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 2014-172 )   
) 

WILLSOURCE ENTERPRISE, LL C )  Onshor e Oi l & Gas Uni t Contraction 
) 
) Motio n to Intervene  
) Motio n t o Dismiss Denied; 
) Motio n t o Consolidate Denied 

ORDER 

WillSource Enterprise, LL C (WillSource ) ha s appeale d fro m a  decision on State 
Director Review (SDR) issued b y the Deput y State Director, Energy, Lands, an d 
Minerals, Colorad o State Office , Burea u of Land Management (BLM) . Th e Deputy 
State Director upheld BLM's denial of WillSource's request fo r a suspension o f 
operations an d production (SOP) o n three Federa l oi l and ga s lease s because the 
subject leases had expire d and were no t eligibl e for an SOP . 

In thi s Order, we resolve severa l pendin g motions. 

Motion to  Intervene 

Wilderness Workshop and th e Natura l Resources Defense Counci l (hereinafter , 
WW) hav e file d a  Motio n t o Intervene in this appeal. The y seek to intervene "to 
defend th e determinatio n that [the ] leases .  . . wer e .  . . expired by operation of law 
before WillSourc e requested a n SOP. " Motio n t o Intervene at 2 . 

In determinin g whether t o grant a  motion t o intervene, the Boar d consider s 
whether, inter  alia,  th e entit y seeking intervenor status would be adversel y affecte d i f 
the Board reversed, vacated , se t aside , o r modified th e decisio n on appeal. 4 3 C.F.R. 
§ 4.406(b)(1); see  Ranch  Partnership  v.  BLM, 183 IBL A 184 , 19 4 (2013) . WW 
asserts that their members engag e in recreational activities on Federal land s 
encumbered b y the thre e leases at issue. Motio n t o Intervene a t 6-7 . Accordin g to 
WW, those interests woul d b e adversel y affected i f the Board concluded the leases ar e 
somehow stil l vali d an d eligibl e fo r an SO P because WillSource could develo p them, 
which woul d negativel y affect th e opportunitie s for recreation in the area . See  id. 
at 7-8 . W W supported thei r Motion t o Intervene with declaration s fro m fou r 
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members, al l of whom state d the y recreated i n the area where th e subjec t leases are 
located. 

WillSource opposes  Motion . WillSourc e states BLM i s the proper party to 
defend it s own determinations regarding the status of the leases and tha t BL M ca n 
adequately represen t WW' s interests i n this appeal. WillSourc e also argues that because 
WW holds no working interests i n the leases , they have n o standing to intervene. 

We are no t persuaded tha t BLM' s and WW's interests ar e exactl y aligned nor do we 
agree that WW must be abl e t o independently maintain this appeal. Instead , i t is proper 
to grant WW interveno r status because they have sufficientl y establishe d ho w they would 
be adversely affected i f we overturned the Deput y State Director's decision. Therefore , 
WW's motion to intervene i s granted. WW s answer, file d wi t h th e Boar d on July  

 i s accepted . 

WWs Motion to  Dismiss 

WW file d a  Motio n t o Dismiss and Answer. Therein , WW states that  
WillSource fail s t o show that i t is entitled to a .  . .  (SOP) an d because WillSource's [] 
claims are unsupporte d b y l aw,. . .  respectfull y requests that thi s Board dismiss th e 
appeal." However , WW does not state reasons for the appeal's dismissal. Instead , th e 
pleading provides reasons in support o f affirming th e decisio n on the merits . Becaus e 
WW does not present an y reasons to dismiss the appeal , w e deny the Motion . 

WillSource's Motion  to  Consolidate 

WillSource has file d a  Motion t o Consolidate this appeal wi t h it s appeal dockete d a s 
IBLA 2014-104. Bot h appeals concern the same Federal oi l and gas leases . WillSource 
indicates "the underlying facts . . . ar e nearl y identical" in these two cases. Motio n to 
Consolidate at unpaginated 2 . BL M opposes WillSource's Motion , arguin g the 
dissimilarity in factual and legal issues in the respective appeals . 

• 

We find judicia l econom y does not weigh in favor of consolidation. Th e parties in 
IBLA 2014-104 and in this case have alread y independently and full y briefe d the factual 
and lega l issues in both appeals. A t this juncture, it does not appear that consolidating 
the appeals would simplify , bu t would instea d complicate , the adjudicator y process . 
Therefore, th e Motio n to Consolidate is denied. See  43 C.F.R . § 4.404. 

Rhughes
Eileen G. Jones
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STULL RANCHES, LL C 

August 10 , 201 5 

COB000425, et   

Surface Owne r Protection Bonds 

Motion t o Intervene Granted ; 
Motion t o Substitut e Opposition 

to Appellant' s Stay  Granted 

ORDER 

On Jul y 22, 2015,  Ranches, LL C  appealed from , an d petitioned for a 
stay of , a June 19 , 2015, decision of the Colorad o State Office , Burea u of Land 
Management (BLM) . I n its decision, the agenc y accepte d an d approve d from 
Entek GRB , LLC (Entek ) two surface owne r protection bonds i n the combine d amount 
of $6,000 . Thes e bonds ar e suppose d t o secure payment fo r reasonable an d 
foreseeable damage s to crops an d tangibl e improvements on Stull' s private surfac e 
estate, which may be caused by Entek's Federa l oi l and gas leas e operations . 

On Augus t 7, 2015, Entek filed a  timel y Motio n t o Intervene (Motion ) i n Stull's 
appeal. I n determining whether to grant a  motion t o intervene, the Boar d may 
consider whether th e movant would b e adversel y affecte d b y a Board decision that 
rules i n appellant's favor . See  43 C.F.R . § 4.406(b)(1) ;  Gulch,  LLC,  184 IBL A 
48, 51-5 2 (2013) . I f the Boar d answers this question in the affirmative , the n it w i l l 
grant the motion . 

In suppor t o f its Motion, Ente k claims that i t has me t the criterio n for 
intervention: A  Board decision that reverses, vacates, sets aside, o r otherwise 
modifies BLM' s decision to accept th e Bond s would adversel y affec t Entek' s business 
operations conducte d pursuant t o those decisions. Motio n a t 4 . Moreover , Entek's 
full participatio n in this proceeding would ensur e that its interests ar e affirmativel y 
represented. Id.  a t 4-6. Base d o n Entek's representations , it s Motion i s granted . 

 

Entek has als o filed  a  motion to substitute it s pleading titled "Oppositio n to 
Appellant's Petition for Stay" dated July 27, 2015, wi th it s Opposition filed o n August 
7,  Th e latter pleading conforms t o the Board' s formattin g requirement s se t 
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forth i n 43 C.F.R . § 
has bee n accepted . 

4.401(d). Th e motion i s granted and th e replacement documen t 

Rhughes
Eileen G. Jones





United States Department of the Interior 
Office o f Hearings and Appeals 

Interior Board of Land Appeals 
801 N .  St., Suite 30 0 

Arlington, V A 2220 3 

703-235-3750 
January 12 , 201 6 

703-235-8349 (fax ) 

IBLA 2016-51 

SOUTHERN UTA H WILDERNESS 
ALLIANCE, ETAL. 

) 
) 
) 
) 
) 

ORDER 

UTU-90529X 

Oil an d Ga s 

Motion t o Intervene Grante d 

Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance (appellant ) has appeale d fro m a 
December 7 , 2015, decision issued by the Stat e Director, Utah State Office , Burea u of 
Land Management (BLM) . I n the decision, BLM dismisse d appellant' s Reques t fo r 
State Director Review (SDR) of BLM's decision to approve th e Federa l Pipeline Unit 
(UTU-90529X). 

On Januar y  2016 , EagleRidge Operating, LLC (EagleRidge ) filed  a  timel y 
Motion for Intervention (Motion). I n support o f its Motion, EagleRidge states it is the 
working interest owner in the Federa l Pipeline Unit. Du e to its interest in the Unit , 
EagleRidge claims a Board decision that reverses, vacates, sets aside, o r otherwise 
modifies th e Stat e Director's decision to dismiss appellant's Reques t fo r SDR could 
adversely affect EagleRidge' s oi l an d ga s operations . Motio n a t 2 . Accordin g to 
EagleRidge, its full participatio n in this proceeding would ensure that its interests ar e 
affirmatively represented . See  id. at 1-2 . 

Based o n EagleRidge's representations , it s Motion i s granted. 4 3 C.F.R . 
§ 4.406(c)(1) ; see  Gulch,  LLC,  18 4 IBLA 48, 51-52 (2013) . 

Rhughes
Eileen G. Jones
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IBLA 2015-244 )  CAM C 260374, et   
) 

MADELAINE DURAND , ET AL. )  Minin g Claims 
) 

) Motio n t o Intervene Denied 

ORDER 
On Septembe r 4 , 2015, Madelaine Durand , Edwin Durand , Michael Woods, 

and GE M Green Earth Minerals, Inc. (appellants) appeale d from , an d petitioned for a 
stay of , a  July 30, 2015 , decision of the Colorad o State Office , Burea u of Land 
Management (BLM) . I n its decision, BL M declared 3 0 placer minin g claims closed . 
BLM identifies the 3 0 claims as "Sierr a Lady No." followed b y non-sequentia l 
numbers. BL M based its decision on an Apri l 28 , 1999 , State Court judgment. Th e 
Superior Cour t of the Stat e of California fo r the Count y of Lassen ruled , inter alia, 
that Edwar d Durand, Madelaine Durand , and American Pozzolan Corporatio n had n o 
right, title , estate , interest, o r lien i n any of the Sierr a Lady Claims. 

On Septembe r 25 , 2015, Incom e Investment Partners , L.P. , and  Minerals, 
Inc. (propose d intervenors ) file d a  timel y joint Motio n t o Intervene (Motion ) i n the 
above-captioned appeal . I n support o f the Motion , the proposed intervenor s assert 
they hold interest s i n unpatented place r minin g claims known as th e Ironcloud 
claims. The y do not expressly state that they have an interest i n the Sierr a Lady 
Claims addressed in the decisio n on appeal . Appellant s object t o the Motion . 

In determinin g whether t o grant a  motion to intervene, th e Boar d may 
consider whethe r th e movan t would b e adversel y affecte d b y a Board decision tha t 
rules in appellants' favor . See  43 C.F.R . § 4.406(b)(1);   Gulch,  LLC,  184 IBL A 
48, 51-5 2 (2013) . Here , the potentia l intervenors appea r to be concerne d wit h 
mining claims not listed in the BL M decisio n on appeal. Thus , the potential 
intervenors have not adequately show n that a  Board decision reversing, vacating, 
setting aside, o r otherwise modifyin g BLM' s decision to close th e Sierr a Lady Claims 
would adversel y affec t them . 
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Rhughes
Eileen G. Jones




