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Enclosure to EPA Converse County Draft EIS Comment Letter 
 
Surface and Ground Water Resources 
 
There are approximately 21,593 acres of wetland and riparian areas within the CCPA, which represents 
approximately 0.7 percent of the vegetative communities. Alternative B would disturb an additional  
101 wetland acres compared to Alternative C. Especially in the arid west, wetlands play an integral role 
in watershed ecology, such as protecting and improving water quality and providing fish and wildlife 
habitats. We recommend selecting an alternative that minimizes the magnitude and duration of wetland 
impacts while meeting the purpose and need for action.  
 
Alternative B proposes up to 50 new groundwater wells to supply 8,050 acre-feet or 2.6 billion gallons 
water per year in addition to the existing water supply sources for a total potential 21,150 acre-feet  
(6.9 billion gallons) fresh water supply per year. We noted that the maximum groundwater extraction 
rate (2.6 billion gallons per year) listed in the Draft EIS is greater than the 7000 acre-ft. (2.3 billion 
gallons) per year maximum that was used in the groundwater model. The model predicted that the 
maximum drawdown 1,000 feet away from a well could be 10 feet. At the higher Draft EIS withdrawal 
rate, the well drawdown could extend farther and deeper than as modeled. The model also uses what 
appears to be an unrepresentatively high specific storage value (by at least an order of magnitude) for a 
bedrock aquifer and may result in a substantial underestimation of both the magnitude and extent of 
drawdown caused by pumping. As such, the current avoidance measures listed on Draft EIS page 6-4 
may not protect existing groundwater wells, surface waters, or groundwater dependent ecosystems such 
as springs and seeps. We recommend either updating the groundwater data per the information above or 
adding a mitigation condition requiring a drawdown analysis for each potential groundwater supply well 
based on site-specific well construction, pumping, and aquifer conditions. The drawdown analysis will 
more accurately estimate the magnitude and extent of drawdown associated with each potential well to 
assure there is no impacts to existing groundwater wells, surface waters, or groundwater dependent 
ecosystems.   
 
Additionally, based on the drawdown model, BLM proposed mitigation that no new water supply wells 
will be placed within 2,000 feet of existing water wells, springs, wetland areas, and riparian areas to 
protect those valuable resources (DEIS p.6-26). We recommend the setback distance for new wells also 
be reassessed and revised based on either an updated groundwater model or tied to an individual well 
drawdown analysis as suggested above. Also, since the mitigation only applies to actions associated with 
federal lands, we encourage BLM to work with the OG and WDEQ to develop a plan for appropriate 
water supply well placement across the CCPA to protect existing water wells and groundwater 
dependent ecosystems.  
 
Draft EIS Chapter 4 states that Alternative C water consumption would be 4,200 acre-feet (1.4 billion 
gallons) per year which is 40 percent less than the modeled 7,000 acre-feet (2.3 billion gallons) per year 
under Alternative B. The reduction is due to recycling of 40 percent water over the life of the project. 
Given the large volumes of water required, we recommend some percent of water recycling be included 
in the alternative selected, such as included in Alternative C to reduce the potential for impacts to 
existing wells, springs, wetlands and riparian areas. Water recycling also reduces the volume of 
wastewater disposal and thus, reduce the need for additional disposal wells and may also reduce the 
probability of spills from trucking wastewater to disposal wells or leaks from evaporation ponds. 
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We also suggest adding additional text to Chapter 2 clarifying the water supply and disposal aspects of 
Alternative C. 
 
The volume of wastewater needing disposal in Alternative B is 9,750 acre-feet (3 billion gallons) per 
year, twice the volume of wastewater needing disposal in Alternative C. To manage the additional 
wastewater disposal needed in Alternative B, 30 additional disposal wells are proposed. The Draft EIS 
indicates that even with these additional wells, there will be shortage of disposal well capacity under 
Alternative B and converting under-performing production wells into disposal wells is possible. The 
Draft EIS also mentions the possible use of third-party evaporation ponds as a disposal option. We 
recommend adding information in the Final FEIS about the availability, location, capacity, and waste 
management for the third party evaporation ponds and whether any wastewater discharge permits will be 
sought. We also recommend adding information about how the wastewater will be managed (stored, 
transported if needed, and disposed) and the associated environmental impacts if the disposal wells and 
third party evaporation ponds do not provide for the estimated maximum wastewater disposal needs.  
 
We support the avoidance measure listed in Draft EIS Section 6.2.1 for no surface occupancy (NSO) 
with 500 feet of waterbodies and wetlands and riparian areas. Chapter 6 also lists an operator committed 
design feature that “streams, wetlands, and riparian areas disturbed during project construction would be 
restored to as near pre-project conditions as practical.” It further states that “reclamation activities would 
begin on disturbed wetland areas after completion of project activities.” “Project” is not defined and 
could be as broad as the project defined under this EIS which has a 10-year construction period and 
30 operating period. To minimize the duration of impacts, we recommend BLM obtain operators’ 
commitment to restore wetlands, streams and riparian areas as soon as the disturbance activity is 
completed, even if the associated “project” is on-going. Also, we suggest providing mitigation for 
wetland impacts on BLM lands (consistent with Wetlands Executive Order 11990) including for 
functional loses due to vegetation clearing.  
 
Draft EIS pages 6-8 and 6-12 lists Resource Management Plan (RMP) resource goals and objectives for 
surface and groundwater. These goals and objectives include maintaining watershed, wetland, and 
riparian functions to support surface-flow regimes and water quality, minimizing or controlling 
contributions of nonpoint source pollution and other specific improvements for waters within the 
Thunder Basin National Grasslands (TBNG). We recommend that the current status of these goals and 
objectives are assessed and discussed in the FEIS. We also recommend considering mitigation measures 
that would prevent harm to the improvements gained, or progress towards meeting the goals/objectives 
since the RMP was issued.  
 
Alternative B has 15,400 acres or approximately 30% more construction land disturbance and  
9,269 acres or 39 percent more operational acres of disturbance than Alternative C. This includes  
708 more miles of roads and 720 more well pads. The additional land disturbance and number of well 
pads contributes to the increased amount of water needed for Alternative B since roads and other surface 
disturbance require water for dust suppression. We recommend that the Final EIS consider ways, such as 
fewer but larger well pads, to help reduce volume of water needed as well as to manage potential air 
quality impacts. 
 
We are concerned that the source of dust suppression water is not specified in the Draft EIS. We 
recommend BLM stipulate that produced water cannot be used for dust suppression. The specific 
chemistry of produced water is often unknown although both maintenance and stimulation chemicals as 
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well as hydrocarbons are typical components. Products used for maintenance and stimulation often have 
carcinogens and endocrine disrupting chemicals that become part of the produced water. Naturally 
occurring radioactive materials (NORM) are also a potential in produced water. Thus, without knowing 
the chemistry of the produced water, use of produced water on roads has the potential to impact nearby 
surface water, adjacent fields or land, and groundwater.  
 
The Town of Douglas’s drinking water intake along the North Platte River is within the potential area of 
impact for CCPA activities. To protect this water supply from potential impacts from oil and gas 
activities, we recommend a 1000-foot NSO setback on both sides of the river or stream, for 10 miles 
upstream of the intake. We also recommend NSO within local Source Water Protection Planning Areas 
where delineated by the state or community such as for the Town of Rolling Hills. 
 
Air Quality 
 
We appreciate the effort and resources that the BLM has put into coordinating the air quality assessment 
for the Converse County project. The coordination efforts have helped us understand many details of the 
air quality assessment and provided us an opportunity to discuss our concerns with the assessment. We 
appreciate the changes made to the analyses in response to issues raised by the air quality Interagency 
Review Team (IART) during the development of the project’s air quality assessment. The EPA 
continues to have concerns that the selected scenarios for the analyses do not include certain oil and gas 
activities that would contribute to air quality impacts for short-term air quality standards. In particular, 
well completion and stimulation are not included in the near-field model simulations to capture recurring 
activities that produce the highest emission profile for pollutants associated with combustion.  
 
We also previously recommended that the EIS address the IART recommendations to: (1) base predicted 
impacts on EPA’s guidance for statistically matching the model results to the NAAQS, and (2) disclose 
predicted annual exceedances and identify mitigation that could address any exceedances in the EIS. 
Our previous comments provide detailed explanation of why these methodologies are recommended and 
our concerns with the method used for the project.  
 
Although issues exist that make it difficult to rely directly on the analysis as represented in the Draft 
EIS, there are impacts identified that warrant further consideration and that may be more easily 
identified if IART recommendations are followed. The project-level and cumulative analyses included 
in the Draft EIS indicate a potential for near-field exceedances of the National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (NAAQS) for PM, 1-hour nitrogen dioxide (NO2) impacts that when considering deficiencies 
of the analysis may approach or exceed the NAAQS, and contributions to ozone increases that may be 
greater than reported. The analyses also show potential impacts to visibility and nitrogen deposition at 
downwind Class I and Sensitive Class II areas. The Draft EIS discusses the model’s potential to under-
predict the concentrations of gaseous air pollutants and air-quality related values (AQRVs) based on the 
model’s performance evaluation, but does not qualify conclusions on the magnitude of the potential 
impact based on that information. Because of this issue and those mentioned above, without more 
information it is difficult for us to interpret the air quality assessment to determine the impact on human 
health and the environment. 
 
The project’s air quality analysis indicates the potential for near-field and regional impacts resulting 
from nitrogen oxide (NOx) and particulate matter (PM) emissions. The impacts to visibility and nitrogen 
deposition, as well as to NO2 and ozone levels, would be expected to be the result of project NOx 
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emissions. We recommend exploring opportunities to reduce NOx emissions. Based on the project’s 
emissions inventory, the largest sources of NOx emissions are from compressor stations and compressors 
at gas plants (totaling over 5,000 tons per year of NOx). We recommend exploring opportunities to 
electrify these compressors. Heater treaters, drill rigs, and hydraulic fracturing pumps are also primary 
sources of NOx emissions. Drill rig and well completion and stimulation emissions can be greatly 
reduced through the use of Tier 4 (retrofit or otherwise) technology for diesel engines (currently these 
emission account for approximately 2815 tons per year of NOx). Tier 4 emission rates would be 
expected to achieve a 90% reduction in NOx emissions from generator set driven drill rigs and a  
47% reduction in NOx for direct drive hydraulic fracturing pump engines. The mitigation of NOx 

emissions will also reduce the project’s contributions to ozone because NOx emissions are precursors to 
ozone formation.  
 
We also recommend that the BLM identify the largest sources contributing to the modeled exceedances 
of the PM standard during construction and assure that appropriate measures are taken to minimize or 
avoid these impacts. It is likely that the PM exceedances were due to fugitive dust, making aggressive 
dust control of particular importance. The mitigation of PM emissions, in combination with the NOx 
mitigation, would have the added benefit of reducing impacts to visibility.  
 
The EPA appreciates the resources and coordination that the BLM has put forth in early engagement of 
the agency partners. We recommend that BLM continue to coordinate with MOU signatory agencies to 
document or resolve the outstanding concerns of the IART and establish appropriate air mitigation prior 
to the issuance of the Final EIS. 
 
Other Comments 
 
Alternative B allows renewable exceptions over an extended period of time for timing stipulations that 
are provided by BLM’s RMP and applicable outside those lands administered by the US Forest Service. 
The timing stipulations apply only to federally managed lands and minerals and is estimated to be less 
than 15 to 20 percent of the CCPA when horizontal well laterals are considered. The Draft EIS provides 
several criteria for the exception including when activity would need to start, presumably to assure the 
wildlife, the timing stipulation applies to, is not affected by the activity. We recommend BLM consider 
that because only a small portion of the CCPA is affected by these stipulations, whether the project 
could be designed in a way to avoid the need to provide exceptions by focusing construction in non-
protected areas during key times. We also recommend that BLM consider defining “extended period of 
time,” and “begin activities.” Clarifying these terms and the required Environmental Assessment and 
monitoring plan for each exception will help assure protection of the wildlife and associated 
environmental resources. 
 
We recommend the Final EIS clarify at relevant points throughout the document that the RMP 
mitigation and BLM mitigation (if required) will only apply to the actions associated with federal lands, 
and possibly minerals. It is our understanding that operator committed measures will apply to the entire 
CCPA and suggest the Final EIS clarify this. 
 
 


