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To whom it may concern: 

Following are the comments of the Wyoming Department of Agriculture (WDA) on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Lost Creek ISR Project located in Sweetwater 
County, Wyoming. 

Our comments are specific to our mIssIon: dedication to the promotion and enhancement of 
Wyoming's agriculture, natural resources, and quality of life. As this proposed project affects our 
agriculture industry, our natural resources, and the welfare of our citizens, it's important you 
continue to inform us of proposed actions and decisions and provide us the opportunity to express 
pertinent issues and concerns. 

The WDA responded to the Generic Environmental Impact Statement for In-Situ Leach Uranium 
Milling Facilities by encouraging site specific analysis of a project area when an individual project is 
proposed. The WDA does not support the use of general statements and comparisons used when 
analyzing impacts to a specific resource, such as, " ...the amount of disturbed land is small compared 
to the total ranchland that is available (Page 4-2)." This is not analyzing the affected resources 
adequately for a specific site. Impacts will always seem small when compared on a landscape scale, 
to entire ranchlands located in Sweetwater County or the ranchlands within the State of Wyoming. 
For example, comparing impacts to ranchlands, as was done in the Land Use Impacts Section (Pages 
4-1 through 4-3), to the entire "ranch lands ... available" is extremely nebulous, and does not look at 
the site specific impacts to the individual livestock grazing allotments, livestock operations, and 
individual permittees on these allotments. A general comparison at the scale provided is potentially 
negligent and does not adequately represent or analyze the impacts to site specific resources. The 
WDA would encourage the NRC remove all general statements.and comparisons used throughout 
the EIS. 

The following are specific concerns and issues identified within the £IS: 

•	 Summary of Environmental Impacts (Pages xv - xxiv) Does not consider livestock grazing 
as an aff~cted resource during the Construction Phase, however, on Page 4-3 Lines 38-41 states, 
"Livestock would be prevented from entering the fenced areas surrounding the CPP, storage 
ponds and production units. This would create an adverse impact (albeit SMALL) on livestock 
grazing allotments, in the area that livestock ranching patterns would be altered, and livestock 
might be moved to other grazing lands away from the project area." 

A potential adverse impact should raise the affected resource to a significance level worthy of 
being fully analyzed, even if considered to be a SMALL impact. The WDA encourages the 
NRC fullY analyze impacts to livestock grazing at a site specific level (i.e. allotment impacts, 
permittee impacts, impacts to livestock grazing operations, loss of forage, impacts created by 
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dust, weeds, increase of vehicle traffic, damage to fences, cattle guards, livestock facilities, 
etc.). 

• Summary of Environmental Impacts (Pages xvi) Does not clearly identify how many acres 
will be f~nced off during construction and operation phases of the project. The document shows 
how many acres will be stripped of vegetation but does not show the acres lost due to restricting 
access, affecting livestock, wild horse and wildlife usage. 

The WDA would encourage clearly showing the acres that will be fenced off during the entire 
operation time of the project. 

• Summary of Environmental Impacts (Pages xvii) The Transportation discussion does not 
identify the secondary impacts that could occur due to an increase in vehicle traffic, an increase 
in dust levels, a decrease in palatability of forage, an increase in the spread of noxious and 
invasive weeds, impacts with wildlife and livestock, etc. 

The WDA would encourage the analysis include these potential secondary impacts. 

•	 Summary of Environmental Impacts (Pages xv - xxiv) Ecological Resources discussion does 
a fair job in recognizing the potential impacts to vegetation and wildlife, however, these same 
impacts to vegetation and wildlife could almost be considered the same impacts that will occur 
to livestock. 

The WDA encourages the NRC to include the full analysis of how impacts to vegetation, 
temporary displacement, and direct and indirect mortalities would impact livestock grazing 
management. 

•	 Page 1-5 (Section 1.4.3 - Issues Studied in Detail) - This section should include detailed 
analysis of the following resource issues: livestock grazing, invasive species and vegetation. 

•	 Page 3-2 (Section 3.2.1 - Rangelands) - This section mentions that cattle, horses and sheep 
use these lands, but it neglects to mention the large nwnber of wild horses present in the project 
area. 

By fencing off and restricting access to livestock and wild horses, (in addition to the proposed 
surface disturbing activities) the project is creating a loss of AUMs, and creating more potential 
conflicts between livestock, wild horses and wildlife due to .a loss of forage and changes in 
movement. 

•	 Page 4-2 (Section 4.2 - Land Use Impacts) - The WDA appreciates the identification of 
impacts that would occur to ''the existing grazing leases... due to the necessary relocation of all 
grazing livestock... that would normally use the area of CPP." However, the discussion stops 
here and does not identify any mitigation measures or methods on how livestock will be 
relocated and to where. Relocating livestock can be a significant expense to the permittee. The 
project proponent should coordinate with permittees and mitigate these impacts by providing 
alternative pastures, funding or assistance in relocating affected livestock. 
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•	 Page 4-2 (Section 4.2 - Land Use Impacts) - The EIS mentions dust could affect lands outside 
the restricted areas. Dust can reduce forage palatability, therefore creating a reduction in 
AUMs, increased tooth wear and lung disease in ungulates. 

•	 Page 4-3 (Section 4.2 - Land Use Impacts) - This section discusses fencing of facilities 
restricting livestock access into these areas. The WDA encourages the NRC clearly state the 
amount of acres that will be fenced off. Areas fenced off should be analyzed as an affect to 
livestock, wil<;l horse and potentially wildlife, by removing the ability to access available forage. 
Surface disturbance (stripping of vegetation during construction) and fencing is a cumulative 
impact to livestock grazing. 

•	 Page 4-3 (Section 4.2 - Land Use Impacts) - States that fencing would create an adverse 
impact to livestock grazing allotments; however, there are no mitigation measures to address 
the adverse impacts. The WDA would encourage the project proponent coordinate with affected 
pennittees and develop a full range of potential mitigation measures to address these adverse 
impacts. 

•	 Page 4-4 (Section 4.2.1.2 - Operations Impacts) - Lines 7-8 state, "By contributing to a 
change in the natural environment, the operational phase would impact the long history of 
ranching and livestock grazing that has occurred in the area." 

Although this impact to the culture and history of ranching/livestock grazing is occurring, there 
is no mitigation or attempt at alleviating the impact to ranching and livestock grazing. It is as if 
the NRC is simply stating an inevitable fact of life that is universally accepted. The WDA 
believes any identified impact should be addressed and attempted to be mitigated. 

•	 Page 4-24 (Roads) - This section does not mention dirt roads will create impacts due to dust. 
Dust can reduce forage production, therefore creating a reduction in AUMs, increased tooth 
wear and lung disease in ungulates. 

•	 Page 4-40 (Section 4.6.1.1.1.1 - Construction Impacts to Vegetation) Reclamation in the 
project area is difficult and can take a long time to return function to affected areas. In addition, 
halogeton (Halogeton glomeratus) should be listed as an undesirable weed. The project area is 
known to ha'('e large infestations of halogeton occurring on disturbed sites. Halogeton is a 
noxious weed and highly invasive, and is known to kill livestock, particularly sheep. 

•	 Page 4-46 (Section 4.6.1.1.1.3 - Wildlife Enbancements) - This section mentions the 
potential for wildlife enhancement projects. The WDA would encourage the same consideration 
occur for livestock grazing. The EIS has already recognized the proposed project will create 
adverse impacts to livestock grazing, so rangeland improvement projects could be an acceptable 
mitigation for identified impacts. 

•	 Page 6-2 (Section 6.2.3 Vegetation, Food, and Fisb Monitoring) - This sections starts with 
the following statement: "Because the only vegetation in the study area is sagebrush, which is 
not considered forgeable for cattle and is not expected to rapidly absorb surface contamination, 
LCI does not plan to monitor vegetation or food supply." 
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First of all, sagebrush is not the only vegetation in the project area, as detailed in Chapter 3 ­
Affected Environment, Pages 3-30 through 3-31, which states" In all, 36 plant species were 
observed in the Upland Big Sagebrush Shrubland type." (Page 3-31 - Lines 6-7) and "In all, 43 
plant species were observed in the Lowland Big Sagebrush Shrubland type." (Page 3-31 - Lines 
29-30). Secondly, although sagebrush may not be preferred by some livestock it is browsed on 
in certain conditions and by different livestock species, so do not make generalized assumptions 
about forage utilization. 

The WDA supports monitoring livestock as a food product. 

In summary, the WDA does not believe the EIS does an adequate job in analyzing site specific 
impacts to livestock grazing management, livestock forage and other associated resources. The EIS 
tends to oversimplify impacts by comparing it to the greater surrounding area (which is never 
defmed). We believe livestock grazing should be analyzed as a standaJone resource and not brushed 
over in the Land Use sections of the EIS. 

In conclusion, we appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS for the proposed ISR 
Project and look forward to participating in the Bureau of Land Management's NEPA process for 
the same project. We encourage continued attention to our concerns and we look forward to 
hearing about and being involved in future proposed actions and decisions. 

~J-~ 
Jason Feameyhough 
Director 

JF/cw 

CC:	 Governor's Planning Office 
WYoming Game and Fish Department 
Wyoming Board of Agriculture 
Wyoming Stock Growers Association 
Wyoming Wool Growers Association 
Wyoming Farm Bureau Federation 
Wyoming Association of Conservation Districts 
Wyoming State Grazing Board 
Rocky Mountain Farmers Union 


