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RE: PROTEST OF CERTAIN PARCELS TO BE OFFERED A-$ g 
BLM'S AUGUST 2, 2011 COMPETITIVE OIL & GAS LEASE SALE 

Dear Mr. Simpson: 

In accordance with 43 CFR §§ 4.450-2 and 3120.1-3, the Wyoming Outdoor Council and 
Greater Yellowstone Coalition protest the following parcels being offered at the Bureau of Land 
Management's (BLM) August 2, 20 II, competitive oil and natural gas lease sale. In this protest 
we protest the sale of lease parcels WY-ll08-051 , -052, -053 , -054, -055, -056, and -065 , which 
are located in the Worland Field Office. I 

I. THE PARTIES 

The Wyoming O utdoor Council (WOC) is a non-profit conservation organization with 
approximately 1,500 members in Wyoming, other states, and abroad. The Wyoming Outdoor 
Council is dedicated to the protection and enhancement of Wyoming's envirorunent, 
corrununities, and quality of life. It has members that live in the BLM Worland Field Office 
where the protested parcels are located. Wyoming Outdoor Council members utilize land and 
water resources within and near these areas for hiking. fishing, camping, recreational and 
aesthetic purposes. The Wyoming Outdoor Council is actively involved in BLM oil and gas 
activities throughout Wyoming and participates in all aspects of BLM oil and gas projects by 
involving its staff and members in submitting comments and attending public meetings. The 
Wyoming Outdoor Council's long-standing commitment to environmentally sound oil and gas 
leasing and development throughout Wyoming stems over many years. Consequently, the 
Wyoming Outdoor Council and its members would be adversely affected by the sale of the lease 
parcels at issue here, and it has an interest in this lease sale. 

The Greater Yellowstone Coalit ion (OYC) is a non-profit conservation organization 
with hundreds of members in Wyoming dedicated to protecting the lands, waters, and wildlife of 

I Hereinafter we will refer to lease parcels by a shortened numerical reference) 051 for example, and not reference 
the entire numerical designation . 
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the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem, now and for future generations. GYC is actively involved 
in energy development issues on federal lands in the region and its staff and members fully 
participate in all aspects of BLM oil and gas projects by submitting comments and attending 
public meetings. It has members that live in the BLM Worland Field Office and many GYC 
members live near and use these parcels and other nearby lands for hiking, hunting, photography, 
fishing, and other forms of quiet recreation. Thus, GYC and its members would be negatively 
impacted by the sale of these lease parcels and have an interest in this lease sale. 

II. AT RISK: WILDLIFE, OPEN SPACES, AND CLEAN AIR AND WATER 

Oil and gas activities on the public lands at issue have escalated in the past several years. 
BLM is approving record numbers of large oil and gas development projects in Wyoming. The 
lands that will be impacted by issuance and development of the protested leases are mostly 
federal lands managed by BLM. Many of these lands provide critical habitat for a number of 
species, ranging from mule deer to severely imperiled species, such as greater sage-grouse in the 
sagebrush country. They serve as quiet, serene places of natural beauty and solitude, and as such 
they provide excellent recreational opportunities for hiking, birding, wildlife viewing, hunting, 
fishing, backpacking, and enjoyment of open spaces. 

Explosive oil and gas development on many of these lands tlu·eatens all of the above 
resources, which BLM has a mandatory duty to protect for "multiple use ." Oil and gas 
development has already caused, and will continue to lead to, fragmented habitat and surface 
disturbances through well pad construction, oil and gas well rigs, increased vehicular traffic, 
miles of roads, pipelines, and power lines, and noise from generators and compressor stations. 
All of these associated activities serve to disrupt habitat, destroy nesting and brooding grounds, 
and disturb wildlife. These activities can significantly impact elk, mule deer, pronghorn 
antelope, and sage-grouse, as well as many other resident species, and impair natural 
characteristics, such as opportunities for solitude, and opportunities for primitive or unconfined 
recreation. Many of these lands serve as crucial winter range and parturition areas for elk, 
pronghorn, and mule deer. Rare species find some of their last secure refuges on these lands. In 
addition, some of the protested leases encompass important sage-grouse habitat, identified as 
"core areas" pursuant to the Wyoming Governor's Executive Order 2010A. 

While the sale of a lease itself does not necessarily create immediate disturbances, as 
BLM understands, if a lease is not subject to a "No Surface Occupancy" stipulation, the lessee 
arguably receives contractually-enforceable surface use rights and the agency makes a 
irreversible and irretrievable commitment of resources. 43 C.F.R. § 3101.1-2; Pennaco Energy, 
Inc. v. Department of the Interior, 377 F.3d 1147 (loth Cir. 2004). In other words, once a lease is 
sold, the ability to mitigate impacts is reduced, putting sensitive resources which have yet to be 
properly considered through site-specific NEPA analysis at risk of significant and potentially 
unacceptable harm. Because it represents an irretrievable and irreversible commitment of 
resources, the leasing stage is extremely critical. Given this level of importance, and particularly 
due to the legal violations that will occur if the protested lease parcels are sold, the Parties are 
filing this Protest and request that BLM remove the listed parcels from the upcoming lease sale. 
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III. LEASE PARCELS IN THE WORLAND FIELD OFFICE, WHICH IS 
UNDERGOING AN RMP REVISION, SHOULD NOT BE OFFERED FOR 
SALE UNTIL THE RMP IS REVISED. 

Lease parcels -051 , -052, -053 , -054, -055, -056, and -065, which are hereby protested, 
are located in the BLM Worland Field Office. A resource management plan (RMP) revision is 
underway in this Field Office as well as the Cody Field Office as the joint Bighorn Basin 
Resource Management Plan Revision Project. The BLM has released the draft environmental 
impact statement (EIS) for this RMP revision, and has specified a preferred land use plan in that 
EIS. It is inappropriate to offer the protested lease parcels for sale in the midst of an RMP 
revision because to do so could limit the BLM's ability to consider a full range of reasonable 
alternatives on which to base the final RMP. 

Enclosed as Exhibit I is a map from the RMP EIS that shows areas that would be closed 
to leasing under Alternative B, which is under consideration for adoption as the Bighorn Basin 
RMP. As can be seen, the areas where the protested parcels are located would be closed to 
leasing under this alternative. These lease parcels are located generally in Townships 43 and 44 
North Ranges 90 and 91 West. These townships would be closed to leasing under this 
alternative2 Exhibit I. It is inappropriate to engage in leasing in these areas until a final RMP 
has been adopted so as to ensure that BLM retains full authority to manage these lands in a 
marrner that is consistent with its RMP. Managing these lands in a manner that is consistent with 
the RMP will be impossible if leasing occurs in these areas in a manner or under terms that are 
inconsistent with one of the alternatives being considered for adoption as the RMP. Thus, the 
protested parcels should be deferred from leasing at this time. 

Support for not leasing these parcels was provided in our February 1,20 II letter to the 
BLM commenting on the environnlental assessment (EA) that had been prepared for these 
parcels and this lease sale. In that letter, which is included here as Exhibit 2, we discussed the 
provisions ofBLM Instruction Memoranda (1M) 2004-110 and 2004-110 Change I. These IM s 
make it clear that deferring these parcels from leasing is appropriate during an RMP revision, 
and we incorporate the arguments made in our February I into this protest by this reference. We 
particularly note the provisions in 1M 2004-110 Change I that "re-emphasizes the importance of 
considering temporary deferral of oil, gas, and geothermal leasing in those areas with active land 
use planning activities." And of course, basic principles of National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEP A) law also mandate retention of the full range of options when an E[S is being prepared . 
For example, "Agencies shall not commit resource prejudicing selection of alternatives before 
making a final decision" regarding an £[S. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.2(f). And, "Until an agency issues 
a record of decision ... no action concerning the proposal shall be taken which would: ( I) Have 
an adverse environmental impact; or (2) Limit the choice of reasonable alternatives." ld. § 

2 Parcel-065 , which is located in T44N R91 W, may be in a township that is ava ilable for leasing. However, leasing 
wou ld only be pennissible in this Township if "major constraints" were attached to the lease, specificall y a no 
surface occupancy stipulation. The timing limitation stipulation (TLS) and controlled surface use (CSU) stipulations 
currently attached to parcel -065 do not rise to the level of being " major constrai nts," and thus this parcel too would 
be leased in a manner that is inconsistent with the provisions of Alternative B. 
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1506,I(a)(I)-(2), Accordingly, the BLM should retain the option of being able to fully 
implement Alternative B as the Bighorn Basin RMP, and to do that it must defer leasing in areas 
that would be closed to leasing pursuant to that alternative , Taking this action is necessary so a 
to fully preserve BLM's "decision space" prior to selection of the RMP final alternative, 

In addition to issues related to not prejudicing selection of an RMP, our February 1,201 I 
comments on the EA also addressed issues related to the greater sage-grouse and overlapping 
wildlife crucial ranges , Exhibit 2, We also incorporate those arguments into this protest in full 
and ask the BLM to reconsider them because it does not appear to us that these issues have been 
addressed to date, 

IV. CONCLUSION AND REQUEST FOR RELIEF 

For the foregoing reasons the Parties request that the protested parcels not be offered for 
sale at the August 2, 20 I I Competitive Oil and Gas Lease Sale, 

Respectfully s~itted, 

) -'~~~ 
Bruce Pendery, 

Staff Attorney for the Wyoming Outdoor Council 
And on Behalf of All Parties 

4 



f\\ ~j' ~ ....... ~ 
'f... 
;s-
~ " 

cr-
~ , 

r-f-

--

t 
o 10 15 2() 

Klomelers 
o 10 15 ro .­

M~es 

Bighom BasIn Resource MSlJlgemenl Plarl Rl'Yllion PrOfKl 
Oral! Resoofoe Man~menI Pt«l I 1d 

Chft ErMrom'IlMI.l !mpKt Stetement - /l.pril2011 

_I 
_I 

R9'}W 

W I'AAAAIoTT IS Au[)E Br THE IIJREAU 0" UND MANIIO£MENT 
Fat USE o.e THE DATA Fat PURPOSES M'. or INTEJCJED Br BlM 

~-i:.·"'-"··W !'" .. .. 

H.94W R93 W R9ZW R91W R90W 

Map 18 
Mineral Resources Leasable 

Oil and Gas 
Alternative B 

Constraint 

. C"""d 
Open - Major Constraints 

Open • Moderate C onstraints 

Open · Standard Restrictions 

c=J Non-BLM Mineral EfIlate 

R8RW 

• 



Wyoming Outdoor Council 

.1/;.~ cas- b'J~' f"",..:!· 
"jilf ~.,... ').17::' 

,-,-, 

Mr. Stuart Cerovski 
8LM Lander Field Orfice 
P.O. Box 589 
Lander, WY 82520-0589 

February I, 20 II 

Dear Mr. Cerov,kl, 

Rc: August 2011 Lease Parcels 

The Wyoming OUldoor Coun cil and Greater Yellowstone Coalition would like to orfer 
the following comments on the Environmental Assessment. August 20 I I Lcase Parcel 
Review (hereillfrfi'el-, EA); that !'he' Burcnu-of Land- M'lnagement-(BLM) has prepared. 

In this lease sale the BLM could offer a number of lease parcels in an area south or 
Worland. These include lease parcels WY-1108-0S6 to -065. WY-1108-69 to -075, WY-
1108-078. and WY-1108-082 to -083 . Our concern with offering these parcels is thai 
they are lacatecr in an area the Wyoming Outd-oor'(ol1llc;l, Greater- Yellowstone 
Coaiiti('I1, and other grt'!.!ps have ask~d the BT.M to consider for de~ignation as 
"Unavailable for Future Leasing" pursuant to the revised Bighorn Basin Resource 
Management Plan (RMP). Enclosed herewith on the CD is a map that pOrtCH)'S this 
recommendation. As you can sec. we are recommending that an area south or Worland be 
made Unavailable for Future Leasing. and il corresponds with the location of the 
proposed lease parcels. This map has been provided to ALM Director Bob Ahbey, State 
Di rector Don Sim pson, and to Field Office personnel. Thus. it is part of the record for the 
RMP revision . Since this recommendation is presumably being considered in the RMP 
revis ion, we believe it would be inappropriate and premature to offer these parcels for 
leasing until final decisions are made in the RMP about the availability of this area for 
leasing. 

Fortunately, under BLM 's selected alternative in the EA a number of parcels in this 
"unavailable area" wou ld be deferred , or pal1ially deferred , from leasing. Leasc parcels 
WY-II08-056, -060, -069 to -075, -078. and -082 would be deferred or partially deferred 
from leasing pursuant to Alternative 2, the selected alternatil'e. We appreciate that BLM 
would not off"r these lease parcels for ,ale "Ithi, time and encourage it to maintain that 
decision. Were these parcels to be offered for sa le. the same issues that will be raised 
below regarding the remaining parcels, which are proposed for sale, would also apply. 

AS to the block or lease parcels that are belllg olIered soulh of Worland, ollr primary 
concern is that these parcels arc being offered ill an area that \.ve believe should be madt: 
unavailable for future leasing, as shown on the enclosed map. As the second map on thc 
CD we have enclosed herewith shows, the primary re,",ons this area should not be 
available for lectsing are thal it cOTllains greater sage-grouse core hahilaLs and big gCllllC 

crucia l winter ranges and pal1urition habits!. In addition, some of th~se parcels art in 
citizens ' proposed wilderness areas (CWP). These concerns apply to lease parcels WY-



I 108-057 to -059, -06 1 to -065 , "nd -083. wh ich remain proposed t()r sale . We oppose 
the sale uf these nine parcels. 

There are three reasons we o bject to the sale of these n inc parce ls. These rcason~ 
include: (I) that it is inappro priate 10 engage in leasing these parcel s while an RMP 
rev ision is underway and no final decision regarding future leasing availability has been 
made : (2) that impacts to sage-grouse could be severe and contrary to policy: and (3 ) that 
it is inappropriate to engage in leasing in areas where there are overlapping wildlife 
c ru cial ranges . In addition, parcel-083 is located in a CWP, and we object to its sale for 
that reason. We will address each ofthesc bases for objecting to the sale of these parceb 
in turn below. 

The Contested Lease Parcels Should not be Offered for Sale during a Pending RMP 
Revision . 

These lease parcels arc located in tile Bighom Bas i" ",I ,ere a unified RMP 
revision of the Cody and Worland Field Offices RMPs is underway. The BLM shou ld nOl 
offer these parcels for sale while an RMP revision is underway. Authorit), for O,is view 
is prov ided by Instruction Memoranda (1M) Nos. 2004-110 and 2004-110 Change I. 
Under 1M 2004-110, additional NE Pi\ documentation prior to lcasing is nccdcd "hen 
there are significant new circllmslan.ces or information that bear on ll1 e enviro nm ental 
consequences of leas ing that are not wi thin the scope previously analyzed in the existi ng 
RMP . Existing NEPA documentation supp0l1ing an RMP and its decisions relati ve to 
leasing become insufficient when the analysis of impacts fails to identify stipulations that 
would ret1'tin RLM 's " full authority to protect or mitigate effects to other resources." 

At a minimum, the BLM 's existing analysis of impacts in the 1988 Wash akie 
RMP is out of date relative to impacts to the greater sage-grouse and st ipulati ons needed 
to protect that species. As sho wn in the Sage Grouse Screen in the EA, all or lhe parcels 
sti ll proposed for sale are full y in or partially in sage-grouse core areas, with the 
exception of parcel-083 . In addition, all of these parcels except for -083 contain various 
stipulations that recognize a need for protection o f sage-grouse using the area. But as is 
well documented in numerous scientific rcpolts these st ipulations are unsupported by 
current science, and the scientific basis for the stipulations provided for in the current 
RMPs is simp ly no longer val id . Thus, lInder the terms of 1M 2004-1 10 the BLM should 
not offer these parcels for lease until it rev ises the current RMP and ensures there is an 
adequate analysi s of im pacts to sage-grouse and the RMP is su flicient to "reta in BLM 's 
full authority to protect or mitigate dfects on oth er resources." Issues related to tlie sit go­
grouse and our understanding of the inefficacy of the clIrrent standard sflgc -grousc 
stipulations are "significant ne\v circumstances Or information" that bear on the 
environmental consequences of leasing that a re no\ within the broad scope preViously 
analyzed in the existing Washakie RMP . 

In addition to issues related to sage-grouse, the BLM 's inventory of wi lderness 
characteristics and values in the Worland r icld Office has undergone a major review and 
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update, and this too represents significant new information that is not renected in the 
1988 Washakie RMP . 

Similarly. 1M 2004-110 Change 1 provides that BLM State Directors "have 
discretion to temporarily defer !easing, on specific lracts of land based on information 
under review during planning." Celtainly issues related to the sage-grouse. the current 
stat us of sage-grouse science. t he efficacy or I he CHrrent (mgf:-grrH..1~e protecti ve 
stipulations, and the State's core area protective policies and approach will be key and 
prominent considerations in the R.MP revision. These are issues "under review during 
planning." We note that the BLM is apparemly currently revising 1M WY -20 I 0-0 12, 
which relates to sage-grouse miti!!ation measures. and the BLM and the Wyoming Game 
and Fish Department are currently working to determine how to define project impact 
analysis areas relative to sage-grouse so as to comply with Executive Urder (EO) 20 I 0-4 
That is, means to implement the EO arc under review. Thus. a number of issues related 
to the sage-grouse are "under review during planning." 

Wilderness issues arc also under re"ic". Accordingl]", it i, approprinte tu 
temporarily defer leasing the contested parcels. 1M 2004-110 Change I "re-cmphasizes 
the importance of considering temporary defelTal of oi l, gas, and geothermal leasing in 
those ~rcas w~lh active land usc p:anniifg ~t\..,..-iite5:· BL{o..t mU'!)t give tht!) l.'lnsideration 
priority in order to comply with the 1M . The 1M specific3!ly directs that. "[oj!! [StJtc 
Offices] are to consider temporarily deferring oi l, gas, and geothermal leasi ng on federal 
lands with land use plans that are currently being revised or amended." Given this 
guidance, Bl.M should defer the con\c>l.cd Icase parcels at least until the Bighorn Basin 
RMP has been revised. 

Furthermore, in a February 2.2009 letter to the BLM, Wyoming Governor 
Freudenthal made ttf'P(lff'J1t his concern ahout Iea"iing. in the Bighorn Basin \'.'hilc the 
RMP revisioll is underway. Exhibit I. He noted the "changed physical and socia l 
landscape in the BLM's Bighorn Basin Resource Area." He was especially concerned 
about impacts to wildlife, including the sage-grouse. He noted that the provisions in 1M 
2004-110 Change I "fu nctionall~ gives the BLM the latitude to ensure a full range of 
alternatives is available to it during the RMP revision process" specifically due to the 
potential in'eversible commitment ofresollrees that leasing represents and the possibil ity 
of significantly impacting other resuurces. He also noted that dcferral of leasing could 
help ensure compliance with the COllllcil on Environmental Quality regulations that 
prohibit taking actions that limit the choice of reasonable alternatives until a record of 
decision is issued for an RMP revision, citing 40 C.F.R. § 1506.1. ljiven that citizens 
have recommended that this area be unavailable for leasing. and that BLtvI is presumably 
cons idering that recommendation as it revises the RMP , these parcels shou ld not be 
oflered for sale at th 'is time. 

Additionally, we also note that while the Pinedale RMP was under re\ision the 
BLM did not engage in leasing in that area. Consequently there is local precedent for n01 
engaging in leasing during an RMP revision. The same policy should apply in the 
Worland Ficld Office until the Bighorn Basin RMP;; ",vi,,,ti . 
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BLM bas not Shown that Large, Contiguous Areas of Sage-G ro use Habitat Co uld 
not be Prote"ted. Makin g Sale of these Pn reels Contra ry to th e Poli cy in 1M 2f1 l!l­
Ol3. 

ll1c rcason lor delerrlng leasing on some of the lease parcels south of Worland is that the 
parcels met rhe screening criteria established by 1M WY-2010-013. Thi s is made 
apparent in the Sage Grollse Screen table in the EA. In contrast. it appears that the reason 
the nine parcels that wou ld be offered for sa le were deemed suitable for sale was that thev 
aid llUl meet a entenon establlslled by the rM. 

Reviewing the Sage Grouse Screen table. it is apparent thaI all or these parcels. bOlh 
those that would be offered for sale and those thaI wou ld be deferred (or pal1ially 
JCfcHtJ) i.1IC ill sHgt:-grouse core areas, are in Suitable sage-grouse habilat, and do not 
present potential drainage issucs. three of the crileria established by the 1M . The only 
criterion that seems to lead to a decision to offer a parcel for sale is that the parcel i, 
deemed to not to contain II square miles of manageable Federal land . 

We helieve that whether these parcels meet or fail this criterion shou ld be reevaluated . 
/l.s it appears now, the claim that therc would not be I I square m ifcs of manageable 
Federal mineral estate available so as to protect contiguous areas of habitat appears to be 
!~0!h!n:; mo.re !'h..1n ,us!icrt:on. 5.0 !~r as \.\'e ..:aij SQ(,. ii{) ;;.:h~t~ ~(f Hfe EA is th~l'c UI1 

indication of how it was delermined th~t this criterion was not mel. We can find no 
analysis of the mal1F1geabiUty of these ftreas, the continuit-y (contiguousness) of the 
habitats, or the levcl of unleased Federal minerals in the area. as specifically mentioned in 
1M 20 I 0-0 11 . There is nf' 81lf1 IY(jis of ·(I?r.d and mineral ()1.vr.crsh:p j3,~{t;;rn:;. 

arrangement, and any existing developmenl or disturbances t.h.aJ will affect or inOuence 
habitat functiona lity r 1·" 1M 20 I 0-0 13 at 2. Abse11l such a publically reviewable 
analysis. we feel that the assertion that there are not II sq uare miles of mana!o\eable 
Federal mineral estate should n(1( be lIsed a\ a basis to all"w snk of these p~rcels to go 
forward. 

r Ul1itermore, the deterlll inat ion of lack of cOlltigu it) """n", di fficuit to.i u,t i f} . ~I()st of 
the parcels proposed for deferral are located in T92\V R44N . Ycl mallV of the n[ln­
deferred parcels are located in the neighboring township. T91W R44N . We find it 
difiicu/t to imagine that there is contiguity in one township while in an immediately 
adjacent to\\onship this i,not the case. This seems difficult to justify to us. absenl 
empiri cal evidence presented in the EA. ror example, parcel -061 (available for sale) lies 
Il1Imed/Olely adjacent to parcel -071 (deferred). The portions of these parcels in section 
12 (pal'cel -071) and 7 and 18 (parcel -061 ) are immediately contiguous. How can one 
have II square miles ofmanageahle Federal mineral estate associa ted with il bill nol the 
other? The same can be said regarding parcels -073 (deferred) and -064 (available for 
sale), \vhich are also almost immediately contiguous with one another. We believe this 
same apparent sh0l1coming applies to all of til esc parcels. 
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Moreover, a large number of the parcels proposed for sa le-parcols -057, -058, -05~ , -
060, -061, -062, -063, -064, and -065-are located quite close to each other in T43 and 
44N and R90 and 91 W, so it ..... ould 'Gem to us tlml given this proximity these parccls per 
se create larg.e hlocks {)fman~geR.ble hAbitat . The only way it would seem po""ihle lhat 
there is not contiguous habitat in the vicinity of these parcels would be if some kind of 
existing land use or ownership makes management difficult. If this is indecd the case, it 
shoulrl be justified through analysis and not just asserted. Leasing i1self does not per se 
decrease contilo\uity because it is an entirely discretionary act ion, so it shou ld not sc\'\ 'c '" 
a reason tor claiming that the re would not be II square miles of manageable Federal 
land. 

Given the apparent difficulty in reconciling the determination that lease parce ls - O~'1 , -

07U, -071, -072, -073 , -074, -075 should be deferred from sale due to meeting all of the 
1M 2010-013 screen ing criteria, while lease parcels -060, -061, -062, -063 , -064, and -065 
wou ld bc offered for sale in an immediately "djacent township (and lease parcels .. 057, .. 
58, and -059 are not much faJiher away) because of the claim that II squarc miles of 
manageable Federal land critcJ'Jon is not met. we ask the I:SLM to carefully reconsider 
whether this criterion may be met before offering lease parcels -057, -058_ -059. -060,-
061, -062, -063, -64, and -065 for sale. It is critically iml'ol1ant to ensure that the most 
stringent mitigation possible is applied before engaging in activities that could further 
lilrc:alt:1I i::t ~p~...:it::!) that has aiready been determined to warrall l iisling under tht:! 
Endangered Species Act. 

Lea se Par cels should not be Offered fo r Sale in Overla pping Wildlife C rucia l 
R,lIlg\.:!i . 

As shown on the accompanying map, there is overlapping crucial habitat for sage-grouse 
and big game ill the area where the contesteu parcels would be offered for sale. The 
stipubtiDl1S that WOllld b~ ::!tt~ched tc these parcels confirm this. In addition, many of the 
parcels have important habitat for raptors . 

\Vc beUeve it is inapp-ropiiate to offer Ica~e pan.:eis in areas of overiapplllg crUCial ranges. 
The numher (If'rf"cies rh,tl r0ulrt he impacted hy oilllnd gAS development simply 
becomes too great urrdcr these conditions. While 13LM recognizes the need to protect 
individual species by auaching various stipulations to these parcels, there is no indication 
it has cons idered the cunwlaliw: implications (impact) of lea~ing under these conditions. 
Not one. but two, or three. or even more species could he ne,wtivelv affected hy oil alld 
gas development. That seems like too sigrriJicant a potential impact to be acceptable . 
Therefore these lease parcels should not be offered for sale. 

The [act that this area contai ns overlapping crucial ranges fonm the basis for our 
recommendation that th is area not be available for future lem~illg. which is viewable in 
the enclosed maps. We assume BLM is considering our recommendation as part o f the 
RMP revision since we have presented these maps tn aliineis of the agency. Given tha: 
BLM might u ltimately agree with us that the Occurrence of overlappin!' wi ldlife crucial 
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ranges presents a sufficient reason not to engage in leasing in an area, we believe it is 
apparent the contested lease parcels should not be offered tor sale. 

Parcfl.' in Citi7en.' Propo'NI Wilderness Arcas shouldllot he Orrered for S"le. 

Lease parcel -083 is located in the Cedar Mountains CWP. Exhibir 2. Yet unlike parcel -
OR2 which is also loc:l!ed in th i;. C\VP. par~_el -OS3 ..... :otdJ nUl be deferred from sale. We 
reel that it should be deferred so as to protect important wilderness characteristics. 

In the EA Wilderness Screen, BLM claims that parcel -083 does not contain any of the 
listed wilderness ch","cleristics_ Yetl3LM h"s found that there ;,·";nl<:,,"c hunti"g dnd 
ATV use" in this area. If this is true. the area 'nay well have significant oPPOIlunities for 
primitive and unconfined types of recreation, and i [appropriate management were 
applied, ATV impacts could be reduced or perhaps eliminated. The BLM should 
reconsider the wilderness values of this parcel and make its leasing de<:isions 
accordingly. It shou ld ensure that leasing this parcel is fully in conformance wi th rhe 
new Wild Lands policy established by Secretanal Order jJ 10 before it offers this parcel 
[or sale 

At a minimum, this parcel also contains very significant big game. visual resource. and 
paleontological values, as shown by tI,e ,tipliialiun, allaclt"J lo lito parcel. ;(, thes" 
values shou ld be fully protected. In particular, we do not believe that VRM Class I and 
Class II visual resource values (likely associated with the Cedar Mountains Wilderness 
Study Area) can be adequately protected if thi s parcel is leased. Wilderness values will 
DO: at risk if this p,"ed i, sold, and lhat5hould not be pcrmittL-d. 

As will be discussed next, lease parcels -060 and -082, which would be partially deferred 
frolll sale. also have wilderness characteri stics andlor are located in CWPs. and we ask 
!hat the er!!!!'cty of these parcels be deferred flOm ~ale 

Partially Deferral Parcels should be Fully Deferred. 

in thec;e COlTIl11ent'\ we have focll~ed on whether pArcels \\oldd be offered for sale or 
deferred, making little distinction as 10 the three parcels that would receive a panial 
deferral. The three partially deferred parcels are parcels -060. -075, and -082. While we 
appreciate that at least a portion u[ these parcels would r"~~ive protection through 
deferral. we would like to make clear that in Ollr view no portion o[thege parcel, should 
be offered ror sale. These parcels fall within the area we have recommended to be 
unavailable for leasing as shown on the enclosed map in the CD. so in our view no 
po,tion of these parcels should be offered for sale. The overlapping wildlife habilat; that 
occur on these parcels make leasing illappropriflte, as does the o!1going R!\1P revision. 

Parcel -060 is recognized in the EA as being an area that· contain s wilderness 
characteristics. At least a portion of it alsa apparently meets the screening criteria of 1M 
20 I 0-0 13 because the description attached to the lease parcel states. "The remainder of 
the lega l deSCription from the original parcel is recommended for delerrai due 10 sage 
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grouse core screen." Given these extremely high values, as well a s the imponant raplor, 
big game crucial winter range, and paleontological values recogni zed on this parcel, \\0 

do not believe any uf it ~hould be: ufTcred fur ;:,clie. 

P2rc~1 -075 apparently (3 OIlI) Jccillcd IU 111.,. • ..k.tliidiiy w itilill \.:.lJI C !>C:tgt.:-gllJusc liaOltClt. as 
shown in the EA Sage Grouse Screen . Nevertheless, BLM still needs to attach a 
stipu lation to thi s parcel in order to protect nesting sage-grouse. Apparently this parcel 
hns vallie for sage-grouse, ;'-vell though a part of it is olnside of a core area (on I)' barely). 
Vv'e a~k the BLM to reconsider whether this decj:;ion-n~ ~. :'l1ig L ;; u ppur~cd from the 
standpoint of the best available biological and ecological sc ience. It seeill s to lIS that 
BLM is being very technical here- ifan area isj ust barely outside ofa core arca it will 
liD! receive protection through the 1M 2010-013 screer.s. Gut if the atta deemed saleable 
nevertheless still has slIch imporT!l!1! value!' th~~t it dep.~:!~lds::! ~;~i~~!3Iion!~ prutcc1 
nesting sage-grouse, it seems that BLM should not apply dilTerent levels of protection 
based solely on a somewhat arbitrary core/non-core area bOllndary line. Rather, it should 
examine the biological v~ ' l!es 0fthi~ p:!rcc! ~~:1 \'.'!m!e. :!:~d p,otect it a~c0idirl g:}. "y\"~ 

also note tbat this peJrcel still demands stiplIl;:1tions to prntf'ct both big gmne crucial winter 
range and overlapping big game crucial winter ranges, and contain s importalll 
paleonto logical values, so these values too argue for not offering this parecl for sale, even 
partially. 

Parcel -08.:! is recogl1i,-~u b} i.iI~ BLlvI ill iht: CA 8:i l.h:illg ill pi0.~ilTi ity (lIlhe Ct::uar 
Mountains Wildemess Study area, and it is within the Cedar Mountains CWP. Exhibit 2. 
The basis for partially deferring the sale of this parcel is that it pmtially meels the 
screening criteria in I~!t 2010-0 13. Giv'~a1lhe vaiues of this parcel to sage grollse ta 
"lipJllation I11ll<lt ..;till be aHach~:! to th~ ~:! :.:: ~ for t!j;; P;"0~;;c~i~jr, 0[li \,.;)ling .:.agc:-gl\.)ll~t.:), 

and the wilderness values that clearly exist in the area, we do not bel ieve thi s parcel 
should be offered for sale . As wejust discussed relative to pareel -07S. if pan o rthe 
parc~l meets th~ 1M 2010-·013 :;c.ceiiing cri:'<;iia and iftll\; rl:main ing portiun stili 
demands a s!ip"lntion to protect nesting c;0g,e'-grO t!~~ . !he BL"1 should m<tk~ (1n 
individualized determination of tile value of this entire parcel to sage-grouse, and not 
consider only portions of a parcel that are within core area boundaries as being worth} o r 
deferral. 

Thanh. you fvi" I... Vlbit!,,:, ; •• g thC5(; ","viiinH . .:nb. 

Sincerely, 

. -~ 

Brl!~e P!:'!~dc;y 

Hillary Eisen. 
Greater Yellowstone Coalition 



Enclosures 

cc : Don Simpc;;;on 
Bob Abbey 


