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August 7, 2008 BOARD MATTER D -7

ACTION: APPROVAL OF SPECIAL USE LEASE APPLICATION

AUTHORITY: W.S. 36-5-114; Rules Chapter 5, Section 3

Type of Use: Methane and Helium Recovery Facility
Lease No.: SU-599

Applicant: Cimarex Energy, Inc.

County: Sublette

Acres: 33.83

Description: Tract in E2

Section 16, Township 29 North, Range 114 West, 6" P.M.

Improvements: Proposed Improvements: Seven Buildings with Equipment in
each building described as: Control Room/Office/Shop, Motor
Control Center 1 and 2, Compressor Building, Processing
Building, Sour Gas Building, Carbon Dioxide/Hydrogen Sulfide
Injection Pump Building, Warehouse, Switchgear/Control
Building with the Electrical Substation plus Plat Inlet facility,
Propane Refrigeration System, Flare Stack, Atmospheric
Storage  Tanks, Cryogenic  Separation  Equipment,
Communications Infrastructure, Various Plant Pipe Racks and
Appurtenances, a Warehouse Building, Plant Security Fencing,
Electrical Pole Structures, Well Flow Pipelines, etc., Water Well,
Waste Facilities with an applicant estimated value of
$40,000,000.00

Recommended Rental:  $19,000.00, per year adjusted annually by 2.7% to offset
inflationary pressure and subject to five year rental review

Recommended Term: September 1, 2008 to September 1, 2058
(50 Years)

Discussion:

The Rands Butte Project entails the building and installation of a Methane & Helium
Recovery Facility (MHRF) which will produce methane and helium from the Madison
formation in the Riley Ridge Federal Unit (RRU) and will re-inject all byproduct gasses such
as carbon dioxide and hydrogen sulfide back into their source producing formation. No
liquid petroleum products will be produced. No sulfur products will be produced.

This application was submitted to the Board for consideration during the June 5, 2008
Board meeting. Following testimony from the Wyoming Game and Fish Department (Game
and Fish), the grazing lessee and Cimarex, the matter was deferred pending further
investigation by the Office and scheduling of a field inspection by the Board.

Since the June meeting, the Board of Land Commissioners has conducted an onsite field
inspection (June 16, 2008) to gather specific facts related to the proposed project.
Additionally, a meeting involving Cimarex, Game and Fish and affected landowners was
held on June 24, 2008 to identify and discuss specific concerns and possible solutions
related to the proposed MHRF plant. Finally, a meeting was held on July 11, 2008 between
Game and Fish and Cimarex to discuss the mitigation measures and possible stipulations
that would be placed on the Special Use Lease should it be approved.


http:19,000.00
http:40,000,000.00

Recently, a Mitigation Agreement between the Game and Fish and Cimarex has been
agreed upon that would provide funding for elk monitoring and research, habitat
enhancement and elk damage prevention. Correspondence detailing the Agreement is
attached as Exhibit A. The projects would be funded by Cimarex with funds held by a
mutually agreed upon third party and administered by the Game and Fish. Additionally,
lease stipulations have been agreed to that would serve to reduce /mitigate impacts
associated with the facility (Exhibit B).

An analysis of the proposal including discussions regarding background, siting
considerations, construction and operational impacts, potential impacts to elk winter range
and income to trust beneficiaries is attached as Exhibit C.

Public / Agency Comment

Comment from the Game and Fish and the public regarding the proposed project has been
received by the Office. General concerns related to the proposed MHRF can be
summarized as follows:

1) Negative impacts to the Riley Ridge elk herd and potential increased threat of
brucellosis transmission.

2) Air quality impacts related to ozone and Hydrogen sulfide

3) Potential water quality impacts

4) Reduction or cancellation of BLM or State grazing lease(s)

As stated earlier, the Game and Fish has approved the Mitigation Agreement and lease
stipulations that would serve to reduce/mitigate impacts to the elk herd and adjacent
landowners that may be affected by change in elk distribution patterns. As the plant will be
essentially a zero emissions facility, negative impacts to air quality are expected to be
minimal. Hydrogen sulfide gas is easily dispersed by air movement. Due to wind intensity
and flow at the preferred location, dispersion of any Hydrogen sulfide, that may be
accidently released, would be maximized. Cimarex is currently working with the Department
of Environmental Quality to conduct an extensive analysis of air quality in the Riley Ridge
area. As the gasses will be re-injected into source formation, no water quality impacts
would be expected. In addition, this potential will be evaluated by the Wyoming Oil and Gas
Commission prior to approval of required permits. Finally, there are no anticipated effects
related to the cancellation or a reduction in AUMSs of either a State or federal grazing lease
resulting from the proposed plant, Mitigation Agreement or the lease stipulations.

Comments received by the Office are attached as Exhibit D.

Other permitting requirements associated with construction of the MHRP are detailed under
Section E of the Detailed Analysis (attached). These permitting and regulatory compliance
measures will provide the public additional opportunities for comment on the project.

It has been determined that this special use lease application site is not in a sage grouse
habitat core area.

DIRECTOR'S RECOMMENDATION:

The Director provides this Board Matter for the above described Special Use Lease
application for consideration with a recommendation to approve conditioned upon Cimarex
compliance with provisions of the Mitigation Agreement with the Wyoming Game and Fish
Department, lease stipulations designed to minimize disturbance to the Riley Ridge Elk
herd and compliance with all other applicable local, state and federal regulations. Should
the Board approve the application, the lease would be for a fifty year term at a rental of
$19,000.00 per year adjusted annually by 2.7% to offset inflationary pressure and subject
to a rental review every five years. A bond required by Cimarex Energy, Inc. equal to an
Engineer’s estimate for reclamation of the site until such time as it is no longer being used
would be required. Approval of the application is not to be considered as an approval of the
applicant’s estimated value of improvements.

BOARD ACTION:
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EXHIBRIT A

GOVERNOR
DAVE FREUDENTHAL

WYOMING GAME AND FiSH DEPARTMENT STEVE FERRELL
COMMBSIONERS

5400 Bishop Bivd. Cheyenne, WY 82006 T omicant ot
Phone: (307) 777-4800 Fax: (30T} TT7-4610 b

Web site: hitp/igf stete.wy.us m"gwm
BILL WILLIAMS, DVM

July 23, 2008

Lynn Boomgaarden, Director

Office of State Lands and Investments

122 West 35™ Street, Herschler Bldg 3™ Floor West
Cheyenne, WY 82001

RE: Memorandum of Agreement for (“MOA”) Wildlife Mitigation of the Riley Ridge
Methane & Helium Recovery Facility

Dear Director Boomgaarden:

This letter shall summarize the understanding between Cimarex Energy Co. (Cimarex) and
Wyoming Game and Fish Commission (WGFC) regarding Wildlife Mitigation measures for the
construction, operation and maintenance of a natural gas sequestration plant known as the Riley
Ridge Methane & Helium Recovery Facility located in T20N, R114W, Sec.16, Sublette County,
Wyoming (“Facility”).

WGF and Cimarex have agreed to enter imto an MOA that will contain, among others, the
following terms and conditions,

1. A mitigation fund in the amount of up to $1,550,600.00 will be funded by Cimarex and
held by a third party as natually agreed upon by WGFC and Cimarex.

2, The mitigation fund is intended to provide financial resources for three specific
mitigation objectives 1o be undestaken as they relate to Cimarex’s Facility which are; (i)
elk damage prevesntion, (ii) elk monitoring/research; and, (jii) eik habitat enhancement.

3. Cimarex agrees to provide the following mitigation funds as described:
a. Elk Monitoring/Research -  not to exceed $450,000.00

b. Habitat Enhancement - not to exceed $350,000.00
c. Etk Damage Prevention -  not to exceed $750,000.00

"Canserving Widlife - Serving Peaple”




Lynne Boomgaarden
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The total portion of the fund applicable to Elk Monitoring/Research is expected to be
available in the first year of the project and maintained up to five years as needed.
The portion of the fund applicable to Habitat Enhancement is expected to be
maintained for up to 10 years as needed with the goal of maintaining an annual
account balance up to $100,000, but in no event will the total habitat enhancement
amount paid by Cimarex exceed $350,00C. The portion of the fund applicable to Elk
Damage Prevention is expected to be maintained for the life of the project as needed
with the goal of maintaining an annual account balance of up to $50,000, but in no
event will the total amount paid by Cimarex exceed $750,000 for elk damage
prevention. Funds not previously disbursed within the prescribed time lines will be
returned to Cimarex.

4. The geographic area covered by the Memorandum of Agreement is expected to fall into
three (3) categories:

jtori search: The geographic area for capturing etk fhr
momtormg and resemh will be the general geographic area from Middle Piney
Creek (immediately north of Finnegan Feed ground) south to LaBarge Creek
within the Hunt Area 94, South Piney. Elk monitoring would include the
geographic areas used by radio-collared elk.

b. Elk Habitat Enhancement: The geographic area for elk habitat enhancement will
be expected to cover all ocoupied elk transitional and winter range in the Riley
Ridge/Rand’s Butte areas Hunt Area 94, South Piney. Documented movements
of radio-collared elk may more closely define the area.

¢. Elk Damage: The geographic mitigation area for elk damage prevention wiil
encompass lands that have direct surface impacts from elk displaced by the
construction and operation of the Riley Ridge Facility, Such areas are expected to
be South Piney and Middle Piney drainages within the geographic scope of Hunt
Aren 94, South Piney. However, elk damage prevention would occcur wherever
radio-collared elk are displaced.



JE/eme

Lynne Boomgaarden
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Cimarex and WGF agree to finalize the MOA prior to the Augnst 7, 2008 State Land
Board Meeting and look forward to presenting the final Wildlife Mitigation plan to the
Board.

Thank you in advance for your cooperation and support.

Cimarex Energy Co.

Wyoming Game and Fish Department

By:
14 John ]’fzﬁmmch, Deputy Director




EXHIBIT B

Example/Proposed Wildlife Stipulations

Pre~-Construction Phase

1.

2,

3

4,

Prohibit site preparation activities in designated pariurition areas from
May 1 to June 20.

Prohibit site preparation activity in designated elk crucial winter range
from November 15 to April 30.

Maintain locked gates at private land crossings t@ ﬁrevent unauthorized
access.

No possession of firearms by employees or gonttactors on, to, or from the
site.

Construction Phase

1.

2.

3.

take (hunt,

Prohibit project related human ac’tmty in designated parturition areas from
May 1 to June 20.
Prohibit project related human activity i deSIgnated elk crucial winter
range from November 15 to April 30,
Maintain locked gates at: pnvate land crossitigs to prevent unauthorized
access.
No possession of firearmns by empfiaf
construction site.
When acwssmg the 17-34 well site, limit: motorlzed access to established
roads.
Dogs (ex&lu&ing guide dogs) shall be prohibited at construction site.
Mandatory/reprifiand or dismissal for employees convicted of unlawful
fsie, catchy capttite, shoot, fish, seine, trap, kill or possess,
or aﬁtmt to h nt, pursue, catch, capture, shoot, fish seine, trap, kill or

¥ hile employed or contracted by the company ot on
company pi@perty This applies to unlawful activities that occur within
the Riley Ridge Unit and main access routes to the Unit
Project propenent shalt comply with all applicable Federal wildlife laws
and regulations to eliminate/minimize potential impacts to endangered,
threaténed, proposed or protected species, and their habitat (i.e. Migratory
Bird Treaty Act, Golden Eagle/Bald Eagle Act) determined to be present
through on-site inventories conducted by the proponents during pre-
construction phase,

or conﬁactors on, to, or from the

Post-Construction/Operations Phase

i.

2.

Limit routine maintenance flaring operations from November 15 to April
30 to reduce disturbance to wintering elk

Limit snow plowing operations to only main road to plant/well site (17-
34).



o

10.
11.

12.

13.

4.

15.

16.

17.

When accessing the 17-34 well site, limit motorized access to established
road.

No possession of firearms by employees or contractors on, to, or from the
plant site.

Winter road maintenance must include blading turnouts on both uphill and
downhill sides of the road at one-half to one-mile intervals and at known
game crossings to allow wildlife escape routes.

Dogs (excluding guide dogs} shall be prohibited at the plant site.
Mandatory reprimand or dismissal for employees convicted of unlawful
take (hunt, pursue, catch, capture, shoot, fish, seine, trap, kill or possess,
or attempt to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, shoot; fish seine, trap, kill or
possess) of wildlife while employed or contractéd by the company or on
company property. This applies to unlawfil activities that occur within
the Riley Ridge Unit and main access foute to the Unit.

Use best efforts to carpool or bus wiork crews during shift changes to
reduce vehicle disturbance to wildlife.

Use best efforts to minimize vehicle’ travel between dawn (6-8 a.m.) and
dusk (4-6 p.m.) during critical winter Hon#hs.
Off-road travel shall be minimized to prévent habitat damage.

Use best efforts to limit; routine visits to welk sxtes on crucial winter range
to times when big game aré typmally bedded (ii¢;, hid-day), to reduce
disturbance and stress on wildlife.

Use best efforts to employ rémote sen‘smg technology to reduce
daily/weekly truck trips to well sites.

All compressorengines/exhaust stacks shall be adequately muffled, to
reduce noise levels to 49dBA; Use best and practical efforts to ensure
compressotengines/exhaust stacks meet a noise level of 10 dBA (with a
standard deviation of + or —~ 3dBA) above ambient background noise at the
lease fifte fenced perimeter.

Powerlings-and conductors shall be constructed in accordance with raptor-
safe desigh:cntena

Project propbnent is to provide information to their employees and
vontractors about wildlife laws and regulations, and about the sensitivity
of wildlife to disturbance.

Garbage disposal must be strictly monitored. Open pits or landfills are
prohibited and garbage collection and/or disposal must minimize bear-
human conflicts. Garbage containers shall be bear-proof.

Project proponents shall comply with all applicable Federal wildlife laws
and regulations to eliminate/minimize potential impacts to endangered,
threatened, proposed, or protected species, and their habitat (i.e.
Migratory Bird Treaty Act, Golden Eagle/Bald Eagle Act) determined to
be present through on site inventories conducted by the proponents during
pre-construction phase.




CIMAREX ENERGY, INC.
SPECIAL USE LEASE APPLICATION
SU-599
DETAILED ANALYSIS

August 7, 2008

Prepared by the

Office of State Lands and Investments
Herschler Building, 3W
122 West 25" Street
Cheyenne, WY 82002

EXHIBIT C



PROPOSAL:

Cimarex Energy has submitted a Special Use Lease application on State trust fands located in
Sublette County. Termed the Rands Bufte Project, the proposal entails the building and
instailation of a 200 MMSCFD capacity Methane & Helium Recovery Facility (MHRF) that will
recover methane and hefium from the Madison formation in the Riley Ridge Federal Unit (RRU)
and will re-inject ail byproduct gasses such as carbon dioxide and hydrogen sulfide back into
their source producing formation. No liquid petroleum products or sulfur products will be
produced. The plant would be owned, and operated by Cimarex Energy and would be staffed
with approximately 15-20 employees for year-round operations,

AUTHORITY:

W.S. 36-5-114, Leasing for industrial, commercial and recreational purposes.
Rules: Chapter 5, Section 3.

LEGAL / LAND DESCRIPTION:

Section 16 (E2), Township 29 North, Range 114 West, 6th P.M., Sublette, County, Wyoming
{see Aitachment A). The preferred MHRF would occupy approximately 10 acres within a totat
area of 33.83 acres and would be enclosed with 10 ft. chain link fence.

The site is at an elevation of approximately 8,500 feet along Riley Ridge, an west-east trending
sedimentary formation east of the Wyoming Range, in Sublette County, Wyoming approximately
17 miles west of Big Piney. It is marked by steep slopes and patches of aspen weodlands within
extensive stands of Wyoming big sagebrush vegetation.

Based on ecoregion mapping compiled by the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA}, the
preferred plant site is generaliy located within the Level |ll Middle Rockies ecoregion, which is
characterized by giaciated mountains with moderately steep to steep slopes. Deep, V-shaped
drainages with moderate to high gradient perennial streams and boulder, cobbie, and bedrock
substrates are common. Common soil seres that may be found in this area are Sapphire,
Redfeather, Tongue River, Starley, Farlow, Nathrop, Starman, and Turnerville. These shallow to
moderately deep, well-drained soils are indicative of the rolling to steep topography in the area.
Geologic conditions, combined with the parent materials, have produced variable soil textures
and very complex soilflandform relationships.

Vegetation communities in the preferred plant site are dominated by sagebrush. The Wyoming
big sagebrush vegetation community is characterized by a mosaic distribution of sagebrush
stands ranging from moderate density to high density. Other shrub species that occur within the
sagebrush community inciude rabbitbrugh {Chrysothamnus spp.), winterfat {Krascheninnikovia
lanata), Gardner's saltbush (Artiplex gardneri), and occasionally black greasewood {Sarcobatus
vermiculatus). Mountain big sagebrush {A. t. ssp. vaseyana) and silver sagebrush (A. cana) also
oceur in or near the preferred plant site and are interspersed with the mixed conifer, aspen, and
lodgepole pine forests. Mixed conifer forest, which consists mainly of Engelmann spruce (Picea
engelmanit) and subalpine fir (Abies lasiocarpa), and lodgepole pine (Pinus contorta) can also
occur in the area.



The Wyoming big sagebrush community provides forage for livestock and big game, and
nesting cover and forage for sage-grouse and some big game species, depending on elevation
and density. The site is not located within a defined sage grouse core area. There are no known
threatened or endangered plant species at this elevation or on Riley Ridge in general.

BACKGROUND:

The Special Use Lease application for the MHRF facility was received by the Office in January
of 2008. The Project was presented to the Board of Land Commissioners for consideration at
the June 5, 2008 Board meeting. Testifying on the matter were representatives of Cimarex
Energy, the Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD) and the current grazing lessee.

The primary issues of cancern raised during the meeting were 1) the current preferred plant
location, 2) potential negative impacts to the Piney Elk herd and 3) potentiat economic loss to
trust beneficiaries.

No action was taken by the Board pending further review of the proposal.
EXISTING LEASES / RIGHTS OF WAY:

The current grazing lessee is Dan H. Budd and Sons (#3-6884). The lease expires on March 1,
2017. True Qil, LLC currently has two gas wells in the section. Both wells are located south of
the preferred MHRF and outside of the subject area. To date, there are no current rights of way
{ROW) of record on the parcel.

PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS:

The proposed MHRF will consist of the following buildings and equipment; control
room/office/shop, motor control center 1 and 2, compressor buiiding, processing building, sour
gas building, Carbon Dioxide/Hydrogen Sulfide injection pump building, warehouse,
switchgear/contro! building with the electrical substation plus plat iniet facility, propane
refrigeration system, flare stack, atmospheric storage tanks, cryogenic separation equipment,
communications infrastructure, various plant pipe racks and appurtenances, a warshouse
building, plant security fencing, electrical pole structures, well flow pipelines, water well, and
waste facilities. The applicant estimates the value of improvements to be approximately
$40,000,000.00

DISCUSSION POINTS:
A) Siting Considerations

During early Project development, several options for Project focation were reviewed. The
primary and most critical consideration for all location reviews was employee and public health
and safety and using the natural wind normally present. Preservation of the view shed of the
Piney Creek drainages and their historic western character along with preservation of the view
shed of the Lander Cutoff of the Oregon Trail were also highly important. Reduction of human



activities and surface disturbance along with minimizing impact on wildliife were important
considerations as weill.

The Project will not require construction of new roads. Reduction of human and truck traffic and
the use of muiti-well pad drilling were key principals in location selection and review.

The following detail discusses salient points regarding the locations reviewed by Cimarex

Energy:

1. Location of MHRF at a lower elevation in the general Riley Ridge area on private fee or state
lands outside the Riley Ridge Federal Unit (Attachment B, sites A, B and C).

These locations were rejected for the following reasons:

a.

h.

c.

Wind velocity and turbulent mixing were judged to be somewhat less effective in
the lower elevation, more open environment,

Public surface occupancy is considerably closer to this location than the Cimarex
preferred alternative raising the potential for safety concerns.

The location would be near open, flowing springs and well established traditional
agricultural uses on the private fee property.

2. Location of the MHRF on State iand (Attachment B, sites D,E,F and preferred site location).

Cimarex considered a total of four possible alternative locations for the MHRF on State lands
in Section 16, T29N, R114W. In addition to the current preferred site, the following locations
were considered:

i. SiteD: Located in Section 16, T29N, R114W generally north of current preferred

site.

i, SiteE: Locatad in Section 16, T29N, R114W generally northeast of current

preferrad site and west of Well RRU 10-14.

iii. SiteF: Located in Section 16, T29N, R114W generally south of current preferred

site,

After considering all options and potential issues, the current site was selected as the
Cimarex preferred location for the MHRF.

The other three locations (D, E and F) were rejected for location of the MHRF for the
following reasons:

a.

b.

Wind velocity and turbulent mixing were judged to be slightly less effective in the
mare open environment.

Public surface occupancies are slightly closer to these locations as opposed to
the Cimarex preferred alternative (16-D).

In consuitation with the state grazing lessee, the plant site was located in an area
to account for minimal impact to AUM's and cattle distribution.



d. This location would reguire development of a new and/or upgraded road system
to improve access. This would result in increased disturbance and potential
public demand for access.

e. The location would be near apen, flowing springs and well established traditional
agricuitural uses on the private Fee property in 2 of the 3 rejected locations.

3. Location of the MHRF to serve the RRU and operated as a third party processing facility
(Attachment B, sites G, H and ).

Cimarex considered building the Facility outside the RRU as a third party processing facility.
Any third party processing facifity would have been problematic due to issues related to
transfer metering, ownership and liability associated with moving fluids across unit and lease
boundanes. Three primary options for a third-party MHRF co-located on non-federal Jand
northeast of the RRU were considered.

i.  Location M on private Fee lands
ii. Location! on private Fee lands
ii. Location G on State of Wyoming lands

These locations are at lower elevation in the Piney Creek drainage and on existing developed
road infrastructure.

The above three locations {G, H, and I) were rejected for location of the MHRF for the
following reasons:

a. The producing wells on the RRU would be some 5 to 8 miles away and across flowing
streams. This exposes the public to more miles of sour gas gathering flow lines
installed at lower elevations close to public use and occupancy with potentially
increased risk to public health and safety compared to the Cimarex preferred
alternative in the unlikely event of an accidentai leak or release.

b. This location couid potentially resuit in increased environmental disturbance to wildlife
habitats and existing agricultural land uses.

c. All facilities, as well as the production flow lines and their reclaimed ROW would be
more visible from the Lander Cutoff of the Oregon Trail than in other locations.

d. Wind velocity and turbulent mixing were judged to be slightly less effective in the
more open environment.

e. Public surface occupancies are closer to these locations as opposed to the Cimarex
preferred altemative.

f. The sour gas gathering flow lines from the producing wells to the MHRF would cross
several public roads thence exposing the travelling public to increased risk in the
event of a fiow line leak

4, Location of the MHRF on BLM land outside the boundaries of the RRU to serve the RRU
(Attachment B, site J).



Cimarex considerad an option presented at a meeting with WGFD that would have located
the MHRF on BLM land approximately 2 to 3 miles south and/or southeast on lower Reed
Ridge or lower Trail Ridge.

This location was rejected for the following reasons:

The producing wells on the RRU would be several miles away from the MHRF. This
location would require the construction and continued operation of fonger production
flow lines through a difficult pipeline construction topography, high gradient
environment from the wells on the RRU to the MHRF. This exposes the public to
more flow line miles of sour gas gathering flow lines installed at lower elevations and
crossing natural air channels (deep valleys) close to public use and occupancy with
potentially increased risk to public health and safety compared to the Cimarex
preferred alternative in the uniikely event of an accidental leak or release.
Construction of the production flow lines will disturb more surface in this option and
could increase the potential for ongoing surface damage due to ercsion of the ROW's
due to the steep gradients involved along the route(s).

The need for winter access to the entire Project area including flow line ROW's is not
decreased. Pericdic human intrusion on wildlife winter range may be increased due to
the length of such ROW with possible increased impact to wildlife on winter range.
Increased human disturbance in big game crucial winter range due to the need for
periodic monitoring access along the increased length of flow line ROW; monitoring of
the Multi-Well pad envisioned for the RRU 17-34 site and for access to the RRU 10-
14, Winter access to the RRU 17-34 site in the absence of an opened road to the
MHRF located per the Cimarex preferred alternative will likely involve use of heavy
equipment on at |least a perigdic basis to ensure access.

Thig option increases the overall human disturbance and project footprint. Human
presenca on Riley Ridge is lowered but is still required. Increased surface
disturbance occurs and human presence is dispersed over a larger area than other
options.

If used, a successful deployment of remote monitoring technology for the producing
wells will still require periodic human presence for verification, calibration and
maintenance.

Human presence on Reed Ridge and Trail Ridge is potentially increased thus
dispersing activity across the landscape within new areas considered to be within big
game crucial winter range.

Relocation of the MHRF to this location appears to have potential affect on BLM
sensitive fish species due to MHRF location on the upper Beaver Creek drainage.
There are complex BLM administrative policies for the use and management of non-
unitized lands used in servicing the RRU gas. There is no assurance that such
policies can be successfully modified to ensure Cimarex comparable access to their
RRY resources.

If the MHRF is located outside the unit boundaries, additional facilities and surface
footprint is required for transfer metering and associated preprocessing.

The MHRF could possibly be visible from the historic Lander Cutoff of the Oregon
Trail due to construction of the facility on north-eastern and eastern facing slopes.

To protect the RRU from drainage; preserve the BLM mineral interest and royalty
from RRU production and preserve the State’s royalty interest intact, the project welis
will need to remain located as currently planned in the Rand’s Butte Project.

. Disposal of produced water would be difficult if the plant site is not located within the

unit boundaries and absent a good Nugget formation test.



n. State of Wyoming and other RRU owners would sustain a dilution in their ownership
interests in the RRU if the facility was moved to another location off RRU with
subsequent lass of royalty revenue to the State and the School Trust Fund.

0. The State of Wyoming and the Common School Permanent Land Income Fund wouid
lose rental payments if the MHRF or other parts of the project were moved off the
preferred location on State ands.

The WGFD has also indicated that aiternative sites would require an evaluation of feasibility and
possibie impacts to other wildlife values in the area including:

s Colorado River Cutthroat (CRC) Trout habitat associated with Beaver Creek and Trail
Ridge Creek.

« Given the sensitive nature of habitat for CRC trout aiong Beaver Creek, the Bureau of
Land Management {BLM) designated this area as an Area of Critical Environmental
Concern (ACEC).

+ Potential Canadian Lynx habitat is mapped for many of the Conifer/Aspen stands along
the ridge tops to the west and southwest of the proposed plant site.

B) CONSTRUCTION AND OPERATIONAL IMPACTS:

The Plant site as previously indicated will cover/disturb 33.83 acres and is the only new
disturbance within the RRU which covers 8,780 acres. The Unit is designated by the red
crosshatched area and exiends to the North of the map perimeter (see attachment C). Two
existing well sites will be utilized as indicated by the green boxes (10-14 well site and 17-34 weli
site). Regardiess of the plant site location both these well sites wili exist and be accessed over
the life of the project. Access to these well sites and the preferred plant site is by way of an
existing road shown “roughly” by the dark green line, and again, wili be utilized over the life of
the project.

The facility is designed to have a capacity of 200 MMSCFD. Processing capacity at start up
wouid only be 100 MMSCFD. The limiting factor will likely be the production capacity of the two
producing wells, The drilling of two additional wells and the installation of additional electricafly
compressors will aliow the full capacity to be utilized.

Construction of substantial portions of the MHRF will be performed off-site in fabrication shops
in Midland, Texas and Pocatello, Idaho. The modular components would be transported to the
plant site and assembled. The plant site wili be tiered to follow the natural contour of the site
and minimize the amount of surface disturbance.

All aboveground MHRF companents would be painted a BLM-accepted environmental color
that blends with the surrounding landscape, except for structures that require hot or cold
insulation and subsequent metal cover and structures that require safety coloration to comply
with Occupational Safety and Health Administration {OSHA) regulations.

Specific design features have been selected to minimize the visiility of the MHRF and to lower
the visual profile of the facility. The facility as currently proposed should not be visible from the
Lander Cutoff cf the Oregon Trail. Some of the taller equipment may be visible from certain
areas distant to the facility but designs have been selected to lower visual impact. Aircraft
warning lights should not be required on the facility permanent structures



A new electrical substation will be constructed at the site along with major processing
equipment and reiated piping. Construction would involve normal cil and gas construction
equipment including cranes, welding machines, forklifts, graders and other equipment required
by the contractor.

Summary of anticipated surface activity for the proposed MHRF:
Pre-construction Phase:

Activity on the State lands prior to construction would entail individual site visits by Cimarex
employees and contractors to do tasks such as surveys, soil samples, water samples air
monitoring etc. and meeting with applicable regulatory agencies. No disturbance of the surface
would take place and no heavy equipment would be traveling on to the “State site” (other than
the existing road access for the drifling of unit wells to the west of the State section).

Construction Phase:

Construction of the MHRF would take place foliowing approval of the State Lease as well as all
other agency approvals (BLM, Wyoming DEQ etc.) The total time required to complete alil
components of the project is estimated to be approximately 28 months. The majority of the
outside construction will likely be completed during a single construction season (May-
November). A work crew of 50 to 150 may be present on the construction site during certain
periods and will require 200-400 heavy truck loads depending of the phase of the construction.
Construction period will take into account and witl be limited by seasonal stipulations.

Post- Construction Phase:

The MHRF will be operated 24 hours per day, 365 days per year and maintained by a total staff
of approximately 15-20. This total staff would not tikely all be on site at any one time. Typical
staffing may be as low as two during the night shift and 8-10 during the day. The personnel
would travel from locat communities to the plant site daily. Snow control structures and snow
removal programs will be required for winter access

Cimarex will make efforts to “car pool" personnel when applicable.

Due to design of the project, with CRA flowlines etiminating chemical injection and where
metering and flow control of the wells is handled at the plant site, access to the multi-well pad
(the 17-34 site) will be much less than is typical. This will further decrease human presence on
the ridge, particularly in the more sensitive areas to the west,

C) POTENTIAL tMPACTS TO CRUCIAL ELK WINTER RANGE

The Cimarex MHRF in the Riley Ridge area (Section 16,T29N, R114W) is located along the
Wyoming Range Front, and includes crucial winter range for a free-ranging efk herd segment in
Sublette County. The Riley Ridge area is one of two native elk winter ranges remaining in the
entire Piney Elk Herd unit. Mid-winter surveys conducted by the WGFD for the past 3 years
indicate on average, 198 elk have used this winter range complex (approximately 50% of the elk
in Hunt Area 94 that winter on native ranqe). Attachment C depicts resuits of a studv conducted



as a University of Wyoming Cooperative Wildlife Unit master's project (2000-2002). The sfudy
monitored elk distribution for three consecutive winters and shows elk use on Section 15 and
the surrounding area. Winter use is significant around the proposed plant location (Section
18,T29N, R114W).

If development activity displaced these elk from native winter range and elk sought forage from
nearby private lands, the WGFD would be forced to either haze the animals from the conflict
areas or establish emergency feeding operations. Personnel costs to haze animals from conflict
areas would be highly variable and difficult to project. However, emergency feeding costs coutd
be estimated based on data from the WGFD elk feedground program. Operationaf costs for the
closest elk feedground to the Riley Ridge area averaged $132 per elk over the last 5 years.
Projecting displacement of 50 to 100% of the Riley Ridge elk to an emergency feeding
operation, annual cost could range from $13,200 to $26,400. The WGFD estimates the
economic return per elk harvested is $1,527. Annually, sportsmen in elk Hunt Area 94 record a
30% success rate during the hunting season. Based on the past 3 year average of ~ 200 elk
wintering in the Riley Ridge complex, and a harvest of 50 to 60 elk, the economic return to the
state totals between $80,000 and $80,000, annually.

D) INCOME TO TRUST BENEFICIARIES
Should the plant be constructed, the following revenues could be anticipated by the state;
1)  Special Use Lease

Pursuant to Chapter 5, section 7 of the Rules and Regulations of the Board of Land
Commissioners, the annual rental for a special Use Lease shall be the amount bid by the
applicant, if accepted by the Board, or as set by the Board as part of its decision in a case of
conflicting applications. The minimum annual rental shall be based on fair market vatue for the
same or similar use of the land and any improvements owned by the State after an economic
analysis is made. In cases where annual rental cannot be established based on fair market
value for the same or similar use of the land, the minimum rental shall not be less than $250.00
or 51/2% of the appraised land value and any improvements owned by the State.

A staff appraiser completed an evaluation of the lease application in February of 2008. Based
upan comparables of similar land use in the area, the appraiser recammended that the rental
rate be established at $19,000 annually. This rate would be adjusted annualty by 2.7% to offset
inflationary pressure and subject to five year rental review. The recommended term of the lease
is 50 years.

2) Royalty Income

Within the Riley Ridge Unit, there are B840 acres of State land, 40 acres of fee land and 9,100
acres of federal lands. The location of the plant within the unit on either state, federal or fee
lands would have no affect on the gas royalties received by the State, The State's share of the
unit production is 6.54341% on Methane and Helium sales foliowing production and processing.
The State would also receive 50% of the royalties generated from methane production on the
federal lands. The State would not realize revenue from Helium preduced from federal lands.



Based upon projected plant production of 620 bef and current Methane pricing, the State could
expect approximately $32.1MM over the life of the plant should it be installed. Additionally,
Helium production is estimated to be 17 hef and would generate estimated revenues of $8.5MM
over the expected plant life.

E) REGULATORY PERMITTING SUMMARY
Below is a summary and status of permits reguired for the proposed MHRF plant:

1. BLM Permit for Power Line and Pipeline corridor and associated actions
a. Scoping document for preparation of a Environmental Assessment has been
prepared and submitted
t. Scoping document includes reference to MHRF as well as the proposed
wells and associated actions (inciuding a third party operated Helium
recovery facility located at Calpet Road and HWY 183)
2. APD for the drilling of the 20-14 well in the Riley Ridge Unit
a. Application submitted in April, anticipate approval in Juty 2008
b. Application has already been made with the Wyoming OGCC for this well
3. DEQ Air Emigsions permit
a. This is associated with the any emissions from the MHRF
b. Application has been made and approval anticipated this summer via a public
hearing
4. DEQ Construction permit, timing unknown
5. Wyoming OGCC permit for CO2 and H2S injection well
a. Permit will be applied for once the 20-14 well is drilled and applicable weli
information is obtained; approval anticipated in late '08 or early ‘08
8. Wyoming ©GCC permit for the drilling of a Unit Water Injection well to be located on
State Section 16 T114N-R29W
a. Two permits are required, 1 for drilling and a UiC permit; application to be made
in summer of ‘09
7. Local Construction Permit from Sublette County/Big Piney for the construction of the
MHRF; subject to approval of BLM EA application, application could be as early as late
‘08
8. Water well permit from the State of Wyoming, Office of the State Engineer; anticipated
application to be made in summer of ‘09
8. Eventually 3 more well permits will be applied for with the Wyoming OGCC and the BLM
(APD’s) alt of which are to be dilled from the same existing pad.; will submit APD's in
June of ‘08, approval subject to BLM EA (note wells have already received approval
fram Resource Management group of BLM under an existing Plan of Development)

Fy PUBLIC COMMENT

Comment regarding the proposed project was invited in either written or electronic format from
adjacent landowners and other who expressed interest Comments can generally be
summarized as follows:

1) Negative impacts to the Riley Ridge elk herd and potential increased threat of brucellosis
transmission.

The Game and Fish and Cimarex have settied on language for a Mitigation Agreement



4)

and lease stipulations that would serve to reduce/mitigate impacts to the elk herd and
adjacent landowners that may be affected by change in elk patterns.

Air quality impacts related to ozone and Hydrogen sulfide

As the plant will be essentially a zero emissions facility, negative impacts to air quality
are expected to be minimal. Hydrogen sulfide gas is easily dispersed by air movement.
The preferred location would maximize dispersion of any Hydrogen sulfide that may be
accidently released due to wind intensity and flow. Cimarex is currently working with the
Department of Environmental Quality to conduct an exiensive analysis of air quality in
the Riley Ridge area.

Potential water quality impacts

As the waste gasses will be re-injected into source formation, no water quality impacts
would be expected. In addition, this potential will be evaluated by the Wyoming Qil and
Gas Commission prior to approval of required permits.

Reduction or cancellation of BLM or State grazing lease(s)

There are no anticipated reductions in either AUMSs or cancellation of jlease agreements,
whether Federal or State, associated with the proposed MHRF plant.
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Exhibit D

. [ GOVERNOR
{ ( DAVE FREUDEMNTHAL
WYOMING GAME AND FISH DEPARTMEN T TERRY CLEVELAND
COMMISSIONERS )
5400 Bishop Bivd. Cheyenne, WY 82006 T HAAT R
Phone: (307) TT7-4800 Fax: (307) 7774610 D S
Web site: http://gf.state wy.us éﬁ'}’:‘égﬁ%ﬁ
KERRY POWERS
March 17, 2008
WER 11757
Office of State Lands and Investments
Cimarex Riley Ridge Project
(AKA Rand’s Butte Project)
Sublette County

Mr. Jim Arnold

Real Estate Management - Assistant Director
Office of State Lands and Investments
Herschler Building, 3rd West

122 West 25th Street

Cheyenne, Wyotning 82002-0600

Dear Mr. Amold:

Cimarex Energy Company proposes 1o construct a 200 MMSCFD capacity Gas
Processing and Carbon Sequestration Plant on a State Land parcel (Section 16, T29N, R114W)
in Sublette County. Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD) have identified this location
as important winter wildlife habitat for elk and moose. This area, known as Riley Ridge,
includes crucial winter range for the largest wintering elk herd in Subiette County.

Cimarex expects the plant construction to take 12 months, Once complete, the plant will
operate year-round, including during winter when access to and activity at the proposed plant
location would be expected to result in considerable disturbance to the elk.

WGFD data indicate elk concentrate on this State section during winter months.
Typically, free-ranging elk will avoid winter habitats where human disturbance occurs. The
Riley Ridge area provides native elk winter range for approximately 150-200 elk, or about 40%
of all elk in the Piney Elk Herd that winter on native ranges along the Wyoming Range Front.
There are no other native elk winter ranges remaining cutside of the Riley Ridge arca that
provide the vital requirements of security, freedom from human disturbance, and natural forage
to support this number of elk each winter. Thus, we expect significant impacts to the elk if they
cannot access this area.

WGFD has heen working with Cimarex to identify an alternate location for the plant. To
avoid the expected impacts to elk, WGFD recommends the plant location be moved
approximately two miles southeast of the currently proposed location. We have also visited with
the BLM to discuss other resource issues for the alternate location, and plan to continue working
with Cimarex and the BLM to identify an appropriate alternate location.

"Conserving Wildlife - Serving People”




Mr. Jim Amold
March 17, 2008
WER 11756 — Page 2

WGFD appreciates the benefit of carbon sequestration, but we would certainly like to
avoid impacting crucial elk habitat function on this particular location, We ask that you consider
these impacts and the decreased habitat value for the elk when assessing this proposal. We
would be happy to take part in any discussions with you and Cimarex regarding possible
alternate locations for this project.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments,

Sincerely,

Ll

.l OHN EMMERICH
DEPUTY DIRECTOR

JE:VS

cc:  Ryan Lance — Governor’s Planning Office
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May 21, 20068

WER 11757
Office of State Lands and Investments
Cimarex Riley Ridge Project

l : Gas Plant proposal
Sublette County

Jim Arnold

Real Estate Management - Assistant Director
Office of State Lands and Investments
Herschler Building, 3rd West

122 West 25th Street

Cheyenne, Wyoming 82062-0600

Dear Mr. Arnold:

We understand that Cimarex Energy Company has submitted an application to construct
a 200 MMSCFD capacity Gas Processing and Carbon Sequestration Plant on a State Land parcel
(Section 16, T29N, R114W) in Sublette County.

This is located along the Wyoming Range Front, in the Riley Ridge area, and includes
crucial winter range for the largest wintering elk herd in Sublette County (200+, or about 40% of
the Piney Elk Herd Unit that winter on native range). Attached are maps from a University of
Wyoming Cooperative Wildlife Unit master’s project (2000-2002) that shows elk use on Section
16 and the surrounding area. Winter use is highest, and there is also spring use and likely some
calving there as well.

Cimarex expects the plant construction to take 12 months. Once complete, the plant will
operate year-round, including during winter when access to and activity at the proposed plant
location would be expected to result in considerabie disturbance and significant impact to the
elk. Mitigation opportunities for the elk impacts are extremely limited and not considered a
viable option.

We previously asked, in a letter dated March 17, 2008, that you consider these impacts
and the decreased habitat value for the elk when assessing this proposal, and indicated that we
were working with Cimarex to find a possible solution.

We have had additional discussions with Cimarex and have been unable to find a solution
for the elk issue on the State section. We must continue to recommend that options for siting the
plant in a less crucial habitat area be considered.

"Conserving Wildlife - Serving People”




Jim Amold
May 21, 2008
WER 11757 — Page 2

Toward that end, it is our understanding that Cimarex has an option to place the plant on
the adjoining Section 10, which is private land. While this would still be on crucial winter range,
it would be farther onto the periphery of the winter range. Our field biologists have indicated
that the plant site for this location has less elk use and the elk impact there would be much less
significant.

Given that option, it would certainly be our strong recommendation that the plant be
located on the optional site and off State land.

Thank you for your consideration of this issue. We continue to be available for

discussion.

Sincerely,

FeATERRY CLEVELAND
DIRECTOR

TC:VS

Attachments



Jume 16, 2008

To Governor Dave Freudenthal and the Wyoming State Land Board,

Immm&%wmgﬂ?mmwcmﬁﬁmm
: site some very pressing concerns about proposal,
memgasmm men!mmlmlﬁmotonandthergleaseofhydmgenmlﬁde‘
into the air on a calm night would be totally devastating to everything in its path, as was demonstrated
whmﬂmvmﬂndnshmnmbhwmndmmgmm&ﬂhngmmmmewmanmofﬂm
local residents). Evmfﬂ:eemgasmhmmd,ttm it to sulfur dioxide, the
ramifications to which earns over § mepﬂym,cnddbealosof
5200000 Sn!fm«ﬁmnde,althoughmtmpmomto is highly toxic to
tomato plants. lnlheevmtofammdwxyewmn gfnygmmhomwouldslm
down resulting in an immediate o} mxﬂxoftheyw)ot‘ommzsom
'I'hmwuuldmﬂtmnotonlyﬂwhu but also the freeze and rupture of the
mmad&ﬁmﬂmw,mwuﬂzofdmp. O!huagnwltmllommﬂnm
mbmhmmmmﬂmmﬂmmMMMm Iam
sure the loss of wildlife can be estimated by Wyoming Game and Fish. Although a cash bond to cover
possible dameges resulting from the planned system might be accoptable for business losses, it would
of course never be able 10 cover the loss of humen life. All sour-gas processing ficilities that I am
awueofmalwayslowmdmmﬂympnpulamdmwlmhwmldbeamm Given the
fact that there are 35 winter residents, not including daytime employces, within
approximately 6 and an unknown increase of this number in the summertime due to recreational
activities, I feel this needs to be addressed in 4 satisfactory manner. Notification by telephone would
bedlﬂic&hﬂﬂedlplmmgmlmpﬁiymmhmm%mmnhofﬂnm A sheniff’s deputy
would have a hard fime locafing a rancher who's out on their
m and] direction in this area are consistently inconsistent, Water quality is also
nnmttremeumem. Loss of quality water would of course be devastating to the agriculturat

comromnity here.

‘This operation is not your average natural gas processing plant. toxic gas
adaﬁmp&hmnnmmﬂnwghammmmmh onsucha
scale. Residents who I heve talked with in Big Pincy range i opinion from "it shouldn't be built in the
forest” to flatly saying that "we don't want it and we don't need it". Of the people with whom I've
discussed this, the general opinion is that Sublette has no more room for constraction workers'
homingmthedamemtnngme]obutomemmmy is overwhelmed by workers at this point.

‘While it is true that the Cimarex not being built in a major city, I feel e who have
invested their lives in this valley should hngtummbeuumdemmamo progress.
Many of these people have lived here for ‘We have chosen to five here, and have survived
the winters, the wind, and the droughts. dou't think of us as dispossble. We sre an important
part of Wyoming, its history, and its future.

Gom DD
WYOMATOES
WYOMATO

PO Box 375

Big Piney, WY 83113

{307) 276-3057
Wyomsatoes@wyoming.com

! The toxicity levels of hydrogen sulfide can be found online at a site such as Wikipedia.
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Wyoming Outdoor Council

wyomingoutdoorcouncil.org

444 East 800 North
Logan. UT 84321

£ 4357522111
f. 435.753.7447

July 10, 2008

Mr. Jim Arold

Real Estate Management—Assistant Director
Office of State Lands and Investments
Herschler Building, 3" West

122 West 25% Street

Cheyenne, WY 82002-0600

Re: Cimarex Energy, Inc. Rands Butte Project Methane and Helium
Recovery Facility

Dear Mr. Amold:

Please accept these comments from the Wyoming Outdoor Council regarding the above
project, which is proposed in Sublette County (hereinafter we will refer to it as the “Cimarex
Project”™). This large industrial facility in the foothills of the Riley Ridge would recover
methane and helium, at least partially from the approximately four new wells that would be
drilled, and reinject gasses, apparently primarily carbon dioxide and toxic hydrogen sulfide, back
into the ground. The project would be located in the Riley Ridge Federal Unit. The preferred
location for this project from Cimarex’s standpoint is Site 16-D, which is located in T29N
R114W Section 16.

This proposed site is problematic and should be rejected by the Office of State Lands and
Investments because construction of the Cimarex Project on this location will be harmful to alk
that winter in the area. In correspondence from the Wyoming Game and Fish Department
(WGFD) to the land board, the WGFDD stated that this area is critically important for wintering
elk and moose, that access to the proposed plant site would “result in considerable disturbance to
the elk,” and that about 40% of the elk in the Piney Elk Herd that winter on native ranges (a
relatively rare situation in northwestern Wyoming) rely on this area. The WGFD stated, “There
are no other native elk winter ranges remaining outside of the Riley Ridge area that provide the
vital requirements of security, freedom from human disturbance, and natural forage to support
this number of etk each winter. Thus, we expect significant impacts to the elk if they cannot
aceess this area.” In addition to providing winter range for the elk herd, some calving also may
occur there, and as the WGFD also stated, “Mitigation opportunities for the elk impacts are
extremely limited and not considered a viable option.” Given these severe problems. we urge

Working to protect public lands and witdlife since 1967



the Office of State Lands and Investments to reject construction of the Cimarex Project on the
proposed site.

We would also note that at least on federal lands in the Riley Ridge Unit, the BLM has
not been permitting oil and gas development activities since a March 2005 Documentation of
Land Use Plan Conformance and NEPA [National Environmental Policy Act] Adequacy, or
DNA, found that the 1983 Riley Ridge Environmental Impact Statement was deficient is several
regards. We have enclosed that DNA for your consideration. We especizlly note the concerns
raised over the air quality analysis in this DNA, We feel this is a significant issue that must be
addressed before the Cimarex Project is approved.

As the State knows, last winter the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality
(DEQ) was forced to issue five health advisories due to elevated ozone levels in the Pinedale
area. Clearly air quality is a major concemn in this area. If the Cimarex Project Plant will emit
precursors to ozone formation such as volatile organic compounds and nitrogen oxides, the State
must have assurance that this will not lead to or contribute to violation of air quality standards
before this plant is approved by the land board, not after. At the June 5, 2008 Air Quality
Advisory Board meeting in Casper, Air Division Administrator Dave Finley stated to the Board,
“We are anticipating we are going to have a non-attainment area” in Sublette County, Because
this area is nearing noncompliance with the National Ambient Air Quality Standard for ozone,
the implications of that change in status are numerous and highly significant. Thus, the State
Lands Board should ensure this issue is fully considered prior to permitting the Cimarex Project.
Given the numerous other large industrial projects undergoing environmental analysis in this
area—including the Pinedate Anticline infill on BL.M land and the Plains Exploration and
Development (PXP) project on the Bridger-Teton National Forest—there is likely little room for
increased emissions of ozone precursors. In addition, Class I areas in this area (principally the
Bridger Wildemness Area) must receive full protection of visibility under the provisions of the
Clean Air Act, and both ozone and nitrogen oxide emissions are significant contributors to
visibility problems.

Another significant concem with this project is that it will apparently be processing and/
or producing large quantities of hydrogen sulfide, a very toxic gas. This seems to be driving
many of the siting and other planning considerations for this project. For example, in the
document before the board entitled “Board Matter D-14,” Cimarex stated that “The primary and
most critical consideration for all location reviews was employee and public health and safety
and using the natural wind normally present.” It seems apparent that this industrial site will be a
dangerous place that the public must be protected from. If this is true, this raises grave questions
in our view as to whether this project should be approved at all. Creating a public health hazard
does not seem like good public policy to us. We know that much of the natural gas from the
Riley Ridge area is “sour™ (i.e., it contains hydrogen sulfide), but there is much “sweet” natural
gas available in Wyoming, so there seems to be little need to pursue development of sour gas if
doing so presents public health threats, or potentially does. We ask the Office of State Lands and
Investments to fully consider this issue before approving this project.



Thank you for considering these comments, and please keep us apprised of the status of
this project.

Sincerely,

Bruce Pendery

cc: Governor Dave Freudenthal
Secretary of State Max Maxfield
State Auditor Rita Meyer
State Treasurer Joseph B. Meyer
Superintendent of Public Instruction Dr. Jim McBride



" Documentation of Lang; Jse Plan Conformance and NEﬁn Adequacy (DNA)

U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of Land Management
WY 100-DNADS-107

Note: This Worksheet is to be completed consistent with the policies stated in the Instruction
Memorandum entitled, “Documentation of Land Use Plan Conformance and National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) Adequacy™ transmitting this Worksheet and the “Guidelines for
using the DNA Worksheet,” located at the end of the Worksheat.

A. Describe the Proposed Action

B. Land Use Plan (LUP) Conformance

LUP Name:*  Pinedale RMP Date Approved: 12/12/88
Other document: Brideer-Teton NF Land gnd RMP Date Approved: 3/2/90
Other document Date Approved

* List applicable LUPs (e.g., Resource Management Plans and activity, project, management, or
program plans, or applicable amendments thereto)

O The proposed action is in conformance with the applicable LUPs because it is specifically
provided for in the following LUP decisious:

According 10 provisions held within the Pinedale RMP, the planning area will be open 19
@g ggraugn er exglogggtan, legg g. g@ development for all leasable minerals, which include oif,

[3 The proposed action is in conformance with the LUP, even though it is not specifically provided
for, because it is clearly consistent with the following LUP decisions {objectives, terms, and
conditions):

el

C. Identify applicable NEPA decuments and other related documents that cover the preposed
action.

List by name and date all applicable NEPA documents that cover the proposed action.

Riley Ridge Natural ject Environmental act Sta Ni T 19
Ridge NGP lemental Enviro tal Assessment on arge Project Well Field
Changes, February 1985

Riley Ridge NGP Supplemental Environmental Assessment Exxon LaBarge Project Phase 1l,

May 1985 ‘
Riley Ridge NGP Supplemental Environmental Assessment, Exxon LaBarge Project Waste Water
Disposal, June 1985

Attachment 1 ~ |



. List by name and date other (...;umentation relevant to the proposed acuon {e.g., biological
assessment, biological opinion, watershed assessment, allotment evaluation, and monitoring
report).

Pm Bar ted Activi Enwronmenr | Assessment, August 1991
pshack | ras 0 ev/LaBarge Coordinated Activity

Ia Area nyiropment sessmeut Mam‘l 199 ‘
lemental tion Report (SIR) Riley Ridge Natural roject, August 2004
Biological Evaluation to supplement SIR o0

Biological Assessment to supplement SIR, May 2004

D. NEPA Adequacy Criteria

1. Is the current proposed actlon substantially the same action {or Is a part of that action)
as previously analyzed? Is the current proposed action located at a site specifically
analyzed in an existing document?

Documentation of answer and explanation:

S Wi el )3 , anent ‘ he both wauld Ia weﬂs th

actions vary substantially.

loration, devel ent g 7 ; @ 5992 -QCTe !aw- wel e!d roecte
1o devel Hydrogen 2 wells: (2 triction, ope maintenan

and aQa__r_x_dgnmem 0[ four sour ggg rrggtnwm Qlarug wxzh a total chegy;ing gggggigg of 2.8

onr crw operall mtena ndonmern sockated rights-of-way for

gathering lines. trunk lines, railroads, gccess roads, rransmission lines, and other ancillary

facilities: and (4) processing and tr rtation roducls -products,

The propogsed action as it relates to the Riley Ridge EIA, addresses sweet gas development as

osed to sour gas develo, of which have entirely di eren.fh sa d production
re leme ropos actlan is szstenr with rhen w withi

pmposed act:on would §i xngﬁcgntlx mgrgase the ggn.mv ot well smcmg prev Qggly analxg

Develo menzo swer asna:ur as e wo id also n mrerhe uhon of a new

hearzmal il Rid EI

i an Environmental Asse nt was completed for Mobil Tip Top/Hogsback Unit Natural
Gas Proiect which averlapped a portion of the Ritey Ridge project area. While the analysis grea
for both of these documents overlap g portion of the Riley Ridge EIS area, neither documen
states or infers that they supplement, augment or otherwise modify or apply to the Riley Ridge
ELS area.

2. Is the range of alternatives analyzed in the existing NEPA documment(s) appropriate with

Attachmem 1 -2



L

re§pe¢t to the current proém'ed action, given current environmental concerns, interests,
and resource values?

Documentation of answer and explanation:

NO-—The 3 ; e within the 19282 Riley Ridee EIS focused on
lgcement/siting ¢ r processin that would be negded to make the sour gas salegble.
Other components of these algemanveg included two methodologies addressing sulfur transgorr,

hree possible rout OWET S : the [acemem man- which wi ravi
Ioyee h well ll eld devel 38 H2S wells. A No Action
alternative wa al gnalyzed in the Riley Rid, document. Several alternatives were
cagsg; ed Q;g giraggeg from detatled gg_zg(x is. lhg gg Iude: additiongl treatment plan siting
Ir-well directional

The current proposed action, given currens environmental concerns, interests, and resource
values was not addressed by any of the above referenced alternatives as written within the Riley

Ridge do t. On e 1-5 the DE], Towance for approximatel Swe we
r W de the impacts of said sweet ells was 1o been included as part o
the i nditions from which i ts could be measured. It was not carvied forward in
any o t sub decisi nts, .S aspect o] the pro osedacro such as the
woul not 2, wever, alternatives which would have 5€, n hter wei! $
eyond the | I per res or the location of a new 1 corridor, were not
nclm as gag_t of Qg 49& dgcumem. 77ze cgrrgnt ngegt m:mld reauzre no new employee
well gq_e locatgga, i) new processing faCllmes watdd be reamred Qggggj m-szru graducno
agtgvmes.

3. Is the existing analysis valid in light of any new information or circumstances?

Documentation of answer and explanation:

ithin the Pi le Field ce, there are ently two areas, the Pinedale Anticlire and

the Jonah field, which have undergone rapid development. The Pinedale Anticline js currently
piloting 20 acre-spaced wells and the Jonah Infill may be going to J-10 acre-spaced wells.

s

Because 2 raze of development, it is hypothesized that emissions of Nitro xide
(NQOx) are beyond what has been analyvzed in any existing docwments far these areas, and may
_eggzre new, addmnnal mammrmg to delermme lmﬂacts on the adigrent Class | Bridger

g g : ; (G comcerns, addin rrat air

qu ahmmon;_qnme s in tfg togesee@le ﬁuureq In pamc larI grgvzous ana!vsrs of air quality

within the Pinedale Field Office as a whole assified dritli -point sources but
because o sheer number of ri rating at one time, they ma ed o be addressed as a

poing source. Existing air guelity analvsis within the Riley Ridee document concentrated on
emissions o and H>S, not NQx,

Additionally, several species became gligible for listing under the Endangered Species Act
following the implementation of the Riley Ridge decision document. The Riley Ridge document
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has not been updat dwuhr( aual 5 addressin zm acrsf theT t ned
cered Spe ”

hambdu) Gray Wolf( Cangglugggz, g Carxada lynx C m; Q@g@gmuL Al ;_Q not mcluded in

the original ev ion we le water ln lgrado River System and

impacts to Ihr atened a d'an red b Ci Thes include: the Bon tail chu

_&Qg orback gucker [Xg rauchen texanus). Wa:er g_gg!gnogg gggld aIso gﬁf ect the namre, pure

train Cutthroat trout for which an upper watershed area w signated as an Area of Critical
Environmental Concern gjter the Rilev Ridge document,

acts 10 a BLM sensitive species, the greater sage-grouse, have not been ssed within the

Riley Ridge documents,

g_:t r&e gymulauve :mgagrg ave nat been g@{{gssed to :hg full exte 5{ wu:red una’er a 40-acre

acm 5 Al In ition, 1, -list ate dan r Endangerse audt

C nadal rrhezr . raxw r

4. Do the methodology and analytical approach used in the existing NEPA document(s)
continue to be appropriate for the current proposed action?

Documentation of answer and explanation:

and veral si A hav risen sinc Tﬁe m tho J } nca ch
ed are le :o some but not alI glemgg g{_: g;g g ﬁ! Q oposed
ifican ‘ i f ik proje
W ESSu z ave re- ace In recem d':scu igns be or ervice and
BLM personmel, it has become apparent that new circumstances as well as current conditions
and potential impacts warrgnt addztmna! anaiysz_._s. 1@ ;_,s;g‘ ue,; izz_giude bur arg not limited ta

tighter W lsxtes wella ro) sed ipelines rhar were not ed_4) sour
wells vs, cggvennannl gas wells

The air guality methodolpgy used in the 1984 analysis is considered archaic te air guality

madeling procedures and technigues used today, Industry analysis completed in 1999 adjusted
qualitatively to a current 2004 figure shows actual impacts are in excess of those analyzed and

approved in the origingl Pinedale Anticline FIS. NQx levels adjusted from the 999 analysis
indicate we are above the threshold or additional cumulative Air Quals ity nmgag: analysis in the

original Pinedale Anticline EIS. This is without taking intc account e he Jonah

field and the Riley Ridge Narural Gas Project and how they will affect current conditions related
to NOx emission levels in ¢ r Green River Basin af this time.,

Since 1984 new Threatened and/or Endangered Species have been listed that were not analyzed
nor were they included in a biclogical assessment to determine if the proposed project will affect
the species. Som these species incl he Grizzly Bear {Ursus arctos horribilis), Gray Wol
Canis lupus), Canada tynx (Lynx Canadensis). Also not included in the original evaluation w
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tuc us Hum back hu yoha a orbac ker Xyrauchen texanus mhabmn the

downstream reaches.

Crrrent an de Vs, rhe I wel ion ¢ analyzed, as well
sour gas weils vs. ) nnonal wel with pipelin were not g raises concerns
regardin u ¢ I ment he tity of new su ac isturba c ust an hab
requires that the Effe te nvir. t e rtherarm dw i n W

isheries, Water Resources, Air iy, Soil, egetation, Visual Resource ulrur 1
Resources, Recreation Resources, Graging, Timber and Transportation Networks,

5. Are the direct and indirect impacts of the current propesed action substantially
unchanged from those identified in the existing NEPA document(s)? Does the existing
NEPA document analyze site-specific impacts related to the current proposed action?

Documentation of answer and explanation:

NO-_Whil dire indirect impacts identified in ¢ isting Ril idee E
would remain substantially unchanged with the current proposed action there will be some
elemems of the current proposed acu'on that would subszanziai!z change direct and indirect

s th were identi ed ing NEPA d € and current
t hrers ing and n turb would: eh level & sion
sedimentatio azr uali ac"t itaz fra tarion, as well ss;b new,
liste S and; ing visual resources, am olh re r.-ude ified in the
the cl nt ro, osed in, wasana! d ar well per se and he new

sed pipeline was not ed, rren roposed spacin, Sity is ter than 1
well per section. Multiwell Directional Drilling was an alternative considered in the original
Hey Ridee | eliminate rther VSIS,

6. Are the cumulative impacts that would resuit from implementation of the current
proposed action substantially unchanged frem those analyzed in the existing NEPA
document(s)?

Documentation of answer and explanation:

0-Two additional natural gas projects are proposed in this a ome is the Jonah Infill project
which proposes up 10 3100 additional well on 5 to {Q acre spacing within the Jonah Field. The
other is the South Pinev Coalbed Methane project which is proposing up to 210 wells. The
cummlative impacts from these proposed projects in conjunction with the current proposed
activisies in the Riley Ridge area would not be the same as those described in the initial EIS for
the Riley Ridge Natural Gas Project.

The air quality meshodelogy used in the 1984 analysis is considered archaic 10 air qualiry
modeling procedures and technigues used today. Industry analysis completed in 999 adjusted
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' gzea!zmtrvelx oda carrenz goge ﬁ_ggre shgwg actual zmgggs are m gggss of those analz;gd and
] " v o ’- §

ggggcalg we are g&qve tl;g__t_lg_r_eshold for additional cumulative Air Quality impact analvsis in the
griginal Pinedale Anticline EIS. This is without taking into account emissions from the Jonah

eld and the Riley Ridee Natural Gas Project and how they will affect current conditions relate

10 NOx emission levels in the upper (Green River Basin at this time.

7. Are the public involvement and interagency review associated with existing NEPA
document(s) adequate for the current proposed action?

Documentation of answer and explanation:

Public involvement _including interagency review for Riley Ridge Natural Gas Project EIS
occurred during the preparation of the November 1983 EIS and January 1984 Record of
chssro _am thm again fur zhg Qgggjememg_l EA for the Riley Rza‘gg Ez &g} in Feb_rggﬂ 83,

gggzrg new gughc ;nvgivgmg g and mxeraxencv review 1o some but not uil elemg_nr.r of the

curren sed action,

E. Interdisciplinary Analysis: Identify those tearn members conducting or participating in the
NEPA analysis and preparation of this worksheet. (See attached specialist input sheets)

David Geer aturad Resosres Sewetols

Merry Gamper Ngtural Resourgg Specialist

Bill Lanning Supervisory Natural Resource Specialist

Lisa Solberg Wildlife Biologist

Steve Laster Rangeland Managemenr Specialist

Carol Kruse Planning & Environmen oordinator
lusion

O Based on the review documented zbove, I conclude that this proposal conforms to the
applicable land use plan and that the NEPA documentation fully covers the proposed
action and constitutes BLM’s compliance with the requirements of NEPA

Note: If you found that one or more of these criteria is not met, you will not be able to check this
box.

Baged on the preceding evaluation, we found the 1984 Riley Ridge EIS 1o be deficient in several
categories. refore to implemeny additional actions under the umbrella of this EIS

supplemental NEPA analysis is needed.

NEPA oprions avatlable include: 1) Individual EA's for individual APD’s, 2) Programmatic EA
ta supplement the E1S, 3) Supplemental E1S, 4} New stand alone EIS.

Individual = This would not be practical because it would not edient or realistic
to prepare comprehensive gir guality/emissions cumulative impact analysis for each and every
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i :_Alr guality impacts would likely be sipnificant, conseguently a FONSI cou
not be achieved. Additionally US 0 s essentially the same as the EIS process i

terms of public comment periods and overgll processing time.

Supplemental EIS: This would be the recommended option. It will allow the specific
deficiencies to be corrected without re-creating those EIS sectiong that are still viable and
applicable to the current proposed actions.

New : This is not recom; d because it would duplicate/re-create portions of the existin

EIS that are still viable and applicable 1o current proposed actigns,

Signature of the Responsibte Official

_March 3, 2005

Date

Note: The signed Conglusion on this Worksheet is past of an interim step in the BLM’s internal
decision process and does not constitute an appealable decision.
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{(8/1/2608) Lorraine Fresquez - Fwd: Cimarex Plant - " e B age 1 |

Fromy: Jim Arnoid

To: Fresquez, Lorraine
Date: 8/1/2008 9:11 AM
Subject: Fwd: Cimarex Plant

>>> "Tim Thompson” <grosslazylwo@wildbiue.net> 7/20/2008 7:58 PM >>>
To: State Land and Investments, Director Lynn Boomgaarden, Assistent
Director Jim Arnold. State Loan and Investment Board,:Chairman, Governor
Dave Freudenthal, Secretary of State Max Maxfeild, State Auditor Rita Meyer,
State Treasure Joseph Meyer, Superintendent of Public Instruction Dr, Jim
McBride.

1 would fike to voice my concerns and comments pertaining to the Cimarex
Energy Co. Application for a helium processing plant and the infrastructure
associated with this plant located in a state school section in the Riley

ridge area on the Southern end of the Wyoming range. The approval of this
application will have numerous effects to large tracts of land outside the
permit area which is home to many types of wildiife along with permitted
livestock alfotments both state and federal atong with, private lands.
Inevitable compiications to a herd of elk, local livestock producers their
lifestyle and the risk of fosing grazing allotments and permits,

A brief history begins with a small group of elk staying in this area from

late fall through winter and into spring seasons in the early 1980's with
numbers around 15-25 head growing to over 300 head to date. The past 25 plus
years this herd has remained in this same area through fall, winter, spring

and summer, thriving and prospering with minimal oil and gas impacts, the
siege of the wolf reintroduction, state regulated hunting seasons, and

forage competition from agriculture users such as myseff throughout their
entire natural range and existence. In this area and time frame this

particular herd has caused minimal cost to local agricutture producers our
ranch in particular in lost forage and fence damage, again minimal, and to

the peopie and the State of Wyoming O § cost for what is and should be

looked at as an indigenous herd, a hidden gem competing against nature, scme
unnatural nature, industry, agriculture, and government making this herd

prime for study and documentation.

Concemns for Impacts caused from the dispersal of this elk herd has a

serious brucellosis alert and a much higher contact opportunity than already
excites with our operation that borders this project area and lies with in

the improved roads, pipe- lines, and power line easements to be constructed,
along with the traffic and man power to operate such a project.

Historically our cow calf operation has of fate professionaily bruceflosis

tested our herd each fall for the voluntary State of Wyoming test results

and personal knowledge. The managers of this particular elk herd have no
documentation relating to there health status, or the extent of their entire
range. Through several phone conversations mitigation was never directly
addressed towards local fivestock producers with the concerns of elk/ cattle
contact, exposure, and competition seemed a non issue or concern of the
Wyoming Game and Fish or Cimarex Energy personal. This is a real issue and
concern to our cperation and adjacent allotment and permit users as well as
private fand owners.

Meetings have taken place between Wyoming Game and Fish and Cimarex Energy
Co. to discuss various mitigation plans along with dollar amounts for

potential problems, conflicts, and managements plans for winter feeding,

habitat improvement, studies of migratory patterns and heatth documentation.
Our ranches private ground, state grazing leases, BLM allotments of summer
range {les within and next to this herd natural range. This exposes our
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family owned and operated of 106 years federal and state permits for grazing
first in line for reduction or canceflation as staps to these mitigation

plans are implemented with no input from agriculture / livestock producers

in the immediate area.

The boards decision towards this permit should be put on hold to aliow state
agencies, and the energy company along with interested land owners, and
permit holders the proper time and professional opportunity to document the
full extent of this particular herds range, patterns, routes, tendencies,

atong with a complete health status report for the better understanding of
how and why this area has allowed this particular herd to survived and
produce the healthy numbers that have remained obscure to so many for so
long, posing such controversies and alarms to the numbers of different
entities involved directly or indirectly. A moratoriurn of this permit wiil

not only allow the full understanding of this herd it will allow the needed
time to look at the protection and preservation of the cutthroat trout in

the Spring and Beaver creeks drainage, the historically safe and healthy
preservation of the livestock and other wildlife, maintaining existing
aftotment size and permit numbers for agriculture, and the paramount
importance of safety practices, secure methods and procedures to drilling ,
the production procedure along with the handiing and transporting of H2s
sour gas in the weather conditions and prevailing wind factors in the area
directly up wind of us with <oncerns |

Sincerely Yours,

Timothy S Thompson

President. Cross Lazy Two L & L
PO Bx 220

Big Piney, Wyo 83113

307 276 3660
crosslazytwo@wildblue.net





