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SUMMARY

The U.S. District Court for the District of Columbia considers environmental groups’ challenge to the

Department of the Interior and Bureau of Land Management’s approval of the Converse County Oil
and Gas Project in Wyoming. The court holds that BLM violated NEPA by failing to adequately

analyze reasonable alternatives, including paced development and targeted greenhouse-gas mitigation.

The court grants plaintiffs’ summary judgment motion, denies as moot motions to dissolve the

injunction, and denies leave to file a second amended complaint.
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Plaintiffs sought summary judgment on claims challenging the
Department of the Interior and BLM's approval of the Converse
County Oil and Gas Project under NEPA, the APA, FLPMA, and the
MLA. The court considered Plaintiffs' remaining summary-judgment
claims, Defendants' and Intervenors' motions to dissolve an interim
injunction, and Plaintiffs' motion for leave to file a second amended

complaint.

Under the APA, the court reviews agency action under the arbitrary-
and-capricious standard and sets it aside if it is arbitrary, capricious, an
abuse of discretion, or otherwise not in accordance with law. In APA
cases, summary judgment is resolved as a matter of law based on
whether the agency action is supported by the administrative record
and consistent with the APA standard. NEPA claims are reviewed

under the APA because NEPA provides no independent private right of



action. The court reviews an agency's definition of objectives and

selection of alternatives under the rule of reason.

PRECEDENTIAL VALUE Published district court memorandum opinion; persuasive within the

district and subject to appellate review
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QUESTIONS PRESENTED
1. Whether Plaintiffs' remaining challenges to the 2020 Converse County EIS and ROD were moot after
BLM issued supplemental groundwater analyses and reaffirmed the Project approval.

2. Whether BLM violated NEPA by eliminating from detailed study a reasonable alternative involving a

slower or paced rate of development.

3. Whether BLM violated NEPA by failing to adequately consider a standalone alternative involving direct

greenhouse-gas reduction and mitigation measures.
4. Whether the 2020 EIS and ROD should be vacated and remanded rather than remanded without vacatur.

5. Whether Plaintiffs should be permitted to supplement or amend the complaint to add claims challenging

later BLM environmental documents and permit approvals.

HOLDINGS

1. Plaintiffs' remaining claims were not moot because BLM's later supplemental environmental documents
reaffirmed and incorporated the 2020 EIS and ROD rather than correcting or superseding the challenged

environmental analysis.

2. BLM violated NEPA by eliminating from detailed study a reasonable alternative that would have limited

or paced the rate of well development.

3. BLM violated NEPA by eliminating a reasonable alternative involving direct greenhouse-gas mitigation
without adequately considering feasible measures short of carbon-neutral operations or total elimination
of venting and flaring.

4. The 2020 Converse County EIS and ROD must be vacated and remanded to BLM for further

consideration.



5. Plaintiffs' motion for leave to file a second amended complaint was denied because the proposed claims
concerned separate, later agency actions and would radically alter the scope and nature of the litigation,
causing delay and prejudice.

KEY QUOTATIONS

“The heart of an EIS is its analysis of a reasonable range of alternatives to the agency’s proposed action.” (at
8)

“Applying the rule of reason, the court concludes that in eliminating reduced rate of development and
greenhouse gas reduction alternatives without further analysis, BLM violated its obligation to rigorously

evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to its proposed action.” (at 14)
“Although vacatur is the typical remedy for an APA violation, it is not inevitable.” (at 15)

“Because the 2025 approvals rest on separate procedures, administrative records, and decision documents
independently authorizing development, they constitute new, final agency actions subject to separate NEPA
and APA review, rather than extensions of the 2020 EIS or ROD.” (at 19)

FACTUAL BACKGROUND

The Department of the Interior and BLM approved the Converse County Oil and Gas Project in Wyoming,
selecting an alternative authorizing approximately 5,000 new wells on 1,500 new well pads over ten years and
amending the Casper Resource Management Plan. The Project area included federal and nonfederal surface
estates overlying federal minerals, and BLM subsequently issued applications for permits to drill. Plaintiffs
challenged the environmental review, including BLM's groundwater modeling, alternatives analysis,
greenhouse-gas mitigation analysis, and compliance with obligations to prevent unnecessary or undue
degradation. After the court identified a groundwater-modeling deficiency, BLM issued supplemental

groundwater analyses and reaffirmed the Project approval.

PROCEDURAL HISTORY

Plaintiffs filed suit in September 2022 challenging the Project's 2020 EIS, Record of Decision, and related
approvals. The court previously denied preliminary injunctive relief, granted in part and denied in part a motion
to dismiss, denied a motion to transfer, and entered partial summary judgment for Plaintiffs after finding BLM's
groundwater modeling arbitrary and capricious. After supplemental remedies briefing and subsequent BLM
groundwater analyses, the court granted Plaintiffs' remaining motion for summary judgment, vacated and
remanded the 2020 EIS and ROD, denied as moot the motions to dissolve the injunction, and denied leave to file

a second amended complaint.
DISPOSITION

vacated

REMAND INSTRUCTIONS



The 2020 Converse County EIS and ROD are vacated and remanded to BLM for further consideration consistent
with the opinion, including adequate analysis of reasonable alternatives involving a slower pace of development
and direct greenhouse-gas mitigation measures. Vacatur does not require unwinding completed wells,
infrastructure, or existing drilling permits, and does not prevent independent BLM authorizations in the

Converse County area.
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