Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

Elliot, Ross | am commenting on the Fortification area between The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
Buffalo and Gillette, WY. | am very familiar with the under both Alternatives Il and Ill including the following:
area and have hunted it. | personally feel itis an area | 1. A phased approach to drilling which keeps 2/3 of the area free from development at any one time;
that needs protection and support for its elk herd and | 2. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;
other wildlife. (0129-1) 3. Restrictions on development on steep slopes. This protects the elk herd because then generally prefer the more rugged
terrain where there is more cover;
4. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;
5. TLs for raptor nests;
6. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;
7. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and nesting habitats; and
8. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and nesting habitats.

Under Alternative 1l, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on water facilities, the number of roads,
the amount of elk security habitat that would be maintained and the frequency of well visitation.

Under Alternative 1, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on roads, water facilities, and visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans would be
required.
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Gurkin, Matt

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

| understand that the CBM developement and
maintaining our environment is a very touchy issue.
So first of all, let me note that | work for a company
that build natural gas production equipment. So more
wells means more revenue for my company. With
that said, | am not for developement of CBM in the
Fortification creek area or any area that will impact on
the habitat and animal population.

| understand how the gas processors develope
sites/wells and then restore the habitat. That is a
great thing, but that's not the issue. The issue | see is
that Elk are a species that do not handle pressure
well. In order to put in the number of wells in the most
conservative proposal would create a tremendous
amount of pressure and would be over an extended
period of time. Once sites/wells are developed, they
can't always just sit there unmaintained. Operators
occasionally need to service equipment or pig lines. |
suggest that you find out what the frequency of visits
to the area would be once developed.

Now if you put that kind of extended pressure, on the
Elk, deer and other animals that don't do well in a
stressed environment, you'll most likely see them
leave the area or stay and dwindle in size. From my
experience, moving to another area is the most likely
scenario. If you have pressure for a couple of years,
the animals will adapt to their new habitat they found
and their offspring will not return to the impacted
area. The new habitat is one that was most likely
already occupied by other species, thus putting
pressure on them with the new arrivals. | would hope
that you would consult the Wyoming Game and Fish
Dept about the things | have mentioned here.

In many ways, | think the last gas and oil boom put
the expectations of many people way above what
they should be. Everyone loves to have the income
from oil and gas leases, but we were doing fine back
in the 1990's when there wasn't a boom. | feel
Wyoming as a whole needs to conserve our
environment more. We seem to continually give into
out-of-state requests and money, but when it's over,
it's not worth losing the habitat and species that make
Wyoming what it is. (0128-1)

The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
under both Alternatives Il and Ill including the following:

1. A phased approach to drilling which keeps 2/3 of the area free from development at any one time;

2. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;

3. Restrictions on development on steep slopes. This protects the elk herd because then generally prefer the more rugged
terrain where there is more cover;

4. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;

5. TLs for raptor nests;

6. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;

7. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and nesting habitats; and

8. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and nesting habitats.

Under Alternative I, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on water facilities, the number of roads,
the amount of elk security habitat that would be maintained and the frequency of well visitation.

Under Alternative I, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on roads, water facilities, and visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans would be
required.
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Brug, Robert

Kuhn, Joshua

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

In regards to the oil and gas exploration, drilling
should be concentrated on the top of the ridges due
to the erosive soils. The bottom of the draws should
be left for the best grazing. Also, the 80 acre spacing
should be adjusted per the terrain.

Soil analysis should be completed in order to reclaim
the areas back to their native vegetation as soon as
possible and to research other grasses/forbs to be
used for the fastest root establishment.

WDEQ should make exceptions where discharge
water should be placed in shallow aquifers in order to
be available for livestock/wildlife use.

Wyoming Game and Fish needs to be concerned
hunters may abuse the situation where additional
roads lead to more access to more areas.

Due to the large amount of federal minerals in the
area, development should be able to accommodate
good stewardship of the land by being more flexible.
(0130-1)

| am writing to you today because | am concerned
about the proposed Coal Bed Methane drilling in the
Fortification Creek Area managed by the B.L.M.
While it may provide a source of energy it is not a
sustainable source nor a sustainable activity. Once
the energy has been removed from under the ground,
one of the most beautiful and special places on the
planet will be permanently altered. This is an area
that provides many recreation opportunities for
citizens of Wyoming and visitors from near and far,
not to mention the home to some of the most pristine
wildlife on Earth. Furthermore, Coal Bed Methane
extraction has severe effects on the water table and
can limit the ability of ranchers in the future. | beg of
you to not allow this drilling to occur and to look into
ALTERNATIVE SOURCES OF ENERGY such as
WIND POWER. (0131-1)

The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
under both Alternatives Il and Ill including the following:

1. A phased approach to drilling which keeps 2/3 of the area free from development at any one time;

2. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;

3. Restrictions on development on steep slopes. This protects the elk herd because then generally prefer the more rugged
terrain where there is more cover;

4. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;

5. TLs for raptor nests;

6. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;

7. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and nesting habitats; and

8. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and nesting habitats.

Under Alternative 1l, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on water facilities, the number of roads,
the amount of elk security habitat that would be maintained and the frequency of well visitation.

Under Alternative I, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on roads, water facilities, and visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans would be
required.

The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
under both Alternatives Il and Il including the following:

1. A phased approach to drilling which keeps 2/3 of the area free from development at any one time;

2. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;

3. Restrictions on development on steep slopes. This protects the elk herd because then generally prefer the more rugged
terrain where there is more cover;

4. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;

5. TLs for raptor nests;

6. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;

7. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and nesting habitats; and

8. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and nesting habitats.

Under Alternative 11, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on water facilities, the number of roads,
the amount of elk security habitat that would be maintained and the frequency of well visitation.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on roads, water facilities, and visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans would be
required.

4/11/2011

Page 3 of 287



Greig, A. Joseph

Eikass, Erik

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

| am a former resident of Wyoming who remembers
the Powder River country before the coal and coal
bed methane development. The last time | visited, the
place had changed so drastically | barely recognized
some areas. The Fortification Creek and Powder
River Breaks areas were always favorite hunting
sites. Therefore, when | head of the plans to allow
gas development in the Fortification area an alarm
sounded in my mind. | fear for the elk herd in the
area, to say nothing of the water quality of
Fortification Creek.Those two aspects of that country
are foremost in my mind to say nothing of other
environmental and wilderness issues the area
represent. | urge the BLM to be very diligent in
making studies that affect Fortification Creek and
environs. Non renewable energy will one day
disappear. It will be a shame if the wildlife and the
wilderness that sustained it are victims of rapacious
energy development. (0132-1)

| am a former resident of Wyoming who remembers
the Powder River country before the coal and
methane development.... as we see this state being
cut up in to smaller parcels by endless oil and gas
well roads it is important that we try to leave some
areas undeveloped ...not only for the wildlife such as
elk, but also a place where we can go back and say "
thats what made Wyoming great... a place where we
could see no signs of mans development and realize
we are saving something for future generations to
marvel at. | propose NO development for Fortification
Creek. If any development takes place it must be the
choice with the least visual and environmental
damage. What a bad choice this development would
be for the short term profit of a few. We must also
remember this is public land..payed for by the people.
(0127-1)

The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
under both Alternatives Il and Ill including the following:

1. A phased approach to drilling which keeps 2/3 of the area free from development at any one time;

2. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;

3. Restrictions on development on steep slopes. This protects the elk herd because then generally prefer the more rugged
terrain where there is more cover;

4. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;

5. TLs for raptor nests;

6. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;

7. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and nesting habitats; and

8. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and nesting habitats.

Under Alternative 1l, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on water facilities, the number of roads,
the amount of elk security habitat that would be maintained and the frequency of well visitation.

Under Alternative 1, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on roads, water facilities, and visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans would be
required.

The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
under both Alternatives Il and Ill including the following:

1. A phased approach to drilling which keeps 2/3 of the area free from development at any one time;

2. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;

3. Restrictions on development on steep slopes. This protects the elk herd because then generally prefer the more rugged
terrain where there is more cover;

4. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;

5. TLs for raptor nests;

6. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;

7. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and nesting habitats; and

8. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and nesting habitats.

Under Alternative I, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on water facilities, the number of roads,
the amount of elk security habitat that would be maintained and the frequency of well visitation.

Under Alternative I, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on roads, water facilities, and visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans would be
required.
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Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

Dobric, Nick First your comment, about the elk herd being The FONSI acknowledges public interest in maintaining a viable elk herd and identifies that the preferred alternative
insignificant is very disrespectful and false. No elk includes management actions to maintain the elk herd at or above the WGFD population objective.
herd in our country is insignificant, especially to the
fortunate hunters who have been able to hunt in this If it is unclear whether an action would have a significant effect, an environmental assessment (EA) is prepared (40 CFR
special unit, #2. The Fortification Ck herd is unique 1508.9(a)). If the EA analysis shows the action would not have a significant effect, a Finding of No Significant Impact
stated soon after the previous comment, "elk herds (FONSI) documents that there is no need for an environmental impact statement (EIS) (40 CFR 1508.13). The action
occupying prairie habitats are unusual." (0134-1) alternatives analyzed in the Draft RMPA/EA indicate that there are no significant environmental impacts. Performance

standards are in place, with the preferred alternative, to ensure that a viable elk population with a sufficient amount of
effective habitat is maintained.

The Fortification Elk herd is also protected by a number of management actions including:

1. A phased approach to drilling which keeps approximately 2/3 of the area free from development at any one time,

2. Timing Limitations on when drilling can occur,

3. Reclamation performance standards, that protect the elk herd because elk generally prefer the more rugged terrain which
are often the most difficult to reclaim.

4. Performance standards to ensure that a viable elk population with a sufficient amount of effective habitat is maintained.

Dobric, Nick The second alternative is the only one that comes Alternative 1l uses performance standards to ensure that a viable elk population with a sufficient amount of effective habitat
close to practical, "CBNG development would be is maintained. All performance standards must be achieved to BLM satisfaction in order to remain within compliance.
geographically phased with prescriptive management  Security habitat modeling prior to each POD authorization will be used to assess this performance based objective. The
decisions to protect elk and their habitat and to performance-based objective to maintain a herd at or above 120 is based upon the WGFD population objective of 150. If a
protect highly erodible soils. A citizens proposed Area performance standard is not met and BLM determines it is necessary, then additional permitting will be stopped until the
of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) of standard has been achieved to BLM's satisfaction.
approximately 33,750 acres would be designated.

Overhead power could extend across BLM surface An ACEC was not designated because the resource values (scenic, wildlife, fragile watershed) for which the ACEC was

from existing lines along drainages and existing proposed will be protected with this RMPA/EA.

roads." However this can be strengthened by

designating funding for the ACEC management, No development will occur in the WSA until Congress determines whether to permanently designate this area wilderness.

recommending the WSA for wilderness designation BLM did not recommend the WSA for wilderness in the 1985 Buffalo RMP (p. 15, 18). If Congress were to act upon and

to congress, and having no energy activity during follow BLM's recommendation then the WSA would be opened to oil and gas leasing. The federal minerals outside the WSA

winter and calving season. (0134-2) have already been leased and the RMPA/EA will recognize all valid existing rights (p. 1-6). The BLM's 1985 Buffalo
Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be an acceptable use of the public lands within the
FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove,
and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the terms and conditions incorporated in the lease. The
WSA is bounded by private property and constructed roadways. The BLM determined that there are no public lands outside
the WSA with wilderness characteristics.
Timing limitations are already in place within elk crucial winter habitat from November 15 through April 30.

Dobric, Nick An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) should be If it is unclear whether an action would have a significant effect, an environmental assessment (EA) is prepared (40 CFR
conducted or drastically reduce the impacts with a 1508.9(a)). If the EA analysis shows the action would not have a significant effect, a Finding of No Significant Impact
stronger alternative. (0134-3) (FONSI) documents that there is no need for an environmental impact statement (EIS) (40 CFR 1508.13). The action

alternatives analyzed in the Draft RMPA/EA indicate that there are no significant environmental impacts. Additionally, there
are performance standards in place for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and elk. A monitoring program
enables adaptive management if actual effects differ from the anticipated effects.
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Hooper, Tom

Hooper, Tom

Van Llue, Derek

Davis, Dallas

Davis, Dallas

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

| would like you to include the exact figures on how
many people both directly and indirectly rely on the
energy industry for a pay check. | do not have the
statistics but | would be willing to place a wager that
the majority of Wyoming residents are connected to
the industry. Especially up here: with so much coal
bed methane there are lots of opportunities to get
hired. | guess this is why | wanted to write you today.
| was worried that people may be trying to restrict the
development of coal bed methane in the Fortification
Creek area and | just don't agree with that. (0135-1)

I think you should allow for development if the
operators can prove that they have a plan that takes
into account the needs of the wildlife and landscape.
Things like how compressor stations or the water
management facilities are positioned can really make
a difference on how they affect wildlife. | really think
that if the operators are smart, they can come up with
a plan that demonstrates how the wildlife issues will
be lessened. (0135-2)

Oil and gas development is probably the best thing
that could have ever happened to the state of
Wyoming. Economically speaking, those oil and gas
jobs pay significantly more than the state average
wage. And the workers aren't the only ones making
big money either. The oil and gas companies have to
pay royalties on the things they take out of the
ground. Those royalties end up going to the state to
help fund schools and things, so our schools are rich
when oil and gas is rich.

Environmentally speaking, when left to their own
devices operators try their best to preserve the
habitat. They don't just drill anywhere, but choose
special locations where they'll have the least impact
on wildlife. They also replace those plants they had to
dig up when they're finished working the land. That's
why | think that the BLM should not be so restrictive
on oil and gas companies wanting to come to the
Powder River Basin. They really do fulfill a need in
our community and they have proven to be good
stewards of the environment. Let's make it easier for
oil and gas to develop in Wyoming. It's good for all of
us. (0136-1)

| strongly support the development of the natural gas
in this area. And, | support your designation of
Alternative 3 as your "preferred alternative." (0137-1)

| disagree with your reducing the number of well
locations from 726 to 483. It appears that this was
done due to wildlife, erosion, and view corridor
concerns. This seems unnecessary to me. (0137-2)

It is anticpated that under the Preferred Alternative, approximately 227 jobs will be supported and there will be an increase
of federal, state, and local revenues of $204 million.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would
not be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation
plans compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. The preferred alternative would retain at least
80% of the elk security habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach
provides for development within each of the geographic phases.

Under Alternative 1, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans
compatible with the identified performance standards would be required.

Thank you for your interest and comments on the Fortification Creek Planning Area Draft RMPA/EA.

Under Alternative Ill, as in all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the number of wells will be based on
meeting the security habitat standard and the other performance standards.
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Davis, Dallas

Davis, Dallas

Hurst, Don

Hurst, Don

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

Elk can live with some energy development. With
current Best Management Practices and Timing
Restrictions, elk will be protected. | also urge you to
avoid designating this area as an Area of Critical
Environmental Concern (or ACEC). In order for an
area to receive ACEC designation, it must meet
guidelines of both relevance and importance. Your
own statement in the EA that "the viability of a small
Wyoming elk herd is insignificant within the national
and regional contexts" argues against any
designation in this area as an ACEC. (0137-3)

Blanket restrictions that prevent drilling in particular
locations is not warranted. Modern engineering
knowledge and construction techniques should be
considered. If an operator can show that a well pad
can be safely constructed in a particular location,
they should be able to build it. While the area is quite
beautiful, those views will be preserved after
development occurs. To be sure, during the heaviest
periods of development, we will see rigs and truck
traffic. However, over the long-term, if proper
reclamation standards are followed, views and
rangeland characteristics will be preserved for future
generations. (0137-4)

| think the BLM should allow exemptions for the ban
on surface disturbing activities on slopes of 25% or
more. Operators should be able to send in detailed
construction and reclamation plans that give them the
exemption from the ban. (0138-1)

Also, the BLM should establish construction
requirements they would accept from operators to
give exemptions. That will clear up a lot of confusion
for operators on whether they'll get an exemption or
not and it will speed up the exemption process.
(0138-2)

An ACEC was not designated because the resource values (scenic, wildlife, fragile watershed) for which the ACEC was
proposed will be protected with this RMPA/EA. Designating an ACEC would be a change of name but not any additional
change in management.

The only blanket restriction on development is in the WSA. Under Alternative lll, the CBNG company would be responsible
for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not be specific restrictions on roads, water facilities, and visitation.
Approved development and mitigation plans would be required.

As stated in the RMPA/EA, under Alternative Il development may be allowed on steep slopes and soils with severe erosion
hazards if operators can propose acceptable disturbance and reclamation plans.

Construction requirements are contained in the 2006 Oil and Gas Surface Operating Standards and Guidelines (Goldbook,
4th edition). Exception requests would be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.
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P, Shawn

Hostetter, Rebecca

Colston, Mary Jo

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

I'd like to think of my self as someone who is
interested in the environment, and | think drilling
companies should be held accountable for
reclamation after they finish development of an area.
However, | think that the BLM is going overboard
when they recommend a one year period of
reclamation where absolutely no development takes
place. For one, it hurts the rights of the lease holders
who have land rights to areas waiting to be
developed. This is because it causes unnecessary
delays for development. Also, I think that things like
re-seeding plants and controlling erosion on
disturbed areas are good interim activities. But these
things don't take a year to complete and | think that
after those are finished, development should be
allowed to continue in other areas. | like that the BLM
is trying to think about the environment. But this kind
of plan goes too far and it hurts leaseholders. We
need to take a step back and look at a plan that helps
both the environment and the leaseholders. (0141-1)

Right now, we already have oil and gas development
in that area. Any you know what? The elk and the
existing compressor facilities seem to be able to
coexist together as long as the operator uses the
proper siting to put the facilities in the right place. The
BLM wants to step in and be the ones to determine if
a compressor facility is necessary, but they don't
even have a criteria for how they're going to
determine what's necessary and what's not. The
operators in the area already have the wildlife issue
under control with a track record of coexisting with
wildlife to back them up. The BLM is becoming too
restrictive when it comes to wildlife and it's starting to
affect our livelihoods and our chances for
development. The elk are going to be fine. Let's turn
our attention towards developing Wyoming and
growing its economy instead. (0142-1)

| have to say I'm pretty frustrated with the fact that
the BLM wants to designate the Fortification Creek
area as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern.
As | understand it, ACECs have to be both relevant
and important, but this particular region has barely
passable relevance and doesn't meet the guidelines
for importance at all. The BLM even admits that this
area isn't important because its elk herd is so small.
So with that in mind, the only reason | can see that
the BLM wants to expand the range restrictions is
because it's just another example of the government
trying to stick its nose where it doesn't belong. All it
does is eliminate viable development in a massive
area and it's just another example of the government
misusing our resources. (0139-1)

The requirement for one year of reclamation only referred to areas that were disturbed. This requirement was part of
Alternative 1l. Alternative lll, the Preferred Alternative does not include prescriptive requirements.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would
not be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation
plans compatible with the identified performance standards would be required.

An ACEC was not designated because the resource values (scenic, wildlife, fragile watershed) for which the ACEC was
proposed will be adequately protected with this RMPA/EA.
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Estes, Dustin

Parrie, Susan

lllegible #1

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

That being said, | do not support the creation of an
ACEC that you discuss in Alternative Il because | do
not think that it will have any noticeable effect. Even
the BLM, when talking about the ACEC says that
"actions would result in negligible beneficial impacts
to vegetation and rangeland resources." This is
probably because the operators already have their
performance standards that already serve the
intended purpose of the ACEC. Therefore, | think that
Alternative Ill's performance based standards have
the right idea and it serves the same purpose as the
ACEC but without that restrictive designation.
(0140-1)

| am writing to offer my comments on the Draft
Resource Management Plan Amendment and
Environmental Assessment for the Fortification Creek
Planning Area. | generally support the
implementation of Alternative 1, even though it only
allows for the development of about half of the
available natural gas. Alternative Il protects the land
very well without taking the rigid management
approach of Alternative Il. However, Alternative Il
unreasonably limits access to even more of the coal
bed methane resource. It is important for you to
maximize the return of royalties to the state and
federal government. Therefore, | encourage you to
reject Alternative 1l and rethink some of the well
restrictions in Alternative Ill. Look, if you're going to
produce energy in an area, let's get all of it out.
(0143-1)

Elk hunting is a staple for us sportsmen here in
Wyoming. | myself like to hunt and | definitely want to
keep the elk here, but | also think that sportsmen are
getting used as a kind of scapegoat by the BLM for
the proposed development in the Fortification Creek
area. The reason | have a problem with this is
because the Fortification Creek area they're talking
about isn't a high traffic hunting area. This wilderness
is so far from anywhere, it's hard to access, and it's
hard to travel. | think there were only like 200 hunters
who came to the area in past years. The BLM wants
to expand the critical range restrictions area to
include this piece, but all that does is harm our ability
to create jobs and use national fuel resources rather
than the stuff from overseas and in the mean time it
doesn't help hunters or the elk. On the other hand,
adding more development in the Fortification Creek
area won't hurt hunters or the elk. If operators - can
continue to develop the Fortification Creek area, it's a
win-win for everyone. (0144-1)

An ACEC was not designated because the resource values (scenic, wildlife, fragile watershed) for which the ACEC was
proposed will be adequately protected with this RMPA/EA.

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, as in all
alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the number of wells will be based on meeting the security habitat
standard and the other performance standards. The numbers are an estimate and actual number of wells is likely to be
different.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would
not be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation
plans compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. The preferred alternative would retain at least
80% of the elk security habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach
provides for development within each of the geographic phases.
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Lazarus, Kenny

Zeigler, Jeff

S, Kevin

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

The problem is that with all of the restrictions the
BLM outlines in its EA document, we will never be
able to maximize this area's potential. | think
Alternative Il has the most potential, though it still has
a ways to go and here's why:

Alternative Il allows for less than 50% of the well level
and it is so restrictive that it's questionable how much
development could really happen.

Alternative Ill is probably the best, but it still has the
problem of only 50% of the well number.

I think the BLM is trying to impose too many
restrictions for the Fortification Creek area and it will
limit our ability to maximize the potential of this rich
deposit of coal bed natural gas. (0145-1)

A few weeks ago, | read in the Tribune that the
Wyoming Wildlife Federation is arguing against
increased development in the Fortification Creek area
because they are worried about the viability of the elk
herd in the area. They think that the elk are getting
squished into smaller and smaller amounts of habitat
as a result of the development in the area. So today |
want to give you some fast facts from the other side
of the issue.

1. This elk herd they're worried about isn't an
endangered species, nor is it a special status
species.

2. The elk in the Fortification Creek are choosing to
occupy certain sections of the area, meaning that if
they feel squished into an area, it's because they've
chosen that for themselves.

3. Coal bed methane and elk have coexisted in the
Fortification Creek area for a long time and the herd
hasn't been destroyed yet. | think we're getting
overly-sensitive about the wildlife in this area. We
need to stop worrying about the elk (who have
proven they can survive development in the area
already) and start focusing on the kind of
development we're going to do in the area. (0146-1)

The BLM should allow for exemptions to
development during periods of timing limitations to be
evaluated on a case-by-case basis. Well visitation
should be allowed during timing limitation
designations. Royalties to schools and public
programs and the state and local level tax impacts
have been estimated to exceed $4.8 billion. These
monies go to help pay for municipal and county
operations, highway maintenance and capital
construction. This money represents the majority of
the funding for local school districts in Johnson,
Campbell and Sheridan counties. (0147-1)

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The preferred alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases.

Under Alternative lll, as in all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the number of wells will be based on
meeting the security habitat standard and the other performance standards. The numbers are an estimate and actual
number of wells is likely to be different.

BLM has chosen Alternative I, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative.

Under Alternative I, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would
not be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation
plans compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. The preferred alternative would retain at least
80% of the elk security habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach
provides for development within each of the geographic phases.

Under Alternative I, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would
not be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation
plans compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. The preferred alternative would retain at least
80% of the elk security habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach
provides for development within each of the geographic phases. Exception requests would be evaluated on a case-by-case
basis.

BLM anticipates and increase of federal, state, and local revenues of approximately $204 million from development in
Fortification Creek.
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Shuman, Cheryl

Schot, Tom

Burke, Michael

Burke, Michael

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

The thresholds for the tri-phased development must
not be so prescriptive that it hinders the development
of our energy resources. Performance-based
development is a reasonable and prudent plan for
development. In the Gillette area alone, there are
almost a thousand jobs associated with CBNG
development. High-wage jobs have been created
because of CBNG development. This also leads to
the expansion of service sector positions and
associated support businesses. We need valuable
clean-burning, domestic energy resources to meet
the country's growing energy challenge. (0148-1)

| support the FCP Alternative Ill because of the bolt
on performance approach. However, additional
phases of development should not be contingent on
the completion of interim reclamation in prior phases.
The performance-based development with a "bolt-on"
approach is a more commonsense approach.
Development thresholds must be flexible enough to
ensure operators with lease holdings in the
subsequent phases will not be affected if the
thresholds are exceeded. (0149-1)

With the FCPA project, there will be many oil and gas
related jobs created. That in turn will lead to
thousands of jobs indirectly tied to oil and gas. Jobs
like more carpenters to build houses, more teachers
to eliminate classroom crowding, more restaurants to
feed the larger population, and the list goes on and
on. (0150-1)

As long as the companies use Best Management
Practices I'm okay with development. One concern |
have is with the one-year delay in development for
successful interim reclamation, does not meet the
purpose and need of the document and does not
adequately meet the rights of the lease holder.
(0150-2)

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative IlI, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The preferred alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases.

BLM anticipates that development in Fortification Creek would support approximately 227 jobs in surrounding counties.

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The preferred alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases.

Under Alternative lll, as in all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the number of wells will be based on
meeting the security habitat standard and the other performance standards. The numbers are an estimate and actual
number of wells is likely to be different.

BLM anticipates that development in Fortification Creek would support approximately 227 jobs in surrounding counties.

The requirement for one year of reclamation only referred to areas that were disturbed. This requirement was part of
Alternative Il. Alternative lll, the Preferred Alternative does not include prescriptive requirements.

Logarie, Ben | support the Preferred Alternative from the EA. It is BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the preferred alternative. Under Alternative I, the
critical to consider the avoidance and mitigation CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
measures of the performance model. The one on wells, roads, water facilities, and visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the identified
element | did not like of the EA was the 100% performance standards would be required. The preferred alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security habitat
protection of overlapping crucial secure habitats within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development within
because it denies operators an opportunity to each of the geographic phases.
develop lands the federal government has leased to
them. A rigid management approach - as outlined in
Alternative Il - may not allow for the "orderly
development of mineral resources" that gives
maximum return to the public through royalties.

(0151-1)
4/11/2011 Page 11 of 287



Loveday Jr., Jay

Brown, Daniel

lllegible #2

Brown, Lynn L.

Inman, Katherine

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

From an environmental and socio-economic stand
point, the F.Creek Amendment Alternative 3 is -
on-balance - an exceptional benefit to our
community. Many of the issues within the EA can be
resolved through cooperative management and Best
Management Practices as outline in Alternative 3.
Nowadays, environmental protection is standard
practice for energy companies. Integrating into and
supporting the communities in which they operate is
now critical. (0152-1)

| support Alternative Il in the Fortification Creek
Planning Area EA. This seems like a "no-brainer" to
me. America needs natural gas and demand is
growing. Alternatives Il provides for a prescribed loss
of elk secure and effective habitats. BLM must
ensure that each operator, whose leases are directly
affected by these habitat designations, receives their
fair and equitable portion of the allowable loss. This
will ensure that operators, with leaseholds in later
phases, maintain opportunities to develop those
areas and thus allow service companies to establish
long term relationships with the operators in
developing the Fortification Creek Area. You should
develop a plan for this and make sure you include the
people who will actually be operating there. Thank
you for listening to me and please approve the
Preferred Alternative. (0153-1)

Alternative 3 would greatly enhance the development
of coal-bed methane while protecting the land as
compared to the other alternatives. The environment
will be adequately protected. The performance
requirements will reduce surface impacts. Mitigation
and avoidance measures are sufficient. And, wildlife
will be protected, including the elk.

| support Alternative 3 as the best approach forward
for CBM development in the Fortification Creek Area.
(0154-1)

If you've ever spent any time in the Powder River
Basin, you know that the area is very rugged with lots
of steep terrain. So when the BLM offers its EA
alternatives for the Fortification Creek Planning Area,
and all of the alternatives say there are going to be
heavy restrictions, if not outright blanket bans on
development in areas with slopes greater than 25%
or with highly erosive sails, it's like saying there's not
going to any development at all. (0155-1)

Place a freeze on drilling and construction when elk
numbers fall within 25 animals of Minimum Viable
Population levels; (0156-3)

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative.

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative.

BLM has chosen Alternative Ill, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would
not be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation
plans compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. The Preferred Alternative would retain at
least 80% of the elk security habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation
approach provides for development within each of the geographic phases.

A performance standard is in place to maintain the elk population at 80% or greater of the WGFD population objective (pg.
B-1). The elk population will be monitored to determine whether changes in development need to be made. If the population
standard is not met and BLM determines it is necessary, then permitting of additional drilling and construction will be
stopped until the population recovers. Genetic interchange is not a primary concern as collared elk have interacted with
other elk populations in the Rochelle Hills and along the Powder River in Montana.
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Inman, Katherine

Schuman, Neal

Toth, Donni & Greg

Toth, Donni & Greg

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

Bury all powerlines and inject all coalbed methane
wastewater underground where it cannot flood and
kill cottonwood gallery woodlands that are key habitat
features. (0156-6)

| suggest you implement Alternative # 1 because |
feel we have to many unproductive regulations now. |
have been involved with methane development for 10
years, served on the Coal Bed Water Taskforce, was
County Commissioner when our valuation was in the
90 million range, now it is over 1 billion. The other
Alternatives | feel will stop most development and kill
the goose that layed the golden egg. (0158-1)

Establish an Area of Critical Environmental Concern
that encompasses all of the Fortification Elk Herd's
yearlong range, not just the northern two-thirds
(0159-1)

Open less than twenty percent of elk yearlong range
to drilling at any one time, and allow new areas to
open up only after existing fields are completely
returned to a natural state;

(0159-2)

The FCPA has a mixed ownership pattern and maintaining an overhead power prohibition on BLM surface would only
protect the area around approximately 50 percent of the WSA; the percentage of BLM surface surrounding the WSA. BLM
only has the authority to mandate buried power on federal surface. Much of the power lines that would be necessary for
CBNG development within the FCPA are already in place. Burying power lines can result in more soil and vegetation
disturbance than the construction of overhead lines; especially if the buried line is not aligned with existing disturbance.
Additional disturbance is a concern in the fragile watersheds of the FCPA. The areas disturbed by burying power lines would
be impacted for several decades from the construction of buried lines, the time necessary for full recovery of mature
sagebrush and juniper shrublands. Mitigation as identified in the PRB ROD (A.5.9.4 at p A-33) will be applied.

Water discharge is regulated by the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality (WDEQ) under the Wyoming Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (WYPDES). The WDEQ has stated that discharges above Powder River ambient total
dissolved solid (TDS) and dissolved sodium concentrations require assimilative capacity credits, which limits the outfall.
During August and September, operators have no allocation for TDS and are required to treat any direct discharges to
Powder River ambient concentration or cease discharging.

BLM has chosen Alternative Ill, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative.

Under Alternative I, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would
not be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation
plans compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. The preferred alternative would retain at least
80% of the elk security habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach
provides for development within each of the geographic phases.

Under Alternative lll, as in all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the number of wells will be based on
meeting the security habitat standard and the other performance standards. The numbers are an estimate and actual
number of wells is likely to be different.

An ACEC was not designated because the resource values (scenic, wildlife, fragile watershed) for which the ACEC was
proposed will be adequately protected with this RMPA/EA.

The WGFD cooperated in designing the alternatives and preparing the RMPA/EA. The security habitat standards used in
Alternative Il were originally recommended by the WGFD for use in the southern yearlong range. Alternative lll, the
preferred alternative, retains at least 80% of the elk security habitat (limits impacts to no more than 20%). This alternative is
performance based and will be closely monitored by BLM. BLM will only authorize additional drilling if BLM determines that
the security habitat standard has been met.

The official WGFD comments indicate that although there are weaknesses with both alternatives that with stringent
monitoring elk and other wildlife would be protected.

The Fortification Elk herd is also protected by a number of management actions including:

1. A phased approach to drilling which keeps approximately 2/3 of the area free from development at any one time,

2. Timing Limitations on when drilling can occur,

3. Reclamation performance standards, that protect the elk herd because elk generally prefer the more rugged terrain which
are often the most difficult to reclaim.

4. Performance standards to ensure that a viable elk population with a sufficient amount of effective habitat is maintained.
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Toth, Donni & Greg

Toth, Donni & Greg

Lewis, Thomas

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

Close currently developed fields within elk crucial
winter range or within 2 miles of sage grouse leks to
all industry-related vehicle traffic and human activity
during the crucial season of wildlife use. (0159-6)

Bury all powerlines and inject all coalbed methane
wastewater underground where it cannot flood and
kill cottonwood gallery woodlands that are key habitat
features. (0159-7)

| respectfully request that you afford appropriate and
adequate protection to wildlife and wilderness in the
Fortification Creek. This precious piece of the Powder
River Basin deserves better than to be treated like
just another coalbed methane wasteland. The rugged
breaks at Fortification Creek harbor juniper
woodlands, key sage grouse habitat, and one of the
few Plains elk herds left in the nation. Elk, particularly
in hunted populations like Fortification Creek, are
highly sensitive to human disturbance, especially
vehicle traffic. Studies in the Red Desert (with similar
open range and scattered trees) have shown that elk
abandon habitats within half a mile of a road. The
Fortification Creek area forms the core of the Plains
elk herd's yearlong range, and surrounding lands are
already being converted to industrial landscapes
through coalbed methane drilling. It is doubtful that
the elk herd at Fortification Creek will fare very well
once drilling moves into the heart of its range.

Regarding sage grouse populations which are
already declining in Wyoming, we continue to
industrialize key breeding and nesting habitats. | ask
that you take strong action at Fortification Creek to
ensure that sage grouse will have suitable habitat for
mating and bearing their young. Fortification Creek is
also home to High Plains wilderness, itself a rare
commodity. The Fortification Creek Wilderness Study
Area occupies the northern quarter of the planning
area, but an additional 28,000 acres that possess
wilderness character has been identified by
conservation groups. (0160-1)

Performance standards are in place, with the preferred alternative, to ensure that a viable elk population with a sufficient
amount of effective habitat is maintained. An operations and maintenance plan is a vital component in meeting the
performance standards. Some level of human visitation is necessary to ensure safe, efficient, operations and meet
regulatory obligations. Operators have taken measures to reduce human visitation such as metering wells with
radiotelemetry. However, even remote metering technologies do not eliminate the need for human visitation, some level of
human activity is required because the remote-systems need to be checked, meters require periodic calibration, equipment
needs to be inspected, etc.

The FCPA has a mixed ownership pattern and maintaining an overhead power prohibition on BLM surface would only
protect the area around approximately 50 percent of the WSA; the percentage of BLM surface surrounding the WSA. BLM
only has the authority to mandate buried power on federal surface. Much of the power lines that would be necessary for
CBNG development within the FCPA are already in place. Burying power lines can result in more soil and vegetation
disturbance than the construction of overhead lines; especially if the buried line is not aligned with existing disturbance.
Additional disturbance is a concern in the fragile watersheds of the FCPA. The areas disturbed by burying power lines would
be impacted for several decades from the construction of buried lines, the time necessary for full recovery of mature
sagebrush and juniper shrublands. Mitigation as identified in the PRB ROD (A.5.9.4 at p A-33) will be applied.

Water discharge is regulated by the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality (WDEQ) under the Wyoming Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (WYPDES). The WDEQ has stated that discharges above Powder River ambient total
dissolved solid (TDS) and dissolved sodium concentrations require assimilative capacity credits, which limits the outfall.
During August and September, operators have no allocation for TDS and are required to treat any direct discharges to
Powder River ambient concentration or cease discharging.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on roads, water facilities, and visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans would be
required. Greater sage-grouse management is consistent with BLM Wyoming policy.

A performance standard is in place to maintain the elk population at 80% or greater of the WGFD population objective (pg.
B-1). Alternative Il limits impacts to elk security habitat to 20% of the habitat in the FCPA. Additionally, the elk herd will be
monitored to determine whether changes in development pace need to be made.

The elk population will be monitored to determine whether changes in development need to be made. If the population
standard is not met and BLM determines it is necessary, then permitting of additional drilling and construction will be
stopped until the population recovers. Genetic interchange is not a primary concern as collared elk have interacted with
other elk populations in the Rochelle Hills and along the Powder River in Montana. This alternative is performance based
and will be closely monitored by BLM.
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Lewis, Thomas

Lewis, Thomas

Lewis, Thomas

Lewis, Thomas

Lewis, Thomas

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

Establish an Area of Critical Environmental Concern
that encompasses all of the Fortification Elk Herd's
yearlong range, not just the northern twothirds;
(0160-2)

Open less than twenty percent of elk yearlong range
to drilling at any one time, and allow new areas to
open up only after existing fields are completely
returned to a natural state;

(0160-3)

Place a freeze on drilling and construction when elk
numbers fall within 25 animals of Minimum Viable
Population levels; (0160-5)

Place all citizens' proposed wilderness offlimits to
future oil and gas leasing; (0160-6)

Close currently developed fields within elk crucial
winter range or within 2 miles of sage grouse leks to
all industryrelated vehicle traffic and human activity
during the crucial season of wildlife use. (0160-7)

An ACEC was not designated because the resource values (scenic, wildlife, fragile watershed) for which the ACEC was
proposed will be adequately protected with this RMPA/EA.

The WGFD cooperated in designing the alternatives and preparing the RMPA/EA. The security habitat standards used in
Alternative 1l were originally recommended by the WGFD for use in the southern yearlong range. Alternative Ill, the
preferred alternative, retains at least 80% of the elk security habitat (limits impacts to no more than 20%). This alternative is
performance based and will be closely monitored by BLM. BLM will only authorize additional drilling if BLM determines that
the security habitat standard has been met.

The official WGFD comments indicate that although there are weaknesses with both alternatives that with stringent
monitoring elk and other wildlife would be protected.

The Fortification Elk herd is also protected by a number of management actions including:
1. A phased approach to drilling which keeps approximately 2/3 of the area free from development at any one time,
2. Timing Limitations on when drilling can occur,

3. Reclamation performance standards, that protect the elk herd because elk generally prefer the more rugged terrain which
are often the most difficult to reclaim.
4. Performance standards to ensure that a viable elk population with a sufficient amount of effective habitat is maintained.

A performance standard is in place to maintain the elk population at 80% or greater of the WGFD population objective (pg.
B-1). The elk population will be monitored to determine whether changes in development need to be made. If the population
standard is not met and BLM determines it is necessary, then permitting of additional drilling and construction will be
stopped until the population recovers. Genetic interchange is not a primary concern as collared elk have interacted with
other elk populations in the Rochelle Hills and along the Powder River in Montana.

Alternative Il limits impacts to elk security habitat to 20% of the habitat in the FCPA. Additionally, the elk herd will be
monitored to determine whether changes in development pace need to be made.

This alternative is performance based and will be closely monitored by BLM.

No development will occur in the WSA until Congress determines whether to permanently designate this area wilderness.
BLM did not recommend the WSA for wilderness in the 1985 Buffalo RMP (p. 15, 18). If Congress were to act upon and
follow BLM's recommendation then the WSA would be opened to oil and gas leasing.

The federal minerals outside the WSA have already been leased and the RMPA/EA will recognize all valid existing rights (p.
1-6). The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be an acceptable use of
the public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right and privilege to drill
for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the terms and conditions
incorporated in the lease. The WSA is bounded by private property and constructed roadways. The BLM determined that
there are no public lands outside the WSA with wilderness characteristics.

Performance standards are in place, with the preferred alternative, to ensure that a viable elk population with a sufficient
amount of effective habitat is maintained. An operations and maintenance plan is a vital component in meeting the
performance standards. Some level of human visitation is necessary to ensure safe, efficient, operations and meet
regulatory obligations. Operators have taken measures to reduce human visitation such as metering wells with
radiotelemetry. However, even remote metering technologies do not eliminate the need for human visitation, some level of
human activity is required because the remote-systems need to be checked, meters require periodic calibration, equipment
needs to be inspected, etc.
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Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

Lewis, Thomas Bury all powerlines andinject all coalbed methane The FCPA has a mixed ownership pattern and maintaining an overhead power prohibition on BLM surface would only
wastewater underground where it cannot flood and protect the area around approximately 50 percent of the WSA; the percentage of BLM surface surrounding the WSA. BLM
kill cottonwood gallery woodlands that are key habitat  only has the authority to mandate buried power on federal surface. Much of the power lines that would be necessary for
features. (0160-8) CBNG development within the FCPA are already in place. Burying power lines can result in more soil and vegetation

disturbance than the construction of overhead lines; especially if the buried line is not aligned with existing disturbance.
Additional disturbance is a concern in the fragile watersheds of the FCPA. The areas disturbed by burying power lines would
be impacted for several decades from the construction of buried lines, the time necessary for full recovery of mature
sagebrush and juniper shrublands. Mitigation as identified in the PRB ROD (A.5.9.4 at p A-33) will be applied.

Water discharge is regulated by the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality (WDEQ) under the Wyoming Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (WYPDES). The WDEQ has stated that discharges above Powder River ambient total
dissolved solid (TDS) and dissolved sodium concentrations require assimilative capacity credits, which limits the outfall.
During August and September, operators have no allocation for TDS and are required to treat any direct discharges to
Powder River ambient concentration or cease discharging.

Jalota, Renu Please help preserve the plains elk herd in the Oil and gas development has taken place within the FCPA since the 1970s (refer to Figure 3-13). Since the 1970s, BLM has
Powder River basin , Fortification Creek. Your enacted lease stipulations for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. In 1982 BLM
attention to this matter will be greatly appreciated. developed an oil and gas protection plan for the FCPA (BLM 1982). Present day lease stipulations require an acceptable
(0161-1) plan for the protection of sensitive resources (steep slopes, fragile watersheds and/or crucial elk habitat); this RMPA/EA

represents the acceptable plan. The RMPA/EA maintains the direction of previous management decisions.

Both action alternatives evaluated in this RMPA/EA would allow CBNG development, while providing protection of steep
slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. Alternative Il uses a prescriptive approach while Alternative Il follows a
performance based approach with established standards for elk protection and reclamation.

The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
under both Alternatives Il and Il including the following:

1. A phased approach to drilling which provides areas free from development at all times;

. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;

. A work activity management plan to reduce disruptive activities;

. Security habitat standards;

. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;

. TLs for raptor nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats; and
. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats.

O©oOo~NOULhWN

Under Alternative 11, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on compression and water facilities,
and prohibitions on surface water discharge and surface disturbing activities on sensitive soils.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans
compatible with the identified performance standards would be required.
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Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

Escudero, Michelle | am writing to express my concern for about an
important proposed wilderness area in the Powder
River Basin, specifically Fortification Creek. Here one
of the last elk herds to inhabit high plains make their
home. It is important to keep their home a yearlong
home protected from the disturbances of energy
development. Energy development must be regulated
so that the herd is not endangered. (0162-1)

Escudero, Michelle Solutions include having only 20% of the area open
for drilling at any one time; (0162-3)

Escudero, Michelle Protect the flora especially the cottonwood and
woodland areas from poisonous coalbed methane
wastewater. (0162-6)

Oil and gas development has taken place within the FCPA since the 1970s (refer to Figure 3-13). Since the 1970s, BLM has
enacted lease stipulations for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. In 1982 BLM
developed an oil and gas protection plan for the FCPA (BLM 1982). Present day lease stipulations require an acceptable
plan for the protection of sensitive resources (steep slopes, fragile watersheds and/or crucial elk habitat); this RMPA/EA
represents the acceptable plan. The RMPA/EA maintains the direction of previous management decisions.

Both action alternatives evaluated in this RMPA/EA would allow CBNG development, while providing protection of steep
slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. Alternative Il uses a prescriptive approach while Alternative 11l follows a
performance based approach with established standards for elk protection and reclamation.

The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
under both Alternatives Il and Il including the following:

1. A phased approach to drilling which provides areas free from development at all times;

2. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;

. A work activity management plan to reduce disruptive activities;

. Security habitat standards;

. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;

. TLs for raptor nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats; and
. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats.

O©oOo~NOoO Ul W

Under Alternative 11, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on compression and water facilities,
and prohibitions on surface water discharge and surface disturbing activities on sensitive soils.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans
compatible with the identified performance standards would be required.

The WGFD cooperated in designing the alternatives and preparing the RMPA/EA. The security habitat standards used in
Alternative 1l were originally recommended by the WGFD for use in the southern yearlong range. Alternative Ill, the
preferred alternative, retains at least 80% of the elk security habitat (limits impacts to no more than 20%). This alternative is
performance based and will be closely monitored by BLM. BLM will only authorize additional drilling if BLM determines that
the security habitat standard has been met.

The official WGFD comments indicate that although there are weaknesses with both alternatives that with stringent
monitoring elk and other wildlife would be protected.

The Fortification Elk herd is also protected by a number of management actions including:
1. A phased approach to drilling which keeps approximately 2/3 of the area free from development at any one time,
2. Timing Limitations on when drilling can occur,

3. Reclamation performance standards, that protect the elk herd because elk generally prefer the more rugged terrain which
are often the most difficult to reclaim.

4. Performance standards to ensure that a viable elk population with a sufficient amount of effective habitat is maintained.

Water discharge is regulated by the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality (WDEQ) under the Wyoming Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (WYPDES). The WDEQ has stated that discharges above Powder River ambient total
dissolved solid (TDS) and dissolved sodium concentrations require assimilative capacity credits, which limits the outfall.
During August and September, operators have no allocation for TDS and are required to treat any direct discharges to
Powder River ambient concentration or cease discharging.
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Anderson, Jess

Garvey, Lydia

Concannon, Eric

Concannon, Eric

Concannon, Eric

Concannon, Eric

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

| am writing in opposition to any further regulation
upon Coal Bed Methane Development. Without citing
any specifics with regards to this particular action |
personally feel there are currently more than enough
regulations to protect all those involved. (0163-1)

It is Not a 'sacrifice area'! It's highly inappropriate to
destroy wilderness lands. Do your job Protect Our
Public lands, waters, wildlife, economy & health! You
work for citizens, not industry! Keep it wild & pristine.
(0164-1)

Protect the elk. In the analysis of the project, you
dismiss the importance of the unique plains elk herd
in the Fortification Creek area, referring to it as
insignificant within the national and regional contexts.
This is a clear failure to acknowledge Wyoming's
wellestablished hunting custom and culture, and a
failure to recognize the rarity of such a plains elk
herd. Wyoming hunters, and Wyoming's leading
hunting organization, treasure the Fortification Creek
herd. The current proposal could allows the herd to
decline from 219 animals to approximately 120. In the
Powder River Basin, where tens of thousands of
wells have already been drilled, and hundreds of
thousands of acres of habitat already disturbed, this
is unacceptable. (0165-1)

Expand the Fortification Creek Planning Area.
Include the entire elk yearlong range and crucial elk
area. Currently you leave much of the elk yearlong
and crucial ranges out of your planning process.
(0165-2)

Protect the Wilderness Study Area. You should
ensure management decisions do not destroy the
wilderness qualities of the area. You should
designate Fortification Creek as an Area of Critical
Environmental Concern and establish a Wildlife
Habitat Management Area around the perimeter of
the existing Wilderness Study Area. (0165-3)

Require a phased drilling approach. You propose
phased development, but under the plan you could
allow deviations from the phased development
schedule. This could make phased development an
illusion. (0165-4)

The RMPA/EA represents the acceptable plan required in the lease stipulations on many of the leases. BLM determined that
Alternatives Il and Il present two reasonable alternatives to balancing environmental resource concerns, identified through
lease stipulations, with CBNG development while honoring existing lease rights. Alternative Il provides for a
performance-based approach, as requested by the lease holders, to minimize prescriptive measures.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on roads, water facilities, and visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans would be
required.

The FONSI acknowledges public interest in maintaining a viable elk herd and identifies that the preferred alternative
includes management actions to maintain the elk herd at or above the WGFD population objective.

The Planning Area boundary was chosen for two primary reasons

The boundary for past Fortification Creek decisions (old SMA) is the boundary line identified in past documents including the
1975 Framework Plan, 1982 Oil and Gas Surface Protection Plan, 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan, and 2001
RMP review. The overhead power restriction and the CSU lease stipulation requiring operators to prepare an acceptable
mitigation plan are based on this boundary.BLM's 2007 Environmental Report indicated that more than 90 percent of the
collared elk locations were within the chosen planning area boundary. CBNG development proposals outside and inside the
Planning Area, will continue to go through a site-specific NEPA analysis where the appropriate mitigation measures to
conserve environmental resources will be identified and applied.

No development will occur in the WSA until Congress determines whether to permanently designate this area wilderness.
BLM did not recommend the WSA for wilderness in the 1985 Buffalo RMP (p. 15, 18). If Congress were to act upon and
follow BLM's recommendation then the WSA would be opened to oil and gas leasing.

An ACEC was not designated because the resource values (scenic, wildlife, fragile watershed) for which the ACEC was
proposed will be adequately protected with this RMPA/EA.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would
not be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation
plans compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. The preferred alternative would retain at least
80% of the elk security habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach
provides for development within each of the geographic phases.
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Concannon, Eric

Concannon, Eric

Concannon, Eric

Concannon, Eric

Christensen, Martha

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

Require lowimpact water handling practices. You
would allow direct discharges of coalbed methane
produced water to Fortification Creek and ephemeral
creeks. You should not to allow discharge into rivers
or creeks. Companies can pipe produced water out of
the Fortification Creek area to a location where it can
be put to beneficial use. (0165-5)

Require industry to minimize surface disturbance.
Soils in Fortification Creek are highly erosive and
difficult to reclaim. You should require 160acre well
spacing and no disturbance on slopes steeper than
25 percent. (0165-6)

Reduce industrial traffic and noise. Wells should be
monitored by remote telemetry to minimize visitation
and vehicular travel to the area. (0165-7)

Provide a "no development" alternative. You should
consider an option that would allow no further
coalbed methane development so as to maintain
current values. You should consider an alternative
that examines options such as letting coalbed
methane leases expire, buying back leases, make
exchanges for leases in other areas, or otherwise
protecting large areas of elk habitat. (0165-8)

With this letter, | urge the BLM to submit to us -- the
owners and guardians of those Public Lands -- an
alternative management plan that calls for NO
FURTHER DEVELOPMENT ! You might propose
official Wilderness for that study area, recognize the
economic - recreational -aesthetic values that
accompany lands not devoted to CBM drilling.
(0166-1)

Water discharge is regulated by the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality (WDEQ) under the Wyoming Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (WYPDES), which has already granted a permit to discharge CBNG-produced water into
FCPA drainages. The WDEQ has stated that "discharges above Powder River ambient total dissolved solid (TDS) and
dissolved sodium concentrations require assimilative capacity credits, which limits the outfall. During August and
September, operators have no allocation for TDS and are required to treat any direct discharges to Powder River ambient
concentration or cease discharging. The remaining outfalls in the Fortification Creek drainage discharge to various types of
on-channel reservoirs. The great majority of reservoirs in the Fortification Creek drainage are not allowed to discharge
except in the event precipitation runoff causes the reservoir to fill and overtop, or the operator pursues a planned reservoir
release and utilizes their assimilative capacity allotments to do so. The remaining Fortification Creek reservoirs are only
allowed to discharge in the event precipitation runoff from a 50-year, 24-hour storm or greater causes the reservoirs to fill
and overtop". (WDEQ 2008).

BLM only has the authority to regulate the water discharge strategy on federal leases. BLM has discretion to deny
site-specific authorization of discharge points regardless of WYPDES status. BLM has committed in the Draft RMPA/EA to
locate discharge points to minimize erosion, require energy dissipation measures, and mitigate downstream erosion
features.

Performance standards are in place, with the preferred alternative, to protect sensitive soils and ensure successful
reclamation.

Performance standards are in place, with the Preferred Alternative, to protect sensitive soils and ensure successful
reclamation. Operators have taken measures to reduce human visitation such as metering wells with radiotelemetry.
However, even remote metering technologies do not eliminate the need for human visitation, some level of human activity is
required because the remote-systems need to be checked, meters require periodic calibration, and equipment needs to be
inspected to prevent releases.

BLM inventoried roads within the FCPA in September 2010 and determined that with the exception of the WSA, no other
public lands within the FCPA possess wilderness characteristics (Draft EA at 2-5). The BLMs 1985 Buffalo Resource
Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be an acceptable use of the public lands within the FCPA (BLM
1985 at p. 16). The federal minerals outside the WSA have already been leased and therefore managing for wilderness
characteristics does not meet the planning criteria identified in Draft EA the RMPA/EA will recognize all valid existing rights.
An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas
deposits in the lease lands, subject to the terms and conditions incorporated in the lease.

No development will occur in the WSA until Congress determines whether to permanently designate this area wilderness.
BLM did not recommend the WSA for wilderness in the 1985 Buffalo RMP (p. 15, 18). If Congress were to act upon and
follow BLM's recommendation then the WSA would be opened to oil and gas leasing.

The federal minerals outside the WSA have already been leased and the RMPA/EA will recognize all valid existing rights (p.
1-6). The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be an acceptable use of
the public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right and privilege to drill
for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the terms and conditions
incorporated in the lease.

The WSA is bounded by private property and constructed roadways. The BLM determined that there are no public lands
outside the WSA with wilderness characteristics.
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Christensen, Martha

Christensen, Martha

Christensen, Martha

Taylor, Joanna

Taylor, Joanna

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

Acknowledge the devastation that can follow CBM
extraction (check with PRBRC if you have questions
or want reallife experiences), and the huge amounts
of FOSSIL Carbon that are emitted with the burning
of methane, and there with be modest in your
recommendation for further drilling surely NOT 481
additional wells !! Think environmental protection and
sustainability ! (0166-2)

The wildlife considerations are especially important to
me. Your reports must reveal current status of Desert
Elk, pronghorns, SAGE GROUSE!, ferrets and other
birds and mammals, and analyses of the
environmental impacts of the various uses in each of
your proposed plans. (0166-3)

| am for NO further development in that Fortification
Creek area !! (0166-4)

| oppose any drilling in the Fortification Creek Area
under the current alternatives, which would cause
significant impacts and irreversible damage without
sufficient protection. BLM made commitments since
the 1970s to protect this area and this proposed plan
fails to implement those protective criteria regarding
CBM development proposals. (0167-1)

Please protect the Fortification Creek Area by
ensuring sufficient habitat is available for the elk
herd, minimizing noise and disruptive activities,
preventing drilling on steep slopes and areas with
erosive soils and poor reclamation potential, and
requiring phased CBM operations based on
successful reclamation criteria. (0167-2)

No development will occur in the WSA until Congress determines whether to permanently designate this area wilderness.
BLM did not recommend the WSA for wilderness in the 1985 Buffalo RMP (p. 15, 18). If Congress were to act upon and
follow BLM's recommendation then the WSA would be opened to oil and gas leasing.

The federal minerals outside the WSA have already been leased and the RMPA/EA will recognize all valid existing rights (p.
1-6). The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be an acceptable use of
the public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right and privilege to drill
for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the terms and conditions
incorporated in the lease.

The WSA is bounded by private property and constructed roadways. The BLM determined that there are no public lands
outside the WSA with wilderness characteristics.

At issue in the FCPA is the geographically isolated elk herd. Ranges of mule deer, pronghorn, prairie dogs, and other
species are much greater than the Fortification Creek Planning Area; they are managed and monitored in accordance with
the PRB FEIS ROD.

The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be an acceptable use of the
public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right and privilege to drill for,
mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the terms and conditions
incorporated in the lease. The BLM cannot interfere with valid existing rights once leases are granted. However, BLM can
apply restrictions to development, mitigation , typically in the form of as COAs attached to the APD, to reduce environmental
impacts identified through site-specific NEPA reviews. Mitigation that would render a proposed operation uneconomic or is
technically unfeasible is not considered to be consistent with a lessees rights and cannot be required absent a lease
stipulation unless it is determined that such mitigation is required to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of public
lands or resources. Mitigation required to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation under FLPMA is within the terms of the
lease, since all leases are subject to applicable laws and regulations. BLM can also limit drilling rates if the result would be
exceed a State or Federal standard or otherwise violate a legal requirement or policy under which BLM must manage the
site.

The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be an acceptable use of the
public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right and privilege to drill for,
mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the terms and conditions
incorporated in the lease. The BLM cannot interfere with valid existing rights once leases are granted. However, BLM can
apply restrictions to development, mitigation, typically in the form of as COAs attached to the APD, to reduce environmental
impacts identified through site-specific NEPA reviews. Mitigation that would render a proposed operation uneconomic or is
technically unfeasible is not considered to be consistent with a lessees rights and cannot be required absent a lease
stipulation unless it is determined that such mitigation is required to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of public
lands or resources. Mitigation required to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation under FLPMA is within the terms of the
lease, since all leases are subject to applicable laws and regulations. BLM can also limit drilling rates if the result would
exceed a State or Federal standard or otherwise violate a legal requirement or policy under which BLM must manage the
site.

The Fortification Elk herd is protected by a number of management actions including: A phased approach to drilling which
keeps approximately 2/3 of the area free from development at any one time, Timing Limitations on when drilling can occur,
Reclamation performance standards, that protect the elk herd because elk generally prefer the more rugged terrain which
are often the most difficult to reclaim.Performance standards to ensure that a viable elk population with a sufficient amount
of effective habitat is maintained.
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Taylor, Joanna

Blair, Dan & Janet

Blair, Dan & Janet

Blair, Dan & Janet

Blair, Dan & Janet

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

CBM development in this area has already caused
and will continue to cause significant impacts. BLM
should conduct an environmental impact statement to
fully analyze projected impacts and develop
mitigation measures that will prevent or reduce those
impacts. (0167-3)

As former residents of Wyoming who retain a keen
interest in anything that affects the state, we oppose
any drilling in the Fortification Creek area under the
current alternatives (as you know, a "no drilling"
alternative was not even considered). (0168-1)

The Fortification Creek area forms the core of the
plains elk herd's yearlong range, and surrounding
lands are already being converted to industrial
landscapes through coalbed methane drilling. In its
analysis of the project, the BLM dismisses the
importance of the herd in the Fortification Creek area,
referring to it as insignificant within the national and
regional contexts. This is an amazing failure to
acknowledge Wyoming's well-established hunting
custom and culture, as well as a failure to recognize
the rarity of such a plains elk herd. Wyoming hunters,
and Wyoming's leading hunting organization,
treasure the Fortification Creek herd. The BLM's
current proposal could allow the herd to decline from
219 animals to approximately 120. Studies in the Red
Desert (with similar open range and scattered trees)
have shown that elk abandon habitats within half a
mile of a road. (0168-2)

BLM plans presently include the same ineffective
guartermile 'No Surface Occupancy' buffers, paired
with two-mile restrictions on the timing of drilling and
construction, that already have led to the
disappearance of so many sage grouse populations
in Wyoming. It's not rocket science: industrialization
of the key breeding and nesting habitats while the
birds are away means that when they return to mate
and have their young, they won't have suitable
habitat. (0168-3)

Provide a "no development" alternative. The BLM
should consider an option that would allow no further
coalbed methane development so as to maintain
current values. The agency should consider an
alternative that examines options such as letting
coalbed methane leases expire, buying back leases,
making exchanges for leases in other areas, or
otherwise protecting large areas of elk habitat.
(0168-4)

If it is unclear whether an action would have a significant effect, an environmental assessment (EA) is prepared (40 CFR
1508.9(a)). If the EA analysis shows the action would not have a significant effect, a Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI) documents that there is no need for an environmental impact statement (EIS) (40 CFR 1508.13). The action
alternatives analyzed in the Draft RMPA/EA indicate that there are no significant environmental impacts. Additionally, there
are performance standards in place for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and elk. A monitoring program
enables adaptive management if actual effects differ from the anticipated effects.

BLM inventoried roads within the FCPA in September 2010 and determined that with the exception of the WSA, no other
public lands within the FCPA possess wilderness characteristics (Draft EA at 2-5). The BLMs 1985 Buffalo Resource
Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be an acceptable use of the public lands within the FCPA (BLM
1985 at p. 16). The federal minerals outside the WSA have already been leased and therefore managing for wilderness
characteristics does not meet the planning criteria identified in Draft EA the RMPA/EA will recognize all valid existing rights.
An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas
deposits in the lease lands, subject to the terms and conditions incorporated in the lease.

The FONSI acknowledges public interest in maintaining a viable elk herd and identifies that the preferred alternative
includes management actions to maintain the elk herd at or above the WGFD population objective.

At issue in the FCPA is the geographically isolated elk herd. Ranges of mule deer, pronghorn, prairie dogs, and other
species are much greater than the Fortification Creek Planning Area; they are managed and monitored in accordance with
the PRB FEIS ROD.

BLM inventoried roads within the FCPA in September 2010 and determined that with the exception of the WSA, no other
public lands within the FCPA possess wilderness characteristics (Draft EA at 2-5). The BLMs 1985 Buffalo Resource
Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be an acceptable use of the public lands within the FCPA (BLM
1985 at p. 16). The federal minerals outside the WSA have already been leased and therefore managing for wilderness
characteristics does not meet the planning criteria identified in Draft EA the RMPA/EA will recognize all valid existing rights.
An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas
deposits in the lease lands, subject to the terms and conditions incorporated in the lease.
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Blair, Dan & Janet

Blair, Dan & Janet

Blair, Dan & Janet

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

Protect the Wilderness Study Area. The BLM should
ensure management decisions do not destroy the
wilderness qualities of the area. The agency should
designate Fortification Creek as an Area of Critical
Environmental Concern and it should establish a
Wildlife Habitat. (0168-5)

Management Area around the perimeter of the
existing Wilderness Study Area. All citizens'
proposed wilderness should be made off-limits to
future oil and gas leasing. (0168-5 cont'd)

Require a phased drilling approach. The BLM
proposes phased development, but under its plan the
agency could allow deviations from the phased
development schedule, making so-called phased
development nothing more than a feel-good illusion.
Protect the Fortification Creek elk herd by expanding
the Planning Area. It must include the entire elk
yearlong range (not just the northern two-thirds) and
minimize any loss of habitat necessary for the herd's
survival. Industrial facilities like pits and compressors
should be outside the elk's yearlong range. Reduce
traffic and noise with winter and calving restrictions
and remote telemetry well-monitoring; prohibit diesel
generators. Further, BLM must place a freeze on
drilling and construction when elk numbers fall within
25 animals of Minimum Viable Population levels.
Prohibit above-ground power lines, which destroy the
scenic quality of the area and provide perches for
raptors, further destabilizing sage grouse
populations. (0168-6)

No development will occur in the WSA until Congress determines whether to permanently designate this area wilderness.
BLM did not recommend the WSA for wilderness in the 1985 Buffalo RMP (p. 15, 18). If Congress were to act upon and
follow BLM's recommendation then the WSA would be opened to oil and gas leasing.

The federal minerals outside the WSA have already been leased and the RMPA/EA will recognize all valid existing rights (p.
1-6). The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be an acceptable use of
the public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right and privilege to drill
for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the terms and conditions
incorporated in the lease.

The WSA is bounded by private property and constructed roadways. The BLM determined that there are no public lands
outside the WSA with wilderness characteristics.

An ACEC or WHMA was not designated because the resource values (scenic, wildlife, fragile watershed) for which the
ACEC and WHMA were proposed will be protected with this RMPA/EA.

The Planning Area boundary was chosen for two primary reasons

1. The boundary for past Fortification Creek decisions (old SMA) is the boundary line identified in past documents including
the 1975 Framework Plan, 1982 Oil and Gas Surface Protection Plan, 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan, and 2001
RMP review. The overhead power restriction and the CSU lease stipulation requiring operators to prepare an acceptable
mitigation plan are based on this boundary.

2. BLM's 2007 Environmental Report indicated that more than 90 percent of the collared elk locations were within the
chosen planning area boundary. CBNG development proposals outside and inside the Planning Area, will continue to go
through a site-specific NEPA analysis where the appropriate mitigation measures to conserve environmental resources will
be identified and applied.

The federal minerals outside the WSA have already been leased and therefore a buffer does not meet the planning criteria
identified in Draft EA the RMPA/EA will recognize all valid existing rights (p. 1-6). The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource
Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be an acceptable use of the public lands within the FCPA (BLM
1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose
of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the terms and conditions incorporated in the lease.

Under Alternative lll, the Preferred Alternative, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat
goals but there would not be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation.

A performance standard is in place to maintain the elk population at 80% or greater of the WGFD population objective (pg.
B-1). The elk population will be monitored to determine whether changes in development need to be made. If the population
standard is not met and BLM determines it is necessary, then permitting of additional drilling and construction will be
stopped until the population recovers. Genetic interchange is not a primary concern as collared elk have interacted with
other elk populations in the Rochelle Hills and along the Powder River in Montana.

The FCPA has a mixed ownership pattern and maintaining an overhead power prohibition on BLM surface would only affect
approximately 50 percent of the area around the WSA; the percentage of BLM surface surrounding the WSA. BLM only has
the authority to mandate buried power on federal surface. Much of the power lines that would be necessary for CBNG
development within the FCPA are already in place. Burying power lines can result in more soil and vegetation disturbance
than the construction of overhead lines; especially if the buried line is not aligned with existing disturbance. Additional
disturbance is a concern in the fragile watersheds of the FCPA. The areas disturbed by burying power lines would be
impacted for several decades from the construction of buried lines, the time necessary for full recovery of mature sagebrush
and juniper shrublands. Mitigation as identified in the PRB ROD (A.5.9.4 at p A-33) will be applied.
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Blair, Dan & Janet

Blair, Dan & Janet

Erpelding, Gerald & Joyce

Erpelding, Gerald & Joyce

Saunders, Margaret

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

Require low-impact water handling practices. BLM
should require that all coalbed methane wastewater
be injected underground where it cannot flood and kill
cottonwood gallery woodlands that are key habitat
features. The agency should not allow any discharge
into rivers or creeks, which all provide sources of
pristine water for wildlife. Companies can pipe
produced water out of the Fortification Creek area to
a location where it can be put to beneficial use.
Require industry to minimize surface disturbance.
(0168-7)

Soils in Fortification Creek are highly erosive and
difficult to reclaim. The BLM should require 160-acre
well spacing and no disturbance on slopes steeper
than 25 percent. (0168-8)

| encourage your office to choose Alternative One (no
change) in the Fortification Creek Resource
Management Amendment. Alternative One is the
best alternative offered because it will allow methane
development, which is good for economy and it
doesn't last long - after 20-30 years the area can be
reclaimed and no one will ever know there was
development except for past local, county and state
budgets and community projects from the tax
revenue that was once created. (0169-1)

The Game and Fish are trying to implement rules and
regulations that are simply not needed. The elk do
need protection - but are already protected under the
Wilderness Protection Plan! (0169-2)

| believe that the oil and gas companies should be
allowed to continue to develop gas in the Fortification
Creek area with the proper monitoring. | think they
should have the flexibility to continue developing if
they can prove they are doing due diligence in the
way of obeying the rules and regulations. They made
a lease with the BLM and now should be able to
produce under the rules of that lease. (0170-1)

Water discharge is regulated by the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality (WDEQ) under the Wyoming Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (WYPDES), which has already granted a permit to discharge CBNG-produced water into
FCPA drainages. The WDEQ has stated that "discharges above Powder River ambient total dissolved solid (TDS) and
dissolved sodium concentrations require assimilative capacity credits, which limits the outfall. During August and
September, operators have no allocation for TDS and are required to treat any direct discharges to Powder River ambient
concentration or cease discharging. The remaining outfalls in the Fortification Creek drainage discharge to various types of
on-channel reservoirs. The great majority of reservoirs in the Fortification Creek drainage are not allowed to discharge
except in the event precipitation runoff causes the reservoir to fill and overtop, or the operator pursues a planned reservoir
release and utilizes their assimilative capacity allotments to do so. The remaining Fortification Creek reservoirs are only
allowed to discharge in the event precipitation runoff from a 50-year, 24-hour storm or greater causes the reservoirs to fill
and overtop". (WDEQ 2008).

BLM only has the authority to regulate the water discharge strategy on federal leases. BLM has discretion to deny
site-specific authorization of discharge points regardless of WYPDES status. BLM has committed in the Draft RMPA/EA to
locate discharge points to minimize erosion, require energy dissipation measures, and mitigate downstream erosion
features.

The Preferred Alternative uses performance standards to ensure that steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk
habitat are protected. All performance standards must be achieved to BLM satisfaction in order to remain within compliance.

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases.

Not all of the Fortification Creek Planning Area is within the Wilderness Study Area.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would
not be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation
plans compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. The preferred alternative would retain at least
80% of the elk security habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases.

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The preferred alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases.

Under Alternative lll, as in all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the number of wells will be based on
meeting the security habitat standard and the other performance standards. The numbers are an estimate and actual
number of wells is likely to be different.
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Stone, Shirley

Stone, Shirley

Stone, Shirley

Tweedy, Chuck

Tweedy, Chuck

Vergnani, Robert G.

USA Exploration &
Production

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

the Game and Fish is not giving enough scientific
evidence why they want to implement new rules in
Fortification area. | am opposed to more new rules
and regulations just to have more rules. It seems
there are enough at this point. (0171-1)

Oil and gas business should have the flexibility to be
able to continue to develop if they can prove
monitoring is properly maintained (0171-2)

Oil and gas business should not be subject to elk
security habitat regulations and other restrictions
provided for in Alternatives 2 and 3. This will have a
major adverse impact on developing our resources. |
believe the elk are already protected under the
Wilderness Protection area. (0171-3)

As a landowner, | have lived here for 40 years. Many
of my friends hunt in the area. | disagree with
alternative 2 and 3 and encourage no change. It
seems the present plan is working. The habitat
section is too restrictive and will impair the oil and
gas workers trying to do their job. (0172-1)

Jobs and the economy should be a main objective.
We need to start drilling in 2011. (0172-2)

| am in favor of Alternative One:

We can now look back at twelve years of
development In the PRB CBM play and evaluate the
actual environmental impact. Some areas have
undergone the full cycle: permitting, production,
plugging and reclamatlon. Where this cycle has
occurred we can see if environmental damage has
been done. It appears that wildlife and the
environment have not suffered. Keep in mind many of
these areas were developed under guidelines that
were far less stringent than current regulations. By
being able to see the impact of the complete cycle,
this history can be used as a base for future
regulatory decisions. | am of the opinion that the
resource development has been a tremendous
benefit with only minor, if any, downside. (0173-1)

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative IlI, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases.

BLM completed an assessment of the Fortification Creek Elk herd in 2007. This study is available at:
http://lwww.blm.gov/wy/st/en/info/NEPA/documents/bfo/fortification_creek/docs.html#report. Additionally, both WGFD and
BLM in conjunction with the University of Wyoming continue to collected data on the elk herd.

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The preferred alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases.

Under Alternative lll, as in all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the number of wells will be based on
meeting the security habitat standard and the other performance standards. The numbers are an estimate and actual
number of wells is likely to be different.

The RMPA/EA represents the acceptable plan required in the lease stipulations on many of the leases. BLM determined that
Alternatives Il and Il present two reasonable alternatives to balancing environmental resource concerns, identified through
lease stipulations, with CBNG development while honoring existing lease rights. Alternative Il provides for a
performance-based approach, as requested by the lease holders, to minimize prescriptive measures.

The RMPA/EA represents the acceptable plan required in the lease stipulations on many of the leases. BLM determined that
Alternatives Il and Il present two reasonable alternatives to balancing environmental resource concerns, identified through
lease stipulations, with CBNG development while honoring existing lease rights. Alternative Il provides for a
performance-based approach, as requested by the lease holders, to minimize prescriptive measures.

Thank you for your comment. BLM anticipates that development in Fortification Creek would support approximately 227 jobs
in surrounding counties.

The RMPA/EA represents the acceptable plan required in the lease stipulations on many of the leases. BLM determined that
Alternatives Il and Il present two reasonable alternatives to balancing environmental resource concerns, identified through
lease stipulations, with CBNG development while honoring existing lease rights. Alternative Il provides for a
performance-based approach, as requested by the lease holders, to minimize prescriptive measures.
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PRB CBM is an excellent resource to fuel the nation's
fossil fuel needs. (0173-2)

Companies have gotten much better at development
and production of the resource. It would be wasteful
to exclude additional acres from potential production.
It Is also wasteful to impose additional regulations
and stipulations that for the most part would do
nothing more than add to the already high cost of
regulatory compliance. (0173-3)

Natural gas is the number one source for tax revenue
for the state of Wyoming. Revenue from natural gas
is the top contributor to funding our schools and
social programs. (0173-4)

The CBM industry employs a broad spectrum of
workers and professionals. To name a few:
accountants, engineers, roughnecks, roustabouts
and regulators. Many of these workers (and their
families) live locally in and around the communities of
Gillette, Buffalo and Sheridan. Taking acreage out of
potential development hurts all these communities.
(0173-5)

Existing rules (and economics) already force a
staged and orderly development. This is beneficial to
the concerns for wildlife and environmental
protection. (0173-6)

As a result of issuing leases within the FCPA, the
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has established
a premeditated obligation to process permits for
drilling for oil and gas by an operator with a lease in
good standing, in the presence of complete
Applications for Permits to Drill (APDs). (0174-1)

Thank you for your comment.

The RMPA/EA represents the acceptable plan required in the lease stipulations on many of the leases. BLM determined that
Alternatives Il and Il present two reasonable alternatives to balancing environmental resource concerns, identified through
lease stipulations, with CBNG development while honoring existing lease rights. Alternative Il provides for a
performance-based approach, as requested by the lease holders, to minimize prescriptive measures.

BLM anticipates that development in Fortification Creek would support approximately 227 jobs in surrounding counties and
an increase of federal, state, and local revenues of $204 million.

BLM anticipates that development in Fortification Creek would support approximately 227 jobs in surrounding counties and
an increase of federal, state, and local revenues of $204 million.

The RMPA/EA represents the acceptable plan required in the lease stipulations on many of the leases. BLM determined that
Alternatives Il and Il present two reasonable alternatives to balancing environmental resource concerns, identified through
lease stipulations, with CBNG development while honoring existing lease rights. Alternative Il provides for a
performance-based approach, as requested by the lease holders, to minimize prescriptive measures.

The purpose of this RMPA/EA is to provide the necessary level of analysis upon which to base a decision on future CBNG
development (APD processing) within the FCPA.

New information regarding wildlife, notably elk, led BLM to consider modifying certain operational standards for CBNG
development from the 1985 land use plan and 2001 update. In 2003, BLM prepared a RMPA/Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for proposed oil and gas development within the Powder River Basin (PRB), which includes the FCPA
(BLM 2003a). However the PRB RMPA/EIS did not specifically address the following issues:

1. Protection of the isolated elk herd found in the FCPA; 2. Continuation of the prohibition against overhead power lines
within the FCPA; and
3. Designation of portions of the FCPA as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC)
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For the last several years Yates and other operators
have applied for, but BLM has not processed, APDs
in the FCPA. There are multiple cases where
operators have waited more than 4 years after having
applied for APDs without any substantial action by
BLM towards processing and approval of these
permits. Onshore Order #1 describes an orderly
process in which these permits should be processed
and it appears that BLM has chosen not to follow its
own regulations for processing APDs in this case.

Yates and other operators (to date) have effectively
been locked out of their valid oil and gas lease rights
by BLM in this Fortification Creek Planning Area.
BLM's inaction has already resulted in a substantial
taking of lease rights as well as substantial harm to
the oil and gas operators holding leases in this
FCPA. In addition, there are a number of locations
where the federal mineral estate appears to have
experienced drainage as a result of inaction by BLM.
(0174-2)

Should management of oil and gas development
within the FCPA be even further restricted (as is
considered under some portions of Alternatives Il or
1) BLM will exercise further take of lease rights as
we will discuss in more detailed comments. It
appears that in several areas Alternatives Il and IlI
result in the same on the ground development and
management methods already approved in the
current planning documents. As a result, Yates
encourages BLM to choose Alternative |, the No
Action Alternative, and proceed with processing
APDs in the FCPA as required under Onshore Oil
and Gas Order # 1. (0174-3)

The purpose of this RMPA/EA is to provide the necessary level of analysis upon which to base a decision on future CBNG
development (APD processing) within the FCPA.

New information regarding wildlife, notably elk, led BLM to consider modifying certain operational standards for CBNG
development from the 1985 land use plan and 2001 update. In 2003, BLM prepared a RMPA/Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for proposed oil and gas development within the Powder River Basin (PRB), which includes the FCPA
(BLM 2003a). However the PRB RMPA/EIS did not specifically address the following issues:

1. Protection of the isolated elk herd found in the FCPA,

2. Continuation of the prohibition against overhead power lines within the FCPA; and

3. Designation of portions of the FCPA as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC).

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases.

Under Alternative lll, as in all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the number of wells will be based on
meeting the security habitat standard and the other performance standards. The numbers are an estimate and actual
number of wells is likely to be different.
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Alternatives Il and Il will have a major negative
impact on oil and gas development within the Fort
Creek Planning Area (FCPA). The estimated number
of potential new wells under each Alternative is as
follows: Alternative | - 726, Alternative Il - 487,
Alternative Il - 483 (RMPA/EA pg. ES-5).
Additionally, it is projected that management under
Alternatives Il and Il will limit oil and gas
development in the FCPA to 50% of the maximum
potential. Yates is concerned that these limits on oil
and gas development under Alternatives Il and 11 will
make development of leases held within the FCPA
unfeasible and uneconomic. As a result, Alternatives
Il and Il may result in a complete taking of lease
rights within the FCPA. BLM leased minerals within
the FCPA for the exploration and production of oil
and gas and operators have paid for those leases.
The lengthy process that BLM has taken in the
interim, while concurrently denying leaseholders the
ability to drill wells, build needed infrastructure and
produce FCPA leases, has taken lease rights from
those lessees. (0174-4)

"BLM is required to allow lease holders reasonable
access to lands for which they hold leases"
(RMPAJ/EA pg. I-1, Section 1.2, paragraph 3). While
BLM acknowledges this important concept within the
RMPAV/EA, to date, it has not been adhered to within
the FCPA. BLM has been unresponsive to this
requirement with some operators having waited more
than 4-5 years for drilling permits they properly
applied for and hold leases for. As such, BLM has
effectively failed to provide required lease access.
Yates requests that BLM hold themselves to this
foundational concept and begin processing APDs
within the FCPA immediately "to allow lease holders
access to lands for which they hold leases."
Additionally, the public should be informed of the
length of time operators have been waiting for drilling
permits, and it does not appear that BLM has
properly disclosed this information. (0174-5)

Under Alternative I, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would
not be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation
plans compatible with the identified performance standards would be required.

Under Alternative 1ll, as in all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the number of wells will be based on
meeting the security habitat standard and the other performance standards. The numbers are an estimate and actual
number of wells is likely to be different.

The purpose of this RMPA/EA is to provide the necessary level of analysis upon which to base a decision on future CBNG
development (APD processing) within the FCPA.

New information regarding wildlife, notably elk, led BLM to consider modifying certain operational standards for CBNG
development from the 1985 land use plan and 2001 update. In 2003, BLM prepared a RMPA/Environmental Impact
Statement (EIS) for proposed oil and gas development within the Powder River Basin (PRB), which includes the FCPA
(BLM 2003a). However the PRB RMPA/EIS did not specifically address the following issues:

1. Protection of the isolated elk herd found in the FCPA,

2. Continuation of the prohibition against overhead power lines within the FCPA; and

3. Designation of portions of the FCPA as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC).
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On Page ES-2 BLM indicates a need for
management changes and additional analysis under
NEPA as it relates to the FCPA. Yates disagrees that
additional NEPA analysis is needed within the FCPA.
BLM considered the FCPA in its previous planning
documents, including the 2003 Powder River Basin
Oil and Gas EIS (PRB EIS). BLM's contention that
additional NEPA analysis, including this RMP
Amendment, is needed is faulty. The outstanding
issues that BLM identifies as justification for
additional NEPA analysis within the RMPA/EA (i.e.
overhead power on federal surface and ACEC
decisions) should not have required years of delay
and do not justify an effort as extensive as this RMP
Amendment. (0174-6)

BLM should clarify (in the RMPA/EA) the status and
availability of the FCPA as a hunting area for resident
and non-resident hunters. Any discussion about
hunting should include clarification that the area's
access is generally controlled by private landowners.
And, as a result, broad hunting access is not
available without (0174-7)

permission from private landowners and the public
should be put on notice that this is the case. Absent
clarification, the public is led to believe that broad
access is generally available in the FCPA. (0174-7
cont'd)

The Fort Creek elk herd is currently above the
Wyoming Game and Fish Department's (WGFD)
target population objective. The current population
objective established by the WGFD is 150 elk, while
the 2008 WGFD post-hunt population estimate was
219 in 2008 (RMPA/EA pg. 4-49). As a result, in
recent years, the WGFD has issued additional
hunting permits to landowners in the area in an effort
to reduce populations. This is presumably because
landowners were the only ones guaranteed access
needed to reduce populations. In order to be well
informed about elk population management decisions
being made in the FCPA, the public should be
provided this information. Additionally, it would be
valuable for the public to understand the reasons for
the additional hunting permits (i.e. the elk population
was outnumbering the carrying capacity of the land).
This information should be included in the RMPA/EA.
(0174-8)

A plan amendment is required for several reasons:

(2) the original Buffalo Resource Area (BRA) Resource Management Plan (RMP) Record of Decision (ROD) did not
consider the level of CBNG development that is currently anticipated;

(2) BLM prohibited overhead power lines on Federal surface land within the FCPA in the BRA RMP;

(3) BLM and the WGFD have gathered additional information regarding the population levels and crucial winter and
parturition (calving) ranges of an isolated elk herd within the FCPA;

(4) an ACEC for the FCPA was proposed by citizen groups.

Additionally, BLM Handbook 1601-1 states that new decisions are required if (VI. A. 2.) there are significant new
circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts
(VI.B.2.). Changes in intensity of use or impact levels for a particular resource (4.), public comment or staff assessment
indicating that new information or changed circumstances warrant a reconsideration of the appropriate mix of uses on
particular tracts of public lands.

Hunting is discussed in Sections 3.1.10, 3.2.2, and 4.4.2.

The State of Wyoming is responsible for wildlife population management and hunting, not the BLM. The affected
environment section (pg. 3-30) discusses the regulatory forecast, current conditions, and trends for the Fortification Creek
herd. The administrative record contains additional information such as the WGFD annual herd reports.

4/11/2011

Page 28 of 287



Barber, Tim
Yates Petroleum

Barber, Tim
Yates Petroleum

Barber, Tim
Yates Petroleum

Barber, Tim
Yates Petroleum

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

It is our understanding that monitoring data has
indicated that the elk in the FCPA have been known
to travel north to the Sheridan area and perhaps even
into Montana, southeast down to 1-90 and over to the
Rozet area and perhaps into Southern Campbell
County. Further, the same population is known to
spend time outside of the FCPA, including the area
north of Echeta road. Representing the herd as
isolated leaves the public incorrectly informed.
(0174-9)

Alternative | provides that surface disturbance may
be controlled on slopes greater than 25 %. Clearly,
Alternative | (No Action Alternative) provides
reclamation responsibilities and goals and these
management decisions have worked in areas similar
in topography and soils to those found in the FCPA.
Oil and gas operators are already regulated as to
their responsibilities with respect to soils protection
and reclamation. As a result, BLM already has the
ability to consider site specific environmental
conditions and make a supported Decision about
approval of facilities. (0174-10)

Alternative Il makes a rigid decision on erosive soils
and 25 percent slopes, eliminating potential
development locations that may otherwise be
approved (and are approved elsewhere in the
Powder River Basin) based on a site specific
environmental assessment. It would be
advantageous to BLM and operators if BLM retained
the ability to consider site specific conditions and
make soil management decision on a case-by-case
basis. As a result, Alternative | is preferred over
Alternative Il. (0174-11)

When leasing lands within the FCPA, operators were
not informed by BLM that there would be later
restriction on water management facilities within
crucial elk ranges, or meet performance-based
objectives that are required under Alternatives Il and
Il (RMPA/EA pg. 2-2). These leases do not restrict
the location of water management facilities from what
Yates can see. Rather, FCPA leases allow these
facilities to be constructed as necessary for the
production of oil and gas, as they are an essential
part of coalbed methane (CBM) production. BLM
should analyze the placement of these facilities with
a site specific EA, and issue a supported decision on
them, as is clearly allowed for within the current
planning documents. Water management facilities
are a necessary lease facility for coalbed production
(0174-12)

BLM's 2007 environmental report verified that the yearlong range designated by the WGFD was the core use area for the
Fortification Creek elk herd, containing 99% of the radio-collar locations (BLM 2007). Continued monitoring has not
demonstrated any dramatic decreases in fidelity to the yearlong range. Individual elk do make temporary movements
outside the yearlong range, most commonly across Echeta Road, but also downriver to Montana, and one collared elk spent
a few months in the Rochelle Hills area (southeastern Campbell County). The Draft RMPA/EA (pg4-59) and other BLM
documents have disclosed these movements.

The BFO RMP states (SWAM-3) Prohibit surface disturbance or occupancy on slopes of more than 25% (see Map 12)
unless the prohibition is waived by the authorized officer. The 2001 RMPA reiterated the slope restrictions: Surface
occupancy and disturbance will not be allowed on slopes of 25% or more. and No surface disturbance or occupancy will be
allowed in areas of severe erosion from March 1 until June 15. As they are needed, conservation practices and state of
Wyoming best management practices will be applied to surface-disturbing activities. The slope restriction in Alternative I, is
incorporated into the gas leases. Alternatives | and Il provide for the operator's ability to develop steep slopes and highly
erosive soils. Operators should be able to prepare acceptable reclamation plans based upon their previous "successful"
experiences.

Alternative Il was not chosen as the Preferred Alternative.

The BFO RMP states SWAM-3 Prohibit surface disturbance or occupancy on slopes of more than 25% (see Map 12) unless
the prohibition is waived by the authorized officer. The 2001 RMPA reiterated the slope restrictions: Surface occupancy and
disturbance will not be allowed on slopes of 25% or more. and No surface disturbance or occupancy will be allowed in areas
of severe erosion from March 1 until June 15. As they are needed, conservation practices and state of Wyoming best
management practices will be applied to surface-disturbing activities.

The slope restriction in Alternative |, is incorporated into the gas leases. Alternatives | and Ill provide for the operator's ability
to develop steep slopes and highly erosive soils. Operators should be able to prepare acceptable reclamation plans based
upon their previous "successful" experiences.

The RMPA/EA honors valid existing lease rights; natural gas development will be regulated under the terms and stipulations
of the existing leases. Many leases within the FCPA carry a Controlled Surface Use stipulation which states surface
occupancy or use within the Fortification Creek Area will be restricted or prohibited unless the operator and surface
managing agency arrive at an acceptable plan for mitigation of anticipated impacts. BLM maintains this RMPA/EA
represents the means to achieving an acceptable plan for the mitigation of anticipated impacts.
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Alternative Il does not provide for the ability to
surface discharge water, while the PRB EIS, which
included the FCPA, concurrently establishes surface
water discharge as the preferred water management
technique under the preferred Alternative.
Additionally, surface discharge has been requested
by private landowners in the area and is a tool that
should be available for the oil and gas operators,
among other options. BLM should not choose an
Alternative that makes it impossible to comply with
that request. If there are site specific environmental
concerns about a particular surface discharge, BLM
would have the flexibility to work with the operator to
mitigate concerns. If a resolution could not be
reached, BLM would then have the option of
addressing the issue in the project EA. It seems that
Alternative | provides all that is needed here.
(0174-13)

Operators of CBM wells in the PRB already regularly
enter into water well mitigation agreements with
landowners. As a result, Alternatives I, Il, and Il do
not provide substantial differences when actually
applied. Coalbed development in the FCPA, if BLM
does not limit it to the extent of no longer being
feasible, has the potential of providing more water
sources for landowners. BLM accomplishes nothing
of substance in considering Alternatives Il and Ill. As
such, Alternative | is preferred and appropriate.
(0174-14)

BLM did not provide FCPA operators notice that any
form of phased development would be required within
the FCPA. FCPA leases contain no requirements or
stipulations mandating phased development.
Consequently, requiring phased development
(tri-phase or performance-based) within the FCPA is
beyond BLM's authority. Additionally, delay in APD
processing, combined with the restriction of overall
development within the FCPA, has reduced natural
phasing that would have occurred if APDs were
processed in a timely manner. There are several
leases where APDs have not yet been submitted,
and would presumably be developed at a later date if
developed as well. (0174-15)

As is indicated in Table 2-1 (RMPA/EA pg. 2-2),
consideration of Alternatives Il and Il regarding
crucial winter range is unnecessary and unwarranted.
Alternative | establishes the same crucial winter
range timing stipulation as Alternatives Il and lIl.
Alternatives I, II, and Il all provide for a timing
limitation for surface disturbing and disruptive
activities from November 15 through April 30
(RMPA/EA pg. 2-2). As a result, Alternative | is the
preferred and appropriate Alternative. (0174-16)

BLM only has the authority to regulate the water discharge strategy on federal leases. BLM has discretion to deny
site-specific authorization of discharge points regardless of WYPDES status. BLM has committed in the Draft RMPA/EA to
locate discharge points to minimize erosion, require energy dissipation measures, and mitigate downstream erosion
features.

BLM's 2007 environmental report identified water wells to be an important resource for the elk during summer when natural
water sources are limited. Alternatives Il and Ill protect this important resource.

Many leases within the FCPA do carry a Controlled Surface Use stipulation which states surface occupancy or use within
the Fortification Creek Area will be restricted or prohibited unless the operator and surface managing agency arrive at an
acceptable plan for mitigation of anticipated impacts. BLM maintains this stipulation provides BLM with the authority to
propose phased development as a means to achieving an acceptable plan for the mitigation of anticipated impacts. An
unregulated development pace was analyzed under alternative |, the no action alternative. The analysis indicated that an
unregulated development pace would result in habitat fragmentation and loss and has a major adverse impact on the elk
herd (pg. 4-54). Because development could occur without coordination amongst the operators, the elk would be forced into
the only remaining security habitat, the WSA. The WSA is not large enough to support the WGFD population objective of
150 elk.

Thank you for the recommendation. BLM will consider it while developing the proposed final RMPA/EA.
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Managing the amount of well metering and visitation
that occurs as part of oil and gas production is
already an essential part of conducting prudent oil
and gas operations. Additionally, these tasks are a
substantial cost of conducting such operations. As a
result, operators have significant "built in" incentive to
limit well metering and visitation to the extent
practicable. Furthermore, as far as Yates is aware, all
FCPA projects submitted to the Buffalo Field Office
(BFO) make use of telemetry technology for remote
monitoring. Considering measures and incentives
already in place, additional well metering and
visitation restrictions under Alternatives Il and Il are
unnecessary and unwarranted. Rather, existing
management under Alternative | is all that is
necessary.

Well metering and visitation has been substantially
addressed in recent direction provided by the
Wyoming State BLM Office. In summary, this
direction has stated that operators should not be
restricted as oil and gas Operators have a
responsibility for prudent operations that cover a
variety of needs for visits. As such, Alternative |
provides appropriate direction and accomplishes
what is needed regarding well metering and
visitation. Vague limitations provided for in
Alternatives Il and Il are not warranted or necessary
and are contrary to current direction being provided
by the BLM State Office. (0174-17)

Compression, if proposed by the proponent of the
project, should be evaluated for its site specific
impacts and analyzed as such. Lessees in the FCPA
were not advised in their leases that compression
would be restricted in the fashion noted in
Alternatives Il and Ill and as such made their leasing
decisions based on those assumptions. Alternative |
would provide for an opportunity, if the proponent of
the project was planning on constructing
compression, to do a site specific analysis of that
proposal and address it within the project EA.
Restricting these leases after the fact is disingenuous
on the part of BLM. In reality, compression will likely
be done by third party gas gathering companies and
will likely bolt on to other gathering systems that
those companies have in the general area. (0174-18)

Under Alternative I, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would
not be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation
plans compatible with the identified performance standards would be required.

Performance standards are in place, with the preferred alternative, to ensure that a viable elk population with a sufficient
amount of effective habitat is maintained. An operations and maintenance plan is a vital component in meeting the
performance standards. Some level of human visitation is necessary to ensure safe, efficient, operations and meet
regulatory obligations. Operators have taken measures to reduce human visitation such as metering wells with
radiotelemetry. However, even remote metering technologies do not eliminate the need for human visitation, some level of
human activity is required because the remote-systems need to be checked, meters require periodic calibration, equipment
needs to be inspected, etc.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would
not be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation
plans compatible with the identified performance standards would be required.
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The establishment of restrictive standards for an
arbitrary standard of elk security habitat and road
density is not appropriate (as provided for within
Alternative Il and Ill). This has been sited as needed
because elk will need a place to 'go and feel safe’
during development and production activities. The
reality is that the WSA, where no leasing is in place,
provides that if it is needed. The reality is that
surrounding areas (such as the hills located north of
Echeta road) are also used by these same elk (and
these areas are already heavily developed) as
illustrated by monitoring data already collected. No
need has been demonstrated for these additional
measures. BLM, on a site specific basis, would have
the ability to address these in an EA under the
current management if it could provide appropriate
justification. (0174-19)

Based on review of the project area and information
received from other operators, topography will
essentially dictate access to wells. The substantial
network of already existing roads and two tracks
already in use by ranchers will be utilized as feeders
to the project areas as is illustrated in submissions
BLM already has. There has been no need
demonstrated for the provisions established in
Alternatives Il and Ill. (0174-20)

It is important to clarify, as discussed in the FCPA
RMPAV/EA, that the issue of restriction of overhead
power under Alternatives Il and Ill is limited to

federally owned surface as managed by BLM, and
does not extend to fee or state surface. (0174-21)

A public utility would likely be the proponent of an
action to construct overhead power lines on Federal
surface, not oil and gas operators. Oil and gas
operators in the PRB typically do not construct
overhead power and it does not appear that there are
currently any proposals by operators to do so in the
FCPA. As such, conditions placed on the operator
regarding overhead power lines under Alternatives I
and Il would not be appropriate. (0174-22)

The RMPA/EA honors valid existing lease rights; natural gas development will be regulated under the terms and stipulations
of the existing leases. Many leases within the FCPA carry a Controlled Surface Use stipulation which states surface
occupancy or use within the Fortification Creek Area will be restricted or prohibited unless the operator and surface
managing agency arrive at an acceptable plan for mitigation of anticipated impacts. BLM maintains this RMPA/EA
represents the means to achieving an acceptable plan for the mitigation of anticipated impacts. BLM determined that
Alternatives Il and Il present two reasonable alternatives. Alternative Il provides for a performance based approach, as
requested by the lease holders, to minimize prescriptive measures.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would
not be specific restrictions on locating facilities, roads, water management, or visitation. Approved development and
mitigation plans compatible with the identified performance standards would be required.

The restriction of overhead power lines to federally owned surface is discussed frequently throughout the RMPA/EA.

Powerlines to support federal mineral development should be included in POD submissions.
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Alternative | maintains the prohibition of overhead power on federal surface from the 1985 RMP. The identified examples

Barber, Tim
Yates Petroleum

BLM would consider the application for an overhead
power facility by a public utility on federal surface as
a real estate/FLPMA action. BLM has the ability to
consider power facility applications and has
previously approved construction of overhead power
on federal lands within the FCPA. Examples of such
approvals can be found in Section 11 of T 51N:R
75W, and Sections 14, 11 and 1 of T 51N:R 75W.
This illustrates BLM has the ability to approve
construction of overhead power lines on federal lands
in the FCPA under existing planning documents. BLM
currently has the ability to properly analyze and
approve the use of overhead power on federal
surface and/or deny the applications for cause.
Consequently, the restrictions and circumstances
provided for under Alternatives Il and Il are not
necessary. Regarding the restriction of overhead
power lines, Alternative | is the only Alternative that is
warranted. (0174-23)

were out of compliance with the 1985 RMP.
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Barber, Tim
Yates Petroleum

Under existing planning documents, Alternative | and
Alternative Ill, no Areas of Critical Enviromnental
Concern (ACEC) are designated within the FCPA.
BLM suggests that under Alternative Il there would
be an evaluation to determine whether an ACEC is
warranted. As discussed below, designation of the
proposed ACEC in the FCPA is not warranted. As
such, BLM is again considering multiple Alternatives
with the same end result - no ACEC designation.
With this in mind, consideration of Alternatives Il and
Il is not warranted and Alternative | is the appropriate
Alternative.

The relevance and importance criteria for considering
ACEC designation, protection and management are
subject to specific scrutiny. While BLM determined
the proposed ACEC met the relevance criteria for
scenic values and wildlife and the importance criteria
for wilderness characteristics, wildlife (isolated elk
herd), and minimal impacts from man, BLM
acknowledges proposed ACEC boundaries are
already within the elk yearlong and most of the
proposed ACEC is within elk crucial ranges
(RMPAJ/EA pg. 4-141). Consequently, "proposed
management prescriptions for the proposed ACEC
are the same as current management prescriptions
and an ACEC designation would be a name change
not a change in management" - there would be no
impacts from ACEC designation (RMPA/EA pg.
4-141). As such, Alternatives |, Il and Ill will have the
same end result - no designation of an ACEC. With
this in mind, consideration of Alternatives Il and Ill is
unwarranted and Alternative | (no action) is the
appropriate Alternative.

Designation of an ACEC in the FCPA would have
negligible benefits to fish and wildlife resources
(RMPAJ/EA pg. 4-73). (0174-24)

An ACEC was not designated in the Preferred Alternative.
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Barber, Tim
Yates Petroleum

not necessary or appropriate. Additionally, as stated
in Table 4-16 (RMPN/EA pg. 4-73), designation of a
WHMA in the FCPA would have negligible benefits to
fish and wildlife resources. As a result, consideration
of Alternatives Il and Il is unwarranted and
Alternative | is the appropriate Alternative regarding
designation of a WHMA.

Restrictive timing limitations for drilling and
construction activities within elk crucial winter and
parturition ranges are already in place. Under
Alternative | (no action), there are crucial winter
range TLs for surface-disturbing and disruptive
activities from November 15 through April 30, and
parturition range TLs for surface-disturbing and
disruptive activities from May 1 through June 30
(RMPA/EA pg. 2-2). TLs are also in place under
existing management for raptors, bald eagles, sage
grouse, mountain plover and sharp tail grouse in the
FCPA. Additionally, many private landowners in the
FCPA restrict access to private lands, and thus some
adjacent Federal lands that depend on that access,
during archery and rifle big game seasons. Clearly,
management and protection of elk crucial winter and
parturition ranges, which would be the focus and
intent behind designating a WHMA, are adequately
covered with programmatic mitigation and
stipulations in the subject leases. As a result, WHMA
designation under Alternative Il is not warranted and
Alternative | is the appropriate Alternative.

As a result of existing timing limitations and additional
landowner restrictions, much of the drilling and
construction activities are limited to late summer and
early fall. Further restrictions possibly resulting from
the designating a WHMA could make oil and gas
development unfeasible. It is important to keep in
mind that oil and gas development is a use consistent
with the planning documents in place (i.e. valid
leases and FLMPA). BLM does not have the option
within this planning decision to restrict oil and gas
development beyond reasonable measures or to the
point that recovery of the resource becomes
uneconomic. (0174-24 cont'd)

A WHMA was not designated in the Preferred Alternative.
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Yates Petroleum

McGuire, David K.
Comet Energy Services,
LLC

Domingue, John

Lopez, Phil

Edwards, William

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

Summation relating to the RMP_ Amendment Decision
BLM has, in the course of leasing in what has been
come to be known as the FCPA, set in place an
obligation to reasonably permit drilling for oil and gas
in the presence of complete applications to do so by
an operator with a lease in good standing. BLM has,
to date, stonewalled operators with valid lease rights
with complete applications. This RMP Amendment /
EA (from Yates' perspective) self-illustrates that the
considered alternatives Il and Il are either not
appropriate due to existing lease rights and BLM
authority limits, result in the same development and
management methods as the No Action Alternative or
are not substantially different than current
management methods. As a result, Yates
encourages BLM to choose Alternative I, the No
Action Alternative and proceed with processing APDs
in the FCPA as required under Onshore Order # 1.
(0174-25)

We support Alternative |, the No Action Alternative in
the Buffalo Resource Management Plan Amendment
for the Fortification Creek Planning Area and
Environmental Assessment (WY-080- 135). As the
owner of a large block of acreage of federal
leasehold lying within the affected area, we feel
Alternative | will insure reasonable development
opportunities, while providing stringent policies and
procedures for environmental protection. (0175-1)

Fortification Creek contains outstanding wilderness
and wildlife values. It contains one of the last plains
elk herds in the west. The BLM should provide a "no
development" alternative and work to preserve one of
the remaining open space jewels in Wyoming.
(0176-1)

| believe that we need to see some scientific
evidence that the Elk herd would be hurt by this work
do you have this. Also we do not need more rules this
cost Wyoming jobs and tax money. (0177-1)

| believe that Fortification Creek is not an appropriate
place for oil and gas development, particularly
coalbed methane, because the area is just too fragile
with its steep slopes, poor soils, and fragile
watersheds.

(0178-1)

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases.

Under Alternative lll, as in all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the number of wells will be based on
meeting the security habitat standard and the other performance standards. The numbers are an estimate and actual
number of wells is likely to be different.

The RMPA/EA represents the acceptable plan required in the lease stipulations on many of the leases. BLM determined that
Alternatives Il and Il present two reasonable alternatives to balancing environmental resource concerns, identified through
lease stipulations, with CBNG development while honoring existing lease rights. Alternative Il provides for a
performance-based approach, as requested by the lease holders, to minimize prescriptive measures.

BLM inventoried roads within the FCPA in September 2010 and determined that with the exception of the WSA, no other
public lands within the FCPA possess wilderness characteristics (Draft EA at 2-5). The BLMs 1985 Buffalo Resource
Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be an acceptable use of the public lands within the FCPA (BLM
1985 at p. 16). The federal minerals outside the WSA have already been leased and therefore managing for wilderness
characteristics does not meet the planning criteria identified in Draft EA the RMPA/EA will recognize all valid existing rights.
An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas
deposits in the lease lands, subject to the terms and conditions incorporated in the lease.

BLM completed an assessment of the Fortification Creek Elk herd in 2007. This study is available at:
http://www.blm.gov/wy/st/en/info/NEPA/

documents/bfo/fortification_creek/docs.html#report

Additionally, both WGFD and BLM in conjunction with the University of Wyoming continue to collected data on the elk herd.

The RMPA/EA honors valid existing lease rights; natural gas development will be regulated under the terms and stipulations
of the existing leases. Many leases within the FCPA carry a Controlled Surface Use stipulation which states surface
occupancy or use within the Fortification Creek Area will be restricted or prohibited unless the operator and surface
managing agency arrive at an acceptable plan for mitigation of anticipated impacts. BLM maintains this RMPA/EA
represents the means to achieving an acceptable plan for the mitigation of anticipated impacts.

The preferred alternative uses performance standards to ensure that steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk
habitat are protected. All performance standards must be achieved to BLM satisfaction in order to remain within compliance.
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Edwards, William
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Rucki, Oscar & Camile

Rucki, Oscar & Camile
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CBM requires a network of densely packed wells (EA
forecasts 483 to 726 depending on the alternative
selected). Fortification Creek is just too fragile for this
density of development. (0178-2)

Return to the No surface occupancy protections for
steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and elk habitat.
These are the measures BLM originally felt were
necessary to protect Fortification Creeks fragile
environment for the less dense traditional
development. The measures were weakened due to
state-wide standardization. Standardization is not
appropriate in this situation. The original protections
are necessary and should be reinstated. (0178-3)

BLM should determine the well, road, and
infrastructure locations. BLM employs specialists in
all the necessary disciplines for environmentally

responsible development the CBM companies do not.

Company representatives will need to be involved,
but BLM is in the best position to design CBM
projects while protecting Fortification Creeks fragile
environment. (0178-4)

| believe the best approach is a combination of
alternatives Il and lll as follows: reclamation and elk
standards (alt. 1), slope and soil prohibitions (alt. II),
water management and compressors located outside
elk crucial ranges (alt. 1), elk security habitat
standards based on seasonal ranges (alt. 1), no
surface discharge of produced water (alt. I1), and
overhead power corridorred with other linear
disturbances (alt. lll). These measures will best
protect the fragility of the Fortification Creek area.
(0178-5)

| agree with the concept of defining achievement
standards for reclamation and the elk. However, the
monitoring plan is insufficient: there is no funding
source identified and there is too much latitude
provided in meeting the standards. They are not
standards at all but merely guidelines. (0178-6)

Fortification Creek is private hunting ground for
people who live out there. If the BLM could open the
area so people could get access it would be much
more available to the public. (0179-1)

Alternative One is the best management plan by far.
In the other alternatives, | think the elk rules overlap
and create problems for companies who want to drill
for Methane. (0179-2)

The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afford special protections through a number of management actions
including the following:

A phased approach to drilling which keeps 2/3 of the area free from development at any one time;Timing Limitations (TL) on
when drilling can occur;Restrictions on development on steep slopes. This protects the elk herd because then generally
prefer the more rugged terrain where there is more cover;Restrictions on road density and number of miles. This protects
the elk herd by protecting and security habitat;Restrictions on placement of water and other facilities in crucial winter and
calving areas; Restrictions on well visitation;TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;TLs for raptor nests;Disturbance-free
buffer zones for mountain plover nests;Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and nesting
habitats;andDisturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and nesting habitats.

The BFO RMP states (SWAM-3) Prohibit surface disturbance or occupancy on slopes of more than 25% (see Map 12)
unless the prohibition is waived by the authorized officer. The 2001 RMPA reiterated the slope restrictions: Surface
occupancy and disturbance will not be allowed on slopes of 25% or more. and No surface disturbance or occupancy will be
allowed in areas of severe erosion from March 1 until June 15. As they are needed, conservation practices and state of
Wyoming best management practices will be applied to surface-disturbing activities. The slope restriction in Alternative |, is
incorporated into the gas leases. Alternatives | and Il provide for the operator's ability to develop steep slopes and highly
erosive soils.

BLM has chosen Alternative I, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative 1ll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The preferred alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases.

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The preferred alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases.

The preferred alternative uses performance standards to ensure that steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk
habitat are protected. All performance standards must be achieved to BLM satisfaction in order to remain within compliance.
Performance standards will be reviewed prior to each POD authorization. BLM will respond in accordance with the
monitoring results, potentially tightening management but also relaxing management restrictions where appropriate. If a
performance standard is not met and BLM determines it is necessary, then additional permitting will be stopped until the
standard has been achieved to the BLM's satisfaction.

A land exchange or buying land from private owners is outside the scope of the RMPA/EA.

BLM's mandate is to manage Federal Resources for multiple use. BLM must balance conflicting rules and regulations for all
resources. The RMPA/EA represents the acceptable plan required in the lease stipulations on many of the leases. BLM
determined that Alternatives Il and Ill present two reasonable alternatives to balancing environmental resource concerns,
identified through lease stipulations, with CBNG development while honoring existing lease rights. Alternative Ill provides for
a performance-based approach, as requested by the lease holders, to minimize prescriptive measures.
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Don't install more rules and regulations - drilling
should occur next year and companies should have
flexibility to develop. (0179-3)

80-acre spacing is overkill - companies should be
allowed to drill on ridges. This is better for the elk as
it will open up the good feeding draws on the bottom
lands for them. (0179-5)

The Wilderness Protection Area is proper protection.
More protection will force companies away. (0179-5)

Establish an Area of Critical Environmental Concern
that encompasses all of the Fortification Elk Herd's
yearlong range, not just the northern two-thirds;
(0180-1)

Open less than twenty percent of elk yearlong range
to drilling at anyone time, and allow new areas to
open up only after existing fields are completely
returned to a natural state; (0180-2)

Require No Surface Occupancy for all mineral
development and road construction in crucial elk
winter range and calving areas as well as within 2
miles of sage grouse leks; (0180-3)

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required.

The 80-acre space is designated by the Wyoming Oil and Gas Conservation Commission.

BLM has chosen Alternative I, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases.

No ACECs nor WHMAs were designated under the Preferred Alternative.

An ACEC was not designated because the resource values (scenic, wildlife, fragile watershed) for which the ACEC was
proposed will be protected with this RMPA/EA. Designating an ACEC would be a change of name but not any additional
change in management.

The WGFD cooperated in designing the alternatives and preparing the RMPA/EA. The security habitat standards used in
Alternative 1l were originally recommended by the WGFD for use in the southern yearlong range. Alternative Ill, the
preferred alternative, retains at least 80% of the elk security habitat (limits impacts to no more than 20%). This alternative is
performance based and will be closely monitored by BLM. BLM will only authorize additional drilling if BLM determines that
the security habitat standard has been met.

The official WGFD comments indicate that although there are weaknesses with both alternatives that with stringent
monitoring elk and other wildlife would be protected. The Fortification Elk herd is also protected by a number of
management actions including:

1. A phased approach to drilling which keeps approximately 2/3 of the area free from development at any one time,

2. Timing Limitations on when drilling can occur,

3. Reclamation performance standards, that protect the elk herd because elk generally prefer the more rugged terrain which
are often the most difficult to reclaim.

4. Performance standards to ensure that a viable elk population with a sufficient amount of effective habitat is maintained.

One of the planning criteria is that the RMPA/EA will recognize all valid existing rights (p. 1-6). An oil and gas lease grants
the lessee the right and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands,
subject to the terms and conditions incorporated in the lease.

Performance standards are in place, with the Preferred Alternative, to ensure that a viable elk population with a sufficient
amount of effective habitat is maintained. No surface occupancy requirements within the elk crucial ranges would encumber
legal access to valid leases.

There are 26 leases at least partially within the dual crucial ranges, overlapping crucial winter range and calving areas.
Eleven leases are more than 75% contained within the overlapping crucial ranges. Directional and horizontal drilling
technologies that could potentially allow development of the leases from outside of the crucial ranges has not been proven
feasible within the PRB. Sage-grouse restrictions are consistent with WGFD requirements: Sage-Grouse - surface disturbing
activities or surface occupancy is prohibited or restricted on or within one quarter (0.25) mile radius of the perimeter of
occupied or undetermined sage-grouse leks. Disruptive activity is restricted on or within one quarter (0.25) mile radius of the
perimeter of occupied or undetermined sage-grouse leks from 6 pm to 8 am from March 15 - May 15. Surface disturbing
activities are prohibited from March 15 - June 30 in suitable sage-grouse nesting and early brood-rearing habitat within
mapped habitat important for connectivity or within 2 miles of any occupied or undetermined sage grouse lek.
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Place a freeze on drilling and construction when elk
numbers fall within 25 animals of Minimum Viable
Population levels; (0180-4)

Place all citizens' proposed wilderness off-limits to
future oil and gas leasing; (0180-5)

Close currently developed fields within elk crucial
winter range or within 2 miles of sage grouse leks to
all industry-related vehicle traffic and human activity
during the crucial season of wildlife use. (0180-6)

Bury all power lines (0180-8)

inject all coal bed methane wastewater underground
where it cannot flood and kill cottonwood gallery
woodlands that are key habitat features. (0180-8)

The BLM Draft Plan and EA for Fortification Creek
Area needs to have stronger protections for its
unique prairie elk herd and fragile environment. This
area is critical winter range for this isolated elk herd,
and the elk should not be sacrificed for the benefit of
the CBM industry. Elk may be common in other parts
of Wyoming, but this herd is an isolated prairie
population that therefore deserves the protection of
the people through our government agencynamely
the BLM! (0181-1)

A performance standard is in place to maintain the elk population at 80% or greater of the WGFD population objective (pg.
B-1). The elk population will be monitored to determine whether changes in development need to be made. If the population
standard is not met and BLM determines it is necessary, then permitting of additional drilling and construction will be
stopped until the population recovers. Genetic interchange is not a primary concern as collared elk have interacted with
other elk populations in the Rochelle Hills and along the Powder River in Montana.

Alternative 1l requires restriction on impacts to elk security habitat. Alternative Il limits impacts to elk security habitat to 20%
of the habitat in the FCPA. Additionally, the elk herd will be monitored to determine whether changes in development pace
need to be made. This alternative is performance based and will be closely monitored by BLM.

No development will occur in the WSA until Congress determines whether to permanently designate this area wilderness.
BLM did not recommend the WSA for wilderness in the 1985 Buffalo RMP (p. 15, 18). If Congress were to act upon and
follow BLM's recommendation then the WSA would be opened to oil and gas leasing. The federal minerals outside the WSA
have already been leased and the RMPA/EA will recognize all valid existing rights (p. 1-6). The BLM's 1985 Buffalo
Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be an acceptable use of the public lands within the
FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove,
and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the terms and conditions incorporated in the lease. The
WSA is bounded by private property and constructed roadways. The BLM determined that there are no public lands outside
the WSA with wilderness characteristics.

Performance standards are in place, with the preferred alternative, to ensure that a viable elk population with a sufficient
amount of effective habitat is maintained. An operations and maintenance plan is a vital component in meeting the
performance standards. Some level of human visitation is necessary to ensure safe, efficient, operations and meet
regulatory obligations. Operators have taken measures to reduce human visitation such as metering wells with
radiotelemetry. However, even remote metering technologies do not eliminate the need for human visitation, some level of
human activity is required because the remote-systems need to be checked, meters require periodic calibration, equipment
needs to be inspected, etc.

The FCPA has a mixed ownership pattern and maintaining an overhead power prohibition on BLM surface would only
protect the area around approximately 50 percent of the WSA; the percentage of BLM surface surrounding the WSA. BLM
only has the authority to mandate buried power on federal surface. Much of the power lines that would be necessary for
CBNG development within the FCPA are already in place. Burying power lines can result in more soil and vegetation
disturbance than the construction of overhead lines; especially if the buried line is not aligned with existing disturbance.
Additional disturbance is a concern in the fragile watersheds of the FCPA. The areas disturbed by burying power lines would
be impacted for several decades from the construction of buried lines, the time necessary for full recovery of mature
sagebrush and juniper shrublands. Mitigation as identified in the PRB ROD (A.5.9.4 at p A-33) will be applied.

Water discharge is regulated by the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality (WDEQ) under the Wyoming Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (WYPDES). The WDEQ has stated that discharges above Powder River ambient total
dissolved solid (TDS) and dissolved sodium concentrations require assimilative capacity credits, which limits the outfall.
During August and September, operators have no allocation for TDS and are required to treat any direct discharges to
Powder River ambient concentration or cease discharging.

The Fortification Elk herd is protected by a number of management actions including: A phased approach to drilling which
keeps approximately 2/3 of the area free from development at any one time, Timing Limitations on when drilling can occur,
Reclamation performance standards, that protect the elk herd because elk generally prefer the more rugged terrain which
are often the most difficult to reclaim.Performance standards to ensure that a viable elk population with a sufficient amount
of effective habitat is maintained.
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Miller, Neil & Jennifer No more CBM wells should be allowed at this time as
the wells already allowed have significantly affected
this unique elk herd. As it stands, your Draft Plan is
not adequate to protect this elk herd or the fragile
environment that we in Wyoming hold dear. The
people of Wyoming treasure this area for its
breathtaking scenery, trophy wildlife, sagebrush
dependent bird populations, and overall biological
diversity as well as it cultural and historic sites many
of which are already documented. As Wyomingites
know, the fragile soil in this state is easily disturbed
and hard to reclaim; and it's WORTH reclaiming!
(0181-2)

Miller, Neil & Jennifer We recommend the BLM does an EIS on this subject.

Perhaps then the BLM will realize the costly impacts
of CBM overdevelopment. In addition further study
through an EIS may reveal adequate reclamation
practices as well as a slow paced manner of CBM
permitting that preserves the wildlife and landscape.
Strict stipulations, buying back CBM leases or letting
them expire, and other creative options are available
to the BLM if the BLM would stand up for sustainable
development that would not jeopardize our precious
Wyoming environment. (0181-3)

Oil and gas development has taken place within the FCPA since the 1970s (refer to Figure 3-13). Since the 1970s, BLM has
enacted lease stipulations for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. In 1982 BLM
developed an oil and gas protection plan for the FCPA (BLM 1982). Present day lease stipulations require an acceptable
plan for the protection of sensitive resources (steep slopes, fragile watersheds and/or crucial elk habitat); this RMPA/EA
represents the acceptable plan. The RMPA/EA maintains the direction of previous management decisions.

Both action alternatives evaluated in this RMPA/EA would allow CBNG development, while providing protection of steep
slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. Alternative Il uses a prescriptive approach while Alternative 11l follows a
performance based approach with established standards for elk protection and reclamation.

The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
under both Alternatives Il and Il including the following:

. A phased approach to drilling which provides areas free from development at all times;

2. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;

. A work activity management plan to reduce disruptive activities;

. Security habitat standards;

. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;

. TLs for raptor nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats; and
. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats.

[
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Under Alternative 11, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on compression and water facilities,
and prohibitions on surface water discharge and surface disturbing activities on sensitive soils.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans
compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. BLM has not reduced previous estimates of
recoverable CBM reserves. The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be
an acceptable use of the public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right
and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the
terms and conditions incorporated in the lease.

If it is unclear whether an action would have a significant effect, an environmental assessment (EA) is prepared (40 CFR
1508.9(a)). If the EA analysis shows the action would not have a significant effect, a Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI) documents that there is no need for an environmental impact statement (EIS) (40 CFR 1508.13). The action
alternatives analyzed in the Draft RMPA/EA indicate that there are no significant environmental impacts. Additionally, there
are performance standards in place for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and elk. A monitoring program
enables adaptive management if actual effects differ from the anticipated effects.
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Please do what you can to protect the rare plains elk
herd in the Powder River Basin. As an avid hunter in
Wyoming, | want to ensure future generations have
the same opportunities | have had with Wyoming's
fantastic wildlife. (0182-1)

Please place the citizens' proposed wilderness area
to be off-limits to future oil and gas leasing. (0182-2)

It would help if all power lines were buried (0182-3)

all coalbed methane wastewater to be sent back
underground. (0182-4)

The National Park Service has reviewed this project,
and determined that no parks will be affected;
therefore, we have no comments. (0183-1)

The WGFD cooperated in designing the alternatives and preparing the RMPA/EA. The official WGFD comments indicate
that although there are weaknesses with both action alternatives that with stringent monitoring elk and other wildlife would
be protected. Performance standards are in place, with the preferred alternative, to ensure that a viable elk population with a
sufficient amount of effective habitat is maintained.

The Fortification Elk herd is also protected by a number of management actions including:
(1) A phased approach to drilling which keeps approximately 2/3 of the area free from development at any one time;
(2) Timing Limitations on when drilling can occur; and

(3) Reclamation performance standards, that protect the elk herd because elk generally prefer the more rugged terrain
which are often the most difficult to reclaim.

Performance standards to ensure that a viable elk population with a sufficient amount of effective habitat is maintained.

No development will occur in the WSA until Congress determines whether to permanently designate this area wilderness.
BLM did not recommend the WSA for wilderness in the 1985 Buffalo RMP (p. 15, 18). If Congress were to act upon and
follow BLM's recommendation then the WSA would be opened to oil and gas leasing. The federal minerals outside the WSA
have already been leased and the RMPA/EA will recognize all valid existing rights (p. 1-6). The BLM's 1985 Buffalo
Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be an acceptable use of the public lands within the
FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove,
and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the terms and conditions incorporated in the lease. The
WSA is bounded by private property and constructed roadways. The BLM determined that there are no public lands outside
the WSA with wilderness characteristics.

The FCPA has a mixed ownership pattern and maintaining an overhead power prohibition on BLM surface would only affect
approximately 50 percent of the area around the WSA; the percentage of BLM surface surrounding the WSA. BLM only has
the authority to mandate buried power on federal surface. Much of the power lines that would be necessary for CBNG
development within the FCPA are already in place. Burying power lines can result in more soil and vegetation disturbance
than the construction of overhead lines; especially if the buried line is not aligned with existing disturbance. Additional
disturbance is a concern in the fragile watersheds of the FCPA. The areas disturbed by burying power lines would be
impacted for several decades from the construction of buried lines, the time necessary for full recovery of mature sagebrush
and juniper shrublands. Mitigation as identified in the PRB ROD (A.5.9.4 at p A-33) will be applied.

Water discharge is regulated by the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality (WDEQ) under the Wyoming Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (WYPDES), which has already granted a permit to discharge CBNG-produced water into
FCPA drainages. The WDEQ has stated that "discharges above Powder River ambient total dissolved solid (TDS) and
dissolved sodium concentrations require assimilative capacity credits, which limits the outfall. During August and
September, operators have no allocation for TDS and are required to treat any direct discharges to Powder River ambient
concentration or cease discharging. The remaining outfalls in the Fortification Creek drainage discharge to various types of
on-channel reservoirs. The great majority of reservoirs in the Fortification Creek drainage are not allowed to discharge
except in the event precipitation runoff causes the reservoir to fill and overtop, or the operator pursues a planned reservoir
release and utilizes their assimilative capacity allotments to do so. The remaining Fortification Creek reservoirs are only
allowed to discharge in the event precipitation runoff from a 50-year, 24-hour storm or greater causes the reservoirs to fill
and overtop". (WDEQ 2008).

BLM only has the authority to regulate the water discharge strategy on federal leases. BLM has discretion to deny
site-specific authorization of discharge points regardless of WYPDES status. BLM has committed in the Draft RMPA/EA to
locate discharge points to minimize erosion, require energy dissipation measures, and mitigate downstream erosion
features.

Thank you very much.
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Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

| looked up the Proposed BFO RMP Amendment
Fortification Creek Area Map online and | am just so
disgusted by the amount of land that would be
available if you move forward with either the
designations for the crucial elk ranges, ACEC
proposal, or the WSA. (0184-1)

Why are you doing all this for an elk herd that you, in
your own EA, called insignificant to the region and
the nation? If you move forward with your plan to
implement 2 or 3 we are losing out on cleanburning
gas our nation needs. Have you listened to the
president's speeches recently? He's always talking
about developing natural gas. And we will be losing
out on millions of dollars in terms of revenue from
severance taxes and royalty payments. This just
doesn't make sense to me and | hope you'll change
it. | look forward to reading the final EA that does not
include the designations for the crucial elk ranges,
ACEC proposal, or the WSA. (0184-2)

| feel the number one management plan is the best
option in relation to the elk herd. (0185-1)

The erosion | have seen will be scares on the land for
years to come and it fears me that the fortification
Area may look like this and do damage that can not
be reclaimed. And if it can not be reclaimed Wildlife
will not return. (0186-1)

| feel that Alternative Ill would serve the industry as
well as the environment. By all means | am not
against The Industry Desire to Drill and transport Oil
and Gas | just want it to be done right. And lets make
sure BLM and Industry work together to come to
common ground which will be a give and take from
each. (0186-2)

The RMPA/EA represents the acceptable plan required in the lease stipulations on many of the leases. BLM determined that
Alternatives Il and Il present two reasonable alternatives to balancing environmental resource concerns, identified through
lease stipulations, with CBNG development while honoring existing lease rights. Alternative Il provides for a
performance-based approach, as requested by the lease holders, to minimize prescriptive measures.

The FONSI acknowledges public interest in maintaining a viable elk herd and identifies that the preferred alternative
includes management actions to maintain the elk herd at or above the WGFD population objective.

The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be an acceptable use of the
public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right and privilege to drill for,
mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the terms and conditions
incorporated in the lease. The BLM cannot interfere with valid existing rights once leases are granted.

However, BLM can mitigate development, typically in the form of COAs attached to the APD, to reduce environmental
impacts identified through site-specific NEPA reviews. Mitigation that would render a proposed operation uneconomic or is
technically unfeasible is not considered to be consistent with a lessees rights and cannot be required absent a lease
stipulation unless it is determined that such mitigation is required to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of public
lands or resources. Mitigation required to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation under FLPMA is within the terms of the
lease, since all leases are subject to applicable laws and regulations. BLM can also limit drilling rates if the result would
exceed a State or Federal standard or otherwise violate a legal requirement or policy under which BLM must manage the
site.

Thank you for your comment.

BLM has chosen Alternative I, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative 1ll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The preferred alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases.

BLM has had requirements for development on steep slopes since the 1980s. Specifically, the BFO RMP states (SWAM-3)
Prohibit surface disturbance or occupancy on slopes of more than 25% (see Map 12) unless the prohibition is waived by the
authorized officer. The 2001 RMPA reiterated the slope restrictions: Surface occupancy and disturbance will not be allowed
on slopes of 25% or more, and No surface disturbance or occupancy will be allowed in areas of severe erosion from March
1 until June 15. As they are needed, conservation practices and state of Wyoming best management practices will be
applied to surface-disturbing activities.

The Fortification Creek RMPA/EA reiterates these requirements and restrictions and provides additional requirements,
recommendations, and monitoring to protect fragile slopes from further erosion.

BLM has chosen Alternative Ill, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative Ill, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required.

The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three
geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development within each of the geographic phases.
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Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

Through the Fortification Creek Resource
Management Plan Amendment process and the
public meetings attended by the Johnson County
Commissioners it was evident that the private
property owners within the Fortification Creek
Planning Area (FCPA) were not given a seat at the
table as cooperators in the development of the
Fortification Creek Plan. These landowners have not
been given the opportunity to voice their views as to
how they feel the CBNG development should be
responsibly conducted within the FCPA. (0186-3)

Transportation planning is not addressed adequately
in the Fortification Creek Planning document. A major
expense to the county is maintenance of county
roads. the plan fails to identify the main access roads
of the anticipated average daily resulting from the
phased development. High traffic and all weather use
leads to road damage, hazardous roads and high
road maintenance costs. This is exacerbated by
inappropriately sited approaches to the (0186-4)

county roads typical of CBNG development. Centrally
locating large facilities such as water treatment
facilities and compressors stations adjacent to county
roads decreases the number of new approaches and
reduces degradation of the travel way. (0186-4
cont'd)

The county strongly discourages any alternative that
allows surface disturbing activities over steep slopes
(greater then 25% slopes), fragile water sheds or
areas susceptible to severe erosion. Placing access
roads, well locations or facilities over unstable slopes
should be avoided. BLM should map the FCPA for
slope stability so that plans of development can be
developed avoiding slope failure. (0186-5)

BLM needs to define Low Reclamation Suitability
(LRS) and No Reclamation Suitability (NRS) sites
and then map the areas within the FCPA so CBNG
industry can design reclamation plans to address the
LRS sites and avoid the NRS sites. (0186-6)

The Fortification Creek Plan Amendment fails to
recognize current lease stipulation. BLM seems to
have disregarded its own stipulations without
adequate mitigation for wildlife or the landscape.
Some of these lease stipulations call for no Surface
Occupancy (NOS) over the lease hold yet BLM fails
to incorporate this into the document. (0186-7)

BLM met with landowners on December 1, 2010 specifically to give landowners the opportunity to voice their views on
CBNG development within the FCPA.

BLM estimated that vehicle trips woud increase by approximately 275% as a result of Alternative Ill, the Preferred
Alternative. This is less than the Alternative |, the No Action Alternative.

BLM acknowledges in the RMPA/EA that CBNG development has already impacted county roads. Maycock, Fortification,
Lower Powder River, and Etcheta Road are the main county roads surrounding the FCPA.

As stated in the RMPA/EA, under Alternative Il development would be allowed on steep slopes and soils with severe
erosion hazards if operators can propose acceptable disturbance and reclamation plans. Operators should be able to
prepare acceptable reclamation plans based upon their previous successful experiences.

Slopes greater than 25% in the FCPA are shown on Figure 3-2 in the RMPA/EA. During the security habitat modeling, BLM
took into account the location of steep slopes and did not put theoretical roads on any steep slopes.

Under Alternative 1ll, the Preferred Alternative, development would be allowed on steep slopes and soils with severe erosion
hazards if operators can propose acceptable disturbance and reclamation plans. Operators should be able to prepare
acceptable reclamation plans based upon their previous successful experiences.

BLM has highlighted the lease sitpulations in a number of ways. The RMPA includes a table (Table 4-34) and figure (Figure
4-7) that show what slope and elk stipulations are present in each lease. Additionally, BLM has added an appendix that
further describes the lease stipulations.

BLM has committed to analyzing current lease stipulations during the site-specific NEPA analysis required for each POD.
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Neither the wildlife or reclamation monitoring plans
included in the Fortification Creek Amendment clearly
indicates what the ramifications are in the event that
the CBNG operators fall short of success. BLM needs
to clearly illustrate in the monitoring plans what the
course of action is if the elk numbers fall below
objective or reclamation goals are not met by
industry. (0186-8)

| know that citizen groups have proposed almost
30,000 acres in the Fortification Creek Wilderness
Study Area that need to be protected for the plains
elk herd and the sage grouse. And you know that
when we set aside land for those two species we
protect hundreds of other plants and animals that are
just as important. You must establish an Area of
Critical Environmental Concern that encompasses all
of the Fortification Elk Herd's yearlong range, not just
the northern two thirds. and place all citizens'
proposed wilderness off-limits to future oil and gas
leasing. (0187-1)

The procedures you have used in other areas of
Wyoming, such as quarter-mile 'No Surface
Occupancy' buffers do not protect the grouse. And
you need to require No Surface Occupancy for all
mineral development and road construction in crucial
elk winter range and calving areas. (0187-2)

BLM needs to open less than twenty percent of elk
yearlong range to drilling at any one time, and open
new areas only after existing fields are completely
returned to a natural state. You need to close
currently developed fields within elk crucial winter
range or within 2 miles of sage grouse leks to human
activity during the crucial season of wildlife use.
(0187-3)

You also need to bury all power lines (0187-5)

Alternative 1l uses performance standards to ensure that a viable elk population with a sufficient amount of effective habitat
is maintained. All performance standards must be achieved to BLM satisfaction in order to remain within compliance.

Security habitat modeling prior to each POD authorization will be used to assess this performance based objective. The
performance-based objective to maintain a herd at or above 120 is based upon the WGFD population objective of 150. If a
performance standard is not met and BLM determines it is necessary, then additional permitting will be stopped until the
standard has been achieved to BLM's satisfaction.

An ACEC was not designated because the resource values (scenic, wildlife, fragile watershed) for which the ACEC was
proposed will be adequately protected with this RMPA/EA.

No development will occur in the WSA until Congress determines whether to permanently designate this area wilderness.
BLM did not recommend the WSA for wilderness in the 1985 Buffalo RMP (pgs. 15, 18). If Congress were to act upon and
follow BLM's recommendation then the WSA would be opened to oil and gas leasing.

The federal minerals outside the WSA have already been leased and the RMPA/EA will recognize all valid existing rights (p.
1-6). The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be an acceptable use of
the public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right and privilege to drill
for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the terms and conditions
incorporated in the lease. The WSA is bounded by private property and constructed roadways. There are no lands within the
citizen's wilderness proposal that are outside the WSA that contain wilderness qualities.

Security habitat modeling prior to each POD authorization will be used to assess this performance based objective. The
performance-based objective to maintain a herd at or above 120 is based upon the WGFD population objective of 150. If a
performance standard is not met and BLM determines it is necessary, then additional permitting will be stopped until the
standard has been achieved to BLM's satisfaction.

Surface disturbing activities or surface occupancy is prohibited or restricted on or within one quarter (0.25) mile radius of the
perimeter of occupied or undetermined sage-grouse leks. Disruptive activity is restricted on or within one quarter (0.25) mile
radius of the perimeter of occupied or undetermined sage-grouse leks from 6 pm to 8 am from March 15 - May 15. Surface
disturbing activities are prohibited from March 15 - June 30 in suitable sage-grouse nesting and early brood-rearing habitat
within mapped habitat important for connectivity or within 2 miles of any occupied or undetermined sage grouse lek.

The WGFD cooperated in designing the alternatives and preparing the RMPA/EA.

The security habitat standards used in Alternative 1l were originally recommended by the WGFD for use in the southern
yearlong range. Alternative lll, the preferred alternative, retains at least 80% of the elk security habitat (limits impacts to no
more than 20%). This alternative is performance based and will be closely monitored by BLM. BLM will only authorize
additional drilling if BLM determines that the security habitat standard has been met.

The official WGFD comments indicate that although there are weaknesses with both alternatives that with stringent
monitoring elk and other wildlife would be protected. The Fortification Elk herd is also protected by a number of
management actions including: A phased approach to drilling which keeps approximately 2/3 of the area free from
development at any one time, Timing Limitations on when drilling can occur, Reclamation performance standards, that
protect the elk herd because elk generally prefer the more rugged terrain which are often the most difficult to reclaim.
Performance standards to ensure that a viable elk population with a sufficient amount of effective habitat is maintained.

The FCPA has a mixed ownership pattern and maintaining an overhead power prohibition on BLM surface would only affect
approximately 50 percent of the area around the WSA; the percentage of BLM surface surrounding the WSA. BLM only has
the authority to mandate buried power on federal surface. Much of the power lines that would be necessary for CBNG
development within the FCPA are already in place. Burying power lines can result in more soil and vegetation disturbance
than the construction of overhead lines; especially if the buried line is not aligned with existing disturbance. Additional
disturbance is a concern in the fragile watersheds of the FCPA. The areas disturbed by burying power lines would be
impacted for several decades from the construction of buried lines, the time necessary for full recovery of mature sagebrush
and juniper shrublands. Mitigation as identified in the PRB ROD (A.5.9.4 at p A-33) will be applied.
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inject all coalbed methane wastewater underground
where it cannot flood and kill cottonwood gallery
woodlands that are key habitat features. (0187-5)

The Fortification Creek Wilderness Study Area,
occupies the northern quarter of the planning
area,but an additional 28,000 acres that possess
wilderness characteristics has been identified by
conservation groups. You must establish an Area of
Critical Environmental concern that encompasses all
of the Fortification Elk Herd's yearlong range, not just
the northern two-thirds, and place all citizens'
proposed wilderness off-limits to future oil and gas
leasing. (0188-1)

BLM needs to open less than twenty % of elk
yearlong range to drilling at anyone time, and open
new areas only after existing fields are completely
returned to a natural state. You need to require No
Surface Occupancy for all mineral development and
road construction in crucial elk winter range and
calving areas and put a freeze on drilling and
construction when elk numbers fall within 25 animals
of Minimum Viable Population levels. (0188-2)

You need to close currently developed fields within
elk crucial winter range or within 2 miles of sage
grouse leks to all industry-related vehicle traffic and
homan activity during the crucial season of wildlife
use. (0188-3)

Water discharge is regulated by the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality (WDEQ) under the Wyoming Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (WYPDES), which has already granted a permit to discharge CBNG-produced water into
FCPA drainages. The WDEQ has stated that "discharges above Powder River ambient total dissolved solid (TDS) and
dissolved sodium concentrations require assimilative capacity credits, which limits the outfall. During August and
September, operators have no allocation for TDS and are required to treat any direct discharges to Powder River ambient
concentration or cease discharging. The remaining outfalls in the Fortification Creek drainage discharge to various types of
on-channel reservoirs. The great majority of reservoirs in the Fortification Creek drainage are not allowed to discharge
except in the event precipitation runoff causes the reservoir to fill and overtop, or the operator pursues a planned reservoir
release and utilizes their assimilative capacity allotments to do so. The remaining Fortification Creek reservoirs are only
allowed to discharge in the event precipitation runoff from a 50-year, 24-hour storm or greater causes the reservoirs to fill
and overtop". (WDEQ 2008).

BLM only has the authority to regulate the water discharge strategy on federal leases. BLM has discretion to deny
site-specific authorization of discharge points regardless of WYPDES status. BLM has committed in the Draft RMPA/EA to
locate discharge points to minimize erosion, require energy dissipation measures, and mitigate downstream erosion
features.

An ACEC was not designated because the resource values (scenic, wildlife, fragile watershed) for which the ACEC was
proposed will be protected with this RMPA/EA. Designating an ACEC would be a change of name but not any additional
change in management.

No development will occur in the WSA until Congress determines whether to permanently designate this area wilderness.
BLM did not recommend the WSA for wilderness in the 1985 Buffalo RMP (pgs. 15, 18). If Congress were to act upon and
follow BLM's recommendation then the WSA would be opened to oil and gas leasing. The federal minerals outside the WSA
have already been leased and the RMPA/EA will recognize all valid existing rights (p. 1-6). The BLM's 1985 Buffalo
Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be an acceptable use of the public lands within the
FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove,
and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the terms and conditions incorporated in the lease. The
WSA is bounded by private property and constructed roadways. There are no lands within the citizen's wilderness proposal
that are outside the WSA that contain wilderness qualities.

The WGFD cooperated in designing the alternatives and preparing the RMPA/EA.

The security habitat standards used in Alternative Il were originally recommended by the WGFD for use in the southern
yearlong range. Alternative lll, the preferred alternative, retains at least 80% of the elk security habitat (limits impacts to no
more than 20%). This alternative is performance based and will be closely monitored by BLM. BLM will only authorize
additional drilling if BLM determines that the security habitat standard has been met.

The official WGFD comments indicate that although there are weaknesses with both alternatives that with stringent
monitoring elk and other wildlife would be protected.

The Fortification Elk herd is also protected by a number of management actions including:

1. A phased approach to drilling which keeps approximately 2/3 of the area free from development at any one time,

2. Timing Limitations on when drilling can occur, 3. Reclamation performance standards, that protect the elk herd because
elk generally prefer the more rugged terrain which are often the most difficult to reclaim.

4, Performance standards to ensure that a viable elk population with a sufficient amount of effective habitat is maintained.

Performance standards are in place, with the preferred alternative, to ensure that a viable elk population with a sufficient
amount of effective habitat is maintained. An operations and maintenance plan is a vital component in meeting the
performance standards.

Some level of human visitation is necessary to ensure safe, efficient, operations and meet regulatory obligations. Operators
have taken measures to reduce human visitation such as metering wells with radiotelemetry. However, even remote
metering technologies do not eliminate the need for human visitation, some level of human activity is required because the
remote-systems need to be checked, meters require periodic calibration, equipment needs to be inspected, etc.
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Your plan to apply the same ineffective quarter-mile
‘No Surface Occupancy' buffers paired with two-mile
restrictions on the timing of drilling and construction
for sage grouse leks will have the same results it has
had elsewhere in the state: the disappearance of the
grouse. (0188-4)

You also need to add provisions to bury all power
lines (0188-6)

inject all coalbed methane wastewater underground
where it cannot flood and kill cottonwood gallery
woodlands that are key habitat features. (0188-6)

| believe the regulations that are currently in place
are sufficient. | am opposed to any increased
regulations or rules. Therefore | believe that
alternative | would be the best course. (0195-1)

Alternatives Il and Ill are both overly prescriptive.
Williams is concemed that the well count and density
allowed in Alternative lll is insufficient to develop an
economically viable CBNG project and as a result, a
substantial quantity of gas will remain in the ground.
Several modifications should be made to Alternative
11l in order for this alternative to actually be the
flexible and performance based alternative it purports
to be and to allow for the efficient recovery of the
leased CBNG resource. (0189-2)

Surface disturbing activities or surface occupancy is prohibited or restricted on or within one quarter (0.25) mile radius of the
perimeter of occupied or undetermined sage-grouse leks. Disruptive activity is restricted on or within one quarter (0.25) mile
radius of the perimeter of occupied or undetermined sage-grouse leks from 6 pm to 8 am from March 15 - May 15. Surface
disturbing activities are prohibited from March 15 - June 30 in suitable sage-grouse nesting and early brood-rearing habitat
within mapped habitat important for connectivity or within 2 miles of any occupied or undetermined sage grouse lek.

The FCPA has a mixed ownership pattern and maintaining an overhead power prohibition on BLM surface would only
protect the area around approximately 50 percent of the WSA; the percentage of BLM surface surrounding the WSA. BLM
only has the authority to mandate buried power on federal surface. Much of the power lines that would be necessary for
CBNG development within the FCPA are already in place. Burying power lines can result in more soil and vegetation
disturbance than the construction of overhead lines; especially if the buried line is not aligned with existing disturbance.
Additional disturbance is a concern in the fragile watersheds of the FCPA. The areas disturbed by burying power lines would
be impacted for several decades from the construction of buried lines, the time necessary for full recovery of mature
sagebrush and juniper shrublands. Mitigation as identified in the PRB ROD (A.5.9.4 at p A-33) will be applied.

Water discharge is regulated by the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality (WDEQ) under the Wyoming Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (WYPDES), which has already granted a permit to discharge CBNG-produced water into
FCPA drainages. The WDEQ has stated that "discharges above Powder River ambient total dissolved solid (TDS) and
dissolved sodium concentrations require assimilative capacity credits, which limits the outfall. During August and
September, operators have no allocation for TDS and are required to treat any direct discharges to Powder River ambient
concentration or cease discharging. The remaining outfalls in the Fortification Creek drainage discharge to various types of
on-channel reservoirs. The great majority of reservoirs in the Fortification Creek drainage are not allowed to discharge
except in the event precipitation runoff causes the reservoir to fill and overtop, or the operator pursues a planned reservoir
release and utilizes their assimilative capacity allotments to do so. The remaining Fortification Creek reservoirs are only
allowed to discharge in the event precipitation runoff from a 50-year, 24-hour storm or greater causes the reservoirs to fill
and overtop". (WDEQ 2008).

BLM only has the authority to regulate the water discharge strategy on federal leases. BLM has discretion to deny
site-specific authorization of discharge points regardless of WYPDES status. BLM has committed in the Draft RMPA/EA to
locate discharge points to minimize erosion, require energy dissipation measures, and mitigate downstream erosion
features.

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required.

None of the alternatives regulate well numbers, but instead manage sensitive resources identified in the lease stipulations
(steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat.

The Preferred Alternative uses performance standards, to ensure that steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk
habitat are protected. These are the resources covered by the lease stipulations.

The performance based standards of Alternative Il allow for flexibility and adaptation. If the monitoring results indicate the
elk are acclimating to CBNG activity then the security habitat standard may be adjusted allowing for additional CBNG.
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While BLM has authority to impose reasonable
mitigation measures, that authority can be exercised
only "[tJo the extent consistent with lease rights
granted.” Id. Thus, if a measure imposed by BLM
prevents the recovery of "all the oil and gas," as is
the lessee's right under its leases and the
regulations, the measure is unreasonable and
beyond the scope of BLM's authority. (0189-3)

In addition to honoring existing lease rights, BLM is
charged under the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act ("FLPMA") with promoting multiple
uses and sustained yield of the public lands.
Theodore Roosevelt Conservation Partnership v.
Bureau of Land Mgmt., -- F. Supp. 2d --, 2010
WL3833735, *4 (D.D.C. Sept. 29, 2010) (citing 43
U.S.C. | 732(a)).

As the U.S. District Court in D.C. recently held, BLM's
multiple use mandate does not require the agency "to
adopt the practices best suited to protecting wildlife,
but instead to balance the protection of wildlife with
the nation's immediate and long-term need for energy
resources and the lessees' right to extract natural
gas." (0189-4)

Williams' concern lies not in anyone individual
proposed mitigation measure or restriction on
development, but in the aggregate of those
restrictions, which, through "death by a thousand
cuts," have the potential to lead to eliminating the
lessees' ability to develop existing leases in some
areas. Williams urges BLM to reconsider these
restrictions in light of its obligation to honor existing
leases and ensure that lessees have the opportunity
to develop "all" of the leased minerals subject to
lease terms and reasonable mitigation measures.
(0189-5)

The RMPA/EA is consistent with valid existing lease rights. The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan
determined oil and gas development to be an acceptable use of the public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil
and gas lease grants the lessee the right and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas
deposits in the lease lands, subject to the terms and conditions incorporated in the lease. The BLM cannot interfere with
valid existing rights once leases are granted. However, BLM can mitigate development, typically in the form of COAs
attached to the APD, to reduce environmental impacts identified through site-specific NEPA reviews. Mitigation that would
render a proposed operation uneconomic or is technically unfeasible is not considered to be consistent with a lessees rights
and cannot be required absent a lease stipulation unless it is determined that such mitigation is required to prevent
unnecessary or undue degradation of public lands or resources. Mitigation required to prevent unnecessary or undue
degradation under FLPMA is within the terms of the lease, since all leases are subject to applicable laws and regulations.
BLM can also limit drilling rates if the result would exceed a State or Federal standard or otherwise violate a legal
requirement or policy under which BLM must manage the site.

The BLM Mission statement is as follows "The Bureau of Land Management is responsible for stewardship of our public
lands. The BLM is committed to manage, protect and improve these lands in a manner to serve the needs of the American
people. Management is based on the principles of multiple use and sustained yield of our nation's resources within a
framework of environmental responsibility and scientific technology. These resources include recreation, rangelands, timber,
minerals, watershed, fish and wildlife habitat, wilderness, air and scenic quality, as well as scientific and cultural values."

The Draft RMPA/EA is consistent with the letter and spirit of the BLM's mission statement. The plan represents an
appropriate balance between environmental protection and CBNG recovery. State (Office of the Governor) and local
government (Big Horn Mountains Coalition) comments indicate BLM has found an appropriate balance between
environmental protection and CBNG development.

The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be an acceptable use of the
public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right and privilege to drill for,
mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the terms and conditions
incorporated in the lease. The BLM cannot interfere with valid existing rights once leases are granted. However, BLM can
mitigate development, typically in the form of COAs attached to the APD, to reduce environmental impacts identified through
site-specific NEPA reviews. Mitigation that would render a proposed operation uneconomic or is technically unfeasible is not
considered to be consistent with a lessees rights and cannot be required absent a lease stipulation unless it is determined
that such mitigation is required to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of public lands or resources. Mitigation
required to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation under FLPMA is within the terms of the lease, since all leases are
subject to applicable laws and regulations. BLM can also limit drilling rates if the result would be exceed a State or Federal
standard or otherwise violate a legal requirement or policy under which BLM must manage the site.
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Palma, Jack D. BLM relies on five potential components of an BLM is basing slope restrictions on past performance by gas companies on BFO managed leases where even with

Williams Production acceptable disturbance and reclamation plan in its engineered designs, slopes were actively eroding. Alternative 1l provides for development and therefore is not in conflict

Company analysis of Alternative Ill. Id. at 4-23. Yet applying with existing lease stipulations. BLM is always interested in evolving technology that can help achieve both BLM and
those assumptions, the EA concludes that there developer goals. The performance based approach of Alternative Ill can accommodate technological advancements.

would be fewer impacts to the surface associated
with Alternative Il than Alternative Il under which no
surface disturbance is allowed on steep slopes or
soils with severe erosion hazards. Under Alternative
11l, the EA suggests there would be fewer well pads,
3 fewer acres of localized initial soil impacts, and 1
less acre of long-term soil impacts than those surface
disturbances allowed under Alternative Il. Compare
id. at 4-24 (Alternative I11) with id. at 4-21 (Alternative
11). This suggests few, if any exceptions are actually
available to steep slope and soils restrictions in
Alternative Ill. This troubling suggestion is consistent
with a later statement in the Draft EA discussing
wildlife management that "very few exceptions would
be allowed to the restriction of activities on slopes of
25 percent or greater." Id. at 4-70. (0189-6)

Palma, Jack D. Given that fewer wells and surface disturbance are The RMPA/EA uses a modeling approach to determine the number and location of wells for the analysis. The location of
Williams Production assumed under Alternative I, which allows for roads in the model avoided slopes greater than 25% to provide a consistent basis for comparison. Under Alternative lll, as in
Company exceptions to prescriptions on developing on steep all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the number of wells will be based on meeting the security habitat
slopes, than Altemative I, it is unclear whether BLM standard and the other performance standards. As stated in the RMPA/EA, under Alternative Il development may be
intends to grant exceptions, and under what allowed on steep slopes and soils with severe erosion hazards if operators can propose acceptable disturbance and
conditions, to steep slope restrictions. The fact that reclamation plans. Operators should be able to prepare acceptable reclamation plans based upon their previous
more surface disturbance is assumed under "successful" experiences.

Alternative Il, which does not provide for exception, is
inconsistent. Williams strongly suggests this
inconsistency be resolved by specifically stating that
exceptions to steep slope and soils restrictions in
Alternative Il will be freely granted where the
operators can produce suitable reclamation plans.
CBNG operators have demonstrated success at
reclaiming soils on slopes greater than 25 percent in
the PRB. Highly erosive soils can be reclaimed as
well. (0189-7)
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Palma, Jack D. The clarification of the scope of soils restrictions and BLM is basing slope restrictions on past performance by gas companies on BFO managed leases where even with

Williams Production the realistic viability of possible exceptions is engineered designs, slopes were actively eroding. Alternative 1l provides for development and therefore is not in conflict

Company essential in light of the large proportion of sensitive with existing lease stipulations. BLM is always interested in evolving technology that can help achieve both BLM and
soils in the FCPA. As noted in the Draft EA, the developer goals. The performance based approach of alternative Ill can accommodate technological advancements.

FCPA is characterized by slopes greater than 25
percent and soils that are otherwise subject to severe
erosion hazards. E.g., Draft EA, at 1-1, 3-6. As a
practical matter, the environmental analysis
associated with APDs is concurrent with PODs.
Those PODs, including related infrastructure, are
designed and engineered in relation to the maximum
but efficient recovery of the leased mineral resources,
as required by BLM regulations. See 43 C.F .R.
3162.1, 3162.7-1. If PODs are developed under the
presumption that some exceptions to the slopes and
soil restrictions are possible, but the associated
APDs are denied because the slope and soils
restrictions are narrower than suggested by the Draft
EA, then the administrative resources of the agency
and operators are unnecessarily burdened by
subsequent appeals and project alterations.
Furthermore, partial approval of wells in a POD
results in a less efficient development of the mineral
resource. Keeping the slope and soils restrictions
vague at the EA level does little to help BLM reach its
dual goals of both facilitating the extraction of CBNG
and minimizing effects to the landscape. E.g., Draft
EA, at 4-44. (0189-8)
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Palma, Jack D. BLM's Gold Book specifically permits construction of The RMPA/EA uses a modeling approach to determine the number and location of wells for the analysis. The location of
Williams Production wells sites on steep slopes. BLM, Surface Operating roads in the model avoided slopes greater than 25% to provide a consistent basis for comparison. Under Alternative lll, as in
Company Standards and Guidelines for Oil and Gas all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the number of wells will be based on meeting the security habitat

Development: The Gold Book (Gold Book) at 15 (4th | standard and the other performance standards. As stated in the RMPA/EA, under Alternative Il development may be
ed. 2007). While operators should take into account allowed on steep slopes and soils with severe erosion hazards if operators can propose acceptable disturbance and
steep slopes and erosion, they must also consider reclamation plans. Operators should be able to prepare acceptable reclamation plans based upon their previous
the geologic target, spacing rules, and technical "successful" experiences.

feasibility. Id. It is possible that well sites must be

located on steep slopes and areas with severe

erosion potential to access the CBNG. Alternative

well sites may not be able to access CBNG through

directional drilling because, as the BLM expressly

recognizes in the Draft EA, directional drilling "has

not been proven in the PRB coal beds because it is

difficult to maintain well bore integrity in the soft

coals." Draft EA, at 2-7. While well sites on steep

slopes and with severe erosion potential can cost

more to construct and maintain, the GoldBook

expressly allows for development on steep slopes

with proper mitigation. Gold Book, at 15.

Furthermore, lease stipulations frequently provide for

development on slopes greater than 25 percent so

long as "an acceptable plan for mitigation of

anticipated impacts" is developed. BLM Lease Notice

No.1. Williams recommends BLM specifically state in

the final EA that exceptions to steep slope and soils

restrictions referred to in Alternative Il will be freely

granted where the operators can produce suitable

reclamation plans. This is necessary to maintain

consistency with BLM's Gold Book and applicable

lease stipulations, and to ensure that Alternative Il is

the flexible, performance based alternative BLM

alleges it to be. (0189-9)

Palma, Jack D. Williams also recommends that BLM clarify whether Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would
Williams Production the assumptions applied to the impact analysis for not be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation
Company Alternative Il will be incorporated as restrictions on plans compatible with the identified performance standards would be required.

development in the final management decision. For
example, the impact analysis assumes that only
linear features (roads, pipelines, electric lines) would
be considered on slopes greater than 25 percent.
Draft EA, at 4- 23. It is unclear whether this
assumption is also a requirement. It is essential that
gas operators know whether other, non-linear
features may be considered on steep slopes under
appropriate reclamation plans as the gas operators
develop PODs and submit APDs. If only linear
features are allowed on steep slopes, then the Draft
EA is more restrictive than BLM's Gold Book.
(0189-10)
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explained above, BLM's Gold Book allows for well
sites, not just linear features, on steep slopes in
conjunction with appropriate mitigation. Gold Book, at
15. If the five assumptions used in the Draft EA for
impact analysis will also be applied as restrictions on
development, this should be expressly stated. But
any assumptions and restrictions need to be
consistent with, and no more restrictive than, the
reclamation requirements and considerations set
forth in BLM's Gold Book. (0189-10 cont'd)

The possibility that grazing deferment will be required
during the reclamation period appears to be a novel
mitigation measure. The Powder River Basin Oil and
Gas Final Environmental Impact Statement ("PRB
FEIS") and its associated Record of Decision ("PRB
ROD") do not refer to grazing deferment. Instead, the
Mitigation Measures and Reporting Plan imposed by
the PRB FEIS seeks to "[a]ssure that non-oil-and-gas
related BLM decisions (such as grazing, recreation,
etc.) regarding, are coordinated with oil and
gas-related development." PRB FEIS, at D-2. While
the mitigation measures in the FEIS include fencing
in some instances, it is important that BLM articulate
why grazing deferment is necessary as a new
requirement in the EA. Williams is not necessarily
opposed to grazing deferment as an alterantive to
fencing, but the parameters of that deferment need to
be articulated in the Draft EA. (0189-1)

Grazing deferment creates potential conflicts
between users-grazing operators would be negatively
impacted by CBNG development if grazing is
deferred. The Draft EA does not discuss how the
economic impact on the grazing operator could be
dealt with. If there is a potential that the CBNG
operators would be burdened with the economic
impact of any grazing deferment (such as by
compensating the grazing operator for lost forage),
then this possibility should be addressed in the Draft
EA. Williams recommends that BLM clarify the
allocation, if any, of financial burdens if grazing
deferment is required. (0189-11)

BLM can impose more restrictive site-specific requirements than those set forth in the Gold Book.

Grazing deferment is not a requirement but a suggestion that may assist with reclamation success. CBNG development
reduces forage availability. Reclamation activities then provide young succulent vegetation preferred by livestock. If livestock
management is not considered in reclamation planning then reclamation efforts may be unsuccessful and the performance
standards not realized.

Grazing deferment is not a requirement but a suggestion that may assist with reclamation success. CBNG development
reduces forage availability. Reclamation activities then provide young succulent vegetation preferred by livestock. If livestock
management is not considered in reclamation planning then reclamation efforts may be unsuccessful and the performance
standards not realized. The CBNG operator is responsible for meeting the performance standard, methodology is left to their
discretion. BLM would not be a party to any agreements made with private surface owners.
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Appendix A of the Draft EA also indicates fencing of
well pads and other surface disturbance could be
required "[i]f necessary" to promote reclamation Draft
EA, Appx. A, at 1. The PRB ROD similarly refers to
the use of temporary fencing on "problematic sites"
and suggests erosive soils could be considered a
problematic site. PRB ROD, at A-32. The quantity of
steep slopes and erosive soils in the FCP A and the
high cost of fencing makes this potential fencing
requirement a major component of "death by a
thousand cuts." The Draft EA indicates that resting
grazing allotments for two or more seasons is an
acceptable alternative to fencing. Draft EA, Appx. A,
at 1. Williams recommends this alternative to fencing
remain in Appendix A, but reiterates that BLM should
clarify whether CBNG operators would be burdened
with deferment payments to ranchers. In either case,
the costs of fencing or deferring grazing may become
onerous and impracticable. (0189-12)

The Draft EA's references to the potential for
livestock grazing deferment during one year interim
reclamation periods need to be clarified. The BLM's
discussion of Alternative Il with respect to Soil
Resources indicates that grazing "could be" deferred.
Draft EA at 4-24. But in its discussion of Fish and
Wildlife Resources, Alternative Il provides that
livestock management would be a component of the
alternative but "no grazing deferment would be
required.” Id. at 4-67. It is unclear whether grazing
deferment would be required or not. Williams
suggests this contradiction be clarified in Alternative
. (0189-13)

The Draft EA does not indicate how grazing
deferments would be imposed and when in the
development process. Williams recommends that the
point at which a deferment would be imposed be
defined. One area in need of clarification is whether
the decision for defered grazing is made when the
CBNG operator submits its APD or when the grazing
operator seeks its annual permit. Both the grazing
lessees and CBNG operators need to know the
potential risks and costs for their respective
operations when developing annual grazing plans
and submitting APDs. (0189-14)

If livestock management is not considered in reclamation planning then reclamation efforts may be unsuccessful and the
performance standards not realized. The CBNG operator is responsible for meeting the performance standard, methodology
is left to their discretion.

Any fencing would need to conform to BLM standards and be wildlife friendly.

Problematic sites are typically those with steep slopes, and because most livestock avoids steep slopes, this may not be an
issue.

As the Draft RMPA/EA states, grazing could be deferred but no grazing deferment would be required. If livestock
management is not considered in reclamation planning then reclamation efforts may be unsuccessful and the performance
standards not realized. The CBNG operator is responsible for meeting the performance standard, methodology is left to their
discretion.

Grazing deferment is not a requirement but a suggestion that may assist with reclamation success. CBNG development
reduces forage availability. Reclamation activities then provide young succulent vegetation preferred by livestock. If livestock
management is not considered in reclamation planning then reclamation efforts may be unsuccessful and the performance
standards not realized. The CBNG operator is responsible for meeting the performance standard, methodology is left to their
discretion. BLM recommends that operators consider livestock management while preparing the Master Surface Use Plan
for their individual PODs and discuss livestock management with surface owners when working out surface use
agreements. BLM would not be a party to any agreements made with private surface owners.
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Finally, it is not clear how one year of deferred
grazing aligns with the two year period necessary for
revegetation. The analysis of Vegetation Resources
suggests that revegetation may take approximately
two years to reestablish vegetation cover but
decades to reestablish to predisturbance conditions.
Id. at 4-46. The possibility that two years may be
required for revegetation is inconsistent with the
one-year grazing deferral. Williams recommends this
inconsistency be explained and clarified. (0189-15)

Appendix A of the Draft EA states that private surface
owner rights will be respected when considering
revegetation, and landowners should be consulted for
specific seed mixes, but the Draft EA goes on to state
that the standards for successful reclamation
prescribed by the Draft EA must also be met. Draft
EA, Appx. A, at 5. It is unclear how the private
surface owner's rights can be consistently respected
in the face of the reclamation standards. The Draft
EA's reclamation standards recommend seed mixes
based on ecological sites. Draft EA, Appx. A, at 7,
18-28. However, private landowners could request a
seed mix that does not align with the previous
ecological site for that parcel of private surface.
Williams suggests the level of discretion to private
landowner rights with respect to seed mixes be
clarified. (0189-16)

Appendix B of the Draft: EA recommends operators
work together to consolidate and minimize
infrastructure in order to minimize impacts on elk
security habitat and effective habitat. Draft EA, Appx.
B, at 2. While Williams applauds the goal of
cooperation between operators and agreements for
joint use of infrastructure, joint use of infrastructure
must be voluntary and cannot be mandated by BLM.
(0189-17)

Appendix B goes on to recommend visitation be
limited to no more than once a week and preferably
even less. Id. Williams is very concerned that limits
on site visitation during POD operations could (1)
prevent operators from meeting statutory and
regulatory obligations to act as prudent operators and
(2) pose safety, environmental, and operational risks
that may expose lessees to liability. Finally, there is
no provision for emergency situations or the
circumstances under which CBNG lessees would be
entitled to an exception. BLM should expressly state
that the site visit limitation in Appendix B is a
recommendation only and not a limitation. (0189-18)

Two years of livestock rest following disturbance is a common recommendation, and a component of many management
plans, to provide for vegetation reestablishment. Deferment decreases the impact to livestock producers by allowing grazing
following the grazing season; however, deferment may impede vegetation and reclamation recovery. Alternative Ill uses a
performance based approach. The CBNG operator is responsible for meeting the performance standard, methodology is left
to their discretion.

As the Draft RMPA/EA and Appendix A state the landowner should be consulted for specific seed mixes. Goals, objectives,
and indicators such as restoring desirable vegetative cover are considered reclamation standards. As stated in Appendix A
The standards for successful reclamation set forth in this document for soil stability and ground cover must be met.

As stated in Appendix B of the Draft RMPA/EA, BLM recommends operators work together.

The action alternatives seek to manage, but not eliminate, well visitation. The operations plan required in Alternatives Il and
Il is a method to manage, but not eliminate, human visitation during the production phase. BLM acknowledges well
visitation is necessary to address safety, performance, and regulatory concerns. The operations plan provides a means for
meeting these concerns while reducing disruptive activities. Provisions for emergency situations should also be included
within the operations plan.
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From an operational and safety standpoint, the ability
to perform daily site visits is critical to identifying
needed repairs, making plans for addressing any
problems, and then performing any required repairs
or maintenance. Indeed, BLM regulations place an
affirmative duty on lessees to prevent waste and
assure proper measurement, disposition, and
protection of production. 43 C.F.R. 3162.7. Lessees
cannot meet these regulatory obligations if they are
not permitted to ensure the proper working order of
well-metering and other equipment. For example,
BLM requires quarterly well meter calibration.
Onshore Oil and Gas Order No.5, m.C.I7 (Mar. 27,
1989). Calibration takes approximately two hours per
well, which over an entire POD, adds up to a
significant number of site visits. Meter calibration is
just one of a variety of on-site activities required to
maintain the POD in good working order and meet
regulatory requirements. (0189-19)

In addition to proper measurement and protection of
production obligations, lessees are required to
comply with applicable laws (including environmental
laws), lease terms, Onshore Oil and Gas Orders,
Notices to Lessees, and other BLM orders and
instructions. Id. 3162.5. Without regular site visits,
lessees cannot fulfill their responsibility to ensure that
operations do not violate environmental laws. Only by
site visits will lessees be able to ensure that its
equipment is in working order and no leaks or other
problems have developed on the POD. Further, if
lessees identify a problem, it is not likely that the
necessary repair can be accomplished during the
same visit. (0189-20)

Appendices A and B rely heavily on Ecological Site
Descriptions ("ESD") to prescribe seed mixtures,
reclamation revegetation standards, and monitoring
requirements. Draft EA, Appx. A, at 3-8, Appx. B., at
7-8. Williams is concerned that the ESDs specific to
the PRB have yet to be developed: "The Buffalo Field
Office ... intends to initiate a rigorous, statistically
sound, ecological site description sampling program
to develop appropriate percentages for Fortification
Creek and the Powder River Basin." Draft EA, Appx.
B., at 7. The lack of specific standards for
revegetation in the PRB creates substantial
uncertainty for lessees when developing PODs and
plans of reclamation. Williams strongly recommends
BLM adopt the ESDs already used in southeastern
Montana, which has similar ecological characteristics,
in order to provide regulatory certainty. (0189-21)

The action alternatives seek to manage, but not eliminate, well visitation. Operators have already taken some measures to
reduce human visitation such as metering wells with radiotelemetry. Remote metering technologies do not eliminate the
need for human visitation, some level of human activity is still required because the remote-systems need to be checked,
well adjustments need to be made, and equipment needs to be inspected to prevent releases. The operations plan required
in Alternatives Il and Ill is another method to manage, but not eliminate, human visitation during the production phase
including during timing limitations.

The action alternatives seek to manage, but not eliminate, well visitation. Operators have already taken some measures to
reduce human visitation such as metering wells with radiotelemetry. Remote metering technologies do not eliminate the
need for human visitation, some level of human activity is still required because the remote-systems need to be checked,
well adjustments need to be made, and equipment needs to be inspected to prevent releases. The operations plan required
in Alternatives Il and Ill is another method to manage, but not eliminate, human visitation during the production phase
including during timing limitations.

The Ecological Site Map and seed mixes for the FCPA are in Appendix A.
There is no lack of specific reclamation standards. The reclamation standards are in Appendix A.
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Appendix A requires one monitoring location in each
ESD in a disturbance, such as a well pad. There are
as many as 8 ESDs in the area. Draft EA, Appx. A, at
Attachment 5. Appendix A also requires monitoring
sites every .25 mile of a linear disturbance, or at
every change of ESD, whichever comes first. Draft
EA, Appx. A, at 10. Again, in light of the potential
number of ESDs in the area, the monitoring
requirements imposed in the Draft EA could exceed
operators' reasonable expectations. The reasoning
for the extensive, onerous monitoring requirements is
unclear. The analysis in the Draft EA refers to the use
of ESDs only once, in the baseline information. Draft
EA, at 3-19. Beyond that, ESDs are only referred to
by reference through the reclamation standards set
forth in the Appendices. E.g., Draft EA, at 4-23.
Williams suggests BLM analyze and articulate why
the well-by-well monitoring and monitoring at .25 mile
increments on linear features are appropriate
measures, as opposed to monitoring on a larger
scale which would be a less onerous burden for
operators and be more cost-effective. (0189-21
cont'd)

Williams finds the current Purpose and Need
Statement of the Draft EA insufficient to support the
necessity of an RMP Amendment. The Federal
Lands Policy and Management Act ("FLPMA") does
not impose an affirmative duty on the BLM to amend
Resource Management Plans CRMP"). ONRC v.
ELM, 150 F.3d 1132, 1139 (9th Cir. 1998). Instead,
FLMPA directs the Secretary of the Interior to
"develop, maintain, and,when appropriate, revise
public land use plans." 43 USC 1712(a) (emphasis
added).

BLM regulations outline when amendment to an RMP
is appropriate: An amendment shall be initiated by
the need to consider monitoring and evaluation
findings, new data, new or revised policy, a change in
circumstances or a proposed action that may result in
a change in the scope of resource uses or a change
in the terms, conditions and decisions of the
approved plan. 43 C.F.R. 1610.5-5 (2009).

The purpose and need statement of the Draft EA
cites a need to consider new elk monitoring and
evaluation findings and the recent completion of an
inventory of paleontological resources. Draft EA, at
1-2 to 1-3. BLM regulations expressly discuss the
acquisition of new data, or monitoring and evaluation
findings as a reason to amend an RMP. 43 C.F.R.
1610.5-5. (0189-22)

The BLM Interdisciplinary Team reviewed reclamation plans from other field offices and worked with the State Office
reclamation specialist and the NRCS in preparing the Fortification Creek reclamation guide. The guide was reviewed by
several independent reclamation specialists representing the UWYO, conservation districts, private consultants, and CBNG
operators. BLM has determined that the proposed reclamation guide contains an appropriate level of monitoring
requirements. Governor Freudenthals comments illustrate the importance of a strong reclamation program which includes
monitoring: | remain concerned about the ability to reclaim disturbance on the steep slopes and highly erosive soils within
the FCPA, but believe that with proper oversight and monitoring, we can track reclamation success or lack there of and
adapt accordingly.There are 8 ESDs in the FCPA it is unlikely that all 8 would be present on each lease.

A plan amendment is required for several reasons: (1) the original Buffalo Resource Area (BRA) Resource Management
Plan (RMP) Record of Decision (ROD) did not consider the level of CBNG development that is currently anticipated; and (2)
BLM prohibited overhead power lines on Federal surface land within the FCPA in the BRA RMP; (3). BLM and the WGFD
have gathered additional information regarding the isolated elk herd within the FCPA, (4) an ACEC for the FCPA was
proposed by citizen groups.

Additionally, BLM Handbook 1601-1 states that new decisions are required if VI. A. 2. there are significant new
circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts VI.B.2.
Changes in intensity of use or impact levels for a particular resource 4. public comment or staff assessment indicating that
new information or changed circumstances warrant a reconsideration of the appropriate uses on particular tracts of public
lands.
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However, the elk data is comprised of WGFD
estimates of herd sizes and the development of
WGFD herd objectives from 2007 to 2009. It is
unclear how the new elk data, which is collected
annually by the WGFD, triggered a need for an RMP
Amendment since the PRB FEIS discussed the effect
of CBNG on elk habitat. See PRE FEIS, at 3-115
(discussing the impact of roads within 112 mile of elk
habitat), 3-132 (relying on seasonal elk data for four
herd units, including the Fortification Creek herd),
4-201 to 4-210 (discussing the effects on elk inside
and outside the FCPA under each alternative). With
respect to elk, Williams suggests the new data as
discussed in the purpose and need statement does
not rise to the level of requiring an RMP Amendment
and suggests the BLM clarify why the new elk data,
which will be new every year, is sufficient to trigger
this amendment. (0189-23)

Similarly, the reference to a paleontological inventory
in the FCPA is also unclear. Draft EA, at 1-2. The
paleontological study of the FCPA conducted by RJ.
Moses concluded there is a small likelihood of fossil
discovery in the FCPA. Id., at 3-42. It is unclear what
this study adds to the baseline data provided in the
PRB FEIS and its evaluation of the impacts on those
resources. PRB FEIS, at 3-56 to 3-57 (baseline
paleontological resources), 4-125 to 4-126
(evaluating the impacts to paleontological resources
under each alternative). Williams suggests the
paleontological survey is insufficient to trigger the
need for an RMP Amendment and recommends that
if the study does rise to that level, that BLM clarify
how this new data is sufficient to trigger the need for
this amendment. (0189-24)

Furthermore, NEPA's implementing regulations
provide that a purpose and need statement "shall
briefly specify the underlying purpose and need to
which the agency is responding in proposing the
alternatives including the proposed action.” 40 C.F.R.
1502.13. BLM's purpose and need in the Draft EA
focuses more on the purpose of preparing a NEPA
document, without sufficiently acknowledging the
underlying need under FLPMA, the Mineral Leasing
Act, and BLM regulations to balance the CBNG
leasing interests in the FCPA against protection of
resource values. (0189-25)

A plan amendment is required for several reasons: (1) the original Buffalo Resource Area (BRA) Resource Management
Plan (RMP) Record of Decision (ROD) did not consider the level of CBNG development that is currently anticipated; and (2)
BLM prohibited overhead power lines on Federal surface land within the FCPA in the BRA RMP; (3) BLM and the WGFD
have gathered additional information regarding the population levels and crucial winter and parturition (calving) ranges of an
isolated elk herd within the FCPA,; (4) an ACEC for the FCPA was proposed by citizen groups. Additionally, BLM Handbook
1601-1 states that new decisions are required if (VI. A. 2.) there are significant new circumstances or information relevant to
environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts (VI.B.2.) Changes in intensity of use or impact
levels for a particular resource (4.) public comment or staff assessment indicating that new information or changed
circumstances warrant a reconsideration of the appropriate mix of uses on particular tracts of public lands.

The paleontological inventory was conducted as part of baseline studies to determine the presence of fossils in the
Fortification Creek area because significant fossils exist in other parts of the Powder River Basin. The paleontological
inventory did not trigger a new RMPA. Please see response above.

As stated in the Purpose and Need section "The purpose of this Resource Management Plan Amendment
(RMPA)/Environmental Assessment (EA) is to provide the necessary level of analysis upon which to base a decision on
future CBNG development within the FCPA." and "An RMPA, and an EA prepared under NEPA, are needed to consider the
proposed ACEC designation and to consider possible new or changed management actions or other protective measures
that are not currently authorized in the existing land use plan."
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The energy policy embodied in the Energy Policy Act
was "necessary to ensure the country's continued
growth and prosperity and to protect our national
security.” Id. Williams recommends that BLM
incorporate into the purpose and need statement
some discussion of the nation's "immediate and
long-term need for energy resources," as well as the
need to facilitate development of existing oil and gas
leases in the area. See TRCP v. BLM, 2010 WL
3833735, at *4-*5. (0189-26)

NEPA regulations require that BLM "briefly explain®
why alternatives not considered in detail were
eliminated. 40 C.F.R. 1502.14. In Section 2.3, BLM
provides a brief discussion of the reasons why a
number of proposed alternatives were not considered
in detail, including a citizen proposal to expand the
planning area to encompass the entire elk yearlong
range. While this discussion is sufficient for NEPA
purposes, Williams recommends that BLM further
explain the myriad reasons for limiting the RMPA to
the northern range. (0189-27)

Section 4.6 of the Draft EA addresses the
socioeconomic impacts of continued management
under the No Action Alternative and implementing the
proposed restrictions on development in Alternatives
Il and Ill. The analysis, however, is incomplete in that
it does not address the loss in royalty income and ad
valorem and property taxes to the state and counties
of decreased development permitted under
Alternatives Il and Il in comparison to the No Action
Alternative. Rather, the analysis focuses on the
positive income stream associated with development
and ignores the fact (except as summarized in Table
4-41) that under BLM's proposed alternatives, the
state and counties will receive much less income
through royalties and taxes than under the No Action
Alternative given that fewer wells will be permitted in
the FCPA. See Draft EA, at 4-153 to 4-154.
(0189-28)

The purpose and need for the RMPA/EA is correctly stated.

As you just stated, the explanations for why alternatives were not considered in detail are adequate.

Table 4-41 provides appropriate and adequate information for the reader to easily see the differences between alternatives.
The table displays the differences in potential revenue between the alternatives.

State (Office of the Governor) and local government (Big Horn Mountains Coalition) comments indicate BLMs has found an
appropriate balance between environmental resource protection and potential revenues.
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Palma, Jack D. Williams recommends that BLM specifically discuss Table 4-41 provides appropriate and adequate information for the reader to easily see the differences between alternatives.
Williams Production the negative impact to state and county revenues of The table displays the differences in potential revenue between the alternatives. State (Office of the Governor) and local
Company restricting development in the FCPA. Particularly, government (Big Horn Mountains Coalition) comments indicate BLM has found an appropriate balance between

under Alternatives Il and lll, the state and counties environmental resource protection and potential revenues.

will realize a decrease in tax revenues. Also, under
Alternatives Il and Ill, fewer jobs will be created,
which changes the social impacts discussed in
Section 4.6.2. Williams also recommends that BLM
address the economic impact of restricted
development on the companies owning leases in the
FCPA. None of the alternatives discuss the economic
impact on lessees. The No Action Alternative
provides for more well sites and complete realization
of "all" of the CBNG resources. Alternatives Il and Ill
provide for fewer wells, which decreases the lessees'
costs of development but risks foreclosing the ability
to fully develop "all" the CBNG resource as permitted
under the lease terms. (0189-29)

Palma, Jack D. BLM was correct to limit its cumulative impact review | BLM modeled potential development within the FCPA based on the requirements of the three alternatives. BLM maintains
Williams Production for the Carr Draw IV and other PODs in the southern | this is a valid approach to compare the alternatives.
Company portion of the range to only those future activities that

had been proposed-either submitted to the Wyoming
Oil and Gas Conservation Commission or BLM for
approval. By contrast, the reasonably foreseeable
development scenario for the RMPA process in the
FCPA Draft EA is broad and expansive, incorporating
potential development of all the leases in the area in
order to capture the maximum potential development
for planning purposes. (0189-30)

Palma, Jack D. Williams recommends the following clarifications and  BLM appropriately set the baseline as that amount of security habitat available when they began analysis for the Draft
Williams Production revisions to the elk impact analysis. First, the Draft RMPA/EA (2009) and used the appropriate data available at the time of their analysis. The cumulative effects analysis
Company EA at 4-74 measures impacts to security habitat accounted for actions that were reasonably foreseeable at the time.

against a baseline set in 2009. More recent data is
available, as cited in EAs for POD development in the
southern range, and could be used to update the
baseline for existing security habitat to 2010 figures.

(0189-31)
Palma, Jack D. Second, one of the performance based objectives for | BLM clarified this in Appendix B.
Williams Production elk in Alternative Il is maintenance of 80% or greater
Company of 2005 security habitat levels within the crucial

ranges and the yearlong range. See Draft EA, Appx.
B, at 1 (Objective 6). If BLM ultimately adopts
performance based measures, it must clarify that the
80% security habitat threshold in Appendix B applies
only to habitat within the FCPA, and does not apply
to security habitat in the southern portion of the elk
range. The text of the EA implies that this is the case,
see Draft EA, at 4-76, but without clarification, the
Appendix appears to apply an 80% threshold to the
entire yearlong range. (0189-32)
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Third, Williams is concerned with BLM's ultimate
conclusion that "[b]oth Alternatives Il (prescriptive)
and Alternative Il (performance based) would enable
retention of 31 ,663 to 33,687 acres of security
habitat and, thus, provide sufficient habitat to balance
the forecasted impacts of development outside of the
FCPA" Draft EA, at 4-76. Williams agrees that given
the concentration of elk in the FCPA and existing
development in the southern range, maintenance of
habitat in the northern range is important to maintain
the elk herd. But, the elk herd remains above
Wyoming Game and Fish Department population
goals and can remain viable with responsible CBNG
development. A conclusion based on acreage, and
not elk population percentages, risks the possibility
that development over a large portion of the FCPA
may be arbitrarily precluded, resulting in substantial
CBNG remaining in the ground. Such a conclusion is
also inconsistent with the performance based
approach in which BLM will review population trends
quarterly and apply adaptive management. Williams
supports the use of adaptive management based on
elk populations and recommends BLM resolve the
inconsistency between population trends and
acreage limitations in the final EA. (0189-33)

BLM identified seven performance standards based upon population (1), production (1), survival (2), elk use or habitat
effectiveness (2), and security habitat (1). A suite of standards were determined to be necessary as biological resources are
extremely complex and can be affected in numerous ways and require various durations of time to become evident.
Population impacts may take several years to become apparent, by which time it may become too late for a small isolated
population such as the Fortification Creek elk herd to recover. Habitat based measures provide for immediate verification, no
time delay. With the adaptive management approach, BLM retains the ability to adjust habitat standards if warranted based
upon the results of elk use monitoring.
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Finally, BLM should expressly acknowledge that
impacts to the Fortification Creek elk herd by CBNG
development are compounded by the fact that the
herd is hunted. While some elk populations are able
to adapt to human disturbance and development, i.e.,
when "activity is predictable and non-lethal," "[h]unted
populations show a reduced tendency to habituate.”
Draft EA, at 4-50. BLM has already observed that elk
tend to avoid areas undergoing CBNG development.
However, once construction is completed, elk begin
to return to the area. There is no reason the
Fortification Creek elk herd could not learn to
habituate to predictable and regular human presence
required for operations like elk in other areas.
However, the fact that the herd remains hunted
prevents habituation in many areas and exacerbates
habitat impacts. A possible solution, though
unpopular, would be to prohibit hunting or limit its
geographic extent to allow the elk herd to habituate to
existing activities during the operations period. While
BLM does not have regulatory authority over elk
hunting, NEPA requires that all reasonable mitigation
measures be identified, even those that may fall
outside the agency's jurisdiction. CEQ, Forty Most
Asked Questions, 46 Fed. Reg. 18026 (Mar. 23,
1981) (Question 19b) ("All relevant, reasonable
mitigation measures that could improve the project
are to be identified, even if they are outside the
jurisdiction of the lead agency or the cooperating
agencies, and thus would not be committed as part of
the RODs of these agencies. "). (0189-34)

It should also be noted that hunting, not CBNG
development, continues to have by far and away the
greatest impact on elk numbers. As the Draft EA
states, 60 elk were harvested from the Fortification
Creek elk herd in 2009. Draft EA, at 3-30. Indeed, the
elk population in the Fortification Creek area was
specifically targeted for reduction by WGFD as more
licenses were issued in recent years in an effort to
decrease the herd size. 2006 WGFD Job Completion
Report for the Fortification Creek Elk Herd, at 169,
171-72,179. By contrast, there is no evidence that
CBNG development has led to the death of a single
elk to this point. Thus, regulating the hunt is perhaps
as critical or even more critical to managing the
health of the herd as regulating CBNG development.
BLM should consider working with WGPD to ensure
a comprehensive approach to elk management that
limits hunting to the extent necessary to
accommodate development and ensures the
long-term viability of the herd. (0189-35)

Following is the full text of CEQ, Forty Most Asked Questions, 46 Fed. Reg. 18026 (Mar. 23, 1981) (Question 19b) 19b. How
should an EIS treat the subject of available mitigation measures that are (1) outside the jurisdiction of the lead or
cooperating agencies, or (2) unlikely to be adopted or enforced by the responsible agency.

A. All relevant, reasonable mitigation measures that could improve the project are to be identified, even if they are outside
the jurisdiction of the lead agency or the cooperating agencies, and thus would not be committed as part of the RODs of
these agencies. Sections 1502.16(h), 1505.2(c). This will serve to [46 FR 18032] alert agencies or officials who can
implement these extra measures, and will encourage them to do so. Because the EIS is the most comprehensive
environmental document, it is an ideal vehicle in which to lay out not only the full range of environmental impacts but also
the full spectrum of appropriate mitigation.

However, to ensure that environmental effects of a proposed action are fairly assessed, the probability of the mitigation
measures being implemented must also be discussed. Thus the EIS and the Record of Decision should indicate the
likelihood that such measures will be adopted or enforced by the responsible agencies. Sections 1502.16(h), 1505.2. If there
is a history of nonenforcement or opposition to such measures, the EIS and Record of Decision should acknowledge such
opposition or nonenforcement. If the necessary mitigation measures will not be ready for a long period of time, this fact, of
course, should also be recognized.

The WGFD manages the elk population with hunting an essential management strategy. The population is monitored
annually and hunting quotas adjusted accordingly. Elimination of hunting was not considered reasonable and therefore it
was not evaluated.

BLM has a longstanding working relationship with the WGFD which includes a comprehensive approach to elk management
to ensure the long-term viability of the Fortification Creek herd. Components of the comprehensive strategy include habitat
enhancements, livestock grazing management, water management, and hunting. Hunting is an essential component to
balance the population level with available habitat and landowner concerns.CBNG does result in less direct mortality than
hunting. However, CBNG activities have many other direct, indirect, and cumulative effects on the long-term viability of the
herd. Displacement from CBNG activities, particularly during crucial periods of the annual elk life cycle, may lead to reduced
production or survival. Long-term or chronic displacement may lead to overcrowding and habitat deterioration within the
WSA or eventual abandonment of the FCPA.
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In balancing multiple uses within the FCPA, Williams
encourages BLM to consider the practical effect of its
management decision to lessees with lease rights
granted by BLM in this area. BLM must honor these
leases and the right to develop "all" of the mineral
estate subject to lease terms. Williams supports the
responsible development of these leases subject to
reasonable mitigation measures. As outlined in this
comment letter, however, Williams opposes
measures that are overly restrictive and that may
preclude development, particularly when applied in
the aggregate as "death by a thousand cuts.”
(0189-36)

However, PAW has issue with Alternatives Il and Il
that would impose overwhelming new limits on
natural gas development in the Fortification Creek
Planning Area (FCPA) further limiting exploration and
production activities. This limitation will impact local
employment opportunities; local, state and federal
revenue streams; and national supplies of a clean
burning energy resource. At a time when many local
and state (0190-1)

governments, and the federal government, are
finding it difficult to maintain budgetary revenues, the
predicted tax and royalty revenue loss associated
with Alternatives Il and Ill appears excessive. In
reviewing Table 4-41 (Draft RMPA/EA page 4-149)
and comparing Alternative | to Alternatives Il and IlI,
approximately $115 million in potential tax and royalty
revenues are lost with the reduction in well
development predicted in Alternatives Il and III.
Additionally, these added restrictions would cause
the loss of up to 100 high paying jobs. PAW suggests
that BLM and the various governments should
consider finding a more appropriate balance between
environmental resource protection and potential
revenues that will ultimately benefit the local
communities. (0190-1 cont'd)

PAW believes a more appropriate balance should
include maximizing well development implemented in
combination with an adaptive management strategy
that includes scientifically based elk impact
thresholds and phased development. Alternatives I
and Il are overreaching in their management goals
for elk secure and effective habitat retention, and
places off limits far too much of the areas oil and gas
resources. For example, protecting 100 percent of
the overlapping crucial secure habitats denies
operators an opportunity to responsibly develop lands
duly leased by the federal government. (0190-2)

The BLM Mission statement is as follows "The Bureau of Land Management is responsible for stewardship of our public
lands. The BLM is committed to manage, protect and improve these lands in a manner to serve the needs of the American
people. Management is based on the principles of multiple use and sustained yield of our nation's resources within a
framework of environmental responsibility and scientific technology. These resources include recreation, rangelands, timber,
minerals, watershed, fish and wildlife habitat, wilderness, air and scenic quality, as well as scientific and cultural values."
The Draft RMPA/EA is consistent with the letter and spirit of the BLM's mission statement. The plan represents an
appropriate balance between environmental protection and CBNG recovery. State (Office of the Governor) and local
government (Big Horn Mountains Coalition) comments indicate BLM's has found an appropriate balance between
environmental protection and CBNG development.

BLM anticipates that development in Fortification Creek would support approximately 227 jobs in surrounding counties and
an increase of federal, state, and local revenues of $204 million.

BLM has chosen Alternative llIl, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative Ill, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required.

The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three
geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development within each of the geographic phases.

Under Alternative lll, as in all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the number of wells will be based on
meeting the security habitat standard and the other performance standards. The numbers are an estimate and actual
number of wells is likely to be different.
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Protection of the area's wildlife is important and so
are elk impact thresholds. A plan should be
developed that allows greater access to the
resources than Alternatives Il and Ill allows. Yet, it is
still important to hold operators responsible for
developing the area without undue degradation. With
elk response thresholds in place and with a well
implemented adaptive management plan, the need to
artificially restrict the loss of secure habitat on a
percentage basis is questionable. Periodic scientific
monitoring of the elk will reveal how industry is doing
and BLM can respond accordingly through adaptive
management. (0190-3)

The prescriptive portions for location of facilities,
management of water and potential limitations on
well site visits found in Alternatives Il are excessive
and harmful to leaseholders access to the mineral
resources. This inflexible management approach
would not promote the desired orderly development
of mineral resources. In contrast, one element of
Alternative Il that is supportable is that it provides an
opportunity for resolution of the various issues by
working with operators to implement Best
Management Practices and employ cooperative
performance based solutions. (0190-4)

In summary, BLM should craft a decision that
combines elements of each alternative. Such a plan
would support maximum development while
implementing a phased development approach with
adaptive management strategies identified in the
Alternatives Il and Il without the artificial restriction of
elk habitat loss. (0190-5)

Reservoirs and water management facilities should
not be banned outside winter and parturition ranges
but should be located on a performance-based
objective. (0190-6)

A blanketed ban on surface disturbance on slopes of
25% or more or highly erosive soils fails to recognize
best management practices or improvements in
technology. BLM should allow exemptions to the 25%
slope restriction when operators submit a detailed
construction and reclamation plan. (0190-7)

As stated in Appendix B, monitoring data will be reviewed to assess trends and determine if any thresholds have been
crossed. The thresholds are guides for adaptive management. If a threshold is crossed it will not be automatic that
management actions will change.

Additional well proposals may be denied or deferred, if a performance standard threshold is crossed. Any denials or
deferrals will be in accordance with applicable statutes and regulations.

BLM acknowledges that adaptive management should be bilateral, that is to allow for increased development when
supported by the monitoring data.The performance based standards of Alternative Il allow for flexibility and adaptation. If
the monitoring results indicate the elk are acclimating to CBNG activity then the security habitat standard may be adjusted
allowing for additional CBNG development.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on roads, water facilities, and visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with
the identified performance standards would be required.

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required.

The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three
geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development within each of the geographic phases.

Under Alternative Ill, as in all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the number of wells will be based on
meeting the security habitat standard and the other performance standards. The numbers are an estimate and actual
number of wells is likely to be different.

BLM has chosen Alternative Ill, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative 1ll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required.

Alternative 1l provides for the operator's ability to develop steep slopes and highly erosive soils. Operators should be able to
prepare acceptable reclamation plans based upon their previous successful experiences.
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While phased development allows opportunity to
periodically evaluate impacts and ensure no undue
environmental degradation, phased development
should not be so restrictive as to hinder the lease
rights of those in the subsequent phases. Phased
development must be reasonable and economically,
as well as, technically feasible and not be excessively
prohibitive as to subsequent development. (0190-8)

Development thresholds must be flexible enough to
ensure operators with lease holdings in the
subsequent phases will not be affected if the
thresholds are exceeded. (0190-9)

BLM should allow for exemptions to development
during periods of timing limitations to be evaluated on
a case-by-case basis. Well visitation should be
allowed during timing limitation designations.
(0190-10)

A one-year delay in development so successful
interim reclamation can be completed does not meet
the purpose and need of the document and does not
adequately meet the rights of the lease holder.
(0190-11)

BLM should not require reclamation to be better than
what existed or exists on the native landscape. It is
an unrealistic expectation that operators can limit
cheat grass in final reclamation when adjacent,
undisturbed lands are infested. (0190-12)

Standards for final reclamation must remain flexible
and take into consideration the desires of private
surface owners. (0190-13)

Additional designations, such as an Area of Critical
Environmental Concern (ACEC) or Wildlife Habitat
Management Areas (WHMA), are not needed nor
warranted. The goals of protecting elk herds,
preserving visual resources and minimizing soil
erosion and impacts to water quality can be
accomplished without the designation of an ACEC or
WHMA. (0190-14)

PAW believes there needs to be an acceptable level
of flexibility allowed in the placement and siting of
overhead power lines. The area is a Class Il Visual
Resource Area and overhead power lines are
consistent within this classification. (0190-15)

The RMPA/EA honors valid existing lease rights; natural gas development will be regulated under the terms and stipulations
of the existing leases. Many leases within the FCPA carry a Controlled Surface Use stipulation which states surface
occupancy or use within the Fortification Creek Area will be restricted or prohibited unless the operator and surface
managing agency arrive at an acceptable plan for mitigation of anticipated impacts. BLM maintains this RMPA/EA
represents the means to achieving an acceptable plan for the mitigation of anticipated impacts. Phased development is a
compatible and important component of the plan.

The performance based standards of Alternative Il allow for flexibility and adaptation. If the monitoring results indicate the
elk are acclimating to CBNG activity then the security habitat standard may be adjusted allowing for additional CBNG
development.

The preferred alternative would allocate security habitat by geographic phase. This would retain at least 80% of the elk
security habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for
development within each of the geographic phases.

Operators may certainly request exemptions to be analyzed prior to or even subsequent to the site-specific NEPA analysis
for the POD. Operators may also commit to measures within their proposals which could potentially alleviate the need for
timing limitations. The action alternatives seek to manage, but not eliminate, well visitation during timing limitation periods.
Operators have already taken some measures to reduce human visitation such as metering wells with radiotelemetry.
Remote metering technologies do not eliminate the need for human visitation, some level of human activity is still required
because the remote-systems need to be checked, well adjustments need to be made, and equipment needs to be inspected
to prevent releases. The operations plan required in Alternatives Il and Il is another method to manage, but not eliminate,
human visitation during the production phase including during timing limitations.

One requirement of a NEPA analysis is to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives. The one-year development delay is
included within Alternative Il but is not included in Alternatives | and Ill. BLM has determined that the alternatives analyzed
represent a reasonable range. Alternative Il includes performance based reclamations standards, development may
proceed when BLM determines that the standards are met.

Reclamation standards are based upon the ecological site potential, which is based upon the native landscape. BLM
acknowledges that operators are not responsible for invasive plant control beyond their authorized work areas, and that
invasive species encroachment from adjacent areas is likely. However, operators are still required to control invasive
species to allow for native vegetation recovery within their authorized work areas. This may not mean complete invasive
eradication, especially for cheat grass, but it also does not mean that operators are not responsible for invasive weeds
control.

As stated in Appendix A, "The standards for successful reclamation set forth in this document for soil stability and ground
cover must be met." regardless of surface ownership. Private surface owners will be consulted on reclamation and seed
mixture for their lands. Reclamation standards for year two and three are based on vegetation recovery. BLM will use this
approach on private surface, the species composition requirement may be modified based upon surface owner desires.

One requirement of a NEPA analysis is to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives. Only Alternative Il calls for
designating an ACEC and/or WHMA. BLM has determined that the alternatives analyzed represent a reasonable range.

One requirement of a NEPA analysis is to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives. Alternative | prohibits overhead power
on BLM surface while Alternatives Il and Il provide different approaches to siting overhead power on BLM and private
surface. BLM has determined that the alternatives analyzed represent a reasonable range.
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Bensel, Bill | urge BLM to protect this area which holds so many Oil and gas development has taken place within the FCPA since the 1970s (refer to Figure 3-13). Since the 1970s, BLM has
rare assets in the Powder River Basin: a well enacted lease stipulations for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. In 1982 BLM
established desert elk herd, terrific wildlife habitat developed an oil and gas protection plan for the FCPA (BLM 1982). Present day lease stipulations require an acceptable
represented by steep terrain with northern slopes well  plan for the protection of sensitive resources (steep slopes, fragile watersheds and/or crucial elk habitat); this RMPA/EA
timbered in juniper, springs and grazing lands. represents the acceptable plan. The RMPA/EA maintains the direction of previous management decisions.

(0191-1)

Both action alternatives evaluated in this RMPA/EA would allow CBNG development, while providing protection of steep
slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. Alternative Il uses a prescriptive approach while Alternative 11l follows a
performance based approach with established standards for elk protection and reclamation.

The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
under both Alternatives Il and Il including the following:

1. A phased approach to drilling which provides areas free from development at all times;

. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;

. A work activity management plan to reduce disruptive activities;

. Security habitat standards;

. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;

. TLs for raptor nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats; and
. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats.

O©oO~NO U~ WwN

Under Alternative 11, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on compression and water facilities,
and prohibitions on surface water discharge and surface disturbing activities on sensitive soils. Under Alternative lll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required.

Bensel, Bill It also has potential for increasing public access and Thank you for your recommendation. Providing additional public access is outside the scope of this RMPA/EA.
use. One public access point exists to the northeast
of Fortification. Other additional access should be
provided by BLM in cooperation with state agencies
and private landowners. (0191-2)

Bensel, Bill Unfortunately, attempts to pursue "phased BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative IlI, the
development" to prevent extirpation of elk seemedto  CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
have failed due to BLM bureaucracy and lack of on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
multiple use vision. (0191-3) identified performance standards would be required. The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security

habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases.
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Bensel, Bill | oppose any drilling in the Fortification Creek Area Oil and gas development has taken place within the FCPA since the 1970s (refer to Figure 3-13). Since the 1970s, BLM has
under the current alternatives, which would cause enacted lease stipulations for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. In 1982 BLM
significant impacts and irreversible damage without developed an oil and gas protection plan for the FCPA (BLM 1982). Present day lease stipulations require an acceptable
sufficient protection. BLM made commitments since plan for the protection of sensitive resources (steep slopes, fragile watersheds and/or crucial elk habitat); this RMPA/EA
the 1970s to protect this area and this proposed plan  represents the acceptable plan. The RMPA/EA maintains the direction of previous management decisions.
fails to implement those protective criteria regarding
CBM development proposals. An Area of Critical Both action alternatives evaluated in this RMPA/EA would allow CBNG development, while providing protection of steep
Environmental Concern, Wilderness Study Area as slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. Alternative Il uses a prescriptive approach while Alternative 11l follows a
well as Special Fortification Management Area have performance based approach with established standards for elk protection and reclamation.
all been designated by BLM. The BLM should not
now sway from their history of valuing and preserving | The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
Fortification Creek and surrounding areas. (0191-4) under both Alternatives Il and Ill including the following:

1. A phased approach to drilling which provides areas free from development at all times;

2. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;

3. A work activity management plan to reduce disruptive activities;

4. Security habitat standards;

5. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;

6. TLs for raptor nests;

7. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;

8. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats; and
9. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats.
Under Alternative 11, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on compression and water facilities,
and prohibitions on surface water discharge and surface disturbing activities on sensitive soils.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans
compatible with the identified performance standards would be required.

Bensel, Bill Please protect the Fortification Creek Area by The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afford special protections through a number of management actions
ensuring sufficient habitat is available for the elk including the following:
herd, minimizing noise and disruptive activities, A phased approach to drilling which keeps 2/3 of the area free from development at any one time;Timing Limitations (TL) on
preventing drilling on steep slopes (0191-5) when drilling can occur;Restrictions on development on steep slopes. This protects the elk herd because then generally

prefer the more rugged terrain where there is more cover;Restrictions on road density and number of miles. This protects
the elk herd by protecting and security habitat;Restrictions on placement of water and other facilities in crucial winter and
calving areas; Restrictions on well visitation;TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;TLs for raptor nests;Disturbance-free
buffer zones for mountain plover nests;Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and nesting
habitats;andDisturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and nesting habitats.

Bensel, Bill and areas with erosive soils and poor reclamation
potential, and requiring phased CBM operations
based on successful reclamation criteria (0191-5
cont'd)

Bensel, Bill CBM development in this area has already caused If it is unclear whether an action would have a significant effect, an environmental assessment (EA) is prepared (40 CFR
and will continue to cause significant impacts. BLM 1508.9(a)). If the EA analysis shows the action would not have a significant effect, a Finding of No Significant Impact
should conduct an environmental impact statement to  (FONSI) documents that there is no need for an environmental impact statement (EIS) (40 CFR 1508.13). The action
fully analyze projected impacts and develop alternatives analyzed in the Draft RMPA/EA indicate that there are no significant environmental impacts. Additionally, there
mitigation measures that will prevent or reduce those  are performance standards in place for the protection of soil, water, and wildlife resources including elk. Monitoring
impacts. (0191-6) programs for elk, water, soils, and other resources enable adaptive management if actual effects differ from the anticipated

effects.
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Barlow, Bernie | oppose any drilling in the Fortification Creek Area
under the current alternatives which would cause
significant impacts and irreversible damage to this
incredible place. BLM should conduct an
environmental impact statement to fully analyze
projected impacts and develop mitigation measures
that will prevent those impacts. (0192-1)

Freudenthal, Dave | remain concerned about the ability to reclaim

Governor of Wyoming disturbance on the steep slopes and highly erosive
soils within the Fortification Creek Planning Area, but
believe that with proper oversight and monitoring, we
can track reclamation success - or lack thereof - and
adapt accordingly. (0193-1)

Oil and gas development has taken place within the FCPA since the 1970s (refer to Figure 3-13). Since the 1970s, BLM has
enacted lease stipulations for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. In 1982 BLM
developed an oil and gas protection plan for the FCPA (BLM 1982). Present day lease stipulations require an acceptable
plan for the protection of sensitive resources (steep slopes, fragile watersheds and/or crucial elk habitat); this RMPA/EA
represents the acceptable plan. The RMPA/EA maintains the direction of previous management decisions.

Both action alternatives evaluated in this RMPA/EA would allow CBNG development, while providing protection of steep
slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. Alternative Il uses a prescriptive approach while Alternative 11l follows a
performance based approach with established standards for elk protection and reclamation.

The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
under both Alternatives Il and Il including the following:

1. A phased approach to drilling which provides areas free from development at all times;

2. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;

. A work activity management plan to reduce disruptive activities;

. Security habitat standards;

. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;

. TLs for raptor nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats; and
. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats.

O©oOoO~NOULhW

Under Alternative 11, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on compression and water facilities,
and prohibitions on surface water discharge and surface disturbing activities on sensitive soils.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans
compatible with the identified performance standards would be required.

If it is unclear whether an action would have a significant effect, an environmental assessment (EA) is prepared (40 CFR
1508.9(a)). If the EA analysis shows the action would not have a significant effect, a Finding of No Significant Impact
(FONSI) documents that there is no need for an environmental impact statement (EIS) (40 CFR 1508.13). The action
alternatives analyzed in the Draft RMPA/EA indicate that there are no significant environmental impacts. Additionally, there
are measures in place for the protection of soil, water, cultural, and wildlife resources including elk. A monitoring program
enables adaptive management if actual effects differ from the anticipated effects.

Alternative lll requires the identified reclamation standards to be met prior to proceeding to the next phase. First year
disturbances must be seeded and stabilized. Stabilization and revegetation standards reduce erosion and lead to a quicker
restoration of native habitats. Successful reclamation is important to ensure large areas of surface disturbance are not left in
unstable or unvegetated states which would then require additional reclamation work.
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This said, one key element that is missing from the
draft RMP Amendment and EA is a defined funding
source for monitoring both in terms of elk numbers
and movement and habitat integrity. Absent funding,
the long-term sustainability of the natural gas play
and health of the elk herd and other wildlife could be
threatened. Relying on Washington for funding, given
current federal budget projections, is a fools errand.
As such, | would hope that prior to any development
being authorized, the industry will either proffer
funding to complete the necessary, long-term
monitoring or the BLM will require such funding as a
pre-condition of project approval. At the end of the
day, however, industry funding should not be made
tantamount to industry control over the data or
studies. Study design and control over the monitoring
process must be independent and unbiased
ventures. Industry and the public should be allowed
to comment on the accoutrements of the monitoring
strategy, but as an ultimate end, neither should be
allowed to control it. (0193-2)

| still fear that the plan is devoid of management
specifics. Appendix B speaks with specificity about
management objectives, but is express to say that [i]f
a threshold is crossed it will not be automatic that
management actions will change. My question is:
what will trigger a change in management, for better
or worse? Further: What changes will then be
instituted? | certainly could foresee circumstances
where our initial analysis is overly prescriptive and,
with proper monitoring, enhanced development could
be authorized at the Plan of Development (POD) or
Application for Permit to Drill (APD) phases (which,
admittedly, in most cases are concurrent analyses).
Similarly, | could envision a circumstance where
management indicators show that the pace of
development should be slowed or alternative
development options should be considered. Again,
the management objectives are fairly well
established, even if they are only guidance, but the
process by which the work of adaptive management
will be undertaken lacks sufficient detail. While | trust
the good intentions of the BLM today, such trust is
generally relationship dependent and predicated on
certain individuals being in certain decision-making
positions (0193-3)

While the Fortification Creek Planning Area boundary
has independent and historical significance, | would
hope that BLM is keen to acknowledge that
cumulative effects, including effects on wildlife,
habitat and watersheds, must be accounted for and
accommodated in the adaptive management process
(0193-4)

BLM is pursuing funding sources including from CBNG companies. Project approval will require monitoring commitments, as
APD permitting will be dependent upon meeting the performance standards. The WGFD and University of Wyoming
assisted BLM in designing the monitoring program.

BLM acknowledges that adaptive management should be bilateral, that is to allow for increased development when
supported by the monitoring data. The performance based standards of Alternative Ill allow for flexibility and adaptation. If
the monitoring results indicate the elk are acclimating to CBNG activity then the security habitat standard may be adjusted
allowing for additional CBNG development.

BLM is currently using the RMPA/EA elk modeling approach to help determine cumualtive impacts for PODs south of the
FCPA and anticipates using the modeling approach for PODs in the FCPA.
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Certainly, the ongoing RMP amendment for the entire
Buffalo Field Office will provide a mechanism by
which development and conditions across the Field
Office can be tracked and tabulated, including
impacts adjacent to the Fortification Creek Planning
boundary. But | caution that the traditional 30,000
foot RMP perspective may not be sufficient in the
long-run to account for the site-specific circumstance
of Fortification Creek and surrounds. Thus each POD
and APD must be carefully crafted to account for
changing circumstances and impacts from
neighboring development (0193-5)

While | appreciate the need to detail the time
between the phases of development for industry
certainty, | would hope that the process would not be
overly hard-wired. Managers must be able to account
for changed circumstances and adapt management
prescriptions accordingly, including accounting for
any lag effect where there is a delay between when
latent issues arise and when they become apparent
on the ground. (0193-6)

Conversely, | would hope for flexibility and enhanced
development opportunities if the monitoring favors a
more aggressive timeframe for development, even in
the face of already authorized development. In this
regard, | appreciate the consideration of specific
disturbance thresholds for elk security and other
habitat. However, as time passes and we learn more
about elk behavior and response, including any
habituation to development, strict adherence to these
thresholds might need to be reconsidered. The POD
and APD processes will be the mechanisms by which
the BLM applies either a brake or an accelerator, but
the BLM must be properly informed with robust
monitoring data before POD and APD approvals are
granted. (0193-7)

PODs and APDs within the FCPA will be evaluated in accordance witht the Fortification Creek RMPA/EA.

Alternative lll is an adaptive management approach that includes scientific monitoring of elk. BLM will respond in
accordance with the monitoring results, potentially tightening management but also relaxing management restrictions where

appropriate.

BLM will respond in accordance with the monitoring results, potentially tightening management but also relaxing

management restrictions where appropriate.
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| would ask that the oft quoted carpenters rule of BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
measure twice and cut once be applied, especially at | CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards. As part of this Alternative, is an adaptive
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Freudenthal, Dave
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the initial site selection phase. Avoiding impacts is management process.
always less costly than cleaning up a mess. Certainly
the stipulations that are attached to most of the
leases in the Planning Area dictate a thoughtful, well
conceived plan for dealing with the difficult terrains
and soils within Fortification Creek. Matched with
proper site selection, thoughtful planning and a well
balanced POD, | am confident that development can
go forward, even in the difficult to reclaim locations.
However, in the event that my somewhat hopeful
prediction proves false, | would hope that the BLM
would use the adaptive management process to alter
course in a timely and orderly manner and ensure the
integrity of Fortification Creeks trademark
topography, up to and including a requirement for
avoidance of certain slopes and soils. (0193-8)

While | am not completely satisfied with the Thank you for your comment.

Department of the Interiors treatment of certain
categorical exclusions authorized pursuant to the
Energy Policy Act of 2005, my previously stated fears
that Fortification Creek might be developed though
an ill-conceived patchwork of categorical exclusions
have been diminished. The RMP Amendment and
EA, paired with the administrative actions of the
Department, have eased my level of concern.
However, | continue to believe that Congressional
action to amend Section 390(b)(3) to remove land
use plan level analysis as a justification for
categorical exclusions is a wise use of legislative
forethought, even if it is only an afterthought.

(0193-9)
No doubt, many will call on you to select this BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
Alternative or that management prescription. | only CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards.

ask that you take the wise, informed and middle
course, which weaves among the three alternatives.
Ultimately, the success of the RMP Amendment and
EA will come down to implementation in the field. If
BLM is cautious and the adaptive management
regime can be appropriately calibrated through
comprehensive and appropriate monitoring, specific
concerns about erosive soils and steep slopes along
with the health of the elk herd, other species of
(0193-10)

wildlife and the their habitat can be adequately
addressed. If, on the other hand, BLM locks into a
mechanical application of the standards and forgets
its peripheral vision, | believe these important
resources, along with the development of important
and strategic natural gas reserves, will suffer.
(0193-10 cont'd)
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We endorse Alternative | "No Action” for the following
reasons: Alternatives Il and 11l will have a significant
impact on the socio-economic health of the area by
reducing the number of jobs and tax revenue in
Sheridan, Johnson and Campbell Counties. The
Powder River Basin in general has suffered during
the ongoing recession, due to leasing and permitting
delays in coalbed natural gas development, appeals
by environmental groups, and of course, low natural
gas prices. Under the Alternative Il & 1ll management
scenario, up to 50% or more (726 new wells - subject
to BLM approval) of the potential of FCPA would be
constrained, thus threatening long-term high quality
job creation in the exploration, development,
gathering and reclamation sectors. (0194-1)

There is no need to establish an Area of Critical
Environmental Concern (ACEC). Numbers in the
resident elk herd are more than sufficient, according
to Wyoming Game & Fish data. In fact, the WGFD
has increased the number of permits available to
reduce populations. Most of the FCPA's elk herd
range is overlain by private lands and is (0194-2)

therefore (unless by special permission) off limits to
the general public for hunting. It is also well
documented anecdotally that the herd moves on and
off FCPA, and has been sighted as far north as
Montana. Alternative | establishes criteria for NSO
from November through June, which is appropriately
protective of winter and parturition ranges. (0194-2
cont'd)

FCPA has not in the past and does not now meet the
criteria for wilderness designation. Given the amount
of wilderness priorities in Wyoming, the likelihood of a
Congressionally driven wilderness designation in the
FCPA is slim to none. (0194-3)

Operators have purchased valid leases in the FCPA,
under legal and appropriate guidelines. Under the
BLM's own rules and regulations contained in
Onshore Order #1, they have a right to expect timely
APD processing and permitting. Alternative | allows
for reasonable development, while maximizing
revenues to local, state and federal governments.
(0194-4)

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases.

Under Alternative lll, as in all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the number of wells will be based on
meeting the security habitat standard and the other performance standards. The numbers are an estimate and actual
number of wells is likely to be different.

BLM anticipates that development in Fortification Creek would support approximately 227 jobs in surrounding counties and
an increase of federal, state, and local revenues of $204 million.

Under Alternative lll, the Preferred Alternative, an ACEC is not designated.

BLM did not recommend the WSA for wilderness in the 1985 Buffalo RMP (p. 15, 18). If Congress were to act upon and
follow BLM's recommendation then the WSA would be opened to oil and gas leasing.

The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be an acceptable use of the
public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right and privilege to drill for,
mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the terms and conditions
incorporated in the lease. The BLM cannot interfere with valid existing rights once leases are granted. However, BLM can
mitigate development, typically in the form of COAs attached to the APD, to reduce environmental impacts identified through
site-specific NEPA reviews. Mitigation that would render a proposed operation uneconomic or is technically unfeasible is not
considered to be consistent with a lessees rights and cannot be required absent a lease stipulation unless it is determined
that such mitigation is required to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation of public lands or resources. Mitigation
required to prevent unnecessary or undue degradation under FLPMA is within the terms of the lease, since all leases are
subject to applicable laws and regulations. BLM can also limit drilling rates if the result would exceed a State or Federal
standard or otherwise violate a legal requirement or policy under which BLM must manage the site.
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Please require an integrated pest management plan
for all disturbance and not just areas where there is
an identified weed infestation. Once an area has
been affected it is susceptible to weed infestation so
management practices that prevent the spread of
weeds are usually more successful than trying to
control them after they have become established.
(0196-1)

Spraying an area prior to affecting it for both noxious
and cheatgrass (this is one of BLMs
recommendations). Seeding immediately with a cover
crop all disturbed areas, including topsoil stockpiles
and then during the next seeding season, spring or
fall, seeding with the permanent seed mix. Seeding
rate should be at least 16 Ibs PLS/acre drilled and at
least 30 Ibs PLS/acre broadcast seeded even on the
Shallow Clayey and Very Shallow Sites. | realize this
will reduce diversity but it should prevent niches for
noxious weeds and cheatgrass. Drill row spacing
should be no greater than 8 inches to reduce the
amount of bareground and moisture for noxious
weeds and cheatgrass. Livestock grazing must be
withheld for at least two years to allow the vegetation
to establish to outcompete the weeds and then
grazing must be carefully controlled to prevent bare
ground. (0196-2)

Alternative | will disturb 3,536 acres of surface
disturbance (Table 413). Why will current
management of the 17 allotments remain the same?
Shouldnt there be a reduction in AUMs? Acreage that
is not surface disturbed may be fenced along with
reclaimed areas further reducing the acreage
available for grazing. Grazing of reclamation will be
withheld for at least two years so while not all of the
3,536 acres will be disturbed the first year the annual
affected acreage may begin accumulating taking
significant acreages out of allotments. My concern is
that no reduction in AUMs will lead to overgrazing.
Alternatives 2 and 3 should also have reduced
grazing or allotments withheld. (0196-3)

The operator will be responsible for prevention and control of noxious weeds and weeds of concern on all areas of surface
disturbance associated with the project (well locations, roads, water management facilities, etc.).

Appendix A of the RMPA/EA has requirements for weed control.

"Sites must be free of all listed species on the County, Wyoming, or Federal noxious weed list. All state and federal laws
regarding noxious weeds must be followed. Other highly competitive invasive, non-native species such as cheatgrass and
halogeton will not exceed 5% of the basal cover."

Alternative 1ll requires the identified reclamation standards to be met prior to proceeding to the next phase. If the
reclamation standards are met, then there is no delay between phases. First year disturbances must be seeded and
stabilized. Stabilization and revegetation standards reduce erosion and lead to a quicker restoration of native habitats.

Impacts would be distributed over the 17 allotments and would likely not result in impacts that would require a reduction in
AUMs.

Grazing deferment is not a requirement but a suggestion that may assist with reclamation success. CBNG development
reduces forage availability. Reclamation activities then provide young succulent vegetation preferred by livestock. If livestock
management is not considered in reclamation planning then reclamation efforts may be unsuccessful and the performance
standards not realized.
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Page, Stacy Appendix B. If the 80 % threshold is crossed the BLM will respond in accordance with the monitoring results, potentially tightening management but also relaxing
CBNG development should not be allowed to expand | management restrictions where appropriate. However, monitoring is after the fact, it documents elk response to
until the threshold is restored. While CBNG development. By the time impacts are documented, it may not be possible to effectively modify authorized developments.

development may not be directly involved in causing The security habitat standards are an appropriate apriori mitigation measure.
a severe winter, drought or a disease infestation their

development does impact the health of the elk herd.

The 20% reduction in elk herd already allows for

impacts and if CBNG is required to stop further

development that would be the cost of doing

business in a sensitive area. Please do not allow the

80% threshold to be crossed for any circumstance.

By not allowing below the 80% threshold the CBNG

operators will probably be better stewards of the land.

(0196-4)

Page, Stacy General Comment. Please require development in The phased approach to drilling which provides areas free from development at all times. The BLM anticipates that the
contiguous blocks and not allow additional southeastern section of the FCPA will be developed first, followed by the northern and then southwestern. Please see
development until the reclamation has restored Figures 4-4 and 4-8. Additonally, Alternative Il includes performance based reclamations standards. When BLM determines
successful habitat. The operators should have to that the reclamation stardards are met development may proceed.

demonstrate that they can do successful reclamation
before they are allowed to disturb additional habitat.
BLM has excellent interim and final monitoring
requirements and can identify if the reclamation is
trending and meeting successful habitat restoration.
Requiring quantitative monitoring data, use of
indicator species and standards for trends and
success is very comprehensive. What | visualize is
development of block one in year 1, development of
block 2 in year 2 while block 1 is reclaimed and then
block 3 only gets developed if Block 1 has direct and
effective habitat being utilized. (0196-5)

Kerns, Kenneth D. | have reviewed the above referenced document and | Table 4-41 provides appropriate and adequate information for the reader to easily see the differences between alternatives.
wish to comment specifically on the economic data The table displays the differences in potential revenue between the alternatives.
displayed in chapter 4148 through 4150. The
statement " the estimated annual tax revenues from
CBNG development in the FCPA will only occur for a
short period of seven years" (line 6, paragraph
2,chapter 4150). That statement, a short period of
seven years, is troublesome to me. There is some
inference positive economic impact lacks importance
because it occurs over a short time span. |
respectfully offer, the amount of economic impact is
more significant than the collection time. | think it is
more conclusive to reflect upon the total tax revenue
collected, ($1,468,600,000 {total Table 441), for local,
state and federal governments, rather than time
period of collection. My review of the draft economic
data posted, expresses a need for slight adjustments
to the calculations within the above referenced draft,

RMPAJ/EA. (0197-1)
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This draft, data (Table 4-41), should be adjusted to
also reflect sales tax revenues. Sales tax revenues
are mentioned in some of the narratives but are not

included within the draft table (Table 4-41). Sales tax

revenues were not quantified within either table 440

or 441. Sales tax collections are a major tax revenue

source associated with development and production
of CBNG. Sales tax revenues are distributed to the
local government treasuries within 30 /60 days of
collection. | calculate an additional $7,042,200 sales

tax revenues,[source: DRC CBMCC, 2003] should be

added to the $1,468,600,000, (Alternative ),
computed within table 4-41. Total estimated tax
revenues for (0197-2)

Alternative I, with this addition, would now be,
$1,475,642,200. ($1,468,600,000 [table 441]
+$7,042,200[sales tax]). Adding similar sales tax
revenues to Alternative Il would bring that total to
$1,175,123,900. | have not calculated Alternative lll,
as the difference between Il and lll is very negligible.
However, the total difference of $300,518,300
between Alternative | and Alternative Il is significant.
If Alternative Il, or Alternative lll, is chosen over
Alternative |, local, state and federal governments
loose 20% of the potential tax revenue from the
development and production of CBNG within the
FCPA. However measured , $300,518,300 is a
substantial tax revenue loss. The tax revenue
difference between Alternative |, and Alternative Il
and Il is the focus of my comments. (0197-2 cont'd)

Alternative I, and Ill, dramatically reduce revenue ( a
reduction of 20%)... (0197-3)

This current proposed additional amendments to the
FCPA, within Alternative Il and Il, thereby reducing
tax revenue dollars by 20%, is unwarranted. By
enforcing existing regulations, responsible
development and reclamation, within the FCPA, the
Bureau of Land Management, Buffalo Field Office,
will be a showcase of balanced resource
management, assisting steady and improving
community services, while minimizing negative
economic and environmental impact. Mr. Spencer, |
encourage the selection of Alternative I. (0197-4)

It is correct that BLM did not estimate sales tax revenues for the three counties because sales and use taxes are estimated
to impact total sales tax in these counties by less than 1 percent of the total revenue. BLM agrees that sales tax would be an
additional economic benefit.

State (Office of the Governor) and local government (Big Horn Mountains Coalition) comments indicate BLM has found an
appropriate balance between environmental resource protection and potential revenues.

State (Office of the Governor) and local government (Big Horn Mountains Coalition) comments indicate BLM has found an
appropriate balance between environmental resource protection and potential revenues.
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EA Pgs. ES-4 thru ES-5, and 2-4 thru 2-5: It appears
to me that both Alternatives Il and Ill have closely
similar impacts and management outcomes, and
under the given circumstances, either of these two
alternatives would likely be an acceptable
management strategy. Certainly the phased
development approach is a step in the right direction.
| would say that Alternative | is definitely
unacceptable from the standpoint of the surface
resources. (0198-1)

For short term adaptive management to be effective
a high level of intensive monitoring of the action is
absolutely required. Historically, BLMs funding for
post-APD work (i.e., monitoring, I&E functions) has
been minimal at best. Unless BLM has recently found
a new pot of money at the end of the rainbow, | dont
know how adequate monitoring of CBNG
development can even take place in Fort Creek.
Even if BLM passes off this monitoring obligation to
the industry, there still has to be some agency
checkers to check the checkers, and how will they be
paid for? (0198-2)

If you assume that adequate monitoring does take
place, and a major impact problem with a
development action is found, does BLM have either
the authority or inclination to tell an operator to pull a
well out, or close one in? | never saw that happen in
the 33+ years that | worked for the Bureau. The only
compliance enforcement that | ever saw was to ink
the operator, with mixed results. (0198-3)

EA Pg. 2-7: Question - Has directional drilling for
CBNG been tried in the Powder River Basin? Or, has
the Bureau merely taken the industrys declaration to
that effect as a matter of fact? This might be worth
stating in the document. (0198-4)

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative IlI, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases.

Project approval will require monitoring commitments, as APD permitting will be dependent upon meeting the performance
standards. The WGFD and University of Wyoming assisted BLM in designing the monitoring program.

There are performance standards in place for the protection of soil, water, and wildlife resources including elk. Monitoring
programs for elk, water, soils, and other resources enable adaptive management if actual effects differ from the anticipated
effects. Elk population impacts may take several years to become apparent, by which time it may become too late for a
small isolated population such as the Fortification Creek elk herd to recover. Therefore habitat-based measures provide for
immediate verification, no time delay. With the adaptive management approach, BLM retains the ability to adjust habitat
standards if warranted based upon the results of elk use monitoring.

Two gas companies have tried directonal drilling in the Powder River Basin.
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EA Pg. 2-7: The statement about the FCPA boundary
seems to be kind of a circular and self-serving
rationale. The whole purpose of doing a land use
plan amendment is to address new and additional
information (e.g., new oil and gas development
proposals), or to modify or correct existing land use
plan decisions/designations (e.g., special use area
boundaries, etc.). If the BLM isn't willing to address
the FCPA boundary in the scoping or the amendment
knowing that it is an issue, then doesn't that
automatically nullify part of the reason for doing an
amendment? (0198-5)

EA Pg. 2-7: The statement is made that a WSA can
only be expanded by an Act of Congress. Is this
statement correct? | thought that Congress only
designated actual wilderness areas: | didnt know
Congress had anything to do with designating WSAs.
As | recall, BLM in Utah adjusted some of their WSA
boundaries when necessary, and | dont remember
that they had to have Congressional approval to do
that. | do happen to believe that the existing WSA
boundary in Fortification Creek is probably
appropriate considering the surrounding roads and
existing non-compatible uses. (0198-6)

EA Pg. 4-49: The statement is made that the
boundary of the existing FCPA was used as the
impact analysis area. However, this boundary
appears to only encompass about_ of the elk
yearlong and crucial ranges. This could give some
misleading impressions about the nature and
magnitude of the existing and future impacts on elk.
Once again, this FCPA boundary thing becomes a
very relevant issue. (0198-7)

The Planning Area boundary was chosen for two primary reasons The boundary for past Fortification Creek decisions (old
SMA) is the boundary line identified in past documents including the 1975 Framework Plan, 1982 Oil and Gas Surface
Protection Plan, 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan, and 2001 RMP review. The overhead power restriction and the
CSU lease stipulation requiring operators to prepare an acceptable mitigation plan are based on this boundary. BLM's 2007
Environmental Report indicated that more than 90 percent of the collared elk locations were within the chosen planning area
boundary.

A plan amendment was required for several reasons:

(1) the original Buffalo Resource Area (BRA) Resource Management Plan (RMP) Record of Decision (ROD) did not
consider the level of CBNG development that is currently anticipated;

(2) BLM prohibited overhead power lines on Federal surface land within the FCPA in the BRA RMP;

(3) BLM and the WGFD have gathered additional information regarding the population levels and crucial winter and
parturition (calving) ranges of an isolated elk herd within the FCPA,;

(4) an ACEC for the FCPA was proposed by citizen groups.

Additionally, BLM Handbook 1601-1 states that new decisions are required if (VI. A. 2.) there are significant new
circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing on the proposed action or its impacts (VI.B.2.)
Changes in intensity of use or impact levels for a particular resource 4. public comment or staff assessment indicating that
new information or changed circumstances warrant a reconsideration of the appropriate mix of uses on particular tracts of
public lands; The reasons for the amendment are described in the purpose and need

FLPMA directed the BLM to study the agency's roadless areas and recommend those that should be designated as
wilderness. The BLM inventoried the lands it manages in order to identify those with the basic wilderness characteristics
described in the Wilderness Act of 1964. Public lands that had wilderness characteristics were designated as WSAs and are
managed to protect these wilderness values until Congress decides the future of these areas.

Cumulative impact analysis takes into account the entire elk yearlong range.
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Proposed Finding Of No Significant Impact (FONSI): |
was very disappointed with this statement. The whole
tone of this declaration seemed to contradict, down
play, and ignore the impact analysis of the EA. |
believe this statement misinterprets the context and
intensity criteria of significance in the CEQ
regulations as applied to Fortification Creek. The
FONSI comes across as No problem: business as
usual. If thats the intent, then once again the Bureau
has foregone an excellent opportunity to do the right
thing for management of the Public Lands in
Fortification Creek. | realize that the pressure will be
on BLM to have a FONSI, and therefore, not have to
prepare a local EIS when they are in the process of
revising the Buffalo RMP/EIS. However, | also
believe a significance finding here would actually
support the management changes that need to be
made in the Buffalo RMP revision, and an EIS
recommendation for Fortification Creek could be delt
with/incorporated as part of the EIS for the on-going
land use plan revision. (0198-8)

Alternative | will ensure the operators flexibility in
areas where rules and regulations have made it
challenging to develop resources. The operators in
the Fortification Creek Area are responsible
operators who have proven they care for the
environment. If they uphold their responsibilities as
operators and maintain performance standards they
should be allowed to operate. No surface occupancy
plus Citizens Proposed Wilderness Areas are
unnecessary and most importantly not defensible
through any science. (0199-1)

The elk are adequately protected with the Wilderness
Protection Area. Adding additional wildlife stipulations
will not help anyone (or the elk). It will make
development more challenging and could even limit
development entirely because of overprotection for
the elk. (Especially when there is NO science present
that suggests they need more protection.) (0199-2)

Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) documents that there is no need for an environmental impact statement (EIS) (40
CFR 1508.13). The action alternatives analyzed in the Draft RMPA/EA indicate that there are no significant environmental
impacts. Additionally, there are performance standards in place for the protection of soil, water, and wildlife resources
including elk. Monitoring programs for elk, water, soils, and other resources enable adaptive management if actual effects
differ from the anticipated effects.

BLM inventoried roads within the FCPA in September 2010 and determined that with the exception of the WSA, no other
public lands within the FCPA possess wilderness characteristics (Draft EA at 2-5). The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource
Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be an acceptable use of the public lands within the FCPA (BLM
1985 at p. 16). The federal minerals outside the WSA have already been leased and therefore managing for wilderness
characteristics does not meet the planning criteria identified in Draft EA. The RMPA/EA will recognize all valid existing rights
(p- 1-6). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil
and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the terms and conditions incorporated in the lease.

BLM has chosen Alternative I, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative 1ll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases.

Alternatives Il and IIl and the need for security habitat are scientifically based. There are numerous peer-reviewed papers
researching the effects of road use and other disruptive activities on elk (BLM 2007a, Christensen et al 1991, Forman 2000,
Forman and Alexander 1998, Hiatt and Baker 1981, Leege 1984, Lyon 1983, Powell 2003, Sawyer et al. 2007). Alternative
Il is an adaptive management approach that includes scientific monitoring of elk. BLM will respond in accordance with the
monitoring results, potentially tightening management but also relaxing management restrictions where appropriate.
However, monitoring is after the fact, it documents elk response to development. By the time impacts are documented, it
may not be possible to effectively modify authorized developments. Security habitat standards are an appropriate apriori
mitigation measure.
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Our organization polled Wyoming in November of
2008 and found out the majority of citizens living in
Wyoming want development to continue. In
Wyoming, an overwhelmingly 89 percent of our
population is supportive of oil and gas development
and exploration. Moreover, 85 percent think oil and
natural gas exploration are compatible with
recreation, hunting, fishing and preservation. Please
review the poll, which was conducted by a reputable
polling agency, on our website: www.cbnga.com. For
more information about the poll, please contact me.
(0199-3)

After reviewing the September 2010 amendment
document | am recommending the adoption of
Alternative |, the No Change Alternative. Alternatives
Il and 1l are unduly restrictive and will limit economic
activity that is vital to jobs and revenue generation for
the region. While | do not reject the concern that
mineral development be orderly and minimize the
impact to the area, Alternatives Il and Ill are too
severe. (0200-1)

The Game and Fish does not give any scientific
evidence as to why they want to enforce additional
monitoring and security regions for the elk herd. The
protections provided by the Wilderness Study Area
should be adequate to insure the security needed for
the elk herd without imposing more restrictions.
(0200-2)

In a time when clean energy development, jobs and
economic stimulation is much needed in the Powder
River Basin, CBM development is a good fit. It is
important to allow development at a level that make
the operations economically feasible so as to not
force the operators to move out of state. Alternatives
Il and 111 limit accessibility to the gas development
that will negatively impact employment and economic
activity

The restrictions contained in Alternative | appear to
provide adequate protection of the resources and
wildlife while allowing for moderate development of
the minerals. (0200-3)

Thank you for your comment.

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases. Under Alternative lll, as in all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the
number of wells will be based on meeting the security habitat standard and the other performance standards. The numbers
are an estimate and actual number of wells is likely to be different.

Alternatives Il and Ill and the need for security habitat are scientifically based. There are numerous peer-reviewed papers
researching the effects of road use and other disruptive activities on elk (BLM 2007a, Christensen et al 1991, Forman 2000,
Forman and Alexander 1998, Hiatt and Baker 1981, Leege 1984, Lyon 1983, Powell 2003, Sawyer et al. 2007). Alternative
Il is an adaptive management approach that includes scientific monitoring of elk. BLM will respond in accordance with the
monitoring results, potentially tightening management but also relaxing management restrictions where appropriate.
However, monitoring is after the fact, it documents elk response to development. By the time impacts are documented, it
may not be possible to effectively modify authorized developments. Security habitat standards are an appropriate apriori
mitigation measure.

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases.Under Alternative I, as in all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the
number of wells will be based on meeting the security habitat standard and the other performance standards. The numbers
are an estimate and actual number of wells is likely to be different.

The Draft RMPA/EA is consistent with the letter and spirit of the BLM's mission statement. The plan represents an
appropriate balance between environmental protection and CBNG recovery. State (Office of the Governor) and local
government (Big Horn Mountains Coalition) comments indicate BLM has found an appropriate balance between
environmental protection and CBNG development.
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Alternatives two and three are far too restrictive and |
think it will detour companies from producing our
resources. Moreover - we would be pushing them
away for no reason. There is no evidence or science
available that suggests more restrictions need to be
applied for the elk. There is already a Wilderness
Protection Area. No surface occupancy rules already
exist. Do not implement more rules on top of the ones
we already have that are too restrictive. Companies
will not be to sift through the red tape and it won't be
worth it. They can drive a few hundred miles to states
where laws aren't nearly as restrictive. (0201-1)

| want to see development of natural resources in this
ares and | do not want to see any more special areas
created or more restrictions for the benefit of an
insignificant herd that isn't in any danger. The way
the current protocol is written there are already
significant restrictions on how development can
happpen. | need you to utilize an adaptive
management approach. This EA has already been so
delayed. (0202-1)

The RMPA/EA represents the acceptable plan required in the lease stipulations on many of the leases. BLM determined that
Alternatives Il and Il present two reasonable alternatives to balancing environmental resource concerns, identified through
lease stipulations, with CBNG development while honoring existing lease rights. Alternative Il provides for a
performance-based approach, as requested by the lease holders, to minimize prescriptive measures.

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases. Under Alternative lll, as in all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the
number of wells will be based on meeting the security habitat standard and the other performance standards. The numbers
are an estimate and actual number of wells is likely to be different.
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In RMPs that plan for significant oil and gas
development, EPA maintains that air quality
dispersion modeling should be conducted to assess
the direct and cumulative impacts of projected energy
development on air quality values within and outside
of the planning area. The qualitative emission
comparison approach, as was included in the
Fortification Creek EA, is not specific enough to
adequately address and predict air quality impacts
from oil and gas development. While the qualitative
emission comparison approach provides a means to
compare the total predicted emissions of each
alternative to a baseline year, it does not provide any
indication of the potential for exceedances of ambient
air quality standards or the potential for adverse
impacts on air quality related values (i.e., visibility) in
nearby Class | areas. The air quality analysis should
provide the decision-maker with the information to
guide planning decisions such as: the rate of oil and
gas leasing or development; appropriate stipulations;
and/or necessary mitigation measures to include in
drilling permits. The appropriate level of air quality
analysis at the management planning stage will help
to ensure that proper, proactive steps are taken to
protect human health and the environment.

EPA believes that air quality analysis at this planning
stage is particularly critical. The Draft EA indicates
that NEPA analyses will be required for individual
actions. Historically, plans for development in the
Powder River Basin have been approved with EAs.
EPA has reviewed and provided comments on
several of the EAs and have found none to include
guantitative air quality analysis. Thus, EPA is
concerned that quantitative air quality analysis does
not appear to be occurring with NEPA analyses at the
planning or the site-specific stages. Without
quantitative air quality analysis (i.e., modeling), the
conclusion that the proposed action andalternatives
are in compliance with the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards (NAAQS) cannot be substantiated.

EPA's concern about air quality is heightened by
recent monitored values of ozone and particulate
matter (PM 10 and PM 2.5) in the Powder River
Basin. Ambient concentrations of ozone at the
Thunder Basin National Grasslands site north of
Gillette, WY are approaching the current NAAQS for
ozone of 75 ppb, with a measured design value of 69
ppb for the period of 2007 to 2009 and 66 ppb for
2008 to 2010. Further, EPA has proposed to lower
the primary eight-hour ozone NAAQS to a level
between 60 - 70 ppb and to establish a distinct
cumulative, seasonal "secondary" standard. EPA
notes the statement that ozone is monitored at levels

Quantitative air dispersion modeling was completed for the Powder River Basin Oil and Gas EIS (BLM 2003). Air pollutant
dispersion modeling was performed to quantify potential PM10 and SO2 impacts during construction based on the individual
pollutant's period of maximum potential emissions. The EPA CALPUFF dispersion model was used with meteorological data
generated by the MM5 (mesoscale model) and CALMET models. These meteorology data were combined with air pollutant
emission values to predict maximum potential concentrations in the vicinity of assumed well and compressor engine
emission sources for comparison with applicable air quality standards and PSD Class Il increments (Argonne 2002).
Because this EIS and modeling included the Fortification Creek Area additional modeling was not needed.

BLM has initiated additional air quality analyses under the PRB Phase Il study which will be available in late 2011. BLM
chooses not to initiate a new quantitative modeling effort for this EA because completion of modeling would occur after the
Phase Il study for the Powder River Basin would be available. Further, the Fortification Creek Planning Area is nearly
completely leased, and there are no opportunities to apply constraints to new leases in the area, or to apply stipulations to
new leases. The BLMs broad ability (upheld in the Maycock IBLA decision (IBLA 2008-197) to apply mitigation or COAs to
drilling permits would not be affected or improved from additional modeling since the first available modeling would be from
the Phase Il results. As additional information becomes available (Phase Il study or monitoring results) COAs to address
possible AQ effects could be applied during the site specific NEPA analysis. "
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below the proposed ozone standard (Draft EA, page
3-3) is outdated. In addition, EPA is concerned

(0203-1)

about levels of particulate matter in the Powder River
Basin. Particulate matter is particularly important for a
proposed action such as Fortification Creek given the
severely erosive soils. (0203-1 cont'd)

Finally, EPA has recently established several new
standards and is particularly concerned about
proposed project's impacts to the NAAQS for
one-hour nitrogen dioxide (NO2), particulate maner
(PM 10 and PM 2.5), and one-hour sulfur dioxide
(SO2). EPA recommends the NEPA analysis identify
these new standards and evaluate potential impacts
to these standards from the proposed CBNG
development. (0203-6)

Water Quality and Resources

Given existing conditions and impacts in the Power
River Basin, EPA believes there is a strong likelihood
for the proposed CBNG development to impact
streams in the project area. Fortification Creek and
Wild Horse Creek currently receive CBNG discharge
water to the extent that these ephemeral creeks have
become perennial (Draft EA, page 3-14). CBNG
development, including road construction, is
increasing sedimentation into stream channels. With
the addition of 483 new wells and an estimated 1.6
million gallons per day of produced water, the Draft
EA indicates impacts to stream morphology,
increased sedimentation loading, and altered surface
and groundwater chemistry are expected to increase
and result in major changes to water resources in the
FCPA (Draft EA, page 4-36). (0203-2)

EPA is concerned about the impacts of the proposed
CBNG development on the Powder River. The main
stem of the Powder River is currently listed under
Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act as impaired
due to selenium and chloride. Many of the streams in
the project area, including Fortification Creek, drain
into the Powder River. Without effective mitigation
and monitoring, EPA is concerned that expanded
development in the FCPA may impact and
subsequently lead to extended impairment of the
downstream section of Powder River. In particular,
EPA is concerned about selenium. While selenium
occurs naturally and is nutritionally essential, it is
toxic to both aquatic life and wildlife where
concentrations are excessive. (0203-3)

Table 3-1 was updated to include new regulatory standards but not proposed standards.

Water discharge is regulated by the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality (WDEQ) under the Wyoming Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (WYPDES). BLM authority over water management is limited especially when a WYPDES
permit has already been granted. The WDEQ has stated that discharges above Powder River ambient total dissolved solid
(TDS) and dissolved sodium concentrations require assimilative capacity credits, which limits the outfall. During August and
September, operators have no allocation for TDS and are required to treat any direct discharges to Powder River ambient
concentration or cease discharging. The remaining outfalls in the Fortification Creek drainage discharge to various types of
on-channel reservoirs. The great majority of reservoirs in the Fortification Creek drainage are not allowed to discharge
except in the event precipitation runoff causes the reservoir to fill and overtop, or the operator pursues a planned reservoir
release and utilizes their assimilative capacity allotments to do so. The remaining Fortification Creek reservoirs are only
allowed to discharge in the event precipitation runoff from a 50-year, 24-hour storm or greater causes the reservoirs to fill
and overtop. BLM has committed in the Draft RMPA/EA (Section 4.3.3) to locate discharge points to minimize erosion,
require energy dissipation measures, and mitigate downstream erosion features.

Water discharge is regulated by the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality (WDEQ) under the Wyoming Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (WYPDES). BLM authority over water management is limited especially when a WYPDES
permit has already been granted. The WDEQ has stated that discharges above Powder River ambient total dissolved solid
(TDS) and dissolved sodium concentrations require assimilative capacity credits, which limits the outfall. During August and
September, operators have no allocation for TDS and are required to treat any direct discharges to Powder River ambient
concentration or cease discharging. The remaining outfalls in the Fortification Creek drainage discharge to various types of
on-channel reservoirs. The great majority of reservoirs in the Fortification Creek drainage are not allowed to discharge
except in the event precipitation runoff causes the reservoir to fill and overtop, or the operator pursues a planned reservoir
release and utilizes their assimilative capacity allotments to do so. The remaining Fortification Creek reservoirs are only
allowed to discharge in the event precipitation runoff from a 50-year, 24-hour storm or greater causes the reservoirs to fill
and overtop. BLM has committed in the Draft RMPA/EA (Section 4.3.3) to locate discharge points to minimize erosion,
require energy dissipation measures, and mitigate downstream erosion features.
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Water source protection is important for oil and gas
development on split estates, such as in the FCPA,
that are used for fanning and ranching and where
property owners may be reliant on groundwater
and/or surface water for drinking and irrigation. The
EA should identify all relevant, reasonable monitoring
and mitigation measures to protect these water
sources even if they are outside the jurisdiction of
BLM. EPA recommends the EA clearly demonstrate
the proposed Best Management Practices will be
effective at preventing the major impacts disclosed in
the EA. As part of this demonstration, EPA further
recommends a water monitoring program he
implemented to evaluate impacts from the CBNG
development on streams in the project area. The best
management practices and water monitoring program
should be developed with a focus on selenium and
the goal of preventing the downstream section of the
Powder River from becoming impaired. Without
effective and demonstrable mitigation measures to
prevent unacceptable impacts to water chemistry and
water resources, a Finding of No Significant Impact
may he difficult to support. (0203-4)

Environmental assessments are used to determine
whether a project's impacts will be significant. If the
agency finds that the action will significantly affect the
quality of the human environment, it must prepare an
Environmental Impact Statement (EI8). After our
review of the EA, EPA's position is that the document
does not provide sufficient information to allow BLM
to determine whether this project will have significant
impacts and whether preparation of an EIS is
necessary. To this end, EPA recommends the NEPA
document be supplemented with additional analysis
and study on potential impacts to air quality and
water quality. (0203-5)

Water discharge is regulated by the Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality (WDEQ) under the Wyoming Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (WYPDES). BLM authority over water management is limited especially when a WYPDES
permit has already been granted. The WDEQ has stated that discharges above Powder River ambient total dissolved solid
(TDS) and dissolved sodium concentrations require assimilative capacity credits, which limits the outfall. During August and
September, operators have no allocation for TDS and are required to treat any direct discharges to Powder River ambient
concentration or cease discharging. The remaining outfalls in the Fortification Creek drainage discharge to various types of
on-channel reservoirs. The great majority of reservoirs in the Fortification Creek drainage are not allowed to discharge
except in the event precipitation runoff causes the reservoir to fill and overtop, or the operator pursues a planned reservoir
release and utilizes their assimilative capacity allotments to do so. The remaining Fortification Creek reservoirs are only
allowed to discharge in the event precipitation runoff from a 50-year, 24-hour storm or greater causes the reservoirs to fill
and overtop. BLM has committed in the Draft RMPA/EA (Section 4.3.3) to locate discharge points to minimize erosion,
require energy dissipation measures, and mitigate downstream erosion features.

A Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) documents that there is no need for an environmental impact statement (EIS)
(40 CFR 1508.13). The action alternatives analyzed in the Draft RMPA/EA indicate that there are no significant
environmental impacts. Additionally, there are measures in place from this EA and the PRB FEIS for the protection of air
and water quality. PRB monitoring programs for air, water, and other resources enable adaptive management if actual
effects differ from the anticipated effects.

Hooper, Tom I would like you to include the exact figures on how BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
many people both directly and indirectly rely on the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
energy industry for a pay check. | do not have the on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
statistics but | would be willing to place a wager that identified performance standards would be required. The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
the majority of Wyoming residents are connected to habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
the industry. Especially up here with so much coal within each of the geographic phases.
bed methane there are lots of opportunities to get
hired. | guess this is why | wanted to write you today. | Under Alternative lll, as in all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the number of wells will be based on
| was worried that people may be trying to restrict the  meeting the security habitat standard and the other performance standards. The numbers are an estimate and actual
development of coal bed methane in the Fortification number of wells is likely to be different.

Creek area and | just don't agree with that. (0204-1)
BLM anticipates that development in Fortification Creek would support approximately 227 jobs in surrounding counties and
an increase of federal, state, and local revenues of $204 million.
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| think you should allow for development if the
operators can prove that they have a plan that takes
into account the needs of the wildlife and landscape.
Things like how compressor stations or the water
management facilities are positioned can really make
a difference on how they affect wildlife. | really think
that if the operators are smart, they can come up with
a plan that demonstrates how the wildlife issues will
be lessened. (0204-2)

We have researched the Fortification Creek
Resource Plan (RMP) Amendment. We firmly
believe, Alternative | is the best management plan.
Alternatives Il and Il are far too restrictive. We fear
the implementation of those latter alternatives will
only reasons for companies to move to areas where
the resources are much easier to develop (North
Dakota etc.). Please don't consider forcing these
companies to do business in other states. (0205-1)

For example, please DON'T create an 'Area of
Critical Environmental Concern' that encompasses all
of the Fortification Elk herd's yearlong range. This will
allow ongoing development to be difficult (if it is even
able to continue), and the end result is companies
can't produce, which means communities can't
benefit from the tax revenues and our nation won't
benefit from a clean source an of DOMESTIC energy.
(0205-2)

Game and Fish doesn't give sufficient research to
why they would impose stricter rules. If companies
operate and prove they are upholding the
performance standards for the elk they should be
able to continue to develop. Alternatives Il and Il do
not allow this critical and much needed flexibility.
(0205-3)

We used produced water for years and the
environmental groups claims that the water kills
cottonwood trees etc. are FALSE CLAIMS. Methane
development has been a blessing to our community
and region and the majority of landowners will tell you
that! Please DO NOT bind the companies to opening
less than twenty percent of elk yearlong range to
drilling at any one time, and then allow new areas to
open up only after existing fields are completely
returned to a natural state.This is less than a realistic
plan! (0205-4)

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative IlI, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required.

The RMPA/EA represents the acceptable plan required in the lease stipulations on many of the leases. BLM determined that
Alternatives Il and Il present two reasonable alternatives to balancing environmental resource concerns, identified through
lease stipulations, with CBNG development while honoring existing lease rights. Alternative Il provides for a
performance-based approach, as requested by the lease holders, to minimize prescriptive measures.

An ACEC was not designated because the resource values (scenic, wildlife, fragile watershed) for which the ACEC was
proposed will be protected with this RMPA/EA. Designating an ACEC would be a change of name but not any additional
change in management.

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases.

The RMPA/EA represents the acceptable plan required in the lease stipulations on many of the leases. BLM determined that
Alternatives Il and Il present two reasonable alternatives to balancing environmental resource concerns, identified through
lease stipulations, with CBNG development while honoring existing lease rights. Alternative Il provides for a
performance-based approach, as requested by the lease holders, to minimize prescriptive measures.
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The thresholds for the tri-phased development must
not be so prescriptive that it hinders the development
of our energy resources. Performance-based
development is a reasonable and prudent plan for
development. In the Gillette area alone, there are
almost a thousand jobs associated with CBNG
development. High-wage jobs have been created
because of CBNG development. This also leads to
the expansion of service sector positions and
associated support businesses. We need valuable
clean-burning, domestic energy resources to meet
the country's growing energy challenge. (0206-1)

| support the prompt approval of the Fortification
Creek Alternative 3 for the following reasons: 1) Our
economy depends on having a healthy and vibrant
energy industry. Thousands of jobs are directly and
indirectly dependent on having good paying energy
jobs in our area. In addition, a strong energy
economy brings massive tax revenues to our region.
2) Alternative 3 would greatly enhance the
development of coal-bed methane while protecting
the land as compared to the other alternatives. 3)
The environment will be adequately protected. The
performance requirements will reduce surface
impacts. Mitigation and avoidance measures are
sufficient. And, wildlife will be protected, including the
elk. (0207-1)

I am really thankful for the opportunity to comment on
the Fortification Creek Amendment. Standards for
final reclamation must remain flexible. For instance,
in those situations where private surface owners do
not allow shrub species to be planted requirements
for its presence in final reclamation must be waived.
It is more important now than ever that the United
States pursue balanced energy solutions that protect
and expand thoughtful access to all oil and natural
gas supplies. (0208-1)

The RMPA/EA represents the acceptable plan required in the lease stipulations on many of the leases. BLM determined that
Alternatives Il and Il present two reasonable alternatives to balancing environmental resource concerns, identified through
lease stipulations, with CBNG development while honoring existing lease rights. Alternative Il provides for a
performance-based approach, as requested by the lease holders, to minimize prescriptive measures.

BLM has chosen Alternative I, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative Ill, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases.

BLM has already stated in the RMPA/EA in Section 4.4.1.3 that reclamation on private lands is negotiated between the
landowner and CBNG operator and may be less stringent in terms of plant species composition, cover, and/or structure.
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Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

Here in Wyoming, we love the oil and gas
development because of what it means for the
community. The royalties taxes from these projects
go to help fund our schools, roads, and city buildings.
| even heard somewhere that experts expect taxes to
the city and state from oil and gas to be up around
$4.8 billion. That's a lot of books for our kids, a lot of
safe highways to travel, and a lot of nice public
spaces made possible by oil and gas!

That's why | was a little upset when | saw the BLM's
alternatives for the Fortification Creek project only
allow less than 50% of the analyzed well number.
Fewer wells mean less natural gas, and less natural
gas means fewer dollars going to the city and state. |
don't know if you know this, but that $4.8 billion
dollars | was talking about, that represents the
majority of the school funding in Johnson, Campbell,
and Sheridan counties. Our kids can't learn without it.
And our state can't survive without it either. (0209-1)

However, limiting compression facilities within crucial
elk ranges is ridiculous. With proper placement and
planning, compressor facilities can coexist with
wildlife. BLM should disclose in the EA the criteria it
will use to detennine if a compression facility is
necessary. (0210-1)

Interim reclamation activities such as seeding,
re-contouring and erosion control structures should
be in completed prior to moving into the next phase
of development, but full interim reclamation standards
should not have to be met prior to moving to the next
phase of development. (0211-1)

Firstly, | think the BLM needs to have a fair way of
protecting the rights of leaseholders so that there are
not any unfair losses or burdens for those people.
Secondly, | think the BLM needs to specify how it's
going to protect leaseholders with lands in later
phases. They need to be given the same protections
and advantages as those individuals in earlier
phases. Lastly, | think the BLM needs to collaborate
with operators and leaseholders specifically to make
sure all their needs are met and that all their rights
are protected. (0212-1)

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative IlI, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required.The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases. Under Alternative lll, as in all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the
number of wells will be based on meeting the security habitat standard and the other performance standards. The numbers
are an estimate and actual number of wells is likely to be different.

State (Office of the Governor) and local government (Big Horn Mountains Coalition) comments indicate BLM has found an
appropriate balance between environmental protection and CBNG development.

BLM anticipates that development in Fortification Creek would support approximately 227 jobs in surrounding counties and
an increase of federal, state, and local revenues of $204 million.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would
not be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation
plans compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. The Preferred Alternative would retain at
least 80% of the elk security habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation
approach provides for development within each of the geographic phases.

Alternative Il requires the identified reclamation standards to be met prior to proceeding to the next phase. If the
reclamation standards are met, then there is no delay between phases. First year disturbances must be seeded and
stabilized. Stabilization and revegetation standards reduce erosion and lead to a quicker restoration of native habitats.

The Preferred Alternative would allocate security habitat by geographic phase. This would retain at least 80% of the elk
security habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for
development within each of the geographic phases.

The Preferred Alternative uses performance standards to ensure that steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk
habitat are protected. All performance standards must be achieved to BLM satisfaction in order to remain within compliance.

Performance standards will be reviewed prior to each POD authorization. BLM will respond in accordance with the
monitoring results, potentially tightening management but also relaxing management restrictions where appropriate. If a
performance standard is not met and BLM determines it is necessary, then additional permitting will be stopped until the
standard has been achieved to the BLM's satisfaction.
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The FCPA RMP EA Project is a vital part of
America's energy portfolio. Therefore, it should be
developed in an efficient and responsible manner.
Alternative 3 appears to support this goal. Under the
National Environmental Protection Act (NEPA), the
BLM is charged with balancing several,
often-competing factors and addressing a range of
possible alternatives. When one looks at the EAQ), it
is clear that the project should move forward under 3.

Negative impacts to the environment can be
adequately avoided and mitigated. Reservoirs and
water management facilities should be located on a
performance-based objective. A ban on water
management facilities outside winter and parturition
ranges does not make sense in the long run and the
goal of protecting game habitat can be accomplished
through the performancebased model. (0213-1)

It is hard to overestimate the positive socio-economic
benefits CBM brings to our region. In fact, it is our
lifeblood. As with most other parts of the country, our
biggest local concern is "jobs, jobs, jobs." And, here
companies are chomping at the bit to develop the
resources in the Fortification Creek area. Remember,
oil and gas jobs are among the highest-paying jobs in
the surrounding counties. More than 30 percent of
workers in Campbell County are employed in the oil
and gas industry. Wages for oil and gas development
in Johnson, Campbell and Sheridan counties is
significantly higher than the state average wage.
Aside from the jobs, the project will bring billions of
dollars of tax revenues to Wyoming. This is critical at
a time when most States are drowning in debt and
spending. Wyoming - and indeed much of the
Mountain West - can be an example to the rest of the
country about how we can balance successfully
environmental, economic, and government issues.
(0214-1)

Gillette residents are all for the natural gas
development in the Fortification Creek Project Area.
Do you want to take a guess at why that is? It's
because just in this area, natural gas development
accounts for more than 900 jobs. And perhaps the
best thing about those 900 natural gas jobs is that
they bring in other jobs too. More workers mean we
need more teachers for their kids, more restaurants
to eat at, more hotels for visitors, etc. Natural gas
development is very good for the local and state
economy. That's why | think the BLM should continue
to allow development in the Fortification Creek.
(0215-1)

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative.

BLM anticipates that development in Fortification Creek would support approximately 227 jobs in surrounding counties and
an increase of federal, state, and local revenues of $204 million. State (Office of the Governor) and local government (Big
Horn Mountains Coalition) comments indicate BLM has found an appropriate balance between environmental protection and
CBNG development.

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative Ill, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases. Under Alternative lll, as in all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the
number of wells will be based on meeting the security habitat standard and the other performance standards. The numbers
are an estimate and actual number of wells is likely to be different.

BLM anticipates that development in Fortification Creek would support approximately 227 jobs in surrounding counties and
an increase of federal, state, and local revenues of $204 million.
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Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

| just wanted to address one seemingly minor issue
that could have a big impact on the project: The
prescriptive portions of Alternatives 2 may unduly
harm leaseholders, timely and efficient access to
their resources and royalties paid to the federal
government and state. Therefore, | urge your office to
make sure no lease holder is unduly hurt
competitively and all procedures are vetted
accurately. Therefore, | urge you to use caution on
this issue. (0216-1)

The 'Preferred Action" in the Draft Environmental
Assessment for strikes the correct balance between
environmental protection, socioeconomic benefits,
and providing America with the energy we need.
(0217-1)

BLM should allow for ample exemptions to the 25%
slope restriction when operators submit a detailed
construction and reclamation plan. (0217-2)

Standards for construction requirements on steep
slopes (>25%) should be established for consistency
of application among BLM personnel. This will also
allow operators to determine, prior to submission of
applications, whether approval of a permit is feasible.
(0217-3)

Lastly, the BLM should encourage performance
based development wherever possible. America's
energy use will increase by over 30% by 2035. We
cannot meet current demand much less increased
future demand with renewable sources of energy. We
are going to need traditional energy. We need to
figure out the best ways to develop it. For these
reasons, | urge you to advocate for the Preferred
Alternative in the Final EIS. (0217-4)

| read a while ago about the millions in taxes to the
state of Wyoming received from energy. That got me
thinking about how many roads you could fix, how
many hospitals you could build, and how many
schools you could update with all that money. You
know what | realized? You could do a lot of good for
a community with those millions. That's why I think
companies who want to develop our coal bed
methane resources should be given the go ahead to
do more projects that send more tax money on to the
community. (0218-1)

| disagree that Fortification Creek has a bunch of
threatened species. The elk herd is not considered
an important regional or national resource. (0219-1)

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases. Under Alternative lll, as in all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the
number of wells will be based on meeting the security habitat standard and the other performance standards. The numbers
are an estimate and actual number of wells is likely to be different.

Thank you for your comment.

Exemptions to the slope restrictions will be allowed under Alternatives | and Ill with an acceptable disturbance and
reclamation plan.

Alternative Il development would be allowed on steep slopes and soils with severe erosion hazards if operators can
propose acceptable disturbance and reclamation plans. Operators should be able to prepare acceptable reclamation plans
based upon their previous "successful" experiences.

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required.

BLM has chosen Alternative I, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative 1ll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required.

BLM anticipates that development in Fortification Creek would support approximately 227 jobs in surrounding counties and
an increase of federal, state, and local revenues of $204 million.

State (Office of the Governor) and local government (Big Horn Mountains Coalition) comments indicate BLM has found an
appropriate balance between environmental protection and CBNG development.

The FONSI acknowledges public interest in maintaining a viable elk herd and identifies that the preferred alternative
includes management actions to maintain the elk herd at or above the WGFD population objective.

4/11/2011

Page 86 of 287



Woodle, Ronald

Boone, Bev

Nedred, Denver

Nedred, Denver

Nedred, Denver

Nedred, Denver

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

Overall, | am happy with your draft document.
Though, it still needs some work to ensure more of
the recoverable CBM is developed. Fortification
Creek is an area that should be fully developed.
(0219-2)

The problem is that with all of the restrictions the
BLM outlines in its EA document, we will never be
able to maximize this area's potential. | think
Alternative Il has the most potential, though it still has
a ways to go and here's why:Alternative Il allows for
less than 50% of the well level and it is so restrictive
that it's questionable how much development could
really happen. Alternative Il is probably the best, but
it still has the problem of only 50% of the well
number. | think the BLM is trying to impose too many
restrictions for the Fortification Creek area and it will
limit our ability to maximize the potential of this rich
deposit of coal bed natural gas. (0220-1)

Reclamation is a critical part of any development
plan. There are almost too many factors to consider
not the least of which are conditions on the ground.
This is why | favor a more measured and flexible
approach to reclamation in the Fortification Creek
area. | am worried that the current reclamation plans
will unnecessarily hinder development and increase
the cost of doing business in our region.

(0221-1)

For instance, | am firmly against the requirement of a
one-year delay in development until interim
reclamation is established. Of course, interim
reclamation activities, like reseeding, contouring, and
erosion control must occur before an operator can
move onto subsequent phases. However, holding an
operator hostage until that reclamation is established
is not right. (0221-2)

You can still hold their feet-to-the-fire without
delaying subsequent phases of development.
Establishment of reclamation measures is critical.
But, this might take awhile to achieve. For instance,
the Fortification Creek area has a lot of invasive
species, including cheat grass. Establishing native
species on one parcel of land when invasive species
have infested a neighboring piece of land is going to
be really tough. (0221-3)

That is not to say we should not hold operators
responsible for establishing these native species. In
fact, | think it is okay to leave the land a little better
than how they found it. However, | urge you to use
more sensible methods of enforcement. (0221-4)

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative IlI, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases.

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases. Under Alternative lll, as in all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the
number of wells will be based on meeting the security habitat standard and the other performance standards. The numbers
are an estimate and actual number of wells is likely to be different.

BLM has chosen Alternative I, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative Ill, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required.

Alternative 1ll requires the identified reclamation standards to be met prior to proceeding to the next phase. If the
reclamation standards are met, then there is no delay between phases. First year disturbances must be seeded and
stabilized. Stabilization and revegetation standards reduce erosion and lead to a quicker restoration of native habitats.

Alternative lll requires the identified reclamation standards to be met prior to proceeding to the next phase. If the
reclamation standards are met, then there is no delay between phases. First year disturbances must be seeded and
stabilized. Stabilization and revegetation standards reduce erosion and lead to a quicker restoration of native habitats.

Reducing the spread of noxious weeds is a management action common to all alternatives. Because this is a current
management action, operators are already required to reduce the spread of weeds. The operator will be responsible for
prevention and control of noxious weeds and weeds of concern on all areas of surface disturbance associated with the
project (well locations, roads, water management facilities, etc.).

Thank you for your comment.
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Reclamation in this area will be very difficult. It almost
appears as though you are requiring operators to
leave an area in a condition much better than when
they found it. Invasive plant species are all over the
area. How can an operator reclaim an area and
establish native species when invasive species are
on lands right next door? A comprehensive approach
that slowly pushes invasive species out of the area
would be much better than an unreasonable
expectation that an operator can reclaim and
maintain their area perfectly, while all surrounding
areas are infested. And, not only that, but not
allowing that operator to move onto later phases until
that perfection is achieved. (0222-1)

You need to be flexible with reclamation standards
and only require reasonable interim reclamation to
occur before allowing an operator to develop other
areas. | fear that reclamation standards that are too
restrictive - and possibly impossible to meet - will
dis-incentivize development of our region. (0222-2)

Energy development is a lynchpin of Wyoming'
economy. Tens of thousands of jobs and millions of
dollars of tax revenues are a direct result of energy
activity in the state. This is why support the
development of the Fortification Creek coal-bed
methane. (0223-1)

While | am mostly in favor of Alternative 3, the
approach you appear to take is extremely detailed
and inflexible. I'm sure you know, things can appear
very different on-the-ground as opposed to in our
offices. | believe your plan should be flexible enough
to accept circumstances on the ground and allow
operators to submit plans on how to handle those
conditions. (0224-1)

Here are a couple of quick examples. You have a
blanket restriction on development in areas where
two critical habitats overlap. There may be
circumstances where a pad has to be located in one
of these areas in order to access the resource.
Otherwise, you are prohibiting the development of
that gas. Operators should be able to have the
opportunity to prove to you through scientific study
and analysis that production can occur without
disturbing these species. (0224-2)

Reducing the spread of noxious weeds is a management action common to all alternatives. Because this is a current
management action, operators are already required to reduce the spread of weeds. The operator will be responsible for
prevention and control of noxious weeds and weeds of concern on all areas of surface disturbance associated with the
project (well locations, roads, water management facilities, etc.).

Alternative 1ll requires the identified reclamation standards to be met prior to proceeding to the next phase. If the
reclamation standards are met, then there is no delay between phases. First year disturbances must be seeded and
stabilized. Stabilization and revegetation standards reduce erosion and lead to a quicker restoration of native habitats.

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative IlI, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required.

BLM anticipates that development in Fortification Creek would support approximately 227 jobs in surrounding counties and
an increase of federal, state, and local revenues of $204 million.

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases.

The need for security habitat is scientifically based. There are numerous peer-reviewed papers researching the effects of
road use and other disruptive activities on elk (BLM 2007a, Christensen et al 1991, Forman 2000, Forman and Alexander
1998, Hiatt and Baker 1981, Leege 1984, Lyon 1983, Powell 2003, Sawyer et al. 2007). Alternative Il is an adaptive
management approach that includes scientific monitoring of elk. BLM will respond in accordance with the monitoring results,
potentially tightening management but also relaxing management restrictions where appropriate. However, monitoring is
after the fact, it documents elk response to development. By the time impacts are documented, it may not be possible to
effectively modify authorized developments. Security habitat standards are an appropriate apriori mitigation measure.
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Another example is in the timing limitations. If an
operator can show that wildlife will not be disturbed
during these periods, you should allow for
development. And, operators should be able to visit
already drilled wells during the timing limitations for
maintenance and safety. (0224-3)

There are a number of areas where inflexible rules
are proposed. However, it should be made very clear
in your document that operators have the opportunity
to be excepted from the rules on a case-by-case
basis if factors on the ground dictate. (0224-4)

| urge you to protect this important and fragile area
and its diverse and abundant wildlife species. The
Fortification Creek Area is a unique landscape within
the Powder River Basin and the last remaining area
unscarred by oil and gas development. The area is
home to an isolated elk herd, mule deer, songbirds,
and sage-grouse. | personally value these wildlife
species and believe they cannot be replaced should
development cause their populations to decline. The
topography of the area is rugged and the public
enjoys hiking, hunting, and recreating amidst the hills
and valleys.

Right now the price of natural gas is deflated and
industry and BLM have reduced previous estimates
of recoverable CBM reserves in the Fortification
Creek Area and throughout the Powder River Basin.
It is not worth sacrificing the wildlife, vegetation, and
water of this area for what will likely be uneconomic
gas production.

| oppose any drilling in the Fortification Creek Area
under the current alternatives, which would cause
significant impacts and irreversible damage without
sufficient protection.

Please protect the Fortification Creek Area by
ensuring sufficient habitat is available for the elk
herd, minimizing noise and disruptive activities,
preventing drilling on steep slopes and erosive soils,
and requiring phased CBM operations. CBM
development in this area will cause significant
impacts and BLM should conduct an environmental
impact statement to fully analyze projected impacts
and develop mitigation measures that will prevent or
reduce those impacts. (0225-1)

Operators may certainly request exemptions to be analyzed prior to or even subsequent to the site-specific NEPA analysis
for the POD. Operators may also commit to measures within their proposals which could potentially alleviate the need for
timing limitations. The action alternatives seek to manage, but not eliminate, well visitation during timing limitation periods.
Operators have already taken some measures to reduce human visitation such as metering wells with radiotelemetry.
Remote metering technologies do not eliminate the need for human visitation, some level of human activity is still required
because the remote-systems need to be checked, well adjustments need to be made, and equipment needs to be inspected
to prevent releases. The operations plan required in Alternatives Il and Il is another method to manage, but not eliminate,
human visitation during the production phase including during timing limitations.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would
not be specific restrictions on wells, roads, water facilities, and visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans
compatible with the identified performance standards would be required.

Oil and gas development has taken place within the FCPA since the 1970s (refer to Figure 3-13). Since the 1970s, BLM has
enacted lease stipulations for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. In 1982 BLM
developed an oil and gas protection plan for the FCPA (BLM 1982). Present day lease stipulations require an acceptable
plan for the protection of sensitive resources (steep slopes, fragile watersheds and/or crucial elk habitat); this RMPA/EA
represents the acceptable plan. The RMPA/EA maintains the direction of previous management decisions.

Both action alternatives evaluated in this RMPA/EA would allow CBNG development, while providing protection of steep
slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. Alternative Il uses a prescriptive approach while Alternative Il follows a
performance based approach with established standards for elk protection and reclamation.

The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
under both Alternatives Il and Ill including the following:

1. A phased approach to drilling which provides areas free from development at all times;

. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;

. A work activity management plan to reduce disruptive activities;

. Security habitat standards;

. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;

. TLs for raptor nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats; and
. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats.

©o0O~NOOUIAWN

Under Alternative 1l, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on compression and water facilities,
and prohibitions on surface water discharge and surface disturbing activities on sensitive soils.

Under Alternative I, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans
compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. BLM has not reduced previous estimates of
recoverable CBM reserves. The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be
an acceptable use of the public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right
and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the
terms and conditions incorporated in the lease.
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| urge you to protect this important and fragile area
and its diverse and abundant wildlife species. The
Fortification Creek Area is a unique landscape within
the Powder River Basin and the last remaining area
unscarred by oil and gas development. The area is
home to an isolated elk herd, mule deer, songbirds,
and sage-grouse. | personally value these wildlife
species and believe they cannot be replaced should
development cause their populations to decline. The
topography of the area is rugged and the public
enjoys hiking, hunting, and recreating amidst the hills
and valleys.

Right now the price of natural gas is deflated and
industry and BLM have reduced previous estimates
of recoverable CBM reserves in the Fortification
Creek Area and throughout the Powder River Basin.
It is not worth sacrificing the wildlife, vegetation, and
water of this area for what will likely be uneconomic
gas production.

| oppose any drilling in the Fortification Creek Area
under the current alternatives, which would cause
significant impacts and irreversible damage without
sufficient protection.

Please protect the Fortification Creek Area by
ensuring sufficient habitat is available for the elk
herd, minimizing noise and disruptive activities,
preventing drilling on steep slopes and erosive soils,
and requiring phased CBM operations. CBM
development in this area will cause significant
impacts and BLM should conduct an environmental
impact statement to fully analyze projected impacts
and develop mitigation measures that will prevent or
reduce those impacts. (0226-1)

Oil and gas development has taken place within the FCPA since the 1970s (refer to Figure 3-13). Since the 1970s, BLM has
enacted lease stipulations for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. In 1982 BLM
developed an oil and gas protection plan for the FCPA (BLM 1982). Present day lease stipulations require an acceptable
plan for the protection of sensitive resources (steep slopes, fragile watersheds and/or crucial elk habitat); this RMPA/EA
represents the acceptable plan. The RMPA/EA maintains the direction of previous management decisions.

Both action alternatives evaluated in this RMPA/EA would allow CBNG development, while providing protection of steep
slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. Alternative Il uses a prescriptive approach while Alternative 11l follows a
performance based approach with established standards for elk protection and reclamation.

The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
under both Alternatives Il and Il including the following:

. A phased approach to drilling which provides areas free from development at all times;

. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;

. A work activity management plan to reduce disruptive activities;

. Security habitat standards;

. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;

. TLs for raptor nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats; and
. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats.

O©CoOoO~NOoOUh~wWNE

Under Alternative 11, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on compression and water facilities,
and prohibitions on surface water discharge and surface disturbing activities on sensitive soils.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans
compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. BLM has not reduced previous estimates of
recoverable CBM reserves. The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be
an acceptable use of the public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right
and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the
terms and conditions incorporated in the lease.
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Anderson, William

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

| urge you to protect this important and fragile area
and its diverse and abundant wildlife species. The
Fortification Creek Area is a unique landscape within
the Powder River Basin and the last remaining area
unscarred by oil and gas development. The area is
home to an isolated elk herd, mule deer, songbirds,
and sage-grouse. | personally value these wildlife
species and believe they cannot be replaced should
development cause their populations to decline. The
topography of the area is rugged and the public
enjoys hiking, hunting, and recreating amidst the hills
and valleys.

Right now the price of natural gas is deflated and
industry and BLM have reduced previous estimates
of recoverable CBM reserves in the Fortification
Creek Area and throughout the Powder River Basin.
It is not worth sacrificing the wildlife, vegetation, and
water of this area for what will likely be uneconomic
gas production.

| oppose any drilling in the Fortification Creek Area
under the current alternatives, which would cause
significant impacts and irreversible damage without
sufficient protection.

Please protect the Fortification Creek Area by
ensuring sufficient habitat is available for the elk
herd, minimizing noise and disruptive activities,
preventing drilling on steep slopes and erosive soils,
and requiring phased CBM operations. CBM
development in this area will cause significant
impacts and BLM should conduct an environmental
impact statement to fully analyze projected impacts
and develop mitigation measures that will prevent or
reduce those impacts. (0227-1)

Oil and gas development has taken place within the FCPA since the 1970s (refer to Figure 3-13). Since the 1970s, BLM has
enacted lease stipulations for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. In 1982 BLM
developed an oil and gas protection plan for the FCPA (BLM 1982). Present day lease stipulations require an acceptable
plan for the protection of sensitive resources (steep slopes, fragile watersheds and/or crucial elk habitat); this RMPA/EA
represents the acceptable plan. The RMPA/EA maintains the direction of previous management decisions.

Both action alternatives evaluated in this RMPA/EA would allow CBNG development, while providing protection of steep
slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. Alternative Il uses a prescriptive approach while Alternative 11l follows a
performance based approach with established standards for elk protection and reclamation.

The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
under both Alternatives Il and Il including the following:

1. A phased approach to drilling which provides areas free from development at all times;

2. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;

. A work activity management plan to reduce disruptive activities;

. Security habitat standards;

. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;

. TLs for raptor nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats; and
. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats.

O©oOo~NOULhW

Under Alternative 11, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on compression and water facilities,
and prohibitions on surface water discharge and surface disturbing activities on sensitive soils.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans
compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. BLM has not reduced previous estimates of
recoverable CBM reserves. The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be
an acceptable use of the public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right
and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the
terms and conditions incorporated in the lease.
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Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

Purcell, D.J. | urge you to protect this important and fragile area Oil and gas development has taken place within the FCPA since the 1970s (refer to Figure 3-13). Since the 1970s, BLM has
and its diverse and abundant wildlife species. The enacted lease stipulations for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. In 1982 BLM
Fortification Creek Area is a unique landscape within  developed an oil and gas protection plan for the FCPA (BLM 1982). Present day lease stipulations require an acceptable
the Powder River Basin and the last remaining area plan for the protection of sensitive resources (steep slopes, fragile watersheds and/or crucial elk habitat); this RMPA/EA
unscarred by oil and gas development. The area is represents the acceptable plan. The RMPA/EA maintains the direction of previous management decisions.
home to an isolated elk herd, mule deer, songbirds,
and sage-grouse. | personally value these wildlife Both action alternatives evaluated in this RMPA/EA would allow CBNG development, while providing protection of steep
species and believe they cannot be replaced should slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. Alternative Il uses a prescriptive approach while Alternative 11l follows a
development cause their populations to decline. The performance based approach with established standards for elk protection and reclamation.
topography of the area is rugged and the public
enjoys hiking, hunting, and recreating amidst the hills  The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
and valleys. under both Alternatives Il and Il including the following:

1. A phased approach to drilling which provides areas free from development at all times;
Right now the price of natural gas is deflated and 2. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;
industry and BLM have reduced previous estimates 3. A work activity management plan to reduce disruptive activities;
of recoverable CBM reserves in the Fortification 4. Security habitat standards;
Creek Area and throughout the Powder River Basin. 5. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;
It is not worth sacrificing the wildlife, vegetation, and 6. TLs for raptor nests;
water of this area for what will likely be uneconomic 7. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;
gas production. 8. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats; and
9. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats.
| oppose any drilling in the Fortification Creek Area
under the current alternatives, which would cause Under Alternative 11, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on compression and water facilities,
significant impacts and irreversible damage without and prohibitions on surface water discharge and surface disturbing activities on sensitive soils.
sufficient protection.
Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
Please protect the Fortification Creek Area by be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans
ensuring sufficient habitat is available for the elk compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. BLM has not reduced previous estimates of
herd, minimizing noise and disruptive activities, recoverable CBM reserves. The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be
preventing drilling on steep slopes and erosive soils, an acceptable use of the public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right
and requiring phased CBM operations. CBM and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the
development in this area will cause significant terms and conditions incorporated in the lease.
impacts and BLM should conduct an environmental
impact statement to fully analyze projected impacts
and develop mitigation measures that will prevent or
reduce those impacts. (0228-1)
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Barlow, Bernadette

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

| urge you to protect this important and fragile area
and its diverse and abundant wildlife species. The
Fortification Creek Area is a unique landscape within
the Powder River Basin and the last remaining area
unscarred by oil and gas development. The area is
home to an isolated elk herd, mule deer, songbirds,
and sage-grouse. | personally value these wildlife
species and believe they cannot be replaced should
development cause their populations to decline. The
topography of the area is rugged and the public
enjoys hiking, hunting, and recreating amidst the hills
and valleys.

Right now the price of natural gas is deflated and
industry and BLM have reduced previous estimates
of recoverable CBM reserves in the Fortification
Creek Area and throughout the Powder River Basin.
It is not worth sacrificing the wildlife, vegetation, and
water of this area for what will likely be uneconomic
gas production.

| oppose any drilling in the Fortification Creek Area
under the current alternatives, which would cause
significant impacts and irreversible damage without
sufficient protection.

Please protect the Fortification Creek Area by
ensuring sufficient habitat is available for the elk
herd, minimizing noise and disruptive activities,
preventing drilling on steep slopes and erosive soils,
and requiring phased CBM operations. CBM
development in this area will cause significant
impacts and BLM should conduct an environmental
impact statement to fully analyze projected impacts
and develop mitigation measures that will prevent or
reduce those impacts. (0229-1)

Oil and gas development has taken place within the FCPA since the 1970s (refer to Figure 3-13). Since the 1970s, BLM has
enacted lease stipulations for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. In 1982 BLM
developed an oil and gas protection plan for the FCPA (BLM 1982). Present day lease stipulations require an acceptable
plan for the protection of sensitive resources (steep slopes, fragile watersheds and/or crucial elk habitat); this RMPA/EA
represents the acceptable plan. The RMPA/EA maintains the direction of previous management decisions.

Both action alternatives evaluated in this RMPA/EA would allow CBNG development, while providing protection of steep
slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. Alternative Il uses a prescriptive approach while Alternative 11l follows a
performance based approach with established standards for elk protection and reclamation.

The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
under both Alternatives Il and Il including the following:

1. A phased approach to drilling which provides areas free from development at all times;

2. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;

. A work activity management plan to reduce disruptive activities;

. Security habitat standards;

. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;

. TLs for raptor nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats; and
. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats.

O©oOo~NOULhW

Under Alternative 11, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on compression and water facilities,
and prohibitions on surface water discharge and surface disturbing activities on sensitive soils.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans
compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. BLM has not reduced previous estimates of
recoverable CBM reserves. The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be
an acceptable use of the public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right
and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the
terms and conditions incorporated in the lease.
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Packard, Gary

Redfield, Amber

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

| urge you to protect this important and fragile area
and its diverse and abundant wildlife species. The
Fortification Creek Area is a unique landscape within
the Powder River Basin and the last remaining area
unscarred by oil and gas development. The area is
home to an isolated elk herd, mule deer, songbirds,
and sage-grouse. | personally value these wildlife
species and believe they cannot be replaced should
development cause their populations to decline. The
topography of the area is rugged and the public
enjoys hiking, hunting, and recreating amidst the hills
and valleys.

Right now the price of natural gas is deflated and
industry and BLM have reduced previous estimates
of recoverable CBM reserves in the Fortification
Creek Area and throughout the Powder River Basin.
It is not worth sacrificing the wildlife, vegetation, and
water of this area for what will likely be uneconomic
gas production.

| oppose any drilling in the Fortification Creek Area
under the current alternatives, which would cause
significant impacts and irreversible damage without
sufficient protection.

Please protect the Fortification Creek Area by
ensuring sufficient habitat is available for the elk
herd, minimizing noise and disruptive activities,
preventing drilling on steep slopes and erosive soils,
and requiring phased CBM operations. CBM
development in this area will cause significant
impacts and BLM should conduct an environmental
impact statement to fully analyze projected impacts
and develop mitigation measures that will prevent or
reduce those impacts. (0230-1)

| do have concerns about your plan to protect all
overlapping critical habitats. This seems like an
extremely rigid approach. It seems reasonable to
allow development if an operator can demonstrate an
ability to protect wildlife in the area and minimize
disturbance. (0231-1)

Oil and gas development has taken place within the FCPA since the 1970s (refer to Figure 3-13). Since the 1970s, BLM has
enacted lease stipulations for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. In 1982 BLM
developed an oil and gas protection plan for the FCPA (BLM 1982). Present day lease stipulations require an acceptable
plan for the protection of sensitive resources (steep slopes, fragile watersheds and/or crucial elk habitat); this RMPA/EA
represents the acceptable plan. The RMPA/EA maintains the direction of previous management decisions.

Both action alternatives evaluated in this RMPA/EA would allow CBNG development, while providing protection of steep
slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. Alternative Il uses a prescriptive approach while Alternative 11l follows a
performance based approach with established standards for elk protection and reclamation.

The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
under both Alternatives Il and Il including the following:

1. A phased approach to drilling which provides areas free from development at all times;

2. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;

. A work activity management plan to reduce disruptive activities;

. Security habitat standards;

. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;

. TLs for raptor nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats; and
. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats.

O©oOo~NOoOUlbhW

Under Alternative 11, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on compression and water facilities,
and prohibitions on surface water discharge and surface disturbing activities on sensitive soils.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans
compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. BLM has not reduced previous estimates of
recoverable CBM reserves. The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be
an acceptable use of the public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right
and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the
terms and conditions incorporated in the lease.

The need for security habitat is scientifically based. There are numerous peer-reviewed papers researching the effects of
road use and other disruptive activities on elk (BLM 2007a, Christensen et al 1991, Forman 2000, Forman and Alexander
1998, Hiatt and Baker 1981, Leege 1984, Lyon 1983, Powell 2003, Sawyer et al. 2007). Alternative lll is an adaptive
management approach that includes scientific monitoring of elk. BLM will respond in accordance with the monitoring results,
potentially tightening management but also relaxing management restrictions where appropriate. However, monitoring is
after the fact, it documents elk response to development. By the time impacts are documented, it may not be possible to
effectively modify authorized developments. Security habitat standards are an appropriate apriori mitigation measure.

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases.
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Redfield, Amber

Redfield, Amber

Redfield, Amber

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

It is unreasonable to have a blanket ban on any
surface disturbance on slopes of 25% or more. Why
not let operators and engineers determine on a
case-by-case basis what is appropriate for a
particular site. (0231-2)

| think the BLM should allow for a pad to be built in
these situations if the operator submits an acceptable
construction and reclamation plan that minimizes
erosion potential and allows for the re-establishment
of native plants. (0231-3)

| am encouraged to see your office planning for the
development of our ample natural resources.
America needs natural gas and we have a lot of it
right here in Wyoming. Let's provide America with the
energy she needs - and reap the benefits of
development, including jobs, royalties, and tax
revenues. (0231-4)

One requirement of a NEPA analysis is to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives. BLM has determined that the
alternatives analyzed represent a reasonable range. Alternative | continues with existing RMP direction, Alternative Il
manages soils through a prescriptive approach, and Alternative Il provides for a performance-based approach. BLM is
basing slope restrictions on past performance by gas companies on BFO managed leases where even with engineered
designs, slopes were actively eroding.

Alternative Il provides for development and therefore is not in conflict with existing lease stipulations. BLM is always
interested in evolving technology that can help achieve both BLM and developer goals. The performance based approach of
Alternative Il can accommodate technological advancements.

Under Alternative lll, operators would submit a disturbance and reclamation plan with their APDs when specified by BLM.
With acceptable plan, surface disturbing activities may be authorized on slopes greater than 25 percent and on soils with a
severe erosion hazard where reclamation goals are achievable.

Thank you for your interest and comments on the Fortification Creek Planning Area Draft RMPA/EA.
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Gerard, Larry

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

| urge you to protect this important and fragile area
and its diverse and abundant wildlife species. The
Fortification Creek Area is a unique landscape within
the Powder River Basin and the last remaining area
unscarred by oil and gas development. The area is
home to an isolated elk herd, mule deer, songbirds,
and sage-grouse. | personally value these wildlife
species and believe they cannot be replaced should
development cause their populations to decline. The
topography of the area is rugged and the public
enjoys hiking, hunting, and recreating amidst the hills
and valleys.

Right now the price of natural gas is deflated and
industry and BLM have reduced previous estimates
of recoverable CBM reserves in the Fortification
Creek Area and throughout the Powder River Basin.
It is not worth sacrificing the wildlife, vegetation, and
water of this area for what will likely be uneconomic
gas production.

| oppose any drilling in the Fortification Creek Area
under the current alternatives, which would cause
significant impacts and irreversible damage without
sufficient protection.

Please protect the Fortification Creek Area by
ensuring sufficient habitat is available for the elk
herd, minimizing noise and disruptive activities,
preventing drilling on steep slopes and erosive soils,
and requiring phased CBM operations. CBM
development in this area will cause significant
impacts and BLM should conduct an environmental
impact statement to fully analyze projected impacts
and develop mitigation measures that will prevent or
reduce those impacts. (0232-1)

Oil and gas development has taken place within the FCPA since the 1970s (refer to Figure 3-13). Since the 1970s, BLM has
enacted lease stipulations for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. In 1982 BLM
developed an oil and gas protection plan for the FCPA (BLM 1982). Present day lease stipulations require an acceptable
plan for the protection of sensitive resources (steep slopes, fragile watersheds and/or crucial elk habitat); this RMPA/EA
represents the acceptable plan. The RMPA/EA maintains the direction of previous management decisions.

Both action alternatives evaluated in this RMPA/EA would allow CBNG development, while providing protection of steep
slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. Alternative Il uses a prescriptive approach while Alternative 11l follows a
performance based approach with established standards for elk protection and reclamation.

The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
under both Alternatives Il and Il including the following:

1. A phased approach to drilling which provides areas free from development at all times;

2. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;

. A work activity management plan to reduce disruptive activities;

. Security habitat standards;

. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;

. TLs for raptor nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats; and
. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats.

O©oOo~NOULhW

Under Alternative 11, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on compression and water facilities,
and prohibitions on surface water discharge and surface disturbing activities on sensitive soils.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans
compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. BLM has not reduced previous estimates of
recoverable CBM reserves. The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be
an acceptable use of the public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right
and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the
terms and conditions incorporated in the lease.
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Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

Saffel, Julie | urge you to protect this important and fragile area Oil and gas development has taken place within the FCPA since the 1970s (refer to Figure 3-13). Since the 1970s, BLM has
and its diverse and abundant wildlife species. The enacted lease stipulations for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. In 1982 BLM
Fortification Creek Area is a unique landscape within  developed an oil and gas protection plan for the FCPA (BLM 1982). Present day lease stipulations require an acceptable
the Powder River Basin and the last remaining area plan for the protection of sensitive resources (steep slopes, fragile watersheds and/or crucial elk habitat); this RMPA/EA
unscarred by oil and gas development. The area is represents the acceptable plan. The RMPA/EA maintains the direction of previous management decisions.
home to an isolated elk herd, mule deer, songbirds,
and sage-grouse. | personally value these wildlife Both action alternatives evaluated in this RMPA/EA would allow CBNG development, while providing protection of steep
species and believe they cannot be replaced should slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. Alternative Il uses a prescriptive approach while Alternative 11l follows a
development cause their populations to decline. The performance based approach with established standards for elk protection and reclamation.
topography of the area is rugged and the public
enjoys hiking, hunting, and recreating amidst the hills  The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
and valleys. under both Alternatives Il and Il including the following:

1. A phased approach to drilling which provides areas free from development at all times;
Right now the price of natural gas is deflated and 2. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;
industry and BLM have reduced previous estimates 3. A work activity management plan to reduce disruptive activities;
of recoverable CBM reserves in the Fortification 4. Security habitat standards;
Creek Area and throughout the Powder River Basin. 5. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;
It is not worth sacrificing the wildlife, vegetation, and 6. TLs for raptor nests;
water of this area for what will likely be uneconomic 7. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;
gas production. 8. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats; and
9. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats.
| oppose any drilling in the Fortification Creek Area
under the current alternatives, which would cause Under Alternative 11, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on compression and water facilities,
significant impacts and irreversible damage without and prohibitions on surface water discharge and surface disturbing activities on sensitive soils.
sufficient protection.
Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
Please protect the Fortification Creek Area by be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans
ensuring sufficient habitat is available for the elk compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. BLM has not reduced previous estimates of
herd, minimizing noise and disruptive activities, recoverable CBM reserves. The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be
preventing drilling on steep slopes and erosive soils, an acceptable use of the public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right
and requiring phased CBM operations. CBM and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the
development in this area will cause significant terms and conditions incorporated in the lease.
impacts and BLM should conduct an environmental
impact statement to fully analyze projected impacts
and develop mitigation measures that will prevent or
reduce those impacts. (0233-1)
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West, Margaret & Bill

Klock, Casey

Klock, Casey

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

| urge you to protect this important and fragile area
and its diverse and abundant wildlife species. The
Fortification Creek Area is a unique landscape within
the Powder River Basin and the last remaining area
unscarred by oil and gas development. The area is
home to an isolated elk herd, mule deer, songbirds,
and sage-grouse. | personally value these wildlife
species and believe they cannot be replaced should
development cause their populations to decline. The
topography of the area is rugged and the public
enjoys hiking, hunting, and recreating amidst the hills
and valleys.

Right now the price of natural gas is deflated and
industry and BLM have reduced previous estimates
of recoverable CBM reserves in the Fortification
Creek Area and throughout the Powder River Basin.
It is not worth sacrificing the wildlife, vegetation, and
water of this area for what will likely be uneconomic
gas production.

| oppose any drilling in the Fortification Creek Area
under the current alternatives, which would cause
significant impacts and irreversible damage without
sufficient protection.

Please protect the Fortification Creek Area by
ensuring sufficient habitat is available for the elk
herd, minimizing noise and disruptive activities,
preventing drilling on steep slopes and erosive soils,
and requiring phased CBM operations. CBM
development in this area will cause significant
impacts and BLM should conduct an environmental
impact statement to fully analyze projected impacts
and develop mitigation measures that will prevent or
reduce those impacts. (0234-1)

Certainly, there is a time and a place when we need
oversight but sometimes government gets heavy
handed and that hurts Wyoming. | think that we
should be supporting business in Wyoming and new
business development.

One example of heavy handedness in the document
is on the ban for 25% slopes. A one-sized-fits-all ban
like this doesn't take into account all of the
improvements we've made with drilling technologies.
There are good, environmentally responsible ways to
work in erosive soil areas. (0235-1)

| do not support the alternative that includes overly
restrictive bans on development. We need new
business! (0235-2)

Oil and gas development has taken place within the FCPA since the 1970s (refer to Figure 3-13). Since the 1970s, BLM has
enacted lease stipulations for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. In 1982 BLM
developed an oil and gas protection plan for the FCPA (BLM 1982). Present day lease stipulations require an acceptable
plan for the protection of sensitive resources (steep slopes, fragile watersheds and/or crucial elk habitat); this RMPA/EA
represents the acceptable plan. The RMPA/EA maintains the direction of previous management decisions.

Both action alternatives evaluated in this RMPA/EA would allow CBNG development, while providing protection of steep
slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. Alternative Il uses a prescriptive approach while Alternative 11l follows a
performance based approach with established standards for elk protection and reclamation.

The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
under both Alternatives Il and Il including the following:

1. A phased approach to drilling which provides areas free from development at all times;

2. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;

. A work activity management plan to reduce disruptive activities;

. Security habitat standards;

. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;

. TLs for raptor nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats; and
. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats.

O©oOo~NOULhW

Under Alternative 11, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on compression and water facilities,
and prohibitions on surface water discharge and surface disturbing activities on sensitive soils.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans
compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. BLM has not reduced previous estimates of
recoverable CBM reserves. The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be
an acceptable use of the public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right
and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the
terms and conditions incorporated in the lease.

Exemptions to the slope restrictions will be allowed under Alternatives | and 1l with an acceptable disturbance and
reclamation plan.

The RMPA/EA represents the acceptable plan required in the lease stipulations on many of the leases. BLM determined that
Alternatives Il and Il present two reasonable alternatives to balancing environmental resource concerns, identified through
lease stipulations, with CBNG development while honoring existing lease rights. Alternative Il provides for a
performance-based approach, as requested by the lease holders, to minimize prescriptive measures.
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Sorenson, Nancy

Manning, Mave

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

| urge you to protect this important and fragile area
and its diverse and abundant wildlife species. The
Fortification Creek Area is a unique landscape within
the Powder River Basin and the last remaining area
unscarred by oil and gas development. The area is
home to an isolated elk herd, mule deer, songbirds,
and sage-grouse. | personally value these wildlife
species and believe they cannot be replaced should
development cause their populations to decline. The
topography of the area is rugged and the public
enjoys hiking, hunting, and recreating amidst the hills
and valleys.

Right now the price of natural gas is deflated and
industry and BLM have reduced previous estimates
of recoverable CBM reserves in the Fortification
Creek Area and throughout the Powder River Basin.
It is not worth sacrificing the wildlife, vegetation, and
water of this area for what will likely be uneconomic
gas production.

| oppose any drilling in the Fortification Creek Area
under the current alternatives, which would cause
significant impacts and irreversible damage without
sufficient protection.

Please protect the Fortification Creek Area by
ensuring sufficient habitat is available for the elk
herd, minimizing noise and disruptive activities,
preventing drilling on steep slopes and erosive soils,
and requiring phased CBM operations. CBM
development in this area will cause significant
impacts and BLM should conduct an environmental
impact statement to fully analyze projected impacts
and develop mitigation measures that will prevent or
reduce those impacts. (0236-1)

| support the smart development of energy in
Fortification Creek and | support alternative 3 as the
best way to continue coal bed methane development.

I think this is the best because it allows operators the
most freedom while still protecting the area's natural
resources. However, | don't like alternative 3 because
it only allows for 50% of the wells that operators said
they needed. Alternative 3 is on the right track, but
there are still a few kinks that need to be ironed out
before it gets my absolute support. Thank you for
taking my thoughts into consideration as you finalize
your plans for this project. (0237-1)

Oil and gas development has taken place within the FCPA since the 1970s (refer to Figure 3-13). Since the 1970s, BLM has
enacted lease stipulations for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. In 1982 BLM
developed an oil and gas protection plan for the FCPA (BLM 1982). Present day lease stipulations require an acceptable
plan for the protection of sensitive resources (steep slopes, fragile watersheds and/or crucial elk habitat); this RMPA/EA
represents the acceptable plan. The RMPA/EA maintains the direction of previous management decisions.

Both action alternatives evaluated in this RMPA/EA would allow CBNG development, while providing protection of steep
slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. Alternative Il uses a prescriptive approach while Alternative 11l follows a
performance based approach with established standards for elk protection and reclamation.

The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
under both Alternatives Il and Il including the following:

1. A phased approach to drilling which provides areas free from development at all times;

2. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;

. A work activity management plan to reduce disruptive activities;

. Security habitat standards;

. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;

. TLs for raptor nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats; and
. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats.
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Under Alternative 11, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on compression and water facilities,
and prohibitions on surface water discharge and surface disturbing activities on sensitive soils.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans
compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. BLM has not reduced previous estimates of
recoverable CBM reserves. The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be
an acceptable use of the public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right
and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the
terms and conditions incorporated in the lease.

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases.

Under Alternative lll, as in all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the number of wells will be based on
meeting the security habitat standard and the other performance standards. The numbers are an estimate and actual
number of wells is likely to be different.
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Manning, Mave Gillette residents are all for the natural gas BLM anticipates that development in Fortification Creek would support approximately 227 jobs in surrounding counties and
development in the Fortification Creek Project Area. an increase of federal, state, and local revenues of $204 million.
Do you want to take a guess at why that is? It's
because just in this area, natural gas development
accounts for more than 900 jobs. (0237-2)

Manning, Wade I think the government should lift restrictions that The RMPA/EA represents the acceptable plan required in the lease stipulations on many of the leases. BLM determined that
burden our ability to produce this natural gas. By Alternatives Il and Il present two reasonable alternatives to balancing environmental resource concerns, identified through
designating so much land - up to 80% of the project lease stipulations, with CBNG development while honoring existing lease rights. Alternative Il provides for a
area - to wildlife habitat in the Fortification Creek performance-based approach, as requested by the lease holders, to minimize prescriptive measures.

project area, the government is just making it harder
for us to get the natural gas we need. Get it together
and let development in the Powder River Basin
continue without all kinds of restrictions. (0238-1)

Manning, Duane ... we can't have the BLM standing in the way of the = The RMPA/EA represents the acceptable plan required in the lease stipulations on many of the leases. BLM determined that
expanded development of the Fortification Creek Alternatives Il and Ill present two reasonable alternatives to balancing environmental resource concerns, identified through
area. | would be thrilled to see operators get the lease stipulations, with CBNG development while honoring existing lease rights. Alternative Il provides for a
go-ahead to work in this area and be able to put up performance-based approach, as requested by the lease holders, to minimize prescriptive measures.

all 1,000 wells they project they'll need, especially if it
came without all the wildlife habitat restrictions that
unnecessarily burden operators and make it harder
for all of us to make a living. (0239-1)
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Sorenson, Robert
PRBRC

Manning, Tom

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

| urge you to protect this important and fragile area
and its diverse and abundant wildlife species. The
Fortification Creek Area is a unique landscape within
the Powder River Basin and the last remaining area
unscarred by oil and gas development. The area is
home to an isolated elk herd, mule deer, songbirds,
and sage-grouse. | personally value these wildlife
species and believe they cannot be replaced should
development cause their populations to decline. The
topography of the area is rugged and the public
enjoys hiking, hunting, and recreating amidst the hills
and valleys.

Right now the price of natural gas is deflated and
industry and BLM have reduced previous estimates
of recoverable CBM reserves in the Fortification
Creek Area and throughout the Powder River Basin.
It is not worth sacrificing the wildlife, vegetation, and
water of this area for what will likely be uneconomic
gas production.

| oppose any drilling in the Fortification Creek Area
under the current alternatives, which would cause
significant impacts and irreversible damage without
sufficient protection.

Please protect the Fortification Creek Area by
ensuring sufficient habitat is available for the elk
herd, minimizing noise and disruptive activities,
preventing drilling on steep slopes and erosive soils,
and requiring phased CBM operations. CBM
development in this area will cause significant
impacts and BLM should conduct an environmental
impact statement to fully analyze projected impacts
and develop mitigation measures that will prevent or
reduce those impacts. (0240-1)

The latest thing that got me thinking the government
was just blowing smoke on energy issues was the
BLM's EA for the Powder River Basin/Fortification
Creek project area. The BLM recommends so many
restrictions for the development of this area that it will
be a wonder if anything can even get done there.
America is facing a serious energy crisis. We can't
afford the rising costs of buying from foreign sources
that are often unreliable and disloyal to the United
States. We need development in places like the
Fortification Creek in order to keep this country
running. | know the government has the rhetoric
down-I hear it all the time-but the real test is going to
be whether they can actually practice what they
preach. The BLM needs to back down its regulations
S0 we can get something done to get us on track for
energy independence. (0241-1)

Oil and gas development has taken place within the FCPA since the 1970s (refer to Figure 3-13). Since the 1970s, BLM has
enacted lease stipulations for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. In 1982 BLM
developed an oil and gas protection plan for the FCPA (BLM 1982). Present day lease stipulations require an acceptable
plan for the protection of sensitive resources (steep slopes, fragile watersheds and/or crucial elk habitat); this RMPA/EA
represents the acceptable plan. The RMPA/EA maintains the direction of previous management decisions.

Both action alternatives evaluated in this RMPA/EA would allow CBNG development, while providing protection of steep
slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. Alternative Il uses a prescriptive approach while Alternative 11l follows a
performance based approach with established standards for elk protection and reclamation.

The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
under both Alternatives Il and Il including the following:

1. A phased approach to drilling which provides areas free from development at all times;

2. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;

. A work activity management plan to reduce disruptive activities;

. Security habitat standards;

. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;

. TLs for raptor nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats; and
. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats.
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Under Alternative 11, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on compression and water facilities,
and prohibitions on surface water discharge and surface disturbing activities on sensitive soils.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans
compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. BLM has not reduced previous estimates of
recoverable CBM reserves. The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be
an acceptable use of the public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right
and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the
terms and conditions incorporated in the lease.

The RMPA/EA represents the acceptable plan required in the lease stipulations on many of the leases. BLM determined that
Alternatives Il and Il present two reasonable alternatives to balancing environmental resource concerns, identified through
lease stipulations, with CBNG development while honoring existing lease rights. Alternative Il provides for a
performance-based approach, as requested by the lease holders, to minimize prescriptive measures.
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Wilkie, Dean | urge you to protect this important and fragile area Oil and gas development has taken place within the FCPA since the 1970s (refer to Figure 3-13). Since the 1970s, BLM has

PRBRC and its diverse and abundant wildlife species. The enacted lease stipulations for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. In 1982 BLM
Fortification Creek Area is a unique landscape within  developed an oil and gas protection plan for the FCPA (BLM 1982). Present day lease stipulations require an acceptable
the Powder River Basin and the last remaining area plan for the protection of sensitive resources (steep slopes, fragile watersheds and/or crucial elk habitat); this RMPA/EA
unscarred by oil and gas development. The area is represents the acceptable plan. The RMPA/EA maintains the direction of previous management decisions.
home to an isolated elk herd, mule deer, songbirds,
and sage-grouse. | personally value these wildlife Both action alternatives evaluated in this RMPA/EA would allow CBNG development, while providing protection of steep
species and believe they cannot be replaced should slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. Alternative Il uses a prescriptive approach while Alternative 11l follows a
development cause their populations to decline. The performance based approach with established standards for elk protection and reclamation.
topography of the area is rugged and the public
enjoys hiking, hunting, and recreating amidst the hills | The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
and valleys. under both Alternatives Il and Il including the following:

1. A phased approach to drilling which provides areas free from development at all times;
Right now the price of natural gas is deflated and 2. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;
industry and BLM have reduced previous estimates 3. A work activity management plan to reduce disruptive activities;
of recoverable CBM reserves in the Fortification 4. Security habitat standards;
Creek Area and throughout the Powder River Basin. 5. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;
It is not worth sacrificing the wildlife, vegetation, and 6. TLs for raptor nests;
water of this area for what will likely be uneconomic 7. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;
gas production. 8. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats; and
9. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats.
| oppose any drilling in the Fortification Creek Area
under the current alternatives, which would cause Under Alternative 11, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on compression and water facilities,
significant impacts and irreversible damage without and prohibitions on surface water discharge and surface disturbing activities on sensitive soils.
sufficient protection.
Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
Please protect the Fortification Creek Area by be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans
ensuring sufficient habitat is available for the elk compatible with the identified performance standards would be required.
herd, minimizing noise and disruptive activities,
preventing drilling on steep slopes and erosive soils, If it is unclear whether an action would have a significant effect, an environmental assessment (EA) is prepared (40 CFR
and requiring phased CBM operations. CBM 1508.9(a)). If the EA analysis shows the action would not have a significant effect, a Finding of No Significant Impact
development in this area will cause significant (FONSI) documents that there is no need for an environmental impact statement (EIS) (40 CFR 1508.13). The action
impacts and BLM should conduct an environmental alternatives analyzed in the Draft RMPA/EA indicate that there are no significant environmental impacts. Additionally, there
impact statement to fully analyze projected impacts are measures in place for the protection of soil, water, cultural, and wildlife resources including elk. A monitoring program
and develop mitigation measures that will prevent or enables adaptive management if actual effects differ from the anticipated effects.
reduce those impacts. (0243-1)

Harris, M That is why we need to develop as much of our The RMPA/EA represents the acceptable plan required in the lease stipulations on many of the leases. BLM determined that
natural gas in the Fortification Creek area. The Alternatives Il and Il present two reasonable alternatives to balancing environmental resource concerns, identified through
Powder River Basin produces more than 900,000 lease stipulations, with CBNG development while honoring existing lease rights. Alternative Il provides for a
cubic feet of gas per day (or over 9 billion cubic feet performance-based approach, as requested by the lease holders, to minimize prescriptive measures.
per year). While that is a small percentage, it is still
an important component of our national energy
portfolio.
| ask that you consider these factors when making
your decision on Fortification Creek. Make sure the
phased development you envision creates proper
incentives for timely and efficient development of our
resources. Make sure you are not imposing costs on
these operators that will have little or no value. Too
often, restrictions are put in place that are simply
window-dressing to appease some special interest
environmentalist group. Yet, they impose great costs
on operators and ultimately consumers. (0244-1)
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Wilson, J

Wilson, J

Wilson, J

Ruby, Zana

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

You did a great job on this EA for the Fortification
Creek Area. It shows that you spent a lot of time
analyzing the best way to - as the saying goes - have
our cake and eat it too! | think the best example of
this is in Alternative 3. This alternative outlines how to
get a sizeable portion of the gas from coal beds out
and still protecting the integrity of the view and the
land. (0245-1)

| was really glad to see that the visual resource
classification stayed the same. This is a perfect area
to have a class lll: we need development and the
way it's outlined in Alternative 3 makes sure that it
will all be protected. | don't see a major issue with
allowing overhead power lines but | think there
should be some flexibility in where they are allowed
to be placed. (0245-2)

I've heard some talk from people who think that there
should be more special designations for the elk but |
don't think this is a good idea. What concerns me is
how that type of designation would hurt our grazing
industry. | was glad to see that it wasn't incorporated
into Alternative 3 and | think you should go forward
with this one. (0245-3)

The Fortification Creek area is blessed with an
abundance of coal bed methane. | support continued
development of this valuable energy resource. The
RMP Amendment and Environmental Assessment
analyzes three alternatives. Alternative 2 is way too
restrictive and unfair to leaseholders. Alternative 3 is
a good start.

While | reserve the right to submit additional
comments, | wanted to address the reclamation
policies suggested in Alternative 3. It appears that the
BLM will not allow development to move into later
phases until one year after full reclamation of an
earlier phase is completed. This is way too restrictive.

While it is important for interim reclamation activities
to be completed, the one-year delay is too long. A
better approach would be to make sure reclamation
activities occur and standards are met, and to
monitor the reclamation for years into the future. You
can still go back to operators and make them fix the
situation, while they operate in another location.
(0246-1)

Thank you for your interest and comments on the Fortification Creek Planning Area Draft RMPA/EA.

Many of the power lines that would be necessary for CBNG development within the FCPA are already in place. Under
Alternative Ill overhead power on BLM surface will be limited to within road corridors to manage within the existing visual
class.

Neither an ACEC nor a WHMA were designated because the resource values (scenic, wildlife, fragile watershed) for which
the ACEC and WHMAwere proposed will be adequately protected with this RMPA/EA.

Again, thank you for your comments.

One requirement of a NEPA analysis is to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives. BLM has determined that a
reasonable range of reclamation and development pace alternatives are analyzed. Alternative | does not use reclamation to
regulate development pace, Alternative Il includes one year of successful interim reclamation prior to proceeding to the next
phase, and Alternative Ill requires the identified reclamation standards to be met prior to proceeding to the next phase. If the
reclamation standards are met, then there is no delay between phases. First year disturbances must be seeded and
stabilized. Stabilization and revegetation standards reduce erosion and lead to a quicker restoration of native habitats. The
tri-phase development plan was primarily crafted for elk, to provide habitat secure from disruptive activity. However,
successful reclamation is also important to ensure large areas of surface disturbance are not left in unstable or unvegetated
states which would then require additional reclamation work potentially disruptive to the elk.
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Fraser, Pat

Fraser, Pat

Buckley, Mike

Buckley, Mike

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

| was surprised that Alternative #1 , the "No Action
Alternative", proposed the most development. In fact,
it proposed 1/3 more wells than the preferred
alternative. | am all for protecting the environment.
However, | am also for consolidating development. If
you lightly develop one area, you expose whole other
areas to development. And, those areas may have
true wildlife or wilderness values, that are less
important that those found in Fortification Creek.

Alternative #2 is completely unreasonable and | am
glad you did not make it your preferred alternative.
The so-called "prescriptive" approach limits
development too severely, will make operations too
expensive, and unfairly limits access to certain
high-value reserves. Leaseholder and taxpayer value
will be minimized which is wrong.

Alternative #3 | think sets out the best development
plan of the three. But, it does limit resource extraction
too much. Again, there is going to be drilling in the
area. Not allowing drilling in several locations will
likely have limited (or no) positive environmental
impact. All it will do is reduce the amount of the
resource extracted and limit leaseholder and
taxpayer values. | would encourage you to go back
and see how you can increase the number of well
locations from the current 483 and come as close as
possible to the number of well locations shown in
Alternative #1. (0247-1)

| think your analysis presents a good start. But, |
would like to see more efficient resource extraction.
(0247-2)

| do not agree with some of the proposed features in
the EA including the one-year moratorium on
development until interim reclamation has been
established. This is a foolish, arbitrary ruling that will
not adequately help the habitat loss. | also do not
agree that the elk will be unduly hurt. (0248-1)

Certainly, in the interim, there will be activity and as
scientifically proven, the elk will avoid the area that is
under development. However, with the bolt on
approach in Alternative 3, there is ample time and
room for the elk to get away from the development.
The biggest disturbance to the elk will be during the
construction phase and that will be short lived. A field
of less than 500 wells is not a large field and will be
constructed quickly. (0248-2)

The RMPA/EA represents the acceptable plan required in the lease stipulations on many of the leases. BLM determined that
alternatives Il and Il present two reasonable alternatives to balancing environmental resource concerns, identified through
lease stipulations, with CBNG development while honoring existing lease rights. Alternative Il provides for a
performance-based approach, as requested by the lease holders, to minimize prescriptive measures.

Under Alternative 3, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would
not be specific restrictions on wells, roads, water facilities, and visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans
compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. The preferred alternative would retain at least 80%
of the elk security habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach
provides for development within each of the geographic phases.

Under Alternative lll, as in all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the number of wells will be based on
meeting the security habitat standard and the other performance standards. The numbers are an estimate and actual
number of wells is likely to be different.

Thank you for your interest and comments on the Fortification Creek Planning Area Draft RMPA/EA.

One requirement of a NEPA analysis is to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives. BLM has determined that a
reasonable range of reclamation and development pace alternatives are analyzed. Alternative | does not use reclamation to
regulate development pace, Alternative Il includes one year of successful interim reclamation prior to proceeding to the next
phase, and Alternative 11l requires the identified reclamation standards to be met prior to proceeding to the next phase. If the
reclamation standards are met, then there is no delay between phases. First year disturbances must be seeded and
stabilized. Stabilization and revegetation standards reduce erosion and lead to a quicker restoration of native habitats. The
tri-phase development plan was primarily crafted for elk, to provide habitat secure from disruptive activity. However,
successful reclamation is also important to ensure large areas of surface disturbance are not left in unstable or unvegetated
states which would then require additional reclamation work potentially disruptive to the elk.

Under Alternative I, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would
not be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation
plans compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. The preferred alternative would retain at least
80% of the elk security habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach
provides for development within each of the geographic phases.
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Buckley, Mike

Buckley, Mike

Buckley, Mike

Vance, Lars

Vance, Lars

Vance, Lars

Vance, Shirley

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

As part of the performance based objectives, water
facilities should be allowed throughout the range.
Protection of game habitat while these facilities are
on range land can be accomplished through the
many performance based standards you outlined.
(0248-3)

| think you should also consider allowing disturbance
on steep slopes and not put a ban on all surface
disturbance of slope more than 25% or highly erosive
soils. The use of sound geotechnical engineering can
help mitigate many issues associated with this. If an
operator can show that his plan has a detailed
construction and reclamation plan for activity on 25%
slopes, than it should be allowed. (0248-4)

Before these plans are accepted, the BLM should
make sure all the folks who would be approving these
are on the same page to make sure there is
consistency in the applications. (0248-5)

I'm glad that all the alternatives look at how to extract
coal bed methane. Our nation is facing a serious
energy crisis. Without adequate production and
supply of energy, we are destined for a major energy
crisis. It is therefore the duty of the BLM to take
appropriate actions to the extent available to have
projects that increase the production and
ttansmission of energy. (0249-1)

| do not support the creation of an ACEC or WHMA
outlined in Alternative Il. By BLM own recognition
(Page 4-116) with regards to the action to designate
an ACEC,; "It is expected these actions would result
in negligible beneficial impacts to vegetation and
rangeland resources because the resource values
would be protected by performance based
standards." (0249-2)

| support adoption of Alternative IlI's performance
based standards and see no need to designate an
ACEC. (0249-3)

| do not support Alternatives | and Il. | do not think
either of these methods are the best way to move
forward. | think the only reasonable plan for moving
forward is Alternative 11l as long as you make sure
none of the private landowners who are checker
boarded throughout get hurt. | also think you should
make sure that the people who bought the leases can
actually get into the leases because without proper
rules in place it seems like some of the leaseholders
could get the short end of the stick. (0250-1)

Under Alternative I, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans
compatible with the identified performance standards would be required.

One requirement of a NEPA analysis is to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives. BLM has determined that the
alternatives analyzed represent a reasonable range. Alternative | continues with existing RMP direction, Alternative Il
manages soils through a prescriptive approach, and Alternative Il provides for a performance-based approach. BLM is
basing slope restrictions on past performance by gas companies on BFO managed leases where even with engineered
designs, slopes were actively eroding.

Alternative Il provides for development and therefore is not in conflict with existing lease stipulations. BLM is always
interested in evolving technology that can help achieve both BLM and developer goals. The performance based approach of
Alternative 11l can accommodate technological advancements.

Thank you for your interest and comments on the Fortification Creek Planning Area Draft RMPA/EA. The performance
standards will provide consistency.

Thank you for your interest and comments on the Fortification Creek Planning Area Draft RMPA/EA.

Neither an ACEC nor a WHMA was designated because the resource values (scenic, wildlife, fragile watershed) for which
the ACEC and WHMAwere proposed will be adequately protected with this RMPA/EA.

Under Alternative I, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would
not be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation
plans compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. The preferred alternative would retain at least
80% of the elk security habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach
provides for development within each of the geographic phases.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would
not be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation
plans compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. The preferred alternative would retain at least
80% of the elk security habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach
provides for development within each of the geographic phases.
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Harvey, Kevin

Harvey, Kevin

Harvey, Kevin

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

Phased development should be flexible enough to
allow operators to proceed with later phases of
development without waiting for other operators to
complete their earlier phases. | am concerned that
your phased development idea will negatively impact
the lease rights of those in later phases. Phased
development needs to be economically viable and
technically feasible. And, it should be based on
performance, not arbitrary thresholds. (0251-1)

The phased development scenario set forth in
Alternative 3 seems the best to me. The BLM can
work with operators to achieve environmentally
responsible and timely lease development. The
prescriptive approach in Altemative 2 is overly
restrictive in that it will seriously delay development in
the Fortification Creek area. Performance-based
development using a "bolt-on" approach is most
reasonable. (0251-2)

In addition, you need to ensure that phased and
coordinated development does not give one operator
a competitive advantage over another. If one
operator is dependent on other operators before
moving onto subsequent phases, overall
development will drop to the "lowest-common
denominator." | think that companies that
demonstrate the most efficient and quick operations -
to get in and get out - should be rewarded . (0251-3)

The preferred alternative would allocate security habitat by geographic phase. This would retain at least 80% of the elk
security habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for
development within each of the geographic phases.

Thank you for your interest and comments on the Fortification Creek Planning Area Draft RMPA/EA.

The preferred alternative would allocate security habitat by geographic phase. This would retain at least 80% of the elk
security habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for
development within each of the geographic phases.

unknown | read from one of those enviro groups that: FCPA is Thank you for your interest and comments on the Fortification Creek Planning Area Draft RMPA/EA.
the "last vestige of a Powder River Basin pristine high
prairie ecosystem is in trouble from excessive coal
bed methane and the BLM is asking for comments on
the values of the area." This is such a LIE! Anyone
who's ever been up in the area knows there's about
599 wells in the FCPA area. There are already roads.
There is already infrastructure. The audacity that this
is somehow a unigue untouched area is a bald-faced
fib. (0252-1)
unknown Certainly, if they are referring to the existing WSA, No development will occur in the WSA until Congress determines whether to permanently designate this area wilderness.
then yes, one could argue that there isn't any BLM did not recommend the WSA for wilderness in the 1985 Buffalo RMP (p. 15, 18). If Congress were to act upon and
development but this EA wouldn't allow for any follow BLM's recommendation then the WSA would be opened to oil and gas leasing.
development in that WSA. It would continue to be
protected and that's where most of the elk already The federal minerals outside the WSA have already been leased and the RMPA/EA will recognize all valid existing rights (p.
hang out! (0252-2) 1-6). The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be an acceptable use of
the public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right and privilege to drill
for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the terms and conditions
incorporated in the lease.
The WSA is bounded by private property and constructed roadways. The BLM determined that there are no public lands
outside the WSA with wilderness characteristics.
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Pannos, Mark

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

This group and others keep trying to say that the poor
elk will be so hurt. But | read through the document
and it said that Game and Fish wants at least 150 in
the herd. There's more elk in the area now than that
number and cow pregnancy rates are above 90
percent (0252-3)

This is why | don't support Alternative 2. The better
approach is Alternative 3. | hope that you'll move
forward with Alternative 3 - the Performance Based
Alternative as the preferred alternative in the final EA.
| hope that you also move quickly through this
process because this project has already been
delayed enough. (0252-4)

| urge you to protect this important and fragile area
and its diverse and abundant wildlife species. The
Fortification Creek Area is a unique landscape within
the Powder River Basin and the last remaining area
unscarred by oil and gas development. The area is
home to an isolated elk herd, mule deer, songbirds,
and sage-grouse. | personally value these wildlife
species and believe they cannot be replaced should
development cause their populations to decline. The
topography of the area is rugged and the public
enjoys hiking, hunting, and recreating amidst the hills
and valleys.

Right now the price of natural gas is deflated and
industry and BLM have reduced previous estimates
of recoverable CBM reserves in the Fortification
Creek Area and throughout the Powder River Basin.
It is not worth sacrificing the wildlife, vegetation, and
water of this area for what will likely be uneconomic
gas production.

| oppose any drilling in the Fortification Creek Area
under the current alternatives, which would cause
significant impacts and irreversible damage without
sufficient protection.

Please protect the Fortification Creek Area by
ensuring sufficient habitat is available for the elk
herd, minimizing noise and disruptive activities,
preventing drilling on steep slopes and erosive soils,
and requiring phased CBM operations. CBM
development in this area will cause significant
impacts and BLM should conduct an environmental
impact statement to fully analyze projected impacts
and develop mitigation measures that will prevent or
reduce those impacts. (0253-1)

Oil and gas development has taken place within the FCPA since the 1970s (refer to Figure 3-13). Since the 1970s, BLM has
enacted lease stipulations for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. In 1982 BLM
developed an oil and gas protection plan for the FCPA (BLM 1982). Present day lease stipulations require an acceptable
plan for the protection of sensitive resources (steep slopes, fragile watersheds and/or crucial elk habitat); this RMPA/EA
represents the acceptable plan. The RMPA/EA maintains the direction of previous management decisions. Both action
alternatives evaluated in this RMPA/EA would allow CBNG development, while providing protection of steep slopes, fragile
watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. Alternative Il uses a prescriptive approach while Alternative IlI follows a performance
based approach with established standards for elk protection and reclamation.

Thank you for your interest and comments on the Fortification Creek Planning Area Draft RMPA/EA.

Oil and gas development has taken place within the FCPA since the 1970s (refer to Figure 3-13). Since the 1970s, BLM has
enacted lease stipulations for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. In 1982 BLM
developed an oil and gas protection plan for the FCPA (BLM 1982). Present day lease stipulations require an acceptable
plan for the protection of sensitive resources (steep slopes, fragile watersheds and/or crucial elk habitat); this RMPA/EA
represents the acceptable plan. The RMPA/EA maintains the direction of previous management decisions.

Both action alternatives evaluated in this RMPA/EA would allow CBNG development, while providing protection of steep
slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. Alternative Il uses a prescriptive approach while Alternative Il follows a
performance based approach with established standards for elk protection and reclamation.

The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
under both Alternatives Il and Il including the following:

1. A phased approach to drilling which provides areas free from development at all times;

. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;

. A work activity management plan to reduce disruptive activities;

. Security habitat standards;

. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;

. TLs for raptor nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats; and
. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats.

O©oOo~NOUILh WN

Under Alternative 11, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on compression and water facilities,
and prohibitions on surface water discharge and surface disturbing activities on sensitive soils.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans
compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. BLM has not reduced previous estimates of
recoverable CBM reserves. The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be
an acceptable use of the public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right
and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the
terms and conditions incorporated in the lease.
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Duvall, Allen W

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

Under Alternative lll, as in all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the number of wells will be based on
meeting the security habitat standard and the other performance standards. The numbers are an estimate and actual

| found out about Fortification Creek project because
of an article written by Dustin Bleizeffer in the Casper
Star Tribune. The article said that the
"Performance-based plan" would allow for 483 well
locations. However, when | reviewed the BLM
documents, | started to realize that this number of
allowed well locations is very low. It's much less than
the original plan of 726 wells. Why did the BLM go
with such a low number? If it was done in response to
the elk, I think that development, even at the 700+
well mark, can happen in a responsible way. | hope
that this number will be revised to allow for the
potential to have more wells in the area. (0254-1)

The article also references several concerns to the
elk herd being "boxed in". However, the requirements
and BMPs outline in Alternative 3 do a great job in
making sure that development can take place without
adversely affecting the elk - not to mention other
wildlife. (0254-2)

number of wells is likely to be different.

Thank you for your interest and comments on the Fortification Creek Planning Area Draft RMPA/EA.

4/11/2011

Page 108 of 287



unknown

Yarn, Bradley

Yarn, Bradley

Yarn, Bradley

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

| urge you to protect this important and fragile area
and its diverse and abundant wildlife species. The
Fortification Creek Area is a unique landscape within
the Powder River Basin and the last remaining area
unscarred by oil and gas development. The area is
home to an isolated elk herd, mule deer, songbirds,
and sage-grouse. | personally value these wildlife
species and believe they cannot be replaced should
development cause their populations to decline. The
topography of the area is rugged and the public
enjoys hiking, hunting, and recreating amidst the hills
and valleys.

Right now the price of natural gas is deflated and
industry and BLM have reduced previous estimates
of recoverable CBM reserves in the Fortification
Creek Area and throughout the Powder River Basin.
It is not worth sacrificing the wildlife, vegetation, and
water of this area for what will likely be uneconomic
gas production.

| oppose any drilling in the Fortification Creek Area
under the current alternatives, which would cause
significant impacts and irreversible damage without
sufficient protection.

Please protect the Fortification Creek Area by
ensuring sufficient habitat is available for the elk
herd, minimizing noise and disruptive activities,
preventing drilling on steep slopes and erosive soils,
and requiring phased CBM operations. CBM
development in this area will cause significant
impacts and BLM should conduct an environmental
impact statement to fully analyze projected impacts
and develop mitigation measures that will prevent or
reduce those impacts. (0255-1)

You will surely receive comments from
environmentalists supporting the "Prescriptive
Alternative". Both this alternative would make the
project unviable. And, | do not believe it will do much
to actually protect the environment. (0256-1)

Your office can impose "reasonable restrictions" to
help ensure the protection of the environment.
However, the restrictions found in Alternative 2 are
anything by reasonable. The overlapping crucial
range restrictions are too restrictive in that they
eliminate development in too great an area. (0256-2)

In addition, the BLM needs to address or create a fair
and orderly allocation of effective and secure habitat
loss among all lease holders/operators in the area
under Alternative Il and Ill. (0256-3)

Oil and gas development has taken place within the FCPA since the 1970s (refer to Figure 3-13). Since the 1970s, BLM has
enacted lease stipulations for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. In 1982 BLM
developed an oil and gas protection plan for the FCPA (BLM 1982). Present day lease stipulations require an acceptable
plan for the protection of sensitive resources (steep slopes, fragile watersheds and/or crucial elk habitat); this RMPA/EA
represents the acceptable plan. The RMPA/EA maintains the direction of previous management decisions.

Both action alternatives evaluated in this RMPA/EA would allow CBNG development, while providing protection of steep
slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. Alternative Il uses a prescriptive approach while Alternative 11l follows a
performance based approach with established standards for elk protection and reclamation.

The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
under both Alternatives Il and Il including the following:

1. A phased approach to drilling which provides areas free from development at all times;

2. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;

. A work activity management plan to reduce disruptive activities;

. Security habitat standards;

. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;

. TLs for raptor nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats; and
. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats.

O©oOo~NOoOUlbhW

Under Alternative 11, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on compression and water facilities,
and prohibitions on surface water discharge and surface disturbing activities on sensitive soils.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans
compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. BLM has not reduced previous estimates of
recoverable CBM reserves. The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be
an acceptable use of the public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right
and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the
terms and conditions incorporated in the lease.

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases.

The need for security habitat is scientifically based. There are numerous peer-reviewed papers researching the effects of
road use and other disruptive activities on elk (BLM 2007a, Christensen et al 1991, Forman 2000, Forman and Alexander
1998, Hiatt and Baker 1981, Leege 1984, Lyon 1983, Powell 2003, Sawyer et al. 2007). Alternative Il is an adaptive
management approach that includes scientific monitoring of elk. BLM will respond in accordance with the monitoring results,
potentially tightening management but also relaxing management restrictions where appropriate.

The preferred alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three
geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development within each of the geographic phases.
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Sands

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

If we're going to produce natural gas, the
"Performance Alternative" is a great way to do it.
And, | would think reasonable environmental
organizations would support it. Thank you for all your
work on this project. | look forward to your approving
the "Preferred Alternative" and participating in making
this project come to fruition. (0256-4)

| urge you to protect this important and fragile area
and its diverse and abundant wildlife species. The
Fortification Creek Area is a unique landscape within
the Powder River Basin and the last remaining area
unscarred by oil and gas development. The area is
home to an isolated elk herd, mule deer, songbirds,
and sage-grouse. | personally value these wildlife
species and believe they cannot be replaced should
development cause their populations to decline. The
topography of the area is rugged and the public
enjoys hiking, hunting, and recreating amidst the hills
and valleys.

Right now the price of natural gas is deflated and
industry and BLM have reduced previous estimates
of recoverable CBM reserves in the Fortification
Creek Area and throughout the Powder River Basin.
It is not worth sacrificing the wildlife, vegetation, and
water of this area for what will likely be uneconomic
gas production.

| oppose any drilling in the Fortification Creek Area
under the current alternatives, which would cause
significant impacts and irreversible damage without
sufficient protection.

Please protect the Fortification Creek Area by
ensuring sufficient habitat is available for the elk
herd, minimizing noise and disruptive activities,
preventing drilling on steep slopes and erosive soils,
and requiring phased CBM operations. CBM
development in this area will cause significant
impacts and BLM should conduct an environmental
impact statement to fully analyze projected impacts
and develop mitigation measures that will prevent or
reduce those impacts. (0257-1)

Thank you for your interest and comments on the Fortification Creek Planning Area Draft RMPA/EA.

Oil and gas development has taken place within the FCPA since the 1970s (refer to Figure 3-13). Since the 1970s, BLM has
enacted lease stipulations for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. In 1982 BLM
developed an oil and gas protection plan for the FCPA (BLM 1982). Present day lease stipulations require an acceptable
plan for the protection of sensitive resources (steep slopes, fragile watersheds and/or crucial elk habitat); this RMPA/EA
represents the acceptable plan. The RMPA/EA maintains the direction of previous management decisions.

Both action alternatives evaluated in this RMPA/EA would allow CBNG development, while providing protection of steep
slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. Alternative Il uses a prescriptive approach while Alternative 11l follows a
performance based approach with established standards for elk protection and reclamation.

The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
under both Alternatives Il and Il including the following:

1. A phased approach to drilling which provides areas free from development at all times;

2. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;

. A work activity management plan to reduce disruptive activities;

. Security habitat standards;

. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;

. TLs for raptor nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats; and
. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats.

O©CoOoO~NOULhW

Under Alternative 11, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on compression and water facilities,
and prohibitions on surface water discharge and surface disturbing activities on sensitive soils.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans
compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. BLM has not reduced previous estimates of
recoverable CBM reserves. The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be
an acceptable use of the public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right
and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the
terms and conditions incorporated in the lease.
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Herman, Joshua

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

| urge you to protect this important and fragile area
and its diverse and abundant wildlife species. The
Fortification Creek Area is a unique landscape within
the Powder River Basin and the last remaining area
unscarred by oil and gas development. The area is
home to an isolated elk herd, mule deer, songbirds,
and sage-grouse. | personally value these wildlife
species and believe they cannot be replaced should
development cause their populations to decline. The
topography of the area is rugged and the public
enjoys hiking, hunting, and recreating amidst the hills
and valleys.

Right now the price of natural gas is deflated and
industry and BLM have reduced previous estimates
of recoverable CBM reserves in the Fortification
Creek Area and throughout the Powder River Basin.
It is not worth sacrificing the wildlife, vegetation, and
water of this area for what will likely be uneconomic
gas production.

| oppose any drilling in the Fortification Creek Area
under the current alternatives, which would cause
significant impacts and irreversible damage without
sufficient protection.

Please protect the Fortification Creek Area by
ensuring sufficient habitat is available for the elk
herd, minimizing noise and disruptive activities,
preventing drilling on steep slopes and erosive soils,
and requiring phased CBM operations. CBM
development in this area will cause significant
impacts and BLM should conduct an environmental
impact statement to fully analyze projected impacts
and develop mitigation measures that will prevent or
reduce those impacts. (0258-1)

It is an extremely productive field. This project will
ensure that coal bed natural gas continues to flow
from this area for many more years and provide
hundreds of new jobs and revenues to the Federal
Government, State of Wyoming, and the local
communities. Point and case: Johnson, Campbell
counties provide a large tax base for the state and
most of this comes from energy development
(0259-1)

Oil and gas development has taken place within the FCPA since the 1970s (refer to Figure 3-13). Since the 1970s, BLM has
enacted lease stipulations for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. In 1982 BLM
developed an oil and gas protection plan for the FCPA (BLM 1982). Present day lease stipulations require an acceptable
plan for the protection of sensitive resources (steep slopes, fragile watersheds and/or crucial elk habitat); this RMPA/EA
represents the acceptable plan. The RMPA/EA maintains the direction of previous management decisions.

Both action alternatives evaluated in this RMPA/EA would allow CBNG development, while providing protection of steep
slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. Alternative Il uses a prescriptive approach while Alternative 11l follows a
performance based approach with established standards for elk protection and reclamation.

The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
under both Alternatives Il and Il including the following:

. A phased approach to drilling which provides areas free from development at all times;

. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;

. A work activity management plan to reduce disruptive activities;

. Security habitat standards;

. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;

. TLs for raptor nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats; and
. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats.

O©CoOoO~NOoOUh~wWNE

Under Alternative 11, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on compression and water facilities,
and prohibitions on surface water discharge and surface disturbing activities on sensitive soils.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans
compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. BLM has not reduced previous estimates of
recoverable CBM reserves. The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be
an acceptable use of the public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right
and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the
terms and conditions incorporated in the lease.

Socioeconomic impacts are described in Section 4.6. This section includes the impact of development on housing;
employment; and federal, state, and local revenues. Impacts were evaluated for Campbell, Johnson, and Sheridan counites.
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Herman, Joshua

Herman, Joshua

Herman, Joshua

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

If proven that development can occur with minimal
damage to steep slopes or slopes over 25%, the
operators should be allowed to move forward with
such plans. (0259-2)

The majority of disturbances to wildlife will occur
during the very short, very temporary construction
period. (0259-3)

Interim reclamation success should not be a criteria
for deciding when companies can move onto the next
phase of development. Rather interim reclamation
investments should be made before moving to the
next phase. (0259-4)

For these reasons | urge you to recommend the
approval of Alternative 3 and allow the development
to occur. Your office has done an excellent job in
fulfilling your duty to address and perform an
extensive analysis of a reasonable range of
alternatives. (0259-5)

One requirement of a NEPA analysis is to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives. BLM has determined that the
alternatives analyzed represent a reasonable range. Alternative | continues with existing RMP direction, Alternative Il
manages soils through a prescriptive approach, and Alternative Il provides for a performance-based approach. BLM is
basing slope restrictions on past performance by gas companies on BFO managed leases where even with engineered
designs, slopes were actively eroding.

Alternative Il provides for development and therefore is not in conflict with existing lease stipulations. BLM is always
interested in evolving technology that can help achieve both BLM and developer goals. The performance based approach of
Alternative Il can accommodate technological advancements.

There will continue to be disturbance from well visitation activites. Some level of human visitation is necessary to ensure
safe, efficient, operations and meet regulatory obligations. Operators have taken measures to reduce human visitation such
as metering wells with radiotelemetry. However, even remote metering technologies do not eliminate the need for human
visitation, some level of human activity is required because the remote-systems need to be checked, meters require periodic
calibration, and equipment needs to be inspected to prevent releases.

One requirement of a NEPA analysis is to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives. BLM has determined that a
reasonable range of reclamation and development pace alternatives are analyzed. Alternative | does not use reclamation to
regulate development pace, Alternative Il includes one year of successful interim reclamation prior to proceeding to the next
phase, and Alternative Il requires the identified reclamation standards to be met prior to proceeding to the next phase. If the
reclamation standards are met, then there is no delay between phases. First year disturbances must be seeded and
stabilized. Stabilization and revegetation standards reduce erosion and lead to a quicker restoration of native habitats. The
tri-phase development plan was primarily crafted for elk, to provide habitat secure from disruptive activity. However,
successful reclamation is also important to ensure large areas of surface disturbance are not left in unstable or unvegetated
states which would then require additional reclamation work potentially disruptive to the elk.

Thank you for your interest and comments on the Fortification Creek Planning Area Draft RMPA/EA.
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Meyers, Ricky

Fortification Creek Planning Area: Comments and Responses

Davidson, Roger & Marilyn | urge you to protect this important and fragile area

and its diverse and abundant wildlife species. The
Fortification Creek Area is a unique landscape within
the Powder River Basin and the last remaining area
unscarred by oil and gas development. The area is
home to an isolated elk herd, mule deer, songbirds,
and sage-grouse. | personally value these wildlife
species and believe they cannot be replaced should
development cause their populations to decline. The
topography of the area is rugged and the public
enjoys hiking, hunting, and recreating amidst the hills
and valleys.

Right now the price of natural gas is deflated and
industry and BLM have reduced previous estimates
of recoverable CBM reserves in the Fortification
Creek Area and throughout the Powder River Basin.
It is not worth sacrificing the wildlife, vegetation, and
water of this area for what will likely be uneconomic
gas production.

| oppose any drilling in the Fortification Creek Area
under the current alternatives, which would cause
significant impacts and irreversible damage without
sufficient protection.

Please protect the Fortification Creek Area by
ensuring sufficient habitat is available for the elk
herd, minimizing noise and disruptive activities,
preventing drilling on steep slopes and erosive soils,
and requiring phased CBM operations. CBM
development in this area will cause significant
impacts and BLM should conduct an environmental
impact statement to fully analyze projected impacts
and develop mitigation measures that will prevent or
reduce those impacts. (0260-1)

From an economic standpoint, the Fortification Creek
Project will be extremely important to our region. First
and foremost, hundreds of jobs will be created. In
addition, the project is expected to generate
considerable taxes at the state and local levels. Not
to mention the local property, sales, income and
other taxes. These are all important for our schools,
hospitals, and infrastructure. Oil and gas jobs are
some of the best jobs in our area. They pay good
wages and most include excellent benefits packages.

In my opinion, a healthy state and local economy with
job creation, tax revenues, and economic growth
overcomes any of the minimal environmental impacts
from this project. | thank you for your consideration.
This project will be extraordinarily beneficial to our
region. Please move forward quickly. (0261-1)

Oil and gas development has taken place within the FCPA since the 1970s (refer to Figure 3-13). Since the 1970s, BLM has
enacted lease stipulations for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. In 1982 BLM
developed an oil and gas protection plan for the FCPA (BLM 1982). Present day lease stipulations require an acceptable
plan for the protection of sensitive resources (steep slopes, fragile watersheds and/or crucial elk habitat); this RMPA/EA
represents the acceptable plan. The RMPA/EA maintains the direction of previous management decisions.

Both action alternatives evaluated in this RMPA/EA would allow CBNG development, while providing protection of steep
slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. Alternative Il uses a prescriptive approach while Alternative 11l follows a
performance based approach with established standards for elk protection and reclamation.

The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
under both Alternatives Il and Il including the following:

1. A phased approach to drilling which provides areas free from development at all times;

2. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;

. A work activity management plan to reduce disruptive activities;

. Security habitat standards;

. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;

. TLs for raptor nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;

. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats; and
. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats.

O©oOo~NOoOUlbhW

Under Alternative 11, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on compression and water facilities,
and prohibitions on surface water discharge and surface disturbing activities on sensitive soils.

Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans
compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. BLM has not reduced previous estimates of
recoverable CBM reserves. The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be
an acceptable use of the public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right
and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the
terms and conditions incorporated in the lease.

Thank you for your interest and comments on the Fortification Creek Planning Area Draft RMPA/EA.
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| read through the document on the BLM's website
and it said that the elk herd in the area is NOT an
endangered or special status species. | read through
the FONSI and it said this herd is INSIGNIFICANT to
the region and the nation. No offense to the elk, but if
we are going to spend time making special
designations and planning, shouldn't we be doing it
for a species that is ACTUALLY threatened? (0262-1)

Plus, there is already an area that is a special
designation for this herd. I think it's called the
Fortification Creek Wildemess Area. And guess what,
the elk ALREADY OCCUPY THE WSA. If the BLM
wastes my tax dollars on trying to decide whether or
not to give a special management area to an
insignificant herd of elk that already have a protection
area, I'm going to be disappointed. If you've ever
been out to the area, you'd know there's ALREADY
development and there are A LOT of elk! (0262-2)

| don't think the document adequately shows a
positive cost benefit analysis for establishing another
special designation area and | don't think it would
have many positive benefits. Therefore, the cost of
planning, drafting and implementing the designation
would be too great. (0262-3)

| want to see development of natural resources in this
area and | DO NOT want to see any more special
areas created for the benefit of an insignificant herd
that isn't in any danger. (0262-4)

FCPA has room for many more CBNG wells than
analyzed in Alternative 2 & 3. These alternatives
remove potential drilling opportunities. BLM is being
overly restrictive in limiting the recovery of CBNG
resources present in the FCPA. | would have liked to
see more wells allowed in both alternatives. (0263-1)

The BLM should investigate and analyze the negative
impact to the American public that would result in
leaving the valuable resource undeveloped or
delayed by a decreased pace of development. The
federal government must expand responsible access
to our nation's energy resources in order to reduce
our reliance on unstable energy imports. (0263-2)

Apart from the low well count, | do think many of the
performance based BMPs outlined in Alternative 3
are spot on. | hope you will speedily craft and
approve the final EA. Please only place conditions on
the EA that will allow for the most resource recovered
with performance based BMPs that will actually have
a real positive impact without ruining the economic
viability of this important project. (0263-3)

The FONSI acknowledges public interest in maintaining a viable elk herd and identifies that the preferred alternative
includes management actions to maintain the elk herd at or above the WGFD population objective.

The elk move throughout the Fortification Creek Area. They have a yearlong range, winter range, and calving range. While
these ranges include the WSA (12,149 acres) they are much larger than the WSA. The yearlong range within the FCPA is
78,251 acres; the winter and calving ranges within the FCPA are 52,068 acres. These numbers include the area in the
WSA.

The elk are being protected because the elk avoid human disturbance. The phased approach will allow the elk to move from
area to area until the disturbances are reduced.

Neither an ACEC nor a WHMA was designated under Alternative Il because the resource values (scenic, wildlife, fragile
watershed) for which the ACEC and WHMA were proposed will be adequately protected with this RMPA/EA.

Thank you for your interest and comments on the Fortification Creek Planning Area Draft RMPA/EA.

Under Alternative lll, as in all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the number of wells will be based on
meeting the security habitat standard and the other performance standards. The numbers are an estimate and actual
number of wells is likely to be different.

BLM has chosen Alternative lll, the performance-based approach as the Preferred Alternative. Under Alternative lll, the
CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM performance standards but there would not be specific restrictions
on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans compatible with the
identified performance standards would be required. The Preferred Alternative would retain at least 80% of the elk security
habitat within the FCPA and within each of the three geographic phases. This allocation approach provides for development
within each of the geographic phases.

State (Office of the Governor) and local government (Big Horn Mountains Coalition) comments indicate BLM has found an
appropriate balance between environmental protection and CBNG development.

Thank you for the recommendation. BLM will consider it while developing the proposed final RMPA/EA.
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We have to make sure we are protecting the land. |
think that protection of the land and the animals in the
area can be managed under Alternative Ill. This
alternative does the best job of managing concerns
for wildlife without being overly prescriptive. (0264-1)

The Pickens Plan goes on to talk about the advances
in technology in how we can utilize natural gas and |
think that is also true for how we extract natural gas
and coal bed natural gas. That's why | think you
should make sure that the plan is flexible enough that
is can allow for betterments in technology. If it's
overly unyielding, we could be doing America a
disfavor and lose out on the ability to extract from this
humungous field. (0264-2)

The one thing | wish was different in Alternative 3
was how many wells would be allowed. Under the No
Action Alternative, there are a lot more wells that
would be allowed. It seems by cutting the well count
by a third, that doesn't do America justice. | would
like to end with another quote from the Pickens Plan:
"natural gas is the critical puzzle piece that will help
us to keep more of the $350 to $450 billion we spend
on imported oil every year at home, where it can
power our economy and pay for our investments in
wind energy, a smart grid and energy effidency." |
hope you'll take this into account when moving
forward. (0264-3)

Thank you for your interest and comments on the Fortification Creek Planning Area Draft RMPA/EA.

Alternative 1l provides for development and therefore is not in conflict with existing lease stipulations. BLM is always
interested in evolving technology that can help achieve both BLM and developer goals. The performance based approach of
Alternative Ill can accommodate technological advancements.

Under Alternative lll, as in all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the number of wells will be based on
meeting the security habitat standard and the other performance standards. The numbers are an estimate and actual
number of wells is likely to be different.
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Lind, Kevin | urge you to protect this important and fragile area Oil and gas development has taken place within the FCPA since the 1970s (refer to Figure 3-13). Since the 1970s, BLM has
and its diverse and abundant wildlife species. The enacted lease stipulations for the protection of steep slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. In 1982 BLM
Fortification Creek Area is a unique landscape within  developed an oil and gas protection plan for the FCPA (BLM 1982). Present day lease stipulations require an acceptable
the Powder River Basin and the last remaining area plan for the protection of sensitive resources (steep slopes, fragile watersheds and/or crucial elk habitat); this RMPA/EA
unscarred by oil and gas development. The area is represents the acceptable plan. The RMPA/EA maintains the direction of previous management decisions.
home to an isolated elk herd, mule deer, songbirds,
and sage-grouse. | personally value these wildlife Both action alternatives evaluated in this RMPA/EA would allow CBNG development, while providing protection of steep
species and believe they cannot be replaced should slopes, fragile watersheds, and crucial elk habitat. Alternative Il uses a prescriptive approach while Alternative 11l follows a
development cause their populations to decline. The performance based approach with established standards for elk protection and reclamation.
topography of the area is rugged and the public
enjoys hiking, hunting, and recreating amidst the hills  The Fortification Creek Planning Area has been afforded special protections through a number of management actions
and valleys. under both Alternatives Il and Il including the following:

1. A phased approach to drilling which provides areas free from development at all times;
Right now the price of natural gas is deflated and 2. Timing Limitations (TL) on when drilling can occur;
industry and BLM have reduced previous estimates 3. A work activity management plan to reduce disruptive activities;
of recoverable CBM reserves in the Fortification 4. Security habitat standards;
Creek Area and throughout the Powder River Basin. 5. TLs for bald eagle nests and roost sites;
It is not worth sacrificing the wildlife, vegetation, and 6. TLs for raptor nests;
water of this area for what will likely be uneconomic 7. Disturbance-free buffer zones for mountain plover nests;
gas production. 8. Disturbance-free buffer zones for sage-grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats; and
9. Disturbance-free zones for sharp-tailed grouse strutting/dancing grounds and timing limitations for nesting habitats.
| oppose any drilling in the Fortification Creek Area
under the current alternatives, which would cause Under Alternative 11, BLM would prescribe additional conditions including restrictions on compression and water facilities,
significant impacts and irreversible damage without and prohibitions on surface water discharge and surface disturbing activities on sensitive soils.
sufficient protection.
Under Alternative 1ll, the CBNG company would be responsible for achieving BLM security habitat goals but there would not
Please protect the Fortification Creek Area by be specific restrictions on locating facilities, water management, or visitation. Approved development and mitigation plans
ensuring sufficient habitat is available for the elk compatible with the identified performance standards would be required. BLM has not reduced previous estimates of
herd, minimizing noise and disruptive activities, recoverable CBM reserves. The BLM's 1985 Buffalo Resource Management Plan determined oil and gas development to be
preventing drilling on steep slopes and erosive soils, an acceptable use of the public lands within the FCPA (BLM 1985 at p. 16). An oil and gas lease grants the lessee the right
and requiring phased CBM operations. CBM and privilege to drill for, mine, extract, remove, and dispose of all oil and gas deposits in the lease lands, subject to the
development in this area will cause significant terms and conditions incorporated in the lease.
impacts and BLM should conduct an environmental
impact statement to fully analyze projected impacts
and develop mitigation measures that will prevent or
reduce those impacts. (0265-1)

C, Jeffrey According to an article in the Gillette News Record BLM anticipates that development in Fortification Creek would support approximately 227 jobs in surrounding counties and
published 10/30/2010 this was based on expectations | an increase of federal, state, and local revenues of $204 million
with Wyo's energy industry. The report looked at
coal, coal-bed methane, natural gas, oil, uranium and
here's what they found: Severance taxes from
minerals: Overall mineral severance tax revenues are
expected to total $1.69 billion in the fiscal year
2011-12 biennium, which represents a 10.2 percent
increase over forecasted levels at the beginning of
the year. Fiscal years 2013-2014 and 2015-2016 are
predicted be higher than 2010, surpassing
Wyoming's record severance tax revenue of $1.95
billion in fiscal year 2007-2008. Federal mineral
royalties: The state is expecting $1.61 billion in
federal mineral royalties in the 2011-2012 biennium,
which is more than $145 million higher than what was
expected in January. (0266-1)
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| hope that you will include this report in your final
socioeconomic study for the EA. Mineral production
plays a huge role in how much taxes we receive and
this allows for us to protect our roads, our children
and our communities. Specifically, Wyoming's
revenue at both the state and local level has
increased since coal-bed methane began in the 90s
and this is expected to continue. You should ensure
that coal-bed methane can be extracted quickly and
that all the leaseholders have fair and competitive
access to their leases so that we - the American
people - can get as much of these projected
severance taxes and royalties as possible. (0266-2)

After reviewing the alternatives, | most agreed with
Number 3, "CBNG development would be phased
with performance based standards to protect the
resident elk herd and ensure successful reclamation.”
(0267-1)

| can't believe the BLM is trying to require all the
companies to limit cheat grass in the final stages of
reclamation. Now, this sounds all warm and fuzzy but
have you been out there? There is so much cheat
grass! Why are you trying to force the operators to
cure a problem that they didn't cause? (0268-1)

| also just laughed when | read the restrictions on the
surface disturbance bans for steep slopes. Operators
should be able to send in detailed construction and
reclamation plans that give them the exemption from
the ban. (0268-2)

Lots of development has occurred over the years.
Remember, if we don't obtain the CBM here, it will be
developed elsewhere, perhaps in areas that truly do
have wilderness characteristics. I'm not saying
Fortification Creek does not deserve some protection.
However, | think due to the nature of this field, that
protection should occur in reclamations standards,
not in shutting out development in large swaths of
land. (0269-1)

| believe your office should include an analysis in
your planning documents that analyzes the cost to
America of leaving large quantities of our resources
undeveloped, or even in just delaying developing (as
your phased plan would do). (0269-2)

Your office 's RMP Amendment and Environmental
Assessment analyzes three alternatives. Alternative 2
is way too restrictive. Alternative 3 is decent, but
seriously reduces the number of well locations over
Alternative | (the No Action Alternative). (0270-1)

Socioeconomic impacts are described in Section 4.6. This section includes the impact of development on housing;
employment; and federal, state, and local revenues. Socioeconomic impacts were evaluted for Campbell, Johnson, and
Sheridan counties. Evaluating impacts for the entire state is outside the scope of the RMPA/EA.

Thank you for your interest and comments on the Fortification Creek Planning Area Draft RMPA/EA.

Reducing the spread of noxious weeds is a management action common to all alternatives. Because this is a current
management action, operators are already required to reduce the spread of weeds. BLM acknowledges that operators are
not responsible for invasive plant control beyond their authorized work areas, and that invasive species encroachment from
adjacent areas is likely. However, operators are still required to control invasive species to allow for native vegetation
recovery within their authorized work areas. This may not mean complete invasive eradication, especially for cheat grass,
but it also does not mean that operators are not responsible for invasive weeds control.

One requirement of a NEPA analysis is to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives. BLM has determined that the
alternatives analyzed represent a reasonable range. Alternative | continues with existing RMP direction, Alternative Il
manages soils through a prescriptive approach, and Alternative Il provides for a performance-based approach. BLM is
basing slope restrictions on past performance by gas companies on BFO managed leases where even with engineered
designs, slopes were actively eroding.

Alternative Il provides for development and therefore is not in conflict with existing lease stipulations. BLM is always
interested in evolving technology that can help achieve both BLM and developer goals. The performance based approach of
Alternative 11l can accommodate technological advancements.

One requirement of a NEPA analysis is to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives. BLM has determined that a
reasonable range of reclamation and development pace alternatives are analyzed. Alternative | does not use reclamation to
regulate development pace, Alternative Il includes one year of successful interim reclamation prior to proceeding to the next
phase, and Alternative Ill requires the identified reclamation standards to be met prior to proceeding to the next phase. If the
reclamation standards are met, then there is no delay between phases. First year disturbances must be seeded and
stabilized. Stabilization and revegetation standards reduce erosion and lead to a quicker restoration of native habitats. The
tri-phase development plan was primarily crafted for elk, to provide habitat secure from disruptive activity. However,
successful reclamation is also important to ensure large areas of surface disturbance are not left in unstable or unvegetated
states which would then require additional reclamation work potentially disruptive to the elk.

Socioeconomic impacts are described in Section 4.6. This section includes the impact of development on housing;
employment; and federal, state, and local revenues. Socioeconomic impacts were evaluted for Campbell, Johnson, and
Sheridan counties. Evaluating impacts for the entire country is outside the scope of the RMPA/EA.

Under Alternative lll, as in all alternatives, BLM will not limit the number of wells, the number of wells will be based on
meeting the security habitat standard and the other performance standards. The numbers are an estimate and actual
number of wells is likely to be different.
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| want to address some of the reclamation policies
suggested in Alternative 3. | don't like your proposed
policy to prevent development in subsequent phases
of development until one year after full reclamation of
an earlier phase is completed. This is too long. | think
it would make better sense to require reclamation
activities to occur, monitor the reclamation, and
require later repair, maintain or replace. (0270-2)

Reclamation in Fortification Creek will be tough. It is
infested with invasive plant species. The climate can
be harsh. And a considerable amount of previous
development activity has occurred with unsuccessful
reclamation. A comprehensive approach that
methodically pushes invasive species out of the area
would be much better than expecting an operator can
reclaim their disturbances, while neighboring lands
are infested. (0270-3)

Banning further development until an area is fully
reclaimed will just serve the purpose of slowing
development and increasing costs with no discernible
benefit. (0270-4)

| appreciate your making Alternative #3 the preferred
alternative, because it does seem to be the least
restrictive. (0271-1)

Alternative # 3 could be more flexible: | think you
should allow more flexibility in the placement of
utilities, water lines, and power lines. (0271-2)

| disagree with not allowing development on
overlapping critical habitats even if an operator can
show they can develop the resource and protect
wildlife and plant species. (0271-3)

| was glad to see you rejected imposing a highly
restrictive Wildlife Habitat Management Area,
because it is not necessary for this region. Best
management practices that are now a part of energy
companies' day-to-day business and these will
achieve the goals of a WHMA. A WHMA will do
nothing but delay development in this area. (0271-4)

Your preferred alternative adequately protects the
environment, wildlife, water, and air. Production of
the coal bed methane in Fortification Creek has been
delayed for far too long. (0271-5)

One requirement of a NEPA analysis is to analyze a reasonable range of alternatives. BLM has determined that a
reasonable range of reclamation and development pace alternatives are analyzed. Alternative | does not use reclamation to
regulate development pace, Alternative Il includes one year of successful interim reclamation prior to proceeding to the next
phase, and Alternative Il requires the identified reclamation standards to be met prior to proceeding to the next phase. If the
reclamation standards are met, then there is no delay between phases. First year disturbances must be seeded and
stabilized. Stabilization and revegetation standards reduce erosion and lead to a quicker restoration of native habitats. The
tri-phase development plan was primarily crafted for elk, to provide habitat secure from disruptive activity. However,
successful reclamation is also important to ensure large areas of surface disturbance are not left in unstable or unvegetated
states which would then require additional reclamation work potentially disruptive to the elk.

Reducing the spread of noxious weeds is a management action common to all alternatives. Reclamation standards are
based upon the ecological site potential, which is based upon the native landscape. BLM acknowledges that operators are
not responsible for invasive plant control beyond their authorized work areas, and that invasive species encroachment from
adjacent areas is likely. However, operators are still required to control invasive species to allow for native vegetation
recovery within their authorized work areas. This may not mean complete invasive eradication, especially for cheat grass,
but it also does not mean that operators are not responsible for invasive weeds control.

Alternative lll includes performance based reclamations standards, development may proceed when BLM determines that
t