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Record of Decision - Jonah Field II No/ural Gas Del'elopment Project 

�T�h�~� BLM visibility impact analysis did 1101 compare pOlential impacls 10 If.e 90lh percentile 
visibility conditions as requesled by Ihe USDA F oresl Service. In addition. Ihe year of 
background visibility conditions measured at Fremonl Lake (1995) was nol a very clean year. 
and may �h�a�~� signijicandy �u�n�d�~�r�e�s�t�i�m�a�l�e�d� Ihe number of days Ihe USDA Foresl Service 
visibility Limit of �A�c�c�~�p�l�J�J�b�l�e� �C�h�Q�l�l�g�~� (0.5 deciview) would be exceeded. Wilhoul an analysis 
of a more �r�~�p�r�e�s�~�n�l�J�l�t�i�v�e� year. BLM should nOI claim "Ihe modeling results clearly 
�o�~�r�n�t�i�m�a�J�p� the impacts that are likely 10 occur from Ihe Jonah Field /I Proposed Action or 
alternatives. U 

n.e USDA Forest Service preferred method of comparing every day in a year to the 90th 
percentile (very clean condition) is not scientifically credible. since this 90th percentile 
value would typically be reached or exceeded only 10 per cent of the time. As discussed 
in numerous "Stakeholder" group meetings, BLM identified 1995 background visibility 
data to be representative of existing conditions (Affected Environment). and calculated 
potential daily visibility impacts above existing conditions from the Proposed Action and 
alternatives. including the No Action alternative. and cumulative emission sources not 
included in background. Finally. the FEIS also described (pages 34 through 37) many 
other reasonable. but conservative assumptions which overestimate the predicted air 
quality impacts, plus five assumptions which potentially underestimate potential impacts. 

�T�1�r�~� BLM should �s�~�c�i�f�t�c�a�l�J�y� �i�d�~�n�t�i�f�y� what �i�m�p�r�~�~�n�t�s� in �I�h�~� �~�m�i�s�s�i�o�n�s� �i�n�~�l�o�r�y� and impact 
analysis �p�r�o�c�~�d�u�r�t�S� �w�e�~� �m�a�d�~� which caused prediClLd air quality impacts 10 M so much lower 
in the Jonah Field /I FEIS Ihan what was �r�e�p�o�r�t�~�d� in the �M�o�x�a�I�F�o�n�t�~�n�e�l�l�e� analysis. While 
�I�h�~� amount of gas �b�u�r�n�~�d� �~�r� �w�~�1�1� could M so �d�i�f�f�e�~�n�t� as to nol M �c�o�m�p�a�r�a�b �l �~�.� Ihe emission 
factors (AP-41) should not chQllge signijicanlly. 

As stated in the FEIS (pages 77-55 and 77-56, comment response 21), "The Bureau 
conducts each air quality impact assessment based on the 'credible scientific evidence' 
available at the time of the analysis. Several improvements in both the southwestern 
Wyoming air pollutant emissions inventory and the potential impact analysis procedures 
wcre made in the Jonah Field II assessment. Comparisons to the results of other previous 
NEPA analyses (i .e.; Moxa Arch. Fontenelle, Cave Gulch. etc.) are simply not valid." For 
example. the Jonah Field II analysis improved the emission source inventory and 
corrected the PSD Class I Area boundary receptor locations. However, all information 
necessary for the reviewer or the decision maker to evaluate the technical adequacy of air 
quality impact assessment (including emission factors) was included in the FEIS. 

�T�1�r�~� Jonah Field II air quality i"'pact �a�s�s�~�s�s�"�,�~�n�l� continutS 10 �a�s�s�u�m�~� a �s�h�o�r�t�~�r� ti",c �~�r�i�o�d� 

for construction (44 days) than �r�q�H�J�r�t�~�d� in �t�h�~� FEIS (49 days). 

As stated in the FEIS (page 7-56. comment response 25). "The air quality impact 
assessment asswned the five day 'construction' and five day 'pipeline and ancillary facility 
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Record of Decision - Junah Field /I Natural Gcu Development Project 

installation' would occur concurrently during the total 44 day well 
'constructiOn/drilling/testing' time period." 

TIre USDA Forest Service Synoptic lake �c�h�~�m�i�s�t�r�y� survey of the Wind �R�i�v�~�r� Mounlains 
identified �a�n�o�l�h�~�r� �f�i�~� lakes (oul of 50 sampled) wilh ANC measured at less than 15 
�m�i�c�r�o�~�q�u�i�v�a�l�e�n�t�s� �~�r� liter. where USDA Forest �S�~�r�v�i�c�e� Limil of Acceplable Change is "no 
change. " and Ihe maximum allowable loss of ANC would mosl likely be exceeded. 

The BLM has discussed the issue of potential impacts from the Jonah Field II project 
(plus other cumulative emission sources) on more sensitive lakes with the USDA Forest 
Service since October 1996. The USDA Forest Service expressed their belief that many 
lakes exist in the Wind River Mountains with ANC values less than 25 microequivalents 
per liter, where they would consider !!!!y additional impacts to be significant. The only 
data the USDA Forest Service provided BLM supponing their belief was a single 1984 
value from Klondike Lake, which the BLM did not adopt as credible scientific evidence. 

Only now. in a letter to the BLM after the FEIS was published, has the USDA Forest 
Service indicated they have additional data from more sensitive lakes. These new lake 
chemistry data have not been reviewed by BLM Air Quality Personnel or their peers. 
Since these data were not provided during the DEIS comment period. BLM will treat the 
recent disclosure of potentially sensitive lakes as new information as described in the 
FEIS and in this ROD. The air quality decisions made in this ROD may be confirmed 
or modified after BLM and peer reviews are completed. 

In addition. the FEIS clearly stated (page 38) "However. if the ANC at Kl ondike Lake 
is currently 20 microequivalents per liter. any additional nitrogen deposition would exceed 
the USFS ANC LAC of "no change." 

II is nol �a�p�p�r�o�p�~� 10 �a�s�s�u�m�~� Ihat all ",ells �~�r�m�i�t�t�~�d� in 1995 �_�r�~� �o�~�r�a�t�i�o�n�a�l� and reflected 
in �t�h�~� background visibility monitoring tUua. In addition. since �t�h�~� ROD is likely 10 M issued 
in March or April 1998. �I�h�~� cumulative impacts asStSs",enl should �h�a�~� �i�n�c�l�u�d�~�d� potential air 
quality impacts from sources that would M �o�p�~�r�a�t�i�o�n�a�l� at Ihal time. 

The FEIS clearly describes why wells permitted before January 1996 were not specifically 
modeled in the cumulative air quality impact analysis (page 40. paragraph 3). All 
reasonably foreseeahle emission sources were included in the air quality impact 
assessment, including many which will not become operational until 15 (or more) years 
after the ROD is issued. 

BLM _ that �t�h�~� ISCSTJ model �o�~�a�t�t�S� trQllsport for �t�r�a�~�1� dis/llnctS �o�~�r� thirty miles 
indicating that this tuIds to �t�h�~� conservatism of the air quality QIIalysis. �H�o�w�~�r �.� �I�h�~� PSD 
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Rf!cord of Decision · Jonah Field /I Natural Gas Development Project 

Class I Brillg. r Wddemess ArelJ boundlJry is "PproximlJtely twenty miles from the Jonah Field 
II project arell, and is "near-fleW" with respect to modeling. 

BLM concurs; ISCST3 model results will overestimate impacts less at receptors closer 
to the assumed emission sources. However. the cumulative impact study area shown in 
the FEIS (page G-14. Figure G·2.2) was approximately 270 km (168 miles) by 340 km 
(2 11 miles). 

BLM also stllles that complex te"ain in the Green River Basin would influence air pol/ution 
plume transport, and that it is unliuly that pol/utllnts would be transported over 4000 feet in 
elevation to rueh the sensitive receptors. However, the efewujon difference between the JonlJh 
FuWII project area and the PSD Class I Brillger Wilderness A relJ boundary is only 500 and 
900 feet. 

The ISCST3 screening model assumed the analysis region was as flat as a table top and 
plume transpon would occur in an instantaneous straight line. AI!Y intervening terrain 
would affect this assumed plume transpon. In addition. even if the terrain between the 
project area and the Wilderness Area boundaI)' is relatively level. the massive Wind River 
Mountain Range will affect transpon winds. due to drainage winds and the synoptic 
disturbance. which can not be included into the screening artalysis. Finally. although the 
visibility impact analysis was calculated at the Wilderness Area boundaI)'. the aanospheric 
deposition analysis was calculated at the high mountain sensitive lake receptors. 

The atmospheric deposition analysis u.es actual /ilke chemistry which inherently includes the 
natural buffering contributed by the su"ounding watenhed and calculates how much 
depo.ition would fall into the lau itself. In reality, the increased deposition from the entire 
watenhed that ends up in lau wouW compound the effects laid Ollt in the FEIS. Unless 
increased deposition of lHuic compounds from the proposal wouW offset increases in acillic 
uposition (there is no ~ce to . upport thu), no additional buffering from the wlJtenhed 
would occur over what is cu"endy reflected in the /ilke chemutry. In tuIIIition, tumover rates 
of 2. 7 yean in Deep uu do reflect the inflow and outflow from the laU, as does the lake 
chemutry used in IIfouling. Thu /ilke chetrlutry (again., which the addiJional acillic inputs 
I , ' re IIfeasured) inc0'J1Orate. the dyllalllic flow of chelllical COllfPOUllds, both lHuic and IJcillic, 
which occur in IIlJturl!-

As stated in the FEIS (page 35. paragraphs 6 and 7), "The aanospheric deposition impact 
analysis assumed no other ecosystem components would affect lake chemistry for a full 
year (assuming no cbemicaJ buffering due to interaction with vegetation or soil materials)" 
and "The aanospheric deposition impact analysis also assumed only precipitation water 
would enter Deep Lake for an entire 2.7 years (assuming the natural watershed would 
behave like a water sample in a laboratory beaker, without stream-water entering or 
leaving the Lake for nearly three years)." 
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The background lake chemistry data used in the aanospheric deposition analysis were 
based on the most sensitive conditions measured with scientifically credible results. 
Although these background conditions reflect whatever natural chemicals enter the lake 
system, the impact assessment assumed a full year (and nearly three years for Deep Lake) 
of potential depositional impacts occurred at once. "like a water sample in a beaker." 
These assumptions are reasonable. but conservative, because it is unlikely the only 
chemical constituents in the lakes come from the aanosphere, without geologic and 
biologic factors. 

The USDA Forest Service call II0t concur that the Contillelltal Diville and UltrlJ IIatural gas 
developlllellt projects are 100 specuIlJtive to be illc/uded ill the Jonah Field 1/ FE/S. 

As the BLM has stated numerous times in air quality impact assessment "Stakeholder" 
group meetings. and in the FEIS (pages 39 and 40). the Continental Divide and Ultra 
project proposals were specifically not included in the Jonah Field II analysis as 
reasonably foreseeable developments because of their preliminary. unsettled, and 
speculative status. In the future. as NEPA analyses are developed for these projects. 
cumulative air quality impact assessments including other reasonably foreseeable emission 
sources (such as those analyzed in the Jonah Field II FEIS) will be conducted. 

Why are IIoll-BACT ellfusions luted ill Table G-2.2 lower thall the BACT ellfusions? 

As described in the FEIS (section G-2.2), "non-BACT" emissions are based on a total 
well VOC emission rate of 20 tpy, for which BACT is not normally required. However, 
the "BACT" emissions are based on a total uncontrolled well VOC emission rate of 233 
tpy. for which flaring is the assumed control technology (increasing NO, emissions). and 
the total controlled "BACT' well VOC emission rate becomes nearly 25 tpy. 

It "Pf'I!lJn that illcreased etrIUSiollS frolll the General Chemical, SF PhosphlJtes Ltd. COlllpany, 
alld SillC/lJir Oil Rejillery _re II0t illc/uded ill the cUlflulDtive air qUlJlity illfpDct assesslllenL 
BLM shouW coordinate with WDEQ and illc/uu IJlly elllusion changes where WDEQ has 
illdicated all illtelltion to wue a perllliJ for the lIIodjflCatiolls. 

BLM has worked very closely with WDEQ to ensure the emissions assumed in the air 
quality impact assessment reflect reasonably foreseeable development. However. WDEQ 
has discretionary authority regarding permit review and their decision making process. 
BLM determined that the General Chemical, SF Phosphates Ltd. Company. and Sinclair 
Oil Refinery were not reasonably foreseeable at the time of the analysis. These, and other 
future proposed sources, will be re-evaluated for inclusion in future BLM NEPA air 
quality impact assessments. 
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Record of Decision - Jonah Field /I {\'atural Gas De\'elopment Project 

Wyoming Audubon wrote that since golden eagles are the most frequent predators of adult 
sage grouse, it is very important to remove from the area near a lek any high-profile structures 
on which eagles can perch. A quarter-mile is insufficient; a half-mile would be more 
appropriate. 

Only in the last few years has BLM been requiring the quarter mile buffer around 
leks, There is no documented evidence that this buffer is not sufficient and that 
a larger buffer is needed, However, each case is dealt with individually and larger 
buffers can be achieved where a larger buffer is needed, 

Wyoming Game and Fish Department asked how cu"ent and future air quality standards and 
associated changes due to gas development will affect habitat management through prescribed 
burning. WGFD also noted that additional impacts from oiVgas development not only affect 
their staff time assocuued with identifying and mitigating impacts, but may affect their ability 
to develop cost-effective solutions to resolve some of those impacts. 

It is currently unknown how the USDA Forest Service's Limit of Acceptable 
Change or WDEQ's management of the air quality related values will affect 
prescribed burning, The WGFD is correct in their observation that the ability to 
conduct prescribed burns may be hampered, 
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