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APPENDIX COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES ON THE DEIS

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION VIII

999 18th STREET SUITE 500

DENVER, COLORADO 80202·2466

I.wl 30 !992

If we may provide further explanation of our concerns,
please contact Larry Kimmel of my staff at (3D3) 293-1697 / FTS
~30-1697. For questions related to air quality and groundwater
.ias ue s , please contact, respectively, Mike Silverstein at (303)
293-1754 I FTS 330-1754 and Bill Monheiser at (303) 294-1127 I
~'TS 330:1127. Enclosed are detailed comments discussing specific
r s s ue s 10 the Draft EIS.

Ref; 8WM-EA

Jim Ne Lt on , EIS Coo r-d i na t or-
Bureau of Land tcanaqemenc
Casper District Office
1701 East E Street
Casper, Wyoming 82601

~
~ ~'~

,
N ~~

Re : Draft Envirorunent<8:: .::
Impact Statement for trt5
~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~a~l~~i~-~..

Sincerely,

fftd/?~
Robert R. DeSpain, Chief
Water Management Division
Environmental Assessment Branch

Dear r-tr . tce.l t on : Enclosure

In accordance with the responsibilities under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPAl and Section 309 of the Clean Air
Act (eM), the Region VIII Office of the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement ~DEIS) for the West Rocky Butte Coal Lease Application.
The I oLj owi nq comments are offered for your ccns i de r a t i on .

Dennis Hemmer , wyoming Department of Environmental Quality

EPA corranends the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) for the
document's level of analysis, particularly in the area of
cumulative enviro~ental i~pacts. Considering the high level of
existing coal mi n.inq act. i.v i t y in wyomanq- s Powder River Basin
(P~B), th~s type of analysis for the proposed mine is especially
c r t t i ce I an order to avoid potential impacts.

Our comments focus on two areas, a proposed revision to the
Wyoming State Implementation Plan (SIP) for ambient air quality
standards and groundwater related issues. The SIP comments are
p::ovided to clarify the current status of this revision.
Additionally, EPA has expressed concerns regarding protection of
~he proj~ct area's groundwater resources that should be addressed
an the Flnal EIS.

Based on the procedures EPA uses to .evaluate the adequacy
of the i.nt o rma t i.on in the EIS an? the envlronmental, impact.s of
the proposed ac cLcn and a Lt e r-na t Lve s , the Draft Env i r onme nt.a I
trr.pa c r Statement (DEIS) for the West Rocky Butte Coal Lease
Application will be listed in ~he Fe?e~al Register in category
EC-2 (environmental conce rn s , cnsu r t t c i enc infonnation). This
category indi~a~e5 that EPA h~s identified are~s of potential
i.rnpac t s , sp~clflcally concerr:~ng the pr e ae rva t aon of groundwater
qua~~ty, vh i cb should be avo.i ded an order to fully protect the
envlronme~t. Alm? the EIS requires supplementary groundwater
:-esource i.nt o rrna t ion J..Uorder to fully assess environmental
i mpac t s t aa t should be avoided.

The ambient air SIP revision revises the State's definition
of "ambient air" for the PRB .Qll..l.y, allowing the coal mining
cornpan i e s to restrict public access from portions of each lease
chat are determined to be necessary for coal mining operations.
Only lands outside of these restricted areas are subject. to
ambient air quality standards. Region VIII is in the process of
proposing to approve this revision with conditions. These
cor:ditions include: 1) develop and operate a maximum
concentrat.ion monitor for each active mining area in the PRB to
adequately assess the ambient air quality, with a corrunitment by
the State to initiate expeditious remedial action if the
violation of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS)
is detected by the monitoring network; and 2) once EPA completes
an assessment and possible improvement of the existing modeling
tools, the State must perform the 3D-year modeling study
u t iLi z i nq EPA-approved modeling tools and to initiate expeditious
remedial action if the modeling predicts exceedances of the
applicable ambient air quality standards.

EPA is in final negotiations with the State Air Quality
Division (AQD) regarding the establishment of the maximum
concentration monitoring network. Because these conditions are
part of EPA's SIP approval, the Final EIS should reflect
adher-ance to all SIP conditions described above.

characteristics as well as the presence of aquifer confinement
and upward / downward vertical gradients.

3~: The document should· discuss the mechanism for
compensation of an impacted well owner if the owner has not
obtained a pre-mining well characterization.

4 Page 4-15 paragraph 3: The.EIS notes that the mining pit will
act a~ a nbig well n during nu.ni nq , r eau Lc i nq in water flaw toward
the p a t . What method will be used for disposition of accumulated
water? In addition, what procedures are planned to handle water
i n excess of process water requirements, from large s t orm events?
The F'i':1al EIS should also discuss the mine's protection
mechan i sms to prevent aquifer infiltration by low quality water
from ponds and ditches used to collect and transfer process water
and water derived from sedimentation ponds.

5 Page 4 -15 paragraph 4: The EIS notes that groundwater wells
loc~t~d. within the. mining area will be eliminated by mining
act i va t i es . The PLna I EIS should discuss the plug and
abandonment requirements for the wells to be eliminated. It
should also be noted that aquifers containing less than 10 000
mg/l total dissolved solids (TOS) are considered as potential
future sources for drinking water. Will wells eliminated by
~~~i~~~~~;ities be replaced in the near- t e rm or post

6 Page 4 -15 paragraph 5: What will be the impacts to the regional
~roundwater system from the salt-contaminated water originating
l~ t~e spoils? Could this result in a salt plume migrating
wdt.hLn the groundwater flow system?

DETA:::LED COMMENTS BY THE U.S. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY:
THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE WEST nocxv
BtITTE, WYOMING COAL LEASE APPLICATION

1 o /l.ir Qual itv

EPA Region VIII has been closely tracking surface coal
mi n i nq activities in the Powder River Basin (rRB) w i t h respect to
ail- quality issues. EPA r.ae classified surface coal minea as
"minor sources" under the federal Frevention of Significant
Deterioration (PSD) regulations and, thus, only State minor
source pennits are required for air quality. However, a revision
':0 Wyoming's State rrootemene rron pLan (SIP) has been submitted to
EPA which will impact the Rocky Butte mine. This revision
reqa r ds ambient air quality standards for PM10 as opposed to the
specific PSD-related rev i s Lons cited in the DEIS (page 3-28).
EPA approved the EIS-referenced SIP revision on tcay 24, 1991, but
lS still currently processing the ambient air SIP revision.

7~: What is the potential for water trapped within the
spoll.aqu~fer to eventual~y r~-enter the regional flow pattern?
What i.rnpact; to water qua Ldt y an the flaw system could be
expected?

20 Groundwater

8 Page 6-13 paragraph 7: What mitigation steps will be practiced
to prev,;nt pit inflows, sediment-control pond waters and
d~waterln9 wate:;s from infiltrating the sub-coal aquifer? How
wll~ the conf Lnf nq (and protecting) layer over the Tullock member
a9U~fer be. p:;o~ected from breaching by overburden removal and
man i nq ac t i.vt.t t ea?

9 Page 6-14 paragraph 2: What are the water quality impacts of
vertical Leakance and recharge on the Tullock member from the
spoil aquifer following reclamation?

~: The description of the sub-coal Tullock member is
incomplete. The charact.eristics for all aquifers should be
included (water table aquifer, coal aquifer, and sub-coal
aquifers). The discussion should include hydraulic
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Mr. James W. xonr-ce
March 24, 1992
Page Two

STATE OF WYOMING
OFFICE OF THE GOVERNOR

CHEYENNE 82002 The state of wyoming appreciates this opportunity to
provide comments on this OEIS. Please continue to keep this office
informed as to further developments.March 24, 1992

wi th best regards, I am

Mr. James W. Monroe
BLMCasper District office
1701 East "E" street
Casper, WY 82601 ~ Mike Sullivan

Dear Tim: Ms/rms

Agencies of the State of Wyoming have reviewed the Draft
Environmental Impact statement (OEIS) for the West Rocky Butte Coal
Lease Application. Enclosed for your consideration and use are
comments resulting from that review.

state Review Agencies
Ray Brubaker I BLM state Director

The wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD)has commented
on the adequacy of the state shrub reclamation standard and on
access needs for big game harvest in the mine area. These comments
are similar to concerns that WGFOraised in their comment letter on
the Environmental Assessment for the West Black Thunder coal Lease
Application. I refer you to my December 4 letter to you for my
positions on these two matters.

The office of Industrial siting Administration has raised
concerns about the availability of housing in the Gillette area to
accommodate increased numbers of workers. I concur with their
suggestion that this topic should receive further analysis in the
final EIS.

Alan Edwards had provided comments relative to the
leasing process and to the OEIS. The comments and questions
address basic issues that the BLM should consider as part of the
final EIS. You should know that as it relates to the State
position and Alan Edwards' comments, they should not be taken as
contrary to the opening of a new mine. personally and as a
representative of the State, I would encourage the opening of a new
mine to enhance economic activity, state revenues and western coal
competition. I am mindful, however, that we have an obligation to
assure a credible and defensible leasing system and that leasing
decisions must be addressed on their individual merits and overall
impacts on the leasing system to assure the ongoing integrity of
that system. It is primarily these matters which Alan's memo
highlights.

E-2
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MIKE SUtLlVAN
GOVERfWR

STATE OF WYOMING
OFFiCE OF THE GOVERNOR

CHEYENNE B2002

MEMORANDUM

Governor Sullivan
March 24, 1992
Page Two

Ib Table 6-5 highlights this point. Inrormauon in that table would indicate that the
mine size and annual production rates are essentially the same. One of the major
differences is in the mine life (t.e. 30 yenrs as compared to 42 years for this proposal). It
would appear, therefore, thai the Rocky Butte tract Is capable of satisfying the needs for
a new mine.

TO: Oovcrnor Sullivan

FROM: ~~G. Alan Edwards, Natural Resource Analyst Ie The question thai arises is whether or not the coal under application is physically
required for a new mine operation. If the coal is not physically necessary to accommodate
a new mine on the Rocky Butte tract, should the EIS address the relative impacts if the new
mine were placed on the Rock)' Butte tract only? Under this scenario (that is, if the
impacts of the new mining activities occur on the Rocky Bulle tract only) would the overall
impacts of the new mine start be reduced from the option considered under the EIS? In
any event, it should be clarified if the coal lease under application Is necessary to satisfy
physical or legal requirements.

DATE; March 24, 1992

SUBJECf: West Rocky Butte Coal Lease - EIS Review Comments

The Environmental Impact Statement for the West Roc")' Butte coni lease
applicntion has been circulated for state agency review, The state agencies have provided
their comments as relating to their statutory authority. The proposed Weltt Rock)' Butte
lease represents a new mine start. The potential impacts of a new mine start have resulted
in the decision to prepare an environmental impact statement for the proposed lease. Due
to the significance of the proposed action, the environmental document was also reviewed
to address some of the more general issues regarding the proposed lease that were not
covered lIS part of the state agency reviews.

r-.ly comments and questions included here are related most specifically to the leasing
process trsetr because I am sensitive to your ongoing concerns that we have a defensible and
credible leasing process. These relate to the production potential of the mine as proposed
and the need to lease the coal as proposed. Since these questions afTect any final decision
to lease the West Rockv Butte tract as included in the application, they should be raised
as part of the review ~f the document that presents the material. This information is
presented both in the form of comments and questions regarding the proposal in general
and in the fonn of comments relative to tnrormauon specifically included in the EIS.

2 Questions have been raised during the public review of the EIS about the ability to
produce and sell coal at the production levels proposed for the mine. The proposal
identifies a production of 8 million tons per year by 1995 and 16 million tons per yeur by
the year 2000. The questions have been relative to the market demand for the additional
coal. Some projecttons have been made regarding the production increases that will occur
in the West. The Department of Energy has predicted that coal production will increase
by 32 million tons between the years 1990 and 1995. The production increase predicted
between 1995 and 2000 is 12 million tons. The 12 million tons would be for the period of
time for which the mine would begin operations. The DOE projection is actually for the
Northern Great Plains region which includes North Dakota, Montana, and Wyoming. By
contrast, DRI/McGraw-HiIJ projects that coal production for the entire Powder River Basin
"ill increase by 16.8 million tons between 1995 and 2000. In either case, the projected mine
production could be difficult to achieve based upon projections for the Basin.

1a The EIS focuses on the need to lease the West Rocky Butte tract to cpen a new mine
on this property. Clarification should be provided about whether this need is a result of
physical factors such as the need for the additional coal or if it is solely needed to satisfy
a legal requirement. II is dearly stated that the new tract is needed to satisfy a deadline
which is faced by the applicant. That deadline is the need to lease additional coal and
create a new logical mining unit (LMU) to preserve the existing Rocky Bulle tract. That
tract includes 4,910 acres and 575 million tons of coal. The coal under application, by
comparison, would add 390 acres and 50 million tons of federal coal. The major reserves
in question are, therefore, those in the Rocky Butte tract. The need to lease the coal is,
therefore, perceived to be driven more by the need to meet only a legal requirement than
an actual need for the additional coal reserves.

3 It could be commented that the risk of being able to find a market rests with the
company that invests in the coal. This is true, of course. The question that arises, though,
is the same question that was identified above. Is the additional coal covered in the
application necessary to meet a market need or would the Rocky Butte tract have sufficient
quantity and quality of coal to meet any conceivable market demand? This is apparently
the thrust of the comment on page 2-4 that "in actuality, coal production rates would be
dictated by market conditions." It is stated on page 1-4 that the proposed production from
the mine "is not consistent with the published demand forecasts for the PRB." Is there a
market forecast that could bring clarity to this issue?

Governor Sullivan
March 24, 1992
Page Three

Governor Sullivan
March 24, 1992
Page Four

Specific questions relative to the EIS are as follows:
6. Information is provided in Section 6.12 that cumulative air "impacts tend to occur
only when the actual mine activities are within about 10 miles of each other: How does
this comment relate to the information provided In Section 4.1.10 on air quality where the
impacts of the Proposed Action and the adjacent Caballo Mine are considered?1. The EIS identifies on page 2·1 that the second alternative which would be the

rejectton of the lease application is assumed to result in the expiration of the Reeky Bulle
lease and, therefore, no new mine start at' this time. Could'I1LM ofTer the Rocky Bulle
lease for sale at a later date if the CUITCnt Roc")' Butte lease expires and if so, would it
require an industry application to do so?

7. Section 6.17.2 states that the expansion of the Black Hills Power and Light
generating station will begin in 1994. TItis is identified as the final year of construction for
the new mine under the Proposed AcLion. Will there be cumulative construction impacts?

2. Section 2.2 states that the "mine plan is tentative and may undergo substantial
revision during review of the mine permit by the Wyoming DEQ/LQD." Is there an
understanding of what substantial means in this circumstance? Would substantial
revisions represent a change in the impacts assessed in the EfS or would the permit review
process be able to adequately address substantial revisions?

The above comments and questions are not intended to be critical of the proposed
new mine. They are simply intended to help identify issues that should be addressed as
part of the review process to determine if the Proposed Action is clearly identified and
potential impacts. both negative and posutve, addressed.

3. It is stated on page 2-4 thai adding the coal in the West Rocky Butte tract "avoids
bypassing this significant tonnage" of low strip ratio, high quality, compliance coal. Does
a bypass potential actually exist? Would the quality and quantity of the coal make it
sufficiently aurncrtve that it would be cornpenuve as a lease modification?

4. Equipment and employment requirements are presented in Section 2. In some
categories of equipment and employment, fairly significant Iluctuarlons occur. Are
Iluctuatlons such as presented common for coal mine operations?

5. Section 2.4 states that one alternative considered was delaying the lease sale which
would result in the expiration of the Rocky Butte lease. The coal in the Rocky Butte lease
and the West Rocky Butte tracl could be offered for sale at a later date. It is staled that
under this alternative, "other than possibly receiving an additional lease bonus if the Rocky
Butte tract is leased again, there is no significant difTerence between this alternative and
the Proposed Action." This comment does not appear to be consistent with the analysis
provided in Section 4. The analysis In that Section is based upon the assumption that the
no action alternative (i.e, rejection of the lease application) would result in no new mine
start at this time. As stated in Section 4, there would be "negative impact" as a result of
the no action alternative for the listed socioeconomic factors. This would basically be a
result of the lost production revenues. If, however, the Rocky Bulle tract can be offered for
sale at a later date (if the cUITCnt lease expires), there could still be a new mine on the
property. The information in Section 2.4 would indicate that a new mine start could occur
in either case. If this is so, is it correct to note in Section 4 that the no action alternative
results in a negative socioeconomic impact?
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DIV!SIO~ OF P",RKS "\\&"omina
_&_"_C_U_LTC_"R._,_L_R_E_S_O_C_RC_ES________ ~~_

S,.t< H."on< P",••",."on Off..,.. Department of Commerce
IB~c.,,,·:I,,.,,,,,,
Ch ••.• "n<.W'''rn;ng8;>1.);)1.{l2-1O
(307)777,:;697
f.\..\ {.l()1)63~ ~H!!

March 5,1992
MAR 13 1SS2

Wyuming5\OlteCIe:u-inghouse
ATTN: Rich Lindsay
Stale Planning Coordinator's Office
Herschlcr Building, 4th Floor East
Cheyenne. Wyoming 82002

RE: Rocky BUlle Mine Draft Environmental Impact Statement, SHPO KOI9OJAK017

Dear Mr. Lindsay:

Richard Bryant of our staff hJ.S received lnforrnation concerning the aforementioned project. Thank
you for giving us the apponuni!)' to comment.

The Draft Environmenlallmpaet Statement (DEIS) adequately describes the activities conducted to
identify and protect cultural resources. Although several surveys have been conducted in me mille
area, it is nOI deaf if the entire area has been covered. This should be claril1ed in the final
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The level of documentation of cultural resources in this EIS
is beyond the usual and we appreciare the effort expended. Although the documentation mCl:IS the
requirements of the Natiunal Environmental Protection A,;t, we still need 10 review the original
survey and site evaluation reports for tll~ mine area before we can deterrnlne if that documcnt.uton
meets the requirements uf Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and 36CfR800.

Other than the clarlt'icatiun of the area surveyed, we have no rec.nnrnendations for changes or
additions 10 me DEIS.

Please ref •••r to SHPO project comrot number KlllJOJM(OI7 on any future correspondence dealing
with this project. If you have any questions contact Mr. Bryant at 771-6292,

Sincerely,

!!,a;:,~
Director
Adrulnlstrative Services

FOR:
Dave Kalhka, Ph.D.
State Historic rreservali"nOm.:er

.'f<!~s~r"V1
Go •• m<>f

RD -:\/ .•• ·.\rLd .••.J

Du"",,,..
o.p.....,.,.,..n\oiCO.,.."""""
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5 WYOMING
GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT"..~..-a "--'.'-.~

Hr. Red Miller
March 2, 1992

Page 2 - EIS 6608

£IS 6608
U.S. Depar-tment; of the Interior
nireeu of lard. Managerrent
Casper District Office
Draft west Rocky Eutte coer
Lease Jq:plication
EnvironrTe11tal Inpact steterent
Sill: 91-DB9
eanp:ell Camty

l} RE: Protection of Riparian Vegetation (Page 3-4). \'.'hile it my be true
that riparian vegetation associated with livestock reservoirs is a
jurisdictional wetlard type, such areas are protected un:ler the surface
coal mi.ni.rq regulations (See 30 ern 816.97(f) J. 'rtds distinction shculd
be made in the text.

11'rrch 2, 1992

2) RE: Tapcgrapuc M:::deration (Page 4-5). The preparer- atterrpts to dismiss
the impact of topographic moderation by suggesting increased
infiltration and decreased erosion will be benefits. Perhaps, but
adverse Impac't s should also be summarized. These include loss of
wildlife habitat am reduction of vegetation diversity.

ROD MILLER
srA'I'E PI.ANNmG O::ORD!NA'IOR'S OFFIce:
In::R50ILER IL'IWDlG, 4'lli rtcon txsr
Q-iEYfllliE, W'i 82002

J) HE: Ve;;etation In1Jacts (Page 4-8). 'nie preparer suggests that 1003 term
vegetation impacts will be negligible because the operator will be
required to meet State revegetation standards. This conclusion is
incorrect because: a) 'The state has no rrurrlatory shrub star:dard - only
a goal; meeting the goal will restore only 6 percent of the pre-mine
shrub density on native surfaces and the species cornpoa i t.i.on will be
altered. This is a major, long term impact; and b) Reduction in
top:::grafhic diversity and mixing of soil types and horizons will result
in a long-term reduct Ion in plant conummity diversity. 'These effects
shoUld be discussed in the DElS.

rear Hr. Hiller:

The staff of the Wyoming Game and Fish Department has reviewed the
draft environmental impact statement for West ROC)...')'Butte. We offer the
follChli.ng ccnsrencs for your consideration.

4) HE: Habitat Diversity (Page 4-16). The statement, "Additionally, topo-
graphic rncx:leration may reduce habitat diversity should be change::l to
" ... !olill reduce habitat diversity."

Terrestrial OJnsiderations:
5) RE: Inpacts to Antelope (Page 4-16). Virtually the entire surface to be

affected by this operation is winter/year1003 antelope rarqe . Reduction
in topographic diversity and loss of the shn1b (sagebrush) component;
will permanently convert this to summer range. ·This impact is
considere:l. major, 1003' term - not minor as suggeste:::i by the pt-epar-er ,

6) RE: IJrpacts to sage crease (Page 4-17). The preparer- insists lek
disturbanCe is the rrost; serious irrpact to sage qrcose , While this is a
concern, the rrcre seriros ilrpact will be 1003' tern. rerroval of sagebnlSh
cr:NSX an::l.riparian brood reari..rg habitats. TI'le reader suggests inpacts
attributed. to sagebrush removal will only be "moderate" and persist
unt.Ll, sagebru.sh is reestablished. '!he arncunt of sagebrush that will be
restored under the current shrub standard is only a sraa.lL fraction of
the cover and density necessary to support sage grouse. Use of
reclaimed surfaces by sage grouse will be completely eliminated for a
very 1003 pericd of time. 'The preparer sho.ud ackncrwledge this impact
and provide an estimate of the time likely to elapse until adequate
sagebrush densities develcp fran the initial colonization at the t tne of
bond release. cons ider.irq the aj.Ioearce for substitution of other shrub
species under the current shrub standard, it is likely that initial

'rtie pr-efer-red alternative is to lease the West Tract (39J.0 acres) al.cnq
with an additional isolated tract (Option A -- 70.4 acres) to facilitate
raax.irsum economic recovery of the coal depcs i.t , 1he tracts will be added to
the existi..rg Rocky Butte lease (4910.0 acres) to create a "logical mining
unit." The total permit area for this mine will be 9647 acres and the
affect.OO area will be 7JJJ acres, thus bea::rni.n:Jone of the larger operations
in the Powder River Basin. Minin:J will ccacence in 1993 and teminate in
20J4. '!he lease will be t.reato::l. as a coal maintenance tract in accordance
wttn "lease by application" prc:cedures, p..rrsuant to decertification of the
Powder- River Basin C03.l Pro.:iuction Region. we previrosly cemented on a DlM
soop inq state:rent (cctccer JO, 1991) ard a "pr'e.lirniriary" DEIS (December 13,
1991) .

Weare d.isappo.infed that this DEIS concent.rates rrore on d iscount.Inq the
s iqn i f i.carjce of iI:pacts than in present.Irq an objective analysis. There are
serious problems with reclamation technolo;w in the Po..Uer River Basin that
need to be resolved. This document; should spell out trade-offs - loss of
habitat for big ga:ne ard sage grc:use for r.any years, an::l.chanqes in habitat
diversity. After reviewing this DEIS and our comments from previous
cot-resporderce , we have identified the follo.lirq conc:erns:

I-'.r. Red.Miller
March 2, 1992
Page J - EIS 6608

Mr. Red Miller
Man:h 2, 1992
Page 4 - EIS 6608

sagebrush densities will be on the order of 0.5 to 2 percent of premi.ne
densities. 'This is consistent with .••nat has been observed. on current
mine recla.nation.

The Rocky Butte Coal Lease is situated within the Highlight Antelope
Unit, which has been chronically urrler harvested, O1ly J percent of the
occupied. habitat is accessible public land. High trespass fees and
hunting closures on mine lands make it difficult to maintain herd
population objectives through sport hunting. The 1991 post season
population estimate of 12,000 antelope places the herd 1,000 animals
over objective. Continued inability to control growth of this
p::>pJ1ation ••••ill eventually result in a large winter die-off, similar to
that which occurred in winter of 198J - 1984. This problem will be
aggravated. as mining converts available winter habitat to summer range
ard as additicnal fencing is ccnst.ructed. Fran a rnanagerre.nt starrlpoint,
this is highly urrles1rable.

'Ihere are oxcrently eight coal mines q:erating within the Highlight Herd
unit which account for 12 percent of the occupied habitat. Ten
additional sections of lard associated with the Rocky Butte Mine could
potentially be withdrawn from rifle hurrt.Lnq, Closed surfaces become
refuges which draw additional anine.ls from SI.llL'OOrrlingareas where they
might otheJ:wise be acc.essible to hunters. I.an::lo:-mercoupon redenpt.i.ons
indicate past hunting on the Rocky Butte Tract has accounted for 6
percent of the annual harvest in Herd Unit 24. To alleviate the
cumulative impact of hunting closures, we recommend the following
mitigation procedures:

7) HE: Restoration of Pre-Mine Habitat Value (Page 4-19). In the Recreatim
section, the prepare.r di.smfsses potential irpacts to recreational use en
the basis that, "postmining reclamation \o'ClUldrestore wildlife habitat
to premini.rq corditions." \ohile this is an objective stated. in the LQD
r-equ I e t Icns , it is not achievable at this time. Reduction in
t opoqr-aph Lc diversity and loss of the shrub component preclude
restoration of commensurate habitat conditions. In addition,
technologies for restoring various vet l arct types such as pj ayes an::l.
subirrigated riparian zones are unt.axt ed , The reader should not be
misled by suggestions that corsrensurat;e habitat restoration is possible
ureter current. tec:hnolcqies an::l.Ieqa.L constraints.

8) RE: o.muJ.ative Wildlife Inpacts (section 6.9). The preparer atterrpts to
dismiss the significance of cumulative impacts using the "incremental
approach." In other words, the preparer expresses losses as minor
percentages of the overat I availability of U1e resource. '!his approach
is flawed, because it does not in::llX:le the incremental contrib..ltions of
ill i.ropact sources in the present and foreseeable future. This would
include industrial, urban, transportation, agricultural, and any other
aJltural activities. D:Twnplayi..rgthe significan::e of small incremental
fractions chips. away at rescurces in unrot.Ioeeote fragments, ultimately
resul ting in a serious compromise of the resource while avoiding
oppcs Lti.on, It i§ JJQt a true a.mulative analysis.

Hunti..J'lg shoJld be alla.'Ed within the Rocky B.Itte permit area
throughout the life of the operation. only the minimum area
necessary for safety considerations shoJld 00 closed.

'rne coal canpany, in cocperation with the DIM, USFS, ard W;:;FU,
should lease additional lards within Hunt Area 24 to facilitate
public access. Easements across private surfaces to previously
inaccessible p.tblic larrls shcWd be given priority.

11) HE: Effect of Top:grapric M:xleration (sections 4.1.2, 4.1.4, 4.1.7,
6.4, 6.6, and 6.9). In our comments on the preliminary DEIS, we
requested the prepar er-s to discuss local and. cumulative effects of
tqx:graprlc no:!eration on bio-diversity and big game canyin:J capacity.
'Ihis has not been addressed in the [)EIS. Consequently, the CXJIIIDmtis
repeated belCM:

b)

a)

9) RE: CUmulative Impacts to Antelope (Tables 4-2 and 6-8, Section 6.9).
Aside from the problem stated above, the eppt Icaut ' s analysis of
cumulative impacts to antelope is misleading. Tables 4-2 and 6-8
suggest only 6.6 percent of occup'ied pronghorn habitat will be affected
by rnini.n:j in the Hilight Herd Unit. Mines in this herd unit terri to J:E,
situated proportionately nora within wdrrteryyear'Icrq habitat than other
types. Virb..La11yall dist:urbances associated. with Rocky Butte Mine will
be within winter/yearlong range. Extensive winter/yearlong habitat
alterations can have a far greater impact on canying capacity than
disturbances within yearlong habitat. In 1986, we detennined approved
mine permits would collectively affect n~ of the available
winter/yearlo03' habitat within the Hilight Her-d Unit. If the Rocky
&rt.te af fect.ed area is added to this figure the prq:ortion increases to
~2 percent. The potential consequences of converting this much
w.int.eryyear'Ionq habitat to sunrrer range shculd be d.i.so.lsse:i.

10) RE: Huntl.rq!lco?SS (Sections 4.1.7 arrl 4.1.9). In our conrerrcs on beth
the scoping statement and the preliminary DEIS, 'Wediscussed concerns
with eliminatin:J big gam harvest on the permi.t; area. '!his has not been
addressed in the DEIS. ccoseqoent.Iy, the cement; is repeated beiChl:

Because of the unconsolidate:::i nature of replaced overburden material an:l
thin overburden conditions, it will not be possible to restore
ttopoqraph ic diversity on reclaiJred surfaces. steep reqraded slopes are
not erosionally stable. Pur-t.hermcr-e , topography must be flattened
considerably to conserve enough material that through drainage may be
restored. '!he net result is reduction of habitat diversity leading to
loss of biological diversity. Big game winter ralTJe is also conver-ted
to sunsrer- range because exposed slopes whidl support accessible forage
are pemanently rerroved. this is one of the permanent, adverse ilrpatts
of rninirq that has been never been adequately ackrx:uledged or addressed

E-5
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The document; dismisses the iJrpact of shrub renoval, suggesting it will
be tenporary and only persist for the duration of mining and the bond
period. To date, no one has developed reliable technologies for
reclai.mi.rg native shrub species. F'Urthernore, neither the eJo!isting nor
proposed state strruc standards are adequate to restore sage grouse
habitat or forage requirements of wintering big game. '!his is another
serious, negative impact of m.i.ning that has been never been adequately
acknowlejga:l or addressed in previous EIS'S, yet the effect is visibly
apparent on existing mines. At best, the impact of shrub removal will
be very long tenn, perhaps considere:i pennanent within the regulatory
framework. TIle local and cumulative effects sagebrush elimination will
have on sage grouse habitat, winterirq big game, and overall biolcqica!
diversity should be di..scussed. Also, the likelihood shrub reclama.tion
eetncds and regulatory perfornanoe stardards will evolve expeditiously,
to correct this problem before substantial areas are reclaimed to
unsuitable oorditions shcu1d be discussed.

JW:TC:as
cc: Gam Division

Fish Division
HA'IS Division
USfWS

sir=ni1y/ _(~,~.:££.
1........---t"C ,,_1'/

/';'OEhRITE
/' DEFUIY DIRECI'OR

.>

Mr. Red Hiller
March 2, 1992
Page 5 - EIS 6608

Mr. Rod Miller
~la.rch2, 1992
Page 6 EIS 6606

in crevices EIS's, yet the effect is visibly apparent; on existi.n:J mines.
The local and cumulative effects top:graphic moderation will have on
biolcqical diversity ard big garre carryirq capacity .shoJld be. dfsccssed.

12) RE: Feasibility of Shrub Reclarotion (sections 4.1.4, 4.1.7, 6.6, ard
6.9). In our comments on the preliminary DEIS, we requested the
prepare.rs to discuss feasibility of shrub reclamation alorq with effects
on bio-diversity and big game carrying capacity. This has not been
ad:lressed in the DEIS. Q:lnseqUelltly, the o:mrent is repeated bela..':

'!hank yoo for the opportruni try to a:Il11'eJ1t.

l,guatic OJnsiderations:

several of our recommendations that were offered on the preliminary
draft 'Wereeither ignore::i or not addressed. Specifically there is still no
docuaent.at.Lon of existing fisheries in any of the pords presently found
•.....ithin the project; area (cc:rtlllle1ltJ). LiJ::ewise, the draft does not address
the potential ilrportanee of recreation in the future and the role that the
project could play in addressing this issue (comment 2). We are also
concerned that the draft EIS has not addressed potential water management
options that 'Wediscussed in comments 4 and 5 in terms of wetlands
mitigatioo.

'Ihese are iI:portant issues that sl¥::cld be addressed by the final EIS in
order to provide an objective analysis of all potential impacts and
mitigatim strategies. Identification of real issues and solutions at the
present stage of the project could not only increase the project's
feasibility, tart; eoJld result in significant publ Io benefits in the future.

(
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6
FEB 28 1991

11.111([SULliVAN
GOVEIlNOR TIle cumulative population and employment projections presented in Section 6.17.5 appear

to be quite high. While the projects referred 10 in this section are likely to have an impact
on the baseline population and employment projections of the Wyoming Department of
Administration, I question the magnitude of the difference. Also, on page 6·23 of the Draft
EIS, it is estimated that about 195 housing units should be added annually through the year
2000 10 maintain an adequate housing stock. No mention is made regarding how this is to
be accomplished. I would agree that the local housing industry will have to respond to
projected shortages with sufficient lead time. The question of how this can be accomplished
should be addressed in the EIS.

EXECUTIVE DEPAftlMENT

HERSCHllABU:lDI>;G CHEYENNE. WtOMING ~"OOl TElEFHO.>;E; 307·177·Hoa
FAX;307·"l17-M3J

MEMORANDUM

DATE:

Rod Miller. Federal Lands Management Coordinator

Jay A Meyer, Senior Ewnomis~~

February 27, 1992

JAM
TO:

FRO},!:

SUBJECI"; Draft EIS for West Rocky Butte Coal Lease Application (SIN 91·089)

I have reviewed the Draft EIS for the West Rocky Butte Coal Lease Application. I am
somewhat concerned that the potential for adverse impacts to the Gillette housing market
is significantly understated in the Draft EIS. The vacancy rate in the City of Gillette in
September 1991 was only 6%. According to the Draft EIS, the potential number of
households which may migrate into Gillette resulting directly and indirectly from the Rocky
Butte project alone is 446 in 1994. This number of households would fill every vacant
mobile home (not vacant spaces), single and multi-family dwelling in Gillette (in the
September 1991 housing survey). When the estimated population impacts of the new
BHP&L Power Plant and the Dry Fork Mine expansion are added to the estimated Rock)'
Butte population impacts. the only reasonable conclusion is that a shortage of housing in the
Gillette area is quite likely.

The conclusion on p<lge4·29 that almost all operations workers would be hired from among
existing residents in the Gillette area seems to be overly optimistic. Also, the projected
residence patterns for Rock)' Butte Mine are not consistent with those of the nearby
Rawhide, Caballo. and Belle Ayr Mines. I would anticipate the percentage of Rock)' Butte
employees who would choose to locate in Gillette 10 be slightly higher than the average of
81<";'C for the other three mines but probably not as high as 90%. Overall, I would expect
the residence patterns of Rocky Butte employees to more closely resemble those of
Rawhide, Caballo. and Belle Ayr. It might be reasonable to include the town of Moorcroft
in the area of socioeconomic influence.

I would agree that the population projections presented on page 4·30 indicate a worst-case
scenario for the Rock)' Butte Mine. However, when the cumulative impacts of all three
potential projects are considered, they may be relatively close or even low in the early years.

_'_~Pnrll"don
',-:.,;::' Recycl"d P~p£'1
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FEB 061992
MIKESUWVAN

GOVERNOR

700W.2IsrSTREET 13071117.7421 CHEYENNE.WYOMING82002
fAX (J071 771·5100

AL£X J. lilJOPUlOS
CHiffCQUNSELANO
COMMiSSIONSECl\ETAAY

5T£I'HEH a. OXLEY

ADMINISTRATOR

TO:

MEMORANDUM

MR. ROD MILLER
FEDERAL LANDS COORDINATOR
STATE PLANNING COORDINATOR'S OFFICE

JONF,JACOUOT ) el} ~
CHIEF ENGINEER - /~ r' z. ----------I -
PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION ,

FEBRUARY 6, 1992

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE WEST
ROCKY BUnE COAL LEASE APPLICATON, STATE IDENTIFIER
NO. 91-089

FROM:

DATE:

RE:

Thank you for the opportunity to co~me.nt on. this matter. The
Commission requests that. when coalleasmq IS being done, the costs of.
relocating any utility and pipeline facilities to accommodate coal production be
borne by the lessee. If these costs are not borne by the lessee, those costs
would fall unfairly on the general rate paying public.

The Commission requests that, when coal leasing is being done, the
costs of relocating any utility and pipeline facilities to accommodate coal
production be borne by the lessee. If these costs are not borne by the lessee,
those costs would fall untalrty on the general rate paying public.

If you should have any questions regarding this matter, please lei me
know.

mj
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9

MIKE SULLIVAN
GOV(~NOR

GORDON W FASSETT
s r .••UENGtt<HR MIKESULUVAN

GOV[RIIOA

GORDON W. fASSETI
St ••.TEH'GIP;[(JI.

HERSCHL£R BUilDiNG 4-1:
13071777-7354

ChEYENNE,WYOMINGB2002-0370
fAX(J071777-S4!>1 HERSCHlERBUilO1NG.4.E

1307)777.7354
CHEYENNE,WYOMINGB2002.0J70

'AX(J071777·5451

MEMORANDUM
MEMORANDUM

TO:

TO: Rod Miller, SPC

FROM' Sue Lowry, Interstate Streams Engineer ~~

DATE: February 27, 1992

FROM:

Rod S. Miller, Federal Lands Planning Coordinator

Phillip A. Velez, Senior Analyst -?o.J
October 16, 1991DATE:

SUBJECT: Western Energy/Rocky Butte Nine

HE: draft West Rocky Butte Coal Lease Application
Environmental Assessment SPC 101 91-089 As of this ?a~e! we have, received no new applications for permits

for any f.ac~l~~les assoclat~d with th.e referenced project. As you
may b7 a\olare~ 10 1982, we d Ld au t.hor i ze several reservoir permits
aaaoc t a t ed wlth Texas Energy Services, Inc. for a new mine in this
a::ea. On Mar~h 11, 1987, those permits were canceled per Statute

~~n~~r w~e~~~~~ ~e~nn~erb:~~~~s;9t,o ~9u:8,e\r;.ra~ei:nwr~~t~:~on A~~O~=~~6
serv rces , Inc., ~ouston, Texas, telephoned this office and advised
us that new pernnts would be obtained in the future.

For future contact in this regard, our contact person for ground
~~~:~e (~~~::~t m:et.ters is Mike Pen a , For surface water matters,

No further permit activity regarding this proposed mine has
been received by this office beyond those described in an october
16, 1991 letter from Phil Velez to you. I am attaching a copy of
that letter for your reference.

The EA describes the surface and groundwater resources of the
area, and on page 4-9 makes reference to a 1963 Board of control
tabulation of adjudicated rights. The pUblished tabulation of
ad j ud Lca t.ed rights in each of our 4 water divisions is updated
approximately every 5 years. I would suggest that the authors of
the EA should obtain a mor-e current listing of the ad j ud Lca ted
water rights for the tributaries of concern.

Thank you.

Please contact me if you have any questions. John R. Barnes
Administrator, Surface Water and Engineering

Mike Penz
Ground Water Analyst

John Barnes
Phil Velez
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10 OFFICE OF

CAMPBELL CoUNTY CoMMISSIONERS
500 S. Gillette Avenue, Suite 212

Gillette. Wyoming 82716

(307) 682-7283
(307) 687-6,325 FAX

March 9, 1992

Bureau of Land Management
Casper District Of fica
1701 East "E" street
Casper, Wyoming 82601

ATTENTION: ~, EIS Coordinator

Dear Mr. Melton:

In review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the West
Rocky Butte Coal Lease Application, the Campbell county Board ot;
Commissioners is in support of the Northwestern Resources Company
efforts to develop this project.

The Board has received comments regarding water usage and
development in conjunction with this application and existing
mining activity in the Power River Basin, the Board believes that
the EIS for the West Rocky Butte application adequately addresses
these issues.

The continued q r-owt.h of the mineral and mining industry is
extremely important to the sustenance of Campbell County and the
State of Wyoming. The impact of the mining industry on campbell
County has been quite beneficial and positive to our citizens. We
look forward to a similar relationship v.i t.h Nor-t.nve s t e r-n Resources
Company.

On behalf of the Board of commissioners, I encourage the Bureau of
Land Management to approve the West Rocky Butte Coal Lease
Application WYW122586.

Sincerely,

CAMPBELLCOUNTYBOARDOF COMMISSIONERS

7T.l 'Mwioll OfCi:ltt.p6d1C",,~'Y fs'ToTn:>...l.k. '1lin:ru.g~SvvM~ 'M~, 'JlJUIi~~ihty

.1d7T.l '1JUl ~ Of'hmSf1'O'\UJ 'JI1rMC-r6d1C"""ty~!I,

(
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11 12

P. o. BOX 3003· GILLEnE. WYOMING 82717·3003
PHONE (307) 686·5200

(i~ Gn'Y OF 'GJlLIETIIE~~~t~) P. O. BOX 3003· GILLEm. WYOMING 82717·3003

'~~~~~. PHONE (307) 686-5200

C~nf OF G~lllETIIE

March 5, 1992
Murch 6, 1~92

:\J1'. Jim i\ldton
ElS Coor-dinator-
1701 East E Street
Casper, WY S2GOl

Mr. Jim l\Iellon
EIS Coordinator
1701 East E. Street
Casper, WY 82601

Dear Mr. Mellon:

Dear Mr. Melton: Attached to this letter is a detailed compilation of comments received
from various City departments on the West Rocky Butte Coal Lease
[Draft) EI5.The purpose of this letter is to r-espond to the Draft Environmental

Impact Statement for the West Rocky Butte Coal Lease Application
proposed near- Gillette. Based on these staff comments there are 11 number of areas which need

further analysis in order to allow the City to plan for and react to the
impacts of this project.Let me say first that the City of Gillette generally supports this project

and we feel that an additional large mine in the area would enhance our
economic futu r-o. We realize that this is the first step in a lengthy
permitting process and many of the potential opportunities and issues
raised by the project will be more thoroughly analyzed as the project
proceeds .

The geneml staff reaction is that given this adequate information and
lead time the community can accommodate this project without severely
impacting the quality of life for cur citizens.

We feel that continued coal leasing within the Powder River Basin is
important to our future.

We fed that the leasing process should move forward and that these
questions and comments can be addressed in the further permitting of
the mine especially the Industrial Siting Application.

Our staff has reviewed the £IS and we have a number of specific
comments and questions regarding the Socio-Economic impacts of Ihe
project. These specific queslions and comments will be transmit led
directly in writing prior to the March l Gth deadline and should be
considered in the Final EIS as well as future per-mit ting applications.

Please Incor-porate our questions and concerns into the process. If you
have any ques ttons you may contact myself or any of the contact people
lis led in the comment section and we would be happy to provide further
clarification.

\~'e look forward to working in cooperation with Northwestern Resources
as well as the permitting agencies in making this project a reality.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Tha.rt you for the opportunity to comment.

Sinebrely, ,i , , ./

/~J::t~
Jbhn C. D3rri~~ """"'"
r.ity Administrator ~,
DS/JCD/b

sinceCO'Y'L

~n:i:;01~
, ..

us:92.039
DS/EJC/b

ds:92.029

Summary of Staff Comments
West Rocky Butte EIS
Page 2

summary of Staff Comments
The characterization of a "limited" number of Gillette households
served by domestic water associations is incorrect. The number
is somewhere between 1500 and 2000 of a total of 7300.

west Rocky Butte Coal Lease Application
Envir-onme nta! Impact Statement

There also are several thousand more households right outside the
City limits. Upon meeting policy guidelines, these ar-ena would
receive priority in hooking up to City water in the future.

by: David Spencer, Director
Department of Community Development

City of Gillette, wyoming
P. O. Box 3003
Gillette, Wyoming 82717

Page 3-<\5 paragraph 3

Gillette has 13 wells in the Fort Union and Fox Hills formations
rather than eight (8). Gillette is obligated to deliver up 10700
GPM to Moorcroft, up to 150 GPM to Rozet, and up to 1000 GPM
to the Wyodak Power Plant.

Page 3-46 paragraph 1

The following- is a compilation of City staff comments received regarding
the draft EIS for the Rocky Bulle Mlne . The comments are divided into
four categories which include Public Works/Utilities; Police; Finance;
and Planning. At the end of each section, a contact person (or
persons) are listed who can pr-ovide more information on the comment.

At the end of the compilation is a summary of staff perceptions of the
project which will be useful in determining how the comments should be
incorporated into the final EIS.

The City of Gillette water system could serve an additional 10 to
15,000 users however it would require additional investment in
"peaking" storage us well as significant policy changes to
encourage conservation, especially in regard to irrigatiun use.
Also we have established a priority of service 10 existing water
districts within the City Limits first which amounts to over a
thousand potential users.

Page 3-46 paragraph 3

P\lblic Works/Utilities

a) Page 3~1 paragraph 8

The was tewates Treutment Plant is designed to treat 3.B5 million
gallons per day not 4.0 Mgd. The system was designed to serve
40,000 people by adding specific treatment units at the plant.
There would be costs associated ••.•ith this upgrade due to
population expansion.

1) Section 3.5. 2 ~ Groundwater

A number of large outlying subdivisions containing several
hundred lots, such as Sleepy Hollow, Antelope Valley,
Crestview Estates, etc. , rely on wells in the Fort Union
aquifer- which could be affected by this project.

4.0 Analysis of Proposed Actions and Alternatives

Page 4-3 Table <\~1

2) 3. 15. 2 • Economic Characteristics Socia Economics Section -

Page 3-42 Table 3-2 Increased need for public facililies and services - impact would be
moderate to significant for water service when viewed us a
cumulative effect. Sewer could also represent at least a moderate
impact.

Comment on large change in Services and Public Administration
sectors from 1985 to 1989. Is this an error in the lable?

3) 3. 15. 3 - Overview of Infrastructure and Public Sector Fiscal
Conditions

Page 4-31 paragraph 8

Page 3-<\5 paragraph 2

Burden to the water and sewer system of additional growth may
require some mitigation in order to accommodate pace of projected
growth especially in r-egar-d to "peaking" water storage.

Sewer, electric, solid waste and water service is provided by the
Department of Utilities not Public Works.
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Summary of Staff Comments
West Rocky Butte EIS
Page 3

Page 4-23 paragraph 4:

Impact on Highway 59 South will be significant since this urea is
congested already. Additional shift traffic will worsen the
situation unless alternate routes such as the proposed "Belt line"
are completed.

6.17.7 Cumulative Infrastructure and Public Sector Impacts

Page 6-24 paragraph 1

An increase of average daily water usage from 6 Mgd to 7,2 /Ilgd
is a 20% increase not 2% and would be a significant increase in
usage """'STnce it would also presumably increase peak usage beyond
our current capability. Storage needs to be increased.

Page 6-24 paragr-aph J

Wastewater plant capacity is 3.85 Mgd. We cannot serve 40,000
people without further investment in our plant.

Contact persons on Utilities and Public Works comments:

Bill Carson
Public Works Director/City Engineer
307-686-5265

Jon Young
Director of Utilities
307-686-5262

Finance Comments

Page 6~2 paragraph 4

Comment on oil production is correct. This has resulted in
declining: revenues for the City and other governments dependent
on mineral royalties and severance tax. The City of Gillette has
experienced a drop of approximately 20% in budget revenues this
Fiscal Year for these funds.

Page 5-25 paragraph 3

Related 10 the above comment, the City of Gillette's share of
mineral royalty and severance taxes have been fixed by the 1990
Census figures and will not be adjusted again until the year 2000.
The total mineral royalties and sever-ance taxes accruing to the
State ••.•.i11 increase ho w ever the effect will be greatly diluted by
the time this revenue trickles back to the City. Increased sales
and use tax is based on County totals. However, again the City

Summary of Staff Comments
West Rocky Butte EIS
Page 5

Page 3-39 paragraph 5

The analysis of population is inconsistent throughout due to the
"benchmarking" of some data to Census figures and then utilizing
local data in a raw form to fill in periods in between. Also
growth rates, housing projections nnd household sizes, etc" are
"off" for the same reason. In many cases the conclusions are
based on "apples and oranges" mixed together, No attempt was
made by the consultant to really establish which data is more
reliable.

~. 1. 15 Socio Economic

Page 4-25 paragraph 3

This paragraph epitomizes the problem cited above where the "low
base" Census figure of 17,635 is quoted for the City and the
higher local estimate, based on a different set of data is used for
the "Gillette Urban Area",

Page 4-26 and Page 4~29

The analysis of employment and hiring and the conclusion that
creation of employment in high paying jobs will result in minimal
in-migration is simplistic. Local workers will undoubtedly be
hir-ed for- a good portion of the operations jobs however they will
leave other lower paying jobs to be filled by in-migrants. This
"hiring up'' scenario will result in the same, if not more impact
since the in-migrants will require housing and services and
probably be less able to afford them. It also says nothing about
the "excess" labor force attracted to the community by the lure of
job potential which also produces secondary impacts. These
effects have been experienced by Gillette in the past and can
result in moderate to sever-e impacts which are not measured in
this analysis.

Page 4-31 paragraphs I and 2

Ability of the housing market to respond on the short term needs
to be carefully monitored and further analyzed. The current
tight housing market and current production level of housing
could cause conflicts during the early construction phases
especially in view of other potential projects and events occurr-ing
at the same time. Latter cumulative analysis contradicts this
assessment of potential impact.

Pages 4-31 paragraphs 7 and 8

The incremental revenues spoken of in this section are large on
paper but their actual availability to the community when needed
may be questionable. In addition the impacts on law enforcement
and utilities may be understated,

E-12

Summary of Stuff Comments
West Rocky Butte EIS
Page 01

will only benefit under the same fixed population ratio. Th.is lag
of r-evenues when population increases faster than revenue is a
chronic problem which can only be partially addressed by income
from impact assistance payments.

Contact person on Finance comments:

David Layden
Director of Finance
307-686-5209

Police Department

Page ·5-24 paragraph 5

The growth of approximately 10,000 people in the immediate
vicinity of Gillette would necessitate an increase of 15 to 20 sworn
officers to the current sworn officer count. Additional support
staff and equipment costs as we!! us necessary expansion of the
existing police facility to accommodate the larger department could
easily cost several million dollars over the 10 year forecast
period.

Understaffing coupled with stable to decreasing City revenue
during the next three years will make it very difficult to remedy
the current understaffing and add staff to meet the potential peak
construction impact in 1995 or 1996. This is aggravated by an B
to 15 month lead time necessary to fully train new officers
including academy work,

Contact person for Police Comments:

,Jeff Pfau
Chief of Police
307-686-5232

Planning Department

3. 15. 1 Demographic Characteristics

Page 3-39 Table 3-14

What is the source of the County population dura shown in this
table? The County does not os umate population between
censuses. This data could be very unreliable depending on its
source.

Summer-y of Staff Comments
wes t Rocky Bulle E1S
Page 6

Page 4-33 paragraph 3

The conclusion reached in this section is that Gillette ••.•ill bear
the major r-esponsibitit y for servicing the impact of the project
with only $200,000 in additional revenues annually. No analysis
was done to see if in fact this is reasonable or realistic given a
detailed analysis of the City's finances. This amount is Icss than
~ of 1\ of the current City budget of 30 million dollars.

6. 17. 3 Baseline Employment Projections

Pages 6~20 und 6-21

More detailed information needs to be supplied as 10 how these
employment projections were arrived at. They are very
aggressive in relation to anything which has been seen recently.

The general employment growth in Campbell County in the past
three years has averaged 2°0, however sustained gr'owth in
employment at the level portrayed lasting ten years would be
unusual and highly unlikely.

Page 6-22 Table 6-12

The baseline population figures for the City of Gillette we feel are
low because of the use of census data. The base difference of
1,650 people in 1990 between local estimates and census Itgur-es is
a significant issue which needs to be resolved since it materially
affects the base line growth rate portrayed. The City estimates
show an average annual growth rate of 3% from 1987 to 1991,

No data or information is supplied as to the source of the growth
rate used in the baseline projections .

Another underlying issue in regard to baseline City population
increase is the allocation of population which is made between the
City of Gillette and Campbell County. There is no data to
suggest that the population growth rate is the same for the City
and county. In 1980 the ratio of population between HIC! City and
County was 55%, In 1990 it was 58%. However on page 6-21 it is
projected that the majority of mine workers will reside in the
vicinity of Gillette. In Table 4-6 this estimate is placed at 90%,
Due to new annexation and utility policies of the City it is very
plausible and likely that most of the "County" population increase
will also be in reality part of the population increase which should
be shown in the City of Gillette column. For example it is
unlikely new large urban type subdivisions would be approved
within the 201 plan area that weren't connected to City sewer.
This would necessitate annexation or an agreement to annex.

This table needs to be re-analyzed,
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Summary of Staff Comments
wes t Rocky Butte EIS
Page 7

Summary of Staff Comments
West Rocky Butte EIS
Page (I

Page G~22 Table 6-13
2) More detailed financial analysis is needed to deter-mine the specific

impacts und timing of projected revenue increases versus when
increases in services have to be delivered.

See comments on employment pt-ojecuons above.

3) The issue of potential impacts to law enforcement is directly
related to #2 and needs to be assessed in detail.The base line and urban/County ra tio concerns carryover into

this projection table.
4) The analysis of baseline and project population projections and

assessment of growth potential needs more analysis. This also
affects the outcome of housing projections.

Page 6-23 par-agr-aphs 4-6

The analysis of potential housing demand is based on the
population projections cited above . Again the analysis is ver-y
simplistic with no attempt to relate the projected demand to the
specific structure of the housing market. This makes it difficult
to assess the true impact.

a) Some attempt needs to be made to incorporate more detailed
and accurate local data versus sketchy census data to fine
tune the population impact analysis.

The statement is made that cumulative impacts on the housing
market could be a concern. However in the Table on 4-3,
housing is not Even mentioned 0.5 a separate impact issue.

5) More detailed analysis and monitoring of housing conditions both
prior to and during the project needs to be carried on to prevent
housing impacts. This includes analysis and data designed to
minimize under-building and over-building which could later result
in long term hardship due to future downturns.

If these items are addressed in further development of the Rocky Butte
permitting process, then the community will be able to reupund in u
smoother manner in accommodating the project.

The cumulative addition of 185 to 250 housing units per year to
the local market is much higher than any recent production level
since the early 1980's and needs more detailed analysis.

Page 6-25 paragraph 7
None of the concerns should hamper the continued progress in making
the project a reality.The reference to the National High School Rodeo should not he

addressed under cumulative portion of the EIS but under the
construction and short term impacts of the project.

ds:92.032
Contact person for Planning comments:

Tom Langston
Director of Community Development
307-686-5281

Summary of RecolJlll}endations

In analyzing the detailed staff comments on the EIS, no insurmountable
problems were identified in accommodating the growth related to this
project. In gene ral , the staff recommends that the following areas be
given more attention in subsequent permitling analysts for the project:

1) The ability of Willer and sewer to expand and meet projected
demand. needs more detailed analysis especially in regard to how
it fits ".ith current City fiscal conditions.

a ) Areas of concern are costs of increasing peak storage and
adding increments of treatment in the case of wastewater
treatment.
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RlVER CROSS ROAD

BELLE FOURCHE PIPELINE COMPANY

_ CAWI"d rll.14 .---J

~;lb~:_~/I
_11"1\_ _Sol.-
_NJ __ lIlllA_

Re: Request for Comments on Draft EIS, _0f'I'I_ ..:...JfTU'_

West Rocky Butte Coal Lease Application _lJDdiI_ _"IItA-_

_eo=t ~n •••1'

March 13, 1992

CERTIFIED MAIL - RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED

Casper District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
c/o Jim Melton, EIS Coordinator
1701 East "En Street
Casper, WY 82601

Dear Sir:

PHONE 237·9301
,'{- p 0 DRAWER 2360

CASPER WYOMING
B2602

In response to the above-captioned request, Belle Fourche
Pipeline Company (Belle Fourche) eu st; point out that the Draft E!S
both contains some misinformation and lacks other data which are
necessary to accurately assess the impacts of granting the sought
coal lease.

1 In the first instance, on p , )-34 (). 14 .2) the monthly
production of Rourke Gap Field is given as 9,500 SPH (Barrels of
oil Per Month) whereas actual production varies from its usual
monthly level of more than 19,000 BPMto well over three times that
(30,000 SFH).

2 Secondly, the DRAFTEIS off-handedly describes Belle Fourche
as having special use permits and slates that "pipelines ... exist
within permitted rights of way (ROWs)in the permit area.". In
fact, however, much of Delle Fourche's affected pipeline mileage is
on permanent easements "warranted and conveyed" to Belle Fourche as
far back as 1962.

3 Moreover, the location and extent of Belle Fourche's
pipelines are not such that they can be treated in an off-handed
manner. Enclosed is a copy of Figure )-12 from the Draft EIS on
which has been drawn the approximate locations of Belle Fourche's
existing lines. It is obvious that there are approximately 10
miles of pipel ines which extend throughout the very heart of the
application area.

4 While that might be of limited interest if the Draft's
implication that these lines will soon be unnecessary (since the
well production will be ending starting in 1995) were accurate,
that implication is not correct.

5 It must be kept in mind that Belle Fourche is a common
carrier pipeline which provides service throughout the Powder River
Basin, and its pipelines in the application area are part of a

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT

!l! i
Hl~

,,
8',,,

,,
~:,,

3·35

Figure 3-12. Surfoce Owners~;p On ond Ne cr the Proposed Rocky Bulle Mine
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Jim Melton, EIS Coordinator
Bureau of Land Management
March 13, 1992
Page 2

single system providing the most economical least environmentally-
harmful );Iethod of getting Wyoming's Powder River crude oil to
market.

6. As can be seen from the attached map, the direction of flow
1S from the west and northwest through the application area to the
northeast to Belle Fourche's Donkey Creek station. In view of
this, it should be no surprise that the pipelines in the
application area transport in excess of 120,000 BPM in behalf of
several major shippers. At Donkey Creek these 120,000 BPMcontinue
on either to the south or farther east on other of Belle Fourch's
lines.

7 There can be no question that the granting of the sought
application and the ensuing surface mining would be inimicable to
the continued existence of an important part of Belle fourche's
Powder River system. In turn, the destruction of these pipelines
would n~cessitate substituted transportation for the 120,000 BPM
now mov.inq through them. This translates into more than 1300
truckloads (at 90 Barrels each) every month which would move over
the mostly two-lane roads of the Northeast quarter of Wyoming.

8 . Al~ernatively, the cost .of building new pipelines around the
app l i ce t ton area would errt e Lf an expenditure of approximately
$300,000.00. However, the existing shippers' payment for
transporting their crude oil already includes the costs of building
the present pipelines. Requiring additional payments from these
shippers for the new lines, even if the Wyoming Public utilities
Commission would approve higher charges for this purpose is
obviously unfair. Further, this added burden might cause prod~cing
wells outside of the application to become uneconomical and require
their being shut in.

9 In summary, then, the proposed lease, if allowed to come in
existence, gives rise to substantial negative impacts ---
environmental, safety, and economic --- and the Draft EIS displays
clear and important deficiencies by failing to address these
impacts. Accordingly, the Draft EIS cannot be approved in its
current form.

Very truly,

MAL-jan

Attachment

BELLE FOURCHE PIPEL E~O ANY

~

;j /,, v-z ~Mit, . Loj o, Attorney
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Northwestern Resources Co. Murch 26,1992

16 EAST GRANITE. BUTTE, MONTANA 59101 (406/1235441

March 12, 1992

Mr. Jim Melton
EIS Coordinator
Bureau of Land Management
Casper District Office
1701East ''E''Street
Casper, WY 82601

RE: Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Rocky Butte Coal Lease

Dear Mr. Melton:

1fT. Jim Melton
EIS Coordinator
Bureau of Land Management
1701 East "E" Street
Casper, WY 82601

Dear~n;l~
In my oral comments at the public hearing on February 26, 1992, I indicated that
Horizon Coat Services, Inc., a sister corporation to Northwestern Resources Co. will
be assuming the responsibility to administer Northwestern Resources' coal inte'rests

~D~i~)~dgbe11iv:trt~:~olr~~;~~~~~~~~feat~. Eltv:~o~e~p~~i~~Pttc:t St~ete:fEm
identifies and properly analyzes all relevant environmental aspects of the alternative
governmental decisions.

It was a pleasure to meet you at the BLM Draft Environmental Impact hearing for
Rocky Butte on February 26th. We were pleased with the meeting, and the manner
in which it was conducted. For your records. 1 have included with this letter, a
written copy of the statement I gave at the hearing.

Please let me or Northey Tretheway know if you need any further infonnation from
us.

Sincerely,

ii:n~~~~i:tan~~h~ffO~c:~t~~:fa~~cl1i~i~~e~h~ht~~~\Z::int~~l~~i~a ~h~~ia;l
~~=~~it~V~naJ~u~I~~~n~~lv;:e~~~ °tE~~~~~~~~ethC:~~iS~:rie~~v;g=t t~~
Bureau of Land Management and the Office of Surface Mining are proceeding with
NEPA compliance in a responsive and responsible manner.

We look forward to providing additional information and working with the Federal
and State agencies, the community and the public as the process continues.

Sincerely,
Bruce S. Graving
President
Horizon Coal Services, Inc.

~,J~
Bruce S. Graving
President
Horizon Coal Services, Inc.

BSG:sh

Enclosure

BSG:sh

16 EAST GRANITE, aUTTE. MONTANA 59701 • 1<10617BZ-<l2))
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'OH.I 1ll:l{1'\ <dUcAl I'L\.I.'~ Ii..H.iJO:'\:
(OI.L.\llll s mu.utxc
~\ -couru ~(01T. "."

~HH\f;),\', \\, ()\\I:\"{, i<!"1l1

March 2, 1992

Casper District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
~/o Jim HeLt cn , tIS Coordinator
1701 East E Street
Casper, Wyoming 82601

Dear District Manager:

We are extremely concerned with the Draft West Rocky Butte Coal
Lease Application Environmental Impact Statement.

1 The sierra club opposes the BLM's obv.i ous evasion and manipulation
of diligence requirements. We cannot believe that the BLM is
willing to circumvent diligence in this case. Diligence
requirements were developed to prevent speculation in coal leases.
If diligence is ignored here, the BLM is opening a pandora'S box
which will allow unverrt ed and unwarranted speculation in coal
leasing.

2 The BLMhas also failed to follow its regional activity planning
process on this proposed lease as required by federal law and has
instead chosen to issue this lease under a lease by application
process. A regional coal leasing EI5 would address the cumulative
impacts of all leasing proposed in the Powder River Basin Coal
Region, which this f:iS has failed to do.

Frankly, we are astounished the BLMwould blatantly violate federal
law as it is proposing to do in this EI5. This EI5 should be
abandoned Lmmed.i.abe Ly and the West Rocky Butte coal lease should
expire as required under federal law. If the lessee is interested
in mining coal at West Rocky Butte than it should be required to
bid on the expire lease in a competitive lease sale.

E-16
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WYO:\IING
'OUTDOO-R. __ . __ ._-

COUNCIL
recoverable coal reserves or LMUrecoverable coal reserves." See
43 CFR 3480.0-5(a)(6). Under the 8LH's federal coal management
regulations. "~a)ny Federal coal lease or LHUwhich has not
achieved diligent development shall be terminated by DOI." See
43 CFR 3483.2. Diligent development "mean s the production of
recoverable coal reserves in commercial quantities prior to the
end of the diligent development period." See 43 ::::::: :';.30.0-
5(a} (12). NWRhas failed to achieve dil~gent development. It
now attempts, through sleight of hand, to extend for another 10
years the period during which diligen't development must occur.
The 8LM's own regulations expressly provide that "no lease shall
be issued and no existing lease shall be transferred. to any
entity. that holds and has held for 10 years any lease from which
the entity is not producing the coal deposits in commercial
quantities .. " ~ 43 CFR 3472.1-2{e)(1)(i).

While the rules do provide a limited exception to the due
diligence requirements, wac nonetheless believes that the BLM
should carefully consider on the record the env Lrcnmerrt aL,
e conomf c , and policy consequences of endorsing such tactics. The
purpose of diligent development requirements is, of course, to
discourage the acqu Lcf-t Lcn and helding af pub Lfc resources for
speculative purposes, and to penalize, through the mechaa r se of
lease forfeiture, lessees who attempt to profit at the publics'
expense. AlloHing mine lessees to avoid diligence requirements
by combining leases into LMUs circumvents - administratively -
the diligence requirement imposed by Congress and invites similar
specious requests in the future.

2 Potential Adverse Impacts to Nearby Residents.

March 16. 1992

Casper District Office
Bureau of Land Management
c/o Jim Melton. EIS Coordinator
1701 East E. Street
Casper, Wyoming 82601

RE: Draft znvar-oneenr af Impact Statement for the West
Rocky Butte Coal Lease Application

Dear District Manager:

Thank you for inviting the Wyoming Outdoor Council (WaC) to
participate in the environmental review process for the above
captioned coal lease application.

WOCis a non-profit conservation organization dedicated to
the protect ion and enhancement of Wyolll.ing's environment. wac
achieves its mission by educating and involving its members and
the public in decisionmaking, and by advocating environmentally
responsible public policies. Established in 1967. the
organization presently has over 1000 members.

The following comments are based upon wac's review of the
Draft environmental impact statement {DEIS) for Northwestern
Resources Company's (NWR}coal lease by app Lfca t f on . Our
comments address issues involving the lessee's failure to comply
with the BLM's diligent development r-equd r-emerrt s , the adequacy of
proposed t'Iitigation measures, and the adequacy of the
environmental analysis under NEPA.

Diligent Development ReqUirements.

The Nickelson Little Farms and Robbins Valley Estates
subdivisions are both situated within one half mile of the
proposed LMUpermit boundary. See Draft West Rocky Butte Coal
Lease Application EIS. page 3-38. Mining activity will doubtless
have an adverse affect on these residences. particularly on air
quali ty and water resources. But the DEIS suggests that any
potential adverse impacts can be mitigated: "It is concluded
that impacts from mining~induced drawdowns are minor since they
must be mitigated by the operator if a water user is injured."
See DEIS, page 4-15. Citing Wyoming law. the DEIS indicates that
NWRwill be required''' ... to replace the water supply of an
owner of interest in real property who obtains all or part of his
supply of water for domestic. agricultural, industrial. or other
legitimate use from an underground or surface source where the
supply has been affected by contamination. diminution or
interruption pr ox Lma'te Ly resulting from the surface coal mine
ope r e t Jon;" See OEIS. page D-3. These comments ignore the
difficulties associated with recovery under Wyoming law.

NWRproposes to acquire a coal lease (West Rocky Butte
Tract) containing apprOXimately 50 million tons of coal. The
West Rocky Butte Tract is adjacent to NWR's Rocky Butte tract,
which contains approximately 575 million tons of federal coal.
In combinir.g the two tracts, NWRhopes to preserve the existing
coal lease. which is scheduled to expire in February 1993. by
forming a logical mining unit (LMU). On its face, NWR's proposal
to form a LMUby combining the tracts appears to be an attempt to
avoid congressionally mandated diligent development requirements.

The Federal Coal Leasing Amendments Act of 1976 (FCLAA) was
enacted. in part, to d!.scourage t he rampant speculation that then
characterized the federal coal leasing program. FCLAArequires,
among other things. coal production in "comee r c r a r quantities" to
be demonstrated at the end of ten years. See 30 U.S.C. Section
207{a}. commercial quantities "means 1 percent of the

201 Main under. Wyoming 82520 (.307)332-7031

wac envisions two potential problems that could thwart
attempts by residents impacted by mining activities to obtain
relief. Both relate direct ly to the shortcomings associated
with relying solely upon state law for recovery of damages.
First. the burden of proof under the relevant section is on the
injured party, Under the Wyoming law cited by the BLM, a
property owner claiming an injury must prove by a "preponderance
of evidence" that the mine caused the injury for which relief is
sought. In WOC's opinion, placing the burden of proof on a
private citizen who has arguably suffered an injury from mining
operations is not fair. ':he difficulty of proving causation can
be a substantial barrier to recovery. Often. information needed
to show causation is. at best, difficult and costly to obtain.
To stand any chance of winning his or her claim, a injured person
would probably have to hire a lawyer to initiate a claim and
technical consultants to refute all of the evidence the company
would no doubt offer to vindicate itself.

Finally, the statement indicates that "[r]iparian vegetation also
occurs adjacent to springs or hollows in ephemeral channels and
in one basin where there is a locally high water table." rg.

The DElS fails to discuss in sufficient detail the potential
adverse impacts to wetlands within the project area. The
discussion of how impacts to wetlands will be mitigated seems to
imply that man-made wetlands provide the same functions and
values as the natural ones destroyed by draining and filling.
See nElS 5-1. D-l to D-4. Please describe in greater detail how
natural wetlands damaged or destroyed by mining will be replaced
during reclamation.

Second. the law cited .in the DEIS protects only "owners in
interest in real property," See Wyo. Stat. 35-11-415(b)(xii). A
lessee or renter injured by mining activities would have no
direct cause of action against the mine operator under this
section. Any attempted recovery would have to be made by and
through the owner of the property, who may for any number
of reasons be less inclined to zealously pursue a claim against
the operator.

Cooperating Agencies.

4 1) Corps of Engineers. The U. S. Army Corps of Engineers
(CaE) regulates the discharge of dredged of fill material into
Wyoming water bodies and wetlands through Section 404 of the
Clean Water Act (CWA) (33 U.S.C. 1344). This sec t r on reauires
the issuance of a permit from the CaE before dredged or fill
materials can be placed into "waters of the United States."

To ensure that nearby residents are adequately protected
against adverse impacts, wac r-ecoramends that the terms of the
lease form be modified under 43 CFR 3475.1. In wac's opinion.
the issuance of the lease should be conditioned upon the operator
agreeing to replace any source of water adversely affected absent
the requirement that a claimant I} be "an owner of interest in
real property" and 2) prove that his injury was caused by mining
operations. Removing the burden of proof. causation, and
ownership requirements for claimants alleging injuries to water
wells would provide the residents with the possibility of some
measure of relief unavailable under the current proposal.

3 Wetlands and Riparian Areas.

The CaE is not listed as a cooperating or consulting agency
in the Draft EIS. Further, the CaE is not included in the list
of agencies and interested groups to whom copies of the draft
statement have been sent. See DElS at 8-1 to 8-7. Because
jurisd.1ctional wetlands may--OCcur wi thin the project area.
shouldn't the Corps of Engineers be a "cooperating agency" under
the CEQ's regulat f one LmpLement ing NEPA. See 40 CFR 1508,5
("Cooperating agency means any Federal agency other than a lead
agency which has jurisdiction by law or special expertise with
respect to any env Lr-craaent a I impact involved in a proposal {or a
reasonable alternative) for .•. [a] major Federal action
significantly affecting the quality of the human environment").
Such agencies have a duty to "comment on statements w.1th.1n their
jurisdiction. expertise. or authority." Id. at 1503.2, Does the
BLMintend to consult with the CaE on this proposal or does it
view as adequate the terse reference in the DEIS to a CaE survey
Ln 1989. See DEIS 3-4.

Four an't er-mI ttent streams are present in the proposed mine
permit area: Tisdale Creek. North Tisdale Creek. Gold Mine Draw,
and Donkey Creek. See DEIS at 3-6. In addition. the OEIS states
that "(p]layas, whi~are shallow closed drainages that pond
water during wet seasons, are common [in the proposed Rocky Butte
permit area]." See DEIS at 3-1. The DEIS also indicates that
"[t]here are 33 riparian zones that support wetland plant species
within the permit area (Reed. 1989). Twenty-eight riparian areas
are within the proposed disturbed area." See OtIS at 3-4.

5 2) Environmental Protection Agency. The U.s. Env.1ronmental
Protection Agency (EPA) has an obligation under Section 309 of
the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7609) to review and comment in
writing on the environmental impact of the proposed action. This
obligation f s independent of its role as a cooperating agency
under the NEPA regulations. See 40 CPR 1504.1{b).

Like the CaE, the EPA is not included in the list of
agencies and interested groups to whom copies of the draft
statement have been sent. In addition, the EPA is not listed as
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a cooperating or consulting agency in the Draft EIS. Does the ELM
intend to consult with the EPA on this proposal? As you know,
the ELM. as the j e ad agency. has a duty to "obtain the coeime n't a
of any Federal agency which has jurisdiction by law 0:' special
expertise with respect to any environmental impact involved or
whI ch is authorized to develop and enforce environmental
standards." J..Q. at lS03.1(a)(1).

6 Contractors' Disclosure Statement.

The cover sheet tor the draft EIS .indicates that it was
prepared with the assistance of consul t1ng f Lr-ms. Under such
circumstances. the firms must execute and include in the draft
EIS a disclosure statement prepared by the lead agency
"specifying that they have no financial or other interest in the
outcome of the project," See 40 CFR 1506.5(c) and Forty
Questions Memorandum, 46 Fed, Reg, 18026 (March 23, .).981), as
amended, 51 Fed. Reg, 15618 (April 25, 1986), Answer to question~

7 The "Preferred Alternat1ve,"

40 CFR 1502. 14 {e l requires the sect ion of the £lS on
alternatives to "identify the agency's preferred a rre r-na t tve if
one or more exists, :'n the draft statement, and identif.y such
alternative in the final statement." The agency's preferred
alternative "1s the alternative which the agency believes would
fulfill its statutory mission and responsibilities, giving
consideration to economic, environmental, technical and other
f.actors." See CEQ's Forty Questions Memorandum, Answer to
question ca .

~he nz t s did not identify the BLM's preferred alternative.
r s the "proposed action" described in the DEIS the BLM's
preferred alternative?

WOCappreciates having this opportunity to comment on the
pr-cpo sed coal sale to Northwestern Resources ccepany . Please do
not ne s I r e t e to call our office at (301) 332-7031 if you have any
questions concerning our c oemen t s .

Sincerely,

17 "./' ,.
~v>, ,vihf.v;
Dan Heil':g .
Associate n!rector

(

(

(

(
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POWDER RIVER BASIN RESOURCE COUNCIL
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF THE PROPOSED ACTION

2 GAS VENTING
n ~oflh Scal! ·5ht'f1d,ln WY 81801 • (JO~1 b~1-3flOq

April 1, 1992

_· .••,'1_1_H_:
c~~~_ i

The Draft EIS provides very little discussion, investigation
or explanation of the possibility of a Rawhide Village type
situation. The EIS devotes one paragraph to the issue and states
that the compaction structures in the coal bearing formations in
the Rocky Butte area have not been identified. Has any stUdy
been conducted to investigate whether there are either compaction
structures or gas vents in the area?

James W. Monroe
BLM Casper District Office
1701 East E Street
Casper, WY 82601

_GPR_ _NRi\_ f
_1M FilA,

_RGR_ -=I~;::p!
HATER RESOURCES

RE: Draft Environmental Lrapac t; Statement for the West Rocky
Butte Coal Lease Application (DES-92-1)

3 On page 4-9 the uocunent; states that, "Data collected thus
far from Powder River Basin area mines show that once resaturated
with ground water, mine spoils are usually able. to pr ov.i de small
yields of qr-oundwa't.er- of a quality suitable for stock water
purposes." However, this is not what the USGS study recently
released indicates. The USGS seudy , "Geohydrology and Potential
effects of coal mining in 12 coal-lease areas, Powder River
Structural Basin, Northeastern Wyoming," notes that large
selenium and n.i trate concentrations measured in the spoil
aquifers in the Caballo mine (adjacent to the proposed Rocky
Butte mine) could render water unsuitable for livestock or
domestic use. Why is there no discussion of potential s e renaura
or nitrate levels in spoil aquifers? Pa r t Lcu.Lar Ly , in light of
the fact that samples of overburden noted higher than recommended
levels of ntirate, molybdenum and selenium.

Dear Mr. Monroe:

The following written coraraent.s are r-es pec t ru Ll y submitted or:
behalf of the Powder River Basin Resource Council. These
comments reiterate and follow up on the oral comments I made at
the February 26th hearing in Gillette. PRBRC is a grassroots
organization dedicated to good stewardship of Wyoming's natural
resources. We stand for the responsible development of our
natural resources.

1 NEED AND ALTERNATIVES

The existing Rocky Butte lease ••..ill expire in February 1993
under federal due diligence requirements. Because Northwestern
Resources is unable to produce commercial quantities of coal to
meet these due diligence requirements before the lease expires
they have apparently applied for this 50 million ton coal lease
simply to avoid the expiration of the lease and extend their
d i Li ce nce requirement by creating a logical mining unit. We
question whether this action is truly in the best interest of the
pub Li c and whether it actually meets the intent of federal due
diligence requirements. Other than to extend the diligence
requirements, is this lease tract critical to the existing Rocky
Butte lease? Does this action contradict with BLM r equ Lat.Lon s
that require no lease to be issued or an existing lease to be
transferred that has been held for ten years without pr-oduc.i nq
the coal in commercial quantities? See 43 CfR 3472.1-2(e) (1).
If not, why not?

Additionally the document on page 4-10 states that mce t;

spoil wells exhibit TDS values between 3,000 and 6,000 mg/L, and
that this is similar to the premining Wasatch aquifer and meets
Class III standards for use as stock water. How many wells are
most? How much data has been collected on spoil aquifers?
Additionally, the maximum level for stock water is 5,000 mg/L of
TDS. How long does it take for one pore volume of water to leach
through the spoils and return water to a pre-mining quality?

4 BLASTING

Why didn't the BLMconsider as an alternative leasing the
coal tract at a later date? If the lease expired under due
d i Laqenc e the company could apply for the lease again and the
state and federal government would receive an additional bonus
bid for re-leasing the tract.

The draft EIS discusses blasting and notes 53 private wells
within 5,000 feet of the boundary within which blasting will
occur. The draft EIS then relies upon a study of the effects of
blasting on private wells in Appalachia. The Draft EIS presumes
that the geology of the Powder River Basin is the same as that of
Appalachia when in fact it is totally different from Appalachia.
How does this study pertain to the geology and SUbsequent blast
effects and impacts on wells in the Powder River Basin? Geology
dictates that this study does not apply to the Powder River
Basin. Without a direct s tud y on the impacts of blasting in the
Powder River Basin there is no basis for c onc Lud i nq that the 53
private wells in close proximity to the Rocky Butte Mine will not
be impacted.

5 IMPACT TO fORT UNION FORMATION 10 AIR QUALITY & NOISE

On page 4-11, the draft EIS states that NWRdoes not plan to
complete a .•••ell in these sands unless mine water requirements
cannot; be met by near-surface sources, therefore under this plan
no impacts wcu Ld result. Why is the BLMassuming that this will
be the case for the proposed Rocky Butte Mine? To our knov Ledq e
nearly every n i ne in the Powder River Basin has a well in the
fort Union Formation. Why doesn't the Draft EIS at least discuss
the potential impacts if the Rocky Butte. mine does need to use
water from the fort Union formation?

Regarding the discussion on air quality page 4-21, the
document states that impacts would be moderate within the
Boundary except for areas in close proximity to operations which
may be heavily impacted. What is close proximity and how heavily
will they be impacted? 11010' many people will be Lmpac't.ad ? How
can those impacts be mitigated? What can be done to also
minimize noise pollution for those residents living near the
proposed lease area?

6 PEGIONAL.DRAWDOWN'ON OVERBURDENAND COALWELLS
11 SOCIOECONOMICS

On page 4-11 the draft EIS states that no regional dr avdovn
da t a is available for the overburden. Why? specifically in
light of the fact that 114 ve r i s are completed in the overburden.
The document also states that coal wells within one mile would
undergo significant dr evdovns possibly to the point of complete
dewatering near the pit limits. It also states that overburden
aqu i f e.r- would experience significant dr evcovns within one mile
cue west and northwest of the permit area. According to SMCRA,
mining operations must be. designed so that they do not cause
naterial damage to the hydrologic balance outside the permit
are a , How will this be accomplished given these circumstances?

7 Also, the Draft EIS should correctly state on page 4-15 that
Section 717 of SMCRArequires replacement of the water supply of
an ownur of a well that is proximately caused by contamination,
dimunition or interruption resUlting from the mining operation.

The Draft EIS states on page 4-J4 that the no action
alternative would result in negative socioeconomic impacts
because job opportunities, etc. would not occur. However, it
also states that certain "mLnor " negative impacts would also not
occur and these relate to a burden upon the housing market and
eventual loss of jobs and revenue when the mine closes. Why
does the BLM classify these negative impacts as "minor"? Is this
a view held by the community as a whole? Additionally, the
negative impacts go beyond just the hcua i nq market by placing a
burden on the whole infrastructure of Gillette as indicated on
page 4-31. The quality of life for those residents near the mine
is significantly degraded and the quality of life for the rest of
the Gillette residents is lowered. How are these impacts
measured against any perceived qa Lns in revenue and employment?
Do the gains outweigh the losses in the longterm and how is this
measured? If this is simply a value judgement shouldn't the
document make that clear?

8 The Draft EIS states that dr-avdowns will be significant yet
impacts will be minor since they must be mitigated. Mitigation
does not erase impacts. nov can the BLMconclude that impacts
are minor which result in significant aquifer drawdowns and wells
going dry? This also applies to the impacts from degraded water
quality in spoil aquifers which can render these wells unsuitable
for livestock or domestic use for many, many years. The BLM also
concludes that this will be a moderate impact because alternative
sources of water are available but also notes the impacts are
significant and can last for tens to hundreds of years. Since
subdivisions in the Gillette area have experienced repeated
problems with water wells how does the BLMknow that water
supplies can be reliably replaced?

Under Section 43 of the Code of Federal Requ Lat.Lona SUbpart
J475.1 the Director has the ability to add additional
s t.Lpu Lat.Lone and conditions he/she deems appropriate. We suggest
additional stipUlations need to be added to ensure the
replacem~mt of wells and water systems that will be impacted by
this act.Lon . We also suggest that the BLM investigate what
stipUlation or condition may minimize the impacts of noise. We
would we happy to discuss these possibilities further.

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments.

9 Finally the cumulative impacts section on Water Resources
seems to be a duplication of what has been published in the other
EA's for proposed LBA's. Why doesn't the Draft EIS look more
independently at the overlapping impacts of the adjacent mines?
Additionally, you need to correct your statement on page 6-14
since cumulative impacts on surface water have been mentioned as
a source of concern during scoping for the proposed coal leasing.

sincerely,

};.((-.-", .. I'

Dave Stueck
Chair
Powder River Basin Resource Council
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19 20
wayne & nont ta Kruse
10318 S. Highway 59
Gillette Wy. 82716

Casper District Office
Bureau of : -nd Man.sgement
c/o JilT. Pel ton, ErS Coordinator
17('1 East nS" Street
Casner. ":y 82601

Dear ':;lm P.€1 ton,

.,,'~ ar-e «a yne and acn I t s Kr-ua e , 11 v 10p; fit lC'~lb S. Hwy, 59.

ae inc \:ithln 600 feet of the ve s t boundry of toe west ,lacky

Butte Coal lease n r-r Li c a t.Lon , we are very concerned about the

following effects that the mining operation could hove on UB:

All' and noise p oj Lu t f on ; b Lu s t f nc- damage to our home foundation,

water well and c f ndows ; and the Lowe r-Lnn of our property value.

ve I'e e I it is t'f:>!!.snnflh)e to require xo r t.m•.estern Resources

Co. s Lcn a c ornmLt t.men t, s t a t f ng tn a t they \,,.111 monetarily r-e t m-

bu r-s e us for any darnae e or- loss c au s ed b.y their mf n Lng activit ••••

Please consider these concerns in the fjnal E13.

Sincerely I

?{.,,J£9' ffi.~

we yne Kruse
Ron f t a ';0 Kruse

09'92 :__= 'j1!G"FtJN:'--

=~~=_....-

_n _

_ SL_

-"""-
-"""-
_PRA_

~t.r"'Aa.p,
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Casper District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
c/o Jim Melton, EIS Coordinator
1701~St.
Casper, WV 82601

•• I!; r.S

Our residence is on the west edge of the proposed Rocky Butte lease. We are
concerned that if mining activities begin as proposed they will have many
devastating affects upon us.

The dust & noise generated from activities within such close proximity of our
home will make outside activities very annoying if not impossible to enjoy. The
blasting & strip mining is sure to cause damage to our home and buildings as well
as disrupt our water table. Our ranch animals will not tolerate the cons~ant
disturbances and therefore will not produce in a feasible and econontca l
capacity.

Also the value of our properties have already depr-ec tated with talk of the mine
going in. If the mine is actually started, our properties will have little value
for many years and be difficult to regain our investments from, when we are
forced to move out. Which is exactly what will happen as we could not put up
~he every day hassles and/or have our home life and business subjected to
the effects of a mining operation at such close proximity.

',,-;tJ~~ [ CL~~ ./

-=t·P,.4-, c. =Z!,-~..-----
Steven E. & Debora R. Johnson
2868 Bishop Road
Gillette, Wyoming B2716
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March 12. 1992

Casper District Manager
Bureau of Land Management
c i o Jil:l Melton, EIS Coordinator
1701: East E Street
Casper. \"'1 82601

92HfiR /6 F;ji2: 23

Dear Mr. Melton,

. We request that a coal lease for the West Rocky Butte tract not
be t s sued to Northwestern Resources Company. We respectfully base our
request on the following concerns:

1. The additional 390 acres included in the West Rocky Butte
tract brings the proposed mine to an unreasonable distance
from our existing home. According to p. 3-31, section 3.12
Noise, ':[h.·eUing 12, the closest occupied dwelling to the mine
area, -•.all be 500 feet from the nearest disturbance and 125
feet from the permit boundary." We live in dwelling 12 and
be Lt eve that our lives will be impacted by the construction and
operation of the mine.

2. Blasting at the mine will damage our water well. Northwestern
Resources Cocipeny officials have acknowledged the probability
of damage to wells in the area and have stated that the well
will be r epe t r e d or r op I ac ed as often as necessary. We believe
t~at it will ~e a continous problem, for the majority of the
l i.Ee of the rru.ne , and constant water problems is not an
acceptable situation [or us.

3. Air quality can not be controlled, mainly due to the winds.
T~e. dust ~urit;g construction and mining will affect every
Li.v Lng t h ing i.n the area, from our children, to our animals,
to our trees And g a r-de n s .

4. Const~nt noise and vibration from equipment. trucks, and

~;~~~~~t~~~s m~~:n i~/{m;~;:i~I~m t~U~i~~m~h~~~~' ~~n:;l operate
24 uour s per dar, 7 days per we ek .

We truly believe that the granting of this lease, the subsequent
construction and mining operation \..•ill impact the people living on the
west edge of the Lea s e area. We have already felt the impact in the
form of decreased prope r t y values, and our ch i Lclr ena concerns about
what it will be like to live next door to a producing coal mine.

Please understand that as permanent residents of Campbell County
we hav~ to be supp or e i.ve of positive economic development and the
poten~l.al ~or hundreds of jobs. However, we believe that the acres
c on t a Lne d r n the West Rocky Butte tract will not mean the success or
failure of the proposed coal mine.

Sincerely,

Lee & Lori Edwards
10392 S. Hwy 59
Gillette, WY 82716
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CASf'mULM'

aur eeu of Land Management

cn.i ngs knocked [rom the walls because of the blasts This

st ne is going to be even closer, and we are very concerned

casper- ni s t r t c t Manager about property damage, dust pollution, and noise pollution.

What are our rights, and who is going to protect us from all

c/o ;im ~lelton, EIS Coordinator this. We have read your EIS book. and quite frankly ue have

17(\1 East E:. street no faith in it. We feel that the government and this coal

Casper, WY 82601 company are not sufficiently concerned about the people who

are going to be most ar r ec t eo by all this, namely, those

uhos e land boarders the proposed coal mine.

~larch 5. 1.992

There are too many uns nsue r-ed questions, questions that

have been avoided by the coal company and the ELM Wi11 we

Dear Sir; be guaranteed restitution for any property damage? Will we

be bought out a t; a fair price if our property values drop and

We .are wr i t i ng t o protest the Nor t.hoe s t e r n Resources living becoees unbearable out here. These type of questions

Company getting t he Leae e and developing the coal mine at the should be answered now before any coal lease is granted.

West. Rocky ac t ce 7:-3C':., in Campbell Courrt y , Wyoming.

We live at 63 Nat.ban H31e in Nicl:e1sons Little Farms.

We would like to go on record as objecting to this

proposed lease and any coal mine this close to living

We moved here in August of 1991, and at the time that ce quarters.

purchased the property we had no idea that a mine was

pr opo.s i ng t o start up practically on our doorstep. If we had

we uou Ld r.o t, have boug h t; thi:; property

We used to :ive i ns t c e t he city limits c.f Gil~ette. and

«er e a fe1-J miles r r oe several coal mines We regularly

f e Lt. the bLas t i ng f r oa the mines, and several times ue had Sidney J. and Susan J Sharp P.O. Box 4121 Gillette W't 82717

26
_c.,:;r[p""I~

Will 1'92 i
~ __ "'H_'
_"01-1 __ rl.._

_r,, __ Sl._

_"0_ _BAA_

_OPR_ _H1tA_

_LRR _PRA_

Hr. & Iirs. :iikel R. Hanl ey
114 Patrick Henry Road
Glllettl!, Wyoming 82716 Another concern is ,the Four Corners Road r e t oc a r ion. This road w111

be ccns t r uc ced close to our property. If this permit is granted, we
request that this road be pa.ved from the tine entrance east to fairview
Road. This request Is due to the heavy road usage by the oilfield
traffic southeast of IH.ckelson Little farms ilnd also truck traffle
dodging the port of entry due to the s t ra f g t ent ng of four Corners
Road.

Harch 9, 19'12

Hr. Jim He l t
P~GoaITeilmLea.der
Bureau of Land Management
1701 East E Street
Caspe r , Wyoming 82601

;,rest Rocky Butte Coal Lease Appl Lca t t on
Rocky Butr c Hine

Last but not least, a great toncern is our property va l ue , Wehave
made improvements and invested many dollars and time eecn year for
the past 12 ye a r s . If we cannot l l ve hero:! due to health problems
arising from the location of the Rocky Butte Coal Mine, we are
concerned about. a fair market value for our prcp e r r y ,

Dear Sir:

Since the existing Rocky Butte lease tract comprises approximately
575 million tons of coal, we do not think that the additional
50 million ton in the ve sc Rocky !lutte Tract is necessary for the
mining of the Rocky Butte Tract. We feel that th ts is a ploy by the
Montana Power Co. to get an additional 10 years before coal has to
be mined. Therefore, we do not want the West Rocky !lutte Coal Lease
permitted.

ve woul d like to express our concerns about the above coal lease
application and coal mine that is proposed for leasing by the BU!.
we are located in the extreme sout hce s t e r n corner of Nickelson
Little Farms. The Rocky Butte 111ne pennit boundary will be less than
2,600 fel't from our home and the silos, railroad loop and crushing
facilities will be less than 3,000 f ee t from our home. Thank you for your time and consideration of this matter.

We are conc e rned about the air quality as a result of the mining
operation 50 close to OUT home with the south and southwest winds.
We do not f ee l this is a healthful atmosphere as t\lO of our family
members have respiratory prob l ems. We may not medically be able to
cope with cne continual dust and dirt from the mine and crushing
facilities. We would like dust monitors on our south fence line if
the lease is approved. The law requires 2 days per ~eek of dust
monitoring. \.Je vou l d like to see a continuous air-monitoring system
installed on the Nickelson Little farms south boundary.

Sincerely yours,

cc r OEQ

Another concern is the coot i nua l blasting and what impact this will
be on our water supply, our water distribution system and our hcme,
If t he permit is granted, we r eque s t a pre-blasting survey of our
home and vac e t- system.

Not se pollution is another concern. \.Je moved to the ext r erne
southwestern corner of Nickelson Little Farms for peace and quiet,
vh f r h we now enjoy. However, with the proposed location of the
crushing facil1ties, railroad loop and silos our peace and quiet will
be gQne. \.Je will be hearing back up alarms, trains, trucks and
traffic for the next 30+ years. This is a grim thought. If the
permit is granted, please request that Northwestern Resources
move the proposed s'Llos , crushing facilities and railroad loop to
another location p t-e f e r r abl y to t he east and south of the planned
location. We feel it v t l l be more than a ou t s ence noise. Since
rht s will be a 24 hour, 7 <I"y d \I""k operation for the next 30+ years,
we do not feel that we should have to put up with t he nc t se l eve l
of an operating coal mine 1/2 mile from our home.
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WI
James ~l. rcorce
1701 East E Street
casper, Wi 82601

RE: the Rocky Butte mining lease.

Dear nr . />bnroe:

lI5 a certified cater operator for Nickelson Little rarrns as well as a resident

of Nickelson Little Fanns I am conce.rned that the mining operation will have

a detr irrent.e l effect on the fbrt Unionaquifer.

Although the environmental impact statement said there \\Quid be no detrimental

effect I feel sure that U,E mine ..•..-ill have to have a source of water CU'e!

than grourx:l cater and that the draw d:;l'wn 00 the aquifer will cause us to run out

of ·,..ater •

I think that North oeerern Resources should guarantee in writing that should

Nickelson Little Farms lose its water supply that North Western Resources ••eouId

be financially responsab l.e for drilling ne';.'welIs ,

Sincerely yo~

Q,.-;J'1£;-bL-<--
David vannanne
certified oper-ator NIWS905-20
92 Patrick Henry
Gillette, W'l 82716

There are adults and ch i l dr-e n among our r-es i de nt s who are subject to
r-es c i r-e t or-v ailments AIr polluti.on 15. therefore, 0. major concern
for 'these people In particular as It 15 for all our residents in gen-
eral. A portion of our operating budget is earmarked for road main-
tenance and-dust control within our community in order to alleviate
this problem. While we mev not have any sophisticated equipment or
experts capable of analYZIng air quality WIthin our community, we can
Interpret what we can see: When the WInd blows the dust t t ove :
We find it disturbing to note in the map of the proposed layout of the
mining unit that the proposed Ioedout facility is <'l. scant mile from
our community. Whi l e it may be true that pr-eve i 1iog winds in our area
are from the north or northwest, we do have substantial periods of
southerly winds. The addition of airborne pollution from the t oedout
f e c i I it'! to the dust already c r-ee ted by blast i ns and exc ave ti ns pro-
cedures may well be beyond the t rmi t s of tolerance. During the course
of e meeting WIth r-e pr-ee ent e t t ve s from Northwestern Reeo'ur-ce e Company
on February B, 1992, it was established that the reasons for locating
the loadout as indicated were purely e conomi c in nature. We submit
that economic factors in determining the location of the t oeoout
facility be superceded by concerns for health t e c t or-s and that the
I oedout. facility be located as far from our community as IS feasibly
possible. Additionally, we request that e n air monitoring station be
installed and maintained w i t h t n our community sufficiently in advance
of e nv activity in i t r e t ed at the proposed mine in order to establish
a basis for comparison in the event the mining operation is approved
and actual construct ion commences.

NOISE POLUJfION:

Our community is blessed with 0. serenity second to none. Aside from
the noises created by normal use of motorized equipment for mowing,
gardening. construction And the like we have little to disturb our
peace and quiet. It's one of the reasons many of our residents have
opted to live here. We value the country life. Now we are to be
subjected to the clanging, bonging and loud engine noises that are
part and parcel of a major mining operation as well as the intrusion
of railroad trains shuttling back and forth within 0. mile of our
homes any hour of the day or night. We did not ber-se in for this kind
of racket when we e s t eb i ished here years before any thought wes giver!
to <'l. coal mining cp e r-et r on in our back yards. Whi le the impact state-
ment does not c e em to eddr-ee s this problem with any specific I imita-
tions in mind, we e t rons rv urge that any and all approaches to noise
mitigation be stipulated as being mend e t or-v and binding on the part of
Northwestern Resources Company prior to the approval of the mining
penni t.

PROPERTY VALUES;

Granted. Nickelson Little Farms is not Beverly Hi lIs, but for most of
its residents it represents the fruits of incessant labor. blood.
sve e t and tears. This community was carved out of a piece of Wyoming
pr-ei ri e and wes br-ousbt to its cr eeent s t e t e of r ru i t ion by honeec .
hard-working people striving to attain a way or life suited to their
needs. For many it is the realization of the nrnert c e n dream -- a
place we call horne and where we toiled to put down roots for ourselves
and oncoming c e ne r-et ions . Suddenly we er-e to be thrust into a situ-
e t i on not of our mi.'lkir,g I- •• hich threatens not only our way of life but
our pocketbooks e s well. Let's face it! Who, in his right mind.
would choose to l ive vit nin a proverbi e l etone's throw (If an (>r:'o::r~

M<!I.rch12. 1992

Casper District Manager
Bureau of Land Man{igement
c/o Jim Melton, EIS Coordinator
1701 East E Street
Casper, Wyoming

Dear Mr. Melton,

We. the residents of Nickelson Little Farms, have cause for concern
and believe that the operation of a coal mine to be known as the
Rocky Butte Ni ne will edver-s e Iv affect our way of life as we now know
it.

We find it difficult. if not impossible, to believe that the mi ne
operation CIS set forth in the Draft Environmental l rnpa c t, Sr.a t emen t
DES-92-1 of January, 1992, wi 11 not impact our commun r t v beyond
limits co~ensur~te with our current standards. The tangibles we
fear are subject to de t e r i or-e t i on include water quality and quantity.
air quality, noise levels and property values among c t ne r-e . Each of
these factors is addressed individually in the r o t l ov i ns commentary.

WATER:

OUY water is of excellent que Li t y and adequate que n t r t v. Our pumping
station and distribution system have been continually upgraded through
out the approximate 15-year history of our existence. The .i mpe c t,

statement avers that water for the mine operation w i 11 be pr-irner r Iy
derived from accumulations released as the result of e xc ave t t on with e
contingency plan to dri 11 deep wells in the event water released
by excavation does not fulfill projected needs of 150 to 200 gallons
per minute. This computes to between 216.000 and 288.000 gallons r.er-
z-a-nour day. That's 11 lot of water. We have established outside
watering restrictions in our communi ty in order to preserve the va t e r
table. Should the mining operation find it necessary to drill ve I ls
into the same aquifer from wh i ch we dr-ew our water, we fear that the
amount of water available for our residents will be substantially
cur t e r led. With water as pr-ec iou s a commodity as it is and the be t ov-
normal amounts of precipitation we have experienced in recent years
this is surely an area of deep concern for <!I.11 of us. Along with an
adequate water supply we also question the effect b I es ti ns e t the mi ne
will have on our physical wells and the piping d i i s t r i but ins water to
our residents. Our water mains are approximately 6 to 7 feet below
the land s ur-f e c e . We question very strongly the effect continual
earth shock waves resulting from b t e s t i ns would have on the joints ]!1

this piping and/or the piping itself. Maintenance costs on the dis-
tribution system have been minimal in the past allowing us to supply
water to our residents at a reasonable rate. Shouid maintenance costs
rise due to repairing leaks in the system we may find ourselves in a
position of not being able to foot the bill. The impact s t e t ement
does not address avenues of recourse in i:l situation of this nature.
We need some assurance (other than oral) that maintenance costs
relating to blasting or other mining functions Hi II be compene e t e b l e
in one form or e no t he r . We a t so request a pre-blasting survey be made
at the expense of an entity ether than Nickelson Little Farms pr r or- to
the approval of the mining permit.

AIR QUALITY:

e t tuc ,~::;",i nn ne ? wou jd you?

The inlpa'~J: e t e t ement sees t; great l e ne t he to spell out the favorable
r inenc i e t impacts of a new mine to the State of WYOmlng. Campbell
County and the city of Gillette. There is not one word about favor-
able f inanc r e I imput to our corrununity per se . which is understandable
since no such gain is within the realm of contemplation. Quite to the
contrary we, AS r-es i de nt e and landowners in Nickelson LIttle Farms.
are put in a potential position of sacrificing our water supply, air
quality and our peace and quiet for the financial benefit of everyone
else (including Northwestern Resources Company) without any avenue to
recourse for ourse Ive s .

We hold that the investments we have made in our properties and our
community will be nullified by the proposed rrun r njr ope r-ct ion . Those
who find they cannot cont i nue to Ii ve in our communi t y for reasons
relative to t tu-e e t s to health and welfare have no alternative but to
relocate without financial or physical assistance from any entity.
Some of us are not financially or physically able to bear the burden
of relocating and starting out anew.

What will our properties be worth on the open mar-ke t; if we choose or
are forced to sellout? Wyoming has long prided itself In being known
as the "Equality State" Where is the equality in this scenario? It
is, at best, a very lopsided picture and we believe our community has
been totally ignored. We do exist end stand to be recognized.

The environmental impact statement addresses the interval of I'l half-
mile to a mile end one-half between our community and the proposed
mine as though it were sufficient to overcome any and all adver-
sities. We doubt this evaluation is accurate.

We ask, therefore, that some considero.tion be given to the pr-ov i si on
for monetary compensation or services in kind to those residents and
landowners who w i 11 not be able to adjust to the impact of the mi nana
operation.

ACCESS ROADS:

We note that an e c ce as road to the mining operation from Highway 59
has been proposed. said road to continue on to the existing Fairview
Road. It is anticipated that both these r oe dwevs will be heavily
traveled. For safety and maintenance reasons we recorrunend that the
roadways be paved, including the portion of Fairview that remains
unpaved at this time.

SUMMATION:

The environmental impact statement spe aks of short-term and long-term
impacts with short-term defined as the 42-year life (If the proposed
mine, and long-term as anything beyond 42 years. For many of us the
short-term is our r-eme i n i nc lifetimes and beyond. Many of our younger
residents will be senior citizens before the s no r t-e t er-m expires. The
short-term is here and now. Any decisions made now wi 11 affect our
residents for many years to come.

We at Nickelson Little Farms are as much pro-America as anyone else.
We try to keep ourselves informed of national. state and local issues.
That having been said, we are sympathetic with our nation's needs for
low sulphur coal end the energy it produces. A number of our r-ee i>
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.ie nt s 31-e
rc r r.r,e
~'f i ndu s t r-v c r c ce :

re s c one i b t v

i n e xi s t a nc coal m a ne s and are c r-e t e r u I
are net. ao si ns t progress, the e dve ncerne nt

r.:lr,:ng as long as t he s e ec t i vi ti e s are conducted

Ne r-c h 12. 1992 'V1"",o,

\ole aloe proud i:.: be Wyomlngl~es e n t r-e n c he d 10 the p r- i nc i pl e s of
eque l r t ,- Whl:h r.ur- <r-ee t state has purported to uphold SInce Its ccn-
c e p t I on i\ll ••e ask 15 some cons i de r-e t s on as Arneri c e ns attempting
to l r ve the A~.",rlcan \>"ay '•.r r t n e que l i t v for all

Casper District Manager
Bur-e e u of Land Mano'!.gement

cia Jim MeI t.ojj., ElS Coordinator
1701 East E Street
Casper. Wyomi n9

Respectfully s ubrm t t ed .
Subject: Draft Env a r-orune o t e I Irnc c c t. Statement for the West Rocky
Butte Coal Lease Application

S~gned by members of the Nickelson
LIttle Farms Board of DIrectors and
the Comrni t t e e fOI- Concerned NIckel-
son Re s i de nt s

r;&uJ~
~dV/~~-~
'3L~f;:~Ilft:.::: b'.de'

~k:~~f];)t:!:,~:~~
!i/ifi;'~

Dear Mr. Melton.

In accordance with instructions conc a i ned in the eub j e c t DEIS t h i s
commentary is s ubm i t t ed for consideration.

1. Executive Summary, paragraph 2: I t is unfair that a new di I i sence
period would be established SInce it essentially allows Nor-t hwe s t e rn
Resources Company to be a holding company SImilar to the former lease
holder.

2. Executive Summer-v . paragraph 5: Beyond the two alternatives ana-
l yz ed , more ex i s t . FOi- example. 0P€r,ing Rocky Butte and b idd i nc West
Rocky Butte at a later date when coal pr i ce s may be better.

3. Page 1-4, per-e qre ph 5: The governor of Wyoming ne s been quoted as
being s t r-onsrl y in favor of this development and it seems his leader-
shi p cou Id 51 ant act ions of s t e te e s e nc ies .

4. Page 3-29. paragraph 1: Total suspended particuiates averaged
30.8 micrograms per meter cubed in 1980. and t.n i s seems to be an aver-
age of all collection points whether upwind or downwind. The Nickel-
son Little Farms area is already having air quality problems when a
slight south breeze e x i s t s .

5. Page 331. section 312, This section seems Inaccurate and skirts
the no i s e issue. Pe r-e c r-epf 2 ind i ce t e s the probable noise level in
the e e s t e r-n port of the mine area as beIng from 40 to 50 decibles.
This seems untrue since. on a calm evening. the beevv industry e t the
Caballo Mine. which is three miles away, is the dominating background
no i e e . Paragraph 3 indicates Nickelson Little Farms would be a mile
from the nearest disturbance. We would I ike to ask that the dump and
pr-epe r-e t i on areas also be located at a distance greater t ne n one mile
from Nickelson LIttle Farms since these are dusty and noisy opera-
tions.

6. Page 3-33. section 3.13.2 Roads, Northwestern Resources has
proposed a reroute of the Four Corners Road (figure 3-11). We tind
this favorable and ask that It be paved from Highway 59 to the inter-
section at re i rv i ev Road and that Fe rr-v t ev Road be paved f r-om the
intersection of four Corners Road north 1/3 mile to e x i e t i ns pavement.
We also ask that the county road be Widened and turnouts established
at the southerly entrance to Nickelson Little Farms SInce this en-
trance IS on a hi Ll t o p and Fairview Road is l rkelv to have greatly
Increased traffic. Northey Tr e t newev of Northwestern Resources
Company has implied It may be poe a i b l e to help Nickelson Little
Farms WIth dust control on its five miles of roadways to aid In off-
s e t t i ns dust Nickelson Little Farms WIll receive from the proposed

Page 3-j.,,!. s e c t i on 3_14.2 Land Use: Paragraph 3 e cxnovt edae s the
e x r s t e nc e c.f x i cx e t s on Lr t t l e Farms and other ove t t i ns s but seems to
o rev no c on c Ius i o ns co n ce r n r nc t he i r- close r-r-ox mu t v to the proposed
m r ne ,

8. Pe s e 4-3. t e b l e 4-1 l nd i c e t e e a. ne s e t r-..e soc i oe c onom i c Impact
for the no e c t i on e t t er-ne t ave ThIS IS not ju s t r fi ed .

9 Page 4-10'. s e c t r on 4.1.10 AIr quality: This s e c t i on has not
addressed pe rt sc u l e t e erru s s r ona from the dump and pr ep e r-e t i cn plant
eree Since it IS expected that this area would reme r n near Nickel-
son Lr t t I e Farms for nearly 40 years. this needs to be studied.
Pe r-e c r-eph 2 r nd r c e t e e particulate levels have a e i qn r f i ce n t. radius of
app r o x rrna t e Ly 10 k i Lome t e r a {6.25 rm l e a I With southerly WInds t ru s
would have 0. curnut e t i ve effect on Nickelson Little Farms from the
Rocky Butte 1':lne, Caballo Hine. Amax Mine. Cebel I o Raja f-line and
Cordero Mine. Paragraph 4 Indicates 0 probable cumulative dust prob-
lem. Paragraph 2 on page 421 r nd i c e t e s oe r t i cu l e t;e emissions would
have a mode r e t e Impact on the Caballo Mine and, therefore. would also
have a mode r-e t e Impact on Nickelson Little Farms.

10. Page 4-21, s ec t i on 4.1 12 Noise: Paragraph 2 i nd i ce t e s sound
i nt e nsi t v levels are pr-opor-t r one t;e to distance. At least severo. I
sources of no is e from the mr n ing opera t jon wou 1d produce no 1a e I eve 1s
upwards of 100 d e c r b l e s Including but not Lirn i t ed to haul trucks.
crushers, drag JInes and shovels. At a distance of one mile each ct:
these would s:'111 be 50 de c i b l e e loud. This IS too much for a reSI-
de nt r e r n e r qh hor-h o o'd . Since no noise standards are In effect. we are
asking that the Env r r-onrnen t e I Protection Agency study this SItuation
and we also ask that Northwestern Resources erect a large sound baffle
directly north of the dump.

11. Page 6-25. section 6.17.12 Cumul e t r ve impacts on s oc i e I well-
be inc : indicates the social we l Lc-be r nc of Campbell County r-ee ide nt s
could be cons rde r-ed "good" Contrary to t n i s claim. Campbell County
r-es i de nt s have abnormally high teen pr e s ne ncv rates and hIgh su ac i de
rates for both teens and adults. Campbell County is saturated WIth
a heavy indue t r r e I env i r onme nt and needs no more employers pr-ov r d r ng
sh i ft work and hIgh stress.

12. AppendIX D-5, Noise mitigation: Proposals are such that tree
I ines and hedges should be appl ied where the dur e t i on of Impact wi 11
be five years or more. Establishing the pr oduc t ao n plant in its
pr-ox imr t.v to Nickelson Little Farms makes this area suitable for
ext ens 1ve plant i ns for rru t 1go t i on. Since Northwestern Resources
Company wants to be a good ne i s nbor . we would e ppr-e c i e t e a preguaran-
teee! decible level that we may expect from the rru n r njj operation.

Respect fu II y submi t ted,J1~BlSf:!oo-U
Resident
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JOHN C. CORKERY
910 wo od l and Avenue
Gillette, \'iY 82716

Jim Melton
February 27, 1992
Page Two

fehruary 27, 1992

HE: wr Lt t.en coement s supporting Rocky nu t t e MinD

re-leasing would assume, of course, that there is another company that
will want the lease when it is made available. The raar-ke t, for low
~ulfu:: coal cou~d remain soft or only improve slightly during the
i nt.er rn. If t.nI s happened, the current euphoria for low sulfur coal
prt;Jpert~es could quickly disappear. Thus, the re-leased tract could
br-Lnq Lt t t.Le or no bonus whatsoever. Even if the Lt dd i nq process is
success!';!l and the tract is re-leased, there is a very reaL
possibill ~Y t na t. th,: new. Lessee w i 11 postpone ROY development of the
lease unt.t i coal pr- i ce s r nc r e as e , perhaps the entire ten ye a r s .

Jim Melton
Bureau of Land Management
1701 East "E" Street
Casper, IvY 82601

Dear Sir: It is obvious that the protests of these groups 'Ire [or no other
reason that to stop this project and, as in the case of Kerr MCGee's
by-pass lease, any other coal dev a Lopman t, in the aas i.n .

But Why? They insist that they are not ant i e coa L. nor- are thev
anti-development. still, anyone has yet to see these' qroups support
any project that has t.o do with the development o f natural r asouroes .

I am a partner in Earthwork, r nc . , which owns undeveloped land in
the sout.hwes t e r-n portion of Gi llette. I very mucn suppor-t; the
development of the Rocky But~e coa I Hine. w l t h its development and
t~e development of other pr o ject,s pr opos eu in the area, our company
w i Lk be more readily able t.o develop this land into t.r-e ct.s for nome
building.

As reported in the Casper Star Tribune, February 26, 1992, the
Sierra Club wants to block Northwestern Resources' efforts to extend
their large federal coe I lease by forming a logical mining unit. The
Sierra Club and their associates would rather let Northwestern's large
coal lease expire SD that the BLMcould re-lease the coal tract and
get, as the paper- quoted, "tens of millions of dollars in new bonus
bids" .

Is it because there are serious environmental problems associated
with these projects or with surface mining in general? If so, why are
these problems not being brought to light? Why are their resources
being wasted on administrative maneuvering when they could be spent on
research and making a bonafide case for the major environmental
hazards of coal mining in the powder- River Basin?

However, while my not ives for s uppo r t.Lnq the davo Lcpraen t; of this
mine are clear, the motives of the Sierra Club and its affiliated
organizations are not.

Is this the purpose of the Sierra Club and their affiliated sister
qr oups : to look af ter BLH's best interests? If it were, then these
groups would concede that while an LHU can hold a coal lease for
another 10 years, it is being employed in this case to give the
company time to build its mine facilities and gain its permitting.
This being the case, the actual development of the lease (BLM's
ultimate goal) is more likely to progress in the near future if the
mine is allowed to proceed on schedule. Taking back the lease,
putting it out for bid, awarding it and then having another company
progress to Northwestern's current status would only delay the
development of the lease and the royal ties to be had from it. This

The.reasDn, I suspect, is that after 15 years of intense mining in
the. bas~n and after a~l the environmental impact statements,
moru t.or i nq and r-epor-t Lnq done by state and federal agencies, no viable
cas7 can be made to .suppor~ a stance that says surface mining in the
';>3S1n.causes any maj or env Lr-onment.a t hazards. Since these groups
Lnva r Lab Ly equate the development of natural resources with
environmental degradation, they use every means at their d i spos a I to
stop it.

This is a clear case of a special interest group pursuing an
agenda rather than having a specific objection to a pa r t icu Lar-
project.

Please see this ploy r or what it is and allow Northwestern
Resources to continue its way through your process.

/7,;-}'erelY•

)'d/'1'!C-uz.LT
-/ John C. corkery
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RES NSES TO COMMENTS ON TH D IS

Response to Letter 1 from the Environmental Protection Agency

The participation of the EPA in reviewing the West Rocky Butte Environmental Impact Statement provides an
important perspective to the BLM on the adequacy of the document. Revisions have been made to the document
in order to address EPA's comments. EPA should also be aware that some of these issues are the responsibility
of other state and federal agencies during future stages of permitting. They are not specifically addressed in the
EIS because the proposed mine plan is speculative at this stage, and mitigation will need to be designed
according to the approved mine plan.

Responses to detailed comments by the EPA:

1. The FEIS text has been revised as recommended (see end of Section 3.10.2).

2. The description of the Tullock Member is found in Chapter 3.0, Affected Environment, in Section 3.5.2.
The description of the Fort Union Formation, of which the Tullock is the lowermost member, has been
expanded in response to this comment.

3,4,5 & 6. The discussion of these topics has been expanded in Section 4.1.5 in response to the comments
from the EPA.

7. There is a discussion of the potential for water trapped within the spoil aquifer to re-enter the regional
flow pattern in Section 4.1.5 and Section 6.7.1. This discussion has been expanded in response to this
comment from the EPA.

8 & 9. The Lebo Shale Member of the Fort Union Formation, which lies between the coal being mined and
the Tullock Member of the Fort Union Formation, has a mean thickness of 711 feet for the Powder
River Basin, and a thickness of about 400 feet near Gillette. This member is not disturbed by mining.
Therefore, no breaching of the Tullock Member or water quality impacts to the Tullock Member as a
result of vertical leakage are anticipated during mining or after reclamation. Recharge to the Tullock
Member is not affected by mining. These topics are discussed in Section 3.5.2 and Section 4.1.5 of the
EIS.

Response to Letter 2 from the Governor of Wyoming

The BLM appreciates the involvement and support of the State of Wyoming in the current coal leasing effort. Parts
of the West Rocky Butte FEIS have been revised in response to comments received from the Governor and State
Agencies. If there are further concerns or comments on the part of the State of Wyoming with regard to this lease
or any of the others currently under consideration, the BLM will attempt to answer them to the state's satisfaction.

Response to Letter 3, from G. Alan Edwards, Wyoming Governor's Office.

The numbers in the response to Alan Edwards comments correspond to numbered sections in the comment letter.
The replies are divided into two sections, responses to general comments and responses to specific comments.

General Comments

1a. The West Rocky Butte tract is needed to satisfy a deadline faced by the applicant, however it also has
value to the applicant as a source of higher quality coal. As discussed in Section 2.2 of the EIS, the coal
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underlying the West Rocky Butte tract is higher Btu coal than much of the coal in the existing lease, and
is therefore more competitive with the coal currently being mined and sold in the Powder River Basin
at this time. Also, the coal underlying the West Rocky Butte tract is present as one thick seam, but it
is split across much of the existing lease (see Figure 3-1). According to the company, during the early
years of mining the addition of this coal to the existing Rocky Butte coal will extend the period of time
the mine will be able to mine and sell thicker, higher Btu coal, and thus make the mine more
competitive.

From the BLM's standpoint, the West Rocky Butte tract would be most logically mined at the same time
as the existing Rocky Butte lease for maximum economic recovery. The possibility exists that the coal
on the West Rocky Butte tract might never be recovered if it is not mined at the same time the existing
lease is mined.

1b. There is a sufficient quantity of coal on the existing Rocky Butte lease to open a new mine, however the
quality of the coal underlying much of the existing lease is not competitive with coal currently being
produced and sold in the basin. The coal on the West Rocky Butte Tract is higher Btu coal, and is
therefore more salable at this time. It is the applicant's position that the higher Btu coal from the West
Rocky Butte tract results in a total mine property that can better compete in the current marketplace.

1c. The impacts of mining only the existing lease were specifically included in the regional EIS prepared for
the 1982 sale and were cumulatively considered in the EIS prepared but not finalized in 1984. Also, the
impacts of a scenario based on mining the existing lease alone would not be greater in magnitude than
the impacts of mining the existing lease and the proposed lease together, so mining only the existing
lease would not result in additional impacts to the environment which are greater than those considered
under the proposed action. The mining of the existing lease only was not included in the EIS as an
alternative because it is not feasible for a mine to start up and meet diligence requirements (i.e., mine
1 percent of the coal underlying the existing lease) prior to the diligence date of February 1, 1993.

2. The discussion of the coal demand forecasts has been expanded in the FEIS in response to comments
on this topic. This discussion can be found in Section 1.4 of the FEIS.

3. As stated above, the existing Rocky Butte lease contains a sufficient quantity of coal to meet market
demand, but much of that coal is of a quality which is not competitively salable at this time but may be
in the future. The acquisition of the West Rocky Butte tract will allow the company to produce currently
competitive coal for a longer period of time. In the future, after the higher quality coal has been mined
off the existing lease and the LBA, the lower quality coal on the existing lease may be more competitive.
There is an expanded discussion on the market forecast in the FEIS, as mentioned above.

Specific Comments:

1. The No Action Alternative assumes for the purposes of this analysis that the coal would never be mined
in order to allow a comparison of the impacts of the proposed mine versus no development in the area.
Section 2.3, The No Action Alternative, has been revised to clarify this. The BLM could offer the lease
for sale at a later date, which would require a lease by application or an expression of interest in leasing
the coal on the part of industry. A discussion of the impacts of leasing the coal at a later date is
included in Section 2.4, Alternatives Considered But Not Analyzed In Detail.

2. There is not a definition of substantial in this case. In response to this comment, clarification has been
added in Section 2.2 of the FEIS. Substantial revisions could represent a change in the impacts
assessed in the EIS, however, it is anticipated that these changes would result from a lower production
rate in response to market conditions, and therefore would result in smaller impacts to the environment
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than are analyzed in the FEIS (see discussion under section 2.4). In any event, prior to mining, the OSM
will evaluate the environmental impacts of the approved mine plan in an additional NEPA document.

3. The coal in the West Rocky Butte lease would be logically mined with the Rocky Butte tract, and might
not be mined if it were not mined along with the Rocky Butte tract. The tract is too large to be added
to the lease as a lease modification as there is a 160 acre limit to lease modifications over the life of the
lease. Lease modifications are not issued on a competitive basis. Nonetheless, if West Rocky Butte
were not leased now, it would make a logical addition to the Rocky Butte reserves, if and when they are
mined in the future.

4. Section 2 has been revised.

5. As discussed above, for the purposes of this analysis, the No Action Alternative assumes that the coal
will never be mined for the purposes of comparison with the Proposed Action. The possibility that the
tracts could be mined in the future is discussed under Section 2.4, but is not analyzed in detail because
the environmental and socioeconomic impacts would not be greater than those which are analyzed in
the Proposed Action. If the Rocky Butte lease is not mined at this time as proposed by Northwestern
Resources, the lease will expire next year. Based on the quality of the coal underlying much of the
lease and market forecasts at this time, BLM predicts that interest in this lease would not exist until
sometime between 2010 and 2020, so any analysis of the benefits of the sale in the future based on
current information would be purely speculative. The No Action Alternative in Section 4 has been
modified.

6. The statement in Section 6.12 is a general statement about regional impacts to air quality in the Powder
River Basin as a result of surface coal mining. Since the Rocky Butte lease is closer than ten miles to
the existing Caballo Mine, the discussion of air quality impacts in Section 4.1.10 was based on modeling
which included the adjacent mines as well as the Rocky Butte Mine.

7. The Black Hills Power and Light generating station and the Dry Fork Mine expansion were considered
in the socioeconomic and cumulative impact analyses. Section 6.17.2 provides the baseline information
which was used in the analyses in the following sections.

Response to Letter 4, Wyoming State Historic Preservation Office

The entire proposed permit area has been the subject of a Class III cultural resource inventory. This has been
clarified in the text of the FEIS. Additional coordination on this SUbject will take place between DEQ and OSM
during actual permitting activities.

Response to Letter 5, Wyoming Game and Fish Department

Terrestrial Considerations:

For leasing purposes, the BLM must determine whether or not the impacts of an action can be mitigated. The
BLM does not regulate what the reclamation standards are or what they should be. If there are serious problems
with reclamation technology in the Powder River Basin, as stated by the Wyoming Game and Fish Department,
then those problems should be pursued with the Office of Surface Mining and with the Wyoming DEQ.

The Wyoming Game and Fish Department is correct in stating that impacts should be clearly stated in the
document. The BLM appreciates the input and data provided by the Game and Fish Department. Revisions have
been made to the FEIS which take the information provided by the Game and Fish Department into account.
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Response to letter 6, Office of Industrial Siting Administration

Revisions to the housing availability discussions have been made in response to these comments.

Response to letter 7, Public Service Commission

Utility and pipeline facilities will be relocated by the coal lessee except in areas where pre-existing easements and
rights-of-way or other legal obligations state otherwise.

Response to letters 8 and 9, State Engineers Office.

The Board of Control tabulation of adjudicated rights has been updated, per your comment. Water well and
reservoir permits will be filed in accordance with State requirements when more final mining plans indicate what
the requirements are going to be.

Response to letter 10, Campbell County Commissioners

The BLM appreciates the support, cooperation and input of the Campbell County Commissioners during the
current leasing effort. We would like to continue working with you on leasing proposals, and request that you
continue to advise us of any concerns that the county has regarding this project, or any other coal-related project
involving Federal coal.

Response to letters 11 and 12, City of Gillette

The comments offered on the DEIS by the City of Gillette have been taken into account, and revisions have been
made in the FEIS accordingly. The BLM would like to thank the City of Gillette for their input into the leasing
process and the West Rocky Butte EIS, and to request that the city continue to contact us with regard to their
comments and concerns on the leasing process.

Response to letter 13, Belle Fourche Pipeline Company
(Numbers refer to numbered paragraphs in the comment letter)

General response:

BLM is required to manage Federal lands on the basis of multiple use. 33 CFR 3400.1 provides that "the presence
of deposits of other minerals ...or production of other minerals shall not preclude ...the development or production
of coal deposits ...", When conflicts arise between natural resource uses, BLM policy is to encourage negotiation
and resolution of those conflicts between the conflicting parties.

Northwestern Resources Company has expressed their intention to the BLM to relocate pipelines to the extent that
the pipeline owner does not have the legal obligation to relocate those lines. BLM would suggest that resolution
of this issue would best be handled by negotiation between Northwestern Resources and Belle Fourche Pipeline.

The purpose of this EIS is to state the impacts of leasing the West Rocky Butte tract. A valuable part of the EIS
process is that misinformation and data deficiencies be identified in the comment process and corrected. It must
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also be pointed out, however, that most of the impacts discussed in the comment letter from Belle Fourche would
have occurred if the existing lease had been mined, and are not significantly increased by the addition ofthe West
Rocky Butte tract.

1. The monthly production reported in the DEIS was based on outdated production data. This has been
corrected in the FEIS.

2. The FEIS has been revised to reflect this.

3. The location of Belle Fourche's pipelines has been added to the FEIS (see Figure 3-13). To be accurate,
the majority of the 10 miles of Belle Fourche's pipeline system referred to in the comment letter are
located on the existing lease, not on the application area as stated in the comment letter, and would
have required relocation if the existing lease had been mined.

4. The EIS does not intend to imply that the lines will soon be unnecessary, however their existence on the
existing lease and the lease application area does not preclude issuance of a lease or a mining permit.

5. Even though the location of the pipeline may change, its function will not.

6. Again, it should be pointed out that the majority of the Belle Fourche pipeline is located on the existing
lease, and would have been affected by development of that lease at any point since its issuance in
1983.

7. Trucking can be useful for resolving short-distance or short time disruptions in pipelines, but it is not
necessarily viable as a long-term transportation solution. Whether trucking or rebuilding of the pipeline
is the best solution will require studies and negotiations by the companies involved.

8. The disruption of existing pipelines, power lines and telephone lines is an impact resulting from coal
mining, and therefore must be identified in the impact analysis. There are other rights of way in the
Rocky Butte area which will likely have to be relocated in the course of coal mining activities, including
at least one county road, powerlines and telephone facilities. Ideally, these could all be relocated along
common right-of-way corridors, which will be created for other needs. Northwestern Resources Co. has
indicated that they are prepared to relocate those lines, at their expense, to the extent that Belle Fourche
and other pipeline owners do not have the legal obligation to relocate those lines.

9. The Final EIS identifies wells and pipelines which will be impacted by coal mining. The existence of
these impacts does not preclude the issuance of the lease, however.

Response to Letters 14 and 15, Northwestern Resources Co. and Entech

The BLM appreciates the willingness of the company to provide information necessary for the preparation of the
EIS in a timely fashion when it is needed.

Response to Letter 16, Sierra Club
(Numbered responses refer to numbered paragraphs in comment letter)

1. Diligence requirements are not being evaded by this action. The proposal by the applicant to form a
logical mining unit, and thus extend diligence, is allowed under the applicable regulations. It is also
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unlikely that this action will lead to "unwanted and unwarranted speculation". The most recent lease sale
was held in 1982, and the leases sold in that lease sale are all reaching the point of being subject to
diligence requirements in 1992 or 1993. There is only one other existing undeveloped lease in the
Powder River Basin which is not adjacent to an existing mine, and for which an LMU could be formed
under these circumstances. That is the Keeline lease, and it will expire this year if diligence requirements
are not met.

2. The regional activity planning process is required prior to leasing in Federal coal production regions.
The director of the BLM accepted the recommendation to the Powder River Regional Coal Team to
decertify the Powder River Federal Coal Production Region as a Federal coal production region in
January, 1990. This action allowed coal leasing to be done on a lease by application basis as described
in the Federal Regulations (43 CFR 3425), which does not require regional activity planning. The
cumulative impacts of all the proposed leasing have been addressed in this EIS in a similar manner to
the way they would be addressed in a regional EIS.

The BLM has proceeded with the processing of the West Rocky Butte lease by application and
preparation of an EIS at the direction of the Powder River Regional Coal Team, in accordance with the
regulations on coal leasing (43 CFR 3425) and the regulations implementing NEPA (40 CFR 1500).

Response to Letter 17, Wyoming Outdoor Council
(Numbers in response correspond to numbered sections in the comment letter.

1. Diligent Development Requirements.

As Wyoming Outdoor Council points out, the existing lease is scheduled to expire in February, 1993.
Northwestern Resources Co.(NWR) has not failed to achieve diligent development until that date. Likewise,
the regulations at 43 CFR 3472.1-2(e)(1 )(i) cited by Wyoming Outdoor Council can not be applied until that
date. The BLM has reviewed the status of other federal leases held by NWR in other states and determined
that they are not in violation of this regulation at this time. It also should be pointed out that NWR has not
held the lease for 10 years, they acquired it recently. (That does not impact diligence requirements, of
course, however, the company has not been holding the lease for 10 years for speculative purposes.)

Combining leases into LMU's is a valid mechanism for promoting reasonable, logical, and more
environmentally responsible development of coal leases, and not a means of allowing lessees to avoid
diligence requirements. As discussed in the response to Letter 16, there is currently only one other existing
lease in the Powder River Basin in the same category as the Rocky Butte lease regarding diligence, and it
will expire in 1992 if diligence requirements are not met. Therefore, the opportunity for the BLM receiving
similar requests in the futuro is quite limited.

2. Potential Adverse Impacts to Nearby Residents.

There are a number of mechanisms in place to protect the water supplies of nearby residents to mines. These
include:

1. A pre-mining blasting survey will be conducted at the expense of the company upon request for
all residents within a half-mile of the permit boundary. A copy of this report is provided to the mine
and to the resident as a means of establishing pre-mining conditions in the area.

2. An Environmental Quality Council hearing will be held prior to permit approval if requested. At such
a hearing, all residents in the vicinity of the proposed operation are notified through the public
media and invited to attend and present testimony concerning the status of their wells. All wells
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within three miles of the mine permit boundary must be shown in the permit document which is on
public display prior to issuance of a permit.

3. As part of the permitting process, the lessee is required to do groundwater impact analyses (which
take into account the existence of contiguous mines) to determine the expected extent of impacts
to the overlying and underlying aquifer, and to the coal aquifer. DEQ then uses these analyses to
identify in advance which wells are likely to be impacted as a result of coal mining. The analyses
are then checked with results of monitoring to determine the extent of groundwater impacts on a
yearly basis, and how well the analyses are predicting these impacts. If the analyses are not
adequately predicting the impacts, DEQ can and has required additional analyses. The wells
identified in this process will be replaced according to Wyoming law and SMCRA.

These actions are all part of the permitting process.

BLM does not agree that the lease terms should be modified as recommended. There are several
reasons for this decision. First, as the discussion above indicates, there are several remedies in
place for residents near coal mines. Secondly, based on discussions with the State Engineer's
Office and the DEQ, there have been very few complaints to either agency concerning loss of water
supplies as a result of coal mining. And, finally, there are a number of reasons for well failures, with
or without coal mining, and it would not be reasonable to require replacement of wells because they
fail and are located near a coal mine, without some evidence that the coal mine was responsible.

Wetlands and Riparian Areas.

3. As stated in the EIS, most of the riparian areas are associated with stockponds or reservoirs where
levees have been constructed to hold water, and are thus already man-made wetlands. The detailed
reclamation practices will be described in the permitting process. During the leasing process, a
determination must be made as to what the existing situation is, and whether there are any lands which
should be declared unsuitable (such as alluvial valleys floors which are significant to farming), and
whether or not mitigation is possible according to regulatory requirements. Based on the existing
operations in the Powder River Basin, the BLM has determined that such mitigation is possible for a
surface coal mining operation. Specifics as to how mitigation will be accomplished will be included in
the permit process.

4. The Army Corps of Engineers is not involved in the leasing process. They do become involved where
appropriate in the permitting process.

5. The Environmental Protection Agency was inadvertently left off the list of agencies and interested groups
who were sent copies of the draft. The EPA in Washington, D.C. received the first five copies of the draft
as required for their Federal Register Notice on the availability of the DEIS, which appeared on Friday,
January 17, 1992, p. 2093. The Region VIII office in Denver was also sent copies. Letter 1 of the
comment letters is from the Region VIII office of the EPA.

6. The DEIS and FEIS were prepared by a contractor, Western Water Consultants, who has signed a
disclosure statement as specified in the regulations. This statement of disclosure is available for viewing
in the EIS file. 40 CFR 1506.5(c) does not state that such a statement must or even should be included
in the draft EIS.

7. The BLM's preferred alternative has been identified as required in the FEIS. As quoted by the Wyoming
Outdoor Council, the agency's preferred alternative should be identified in the draft, if it exists. The BLM
had not made a decision on the preferred alternative when the draft was issued, and therefore it was not
included in the DEIS.
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Response to Letter 18, Powder River Basin Resource Council
(Numbered responses refer to numbered sections in comment letter)

1. Need and Alternatives

Much of the coal on eastern half of the existing lease is of lower quality than the coal currently being mined
and marketed in the Powder River Basin, and is therefore not competitive at this time. The coal on the
western part of the lease and underlying the LBA is of higher quality and more competitive than much of the
coal on the eastern half of the existing lease, although the overburden is thicker in the west than the east.
The company plans to start mining in the area containing the higher quality coal with the least overburden
in the western part of the lease, in order to be more competitive with the current market. The addition of the
LBA tract will allow them to mine this higher quality coal for a longer time. When the higher quality coal in
the west has been mined, the remaining lower quality coal may be more salable. Therefore, the West Rocky
Butte Tract has value beyond the need to form an LMU for diligence reasons.

The regulation cited is not in effect until the ten year period has elapsed, which will not be until February,
1993 (see response 1 to Wyoming Outdoor Council). At that point, the lease would be terminated anyway
if diligence had not been met.

Leasing the coal tract at a later time was considered and is discussed in Section 2, Alternatives Considered
But Not Analyzed in Detail. That alternative was not analyzed in detail because the environmental impacts
of such an alternative would be expected to be within the range of those analyzed for the two principal
alternatives, but an evaluation of the socioeconomic impacts would be very speculative.

Based on the quality of coal in this area and current market projections, BLM projects that it would be
sometime between 2010 and 2020 before there would be interest in leasing the tract. The environmental
impacts of mining the coal at that time would presumably be similar to or less than the impacts of mining the
coal as described under the proposed action. (The impacts could be less, depending on advancements in
technology and the level of activity at other mine sites in the basin at that time). Another lessee would
develop their own mine plan which would not necessarily correspond to the mine plan developed by the
applicant in terms of order of mining and rate of production. Evaluating the socioeconomic impacts of events
that far in the future would be highly speculative. There would be a bonus bid if the lease were reissued,
which is a positive consideration, however, the income from the mine would be delayed, which is a negative
in an economic sense. Most of the income to the Federal and State governments accrues in the form of
royalty income based on the price of coal, and that income would be delayed and could change favorably
or unfavorably, depending on the price of coal at that point in the future.

Under the No Action Alternative, the West Rocky Butte lease would not be issued and the Rocky Butte lease
would be terminated on February 1, 1993. While the EIS assumes that the coal would never be developed
under the No Action Alternative for purposes of analysis, in reality, selection of that alternative would allow
development of the lease in the future.

2. Gas Venting

There is not a history of gas accumulation in this area based on published reports, and compaction structures
are not expressed in the rocks at the surface near the Rocky Butte Mine, as they are in the Rawhide Village
area. Nor has extensive drilling revealed the presence of no-coal channels and/or compaction structures
similar to those near Rawhide Village.
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The BLM is aware of two proposed coal bed methane drilling projects in this area (northwest and west of the
lease, one involves federal oil and gas leases, one is on privately-owned oil and gas leases). Commercial
production has not been established in either one of these projects at this time.

3. Water Resources

Naturally high levels of selenium and other undesirable chemical constituents occur locally in the Powder
River Basin. Overburden is analyzed during mining. When high levels of chemically undesirable overburden
material are encountered, this material is handled and placed so as to avoid adversely affecting water quality.
All mine permit applications submitted to WDEQ/LQD must include baseline data on overburden geochemistry
and special handling plans for unsuitable spoil materials. This information is included under Mitigation
(Appendix D) in the EIS.

Based on the backfill wells reported in the 1991 Annual GAGMO report, 55 percent were within the 3,000 to
6,000 mg/L range for TDS, 33 percent were below that range, and 12 percent were above. As discussed in
Section 6.7.1, under cumulative water resources impacts, 56 monitor wells have been completed in the
backfill areas in the Powder River Basin. According to the CHIA, the time it takes for one pore volume to
leach through a spoils pile could be from tos to 100s of years, the time it would take for the water to return
to pre-mining quality would be longer than that.

4. Blasting

The EIS relies on the study of effects on blasting on private wells in Appalachia because that is the available
documented data on the relationship between well damage and near-by blasting, not because it presumes
that the geology of the Powder River Basin is the same as that in Appalachia. The study has validity in this
case because it is a similar situation, namely water wells in close proximity to operating strip mines, and
because maximum ground vibration level at the wells tested in Appalachia were significantly higher than will
be allowed for ground vibration near the proposed Rocky Butte Mine. This discussion has been expanded
in the Final EIS.

Another pertinent fact is that Northwest Resources operates the Colstrip Mine, which is in operation in close
proximity to the town of Colstrip, Montana. In response to their proximity to the town of Colstrip, they have
developed blasting practices which minimize impacts to nearby residences.

Finally, as pointed out in the EIS, nearby residents are entitled to a pre-blasting survey at the cost of the
company in order to establish the performance and condition of water wells and other facilities. Copies are
provided to the residents. These reports provide data concerning the condition of facilities prior to mining
which can be used to verify the existence of blasting damage after the development of the mine.

5. Lower Fort Union Well

NWR does not plan to complete a well in the sands in the lower Fort Union based on the existence of good
thick water-productive sands in the overburden in this area. If a well is completed by the mine in the Fort
Union, the impacts of that well would not be expected to extend beyond a radius of a mile around such wells,
as discussed in the CHIA.

6. Drawdowns

No regional drawdown information is available for the overburden (i.e., the Wasatch) because it is not a
regional aquifer. The sandstone aquifers in the Wasatch are lenticular, and thus of limited regional extent.
Additional discussion was added to the Final EIS to clarify this.
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SMCRA recognizes that drawdowns occur outside the permit area, which is why SMCRA specifies
compensation for wells damaged as a result of mining operations.

7. Statute

A direct quote from the pertinent statute can be found in Appendix D.

8. Ground-water Quality Impacts

Mitigation does not erase impacts, it reduces them. Therefore a significant short or moderate term impact
can be reduced to a minor long-term impact. The BLM concludes that the impacts from degraded water
quality in spoils will be moderate because the data we are relying on (primarily the CHIA and the results of
monitoring wells during the last 10 years of monitoring) indicate that the water quality in spoils is suitable for
stock use upon recharge, and that recharge is already occurring in most monitored spoils wells. Since the
water in the aquifers being replaced by the spoils was suitable for stock use (not domestic use) prior to
mining, and will be available for stock use after mining, this is considered to be a moderate impact. It may
be tens to hundreds of years before the aquifer is returned to a postmining equilibrium condition, but that
doesn't translate directly into a requirement of tens to hundreds of years before the water can be used for
its premining use.

Communication with the State Engineer's Office, the City of Gillette, and Campbell County indicates that
problems with wells in the Gillette area can be related to age of the wells, and proximity of wells completed
in the same zone, as much as to depletion of the reservoirs. At this point in time, the BLM has no
documented instances of an inability to replace water wells.

9. Cumulative Impacts

The cumulative impacts section on Water Resources does include much of the same information as has
been published in the EA's for the proposed LBA's because cumulatively, these documents are looking at
the same area and each document is addressing the cumulative impacts of all the proposed leasing to the
region. The EIS includes the overlapping impacts of the mines adjacent to the proposed Rocky Butte Mine
on water resources in the Environmental Consequences section of the EIS (Chapter 4). The predictive model
discussed in that section simulates the impacts as a result of mining at the six closest surrounding mine sites.
This is also stated in the DEIS, on page 6-13 ("The results of ground-water modeling of the Rocky Butte mine
is described in Section 4 ofthis EIS and includes cumulative impact analyses"). The statement on page 6-14
of the DEIS has been revised.

10. Air Quality and Noise

The statement on page 4-21 ofthe DEIS is as follows: "PMlO impacts would be moderate within the Boundary
during the mine operations. Exceptions would be areas in close proximity to operations." On page 4-19 of
the DEIS, Boundary is defined as "the Boundary of the Lands That are Necessary to Conduct Mining
Operations, ...and coincident with the proposed Rocky Butte Mine permit boundary." Therefore, the area
which may be heavily impacted is within the permit boundary, in close proximity to the mining operations.

11. Socioeconomics

There have been revision to the FEIS based on this and other comments. Comments were also received
from the City of Gillette, and revisions have been made based on those comments. The BLM has contacted
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and relied on the City of Gillette and Campbell County to help evaluate the positive and negative impacts of
this action on the residents. Comments from the city and county can be found in letters 10, 11, and 12.

12. Conclusion

There are several mechanisms available during the permitting process which enable the replacement of wells
and water systems which will be impacted by this action (See reply No.2, letter 17, from the Wyoming
Outdoor Council). Stipulations and conditions for minimizing noise should be explored during the permitting
stage.

Response to letters 19 through 24 from the following landowners who live west of the proposed lease by
application area:

Wayne and Ronita Jo Kruse
Steven E. and Debora Jo Johnson
Jerry Stanart
Mara L. Stanart
Kirk and Teresa Blackford
Lee and Lori Edwards

The residents who live along Highway 59 west of the proposed lease area will be negatively impacted by the
addition of the proposed lease by application area because it will result in mining activities which are located
closer to their residences than the existing lease. The major concerns expressed by these landowners include
noise, deterioration of air quality, impacts to water wells, houses and livestock as a result of blasting, and
deteriorating property values.

There are standards for public nuisance, air quality, water well replacement, and blasting which must be met in
order to be in compliance with federal regulations and/or permit requirements for mining. These standards will
be enforced, however, the BLM recognizes that there may still be impacts to residents west of the mine due to
the proximity of the mine to the residences. The concerns and requests not to lease expressed in the letters from
these residents will be considered in the Record of Decision.

In the event that the Record of Decision is to lease the acreage to Northwestern Resources Co., as proposed,
there are a number of opportunities for public involvement during the mine permitting process. These
opportunities include (but are not limited to):

1. Pre-blasting surveys for houses and water wells;
2. A hearing before the Environmental Quality Council can be requested, at which time, water well

conditions can be verified for residents in the vicinity of the proposed mine operation (see response 2
to the Wyoming Outdoor Council (letter 17)).

3. Water wells will be replaced by the mine operator if they are damaged by mining operations.

Residents who are concerned should contact the OSM and DEQ regarding their opportunities to be involved in
the permitting process. The permitting period is also the appropriate time for the addition of specific stipulations
such as continuous air quality and ground disturbance monitors to be requested.

The BLM does not participate in negotiations between landowners and federal lessees regarding property values
and compensation. The regulations and permit do require replacement of water wells and repairs to structures
damaged by mining. The pre-blasting survey establishes the pre-mining conditions, and therefore facilitates
identification of damage caused by mining operations.
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Finally, Northwestern Resources Co. operates the Colstrip Mines very close to the town of Colstrip, Montana. As
a result ofthe mine's proximity to the town, the company has developed blasting procedures designed to minimize
impacts off-lease.

Response to letters 25 through 29, from the following residents of the Nickelson little Farms subdivision,
located north of the existing Rocky Butte lease:

Sidney J. and Susan J. Sharp
Mr. and Mrs. Mikel R. Manley
David VanDamme
Nickelson Little Farms Board of Directors and The Committee for Concerned Nickelson Residents
John B. Wold

The residents of Nickelson Little Farms will be negatively impacted by mining activity on the existing Rocky Butte
lease, but the impacts to those residents will not be increased by the addition of the proposed West Rocky Butte
lease area. The Rocky Butte lease was issued in 1983, and a mine could have been opened on that lease
subsequent to that time.

The concerns expressed by the Nickelson Little Farms residents are similar to those of residents west of the
proposed West Rocky Butte tract: noise, deterioration of air quality, impacts to water wells, water systems, and
houses as a result of blasting, and deteriorating property values. Several residents also requested road
improvements when the road is relocated.

As stated in the previous response, there are standards which must be met in order to be in compliance with
federal regulations and/or permit requirements for mining. These standards will be enforced, however the BlM
realizes that there may still be impacts to residents in Nickelson Little Farms due to the proximity of the mine to
the residences. The concerns and requests not to lease from these residents will be considered in the Record
of Decision.

In the event that the Record of Decision is to lease the acreage to Northwestern Resources Co., as proposed,
there are a number of opportunities for public involvement during the permitting process. Some of these
opportunities are noted in the previous response. Residents who are concerned should contact OSM and DEQ
regarding their opportunities to be involved in the permitting process. That is the appropriate point in the process
to address many of the requests mentioned in these comment letters.

As stated above, the BlM does not participate in negotiations between landowners and federal lessees regarding
property values and compensation. The regulations and permits do require replacement of water wells and repairs
to structures damaged by mining. The pre-blasting survey establishes the pre-mining conditions, and therefore
facilitates identification of damage caused by mining operations.

Finally, Northwestern Resources Co. operates the Colstrip Mine very close to the town of Colstrip, Montana. As
a result of the mine's proximity to the town, the company has developed blasting procedures to minimize impacts
off-lease.

The final letter in this group, from Mr. John B. Wold, included some specific comments. The following numbered
responses correspond to the numbered comments in Mr. Wold's letter.
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1. The proposal by Northwestern Resources Co. is in accordance with the regulations concerning diligence
and Logical Mining Units (See responses to the Sierra Club, the Wyoming Outdoor Council, and the
Powder River Basin Resource Council for further discussion of this issue).

2. That alternative has been included in section 2.4, Alternatives Considered But Not Analyzed in Detail.
The discussion of that alternative has been expanded in the final EIS.

3. Please see comments from the Governor and other state agencies for their views and concerns.

4. Standards required by the permit and by regulations will not be exceeded. There may be impacts to
nearby residents as a result of the proximity of the mine. The impacts to residents will be considered
in the Record of Decision.

5 and 6. These issues should be addressed during the permitting stage.

7. There may be impacts to residents as a result of their proximity to the mine.

8. The table has been revised.

9. The air quality model does include all known emission sources. The cumulative effects of the adjacent
mines were included in the air quality modeling which was done for the proposed mine. Standards
would be met at the permit boundary, however, there could be impacts to nearby residents due to their
proximity to the mine.

10. This issue should be addressed during the permitting stage.

11. The City of Gillette and Campbell County have not expressed these concerns to the BLM.

12. This should be addressed during the permitting stage.

Response to Letter 30, from Louis F. and Loverretta A. Wolff

The location of the market for the coal has not been established, however, the quality of the coal in the eastern
portion of the existing lease does not make it competitive with other coal being sold in the Powder River Basin
at this time. The existence of a coal mine could negatively impact oil and gas mineral and royalty owners, and
this is stated in the Final EIS. The BLM policy at this time is to encourage negotiations between competing
mineral lessees when conflicts arise. The BLM does not participate in these discussions. The BLM does require
maximum economic recovery of federal coal during a mining operation.

Response to Letter 31, from John C. Corkery

There are certainly unknowns associated with allowing the lease to expire and attempting to release it in the future,
as you have pointed out. The BLM estimates that the Rocky Butte lease would not be competitive for releasing
until some time between 2010 and 2020. This is discussed in Section 2.4 of the Final EIS, under Alternatives
Considered But Not Analyzed In Detail.

Response to Letters 32 through 36, from Paul Rourke, Chuck Rourke, James F. Rourke, Kathryn Jackson,
and Vione Lane

Thank you for your letter. The BLM agrees that there would be benefits to the area as a result of leasing and
mining the West Rocky Butte tract, and this will be taken into account in the Record of Decision.
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