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because they refer to activities within some distance of "known populations®
of the species. This means that mest of the Conservation Measures listed on
I a3937 page A-2 and A-3 are not relevant because there are no "known populations" of
this species in SW Wyoming. Thus, the following measures should not even be
ar 11, <007 listed in the Draft RMP because they refer to non-existant situations (i.e.,
known populaticons) :
1,3,4,56,8,%,10,11, and 13

Most of the other conservation measures talk about prohibited activities within
some distance of either “known Ute Ladies'-Tresses habitats" or simply "Ute
307 -BIE- 453 Ladies'-Tresses Orchid habitats". These measures include 2,5,7,12, and 14.
What constitutes "known Ute Ladies'-Tresses habitats™ or simply "habitats" is
Michele Easely, BEMF Project Manager never defined. Are all riparian areas "known habitats"? This does not make
any sense and would not be defensible.

The whole section on this species simply does not make sense. The Conservation
Measures referring to "known populations® should be delsted and the Measures
dealing with "habitats" needs to have some definition of Ute Ladies'-Tresses
habitat®. #Without some definition, the BIM or emvironmentalists could claim
that all riparian areas are "habitat" and use this to eliminate grazing.

There are many other issues that we will discuss later when and if an extension

period for comments is granted. Some of these issues are:

view sheds

historic trails

areas of critical environmental concern

proposed wilderness areas

wild, scenic and recreational stream designations

BIM rcad and travel plan

definitions i.e. surface disturbance or surface disturbing activities

wildlife corridors

Wyoming Landscape Conservation Initiative

"off site" mitigation (many issues here, i.e. woluntary vs involuntary, ESR style)

forage reserves

WGFD objectives and wildlife management - how this affects livestock preference
rights and forage allocations,

private property rights - how are they affected by this RMP and EIS?

There are additicnal issues too numercus to mention here. Again if an
extension to comment is granted you will have a much better document.

Thanks for the opportunity bte comment. If you have any questicns please
contact us.

Sincerely,

Carl R. Larson
Prasident

B-268 Draft Resource Management Plan and
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Please find attached our commemts to the Dvafl Resource Managemiml 'lan and
Envaronmental lmpast Ststement for the Kenamerer Fiald Oflice Plannang Arca. B s a
leascholder withm the Planmmg fuea and curmently operates wells within the hemmerer
Faeld OfTice Manning Arca. BP s the leading producer of natural gas m North Anscrica ansd
a global producer amd manifactarse of oil, nairal gas, poinalcnm prodocts and
petrchemicals. The soniipany o alsa permationally recogniced as 3 leader in
envirvnimentally responsahle operations ard corporals frampareney

We have conducted a thorough review of the Drafl EMPELS and antemgied to produce a
vmmmantary document that highlights cur arcas of concern amd clearly cxplams cach abong
with recommendations. (ur comimenls are arranied m sequeniial ceder by section aml page
mimlier, aid @ neciled by samlenee

Wi have twe serhous vary setiots commments cotserming this docimon

17 Alernaiive B has w0 many rednetons thal it woald compromine oar existing lkase nghts
sl anierfers with reasomable devebopmenl. Exanples of thos anclsile: mereassd arcas of
VEM Class 11 exponding syparian bulfors, and dessgnating vory langs arcas wallin the
Mamimg Area as being adimnsirtvely unavailable for ol and gas kasing, ARemative B
s mol appear s meal the CEC regquirensents of helmg a “reasonalle sliemative” sailable
Lo inecluasom in the range of allematives analyead in an Eis

2} Undoaiinatedy, the Dvall EMPVELS doss il provide s detasled imlomsation on liow sir
i podin Werd caleulaled, malead a spreadibedt s releroncad 1n 1be dociment that
provedes datailed infermatron om calvulation methesds and data. “Detaded deseriptoms for
emisshons estimatsons Tor cach activity Fallow. Individual tabdes of sir envissions for all
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BLM activities were calculated in spreadsheets for each activity. These spreadsheets are
available on CD.” (Vol. 2 of 2. page J-11). BP requested this spreadsheet and BLM was
unable to provide it in a timely manner. Thus, it was not possible for BP to evaluate the
calculation procedures nor the specific ptions used to estimate ch in emissi

as a result of the proposal. In reviewing the provided oil and gas emission estimates, BP
has identified issues that merit greater critical review but further analysis was not possible
because the data was unavailable.  Before the drafi is finalized. it is important that BLM
fully disclose the emissi lculation procedures and ptions so that stakeholders can
fully comment on them. In fact. having brought this issue to vour attention, we reserve the
right to comment beyvond the deadline on issues related to these data that were not provided
for our review.

Thank you for considering our comments to the Draft RMP/EIS.

Sincerely.
Dave Brown

ce: Ron Kainer - BP Houston
Fred Lemond - BP Moxa OC
Darren Mulkey - BP Moxa OC
Gary Austin-BFP Denver

Draft Resource Management Plan and
Environmental Impact Statement Final Comment Analysis

B-269
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BP America’s Comments:

Draft Resource Management Plan and Environmental Impact
Statement for the Kemmerer Field Office Planning Area

Executive Summary

Item: Qualitative Assessment

Comment: Although RMP's are by nature somewhat ger
formulation of altemnatives and the impact assessmen! i

data, that there is little support for any of the major decisions that were made on selecting
alternatives, or in the conclusions that were made regarding potential impacts.

Chapter 2, Resource Management Alternatives

Ttem: General Comment on Alternatives
Comment: In general, all buffer areas (¢
greater sage grouse, and other sensitive

for wetlands, perennial steams
as) should be compared 1o ex

raptor nests,
g standards

or other potentially applicable BLM stiy ions/req ts to evaluate istency.

The sizes of many buffer arcas vary by altemative with no technical support for the
bulTer other than they vary from the other alternatives. Support should be provided in

this d t for any difTe in mitigation. Thi Iso the case for other types of
gation, particularly including the timing of seasonal restrictions (e.g.. NSO) and daily
restrictions (e.g.. with respect to greater sage grouse leks and human activity).

Item: General comment on Alternative B

Comment: Alternative B has so many restrictions that it would compromise our existing
lease rights and interfere with reasonable development. Examples of this include:
increased areas of VRM Class 1I; extending riparian butfers; and designating very large
areas within the Planning Area as being administratively unavailable for il and gas
leasing. Alternative B does not appear to meet the CEQ requirements of being a
“reasonable alternative™ suitable for inclusion m the range of allernatives analyzed in an

Ttem: Section 2.4.2, Page 2-3, RFD

Comment: Text refers to the RFD, v contained in Appendix M. Table M-2 in
Appendix M, p.M-10, See also Table 4-8 page 4-32. These list the projected number of
new federal wells and projected number of new non-federal wells. Absent the
mformation ined in the refs d RFD d the information presented in the
Draft RMP/EIS is madequate 1o understand the proposed and projected oil and ga
development and should be expanded and clanified in the Final document. R
adding the totals ranging from ~2000-2600 wells is unrealistic. That number is not

BP America 10-11-07 1
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realistic given that the Moxa Arch Infill project itself currently being reviewed by the
Kemmerer BLM stafl has proposed 1861 wells in the next 10 years, The RFD is
underestimating the potential for new wells in the planning area and must be revised.

Item: Section 2.5, Table 2-3. Page 2-41, Buffers for Wetlands, Riparian, Flood plai
Comment: Altemative B excludes surface-disturbing activities within "4 mile of
wetlands, riparian areas, aquatic habitats, and 100-vear floodplains, These restrictions
are excessive, not scientifically justified in the DEIS. In the past a 500 foot setback has
generally proven effective for resource protection for wetlands, riparian areas and aguatic
habitats. The specific setback should be determined on a case by case basis. The location
of surface-disturbing activities should be on a case by case basis, as site specific
conditions may make it preferable to locate activities within the proposed bufTers due to
topographic constraints or other environmental conditions,

Item: Section 2.5, Table 2-3. Page 2-44, Availability of Federal Mineral Estate for
Oil and Gas Leasing,

Comment: The preferred alternative increase the amount of federal mineral estate
unavailable for oil and gas leasing from the existing 104,817 acres 1o 181,716 acres, an
increase of over 73 percent. Alternative B makes 710,058 acres of federal mineral estate
unavailable for oil and gas leasing. an increase of about 377 percent. Both of these
management actions are unnecessary, and could result in a decrease in energy production
from federal lands. This is not consistent with the goals of the Energy Policy and
Conservation Act (2000, nor with our nation’s need for an increase in energy production
within the United States.

Ttem: Section 2.5, Table 2-3. Page 2-44, Constraints on Lands Availability of Federal
Mineral Estate for Ofl and Gas Leasing.

Comment: The amount of land available for oil and gas leasing with either “moderate”
or “major’” constraints varies iderably between al 1 It was not readily
apparent in a review of the Draft RMP/EIS what the exact definition of moderate and
major constraints are, 1., what restrictions are imposed under moderate or major
constraints and further, this seems to vary within the document. For industry to react to
this specific management action the BLM must specify what is meant by these two
calegories.

Item: Section 2.5, Table 2-3, Page 2-30, 12.5 percent new loss of erucial habitat
Comment: The BLM has not adequately addressed or explained its rationale for
ensuring that no greater than 12.5 percent new loss of crucial habitat occurs in the
plannin over the life of the plan in the absence of voluntary offsite mitigation
Where did this value of 12,5 percent come from? Wh is level set as the trigger to
initiate “voluntary offsite mitigation™? How will an of ion program be
administered, and what are the definitions of *offsite’, etc? There is a lot of detail
missing in this entire area that needs further explanation in the Final RMP/EIS.

BP America 10-11-07 2
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Ttem: Section 2.5, Table 2-3, Page 2-62, Habitat l-ragmenmtion

C : There is sut ial di ion of habitat frag ion throughout the
document. Specific nnllgmmns. are proposed for more than one allernative to address
habitat fragmentatio ¢ subject that varies by geographic area and
species. In addition. fairl ¢ information is available to support resource
management decisions with respect to this subject.

This requirement oid habitat fr throngh . siting, and
consolidation of roads, energy facilities, and other developments in Idennﬂed special
status species habitats 1o no more than 3 percent of avatlable habitat.”...is of concem,
To keep the acreage of surface disturbance to 3 percent of available special status species
habitats for Alternative B would be difficult to implement, monitor and achieve. Further,
it is uncertain how disturbance would be allocated from other activities within the same
habitat areas such as roads, livestock operations, utilities, other industry, ete. when an
operator has no ability to influence/control such “other developments™.

Ttem: Section 2.5, Table 2-3, Page 2-62-63, Sage Grouse BufTers

Comment: These new restrictions greatly mcrease the area of impact on industry
operations for sage grouse protection. No justificat cluded in the document for
these expanded stipulations,

1) “Greater sage-grouse leks: (1) Aveid swrface disturbance or oceupancy within 4 mile
of the perimeter of cccupled greater sage-grouse leks: (2) Avotd human activity between
& pm, and 8 am. from March 1 through May 15 within % mile of the perimeter of
ocenpied greater sage-grouse leks,

Comment: This will be very difficult to administer with public road access and use and
at a minimum should be reworded 1o insert the words 1o the extent possible, avoid
human activity between 8 pm....",

2) Greater sage-grouse nesting and early brood-rearing habitats: Avoid surface-
disturbing and disruptive activities in suwitable greater sage-grouse nesting and early
brood-rearing habitais within 2 miles of an occupied lek, or in identified greater sage-
growse nesting and early brood-rearing habitals outside the 2-mile buffer from March 13
thrangh July 15.

Comment: The nestingbrood rearing habitat is not idemtified in the document.
Additionally the protective mm. is n\.)dul'ldl.d bevond the 2 mile buffer to any habitat
which has yet to be mapped as the stipul p tly reads. We recommend this
stipulation be removed from the RMP/DI

3) Greater sage-grouse winmter habitat: Avoid surface disturbance and disruptive
activities in occupied greater sage-grouse winter habitais from November 15 through
March 14 L\nprmm to CSU and timing restrictions will continue to be considered on a
case-by-
Comment: The winter habitat stipulation extends the time period significantly and
greatly reduces the timeframe when oil and gas development can occur.

ase hasis

Item: Section 2.5, Table 2-3. Page 2-63, Noise Levels
C + The limitation on i noise with respect 1o selected noise-sensitive
species to 49 db as measured 150 feet (Alternative B) or 900 feet ( Altemative 1) from

BP America 10-11-07 3
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the noise source may not be needed and would be impossible to very difficult to achieve
n certain circumstances. What is the basis for this limitation. and how was this level and
distance selected? What science based research suggests that 49 db is the appropriate
standard? Noise lhn.-.hnld_v. vary by species. Also, what would the measurement protocol
be for d pli ? Is this threshold of 49 db d on the A
weighted scale?

Item: Section 2.5, Table 2-3, Page 2-63, High-Profile Structures
Comment: Prohibiting or avoiding high-profile structures (defined as greater than 12
feet tall and '1Is:o cluding guy wires) within one mile of occupied sagebrush nbl;gﬂk
i ssive and not needed for resource p ion. This complete | it
al sereening or taking a 'ulwnl:lgc of topographic and vegetative
5. In addition, defining a high-profile structure as any structure over 12 feet seems

featur
arbitrary. Further. there was no limitation of whether this prohibition applies to
permanent or temporary structures. This action should be reviewed by the BLM for its

hi. Ful

s and . BLM muist define what constitutes a high-profile
structure. The hu;_,hl Timit qhsmld be supported with references and height limitation
E ould not apply 1o transient/temporary structures, such as
drilling. workover. well servicing. and construction operations.

Ttem: Section 2.5, Table 2-3, Page 2-63, Raptor Buffers

Comment: The radial NSO distance around active raptor nests is very large in
Alternative B (1.5 miles) and has not been demonstrated to be needed for adequate
protection. The distances for Alternative D are 1 mile (ferruginous hawk) and .75 mile
(other species). These distances are also I.lrgn. and should be compared 10 ol!n.r existing
requirements and studies on the efl
surface disturbing operations within %4 of a rmk of burrowing owl nests from April 1
through September 15 would apply to qualifying prairie dog colony areas since nests are
assumed to be colocated. This is not only an extension of the existing stipulation period
which has not been explained, but an increase in the area (*+ mile bufler around those
colonies that qualify) which is not presently mapped. Also, saying that activities are
prohibited within these dist is not a ble way to multiple use
activities that occur within the planning area, and does not recognize how site specific
conditions, (i.e. topographic, vegetative screening. ) can reduce the potential for
disturbance to nests.

Item: Section 2.5, Table 2-3, Page 2-72, Utility Corridors
Comment: Altemative B continues through all of the resource programs to designate

ble and counter-productive 2 actions. Limiting utility corridors in
Alternative B1o only Y mile wide 15 an example of an unnecessary restriction that would
eliminate flexibility in achieving responsible corridor siting. There may be cases which
mandate a much wider corridor to effectively route a right-of-way to avoid sensitive
FESOUrCes,

BP America 10-11-07 4
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Item: Section 2.5, Table 2-3, Page 2-89. VRM Classes
Comment: Several of the proposed VEM Class 1T corridors are excessive, expanding
corridors to 3, 6 and 10 mile buffers. Expanding these areas of Class 11 will certainly

in areas with low
s I areas is generally

limit and could prohibit responsible energy development
scenic quality. The amount of use on many of the proposed CI
quite low, and combined with what is often Class B or C scenery. these areas do not
qualify to be categorized as VRM Class 11 BLM should review the mapping of the VRM
components and apply the proper criteria and resulting VRM classes.

Chapter Three, Affected Environment

Ttem: Section 3.4, Pagcl-ﬂ. Habitat Fragmentation

C x ocus on habitat fragmentation in the biological impact
assessment. a complex subject that is not well undcmlood even by c\pcncnced
biologists who have been studying this issue for years. R it d

with respect to this subject need 1o consider the variation in response of difference
species to surlace disturbance.

Item: Section 3.8.2. Table 3-48.Page3-170. Estimated State Severance Tax
Comment: “Natural gas was the largest contributor to state severance taxes within all
three counties.,” 1t is important to recognize the contribution of the industry to the tax
revenues of this arca and the State. Natural gas 1ax collections contributes 81%, 70%,
and 83% of the total tax collections for Lincoln, Sweetwater, and Uinta Counties
respectively.

Chapter Four, Environmental Consequences

Item: Section 4.4, Page 4-51, Surface Disturbing Activities
Comment: The document notes that under Alterns J
activities are managed to uu‘rlpl) with current standard \\'\:mnng BLM mitigation

ideli Proposed req ts under Alternatives B and I (preferred alternative)) are
more restrictive than those guidelines, while a basis for imposing greater restrictions is
absent. As an example, Alternative B avoids surface disturbance on slopes of 10 percent
or greater, This is more limiting than standard Wyoming BLM mitigation, and is
unnecessary with adequate soil mitigation, BMPs, and successful reclamation.

Ttem: Section 4.4, Page 4-32, Habitat Fragmentation

Comment: The document notes that Alternatives B and D 1ddn.s-s- habitat Imgmcnlallon
by managing large blocks of federal land by maimtaining or geb h, aspen,
and mountain shrub communities. As noted previously, this could n.|1nsem a significant
constraint on development, based on an assumption that managing large continuous
blocks of federal land will improve biological diversity. We are not aware of data on
which its actual effectiveness has been measured.

BP America 10-11-07 5
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Ttem: Section 4.4.2.2, Page 4-73. Boring Watercourses
Comment: For Alternative B, the document notes all underground facility crossings of
watercourses will be bored. There is no other federal (e.g., Section 404 of CW A) or state
requirement for this <nmon With the pmp‘.r BMPs, open uulll in most situations can
be ¢ leted without en tal harm, Includi that calls for boring in
all circumstances is inflexible and does not provide 10r alternatives that may actually be
more resource protective than boring. Boring will however, add additional expense to
OpeTalons,

Ttem: Section 4.6.6.2, page 4-200. Travel Management

Comment: For Alternative D, the BLM notes that seasonal road closures will occur
between January 1 to April 30 and that road dcnsil\ in big game winter range will be
limited to two miles per square mile. There is insufficient information in the drafi
document to determine where these road closures will take place. In addition, the
linitation of two miles per section was not supported by reference or data. Further, it is
not clear from the document exactly what the definition is for an “open road™
draft document, it was not possible to determine the impact of this proposal on
and future vil and gas oper:

Appendices

Item: Appendix Jand L, Page J1-80, L1-6. Air Quality Technical Support Document

and Mitigation Matrix
Comment: Appendix Jand L S L ts - BP conducted a review of the
Adr Quality Technical Support Dy 1 {Appendix J) and Mitigation Options

(Appendix L) of the 2007 Draft Kemmerer Resource Management Plan (RMP). In the
review. BP identified significant air quality issues that BLM must address before the
RMP is finalized.

BP requested the BLM air quality emission calculation spreadsheet, BLM was unable 1o
provi ld;, this document in a timely manner and therefore BP was unable to review the

leulations. Sul t review of the emissions reported in the dmﬁ indicate
that there are some imp defined ptions regarding per well emi
reductions in NOx and VOC from gas well l‘p!.l'llllﬂ!l‘\ Before the draft is
important that BLM fully disclose the emi leulation proced and
so that stakeholders can fully t on them

Another finding was that the base vear inventory of the RMP was 2001 and the first

vas 2011, More current emission information is available to represent
existing emissions through 2006 (5-vears). Selecting a 2001 base vear and a 2011 growth
period means that half of the first 10-year period of growth has been already taken place.
BLM needs to justify the selection of the 2001 base year and supplement the analysis
with ch in emissions that have d between 2001 and 2006 or revise the

BP America 10-11-07 6
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analysis 1o ref a more te baseline and growth. BP believes that this is a
significant issue that must be addressed.
BP identified that BLM d an undox ted and unjustified 3 percent decrease in

NOx emissions from small heaters in 2011 and 2020 compared to 2001, The small
heaters are less than 0.5 MMBtwhr and further control is not cost effective or technically
possible. In addition, emission estimates for small heaters are overstated by 50 percent
because they only operate during the winter.

BP also found that for VOCs the Draft RMP assumes individual well emissions for
Alternatives A, C. and I would be reduced by 44 percent in 2011 over the base case and
also for these alternatives in 2020; emissions would be reduced by an additional 3
p.,rcenl (49 percent relative to the base case). The RMP must provide additional

doc ion on these d red: For Alternative B the reduction in 2011
over the base case was 49 percent and in 202!] an additional reduction of 12 percent was
assumed (total reduction of 62 percent was assumed over the 2001 base case). For
Alternative B a higher level of emission reduction was assumed than for the other
alternatives, however, no documentation or _]ll\llh\.nltl(]l! was provided, BLM must

provide justification regarding the d ion reductions.

BP believes that BLM needs 1o estimat i Juction, not smlpl\ well count,
This is important because production will decling and 1h~n¢|or¢ will require less
equipment to produce the gas and result in lower overall emissions.

The RMP dmmm.nt needs to place the identified mitigation options in proper perspective
di impl tation. The report needs to siress that the need for such
uplzum mus.l Iu. based on demonstrated adverse air quality impacts rather than potential
D

d ion of such img must be based on analysis of
bi ing dula in conjunction with emissi |mc'nlnn data as well as
ppropriate air quality deli For modeli 1 | ozone trati

deposition and visibility ]'!Imlmh‘nm»al grid ms\dds must be used, In this context, it is
imperative that an evaluation of model accuracy be conducted. It is also important that
adverse impacts be defined using appropriate definitions (i.e., NAAQS for ozone).

The selection of a mitigation option must be developed based on environmental,
cconomic (cost 1o control as well as capital cost), reliable and weehnical feasibility, Itis
important that industry has technical input into the determination of need for mitigation
implementation, the data used to rank options and involvement in any ranking of options,
Further, not all of the listed mitigation measures are appropriate for consideration since
some of the technologies are not technically feasible, are unproven or may result in
unsalfe operations.

Item: Appendix J, Page J1 - J80

BP America 10-11-07 T
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Cmmmeents o Abr Quality Tochmbead Suppont Document for the Deall Resouree
Mumagenvent Mam and Fovie tal Lmpact st i for ihie K rer Field
CHTher Planning Ares

Pagpe J-9

Tt

1 s saagpested that the paragraph oo regolsiony Trmmework be changod as suggested inthe
following. As written, the paragraph is incomplele and does nol sccumatedy reflect the
currem eegualatory framework.

“Regalatory Framework

e guantintieennabrsis-dhe ki b nirgamliiersiers-a pple-tbmasieilee
wrilerin-Heteshlrhon e st el i guabibubive sl preeenak-o-bbe sl
Fapsdssmmimepsial bvpact Shibespeni 4§ B flies sne slepstafied leire Gp sederasnge
prispesen Tlie buske Tramenork Tor controlling abe pollutasts b ihe Unbiol States B
maamdated byt 1970 Clean Ade Aot (08N ) o its smsendments, |10 regulations
amil Staie @i liscul she guality = miwil i B9 Haeglesiisi] Phoae Hieguiliel i,
The CAA pddresses oriteria air pollutants, state and matlonal anbient alr qualiy
standands for criteria alr pellutants, and the Presentlion of Signifleant Deterisration
program, EI'A remilyibons adidress 'l:!h-l t I.i.HJH tn st s, yapssion coutnd
Lo himihisy, il clbins amil moniarii inpacts b hiding frsmmal lage

[FeTE——— memﬁwmm» sbate ad ls]

awrmcles v lmipoas muee stpinsenl regulatlons fean lederal standanls™

A sevtion should be added that discusses curmenl emission control reguirements mandatad
Ty the Wansing 511" as well an new EPA regulations that will cifed oil and gas somves.
There are substantial new regulativans bomg propesad by EPA that will ultimalely reduice
crmassdons md o discussiem of these requirements is peeded in the documsent (e, NSPS
for Recaprocaleny Intemal Combustion Eagines ).

Puge J-%
T nanmend
I uumpnud that the discarssion on pollutsms be modified s indwcared i the following:

“Nitrogen DMoxide, NO02 is s highly peactive compoanil Formed gt liizh iompemiures
during operation of isbermub-ronlimsbien coghnes Fosdl foel combuostion, A1 high

abr gualiny stapdard, it is 8 cespicitory eitaats e ooer, all arcas af ihic | nited
Statis e i g plisaee with ihis abr guality stamdsnd,

Dharimg Gosall Decl comnastion, Sambeempinm-smbl- 00 s released i the ol widch
praits i ibe atmosphere b form SOEL 508 plus %062 o s & miviure of nitropen
guses, eodlectively called nitrogen oxkdes (SO N0y emissloms cosesniet b i
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b — Lisk

b can comvert fo amaoniem mitrate partickes aml nitre
ackd nwhikch can cause visibibity impalrment amd achd rmin Bseleckelsliondnsiloan
beve s marbiirmh sinpir sl BalFgvis s sl

Sullfier THoxdde. %02 Fomes during combustion from trace levels of sulfur
gamposiinils i fcls e, conl sy gis o diesel Foel), 38 concomirations i syoos of
twaticaia] afr gualing standamls, jis @ sovre eespleatorsy lepitamt, 5007 Houn convrt
v antenmisnbum sulfate ({5 HA20H) and sulfaric acid (H2S0), which can camse
wislbidliy Impabrment and ackd rln Voleames are natural seurees of 502,
Anthropogende searecs incdude refincries and power plants.

hpame, 003 Is @ faind blue gas il b ge
atmusphere bt s fermed
vudaipne Frese2obis- N0 amd vollatile resctive organic ©

mol embited direcily intoe the
"

(LI y

dy (% O i

Ly

Internal combastion engines are se s of dieamsbsssisvesd SO0 _Loweier
vail fAred peewer plamts bave ibe llghest 500 cnilsslons abihoagh any combastion
setirve Cam proslige b Sedsblbe srpaiv-snnipoimd e b et ame e
Frarline,

Samrees of VOUs inchode, bt are pod lmited G, gubomotive cosisshons, paing,
surmbly, bl il g speratbons anil seme 03 pes of vegetation,

The Tl scrid smell common after thamsd crstormis b oassed by soons fermatlon by
lightning. (08 ks o strong onldizing chembesl that can barm lings and eyes, aml
damage plamts._Chpone |5 o severe resplegtory ot sf soentrathens in o of
Hec Cesdeosl staimdanl, EPA [ currently in the povcoss of peising the ofons stgndunl
an et of 8y stabiutory regubreements sl the UAY

= Paribeulate Marter. Partieulate matter (e.g., soll pariicles, halr, pollen, ote.) b
essentlally small partbches suspended in the sir that settle fo ibe ground sbow by anid
may b resuspended (5 dlsturbed. Separate allonable concentratbon leyels for
particulate matter are based on the relative siee of the partiche:

= PALLD partiches with dimmeters smaller than 10 micrometers are small enowgh to
b inhaled and can camse adverse healih offects a1 concentration in cvees of the
shiimibanl,

~ PAILE pantices with diameters smalber than 2.5 micronscders e so sl teat
they can be druwn deeply imto the langs and conse serions health probloms o
copreniribs 0 eyoess of e stapbanl. Pariiches in this siee range are also the
main cause of visihility impairment.”™

Page 1-13
Cmament
1 s siaggested that the discassion on depositvon be medified s midicated inthe following

P America 101 107 L]

“Armasphoerie Depesbibon Comstimte

Sulfur anid mitrugen compounsds that can be deposited bn terrestrial and sguatic
evimyslems include nitric scihl, e wiirage, i el sulfake. Mo
acid and nitrate are ned eonithed directly into the air, bat Form in e stmsesplare
Trem imdustriad amd wwlomative endssions of S0, Sulfate B frmed s the
atmisplcre Trom ndustelal cosbssion of sulfur dioside (SO2) Deposbtion of nlirke
sk, nitrate, and sulfate can adversely Impact plant growih, soll chembsiry,
lichems, squatic envirommenis, and peiroglyphs. Ammanium ls primarily
assoclated with feedlots and agrivalinral fertilizatdon. Ammoniom deposits can affect
terrestrial mml aguatic vegetation, Although deposition may be beneficial as a
Fertilizer, it can adversely impact the iming of plant grow th and demancy.™

Page J-13
©oamamseni
The discusason of PRI} Cless | Areas needs o be modiflicd as noted:

o FED Class | Arvass L smeressbonal mandatod P00 s | Areas with pristine air
apuiliny, swich as wililermess g, national parks, amd sone Tdian reservatisns, ane
acvorded ihe sicictest protection, Only very small incremental lscreases in
comceniration are allimed s order to madntsin the very clean ale gusliy in these
Areas”™

Puge 1-14
oammsen
The discussson of PRI increment analvees eeds o be modificd as soled

prolect specl e ST analsees o4 omparisens of potential ™y NOy, and
w0k comeentrations with P51 incroments are intendad (o evaliate o thieshohd
ol pomvcermy ondy amil o ot Fepresent g regalatory FSD inercmsent comsmmptlon
analysis. Hegulatory PRI nercment consusmpiion analyvses are selely the
responsibility of the State of Wysaning, which has been granted primscy (with
EPA oversighi ) mmder ihse £ 4.

I pruject-apecific Eisa, the BLM dors mol e pect thet @ PST analysds will be

performod; Father, e P51} standards are mseid as g referomce only to give ihe puhlic
a hetter understanding of the level of potential b paet.”

EI* supparts 1he possteon that BLAL has taken regandmng comdusting PRI incrament

analvics m RMPs or EISs

Page J-16
A ommeni

P America 101 107 11}
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1 i recoemmaendid tha the Tollowing parsgraph be changad as notad in the following

“Crivem the projed arva’s cormond aftadmment status, Folare devebopanemi projecs
that have the podemtial o cmil more tham 25 toms per vear ol amy eriteria pollutant
(o ceriain listed sources theat v the poteitial to emit more ian 100 tons per
year) wanld be requived to undergo o slie-specile egalatery PSI incroment
eomsamption analysts under the federal New Source Review perminting regulations.
Devebopment projects that require PR permits also may be requived by the
applicable air guality regulatory agencies to incorporate additional emission
contrel measures (indlading o best available comtrol techmalogy [BACT| analysis
and determination] te ey prelection of alr guality resourees and fs
demomnstrate thal the combined Bapacts of all FSIF sonrces will mol exeeed the
allowable incremental alr quality pacts for NO2, paje amld 500 Minor sourees
lavimg emissions below the cotoll mies mentbomed above die nst rrquln P=ly
pormits lnrn‘lnlru. Elaedr emlashons (1T .
Uiresdysld a puiresd g ol
ros g WAL

Page J- 16

©ommeeni

It is recommaended that the following parsgraph be modified s noted to improve the
secumacy of the statemenis

A regulatary PRI incroment comsumplion analysbs may be combuctod, cther as pan
of a New Sanree Review or idependenthy, The determbnation of PSD increment

© pilam is @ begal resp Ehllity of ihe 14 1L mppilesksbemteqn
srvniies with EPA oversight, In sddition,
=t A Al sf e
armb il paivmbl o pplisus e cmrene b sspisired sbiria

ilemenstraie thei spplicable smbient alr guablty stamdards will

part sleatis e s empsd ddetlmm mf e eeneld mpepiica e e

Fage 1-15
Commweni

11 is recommanded that the following paragraphs be modilied as noled o improve the
sccumacy of the statametiis

“Vimual range, one of several ways to express visibility, is the Barilest distamce at

wikch = PR can dlllh:ldhhldurh h'rlllllmpf lnldn' Frvtin & lighd hackgrowid,

sy am the sky. |5
oV it steath-catesed visibiliy Impmlu-rll. Huﬂl u-u-l Fange s cstimated fo

P America 101 107 [}

00052

average absout T bo 105 midlis im thee western U nbted States amd 60 to 840 miles i ihe
eastern United Stsies | Mabm 1999,

The EPA developed regional hare regulations in response to the O amend ments
A 1977 anal 1ML These regul are imtended to malmtaln visthility on the least-
Tmipadred adays amil to inmprove visibility sm the neestdmpaired days in mandatory
Frderal £ lass | arvas acres the Usited Seates, s that visibility i these aroms is
refmrmed bo nafural conditisms by the year 2066, These regulations reguire states o
sabanit o reghonal haze ST aml progoess eports e demonstraie rrasonabic ph-u-rr-u
toward tlse 2064 goal g leie mabory ©lass | Arvas bo aalaral ¢

Page J-18

Coanmyeni

Wihiks USFS, MPS and USFWS have oxprossad comeom tegarding potential seibabity and
depemition impacts in arcas that they imamage. they have ool provedad any dala {opecally [or
wisshibiy ) tha indicates any degradation i air gaaling, A1 the Bridger sed Yellowsione
Natiomal Park IMPROA'E monitoes there has been no change in measuned visibility over the
period of record {1983 thromgh 20030 1 & suggested that the RAP documen provide
mendoring dats to ilhsirate the rends m visthilts and deposition m applicable Class | Areas

“The 1.5 Forest Service (USFR) the Natlonal Park Serviee (8PS, and the L5 Fish
] Wildlife Service {(USFWS), located threugheut ¥Wyoming, also have expressed
comrerms phol pobential atmeaspheric deposition (acid main) amd visibility impasts
within dewmwind P50 Class §and PSIClass I semsitive arcas under their
admabnistrathomns ™

Page J-16

o

I i recommonded that the followmg paragraphs be modilied as noted 1o mprove the
accumagy of the stabamenis

“Cilven the project area’s currend atfainment stutos, fotnre development projects
that have the potential to cmil mere tham 230 tons per year of any eriteria pollutant
{or certain listed soarces that have the potential to emit more tham 108 tons per
sewr) would ke reqisined to anderge a site-specific regalatery PRI incroment
comsmmption analysts umler the Tederal New Seairee Revken permbiting regulations.
Dewebopatent projects that requbre PST peembts also may be regquined by the
applicable air quabity regulatory agencies to incorporate additlonal embssion
conirel measres (indading o best avallable control techmalogy [BACT| analysis
amil defermination) to emsare profection of air quality resources and s
dlemunstrate that the combined impocts of all FEI sorces will mol exoeed the

allowable incremental air quality Bnpacts for NO2, gagge sl S0k Minor sisirees
havimg cmissions below the citall fates nvcidboned abase do nd feguice PREY
permits meverthcks, i TR0 WLANT Siis riviee bmluling BT
thelr embalons consume Increment.”

P America 101 107 12
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Puge J-16

o

11 is recommended that the following parsgraphs be modified as noled 1o improve the
socumacy of the statemenin. Including the phrase “during the eperational lifetime of the
appbicat s oerabions” e continismes misdeling e demonsirale complaanee aned i md
Fppropaisic

“A regulatory PRI incremeni comsamption amalysis may be comibucied, cither as
part of a New Source Hevien or independently. The determimation of P51
imervinel consumption is @ legel responsibility of the applicable sir qualiny
rrgulatory agenches, with EPA oversbgii, In sddithon, an snalyss of conslative
impacts dus te all exbiing sonroes and the permit applicant’s ssiroe s raquinad
iluring 8 New Source Heview to drate fleat applicable ambiemt slr gquality
stamilards will be med o locios e e

siarh balats

4 e ot

Page 1-16

Cnanameni

Pecause the X AN and WAADS shorl term standards have a sintistical form that
involves mnking of the measurements, Table J=3 peeds 1o provide mlormsation on the
ranking of amy short Lerm messurensents. Table )3 & incomeat regarding the X-howr
5012 standard bocaune there m no B-hoar 3012 standand bul there 18 rather a 24-kaur
standand

It 1 also recommendad that BLAL provide the conclusion that, im geneml menitoring dats
mdicales viry low concentrations of polhutants Tor which there are standsnds,

Table J-X Background Concentrations anid Applicable Amblent Abr Quaality

Stundanls
{ anceniratisn A WaE
| Peltan | Aveagieg Tiest | petw’i | jpge'y | ipgtw | Lecolien Soplieg D
Miskyingzn [imls [ rrer Masm Viubihy
Arfussl 7] Vi 1
htnne 8 [l T L8 T
P America 101 107 [k}

i
5 e " 1% T Mo A Tl Projest,
w8 T 14 Rk Bgringn, WY 12085
i i : e »
| Fommt I [T ) T oo | 000 | Colorske O6l Shule Progects
© b monraads Y[ i 10,300 10,9 Rilla wd Mg, C1)
Gy |90}
3T = 300 i) “tasy P Pl and o
Ballfis Semids B Ibass (7] (*11 ] dul: mrm
Arvmsad ! = s R O

Page A-17

ot

The fillwing pamgraph is not techmically coomect and it s recommended thai the
lolbowing paragraphs be modilied as notad

*Humrors sliject o e P51 permit revien prosedury akso are requined e
demanstrate potential impacts on air qaaliy-related vadies (AQEY) 0 2
Lo | e These inchade visihiliey impacts, degradation of moumntain lakes dse o

atmaspherte depasition {achl rain). aml impacts on sensitive Mers and Goma in
Class | arvas, The CAN also provides speeific visibility protection procedures for
the mandatory Federal Class | areas designated by e U5, Congress on August 7,
1977, which incheded wilderness areas greater than 5000 acres 0 slze, as well as
natienal parks and mathonal menorial parks greater tham 6,006 pores i skee as of
that date.”

Page J-18
i
Agrncles Holes amil Hespomsibility

The RALPF neads to provids a map of PS1 Mandatory Cless | Areas as well as other

sensitive Class [ Aress and the kenamerer region

Pupe J-20
Cvmement
Exisring Air Quakiny
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Because of concern for AQRVs (especially visibility) in PSD Mandatory Class |
Areas. BLM needs to provide information on speciated IMPROVE fine particulate
measurements used to characterize visibility. In addition, a discussion is needed
on any observed trends in these data as well as any known changes in er
during the period of the measurements. The document also needs to pro
similar data on deposition s ts. The omission of this information is a
serious flaw in the document,

Page J-20

Comment

BP has previously submitted extensive comments on levels of concern for visibility

imy 1 as well as ptions that are integral to the specified levels of concern'”.
There is iderable sy lati hether a 1 dv change will produce an actual

noticeable change in visibility as discussed in the paragraph below.

i P

“Because the | Lair poll sources comprise many small sources
spread out over a very large area, discrete visible plumes are not likely to impact the
distant sensitive areas, but the potential for cumulative visibility impacts (increased
regional haze) is a concern. Regional haze degradation is caused by fine particles’
and gases’ scattering and absorbing light. Potential changes to regional haze are
calculated in terms of a perceptible *just noticeable change™ (1.0 deciview) in visibility
when compared to background conditions in mandatory federal PSD Class I areas.”

Page J-20

Comment

The following statement is not completely accurate. The CAA does provide
AQRV protection for PSD mandatory Class 1 Areas but does not provide the same
level of protection to sensitive Class 11 Areas and Federal Land Managers do not
have the same level of authority to protect Sensitive Class 11 Areas as in Class [
Areas.

“It is important to note that before actual development could occur, the applicable air
quality regul v agencies (including the state, tribe, or the EPA) would need to
review specific air poll issi ¥ ion permit applicati that
examine potential project-specific air quality impacts. As part of these permit
reviews (depending on source size), the air quality regulatory agencies could

' BP Comments on Pinedale EIS
* BP Comments on Jonah EIS

BP America 10-11-07 15

00052

reiuire ailditional alr quality lmpact analyses or mitigatian measares. This,
Before development oovurred, sidditional she-specifle alr gaallty analyses would
e performed to ensure prodectiom of alr gaaliiy. Federal land mansgers would
requbre o demomstration that potential effects from propesed projects would mot
adversely impact SORY {inclsding visihiliiy ) im semsbiive Class | and Class 11
arvas™

Page 121

Commmeni

Thee Bisd off assumapridones neods 1o stale thil air emissions are hkely 10 decrsase as a resull
ol dechnmg production lronm both new and existing al and g development, i s
receaenended that the Tollowing potnts be modified as indicated

“A pthoms Usedd in Developlng Faslsstons for the K T
BMIT - The Tollow ing assum plioms were used i the emission
wabowtlati vms:

= Al prodducing coalhed matural gas (CHYGE) and comy entional ofl and gas
wells projected im the KFIY and existing currenily were assumsed 1o be fally
wperatbonal and to revaain operating. exoept for noermal projecied well
whostires ihroughost the arca (el naim bers aie Troos BLW D), 10 0
i e | g i e amal} o

s For oll, gas, amd CHENG wells, deselopment of new Tederal prowdociig wells
was sssumied 6 occur of @ sniform rate feom 2004 iheeugh 2020 0000 00l w0l

= Siationary sources pesogiated with ofl amd gas develspment woukld operaie al
wmtdsshion levels hased on currenily absersood e BACT levels, amil
conpressar stations For naturad gas and OB would be ogui ppoed with |00

nonsedective catalytie redaction (S%0H)

Page 4-12

Ermnweni

The assumption that fugitive dust emidssions resubl from separators, debndratons, and waler-
tank hester operations is nof cornect and should be changed and sdditionally emissions need
1 b recalonlated 10 eliminaie this eror

“CKl mned Lian Wells Emissdons Estimation

P America 101 107 I
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* barsbane dasboaned i v wimbesd T saf tors, dlifind
and waler-tank hester operations™

Page 1-23

ot

Tabke J-5 should be modified 1o present curent prodociion bevels (MMSCFwr or

BELE vr) i addstion 1o presenting the muimsber of wells. Presenting this data will
previike a more realistic estimate of mew developnse ans iF this informalkm is comrectly
s, it willl present a more accarate celamials oF cmssaoi

Tahle J-5, Producing O aod Gas Wells in the Planndng Area

Well Type Existing Wells | 2011 Operational | 2020 Ovperutional
Wiemative A ) ) ]
| Cpalhed Natural o) ril 159
| Matural (ks 390 | BeG | (ML
ol 572 ] Ml
| Mlizrmative B
Coalbed Natural o) #| |
Natural G 390 | T4 KTH
L] 72 516 il |
| Aliermative © |
Coalbed Natural :] | 1E4
atural Ciam 590 BGE | 1,132
Ol 572 320 Hig
Wltermative I3 (Prefemed Alternative)
| Coalbed Natural ol o | 1%
Natura| Cias | 00| Wil | (NEEH
ol | AT EE:T]] L

Comavents an Cranparison of Emdssions for Allermatiyes

Unfismiiatedy, the RMP docs ol provide sy detaled infoamalion on how amessidis
wene calculated; imsicad a spreadsheet is referenced m the document thal provides
detailed mformation on caloalation mellbods snd dats. “Detadled descriptions for
emissions estimations for cach activity follow. Individual ishles of air emissions for all
BLM sctivities wore caloalaled in spreadsheets Ffor each activily, These spreadshects are
avmlable on CDU7 BP requested this spréadshect ared BLAL was umable to provide o1 ma
T |y naarsner. Thees, il was nod posashle for B o evalaste the caloulmeon proosdines
nir the spealic ssumptions used to estimate changes i emisssons & a resih of the
propesal This i very unformate Because a crawal portion of e analysis canmal be
aritiued and therefore can omly be scceptod ml face value. In reviewing the provided oil
sl gas emissaon esiimaies, BIP has flemilied isises that meri greater criticsl review bl
Turther amalysis was nol pessshle becanse the dala was umavailable

P America 101 107 17
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The base vear inventory of the RMP was 2001 and the first growth estimate was 2011.
BLM needs to justify why 2001 is an appropriate Iusu. vear. More current emission
mformation is available to ref 1 existing emi hrough 2006 (5-yvears), By
selecting a 2001 base year and a 2011 growth period means tlmt half of the first 10-year
period of growth has been already taken place. BLM needs IOJIIE ify the selection of the
2001 base vear and supplement the analysis with changes in emissions that have
oceurred between 2001 and 2006 or revise the analvsis 1o represent a more accurate
baseline and growth. BP believes that this is a significant issue that must be addressed
by BLM.

1t is assumed in the review of the RMP that the estimated emissions in 2011 represent
growth in emissions over the 2001 base case (total emissions equal 2001 base plus 2011
growth) and that the 2020 estimate reflects emission for 2011 growth plus growth from
2011 to 2020. The document does not provide any documentation on what these
emissions represent.

The document needs 1o provide an extended gas analysis to support the estimate of $02
emissions from routine operations (compression and heaters ).

The following per well table ts the RMP esti 1 emissions for the major
emission categories for operations on a per well basis using the emissions for the 2001
base case and the 2011 and 2020 development cases, The estimated emissions were

divided by the estimated number of wells (listed in Table J-5 of the RMP). Examining
the emission data in this manner indicates concemn for the underlying assumptions in the
emissions data,

First, the per well table indicates that an und. ted and unjustified 3 percent
decrease in NOx emissions from small heaters was assumed in 2011 and 2020 in the
RMP. The small heaters are less than 0.3 \I'\IBlu hr Jnd further control is not cost
effective or even technically ible. In for this group of
sources 1s overstated by 50 pt“—l«.“l‘ll because these sources only operate during the winter,

For VOCs, the RMP assumes that for Alternatives A. C, and D individual well emissions
would be reduced by 44 percent in 2011 over the base case and also for these
alternatives in 2020, emissions would be reduced by an I 5 percent (49 percent
relative 1o the base case). The RMP must provide additional documentation on these
assumed reductions. For Alternative B the magnitude of the emission reductions was
different than the other alternatives. For Alternative B the reduction in 2011 over the
base case was 49 percent and in 2020 an additional reduction of 12 percent was assumed
(1otal reduction of 62 percent was assumed over the 2001 base case). For Alternative B
a higher level of emission reduction was assumed than for the other alteratives,
however. no documentation or jus n was provided. BLM must provide
Justification regarding the d i ductions.

In Tusion, given the rainty in the estimated emissi there is no significant
difference in the estimated emissions between the alternatives. BP believes that from an

BP America 10-11-07 18
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air quality perspective BLM can select the maximum development scenario for oil and
gas.
BP also believes that BLM should provide an esti

RMP document only calculated emissions for an
burn itself.

te of prescribed fire emissions. The
rv activities and not the prescribed

Item: Appendix L, Page L1-L6, Mitigation Matrix
Comment: Comments on Mitigation Matrix

The R\IP duu.nmm rm:d-s to place the identified mitigation options in proper perspective

ibl, tation. The report needs to stress that the need for such
oplmm mu<! be based on demonstrated adverse air quality impacts rather than potential
emission reducti Dy ation of such imy must be based on analysis of
ambient monitoring data in conjunction with emission inventory data as well as
appropriate air quality modeling. For the modeling of potential ozone concentrations.
deposition and vis s photochemical grid models must be used. In this conte:
imperative that an evaluation of model accuracy needs 1o be conducted. It
important that adverse impacts be defined using appropriate definitions (
oFone).

AQS for

The selection of a mitigation option must be developed based on environme
cconomie (cost 1o control as well as capital cost), reliability and technicall
is important that industry has technical input into the need for mitigation implement
the data used to rank options and is involved in any ranking of options.

Further, not all of the mitigation measures listed in this section are appropriate for
consideration since some of these technologies are not technically feasible, unproven or
may n.xuli in unsafe operations, I1. is important to stress that WDECQ) has a very

New Source Revi ) program that will ensure that new sources achicve
m cost effective reduction possible.

Itis m.'lpproprl.m. for BLM to suggest that such mitigation options should be considered
in the planning assessment, It is also true that advances in technology may result in
lower emissions during the time covered by the RMP.

SCR for Oil and Gas Emission Sources

00052

| costs are [[whuch may contrabute to 1he [ wmmornum mtratz
£125/hp (EPA Cost  |[formation of ammonium formation and residting
Control Mamaal, Jummry || sulfates and increased visihility visihility impicts.
2002) for compressors, degradation Application to dnll ig

engines may result in
substantial NOx
reduction.

Estimated Cost of Environmental Potential
Mitigation Liabilities Limitations

Nitrogen Oxhle (NOX) an Carbou Manoside (CO) M
Utlize Relatively expensive Requares the use and storage of NOX enussion rate Mot applicable for

s compa J amunonia, which presents health fior cormpresson T-stroks engines
(SCR) on dnll rig | nonselective and safety issues. Resultsin reduced to 0.1 ghp-
engines and cotulysts, Typical increased ammonia cmisstons, i, recluced
COmpressoes
BP America 10-11-07 19

Comments

The application of SCR on drilling rig engines and compressor engines should not be
idered as ay 1 mitigation technology for oil and gas sources at the present t
as discussed below.

Drilling Rig Engines
SCR on drilling rig engi
Petroleum in the Pinedale .
drilling rigs.

smpted in Wyoming (by both Shell and Ultrea
"R was installed on both mechanical and electric

The installation of SCR on the mechanically driven rigs (where the diesel engines are
coupled directly to the drll) was not successful due to extreme exhaust gas temperature
fuctuations., and for periods of time the engine exhaust gas temperature was outside the
operating range of the SCR systems. The temperature fluctuation was caused by the
dyvnamic load demands on these engines.

To obtain emission reductions. the installation of SCR on electric rigs (the diesel engines
drive electric generators that power electric motors) required two additional full time

it rs. Table 1 p ts draft emission testing for SCR on a drilling rig. It should be
noted that there is a large fluctuation in the NOx emission rates. While the SCR was not
adjusted for a maximum removal rate, the suggesti on that the installation of this
technology can achieve an emission limit on a basis of 0.1 g'hp-hr is
unjustified and not achievable.

Table 1. Draft Test Results Shell — Nabors 789 Drill Rig Engine Exhaust

BP America 10-11-07 20
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Caterpillar 3512 Engine - Unit #3 o o . i .
Test Parameter Run #1 Run#2 | Run#3 Run #4 Run#5 | Average | Table 2. Cost (ICE) Conteol Technlques aod Technologles
BHP 328 683 | 10 680 667 | 594 Incremental | Incremental NOy
SCR Outlet Emissions Engine Type Control Comparison H O, Reduction|  Cost-Fi

ggn (g srBI‘ili:':h}n ;.. : 6 g .7 (tonw/year)  f(Siton of NOy Removed)|
| €O (grams/SHP -] - . ' Lean Burn
—‘9—:23 r:;";gr;;;’ g" ; g'o i From Low-Emission Combustion to SCR (96%]300-500 33 BR00

PM (grams/BHP-r) " 0.17 0.11 017 0.09 0.07 0.12 i i et

NH; (g /BHP-hr) 0.0 0 .0 0 L0 0.0

NOjy + HC (grams/BHP-hr) 12 5 | [ 0. X 08

NOy Control Efficiency (%) 82 83 | 80 79 1 81" B e o

1- Data for PM was nol yel availabie at the bme of this wiing due 10 [ab lumaround time. oS8 "r"_'] ion. First, it is nnl_kno“n.il _'h"

2 - Shell requested that the NOX conirol efficiency by set at roughly 80%. n reductions are based on actual performance tests or theoretical emission

lations. It is also not known what the reference basis is for the emission reduction of’

WDEQ has concluded that SCR is currently not a viable technology for drilling rigs. 6.6 tons per vear of NOx.

Animportant piece of information is that drilling rig engines typically last 5 to o vears
and then are replaced, not rebuilt. This means that there will be a constant infusion of
new technology engines over a relatively short peniod of time,

Compressor Engines

SCR is applicable on existing or new lean burn natural gas fired intemal combustion
engines. This technology uses excess oxygen in a selective catalytic reduction system.
Reactant injection of industrial grade urea, anhydrous ammenia, or aqueous ammonia is
required to facilitate the chemical conversion. A programmable logic controller (PLC)
based control software for engine mapping/)
control the SCR system. Sampling cells are used to determing the amount of ammonia
injected which depends on the amount of NO measured downstream of the catalvst bed
In the proposed standards for Stationary Spark Ignition Internal Combustion Engines,
EPA states the following with respect to the installation of SCR on natural gas fired
engines: “For 81 lean bum engines, EPA considered SCR. The technology is effective in could be achieved 1l hthe i
reducing NOx enmssions as well as other pollutant emissions, if an exidation catalyst is
included. However, the technology has not been widely applied to stationary SI engines
and has mostly been used with diesel engines and larger applications thousands of HF in
size. This technology requires a significant understanding of its operation and

oil and gas comy

Review of California Air Resource:
engine emissions does not provid

data for cogeneration facil

s Board (CARB) emission datab garding NOx
v data regarding actual installations of SCR on lean
bum engines for oil and gas operations. There is some very limited performance testing
on SCR with lean bum engines that operate on natural gas {as opposed to field gas) for
cogeneration facilities. Such

is not applicable 1o

injection requi

is used to

ition facilities tend to operate at

a continuous load and have personnel present to operate the equipment. The CARB
databases also provide testing of SCR for high emitting 2 cycle engines (removal rates in
the range of approximately 50 1o 85 percent). These installations are not comparable to
adding SCR to a well controlled engine.

Because of the limited application data for SCR on natural gas fired engines for oil and
gas operations it is difficult to estimate the amount of potential emission reduction that

maintenance requirements and 1s not a simple process to manage. Installation can be hnology and this red

complex and requires experienced operators. Costs of SCR are high, and have been technology should be
rejected by States for this reason. EPA does not believe that SCR is a reasonable option
for stationary 51 lean bum engines.” Consequently, this technology is not readily

PP
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to unattended cil and gas

that do not have electnicity.

There 1s very hittle information in the literature regarding the ineremental NOx emussion
reduction of SCR beyond lean burmn technology for remote unattended oil and gas
opetations because there have been very limited installations of this technology for oil
and gas compressor engines, Table 2 presents a summary of incremental SCR emission
reductions and cost effective control estimates for SCR on a lean burn engine.’

perform in unattended remote apy
there may only be a small i

of this technology. The ption that

this technology can achieve an emission limit of 0.1 g/hp-hr for oil and gas operations is
unsupported by any field data. In addition, it is not clear how well this technology would
ications. The limited data that does exist suggests that

in NOx emissions beyond lean burn

would result at a very high incremental cost. This

for this unique application.

BP America 10-11-07

ging logy and merits additional testing

Because of non-linear chemistry involved in photochemical reactions of ozone and
secondary acrosols that result in a reduction of vis
estimated in this analysis may or may not result in equal improvement in ambiei
quality levels. Also, excess ammonia slip within the discharge plume of an engine may

lerate the conversion of NOx

NOx emission reductions
nt air

into particulate nitrate.
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NSCR for Oil and Gas Emission Sources

Estimated Cost of Environmental

Type of n Mitigation Liabilitles | Environmental Beneflt Potential Limitations
Nitrogen Ogide (NOX) and Carbon M, de (CO) Mitigation M

Application of | $5,000 10 525,000 per | Repenemubion/cisposal costs As a result of the BACT Mot apphcalde for
nomsclective catalytic | it for catalysts process, average NOX lean-burn or 2-stroke
reduction on dnll rig emission ratzs for Wyoming engincs.
engimes and compressors compressor engines 100 hp or

greater is 1.0 ghp-hr

application of nonselective

sts may reduce the NOX
emission rate to 0.7 g'hp-hr
for some types of engines,
Application to drill rig engines
ey reslt in substantial NOx
reduction (although less reduction

| than with SCR)

Comments
Drilling Rigs
NSCR technology is not
bum engines.

hl h

to drilling engi these engines are not rich

e
PP

Compressor Engines

Wyoming minor source BACT and the forthcoming New Source Performance Standards
(NSPS) for Reciprocating Internal Combustion Engines (RICE) will require the use of
NSCR on rich bum engines. In addition, tvpically larger engines in excess or 500 hp
meet BACT levels using lean bumn or ¢l burn engines. State of the art lean burn

v can apy h an emission limit of 0.7 g/hp-hr (at full load). NSCR controls
have not demonstrated this level of emission control on a continuous bas
NSCR is applicable only to stoichi ic engines and they must operate in a very
narrow air/fuel ratio (AFR) operating range in order to maintain the catalyst efficiency.
Most AFR controllers utilize ¢losed loop control based on the readings of an exhaust gas
oxygen sensor to determine the air fuel ratio,

1echnal

An AFR controller will only maintain an operator determined set point. For the set point
to be at the lowest possible emission setting. an exhaust gas analyzer must be utilized and
frequently checked.

Some issues associated with current practice NSCR retrofits on existing small engines

operating al reduced loads are:

* A problem maintaining sufficient flue gas inlet temperature for correct oxygen sensor
operation and the resulting effectiveness of the catalysts:

e On engines with carburetors, there is difficulty maintaining the AFR at a proper
sefting:

BP America 10-11-07
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= iU older engines, the Iinkage and sl control may nol provide an scoarate enough
aar fisel maxiure; and

¢ [fihe AFR deafis Jow (Le., richer), ammuonia formatéon will inceease i proportson to
the X0 rothsction Ins nod necesanly i aquasl amoumis

The following lgure presents the effectiveness ol KECK technobogy for rich bum
ampgenes. based on quarterly testing data from a Wankesha 7042 G5 0 nch buam engme of
approximately 12040 I|p'|||-1l operale comtmioasly @ a rélabively lngh boail.  This engme
1s cgquigped sl & state of ke art sir fuel ratio comtrollen, an oncvgen sensor sl an
oversred colalvel Bed. These datn represent hoaw well tleis techmodogy perfonms ander
sctual field applications

FEP s performed quarterty Mee gas testing on 1his engine between (ctober 20601 and
Fehriary 2006, Figuee | presents a graphocal summary of the bt resulis

Figure 1. Test Resubis for Wankesha 7042 GR1
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e
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Avernge Peroent of
Measmrements Grealer
]
[Emission Levels Wank T4 (s
Kireater than 2.0 g hpelr .09
Kireater than 1.73 g hp-br .27
Kircater than 1% ghp-be
K rreater than 1.25 ghp-br
Kireater than 1.0 ghphw
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[Greater than 0.75 ghp-hr | 100.00 |

There are several important points regarding this data. First, this engine is capable of
having emissions less than | g/hp-hr (approximately 50 percent of the time). However,
approximately 10 percent of the time emissions are greater than 2 g'hp-hr. Second, it is
important 1o note how these tests were conducted. One day before the test was to be
conducted, the engine was tuned, the oxygen sensor was replaced and the AFR was
sted. During the actual flue gas testing, additional adjustments were made to
minimize emissions. Thus, the observed variation in i T inimi
emissions with the benefit of engine tuning. No data exists on how emissions vary over
time between engine tuning, Further, no infi ion exists on i ion as a
result of the air fuel ratio controller drifting,

a

From an operational perspective, there is
and actual emissions. Permit limits must be
emissions but set at a level so that a source | e pli and 1 for
variations in emissions. For this engine, establishing an emission limit of 1 g/hp-hr
would result in the source being out of compliance approximately 50 percent of the time.
This is a well designed emission control system that undergoes aggressive prevent
maintenance.

important difference between permit limits
listically estabtished 1o minio

The following figure indicates how sensitive the NOx removal rate is to the air fuel
setting. In ad m, il has been demonstrated that if the AFR drifis rich, NOx removal is
accomplished by producing NH3. From an air quality perspective, shifting from NO
emissions to NH3 is not desirable.

=
h

BP America 10-11-07

00052

Catatyst Efficisncy and Ammonia Productian
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As imdicaied n the above figure “During noemal steady state nperstion, the catalvss
bebaved in a prediciable m The plots of removal efficiency and ammonsa
prosluction shown in figure one ilustrate the congrol problem The window of comtrod for
Wil and OO, even o oaly 0% removal effickency s only shoul one percent of pha. in
addition the 3w / Non-methane hydmocarbon window a2 8% is hall of that, and the
M/ Methane window i bess than a quanier of a peroent of pha. Also, amamonia
formation rapudly increases as he sir'fuel mso maves n e E pomt How
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Utilize Compressors driven by Electric Motors

00052

Tabile 4. Sismmary of Emissions irom Coal-Feed Geseraling Plasts in 4-Comers Area'

Typeof Estimated Cost of Benelit Patential
Liabilities Limitations
| Nitrogen Oxide
(NOX) and

Carbon Monoxide
(C0) Mitigation
| Utilfize compressees
| dnven by electnical

| May displace uir ethissions away

| Displaced air y
[rom sensitive Class | areas,

exmissions from

Capital costs equal 40% of
gas urbme costs; opetating cost

| motors. dependent on the location of COMpTesson upts 1o modarate emisson reduction near
high voltage power lines electric compressof station. Also,
generaling stalions | typically emissions al an
(EGE). EGS are more heavily

controlled than at individual
compressor stations, so the
displaced emissions are also lower
than if emitted by a compressor

| station

This mitigation option suggests that electricity for compressor engines would be
produced from natural gas fired turbines. This assumption has no merit because it i
unrealistic to assume that facilities would be financed, constructed (generating fa

| Requires ligh valtage

power lines

lity)

and operated solely for the purpose of producing electricity for electric compressors, A

more realistic assumption would be that ¢lectric compressors would obtain electri
from the power grid where electricity would be obtained from coal generation.
In evaluating the chang ons for s

ig from natural gas to electric (coal)

powered compression, it is necessary to examine the emissions for each power source on

an equivalent energy basis. Thus, for the same amount of energy consumption, the
change in emissions from natural gas versus tricity must be sidered

An analysis of shifting from na
the Four Comers Area. Table 4 prese

al gas fired compressors to electric was conducted for
s a summary of emissions from PNM, Xeel and

Tri-State generation stations in the 4-Comers Region. This mix of facilities is assumed to

reflect the “grid” average for the 4-Corners Region.
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In this analysis, it was assumed that for visibility SO2 and NOx emissions are equi
in terms of impacts because they cause approximately the same amount of v
impairment.  This is because the drv scattering coefficients for converting S04 and NO3 Table & Change in 5002, Koy aod Grombouse CGas Emisdons by
concentrations into visual range are approximately equivalent. phifting from
sl Gas Compresshn o Electeicin
As a first order approximation, 1 ton per vear of SO2 emissions will result in the same
amount of potentiz er vear of NOx, In reality, A4 Comers Grid Averape Emissions
the more complex and mmp-.lll;\ : reactions involving both S04 and NO3, S02 I/ N TW N fuaiia MW I r
emissions may result in more visibility impai t than NOx
From an economic basis, conversion of natural gas-fired engines to electric compression ::: T i:; :;E
is only practical for large u.ng:m.a and only in areas where electricity is already a = + y
within close proximity. This is because most locations do not currently have clectrics DOk + 500 L] T
power and it would not be cost effective to install power for small engines. (8] 1748 Tl
The energy consumption of a typical lean bum engine was caleulated. converted mto Caterpillar 3608 LE Average Enilsaions
pounds per mega watt-hour and was compared to SO2 and NOx emissions from existi Il NUW B Cequis alend ) THher MO0 Embssion Hates (2 Tp-hri
conl-fired power plants (Table 5). This was done assuming an um-.-.mn factor between 1
g/hp-hr and 5 g/hp-hr. It was then assumed that the puted ions per mega wall =R 1] L] n 1] L] 1]
of power represented emissions for 1-hour and were converted into tons per vear by
multiplving by 8760 hours per year and dividing by 2000 pounds per ton. luplow e 1542 1542 1342 T
As indicated in Table 5, a shift from natural gas to electric (coal) for an engine of 1 hipmn-hre 1542 1543 1,342 13 L2 | L2
MWhr capacity (approximately 1.342) hp with an emission factor of 1 g'/hp-hr would
result in an increase of 117 tons per vear of 802 + NOx. With engine emissions of ihie Feet gas/inw -hir 915 DHIS M5 QXIS | NS | U5
approximately 2.5 g'hp-hr there is no net change in overall emissions by shifting from
natural gas to electric. For all cases, the shifi from natural gas 1o electricity results in
higher greenhouse gas emissions. Caterpillar 3608 LE Avernge Emilssions
!'!_I"\-I“h l.l.-glull alend | U_!_!_!r Midy Emmbssiuin Hales !‘:hg hrl
NOh Emission Rate grihp-hr 1 1 3 1 5 It
SO0Y Ihs'maw -l | 0 L | L] o | 0o | D
Nk P -l | A £9 | RS | 1A | d4w | 473
CORY v -l 1138 1158 1,158 LI3% | L3S 13N
S02 pomsMWhixr - LA 1] {LL 1] LR L1} (LN
Nk hwﬁm’l‘}r J—EY ] p 1] SR 18 ] (SR ] T
COR o MW RV e FIHS s ATE FIME | HRS | 4UNS
LHH SO s Vs r 149 | (FE] | 149 | (FE] | 149 | |
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[Delta NOx tons/Mwh/yr 0.7 -12.2 -25.2 -38.1 -193.7
Delta NOx +SO2 tonsMWhiyr | 187 | 27 | 102 | 232 1787
Delta CO2 tonsMwhivr 2702 2702 2702 2702 2702
[Delta SO2 tons/yr 15 15 15 15 15
[Delta NOx tons/yr -B3 -180 -276 -373 -1,533
[Delta NOx +S02 tons/yr 117 20 -76 -173 -1,333
Delta CO2 tons/yvr | 20,149 20,149 20,149 | 20,149 | 20,149 | 20,149

ICat. 3608 Assumptions:
9815 Btu'kw-hr
"Sweet" Natural Gas
NOx - 1 gr/hp-hr

1 cu ft gas = 1,000 btu

2285hp

While this

nature of EGL emission profiles,

example was for the Four Corners Area and not Wyoming. it does demonstrate
that shifting from natural gas to electricity does not guarantee a reduction in emissi
This analysis is based on current levels of emissions from coal electric generating
faciliti the future emissions from such facilities may change as a result of Regional
Haze SIPs at the present time there is insufficient data to accurately forecast the exact

1ons,

This mitigation option suggests that electricity for compressor engines would be
produced from wind generation. This assumption has no merit because it is unrealistic 1o
assume that wind generation facilities would be financed, constructed and operated solely
for the purpose of producing electricity for electric compressors, [t is also important to
note that electric power companies do not consider wind generation as base load capacity
which means that even if such facilities were built, coal generation would likely provide
the majority of the electricity

Type of Mitigation Estirnated Cost of
Antigaticon

Emvironmentul
Liahilitics

r.'n\-unmuunlnl Benefit

Potentil Limifations

Itilize wind-
ted electricity
L0 ower

fompressors

“apital costs are very large

Nl Orxide (NOX) and Carlbon Monoxide (C0) Migi

[V isual mmpects from

on Measures (Continaed

fleduced use of fosal fisds and

increased mortality of
arcls, includig
raptors.

d emissions.

Location of wind-

ation facilities is
fequires

et strong winds
[or economic operation
and lagh voltage
fransmassion lines
petween generation
atility and compressor
tatiors.
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Type of E: i Costoof | Fi 1 Potential
Mitigation Mitigation Liahilitles Environmental Beneflt Limitations

N Oxdde (NOX ) and Carbon Monoxide (C0) M n Measures (U

Increased emizssions. | Minor o modemste | None Allows better planmning of The monitonng of

momtoring hen. and especinlly where to | emission sources provides
illow future to | improved information for
sccur and when/whare to |estimating impacts, b
provide for additional does not iecessardy
pmissions mitigation The reduce the magninsde of
Wyoming DEQ AQD currently | the impacts.
14 an ermission tracking
hgreement with the BLM, The
imended Letter af Agreement
v Trocking Nitrogen Oxtde
Ve mixatoves dated April 2000
icalls for anmul reports
procking changes in NON
fermission beginning Jamsry |,
1996

1 d ing should not be listed as a NOx and CO mitigation measure

but should rather be included as a separate section.

The title of the first column above implies that this option will require additional
emission measurements as opposed to simply tracking changes in emissions. This option
is really the responsibility of WDEQ not BLM.

For BLM and WDEQ to make informed decisions regarding future oil and gas
development. it is imperative that accurate estimates of changes (inereases and decreases)
in emissions be inventoried. In estimating future growth in en . il is important for
BLM and industry to estimate the dec existing enissions (as a result of reservoir
decline) in addition to the growth in emissions from new development.
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Ty stimated CostlEnvi T 1 [ ial Type of | Estimated Cost | Envir 1 | Envi tal P inl
;\li:l;::r:;‘:: : of s s 1 | Benefit Limitations |__Mitigation of Liabilities Benefit Limitations
Nitrogen Oxide (NOX) and Carbon Monoxide (CO) Mitigation Measures (Continued ) :I‘-:::::“?rkaﬂit‘ Compounds (VOCs) and Hazardous Air Pollutants (HAPs) Mitigation
phrreng Mot Hees Will meagore ampects ) Minor costs Minor emission
ambient from pollutant sources Condensate tank : Ircdln:tiun i
pollutant of concem if correctly s carbon
monitoring located. nniitare e
other VOC
kapture to the
vent discharge

1 cad ambient

ing should not be listed as a NOx and CO mitigation measure
but should be a separate section. For BLM and WDEQ to make informed decisions
garding future develog in the region, it is imperative that accurate estimates of’
changes in ambient air quality be measured.

The use of activated carbon as a control measure for condensate storage is not a viable
gation option b there are considerable safety o ms using this control

logy. Since i le storage tanks operate at a maximum of 0.5 ounces of
1w plugging of the hon canister could result in over pressuring the tank and

pressure,

result in a catastrophic failure. In addition. because of high volume flow. such controls
Typeof  |Estimated Cost| Envi 1 2 I P ial may require frequent regeneration and maintenance. Rather, the use of a combustion
Mitigation of Liabilities Benefit Limitations chamber will result in lower emissions, less maintenance and a lower cost than activated

Nitrogen Oxide (NOX) and Carbon Monoxide (CO) Mitigation Measures (Continued carbon.
Reduced rate of |Short-term loss b 1ons Peak emissions and | Economic
development of state and senerated at a  pssociated impacts limitations - A

federal ower rate for  reduced. minimum

royaltics, a longer production rate is

veriod. required to cost-

effectively develop
the resource while
maintaining the
processing and
transportation
infrastructure.

Reducing the rate of development as an air quality mitigation measure should only be
idered if: 1) measurable adverse air quality occurs: and 2) if no other cost effective
tion option 1s available.
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Subject:

Fw: Draft Kernmerer RMP
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PLA/PAW Comments - Kemmerer DEIS/RMP 2007
October 11, 2007

Page 2

estate currently are leased and held by production in the planning area. It is unclear whether BLM
intended to address only leases held by production or whether this is an error with respect to lease
holdings.)

Comment and Recommendation: Given the fact that nearly 70 percent of the planning area is under
lease, BLM must clearly state in the Final EIS that the new restrictions proposed in the Preferred
Alternative will not apply to most of the KFO. Moreover, it must be made clear that BLM has no
authority to impose these new restrictions through Conditions of Approval (COA) on applications for
permit to drill (APD) if they would abrogate the valid existing lease rights. Such gualifiers are
consistent with current rules and policies of the BLM and must be clearly disclosed in the planning
documents.

EPCA

On Page 2-4 the DEIS acknowledges that “The Energy PFolicy and Conservation Act (EPCA)
Reauthorization of 2000, Public Law 106-469, directed the Secretary of the Interior to conduct an
inventory of oil and natural gas resources beneath federal lands. The EPCA also directed the U.5.
Department of the Interior (USDI) to identify the extent and nature of any restrictions to resource
development.” As described in the report, EPCA was designed help BLM and other national
policymakers “make more informed decisions during the land use planning process. For example, it will
help ensure that any constraints in place or proposed are the most appropriate and effective for
managing all the resources of the area and not posing barriers to oll and gas production unless it is
absolutely necessary for the preservation of other resources present on the land. The integration of EPCA
inventory results into the BLM's planning process will aise provide info fon for land

decisions and planning to take into consideration the need for energy-related infrastructure such as
pipelines, power lines, and roadways as well as supporting Rights-of-Way.”

Nevertheless, the DEIS claims the results of the EPCA Inventory have been integrated into the DEIS
and that the findings are common to all alternatives in this EIS and that “the oil and gas resource
inventory data are integrated into the RFD baseline scenario for oil and gas that predicts future oil
and gas exploration and development within the planning area for the unconstrained scenario.”

This approach conflicts with the intent of the law and with Instruction Memorandum 2003-233,
Integration of the Energy Policy and Conservation Act (EPCA) Inventory Results into the Land Use
Planning Process. The KFO is also required to review all current oil and gas lease stipulations to
make sure their intent is clearly stated and that stipulations utilized are the |east restrictive
necessary to accomplish the desired protection. Moreover, the IM directs that stipulations not
necessary to accomplish the desired resource protection be modified or dropped using the planning
process.  Since the purpose of integrating the EPCA results into planning is intended to determine
whether existing resource protection measures are inadequate, adequate or excessive, it would be
impossible for the findings to be the same under each alternative since each alternative has
different goals and objectives.

C and R dation: Under EPCA BLM was required to identify impediments to oil and
gas development, not develop new ones. It was the intent of Congress that access to energy
resources be improved as indicated in the Energy Policy Act and Conservation Act of 2000 and the
Energy Policy Act of 2005. This dichotomy needs to be further explained in the FEIS. Since the KFO
does not have the luxury of deciding which BLM directives to follow, it is necessary, as part of the
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planning process, for BLM to clearly disclose in the planning revision how it reviewed all stipulations
and conditions of approval to ensure their appropriate use by alternative,

In addition, BLM has ignored the findings of EPCA Phase Il. This report, titled Scientific inventory of
Onshore Federal Lands' Oil and Gas Resources and the Extent and Nature of Restrictions or
Impediments to Their Development — Phase Il Cumulative Inventory, supersedes Phase | of the
inventory. The report includes the Greater Green River basin and addresses additional impact of
drilling permit conditions of approval, as required by Section 364 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005,
Findings in that report show that nearly 80 percent of the lands within the Green River Basin are
subject to significant restrictions which preciude or severely inhibit industry's ability to explore for
and develop critically needed energy resources, i.e., nearly 53,458 BCF of natural gas. With respect
to the Wyoming Overthrust Belt, the study found that 144 BCF of natural gas are unavailable for
development due to severe constraints. These findings are also subject to the requirements of IM
2003-233 and the analysis must be part of the planning documents.

On page 3-22, Chapter 3, BLM states the majority of technically recoverable natural gas resources
within the planning area are administratively UNAVAILABLE for leasing or available with significant
leasing constraints. While approximately 30 percent of these resources are off limits, only 1 percent
of these lands are statutorily withdrawn. The other 29 percent are administrative decisions of the
KFO which must be reevaluated in accordance with EPCA Phase Il and IM 2003-233 before a final
plan is developed.

REASONABLY FORESEEABLE DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO

Table 7-4 - Kemmerer Planning Area Conventional Oil and Gas Wells Well Number Estimates by Geologic Play

Geologic Play Wells
| Green River Basin (Moxa Arch) 1.740 wells
| Absaroka Thrust 160 wells
| Prospect-Darby-Hogsback Thrust | 100 wells |
| Crawford-Meade Thrust | 20 wells |
| Cretaceous Stratigraphic | 20 wells |
| Total Wells Projected I 2,040 wells |

Sources: BLM 2006b; RMG 2003

Table 7-5 - Kemmerer Planning Area Coalbed Natural Gas Wells Well Number Estimates by Geologic Play

Geologic Play ) Wwells
[ Frontier-Adaville-Evanston I 600 wells |
| 40 wells |
640 wells

Sources: BLM 2006b; RMG 2003

Upon review of the RFDS, it is evident BLM has significantly underestimated the level of development
expected to occur over the life of the Kemmerer Resource Management Plan (KRMP), i.e., BLM has
projected that 2,040 conventional wells could be drilled over the next 20 years. However, according
to our members, approximately 30 operators in the Moxa Arch field provided the KFO with an
overview of their future development plans at the end of 2005. At that time, BLM was notified that in
the Moxa Arch field alone, operators plan to drill 1,861 wells within the ten-year period following
approval of the soon-to-be released Moxa Arch Area Infill Gas Development Project EIS. Therefore, it

00054
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Page 4

is of great concern that BLM has projected only 1,740 wells in the entire planning area over the next
20 years. Moreover, BLM indicates an average of 87 wells could be drilled per year in the Moxa Arch
field despite the fact that industry projects 186 wells could be drilled per year over a 10 year period.
The sizable difference between what industry has projected and what BLM has projected for the
Moxa Arch field renders the entire RFDS inadeguate.

Additionally, the projections for the Wyoming portion of the Overthrust Beit are low and have not
utilized more recent information from recently initiated exploration activities. BLM has apparently
not taken into account the activity that has occurred just across the state line into Utah where
Wolverine made a huge discovery in its Covenant field. Companies are seeking the same types of
success in the KFO, which must be acknowledged in the RMP RFDS.

C and Recorr Given the fact that BLM has apparently ignored recent data
provided, the remaining projected wells and their associated disturbance also come into question.
Retention of an madequate RFDS will result in industry being required to needlessly prepare future
development ysis b the cu ive effects analysis contained in the DEIS, should it be
carried forward to the Final EIS and RMP, will hecome outdated in a short period of time. This would
pose an untenable and irresponsible approach to planning on BLM's part. It is imperative for the
agency to update the RFD to avoid needless costly and time-consuming subsequent NEPA analyses.

We strongly recommend that BLM revise the existing RFDS to comport with IM 2004-089, Folicy for
Reasonably Foreseeable Development for Oil and Gas, by including and analyzing all available data,
including new exploration and production technologies; future development activities which could be
derived from new discoveries; a more viable discussion of potential future unconventional
development activities; and surface disturbance associated with existing wells as well as surface
reclamation associated with plugged and abandoned wells. This could be easily accomplished if BLM
were to work with KFO operators,

CATEGORICAL EXCLUSIONS

Despite the fact that Congress legislated five new statutory Categorical Exclusions (CX) as part of the
Energy Policy Act of 2005, BLM fails to acknowledge them in the DEIS. CXs represent one of three
possible avenues for fulfilling the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act, the other
two being Environmental Assessments (EAs) and Environmental Impact Statements (EISs). CXs have
been in use for many years and are defined at 40 CFR § 1508.4;

“Categorical exclusion’ means a category of actions which do not individually or cumulatively have a
significant effect on the human environment and which have been found to have no such effect in
procedures adopted by a Federal agency !n -'m.oiamemamn of h‘lese regulations (§1507.3) and for
which, therefore, nelther an envi t nor an envir | impact statement Is
required... . Any procedures under this section shall provide for extraordinary circumstances in which
a normally excluded action may have a significant environmental effect.” [Emphasis Added]

C and Ri dation: CXs are an important tool used in BLM’s administration of the
federal oil and gas program. They are designed to facilitate the permit approval process by lessening
needless paperwork and timeframes associated with these approvals. We recommend that the Final
EIS fully examine and disclose the conditions under which they will be used.
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RANGE OF ALTERNATIVES

The current range of alternatives is inadequate by virtue of the inclusion of Alternative B. NEPA
requires at 40 CFR 1502.14 that BLM include “reasonable” alternatives. However, even though the
regulations may allow for alternatives outside BLM’s jurisdiction, each alternative must adhere to the
law, i.e., current statutes, regulations and policies. As such, BLM does not have the legal authority to
impose the ive restrictions cc in this alternative making it “unreasonable.”

C and Ri d It would be illegal for BLM to incorporate many elements of
Alternative B in any of the other alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative, because it would
result in the abrogation of Valid Existing Lease Rights and illegally extends its authority over resource
management held by other State and Federal agencies. As such, revisions to all the alternatives
analyzed in detail must be made to remove all inappropriate management objectives identified in
Alternative B. For example, BLM indicates it would consider under the Preferred Alternative a
program developed under Alternative B to offset emissions proposed by the RMP. Since the RMP
revision is a programmatic document that does not contain decisions for specific projects, it does not
contain proposals for air emissions. As such, this proposed a program is outside the scope of the
RMP revision because it is impossible for BLM to make such determinations without a specific
project proposal. In addition, both Alternatives B and D explain they will attempt to reduce emissions
from existing sources by using more stringent techniques such as those included in Best Available
Control Technologies. Again, such decisions are the function of the State of Wyoming, which has
been given primacy for administration of the air quality program by the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA).

These are but a couple of the issues that render Alternative B outside the scope of viability. Other
areas where the Alternative goes beyond what is reasonable and outside the law involve water,
biological, cultural, soil, and visual resources as well as many of the proposals for special
designations or management.

WITHDRAWALS

Under Alternative D, BLM would make approximately 182,000 acres unavailable for oil and gas
leasing. According to FLPMA, “withholding an area of Federal land from settlement, sale, location, or
entry, under some or all of the general land laws, for the purpose of limiting activities under those
laws in order to maintain other public values in the area or reserving the area for a particular public
purpose or program; or transferring jurisdiction over an area of Federal land, other than “property”
governed by the Federal Property and Administrative Services Act, as amended (40 U.5.C. 472) from
one department, bureau or agency to another department, bureau or agency” constitutes a
withdrawal.

C and R dati The removal of these lands from availability for leasing constitutes
a withdrawal. However, in accordance with FLPMA, only the Secretary of Interior is authorized to
make a withdrawal of lands as described above. The Secretary is also required to provide notice of a
proposed withdrawal in the Federal Register, to conduct public hearings on the proposal and to notify
Congress of the proposal. Clearly, such a “withdrawal" cannot be made through the resource
management planning process. Therefore, it is necessary for the KFO to either revise its Draft RMP
or follow the procedures for withdrawal outlined in FLPMA,
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OFFSITE COMPENSATORY MITIGATION

Tucked away on page 2-52, Biological Resources, Management Actions Common to All Alternatives,
BLM indicates it will “utilize appropriate voluntary offsite compensatory mitigation if necessary after
all onsite mitigation has been accomplished or if onsite mitigation is not feasible.”

Comment and Recommendation: While we recognize many companies have offered to perform off-
site mitigation, it is of concern that BLM states it will “utilize” this practice. We understand BLM may
identify offsite mitigation opportunities; however, operators must not be required to “volunteer” such
mitigation as a means of garmering permit approval. It is critical that the concept of offsite mitigation
not become a routine requirement for oil and gas operators on public lands. We can foresee that
BLM could adopt a policy that requires offsite mitigation to reduce impacts to a less than
“significant” level under NEPA. Such a goal may be impossible to achieve in some cases, which
could lead to the “assumption” that any action resulting in impacts would cause “unnecessary and
undue degradation” of public lands.

It is our L ding that “unr ¥ and undue degradation” would result only if surface
disturbance greater than that which would normally result on other resources and land uses when a
similar activity is undertaken by a “prudent” operator in the usual manner. 43 CFR 3B02.0-5(/)
directs, “Undue and unnecessary degradation means impacts greater than those that would

normally be expected from an activity being accc lished in compli: with current standards and
regulations and based on sound practices, mcrudmg use of the best reasonably available
technology.” Clearly, typical oil and gas op i 1 in pliance with existing laws and

regulations are highly unlikely to meet the standard for unnecessary and undue degradation. The
burden of proof would rest solely with BLM to demonstrate that new activities similar to those that
have taken place in the KFO for decades would result in unnecessary and undue degradation.

As discussed in Instruction Memorandum 92-67, if one is to consider unnecessary and undue
degradation of public lands, one must consider that there will also be necessary and due
degradation of a site, albeit temporarily during the course of the project. In accordance with 43 CFR
3101.1-2, there are certain rights granted when a lease is issued. Clearly, valid existing lease rights
would be compromised if BLM determines a development program cannot proceed without voluntary
off-site mitigation. It must also be acknowledged by BLM that if the mitigation would render the
proposed operation uneconomic or technically infeasible, such degradation may be considered
r y for the manag it of the resource.

We recommend that the proposed Kemmerer RMP clearly indicate that offsite compensation is
entirely voluntary and that based upon the above discussion that it will only be sought to avoid
unr y and undue degradation.

RESOURCE SPECIFIC COMMENTS
AIR QUALITY

PLA and PAW enlisted the help of BP in our review of the Air Quality portions of the DEIS. As such, BP
conducted a review of the Air Quality Technical Support Document (Appendix J) and Mitigation
Options (Appendix L) of the 2007 Draft K R: e Pian (RMP). In the review,
BP identified significant air quality issues that BLM must address before the RMP is finalized. Below
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is a summary of BP's findings. BP's entire set of comments on air quality issues are formally
incorporated by reference into these comments,

« BP requested from BLM its air quality emission calculation spreadsheet. BLM was unable to
provide this document in a timely manner and therefore BP was unable to review the emission
calculations. Subsequent review of the emissions reported in the draft indicate that there are
some important undefined assumptions regarding per well emission reductions in NOx and VOC
from gas well operations. Before the draft is finalized, it is important that BLM fully disclose the
emission calculation procedures and assumptions so that stakeholders can fully comment on
them.

« Another finding was that the base year inventory of the RMP was 2001 and the first growth
estimate was 2011. More current emission information is available to represent existing
emissions through 2006 (5-years). Selectinga 2001 base year and a 2011 growth period means
that half of the first 10-year period of growth has been already taken place. BLM needs to justify
the selection of the 2001 base year and supplement the analysis with changes in emissions that
have occurred between 2001 and 2006 or revise the analysis to represent a more accurate
baseline and growth. We believe this is a significant issue that BLM cannot ignore.

» BP discovered that BLM assumed an undocumented and unjustified 3 percent decrease in NOx
emissions from small heaters in 2011 and 2020 compared to 2001, The small heaters are less
than 0.5 MMBtu/hr and further control is neither cost effective nor technically possible. In
addition, emission estimates for small heaters are overstated by 50 percent because they only
operate during the coldest winter months.

« BP also found that for VOCs, the DEIS assumes individual well emissions for Alternatives A, C,
and D would be reduced by 44 percent in 2011 over the base case and also for these
alternatives in 2020, emissions would be reduced by an additional 5 percent (49 percent relative
to the base case). The RMP must provide additional documentation on these assumed
reductions. For Alternative B the reduction in 2011 over the base case was 49 percent and in
2020 an additional reduction of 12 percent was assumed (total reduction of 62 percent was
assumed over the 2001 base case). For Alternative B a higher level of emission reduction was
assumed than for the other alternatives, however, no documentation or justification was
provided. BLM must provide justification regarding the assumed emission reductions.

« It is necessary for BLM to estimate emissions on production, rather than simple well counts. This
is important because production will decline and will require less equipment to produce the gas,
which will result in lower overall emissions.

» The RMP document must place identified mitigation options in proper perspective regarding
possible implementation. The analysis must stress that the need for such options will be based
on demonstrated adverse air quality impacts rather than potential emission reductions.
Demonstration of such impacts must be based on analysis of ambient monitoring data in
conjunction with emission inventory data as well as appropriate air quality modeling. For
modeling potential ozone concentrations, deposition and visibility photochemical grid models
must be used. In this context. it is imperative that an evaluation of model accuracy be
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conducted. It is also important that adverse impacts be defined using appropriate definitions
(e.g.. NAAQS for ozone).

» The selection of a mitigation option must be developed based on environmental, economic (costs
to control as well as capital costs), reliable and technical feasibility. It is important that industry
has technical input into the determination of need for mitigation implementation, the data used
to rank options and involvement in any ranking of options. Further, not all of the listed mitigation
measures are appropriate for consideration since some of the technologies are not feasible, are
unproven or may result in unsafe operations.

WATER QUALITY

In Section 4.1.3, page 4-17, Surface Water Quality, 2™ paragraph, the DEIS states “Beneficial
impacts to surface water quality include actions that minimize, reduce, or prevent offsite erosion or
the disposal of supplemental water that is of lower quality than the ambient water guality of the
receiving water,”

C and R dation: Impacts result from actions. Impacts are not intrinsically “actions”
themselves, This sentence should be revised to state that “actions that minimize, reduce, or prevent
offsite erosion or the disposal of water that is of lower quality than the ambient water quality of the
receiving water would diminish adverse impacts to surface water quality.”

In Section 4.1.3.2, page 4-21, Surface Water Quantity, 1% paragraph. the DEIS states ... activities,
such as reclamation and proper grazing management, can improve vegetative cover and channel
morphology, resulting in beneficial impacts.”

c and Ri jation: The described activities, in fact, diminish adverse impacts rather
than result in beneficial impacts. The confusion between the beneficial impacts and the mitigation
of adverse impacts is of concern because it reflects a fundamental misrepresentation or
misunderstanding of what actions may result in adverse impacts, what actions may result in
beneficial impacts, and what actions may mitigate or diminish ad impacts.,

Surface Water
Alternative B

Table 2-3, page 2-41. Under Alternative B, BLM would “exclude surface-disturbing operations within
Y mile of ail wetlands, riparian areas, aquatic habitat, and 100-year floodplains.”

Comment and Recommendation: Existing stipulations and BLM practices allow operations within
500 feet of wetlands and riparian areas. Given existing best management practices and
construction technigues that protect surface water and riparian areas, in addition to limitations,
mitigation measures, and permitting requirements imposed by the WDEQ and the Army Corps of
Engineers under the Clean Water Act, the % mile limitation is unreasonable and unnecessary.

Table 2-3. page 2-42 under Alternative B, BLM proposes unnecessarily prohibiting road crossings in
all wetlands, riparian areas, or floodplains by stating: “No new permanent facilities, including road
crossings, are ailowed in floodplains, riparian areas, or wetlands.”
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c and R dation: Such a restriction is unreasonable and unnecessary, especially
given the extensive and adequate permitting and mitigation requirements imposed by the WDEQ and
particularly the Army Corps of Engineers under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.

Page 4-21 contains the following statement: “Surface dischargers of produced water from oil and
gas wells are permitted by the WDEQ through a WYPDES permit that requires compliance with
specific water quality standards to assure the produced water quality disposed of on the surface is
suitable for beneficial uses, such as agricultural and livestock, and does not resuit in a violation of
water quality standards in the receiving stream.”

C and ion: We agree that the permitting process works to maintain surface
water quality in the state and therefore, the constraint against the release of produced water on the
surface must be removed from Alternative B for areas where state permit requirements are met. The
BLM's proposal to “Prohibit disposal of produced waters to or other flov d surface
features” under Alternative B is unreasonable and unnecessarily restricts the BLM's ability to
manage operations in the future. It is important for BLM to retain as much flexibility as possible by
reserving itself the possibility of authorizing surface discharge under the appropriate circumstances,
It is foreseeable produced water within the planning area may actually benefit riparian areas, wildlife,
or livestock.

roati n

On Table-2-3, page 2-42. BLM proposes a management action under both Alternative B and
Alternative D that would protect aquifer recharge areas. “Maintain aquifer recharge areas to protect
groundwater and surface water quality through maintenance of the vegetative cover and soil
structure that contributes to recharge and limitations to surface-disturbing activities.”

C t and R dation: BLM has failed to identify or map “aquifer recharge areas.” Asa
result, it is impossible for operators to anticipate the impacts such limitations or restrictions may
have on its operations. BLM must identify known aquifer recharge areas and delineate potential
restrictions in said areas. Absent this information, an operator cannot ensure that its existing lease
rights will be adequately protected, or understand how future operations may be impacted.

Groundwater

Table 2- Ri Under Alternative D, BLM appropriately provides sufficient
authority and flexibility for the agency to approve surface discharge of produce water, in connection
with the WDEQ and State Engineer's Office, on a case-by-case basis and depending upon site-
specific conditions.

Comment and Recommendation: BLM must also acknowledge the central role the WDEQ plays in
approving and monitoring surface discharge permits under the Clean Water Act.

Section 4.1.3.1 - Groundwater Quality and Quantity

Page 4-19, in the DEIS discussion of erosive soils in the planning area, it is noted that the locations
of highly erosive soils have not been mapped. It is also stated that soils *must be determined on a
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project-specific basis”™ because erosive soils are difficult to protect through the Imp ion of
standard BMPs.

G and R dation: We conclude that the decision implementing the new RMP will

likely include a provision requiring oil and gas operators to conduct soils surveys throughout a project
area. We do not agree that that a detailed soil survey would be needed to determine where erosive
soils exist in project areas. Oil and gas development has occurred within the KFO for decades. Past
development in the Moxa Arch area, for example, has provided oil and gas operators, as well as BLM,
with evidence of the locations of erosive soils. Surveys conducted by a soil scientist are not needed
for identification of those areas where erosion and sediment transport are more likely to occur.
BMPs have been and will be determined and applied on a site-specific basis. Unlike administrative
determinations of “grazing allotments,” neither the BLM nor operators need a map to inform them of
the locations of erosive soils. A requirement to conduct a formal soils survey where samples would
be taken and analyzed is not needed to protect soil or water resources.

Operators support the position taken under Alternatives A and D, where completed soils surveys and
site observations would be utilized to address soil protection and develop mitigation. Level 1ll soils
surveys would not provide new any useful data that would measurably contribute to soils protection
by minimizing erosion.

0On page 4-19 of the DEIS, factors that affect the amount of sediment delivery are listed, including
the amount of disturbed surface, soil type (erosive or not), overland flow characteristics, proximity of
established channels, vegetation characteristics, and effectiveness of BMPs.

C and jon: BLM has app ly failed to recognize that the site-specific BMPs
designed during the onsite inspection, along with addition to the Storm Water Pollution Prevention
Plans to comply with State of Wyoming requirements, fully address the factors listed above, resulting
in minimal offsite impacts due to sediment delivery.

Page 4-19 of the DEIS contains contradictory text and requires clarification.

C and R jation: The DEIS seems to advocate the limited application of water to the
surface to aid reclamation, but indicates there are limits to produced water disposal on the surface
because produced water quality has high salinity. It is unclear what the source of water would be
that BLM would recommend for use in reclamation. Since produced water is often transported by
truck, it appears BLM may be considering trucking water into a location for reclamation purposes.
The appropriateness of applying such a requirement or the circumstances when such a requirement
may be justifiable is indeterminate. It is necessary for BLM to provide an explanation in the FEIS or
delete this discussion altogether.

On page 4-19, the DEIS states that “mineral development is the primary activity with a potential to
impact shallow groundwater.” On page 4-18. however, it is stated that “Direct impacts to
groundwater quality and quantity could result from changes in the number of (water) wells, including
water supply (wells), water disposal, oil and gas wells drilled, the condition and uses of existing (oil
and gas) wells, the number of springs developed, water conservation efforts, and the amount of
water that infiltrates the ground before flowing to the surface water system.” (The text in
parentheses was inserted for clarification of the text in the DEIS.)
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C and Ri Three of the listed factors that have the potential to impact
groundwater are associated with oil and gas development: water disposal; oil and gas wells drilled;
and the condition and uses of existing wells. With respect to oil and gas wells drilled, casing and
cementing requirements are approved by the appropriate regulatory authority to ensure that no
contamination of shallow fresh water zones would result. The procedures that regulate drilling an oil
and/or gas well are strictly regulated by the BLM in Onshore Order #7 and by the State of Wyoming.

Fresh water encountered during drilling operations is reported to the BLM. Additionally, procedures
that regulate disposal of produced water by subsurface injection in Wyoming are strictly regulated by
the State of Wyoming and/or Environmental Protection Agency. Subsurface injection of produced
water typically occurs in deep formations well below fresh water aguifers. Permit approval is
thorough and arduous, ensuring that fresh water will not be contaminated. Therefore, the likelihood
of contamination of groundwater from drilling new development wells or an injection well is remote,
Cross-contamination of a water well has only been known to occur if the casing integrity of an older
oil and gas well were compromised at shallow depth; therefore, groundwater contamination from oil
and gas development is i The deter ion that “mineral development is the primary
activity with a potential to impact shallow groundwater” is speculative and should be removed unless
documentation can be provided within the text of the FEIS.

VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT (VRM)

Page 2-29 states that “Alternative D updates the VRM classification system compared to Alternative
A, Ciass | under Alternative D is the Raymond Mountain WSA. VRM Ciasses I, Ill, and IV comprise
specific parts of the planning area as described in Table 2-3. To protect the viewshed within 3 miles
of the Bridger Antelope Trap juniper fence, Alternative D identifies this area as unsuitable for ROW
corridors or high-profile structures (higher than 12 feet) particularly wind power. Alternative D also
protects the viewshed from high-profile structures within 3 miles of select archeological sites (see
Table 2-3). Viewshed protection for NHT segments increases under Alternative O up to 3 miles (high
manag level segr ) oup to 3% mile (medium management level segments), and in
accordance with the surrounding VRM class for low management level segments.”

Table 2-3 identifies new areas for management under VRM Class II; and according to Chapter 4,
these areas are specifically defined for management of sensitive cultural resources, including the
northwest portion of the planning area north and east of U.S. Highway 30 and the federal section
that contains the Bridger Antelope Trap along with the federal sections within 3 miles of the Bridger
Antelope Trap.

Mare specifically, a “visual corridor extending up to 1 mile will be imposed to protect these identified
Class If visual resources, such as the Sublette Cutoff, the Slate Creek Cutoff, portions of the Oregon-
California Trail, and part of the Oregon-Mormon-California Trail south of 1-80 and east of Bigelow
Bench. Other visual resources, such as the area from Slate Creek Ridge north and west of U5,
Highway 189 to U.S. Highway 233, the area of Oyster Ridge northeast of Kemmerer, the northeast
portion of the planning area north and east of U.S. Highway 30, and the Star Valley area, also will be
managed as VRM Class Il. In addition, a 3-mile buffer on either side of State Highway 414 will
protect other Class Il values.”

G and R jation: We question BLM's ability to manage the above-identified areas as
Class Il VRM. Appendix N stipulates that “surface disturbance will be prohibited in VRM Class | and If
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areas,” but much of this area is already under lease for oil and gas. In addition, 100-foot
transmission lines also cross the area. According to the BLM Manual, simply because area may have
high visual values is not justification to assign it to the category it meets. According to IM 98-164,
BLM must also recognize there are activities which impact visual resources that are not
*discretionary,” such as those where valid existing rights are involved. Nevertheless, BLM has
increased the application of VARM Il under both Alternatives B and D by more than 300 percent.
While may be ped to mitigate impacts to visual resources, all measures must be
consistent with valid existing rights. Therefore, it seems ill-considered to impose VRM Il in areas
where BLM knows its management objectives may not be legally met.

Despite the fact the DEIS states on page 4-27 that new “constraints will not affect existing leases”, it
is not disclosed how BLM intends to manage rights-of-way (ROW) required to exercise these valid
existing rights when many of these ROWs will be off-lease. Clearly preventing leaseholders from
obtaining essential ROWs will also affect valid existing rights, which would be construed to be a
“taking” of these rights. We recommend that BLM include a discussion of how it will manage ROW
activities in these areas with respect to valid existing rights.

NATIONAL HISTORIC TRAILS

Based upon the maps that accompanied the DEIS, it Is virtually impossible to determine where
special management s being proposed. More detailed maps of the NHT showing the various levels
of protection proposed are needed before an adequate review can be accomplished., Nevertheless,
we did our best to decipher BLM's intended management.

Preferred Alternative, the DEIS proposes to “preserve the viewshed within 3
miles of mgn managemem level NHT segments north and east of U.S, Highway 30 and west of the
Hams Fork river (Tunp/Dempsey Trail area)...Design ROW to preserve the visual integrity of the
seltings consistent with the BLM visual resources handbook and manual. The settings are not
suitable for developments containing high-profile structures (higher than 12 feet), particularly wind
power.”

C and R dation: As displayed on Map 60, BLM's proposed preservation will
encompass nearly six entire townships, much of which is under existing oil and gas lease. Moreover,
BLM has not demonstrated that the current 1,/4 mile or line of sight buffer is insufficient to protect
MNHT scenic values. This is another case where BLM's proposed management could abrogate existing
lease rights. BLM has apparently failed to recognize that this area covers a significant part of the
Wyoming Overthrust Belt where oil and gas exploration and development projects will occur. We are
concerned that the imposition of a 6-mile preservation corridor along NHT could not only negatively
impact future on-lease activities but could also negatively impact ROW access to existing leases as
discussed above under VRM Resources, particularly when these two management decisions overlap.
BLM needs to analyze these potential impacts before release of the FEIS. This analysis must also
include the effects on oil and gas activities that would arise from imposition of a 6-mile NHT carridor
with respect to the requirement for consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office when NHT
viewsheds are involved.

Given the topography of this area, there are many opportunities to mitigate visual impacts without
resorting to imposition of the ill-conceived 6-mile buffer along NHT. If BLM is to honor valid existing
rights as well as reduce impediments to development of crucial domestic energy supplies, the
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agency is encouraged to reconsider its proposal and develop a new proposal involving less onerous
and flexible mitigation measures.

A 12-foot high threshold on all structures in the area is also cause for great concern. While wind
energy structures are singled out, this threshold could ostensibly apply to drill rigs which typically
exceed 12 feet, even though temporarily. Establishment of this threshold would clearly impact oil
and gas operations; but nowhere in the DEIS is this impact discussed. Moreover, BLM has failed to
acknowledge the existence of the 100-foot high electrical transmission lines that trasverse the area.
Again, we recommend that BLM retain flexibility by allowing a project proponent the chance to
develop appropriate mitigation measures to protect visual impacts, in accordance with existing
rights, rather than relying upon an arbitrary threshold for which no justification has been provided,

EMIGRANT SPRINGS BACK COUNTRY BYWAY

According to Table 2-3, BLM intends to designate an existing road as the “Emigrant Springs Back
Country Byway” which encompasses a 4.5-mile primitive two-track and an 11-mile crowned and
ditched gravel road. While the DEIS at page 4-228 provides that no special constraints are
associated with the designation, page 4-229 directs that the road would “remain a primitive four-
wheel drive road and not be upgraded from current conditions”,

Ci and R 1: The DEIS fails to disclose whether this is a BLM road or a county
road. Obviously this is an important distinction that must be made. If it is a county road claimed
under RS-2477, BLM has no authority to impose this designation. If the road is a BLM road, we are
concerned the requirement that it must not be upgraded from current conditions would inhibit
industry’s ability to access and develop existing leases in the area. Clearly, if the road is needed for
such projects, it would be necessary to upgrade the road to accommodate truck traffic and
transportation of heavy equipment. Moreover, it would be imprudent for BLM to expect a lessee(s) to
construct a new road to access the same |leases, particularly since the entire area Is subject to VRM
Class Il.

WILDLIFE
4000 - Goals and Objectives - Page 2-51
Bi6.1 “Manage habitat to support WGFD in the attainment of their big game herd unit objectives,

strategic population plans, the Strategic Terrestrial Plan and the Aquatic Habitat Plan, and to
achieve the stated purpose of designated Wildlife Habitat Management Areas.”

c and R jati We recognize that BLM manages wildlife habitat while the
Wyoming Game and Fish Department manages wildlife populations. However, there are many cases
where current wildlife populations exceed the targets established by the State agency. We
encourage BLM to take this situation into account when determining best management practices for
oil and gas activities along with Conditions of Approval (COA) that may be attached to a permit
approval. We oppose highly restrictive protection measures in areas where wildlife populations are
far beyond attainment objectives,

BR:6.2/7.2/8.2 “Ensure that no greater than 12.5 percent net loss of crucial habitat acres occurs in
the planning area over the life of the plan in the absence of voluntary offsite mitigation.”
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Ci and Ri dation: Crucial habitat, as shown on Map 22, covers a significant portion
of the KFO planning area, including many currently leased areas. We could find no discussion that
provides a rationale for how BLM determined that a 12,5 percent limit on crucial habitat loss is
necessary or even appropriate. Nor can any evidence be found that BLM would consider the
differences between long- and short-term activities and their potential for creating habitat losses.
Clearly, current reclamation practices must be taken into account in making such a determination.
BLM must fully disclose its justification for this apparently arbitrary goal by detailing how this figure
was determined and how it will be implemented.

BR:6.7/7.7/8.6 and MA 4004 "Capitalize on opportunities to maintain and enhance wildlife habitat
capability and functionality, and provide adequate habitat, protection from disturbance, and barrier-
free movements in identified wildiife migration routes and fish passages within the planning are.”
and “Utilize appropriate voluntary offsite compensatory mitigation to reduce impacts if necessary
after all onsite mitigation has been accomplished or if onsite mitigation is not feasible. -

c and R dation: We do not object to practices to maintain or enhance wildlife
habitat capability and functionality, provided BLM does not intend to place the burden of these
activities on the shoulders of KFO oil and gas operators. While industry is amenable to helping the
agency in certain improvement activities, such efforts must be associated with a specific project and
must result in a benefit to the project operator, Moreover, all such activities conducted by industry
must remain voluntary, as discussed in our comments on compensatory off-site mitigation.

Page 2-62 BLM states it will “Avoid habitat fragmentation through attenuation, siting, and
consolidation of roads, energy facilities, and other developments in identified special status species
habitat, unless appropriate mitigation is initiated”.

c and jati We d this statement be revised as follows, “Avoid
habitat fragmentation through reasonable attenuation, siting, and consolidation of roads, energy
facilities, and other development, with cor ion for engineering feasibility and safety, in special
status species habitat, unless appropriate mitigation is initiated.”

Map 26 must be revised to delineate all special status species habitat. As it now stands, there is no
way for the public or industry to understand where this requirement would be implemented.

Page 2-62

» Greater sage-grouse leks: (1) Avoid surface disturbance or occupancy within Y mile of the
perimeter of occupied greater sage-grouse leks; (2) Avoid human activity between 8 p.m. and 8
a.m. from March 1 through May 15 within % mile of the perimeter of occupied greater sage-
grouse leks.

» Greater sage-grouse nesting and early brood-rearing habitats: Avoid surface-disturbing and
disruptive activities in suitable greater sage-grouse nesting and early brood-rearing habitats
within 2 miles of an occupied lek, or in identified greater sage-grouse nesting and early brood-
rearing habitats outside the 2-mile buffer from March 15 through July 15.
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Page 15
« Greater sage-grouse winter habitat: Avoid surface disturbance and disruptive activities in

occupied greater sage-grouse winter habitats from November 15 through March 14. Exceptions
to CSU and timing restrictions will continue to be considered on a case-by-case basis,

C and Recor datl We can find no analysis in the DEIS that demonstrates these new
restrictions are justified. It is also unknown whether these seasonal restrictions would also apply to
maintenance and operations of existing facilities or only to new construction and new drilling. We
oppose application of these restrictions on operating wells due to safety issues, not to mention the
loss of production. BLM must include an analysis and justification in the FEIS or eliminate the new
constraints.

» “Locate facilities or reduce noise levels to 49 dB or less as measured 900 feet from the noise
source to minimize the impacts of continuous noise on species relying on aural cues for
successful breeding.”

c and R fation: We can find no analysis or justification for this new constraint and
we oppose its inclusion in the DEIS because it is overly restrictive. There is no information on how
BLM determined that 900 feet and 49 decibels are the magic numbers. Moreover, BLM fails to
provide information regarding how it intends to quantify background noise levels to determine
whether or how noise levels have been impacted by a new facility.

* Avoid new high-profile structures {higher than 12 feet) within 1 mile of occupied sagebrush
obligate habitats unless anti-perch devices are installed.

= Prohibit new high-profite structures relying on guy wires for support in these habitats, Exceptions
can be made if NEPA analysis shows little or no impact to sagebrush obligate species.

Comment and Recommendation: We oppose this new restriction because it would eliminate the use
of all drilling rigs, even though they are only temporary facilities. Clearly, this would be in violation of
all existing lease rights and would prevent any future drilling activity on new leases. This new

qui it must be elimi d from the FEIS because it would have a detrimental impact on energy
activities. Furthermore, it would create a needless impediment to the recovery of energy sources
which is in direct conflict with the President’s Energy Policy and EPCA.

Page 2-64

» Surface-disturbing and disruptive activities to nesting raptors are prohibited within the following
distances from an active nest from February 1 through July 31 with the exception of burrowing
owl (April 1 through September 15, or whenever the young have fledged) and northern goshawk
{April 1 through August 31):

C and jation: BLM has failed to provide any justification for the one-month
extension of the seasonal restriction for the burrowing owl. BLM must provide scientific data that
demonstrates this new restriction is necessary in the FEIS or eliminate it from the proposed RMP.
With respect to the Northern Goshawk, this is an entirely new restriction. As previously stated BLM
must provide scientific justification for this new restriction or eliminate it from the proposed RMP.
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We are concerned that the seasonal restriction for burrowing owl would not be limited to active
raptor nests, but could be applied in any “potential” habitat for burrowing owls. We object to the
protection of potential habitat because it is an unknown guantity. BLM's management must be
limited to known and documented habitat. Otherwlise, this restriction could be broadly and arbitrarily
applied in an attempt to limit surface activities, such as those associated with valid existing lease
rights. We request that this distinction be made in the FEIS,

*  April 1 through luly 31: osprey, merlin, sharp-shinned hawk, kestrel, prairle falcon, northern
harrier, Swainson’s hawk, Cooper's hawk

Comment and Recommendation: The same comments iterated above apply to the expansion of the
seasonal restriction for the Prairie Falcon. BLM must provide scientific data that demonstrates this
new restriction is necessary in the FEIS or eliminate it from the proposed RMP.

» Prohibit surface-disturbing activities in identified pygmy rabbit habitats.
= Avoid activities that could resuit in collapse of burrows in occupied white-tailed prairie dog
colonies or compiexes 200 acres or greater, unless appropriate mitigation occurs.

C and R dati These new restrictions have not been discussed or justified.
Neither of these species warrants a classification of “special status.” The mere fact that someone
nominated these species for listing on the Endangered Species list does not validate BLM's proposal
to classify them as having special status. The fact remains the Fish and Wildlife Service found that
neither of these species qualifies special status. Clearly BLM must consider these determinations in
deciding special protection measures. Obviously, these do not and BLM's proposed management
must be removed from the FEIS.

« |dentify and develop management for traditional migration and travel corridors for special status
species.

(& t and R dati This proposal is confusing for a number of reasons. First, there is
confusion between big game and special status species. We are unaware of any big game as being
categorized as a special status species. This reference must be removed from the document.
Second, no details on when and how BLM intends to identify these corridors are provided. No map
has been included in the DEIS showing potentially where these migration and travel corridors exist.
Absent this information, neither the public nor industry has any idea of what BLM intends under this
direction.

CHAPTER FOUR -ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES

General

Kudos are in order with respect to the way this chapter was written in terms of the discussions of
mitigation that could be used to reduce impacts on other resources from oil and gas activities, The
historical lack of this type of discussion in RMPs has been a major sore point to PLA. Nevertheless,

we have identified several concerns as noted below,

Pages 4-27-28, Methods and Assumptions
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G and R { We strenuously object to the DEIS's practice of combining
stipulations into the categories of moderate and major. We strongly recommend that each individual
lease stipulation be identified and mapped by alternative in the FEIS, i.e., No Surface Occupancy
(NSO}, Timing Limitations (TL), Controlled Surface Use (CSU). As this information is currently
portrayed, it is impossible to determine how existing and future leases will be impacted by the RMP.
It is critical for BLM to recognize that companies refer to the RMP when evaluating lands for potential
lease nominations, lease acquisitions and project level decisions.

Page 4,29, Impacts from moderate constraints, while adverse, are typically indirect and not as
severe as those resulting from major restrictions. Moderate constraints may limit the timing of
development activities or require specific mitigation, but they do not necessarily remove the acreage
from development or require directional drilling.”

G and R dati These assumptions underestimate the impacts of wildlife timing
limitations when they overlap with a number of different seasonal restrictions for a number of
species. They also fail to take into account that restrictions in most areas are not limited to seasonal
wildiife restrictions. Other restrictions identified in the DEIS involve ROW avoidance areas, VRM
classifications, cultural resource and National Historic Trails restrictions as well as other restrictions
designed to protect other resources. BLM must recognize that the combination of stipulations in a
given area will result in highly severe impacts on oil and gas operators. It is unclear whether this
combination was taken into account when determining impacts on future oil and gas operations.

Page 4-50, Habitat Fragmentation and Biological Diversity, “...Jarge blocks of contiguous habitat with
fow ofl and gas development potential are administratively unavailable for oil and gas leasing in
alternatives B and D.”

G and R dation: No map that specifically identifies these large blocks is included in
the DEIS. This must be remedied in the FEIS. We do not understand the rationale for making large
blocks of land administratively unavailable for leasing. We assume that these areas have low
potential for development because they have low potential for oil and gas. This should be clarified in
the FEIS. Otherwise, the areas would have low potential for development because they will not be
made available for lease. Mevertheless, it is evident BLM has decided that it wants to ensure these
areas are not developed. However, it must be recognized that even areas with low geologic potential
can contain viable resources that have yet to be discovered. Since industry has demonstrated its
willingness to work with the agency to minimize impacts from oil and gas operations, it is
unnecessary to arbitrarily withhold lands from leasing.

Page 4-103, “Alternative D closes four big game crucial winter ranges to motorized vehicles annually
from January 1 to April 30, although exemptions apply.”

Comment and Recommendation: We can locate no maps that identify these areas. Nor can we find
any reference to the types of exemptions that may be granted. Again, we are concerned that these
seasonal closures would impact well maintenance activities. We are also concerned that the DEIS
fails to quantify the potential effects such closures would have on existing lessees and current or
future activities. It is essential that the FEIS identify these seasonal closure areas along with the
types of exemptions that may be allowed.
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Page 4-126, Section 4.4.8.2 - Special Status Species Wildlife (Sage Grouse) - “Specifically, mineral

and energy development has been identified as a potential cause of declining greater sage-grouse
popuiations {Wyoming Sage-Grouse Working Group 2003)."

C and R dati While we dge that unchecked development can have a
detrimental impact on sage-grouse populations, preliminary results of research conducted by R.C.
Taylor, et al. (in prep.) indicates that Greater Sage-grouse continue to attend leks within existing gas
fields in southwestern Wyoming even after more than 30 years of development and production
activity (specifically the Moxa and Wamsutter gas fields). Ten generations of males would not
continue to attend leks if females were not present in the area. Taylor used the WGFD Greater Sage-
grouse and the Wyoming Qil and Gas Commission databases as the source of information for her
work and compared impacted and un-impacted lek average male attendance in developed fields
with differing densities, intensities and types of oil and gas production throughout the state and
found that while Greater Sage-grouse appear to displace from high density development areas into
less developed areas they continue to attend leks with up to 8 wells drilled per section (80 acre
spacing). Male attendance was lower on impacted (>10 wells in the 2 mile radius) leks than on un-
impacted leks. Avoidance of development within the 0.25 lek radius appeared to be critical to
continued lek use, Population trend lines are similar on impacted and un-impacted leks, the WGFD

area and ide, indicating that, while male attendance is lower on impacted leks,
extirpation is not occurring and oil and gas development is not controlling Greater Sage-grouse
populations on a field wide or population level.

We urge BLM to carefully consider its proposed mitigation of Sage-grouse to take into account all
data that has been provided to the agency.

CONCLUSION

PLA and PAW are concemned by the significant flaws in the DEIS as detailed in our comments. Maps
that accompanied the DEIS are inadequate or completely missing making it extremely difficult to
analyze the impacts of the proposals on existing and future oil and gas activities. The RFDS does not
consider information p to the KFO regarding in-fill di pment in the Moxa Arch area nor
does it comport with IM 2004-089, Policy for Reasonably Foreseeable Development for Oil and Gas.
The DEIS and Draft RMP also contains hugely significant increases constraints without any
supporting data and clearly fails to meet the intent of EPCA and IM 2003-233, Integration of the
Energy Policy and Conservation Act (EPCA) Inventory Results into the Land Use Planning Process,
which directs the agency to utilize the least restrictive measures needed to protect other resource
values., BLM has also arbitrarily extended viewshed protection buffer zones without taking into
account how these new designations will impact valid existing lease rights or whether they are
actually needed due to much of the topography in the area. We urge BLM to make significant
improvements to the DEIS as outlined in these comments before it is released as a final EIS and
RMP.

We appreciate this opportunity to provide you with our views and concerns. Please do not hesitate to
contact us if you would like to discuss our concerns in greater detail,

Sincerely,
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