. After comparing projected production ca-
pacity to that need, and the availability to coal
leasing, the alternatives were formulated.
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Issue 2-8:

The three year lead time assumption (DEIS
page 14) appears substantially flawed.

Raised by:

Philip L. White, Texas Energy Services, Inc.
(Letter 13)

Response:

Contact with Wyoming's Industrial Siting and
the Department of Economic Planning and De-
velopment provided the following information: If
a company accomplishes the various required
studies concurrently, licensing and permitting
can be done within 18 to 24 months. It has
been done in less than 18 months. Coal mines
can, and do, arrive at full production capacity
within 5 or 6 years after leasing. In the worst
case it would require 8 or 9 years.

It should be noted that market conditions
and sales contracts determine whether a mine
will produce, as well as production levels. If the
mines in question do not produce at full capac-
ity it would be an indication that the lease level
selected by the RCT was too high. However,
assumptions in the DEIS on lead time and pro-
duction levels remain valid.

Issue 2-9:

TESI questions the need for production
maintenance tracts for existing mines with re-
serves in excess of 300 million tons.

Raised by:

Philip L. White, Texas Energy Services, Inc.
(Letter 13)

Response:

There may be some confusion over the
number and type of tracts considered in the
DEIS. There are 5, 6, and 11 tracts under Al-
ternatives 2, 3, and 4, respectively, which could
result in new mine openings. There are also 5
exchanges and noncompetitive leases, in the
baseline, which were authorized under con-
gressional legislation. Finally, there are 8 main-
tenance tracts contained in Alternatives 2, 3, or
4. It should be noted that the maintenance
tracts are assumed to extend mine life only
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and do not contribute toward the leasing
target. Therefore, the leasing target would not
increase in their absence. They were delineat-
ed in an effort to prevent future bypass or shut
down situations, which would cause additional
public administrative costs under the emergen-
cy leasing program or disruptions to localities
through layoffs.

Issue 2-10:

Site specific analysis was not completed or
specific tracts were analyzed only in "Tract
Profiles" which did not accompany the EIS.

Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Reed Zars, Powder River Basin Resource
Council (Statement 43)

Bill Mackay, Jr., (NPRC) (Statement 45)

Response:

The Tract Profiles, which were incorporated
by reference in to the DEIS (pages 6, 8, 13,
and 51), provided Site Specific Analysis of the
tracts. The DEIS provided cumulative analysis
on the combinations of tracts under the alter-
natives. The DEIS indicated that Tract Profiles
were available to the public since January 1,
1981, at the Miles City District Office and the
Casper District Office of BLM.

Issue 2-11:

Factors such as water resources, air quality,
socio-economics and tranportation were
brought out in the scoping process. Why aren't
the tract ranking factors the same as the con-
cerns "scoped"?

Raised by:

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8)

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)



Response:

The ranking process was rather detailed and
did consider these factors as sub-ranking crite-
ria. In other words these factors were reviewed
in selection of the ranking facotrs. They were
not included on Table 1-2 if they did not pro-
vide clear distinction between tracts.

Issue 2u12:

The EIS was prepared under an accelerated
schedule, which is partly responsible for the in-
adequacy of the document.

Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

The DEIS was prepared under a time effi-
cient schedule. The task was accomplished by
analyzing issues that were potentially signifi-
cant to the decision making task, and incorpo-
rating by reference other documents which ex-
plored jess significant topics more thoroughly.
We believe the document provides an ade-
quate basis for the coal leasing decision.

Issue 2-13:

The No-Action Alternative would have im-
pacts considerably greater than any of the
other alterntatives in the EIS.

Raised by:

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8)

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Mark Gordon, Wyoming Chapter Sierra Club
(Letter 37)

Bill Mackay, Jr., NPRC (Statement 45)

Response:

This sentence was mis-stated and has been
changed.

Issue 2-14:

The statement fails to mention that the feasi-
bility studies have in many cases resulted in
postponment of plans for power plants. The
WyCoalGas project has been dropped.

Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

The fact that a particular project succeeds or
fails has no real bearing on coal production
goals. The short-fall projection continues to
exist and new coal leasing will be necessary to
meet demand. The WyCoalGas project has
been shelved pending a more equitable finan-
cial situation.

Issue 2-15:

The EIS assumes all relevant laws will be
followed. Presumably, one main purpose of the
EIS is to assess the practicability of compli-
ance.

Raised by:

John D. Wiener, Sierra Club (Letter 24)

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

To provide a sound basis for analysis, it
must be assumed that all relevant laws will be
obeyed; however, the purpose of the EIS is to
assess the possible results of compliance.

Issue 2-16:

How can something as important to the as-
sessment of the leasing alternatives be as-
sumed? This is in reference to the 60-40 basis
for dividing population increases between Ro-
sebud and Powder River Counties.
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Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Carole Dawkins, Interstate Commerce Com-
mission (Letter 39)

Response:

The percentage distribution was adopted
after consulting with the Powder River County
Clerk's Office. It allows for a clear, concise as-
sessment of one possible scenario which we
feel is the most probable.

Issue 2-17:

Post-mining land use will be the same as
pre-mining land use except for the lands used
for housing or public facilities.

Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

Assumption Number 12 has been amended
to read: Postmining land use is expected to be
the same as the premining use, except for the
lands used for housing, public facilities, trans-
portation rights-of-way and permanent changes
due to development.

Issue 2-18:

The premise of comparing the marginal im-
pacts of leasing to the baseline impact of
changes that will occur with or without leasing
is faulty.

Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

Baseline, increment, and cumulative impacts
are presented in the DEIS. However, a major
purpose for the DEIS is to assess and com-
pare the impacts of the alternatives; therefore,

a comparison of marginal impacts remains
valid.

Issue 2-19:

It is not valid to use one of the alternatives
(No-Action Alternative) as a baseline.

Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

It is possible that the format of the DEIS has
caused some confusion on this point. The
future affected environment has been project-
ed and presented as the No-Action Alternative.
However, we believe that the procedure of
comparing the affects of an action to the situa-
tion that would exist without that action is valid.

Issue 2-20:

The EIS overstates Montana coal production.
Analysis prepared in conjunction with the ICCs
EIS on the Tongue River Railroad indicates
that the coal production in Montana will be
lower.

Raised by:

Carole Dawkins, Interstate Commerce Com-
mission (Letter 39)

Response:

Since the demand analysis and the EIS cited
above will not be published until the end of
1981 it is impossible to respond on that basis.
The ICC will not make the referenced informa-
tion available and therefore we are unable to
varify the data reliability. A thorough research
of on going possible/probable coal production
was made in developing the No-Action Alterna-
tive.

Issue 2-21:

In light of the difference in quality between
Tongue River and Decker/Sarpy/Colstrip coal
it is not likely that coal development in the
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Tongue River area will capture 65 percent of
the new Montana sales.

Raised by:

Carole Dawkins, Interstate Commerce Com-
mission (Letter 39)

Response:

Coal contracts are normally the result of a
negotiated effort with prices reflecting the qual-
ity of the coal. Therefore, if DOEs high produc-
tion goal is valid there will be a market for the
coal.

Issue 2·22:

Can the mines opening in the Tongue River
area achieve a production level of 32.8 million
tons in 1995?

Raised by:

Carole Dawkins, Interstate Commerce Com-
mission (Letter 39)

Response:

A mine should reach full production capacity
within 8 or 9 years leasing; however, it is
market conditions and sales contracts that de-
termine actual production levels.

Issue 2·23:

Erroneous impact analysis has resulted from
an overstatement of coal production in the
Tongue River area and an understatement of
coal production in the Decker-Colstrip area.

Raised by:

Carole Dawkins, Interstate Commerce Com-
mission (Letter 39)

Response:

Production was projected based on available
information on existing operations and other
sources (ref. Montana Tract Profiles).

The BLM DEIS does not account for induced
employment in Forsyth and Miles City, nor is it
sensitive to the location of indirect employ-
ment.

Raised by:

Carole Dawkins, Interstate Commerce Com-
mission (Letter 39)

Response:

The amount of induced employment in For-
syth or Miles City would not be measureable.
Induced and indirect employment was distribut-
ed on the basis of the probable place of resi-
dence of the primary employment.

Issue 2·25:

The document is difficult to interpret because
organization of tables and the Tract Profiles
not being physically attached to the DEIS.

Raised by:

Carole Dawkins, Interstate Commerce Com-
mission (Letter 39)

Response:

The format of the document derives from the
need to present a concise statement with a
minimum of redundancy. The Tract Profiles
were available to any interested party.

Issue 2·26:

The Peter Kiewit CX Mine is in Big Horn
County, not Rosebud.

Raised by:

Carole Dawkins, Interstate Commerce Com-
mission (Letter 39)

Response:

This has been changed in the EIS.
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Issue 2-27:

The Preferred Alternative as discussed in the
DEIS, is not what the Regional Coal Team rec-
ommended. Why was Alternative 3 selected
over Alternative 2?

Raised by:

Ed Herschler, Governor of Wyoming (Letter
27)

Jack L. Mahaffey (Shell Oil Company) (Letter
38)

Steve Elliot (Statement 46)

Bill Lowery (Statement 47)

Response:

Alternative 3C as recommended by the Re-
gional Coal Team is the Preferred Alternative.
The reason Alternative 3 was selected over Al-
ternative 2 is that a section of state (Wyoming)
coal could be developed in conjunction with
the Kintz Creek tract, competitive leasing
would be delayed until the Carter 1-90 Ex-
change negotiations were completed and Alter-
native 3 keeps new competitive leasing south
of Gillette.

The FEIS has been amended to show the
RCTs recommendation at their October 2,
1981 Meeting.

Issue 2-28:

It appears that the preferred alternative is
designed to meet the DOEs high production
goal. Why is the DEIS written to suggest that
leasing is meant to prevent a production short-
fall?

Raised by:

Gary B. Glass, Geological Survey of Wyo-
ming (Letter 28)

Response:

Due to the uncertainties regarding coal con-
sumption over the next 10 years, especially for
electric utilities and in light of the situation in
the mid-east, a statement that the DOEs high
production goal may not represent the 1990
market requirement for coal could be iII-con-
ceived. If the market conditions materialize that

justify the DOEs high produciton goal the pre-
ferred alternative would be preventing a pro-
duction shortfall.

3

GEOLOGY

Issue 3-1:

There was inadequate discussion of coal re-
source geology in the EIS.

Raised by:

James E. Hawkins, Bureau of Mines (Letter
1)

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8)

James Paone, Bureau of Mines (Letter 16)

Response:

We believe that sufficient data was available
for impact analysis and identification of alterna-
tives. Before the EIS was started, the USGS
developed tract delineation reports which in-
cluded all relevant geology and mining meth-
ods based on those already in use in existing
coal mines. The tract delineation reports
became part of the individual tract profiles
which are the site specific environmental analy-
ses for the EIS. The tract profiles are readily
available from the BLM Office in Casper and
the listed references can be found in most
geologic libraries.

Issue 3-2:

The statement "that a 5,500 foot cretaceous
shale section overlies the Madison aquifer" is
wrong.

Raised by:

James E Hawkins, Bureau of Mines (Letter
1)
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Response:

The observation is correct and the neces-
sary correction was made in the EIS.

Issue 3-3:

Conflicts between coal production and other
mineral resources have not been discussed.

Raised by:

James Paone, Bureau of Mines (Letter 16)

Response:

The statements in paragraph three (Letter 6)
indicates a lack of understanding concerning
coal and other mineral resource conflicts.
None of the minerals mentioned have been in
conflict with coal. All of the bentonite mined
lies well outside the coal fields on the basin
edge. Except for pumice, little in the way of
construction materials lie within the coal fields.
The impact of coal on construction materials
has been to increase the demand, most of
which has to be brought in from other areas.
We do not know where the information was
found on silver and lead. As far as we know,
none has ever been produced in the Powder
River Basin, and the conflict potential is non-
existant.

Issue 3·4:

Modifications to the Timber Creek and
Spring Draw tracts was suggested.

Raised by:

Mitchell F. Keamy, Hamphire Energy (Letter
12)

Joe M. Hamner, The Carter Mining Company
(Letter 23)

R.E. Golkosky, Royal Land Company (Letter
36)

Response:

The Regional Coal Team (RCT) recommend-
ed in their October 2, 1981 meeting that lands
in sections 31, 32, 33, T. 49 N., R. 70 W. be
omitted from the Timber Creek tract. They also
recommended that all lands selected for 1-90

Exchange falling in the Spring Draw tract
remain available for competitive leasing pend-
ing resolution of the Exchange. The decision
on which lands would be exchanged to the
Carter Mining Company of coal lands crossed
by 1-90 would probably be made in 1982.

4

Water Resources

Surface Water

Issue 4-1:

Given EPA regulations, how can you state
that sewage effluent will increase 0.07 percent
in the Tongue and North Platte Rivers by
1990?

Raised by:

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8)

Response:

The subject in the DEIS is municipal sewage
effluent, and the calculated increases in dis-
solved solids in the rivers represent the impact
of discharging the projected increase in
sewage effluent into the rivers. We assumed
that National Pollutant Discharge Elimination
System (NPDES) permits for all unnatural pol-
luting sources must be applied for and ap-
proved by appropriate state agencies.

Issue 4-2:

The increase in dissolved solids in Armells
Creek is closer to one percent than four per-
cent as stated in the DEIS.

Raised by:

William J. Robinson, Western Energy Com-
pany (Letter 18)
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Response:

The projected 4 percent increase in dis-
solved solids in Armells Creek is the upper limit
for base-flow conditions at maximum develop-
ment; it is based on data which show that
water in the Colstrip spoils contains concentra-
tions of dissolved solids that are about double
those in adjacent aquifers. Presumably, the
spoils contribute a proportionate share of the
base flow.

Issue 4-3:

Impacts to aquatic biology have not been
adequately assessed.

Raised by:

W. Donald Dexter, Wyoming Game and Fish
Department (Letter 20)

Response:

An amendment was added to the Surface
Water Section of the Environmental Conse-
quences Chapter.

Ground Water

Issue 4-4:

Why do units change from acre feet when
discussing water to acres when discussing
aquifers?

Raised by:

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8)

Response:

It is not customary to use a term like acre
feet of aquifer destroyed because this would
require detailed knowledge of the thickness of
all the aquifers in the region. This information
is not available because the aquifers in the
Powder River Region are usually lenticular.
Also, the water bearing characteristics of the
aquifers vary greatly both vertically and hori-
zontally thereby making a term like "acre feet
of aquifer" meaningless.

Issue 4-5:

How many acres of aquifer would be re-
moved by existing mines?

Raised by:

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8)

Response:

Shallow aquifers would be removed in an
area of approximately 67,000 acres by existing
mines. This figure has been added to the final
EIS.

Issue 4-6:

The EIS should refer to number of wells de-
stroyed or acres of aquifer removed by state or
county.

Raised by:

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8)

Response:

The number of wells affected and acres of
aquifers disturbed is listed site-specifically in
the Tract Profiles and cumulatively in the DEIS.
The DEIS is regional and county or state seg-
regation of these facts would serve no purpose
in the analysis.

Issue 4-7:

Your comment that Broadus water supply is
adequate presently is inaccurate.

Raised by:

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8)

Response:

In a telephone conversation in June 1981,
Lonnie Beach, Clerk of Broadus stated that the
well capacity of 385 gpm was adequate for the
current population of 900 but that a new well
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field 6 miles away would be necessary to
secure additional water.

Issue 4·8:

What is the extent of the impact of mining on
ground water?

Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resources
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

The reduction in dissolved solids concentra-
tion with increasing distance from a mine has
been documented in certain areas (Riffenburg,
1925; Qayyum and Kemper 1962). The de-
crease in dissolved solids with increasing
depth in the Powder River Basin is well estab-
lished, and lends support to the contention that
the dissolved concentration in water from spoil
aquifers probably will also decrease. The
actual change in water quality with distance
from the mine is dependent on the quality of
water in the spoil aquifer, the character of the
natural sediments surrounding the mine, the
water table gradients and the recharge rate.
These factors are all site specific and would be
collected and assessed during mine plan prep-
aration and approval. Further studies of the
movement of ground water in the vicinity of
many existing mines in the Powder River Basin
would be highly beneficial in predicting the
impact on ground water of new mines. What
data are available indicate that heavy minerals
and dissolved solids concentrations in ground
water decrease with distance from the spoil
aquifer.

Issue 4·9:

The effects of poorer quality water and of
having to drill deeper wells on agricultural pro-
ductivity was not addressed.

Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

Poorer quality water in spoil aquifers would
probably reduce agricultural productivity in
some site specific areas but normally this
effect can be mitigated by drilling deeper wells-
as stated:

The development of ground water from
deeper zones would require additional expense
for well construction, where cause and effect
can be established. However, this expense
would be born by the mine owner. Deep
ground water development would also entail
greater pumping costs in recharge areas where
static water levels are lower than in shallow
zones. This would not necessarily reduce agri-
cultural productivity but could increase the cost
of production and thereby reduce marginal ag-
ricultural activity. On the otherhand, if the water
quality in the deep aquifers is better than it is
in the shallow aquifers the better quality water
possibly could increase agricultural productivity
to an extent that would more than offset the in-
creased pumping costs. The effects of deeper
wells are site specific and will be analyzed
once information is collected for the individual
mine plan.

Issue 4·10:

The probability, frequency and location of
reappearing springs after reclamation and their
beneficial or harmful effects was not dis-
cussed.

Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

The probability, frequency and location of
reappearing springs is site specific and re-
quires an examination of the mine plan and the
area in question. This will be accomplished
during M&R plan development for each mine.
As reclamation practices are relatively new,
meaningful data on the reappearance of
springs are not available. The beneficial or
harmful effects of the reappearance of springs
would depend on their location and the quality
of the water. Again this is site specific and will
be covered in the EIS for each individual mine.
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Issue 4-11:

Data from real situations such as water qual-
ity degradation associated with the mine at
Colstrip were not provided in the DEIS. The
draft Department of State Lands EIS predicted
similar problems in Area E and a comparison
should be made in the Powder River EIS.

Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

Ground water quality problems are local in
nature and site specific. Further examination of
the data on ground water in the vicinity of the
Western Energy Company's Rosebud Mine
(Area E extension near Colstrip) has led to a
revision of the perceived impact of the mine on
the water quality as stated in the Montana De-
partment of State Lands (MDSL) DEIS. The
final MDSL EIS states on page 11-153a under
Current Mining Impacts, "After reevaluating hy-
drologic information, some of which was gath-
ered by Western Energy since the draft EIS
was issued, Department of State Lands con-
cludes that Cow Creek has not been affected
by mining to the extent indicated in the draft.
Nevertheless, seepage of water from mine
spoil has degraded bedrock ground water and
may have degraded alluvial ground water. At
present detectable effects of mining on water
quality in Area E are confined to the shallow al-
luvium within a mile or two of the existing mine
and to bedrock aquifers within a few hundred
feet of the mine."

Issue 4-12:

There is inadequate site-specific (water) in-
formation to evaluate the possibility of localized
impacts.

Raised by:

Louis E. Allen, Wyoming State Engineers
Office (Letter 31)

Response:

This information is included in the individual
Tract Profiles available from the Casper BLM
Office.

Issue 4-13:

The Yellowstone River Compact and the Wy-
oming Water Appropriation System was not
discussed.

Raised by:

Louis E. Allen, Wyoming State Engineer's
Office (Letter 31)

Response:

Administration of water and the appropriation
system is the State of Wyoming's responsibili-
ty. The DEIS states that compliance of all state
laws is assumed.

5

Air Quality

Issue 5·1:

It is vauge to report no specific affect of Al-
ternatives 1, 2, 3, and 4 for none of the Alter-
natives in Air Quality.

Raised by:

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8)

Response:

The site-specific air quality effects were ana-
lyzed and are reported in each Tract Profiles.
This information pius, projected baseline condi-
tions were analyzed cumulatively and reported
by alternative in the EIS.

Issue 5·2:

How many tons of particulates by 1990?

Raised by:

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8) II-
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Response:

As shown on Table 2-1, the total particulate
production from the existing PRB, region coal
mines would range from 69,300 tons for Alter-
native 1 to 94,900 tons for Alternative 4.

Issue 5·3:

Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 show 4,800 tons per
year of total suspended particulates (TSP)
being added at Colstrip. Air Quality Permit
Number 1483 indicates 4,583 tons per year.

Raised by:

William J. Robinson, Western Energy Com-
pany (Letter 18)

Response:

The 5 percent difference in emmission esti-
mates becomes relatively insignificant when
compared to the errors in air quality modeling.
It must be remembered that for leasing consis-
tant emissions and modeling analyses from
tract to tract is essential for comparison from
tract to tract of the impacts. Specific needs
and/ or requirements for a specific mine will be
addressed during the State's PSD review of
the mine plan.

Issue 5·4:

The statement of 4,800 tons to be added by
the tracts in Area D, Areas A & B, and Area C
is completely out of the question. There should
be no significant increases in TSP levels when
the Area D operation is brought into light since
at that time Area E will no longer be operated.

Raised by:

William J. Robinson, Western Energy Com-
pany (Letter 18)

Response:

In general the comment is correct. The text
was changed in Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 to
read: "about 4,800 tons per year would be
added to the Colstrip area; however, this in-
crease will be effectively offset by the comple-
tion of mining other locations within the area".

Issue 5·5:

Under the terms of Air Quality Permit No.
1483, Western Energy Company has commit-
ted to a mine-wide dust management plan
which has made a significant reduction in the
amount of particulate emitted at the Rosebud
Mine. Data from the first two quarterly reports
required as a condition of this permit suggests
that the air shed in the Colstrip area is improv-
ing. It is Western Energy's contention that the
Colstrip area was improperly designated a non-
attainment area and has petitioned the Air
Quality Bureau for a redesignation.

Raised by:

William J. Robinson, Western Energy Com-
pany (Letter 18)

Response:

The Montana Department of State Land indi-
cated on October 15, 1981, that Colstrip is still
non-attainment (NA) with respect to TSP. They
also feel it is too early to determine whether or
not a significant reduction in TSP emissions
has been achieved in the NA area. However,
the words "which is not expected to improve in
the near future" were deleted from the text.

6

Soils, Vegetation, and
Reclamation

Issue 6·1:

The DEIS does not address the problems
concerning the disruption of habitats of high
wildlife value where existing reclamation tech-
nology has not been proven. Ponderosa pine
forest, rock outcrops, wetlands, and riparian
habitats are habitat types of concern.

Raised by:

Robert M. Ballou, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (Letter 3)

W. Donald Dexter, Wyoming Game and Fish
Department (Letter 20)
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Response:

Our research has shown that the reclamation
technology does exist for specific wildlife habi-
tats. This is supported by Reclamation for Wild-
life (The Wyoming Viewpoint, H.J. Harju) which
was published in Adequate Reclamation of
Mined Lands? (Symposium, Soil Conservation
Soc. of Amer. and WRCC·21, Billings, Mon-
tana, March 26-27, 1980.)

Issue 6-2:

In the DEIS the Soils, Vegetation, and Recla-
mation sections are vauge.

Raised by:

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8)

Response:

This comment is based only on information
given in the summary which is meant to be
short and concise.

Issue 6-3:

In the DEIS the reference (Packer, 1974)
that is used to support the possibility of recla-
mation success is relatively old and out of
date. This section would be more convincing if
reference was made to a more recent publica-
tion or to ongoing studies.

Raised by:

W. Donald Dexter, Wyoming Game and Fish
Department (Letter 20)

John D. Wiener, Sierra Club (Letter 24)

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Nick Golder (Statement 57)

Response:

Two new publications which support and
expand Packer's conclusions and the reclama-
tion section of the DEIS are: Adequate Recla-
mation of Mined Lands? (Symposium, Soil Con-
servation Society of America and WRCC-21,
Billings, Montana, March 26-27, 1980.)

Draft Tongue River, Montana, Petition Evalu-
ation Document, Montana Department of State
Lands and OSM, September, 1981.

Issue 6-4:

There has been no reclamation bond re-
leased on any coal mines in the Powder River
Basin in recognition of "successful reclama-
tion".

Raised by:

John D. Wiener, Sierra Club (Letter 24)

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Bill Mackay, Jr. (NPRC) (Statement 45)

Nick Golder (Statement 57)

Response:

It is true there have been no reclamation
bonds released in the Powder River Basin, but
it is because no mines have had the time to
reach this point.

Issue 6-5:

In the DEIS there was no site-specific dis-
cussion or comparison between tracts of soil
quality.

Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

There was no significant difference between
soils on the tracts, therefore there was no
need to compare them.

Issue 6-6:

The DEIS did not reflect that mined and or
reclaimed land would require more intensive
management than unmined land.
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Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

Our research has not revealed documenta-
tion supporting this statement.

7

Wildlife

Issue 7-1:

Disagree with the statement:
" ...wetlands, ...would not be regionally affected
or do not occur within the region."

Raised by:

Robert M. Ballou, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (Letter 3)

Response:

We agree that there are some major riparian
zones adjacent to the area of analysis. Our
statement that wetlands and other physical and
biological resources would not be regionally af-
fected was based on the following premise.

Wetlands and riparian resources would be
affected by other actions in the region (e.g.
Tongue River Railroad). However, new federal
leasing alternatives would not contribute to
those impacts. The only exception is the
Spring Draw Tract where the Little Powder
River riparian system would be affected by
construction of a railroad spur. This site-specif-
ic effect has been analyzed and reported in the
Tract Profile.

Table 4-3 as amended gives, the acres of ri-
parian lands that would be affected.

Issue 7-2:

The statement that no threatened or endan-
gered species are known to exist within the
Montana area is incorrect.

Raised by:

Robert M. Ballou, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (Letter 3)

Response:

The statement has been changed to read:
The bald eagle, peregrine falcon, and black-
footed ferret may occur in the Montana portion
of the study area.

Issue 7-3:

There is concern that meaningful information
on wildlife habitat is not included.

Raised by:

Robert M. Ballou, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (Letter 3)

Carole Dawkins, Interstate Commerce Com-
mission (Letter 39)

Response:

A more thorough discriptlon of the major
habitats found in the Powder River Basin may
be found in the 1979 Eastern Powder River
Basin Coal FEIS. Tiering of environmental as-
sessment has been achieved for the Powder
River Basin and is included in documents such
as the Federal Coal Management Program
FEIS, Northern Powder River Basin Coal FEIS,
and the Eastern Powder River Basin Coal
FEIS. To avoid duplication of material and
ensure production of easily readable docu-
ments previous EISs are referenced and not
repeated. Significant impacts germane to the
proposed action have been discussed in this
DEIS.

Issue 7-4:

Disagrees with the statement: " ...13
percent...of golden eagles would move to new
nesting sites."

Raised by:

Robert M. Ballou, U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (Letter 3)
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Response:

The statement on page 59 is not intended to
infer that these birds would move to other nat-
ural nest sites. In a few cases there may be al-
ternate nests within the territory of a particular
pair. However, in most if not all cases, it will be
necessary to construct nesting platforms away
from active mining areas in order to provide re-
placement nesting sites. Initital experimentation
with moving nest sites is promising.

Issue 7-5:

The environmental consequences section
failed to mention fish.

Raised by:

W. Donald Dexter, Wyoming Game and Fish
(Letter 20)

Response:

Fish were not mentioned because the only
fishery of consequence in the Wyoming portion
of the region that would be affected by pro-
posed development is Caballo Reservoir. This
reservoir would be destroyed by the develop-
ment of fee coal even if the Duck Nest Creek
tract is not leased and developed. Degradation
of water quality due to mine run-off or pumping
the mine pit should not occur if current OSM
and DEQ regulations are enforced.

There are no significant fisheries on the
tracts in Montana. Off-site impacts due to
water quality degradation would be controlled
by Department of State Lands and the Office
of Surface Mining regulations.

Issue 7-6:

Will all disturbed areas be reclaimed to wild-
life habitat?

Raised by:

W. Donald Dexter, Wyoming Game and Fish
(Letter 20)

Response:

At a rrururnurn, the 22,000 disturbed acres
will be reclaimed to OSM and state standards.

Currently most mining companies are using
seed mixtures of native grasses with some
shrub seeds added. In some cases in the
region, containerized shrubs and trees are
being planted in reclaimed areas.

Issue 7-7:

What is proposed to mitigate wildlife losses
that are unavoidable?

Raised by:

W. Donald Dexter, Wyoming Game and Fish
(Letter 20)

Response:

Unavoidable wildlife losses are considered to
be those which would still occur after all at-
tempts at mitigation are completed (e.g. using
antelope type fencing). Therefore there is noth-
ing that can be done to mitigate unavoidable
wildlife losses.

Issue 7-8:

The DEIS should contain a more thorough
discussion of mitigating measures for terrestrial
wildlife.

Raised by:

Carole Dawkins, Interstate Commerce Com-
mission (Letter 39)

Response:

Impacts to wildlife on a site specific and cu-
mulative basis were pointed out in the DEIS.
The assumption made on page 13 of the DEIS
assumes that all mitigation required by OSM
and state regulation will be applied.

Issue 7·9:

Potential impact of increased human popula-
tions on wildlife was not discussed.

Raised by:

Carole Dawkins, Interstate Commerce Com-
mission (Letter 39)
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Response:

The major impacts of increased human pop-
ulations in the coal development areas would
be increased road kills, higher poaching losses,
and habitat loss from new subdivisions and
other development. Based on a study by Vilki-
tis (1975) there is a low (5 percent) probability
of even detecting a poaching violation. This
makes prediction of poaching losses difficult
(for one methodology see EPRB Coal FEIS
1979). Road kill losses are also difficult to pro-
ject because there is no complete data source
and because many road kills are not reported.
In addition, road kills which are reported are
not reported proportionally by species because
antelope are smaller and cause far less
damage during a collision than do heavier,
taller mule deer.

8

Cultural Resources

Issue 8-1:

Calculation of land disturbance: Total disturb-
ance of artifacts on all tracts vs. disturbance of
mineable area within the tract was not made.

Raised by:

Carole Dawkins, Interstate Commerce Com-
mission (Letter 39)

Response:

Total acres potentially disturbed are listed
several places within the DEIS and specifically
in Table 2-1 and 4-3. The percentage of a
lease tract that would be disturbed cannot be
determined until a mine and reclamation plan is
developed and approved. Therfore, in accord-
ance with CEQ guidelines, the entire tract is
assumed disturbed in order to present a 'worse
case' analysis (see Table 2-1 and 4-3).

Issue 8-2:

Calculation of site density ratios based upon
previous surveys of different levels of intensity-
this adjustment wasn't addressed.

Raised by:

Carole Dawkins, Interstate Commerce Com-
mission (Letter 39)

Response:

Most of the surveys upon which these ratios
are based were conducted at the Class III level
(100 percent inventory of project areas). Much
less fieldwork was conducted at the Class II
level (100 percent inventory of 10 percent of
project area). A Class I inventory is a files and
document search of all existing data from
Class II and III reports, as well as from other
sources (historic, etc.). Therefore, the above
density figures are significantly based upon the
existing documented data base made up of nu-
merous sources. However, the data base is in
some cases incomplete and inadequate for cul-
tural resource management purposes. This lim-
itation is acknowledged. Specific information
on cultural resources and inventories conduct-
ed may be found in the Tract Profiles.

Issue 8-3:

There is no attempt to determine the total
number of significant sites that would be dis-
turbed or eligibility determination by site that
could be considered a resource loss.

Raised by:

Carole Dawkins, Interstate Commerce Com-
mission (Letter 39)

Response:

A significant resource loss would be the loss
of cultural sites of National Register quality or
eligibility. But because so often in the past, rec-
ommendations were to avoid sites without
evaluating them for National Register eligibility,
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we don't know in quantifiable terms what the
real resource loss would be. Any site located
during the post-lease phase (i.e. Mining and
Reclamation Plan Review) will be evaluated on
a case by case basis and a determination of
significance will be made at that time. If a site
is significant appropriate mitigation will be pre-
scribed in the M&R Plan.

Issue 8m4:

BLM states in the DEIS (page 59) that the
SHPOs of Wyoming and Montana and the Ad-
visory Council on Historic Preservation will de-
termine significance.

Raised by:

Carole Dawkins, Interstate Commerce Com-
mission (Letter 39)

Response:

BLM agrees that it is the keeper of the Na-
tional Register who actually determines signifi-
cance, that is, eligibility to the National Regis-
ter of Historic Places. This has been changed
in the FEIS.

Issue 8m5:

"Buried sites will be lost."

Raised by:

Mark Junge, Wyoming Recreation Commis-
sion (Letter 29)

Carole Dawkins, Interstate Commerce Com-
mission (Letter 39)

Response:

BLM is concerned with identifying and pro-
tecting National Register quality cultural re-
sources on federal lands, and where federal
actions occur. A National Register site need
not be preserved if site data collection is com-

plete. Its value or significance to history or pre-
history will be known through documentation.
In such cases a determination of "no adverse
affect" may be made by BLM and the SHPO
as per Section 106 of the National Historic Act
of 1966.

Issue 8m6:

Section 1O~, not Section 6, mandates that
"any site identified as potentially eligible for
listing on the Nat ion a IRe g i s t e r
would be protected."

Raised by:

Carole Dawkins, Interstate Commerce Com-
mission (Letter 39)

Response:

While the goals of BLMs Cultural Resource
Management Program are to identify and pro-
tect or mitigate significant (N a t ion a IRe g
i s t e r eligible sites) on federal land, or on
lands when federal actions occur, Section 106
(there is no Section 6) says only that the feder-
al agency will take into consideration the ef-
fects of its actions on Nat ion a IRe g i s t
e r eligible resources and afford the Advisory
Council on Historic Preservation, established
under Title II of the National Historic Preserva-
tion Act of 1966, the opportunity to comment
on such actions. This change has been made
in the FEIS.

Issue 8-7:

The following quote (page 2) is too vague.
"Federal and state regulations protect these
(cultural) resources. Historic and architectural
resources on private lands may not be protect-
ed unless steps are taken by local govern-
ments and private citizens."

Raised by:

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8)
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Response:

BlM acknowledges that several federal laws,
such as the National Environmental Policy Act
of 1969, the National Historic Preservation Act
of 1966, and the Federal land Policy and Man-
agement Act of 1976 address cultural resource
protection, as referenced in the FEIS.

Part two of this issue is addressed as fol-
lows: Cultural resources occurring on private
surface are the property of the landowner.
BlM can mitigate adverse effects on the cul-
tural resource caused by a particular federal
action. BlM cannot however, afford protection
for the same cultural resource if a nonfederal
action would cause an adverse effect.

9

Visual Resources

The DEIS implies that mines are to be man-
aged as visual resources.

Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (letter 35)

Response:

The BlM does not manage mines as visual
resource and the DEIS does not make this
statement. It does state that the most intrusive
mines (along high-use roadways, recreation
areas, and near population centers) also pro-
vide a source for interpreting mining proce-
dures, geological formation, and reclamation
procedures. These factors relate to the "visual
sensitivity" of an area used in BlM Visual Re-
source Management.

Issue 9-2:

The DEIS states that no irreversible or irre-
trievable committments of visual resources
were identified.

Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (letter 35)

Response:

With the mitigation or restoration of contours
and reseeding, we believe that mined areas
and support facilities can today be reclaimed to
successfully meet the visual quality of the pre-
mining environment.

10

Land Use

Issue 10-1:

The assessment of impacts to agriculture,
regionally and on a site-specific basis, is totally
inadequate.

Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (letter 35)

Response:

Impacts to agricultural production on a
county basis from the preferred alternative
would reduce production by two percent or
less. If this agricultural loss was computed on a
regional basis, it would be far less than one
percent. We realize the effects on individual
ranch or farm operations and this problem was
discussed in the Tract Profiles.

It must be pointed out that not all the land
proposed to be mined would be removed from
production at one time. Areas not undergoing
mining operations or rehabilitated after mining
would be available for agricultural production.

Impacts of associated facilities (those direct-
ly associated with surface coal mines) were as-
sessed site-specifically and cumulatively. The
Tongue River Railroad was not assessed be-
cause it is related to actions other than the
proposed action for this EIS and will be ana-
lyzed as a separate action by the Interstate
Commerce Commission (see response to simi-
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lar comment in Transportation section). Mine-
mouth utilization has not been proposed for the
coal tracts under assessment with exception of
the Colstrip maintenance tracts. These tracts
would not result in a new mine and the present
mine and power generation plant have been
subjected to several levels of environmental
assessment.

Disruption of parts or all of 44 ranch units
has been recognized in site-specific analysis
(tract profiles) and cumulatively in the EIS. The
individual ranch operators (if qualified surface
owners) are protected by the provision that
they have total denial to mining through con-
sent to mining procedures as specified by the
Surface Mining and Reclamation Control Act.
They can decide individually and independently
whether or not to sell their property to a mining
company. Compensation to landowners wish-
ing to sell to mining companies has been ade-
quate based on cases examined to date (Ref.
Appendix G).

Impacts from mines adjacent to agricultural
operations (off-site impacts) have been as-
sessed and summarized in Table 2-1. Numbers
of wells that would be affected and acres of
aquifers removed are listed. Montana law re-
quires mining companies to monitor ground-
water and wells adjacent to their operation.
Wells made unuseable by mine operations
must be replaced by the mining company (sec-
tion 22(3), Title 50, Chapter 10, R.C.M. Mon-
tana 1947). Similar laws exist in Wyoming to
protect groundwater and shallow wells.

Issue 10-2:

Productivity of agricultural land is not esti-
mated in the EIS.

Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

Site specific analysis as shown in the Tract
Profiles gives a detailed breakdown of acres of
croplands and estimated production of hay,
grain, and livestock forage. Table G-2 in the
DEIS provides production of barley, corn, oats,
all wheat, all hay and cattle in Powder River
and Rosebud Counties of Montana, the State
of Montana and the U.S.A.

Table 4-3 in the DEIS is confusing.

Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

We agree and the totals for Alternative 1
have been removed from the action alternative
totals to clarify the table in the final EIS.

The statement that "underground utilities,
pipelines, and overhead powerlines would
modify agricultural land use but not remove
acres from production" is not accurate.

Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

We agree and have changed the statement
to read "would not remove significant amounts
of acreage from production".

11

Recreation

The recreation section should point out the
land access problems, the increasing recrea-
tion demand and impacts on the edges or out-
side the region.

Raised by:

W. Donald Dexter, Wyoming Game and Fish
(Letter 20)

Richard C. Moore, Industrial Siting Adminis-
tration (Wyoming) (Letter 32)
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Response:

The first paragraph on page 39, DEIS, men-
tions the problem of access. The effect of in-
creased recreational use is discussed in Chap-
ter 4 and would be felt in those areas de-
scribed in Chapter 3.

The effects of coal leasing as related to rec-
reation demand are discussed in Chapter 4.
Based on information gathered during the in-
ventory stage (Montana State Comprehensive
Outdoor Recreation Plan, Wyoming State Com-
prehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan, and exist-
ing use statistics in federal, state, and local
areas) the present facilities are adequate for
present use (as stated in Chapter 3).

Regional impacts would increase and then
level off as the tax base increased. Facilities
would be provided from these additional rev-
enues (i.e. the recent developments in Gillette,
Wyoming).

Issue 11·2:

The statement that new federal leasing
would not appreciably affect dispersed recrea-
tion is questionable (depending on the scope
considered--national vs. local).

Raised by:

W. Donald Dexter, Wyoming Game and Fish
Department (Letter 20)

Response:

Estimated population increase in a seven
county area of the Powder River Region from
new coal leasing would be 4,190 people. This
is two percent of the total population projected
to live in the same area in 1990. We believe
that this number is insignificant in comparison
to the total recreation demand.

Issue 11·3:

Fishing demand in Wyoming was not ad-
dressed.

Raised by:

W. Donald Dexter, Wyoming Game and Fish
Department (Letter 20)

Response:

All recreation activities were inventoried for
capacity and present use. When future projec-
tions (population vs. use) were examined it was
found that all activities "would experience in-
creases, some more than others. The effects
of use on water-based recreation was ad-
dressed and found that the existing facilities
are adequate.

12

Transportation

Issue 12·1:

The proposed Tongue River Railroad would
have an additional affect on train traffic on the
Burlington Northern lines leaving the region.

Raised by:

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8)

Response:

The Tongue River Railroad would add traffic
to the Burlington Northern line and this is dis-
cussed. The numbers are shown in Figure F-3.
The statement in Chapter 2 refers to the fact
that the Chicago-Northwestern line would carry
coal trains to the Union Pacific line thus reduc-
ing trains and impacts on the Burlington North-
ern line. The Tongue River Railroad would act
as a spur to the Burlington Northern line.

Issue 12·2:

The Tongue River Railroad was either not
mentioned or mentioned in the No-Action alter-
native in error.

Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plain Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Bill Mackay, Jr., (NPRC) (Statement 45)

Mary Daniels (Statement 55)
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Response:

The Tongue River Railroad is mentioned in
the "Affected Environment Section" and not as
an existing situation. The affected environment
is what we anticipate will be present in the
region by 1990. The Monteo-Nance coal mine
is in process of being permitted. Because the
Monteo mine plan calls for nine million tons of
coal production by 1990, the Tongue River
Railroad was included as the "proposed" link
to the Burlington Northern rail line. Impacts and
routing of the Tongue River Railroad will be as-
sessed in an EIS to be prepared by the Inter-
state Commerce Commission.

Issue 12m3:

It appears that an assumption was made
that all rail traffic flows east on the Burlington
Northern rail line through Miles City.

Raised by:

Carole Dawkins, Interstate Commerce Com-
mission (Letter 39)

Response:

This is not entirely true. It was assumed that
the primary markets for the coal were to the
east and the predominant flow of coal would
be easterly. For this reason the rail traffic is
projected at a higher level going east. There
was some allowance for westward traffic al-
though it was a very few trains per day.

Issue 12m4:

If coal leased in the Nichols spur area is to
be used for mine maintenance the trains per
day from Nichols spur would not vary among
Alternatives 1, 2, 3, or 4.

Raised by:

Carole Dawkins, Interstate Commerce Com-
mission (Letter 39)

Response:

Your comment is correct. Train per day rates
should be the same for all alternatives. The
correction was made in the FEIS.

Issue 12m5:

The fiscal impacts of road improvement
should be quantified and included in projec-
tions for county budget and state expenditures.

Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

We do not have the ability to analyze the
costs of these impacts. Sources with the Mon-
tana and Wyoming Highway Departments state
that increased costs and budget cuts were
making it difficult for them to keep up with
needed maintenance. They also said it was vir-
tually impossible to calculate traffic volumes
and related maintenance costs for specific
routes for 1990 and beyond. For this reason
impact as related to the alternative leasing
levels were pointed out in the DEIS with no
discussion of costs.

Issue 12-6:

Current rail traffic was not given.

Raised by:

William P. King, Wyoming State Highway De-
partment (Letter 30)

Response:

This information was presented in Table 3-4
and Figure F-3 in the DEIS.

Issue 12m7:

Mitigating measures for "at-grade" crossings
were not proposed.

Raised by:

William P. King, Wyoming State Highway De-
partment (Letter 30)
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Response:

Specific mitigating measures are more ap-
propriately placed in the mine plans and as-
sessments of individual operations, in which
more specific information on the distribution
and timing of effects will be available.

13

Noise

Are you stating that Broadus is within the 55
dBA noise zone of railroad traffic?

Raised by:

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8)

Response:

We agree that the comment on the 55 dBA
noise zone is confusing and we have clarified it
in the EIS. The impact in Broadus and other
communities not along rail lines would be from
increased traffic on state highways, city streets,
and county roads. The 55 dBA zones for most
routes would fall between 500 and 1,000 feet
from the road centerline.

Issue 13·2:

The costs of noise pollution (reduced weight
gain in cattle, etc.) are not but should be in-
cluded in the EIS.

Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

We do not believe that costs of noise pollu-
tion as related to the proposed action is a sig-
nificant impact on the region. Additionally we
know of not evidence that noise levels from

this type of mining or transportation would
impact cattle causing weight loss.

14

Sociology

Because the City of Gillette plans to pursue
a more lenient annexation policy, population
projections should be adjusted upward.

Raised by:

Michael B. Enzi, Mayor of Gillette (Letter 6)

Response:

It is quite possible that a more lenient annex-
ation policy could increase the city's share of
the county's population. On the other hand
there has been a pronounced downward trend
in that ratio in the last three census counts
(1960, 1970, and 1980), dropping from 61.08
through 55.52 to 49.79. It is felt that the 1980
ratio will serve as a better indicator than some
other unknown.

Alternative 1, No-Action, is shown to affect
Rosebud and Powder River Counties. Is Sheri-
dan unaffected under this alternative?

Raised by:

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8)

Response:

Alternative 1 is shown to affect Rosebud and
Big Horn Counties. By comparing the 1979
data for Sheridan (Table 3-8) to the projected
baseline data in Tables 4-10, 4-11, and 4-12 it
can be seen that Sheridan will be affected by
developments under the No-Action Alternative.
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Issue 14·3:

Under the No-Action Alternative please state
which mines create this level of impact by year.

Raised by:

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8)

Response:

Since there is a projected trend upward in
the region, 5 year "benchmark" increments
were used. Any additional analysis under the
No-Action would be superfluous, because there
would be no new federal action as it relates to
the leasing alternative.

Issue 14·4:

Under the No-Action do you still assume 40
percent of the socio-economic impacts to be in
Powder River County?

Raised by:

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8)

Response:

Careful comparison of the data provided in
Tables 3-7, 4-10, 4-11 and 4-12 will indicate
that impacts to Powder River County are con-
sidered non-existent under the baseline.

Issue 14·5:

What is the number of houses in Ashland in
1981? Is it less than 50?

Raised by:

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8)

Response:

Table 3-6 of the DEIS indicates that in 1980,
the year used as a benchmark for Montana
counties, there were 248 housing units in the
Ashland District.

Upon what population increase do you base
the need for 1,8i3 additional housing units in
Rosebud County under the No-Action Alterna-
tive? If Ashland increases by 540 people, as-
suming one person per added house, where
are the other i ,273 units forecast to be
needed?

Raised by:

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8)

Response:

Tables 3-7 and 4-11 indicate a projected
population increase of 4,735 under the base-
line alternative between 1980 and 1990 for Ro-
sebud County. The same tables indicate a pro-
jected population increase of only 231 for the
Ashland District during the same time frame. It
can be seen that the changes to the Ashland
District represent only a small part of the
changes to the overall county under the No-
Action Alternative.

Issue 14·7:

The DEIS has overstated regional socio-eco-
nomic impacts due to overestimating coal pro-
duction in the baseline and understated the
longer term impacts to the region and the
nation which could result from likely shortages
in the coal supply.

Raised by:

Philip L. White, Texas Energy Services, Inc.
(Letter 13)

Response:

Answers to this issue may be found in previ-
ous responses.

Issue 14·8:

Population increases are not expected for
southeastern Montana without new Federal
Coal Leasing.
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Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

Please see response 15-7 (paragraph 3)
which points out that even without new federal
leasing population will increase in Rosebud
and Big Horn Counties due to developing coal
mines.

Issue 14·9:

Mitigation of social effects is not adequately
addressed in the DEIS.

Raised by:

Michael Enzi, Mayor, City of Gillette (Letter
6)

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8)

Margaret Ottoy, Assistant Planner, Miles City,
Montana (Letter 10)

Richard C. Moore, Industrial Siting Adminis-
tration (Wyoming) (Letter 32)

Response:

There are no "special" mitigation measures
for social effects in the EIS. Impacts were
based on a "worse case" basis. And, if meas-
ures are developed after leasing, the identified
impacts would be reduced.

Issue 14-10:

The DEIS contains an error in its description
of Ashland's school situation.

Raised by:

William J. Robinson, Western Energy Com-
pany (Letter 18)

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

The text under Community Services and
Facilities, Chapter 3 (Page 41, second para-
graph) has been changed to: Ashland (Rose-
bud County) does not currently have a public
high school for non-Native Americans. Stu-
dents from the area attend public schools in
Colstrip and Broadus.

Issue 14·11:

The DEIS does not adequately address po-
tential problems associated with rapid popula-
tion growth.

Raised by:

John Wiener, Sierra Club (Letter 24)

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

The text under social organization, Chapter 4
(page 62) has been changed with the addition
of the following: Rapid population growth in the
Ashland area and the Broadus area would
result in visible stresses such as personal
property crime, family instability, (divorce,
spouse abuse, child abuse and neglect), alco-
hol and drug abuse, interpersonal conflict, and
similar behaviors.

While it is uncertain as to whether the rate
would markedly change, the increased popula-
tion levels would virtually insure that the stress
incidents would increase. These stresses of
adaptation, affecting both long-time residents
and newcomers, would be most evident and in-
tense during the initial construction phase of
the mine development under Alternative 4.
However, at least until construction is complet-
ed and stability is re-established, they would
also exist in the Ashland and Broadus areas
under Alternative 2 and 3 development.

Issue 14·12:

Regional attitudes toward coal development
are not as favorable as the EIS portrays.

Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)
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Nick Golder (Statement 57)

Response:

The text under Attitudes, Chapter 3 (Page
41) has been changed to: Overall, people who
were interviewed within the region favored coal
development. There was a higher level of un-
qualified support for coal development in Wyo-
ming than in Montana. Some respondents
stated they would be in favor only if it was cer-
tain the coal was needed to help meet the na-
tion's energy requirements. (The remainder of
the discussion is accurate.)

Issue 14- 13:

Table 4-8 in the DEIS describes only person-
nel needs and it is inconsistent with the
Powder River Comprehensive Plan.

Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Lonnie Beach, Town of Broadus (Statement
53)

Response:

Table 4-8 provides general indicators of the
magnitude of personnel-facility requirements
under the various alternatives. That table has
been revised to state that the projections are
based on continuation of current levels of serv-
ice.

Issue 14-14:

Housing quantity effects are addressed in
the DEIS but not housing quality-costs.

Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

Table 4-9 in the DEIS displays housing re-
quirements for cities and counties in the impact
area. It was designed to provide a general indi-
cation of the magnitude of housing needs as-

sociated with the various alternatives. This
level of analysis does not permit valid projec-
tions of housing costs and quality.

Issue 14-15:

The DEIS lacks detailed social and econom-
ic effects information.

Raised by:

Margaret Ottoy, Assistant Planner, Miles City,
Montana (Letter 10)

Response:

These remarks call for a level of specificity
that is inappropriate for a regional document.
The EIS is not designed for detailed, location-
specific planning.

Issue 14-16:

The purpose of the description of potential
relations between Native Americans and new-
comers in the Ashland area is unclear.

Raised by:

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8)

Response:

The purpose of the description is to point out
a potential social impact. Representatives of
the BLM EIS team met with Northern Chey-
enne tribal officials. These officials expressed
concern over potential Native American new-
comer conflicts in the Ashland area.

Issue 14·17:

The numbers in Table 2-1 (Sociology) do not
match the text and are of unknown origin.

Raised by:

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8)
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Response:

The figures in Table 2-1 (Sociology), devel-
oped by taking the existing ratio of residents to
service personnel and facilities and applying
this ratio to projected future populations, ap-
pears to be consistent with the text (pages 15-
21 in the DEIS).

15

Economics

Issue 15·1:

How were the deficit balances arrived at in
the fiscal analysis? What assumptions were
made?

Raised by:

Michael B. Enzi, Mayor of Gillette (Letter 6)

Response:

The preliminary purpose of the analysis is to
provide a comparison of the relative magni-
tudes of deficits (or surpluses), and to point out
localities where potential costs would exceed
~otential benefits or vice versa. The assump-
tions and methods are explained in the foot-
notes on Tables 2-3 and 4-12.

Issue 15·2:

State public sector coal revenues and ex-
penditures related to revenue distributions as
per statute; for example, severance taxes.

Raised by:

Margaret Ottoy, Assistant Planner, Miles City,
Montana (Letter 10)

Reponse:

The DEIS provides a clear, concise compari-
son among the alternatives of potential bene-
fits and potential costs for localities. A presen-
tation of revenue distribution among Montana's
accounting funds would be pointless in terms
of providing the decision maker with compari-
sons of relative, potential, local benefits be-
cause Montana's local governments do not re-
ceive a direct apportionment of coal revenues.

Issue 15·3:

Compare agricultural employment and pre-
dicted coal industry employment.

Raised by:

Margaret Ottoy, Assistant Planner, Miles City,
Montana (Letter 10)

Response:

Table 4-10 of the DEIS provides a compari-
son of predicted coal employment to all other
employment and in this manner provides a rel-
ative measure of the increasing importance of
coal employment to the region. However, it is
not felt that an additional breakdown of em-
ployment would aid in the decision making
process.

Issue 15·4:

Revenues from agricultural land should be
compared with revenues from coal acreage
since taxable valuations are of importance to
regional economics.

Raised by:

Margaret Ottoy, Assistant Planner, Miles City,
Montana (Letter 10)
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Response:

Table G-1 has now been changed to reflect
the potential loss of agricultural sales per acre
compared to the potential gain per acre to the
agricultural land owner from coal royalties. The
relative value of coal acreage to agricultural
acreage can be inferred from the information
provided.

The DEIS is inadequate in treatment of:
income, relative importance of industrial sec-
tors, purchase of labor as a percent of the
economy, local per capita revenues and ex-
penditures by industrial share, distribution of
Federal mineral royalties, employment and em-
ployment breakdown, inflation, workforce par-
ticipation rates, and population forecasts, and
other adverse impacts.

Raised by:

Margaret Ottoy, Assistant Planner, Miles City,
Montanas (Letter 10)

Richard Jones, Miles City, Montana (Letter
11)

Richard Cauble, National Wildlife Federation
(Letter 26)

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

The DEIS provides existing levels of employ-
ment, population, and budgets. Projections of
employment, population, and fiscal balance for
the year 1990 are also provided for the No-
Action Alternative (which is the baseline) and
for the other alternatives.

It is false to assume that the development of
coal would commit the southeastern Montana
region to a single economic base.

Raised by:

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8)

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

This statement has been changed.

Issue 15m 7:

Under "Land Use," the DEIS states: "Land
use patterns are expected to shift from agricul-
tural toward mining and urbanization without
new Federal coal leasing and implementation
of the preferred alternative would change this
very little."

"The DEIS does not state which way this
would change."

"The conclusion, in any case, contradicts the
finding that 44 more ranches would be impact-
ed under the preferred alternative."

"It also ignores all off-site impacts, including
the impacts to ranches along Tongue River
and Otter Creek which would result from the
construction of the Tongue River Railroad, due
to adoption of the preferred alternative."

"Further, it ignores the fact that without Fed-
eral Leasing, land use patterns would not shift
to industrial uses in southeastern Montana,
since no new mines would open without Feder-
al Leasing."

Raised by:

Mr. and Mrs. Herb Mobley, Tongue River Ag-
ricultural Protective Association (Letter 25)

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

Table 4-3 and the discussion on land use on
page 60 of the DEIS point out that a total of
221,400 acres (both on-site and off-site) in the
region will be disturbed by industrialization
under Alternative 1. Under the Preferred Alter-
native, an additional 65,000 acres would be
disturbed by both on-site impacts and off-site
impacts. Land use patterns on approximately
one percent of the region would shift towards
industrialization. This includes both on-site and
off-site disturbance.

Impacts of the Tongue River Railroad are in-
cluded under Alternative 1, as the railroad may
be built with or without additional Federal Leas-
ing.
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This may be true of Powder River County;
however, the Spring Creek, Consol CX, and
Peter Kewitt CX mines will all become reality in
Big Horn County, and the Montco-Nance and
Greenleaf-Miller mines will become operational
in Rosebud County, In addition, there will be in-
creased power plant capacity in Rosebud
County as well as increased oil and gas activity
in both Rosebud and Big Horn Counties.

Issue 15·8:

Economics-The DEIS discusses only 1990
budget levels. The years between 1985 and
1990-when impacts are at their peak, but
income from the mines (still under construc-
tion) will be at a minimum--is much more criti-
cal in terms of local budgets than 1990.

Raised by:

Mr. and Mrs. Herb Mobley, Tongue River Ag-
ricultural Protection Association (Letter 25)

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

This is true; however, in Montana local bud-
gets will be highly dependent on the lobbying
efforts of local governmental entities in all
years since Montana statutes do not provide a
mechanism to assure local governments of a
percentage of coal revenues. The year 1990
does represent the expected peak in demand
on services and facilities that may be induced
by population increases resulting from Alterna-
tives 2, 3, or 4. Admittedly, the outlay for capi-
tal construction may occur prior to this peak
demand; however, the burden of debt servicing
will occur afterwards. It is for this reason that
every effort was made to include debt servicing
in the basis for projecting public expenditures.

Issues 15-9:

The DEIS assumes budgets without new
leasing, although the No-Action Alternative as-
sumes increases in coal production of roughly
200 percent over current production. Obvious-
ly, some communities will be greatly impacted.

Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

The assumption that the budget would be
balanced is misleading. The assumption has
been changed to state that revenues would
equal expenditures through taxation, user fees,
grants or debt (Ref. Table 4-12).

Issue 15·10:

The greatest problem with the economic
fiscal analysis is that the tables provided do
not have the existing baselines and the Alter-
native 1 baseline together for comparison. This
makes the comparison of leasing impacts mis-
leading, and understates the overall impact of
mining.

Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

Impacts from new leasing are measured
from the No-Action Alternative baseline not the
existing baseline (Chapter 3).

Issue 15·11:

On page 21 is found the only reference in
the DEIS to the impacts of leasing on agricul-
tural economics. "Impacts to agricultural eco-
nomics are considered insignificant" under Al-
ternatives 2, 3, and 4, according to the DEIS;
the DEIS then cites Appendix G, and refers to
the tract profiles for the methodology used.
This information (methodology) should be in
the DEIS itself, at least in an Appendix; NPRC
has been unable to get a single answer as to
how the figures in Appendix G were arrived at.
It is clear that different methodologies were
used, and possibly different data, between the
calculations in the Tract Profiles and those in
Table G.
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Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

Tables G-1 and G-2 in Appendix G contain
the logic and methodology used in arriving at
the conclusion that impacts to agricultural eco-
nomics are considered insignificant for the
Montana section of the Powder River Region.
Impacts to Wyoming agriculture were analyzed
in the Tract Profiles for Wyoming tracts. The
statement on page 21 (DEIS) is being changed
to reflect this information. Table G-1 is also
being changed to provide a better analysis of
impacts to the agricultural landowner.

Issue 15-12:

The discussion (on agricultural impacts) is
misleading, in any case, since the analysis only
considers impacts to agriculture on the mine
sites. Furthermore, the DEIS elsewhere states
that the Preferred Alternative will remove
293,500 acres from production and cause a
total change in the economic base of the
region from agriculture to coal. How BLM can,
nonetheless, conclude that "impacts to agricul-
tural economics are considered insignificant" is
past understanding.

Raised by

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resouce
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

Table 4-3 on page 70 of the DEIS points out
that under Alternative 4 (the maximum leasing
alternative) 293,500 total acres would be dis-
turbed, including 210,000 acres in the baseline
which will be disturbed even without additional
leasing. 55,100 acres of rangeland and 9,100
acres of agricultural land would be disturbed
under Alternative 3. The discussion on land
use on page 60 (DEIS) points out that an addi-
tional 800 acres would be disturbed for off-site
impacts under Alternative 3. The discussion
further points out that, in terms of total crop
acreage disturbed under Alternative 3, only
two-tenths of one percent would be disturbed
in Big Horn County, and only 1 percent would
be disturbed in Rosebud and Powder River

Counties. See Table G-2 for the relative signifi-
cance of 1979 crop production and cattle in-
ventory in these counties to Montana and the
U.S. It should be noted that the statement on
the shift in economic base has been revised.

Issue 15-13:

The analysis of fiscal impacts in Table 2-3
leaves out impacts to Ashland because it is an
unincorporated community without formal bud-
gets. It would seem logical to project expenses
and revenue on a per capita basis, as was
done with the incorporated communities. This
would at least provide some analysis of likely
fiscal impacts to Ashland, which could experi-
ence the greatest impact of any locality under
the Preferred Alternative. To ignore these im-
pacts, as the DEIS does, because of the incon-
venience involved in measurement is inad-
equate and innaccurate.

Raised by:

John D. Smillie, Northern Plains Resource
Council (Letter 35)

Response:

Because Ashland is unincorporated there
was no existing budget on which to base a per
capita projection. Relative population increases
for the Ashland District are pointed out. Be-
cause all of the population increases to Rose-
bud County under Alternatives 2, 3, or 4 will
occur in the Ashland District it can be validly
asusmed that the expenditures resulting under
these alternatives to Rosebud County and Ro-
sebud County schools will be related to the
Ashland District.

Issue 15-14:

There will be some overwhelming impacts to
Powder River County, resulting from Federal
Coal Leasing actions, which may be over-
looked by the reader due to the inclusion of
the word "only" in the phrase "only 40 percent
of any population increase ..." on page 63.

Raised by:

Lonnie Beach, Town Clerk, Broadus, Mon-
tana (Statement 53)
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Response:

Agreed. The word has been deleted.

Issue 15m15:

The fiscal analysis in the DEIS doesn't prop-
erly address the potential time lags between
the incidence of socio-economic needs and
possible remedies.

Raised by:

Lonnie Beach, Town Clerk, Broadus, Mon-
tana (Statement 53)

Response:

We believe that the socio-economic analysis
in the DEIS has provided clear, concise com-
parisons of the employment, population, and
potential fiscal changes that could result from
the alternatives and has provided a measure-
ment of the severity of potential impacts to
local communities. The fact that the DEIS only
defines one probable scenario must be ac-
knowledged; however, the possible variations
of revenue lags and required lead times would
be infinite and analysis of all possible cases
would fill volumes. In addition, due considera-
tion of the role of local authorities, in their lob-
bying efforts to reduce revenue lags and lead
time requirements, indicates that the problem
may not be insurmountable.

Issue 15·16:

The fiscal analysis for Montana's localities
appears to be based on Wyoming's tax laws,
and the differences in tax laws between Mon-
tana and Wyoming should be addressed.

Raised by:

Lonnie Beach, Town Clerk, Broadus, Mon-
tana (Statement -.>3)

Response:

By presenting the fiscal analysis in the
manner presented, the DEIS achieves the pur-
pose of comparing potential benefits to poten-
tial costs. This is pointed out on page 63
(DEIS) and cannot be overemphasized. The
fact that Montana statutes do not directly ap-

portion coal revenues to local communities
could evoke the temptation to explore only the
costs to local communities. However, this
would be highly misleading as the potential for
public revenues from coal production is signifi-
cant, especially in view of the 30 percent sev-
erance tax levied by the State of Montana.

It would not be productive to address the dif-
ferences between Wyoming's tax laws and
Montana's tax laws, and the fiscal analysis for
Montana's localities is not based on Wyo-
ming's tax laws. But the analysis is presented
in a manner that ties the potential costs of coal
production to the potential benefits.

Issue 15m 17:

Fiscal surpluses will not occur in Montana,
and the DEIS should acknowledge the exist-
ence of the joint Rosebud-Powder River
School District at Ashland.

Raised by:

Lonnie Beach, Town Clerk, Broadus, Mon-
tana (State 53)

Walter Archer, Powder River Protective As-
sociation (Statement 54)

Response:

The fiscal analysis, as presented in the
DEIS, achieves the purpose of comparing po-
tential costs to potential benefits. A fiscal defi-
cit or a fiscal surplus should be viewed only
from the perspective that the potential exists
for the costs to a locality to exceed the bene-
fits, or vice versa, the benefits to a locality may
exceed the costs. With this in mind the magni-
tude of a surplus or a deficit becomes irrele-
vant, and the importance of a analysis shifts to
the question of whether benefits of the alterna-
tive will cover the costs of the alternative or
not. A paragraph has been added under the
Economics heading in Chapter 2 to point this
out.

In addition, although it is good that a mecha-
nism such as the joint Rosebud-Powder River
School District exists to alleviate impacts to the
school system at Ashland, the analysis should
still only serve to point out the localities where
potential costs could exceed potential benefits.
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Issue 15-18:

Table G-1 implicitly assumes a multiplier of
2.58 times loss in agricultural sales to achieve
loss to gross regional production. What justifi-
cation is offered for this assumption.

Raised by:

Richard W. Jones, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 11)

Response:

The multiplier in question (2.58) was originat-
ed by the Regional Economic Analysis Division
of The Bureau of Economic Analysis, U.S. De-
partment of Commerce. It was published by the
Water Resource Council in the Regional Indus-
trial Multiplier System in January, 1977. It
should be noted that the information in Table
G-1 has been replaced in order to provide a
more in-depth analysis of the impacts to the
agricultural landowner.

Issue 15·19:

On page 5 and 6 of the letter referenced
below there exists much confusion regarding
employment under Sub-Alternatives 2A, B, and
C.

Raised by:

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8)

Response:

The employment data presented under the
analysis of the sub-alternatives is entirely in
error. This has been changed under Alternative
2 or 3. In a worst case scenario, coal employ-
ment will reach 3,985 in Montana and 13,300
in Wyoming.

Page 41 of the DEIS provides the level of
coal employment as it existed in the 3 counties
in 1980. Table 4-10 provides the baseline coal
employment projected for those counties in
1990 as well as coal employment projected
under the alternatives.

Issue 15·20:

The DEIS does not account for the impacts
of mines that may open in the area without
Federal Leases.

Raised by:

Walter Archer, Powder River Protective As-
sociation (Statement 54)

Response:

All proposed or potential mines, that were
considered legitimate possibilities, were includ-
ed in the baseline. Therefore, the population
changes induced by these mines are reflected
in the baseline expenditure levels.

Issue 15·21:

How many new jobs are forecast in the Mon-
tana sectors other than mining?

Raised by:

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8)

Response:

By comparing the data on page 41 (DEIS)
and in Tables 3-7 and 4-10 it is readily appar-
ent that 2,426 new jobs are projected in the
baseline for 1990 outside of coal employment.

Issue 15-22:

Clarify how the employment figure of 9,100
was arrived at.

Raised by:

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8)

Response:

The statement under Alternative A has been
changed to read 4,675 for Montana and 14,300
for Wyoming (Ref. Table 4-10). The data on
the housing was derived in Table 4-9).
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Issue 15-23:

Since you do not report coal employment for
Alternative 1, employment projections under
the other Alternatives are not easy to accept.

Raised by:

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8)

Response:

Coal employment is projected for Alternative
1 in Table 4-10; however, the data is now in-
cluded in the introduction to Alternative 1 in
Chapter 2.

Issue 15·24:

Table 2-1, Economics: Please give sources
and calculations; why is Broadus population ex-
cluded.

Raised by:

Barbara Kennedy, Miles City, Montana
(Letter 8)

Response:

Table 2-1 is merely a summary of the more
significant changes pointed out in the rest of
the DEIS. Because revenue/expenditure pro-
jections were not made for Ashland it was nec-
essary to provide population projections.

16

Other Issues

Issue 16-1:

It is difficult to determine the actual area
covered and regional boundary on the map of
regional activities.

Raised by:

W. Donald Dexter, Wyoming Game and Fish
Department (Letter 20)

Response:

The map shows the overall area of concern
in Montana and Wyoming with the boundary of
the map being the general boundary of the
region. Regional boundaries do vary for each
resource discussed in the DEIS. Geology is es-
sentially site specific or at least limited to the
high to moderate areas of the coal seams.
Recreation is discussed for the entire region;
soils, vegetation and reclamation is essentially
the region of the existing and proposed mines;
wildlife covers the herd units and areas affect-
ed by existing and proposed mines plus major
access facilities. Water resources considers
site specific uses and effects as well as the
region as a whole. Waters such as Alcova,
Glendo, Keyhole, etc. were not discussed be-
cause no potential impacts to these waters
were identified. Air quality was analyzed site
specifically and cumulatively for the region.
Other resource discussions follow the same
trend with discussions focusing on that portion
of the region believed to be significantly affect-
ed.

Issue 16·2:

The regional maps contains errors on some
of the tracts near Colstrip.

Raised by:

Patty Kluver (Letter 42)

Response:

The Colstrip D tract is mapped properly in
the Tract Profile but improperly on the regional
map. This fact has been witnessed on the map
erratta sheet in the FEIS.
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MAP ERRATTA

1. None of the Colstrip D tract falls within section 18 of Township 2 North. Range
42 East. in Montana.

2. The North Antelope Mine should appear as a nonproducing mine adjacent to the
North Antelope Preference Right Lease Application group in Township 41 North.
Range 70 West. in Wyoming.

3. The Crow/Shell Mine should be located in Townships 8 and 9 South. Range 37 and
38 East. in Montana.

4. The North Decker tract (in Montana) should be amended by omitting the following
land:

Township 8 South. Range 40 East
Section 21: SE 1/4 SE 1/4
Section 26: SW 1/4 NE 1/4. W 1/2 SE 1/4. S 1/2 NW 1/4. SW 1/4
Section 27: All
Section 28: E 1/2. E 1/2 NW 1/4
Section 34: NE 1/4 NE 1/4
Section 35: N 1/2 NW 1/4

5. A black triangle should be added to the map to depict the Gas Dr aw Oil Field.

* u.s. GOVERNMENT PRINTING OFFICE: 1981-576-053/25 Region No.8
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