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Individual Comments and Index to Summary 

Comments and Summary Responses 
Table B‐1 includes all individual substantive comments and identifies the BLM summary comment and 
response number associated with individual comments. The table is organized by comment document 
number. Please refer to Attachment A, Table A‐1 to locate your name and associated comment document 
number. The summary comment response numbers match those provided in the Comment Analysis 
Report (Appendix X of the Proposed Resource Management Plan and Final Environmental Impact 
Statement). 

Table B-1.  Index of Commenters 

Comment
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Comment 
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Comment Text 
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Number 

10001 10001-1 This is a request for the following land to be included in Appendix 
S- Lands Identified forDisposal, in the RMP that is currently out 
for public comment;T 27 N, R 90 W, Section 34, SESWThe 
purpose of this request is so approximately 25 acres could be 
purchased by theTown of Bairoil for use as a public shooting 
range. See the attached map for thelocation of the proposed land 
purchase. 

2015-1 

10002 10002-1 I am asking for a hard copy of the RMP. I don't own a computer or 
know how to use one. I also don't have acccess to use a CD. As a 
permittee I would like to make comments on this important 
document. Driving to the library every evening doesn't work. I can 
stop by the office and pick up a copy. Someone can reach me at 
330-8504 just keep trying. 

2009-1 

10004 10004-1 Re-look at Warm Springs Creek (near Dubois) as both 
eligible/suitable as WSR due to adjacent FS recommendation of 
WSR status of portion within forest. BLM portion has historic 
flume values. 

2035-1 

10004 10004-2 Retire specific Section 15 grazing leases around Dubois (i.e., 
Wind River 40 acres, T42N, R107W, Sec. 30, NEI/4 WI/4 and 
Wind River 80 acres at Stoney Point T42N, RI08,Â  Sec. 25, NI/2 
NEI/4). 40 acre parcel was being used as a bull pasture, highly 
impacting the riparian area. 80 acre parcel is split by Hwy 287. 
South portion is on Wind River, north portion heavily grazed. 
Remove grazing from Sweetwater Canyon WSA. Improvements 
from five years of rest from grazing are being reversed by current 
grazing decisions. The WSA values should provide justification 
for removing livestock from the canyon riparian area. Prior to five 
year rest from grazing the livestock management in the canyon 
was not meeting the mandate of FLPMA or the WSA IMP policy. 
Provide alternative for removing grazing from scattered Lander 
Slope Section 15 leases for management of noxious weeds 

2021-3 
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10005 10005-1 Marathon Oil Company respectfully requests a 90-day extension 
of the comment public period for the Draft Lander RMP/EIS 

2009-1 

10006 10006-1 The Fremont County Cattleman's Association would like you to 
consider extending the comment period on the RMP 

2009-1 

10008 10008-1 Ms. Yannone, Not having heard from you, I submit my request 
again. I would like a printed copy of the document instead of an 
electronic version as I have found it quite difficult to do the type 
of detailed review that we wish to do with an electronic version. 

2009-1 

10016 10016-1 this is a request for a 90-day extension of the comment period 2009-1 
10019 10019-1 Lastly, I very strongly encourage a land-swap between the BLM 

and State Lands Board that would allow the BLM to acquire and 
manage all of the public lands in the Bus area between Baldwin 
and Squaw Creek roads for non-motorized recreation. The current 
situation, in which the management is split between the state and 
BLM is simply too cumbersome and confusing to Lander 
recreationists. Unmarked trails are confusing and lead to 
redundant parallel trails. If the BLM managed all of the 
undeveloped land in township 16 and 17 Lander residents would 
benefit from clear and consistent signage and an even more 
productive partnership between the BLM and Lander Cycling 
Club. This would encourage more community involvement in the 
development and protection of valuable sustainable single track 
trails in the Bus area. 

2015-1 

10022 10022-1 Given my own need for an extension, the imminent public request 
and the Fremont County request, I support and request a 45 day 
extension of the comment period. 

2009-1 

10026 10026-1 While closure in some of these areas is presumably justified due to 
conflicts with wildlife and scenic or recreational values, we 
believe that the preferred alternative offers an overly broad stroke 
for phosphate closure and would impair the future of domestic 
phosphate production.Â Certain areas may be left open to 
phosphate leasing without having a significant impact on 
scenic/wildlife/recreational values of the Lander Front and Red 
Canyon areas. For example, the area southeast of Highway 28 
contains a significant phosphate deposit, and should be left open 
for phosphate exploration or leasing. Additionally, the Sheep 
Mountain area south of Highway 287 contains large exposures of 
the Phosphoria Formation that warrant exploration to determine 
the phosphate potential. Both of these areas could undergo 
phosphate exploration or leasing without unduly impacting the 
scenic/wildlife/recreational qualities of the Lander area as a whole. 

2020-1 

10027 10027-1 We believe also that the State of Wyoming and various legislative 
committees are in agreement with the 45 day extension. We hope 
this extension will be adequate for Fremont County to provide the 
type of comments, guidance and consistency review necessary to 
produce a quality RMP. 

2009-1 

10032 10032-1 Lastly, I very strongly encourage a land-swap between the BLM 
and State Lands Board that would allow the BLM to acquire and 
manage all of the public lands in the Bus area between Baldwin 

2015-1 
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and Squaw Creek roads for non-motorized recreation. The current 
situation, in which the management is spit between the state and 
BLM is simply too cumbersome and confusing to Lander 
recreationists. Unmarked trails are confusing and lead to 
redundant parallel trails. If the BLM managed all of the 
undeveloped land in township 16 and 17 Lander residents would 
benefit from clear and consistent signage and an even more 
productive partnership between the BLM and Lander Cycling 
Club. This would encourage more community involvement in the 
development and protection of valuable sustainable single track 
trails in the Bus area. 

10043 10043-1 I do NOT see any table of contents listing/comments/commentary 
referring to the protection of Cultural and Historic Assets. I.E. the 
protection of Prehistoric Native American assets, 
Oregon/California/Mormon Trail assets, other historic trails assets, 
historic westward expansion/development assets, and historic 
ranch assets; etc. 

2005-1 

10046 10046-1 Options for Management of CenturyLink Whiskey Mountain 
Communications Site Elimination of the Communications site. 
Elimination of the site in the next 5 years could jeopardize DTEs 
ability to provide diversity or protection for critical voice, data, 
signaling and EMS circuits serving Dubois and Crowheart in the 
event of a fiber optic cable failure. 

2025-1 

10046 10046-2 Extension of CenturyLink Authorization for a period of time. 
Although I cannot speak to CenturyLink's preferences, this option 
would make the most sense to me. DTE, CenturyLink and other 
Wyoming telecommunications providers have been studying the 
options of building fiber optic facilities over Togwotee Pass for a 
number of years. Notwithstanding the terrain challenges and costs 
of such a project, a business case must also be made. DTE 
believes fiber optic facilities will be available over Togwotee 
within 5 years. Completion of a fiber optic route between Jackson 
and Togwotee Pass will potentially create a large fiber optic "ring" 
serving approximately 2/3 the state of Wyoming. Such a network 
provides opportunities to protect all network traffic (voice, 
broadband, signaling, EMS, etc) using diverse routing techniques 
inherent in a fiber optic "ring". When such a "ring" becomes 
available, operational and reliable, then perhaps the Whiskey 
Mountain Microwave Radio site will no longer be as critical as it 
is today. An option granting CenturyLink a five or ten year 
extension of their Whiskey Mountain communications site permit; 
with a biennial review of "new technology" options and a site visit 
transportation management plan seems to be the least disruptive 
management decision to existing critical communications 
infrastructure serving northwest Fremont County and a majority of 
Teton county. 

2025-1 

10052 10052-1 The BLM's preferred alternative to terminate the Whiskey 
Mountain permit and relocate the facility would cost several 
million dollars, be difficult to implement and take several years to 
complete, during which time critical services throughout the state 

2025-1 
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and the nation would be subject to potential interruption. Several 
radio routes would have to be re-engineered around the state and 
extensive time would be needed to fully evaluate and confirm a 
new system design, including time for site surveys, tower 
structural analysis, new building permits, and path and frequency 
analysis, with no assurance that final turn-up would be successful. 
Issues such as getting electrical runs up a new mountain would be 
critical. Windy Ridge is not in the path of radio and Sheep Ridge 
has soils that are too erodible and not a good location for a line of 
site needed for radio. A rebuild would require removal of the 
Whiskey Mountain facility, a new site at Togwotee, a new passive 
reflector on the hill at Togwotee (which the Forest Service will not 
allow), possibly a new tower at Copper Mountain, 4-6 new radios, 
4-6 new antennas, muxing equipment at end points, potential 
build-out of a new intermediate site between Whiskey and Copper 
mountains, and miscellaneous equipment and labor. Although a 
technology upgrade to fiber could be explored, that could take 5 
years to implement and several more to complete. In light of the 
critical need for the diversity provided by the interoffice facility at 
Whiskey Mountain, CenturyLink QC recommends that the 
existing permit (set to expire at the end of 2012) be renewed for 
ten years. During this time, CenturyLink QC would explore and 
recommend a technology upgrade to fiber, reporting and updating 
the BLM on its technology progress every two years. CenturyLink 
QC would also develop a plan to keep activities at the radio site to 
a minimum during this renewal period, minimizing the impact to 
the Big Horn Sheep habitat. Some suggestions include restricting 
planned maintenance activities to the period from May 1st to 
November 1st , consolidating activities into combined trips to the 
site, and doing only critical call-outs between November 1st and 
May 1st. CenturyLink agrees that limiting access to the general 
public will remove much of the disturbance to the habitat from 
ATVs, motorcycles, 4WD vehicles and other motor vehicles. 
However, CenturyLink QC operates in numerous parks and 
federal lands that are gated and where we are the only entity 
provided key access to the barrier gates for the sole purpose of 
maintaining our facilities. We welcome the opportunity to work 
with the Lander Field Office to develop a plan that will meet the 
BLM's goal of protecting the critical Big Horn Sheep habitat, 
while ensuring that critical communications services are not 
jeopardized.[See attached figure, Qwest Communications Network 
Planning, 10/31/11] 

10052 10052-2 [Refer to PDF of this comment document for additional supporting 
material, including attachments and references, provided by this 
commenter] 

2007-1 

10053 10053-1 While map 32 indicates that much of the Sweetwater Watershed 
and the Lander Front and Beaver Rim would be available for oil 
and gas leasing subject to major constraints, and we support that 
provision, we also have concerns with this provision. A major 
constraint means that an area will be subject to an NSO stipulation 
if it is leased, or potentially lesser protection through application 

2018-3 
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of overlapping timing limitation stipulations (TLS), such as 
limitations related to protection of big game crucial winter ranges 
and sage-grouse leks or brood rearing areas. However, as can be 
seen from Exhibit 1, it is our view that the Priority Conservation 
Areas should be made subject to conditions that make these areas 
unavailable for industrial development. We believe an NSO 
stipulation will generally accomplish this need, but major 
constraints on leasing related to overlapping TLS may not meet 
this need.It is our view that the entire area of the Priority 
Conservation Areas should only be made available for oil and gas 
leasing subject to an NSO stipulation. The resource values in these 
areas are simply too great to allow for physical disturbance in 
these areas. The NSO stipulation is appropriate when other 
mitigation is insufficient to adequately protect the public interest 
and it presents an option to a no leasing decision. DEIS at 1494 
(presenting Appendix M”Wyoming Mitigation Guidelines for 
Surface-Disturbing and Disruptive Activities). We believe it is 
clear the public interest demands that the Priority Conservation 
Areas only be available for leasing subject to an NSO stipulation. 
We have described the incredible values worthy of protection in 
the Priority Conservation Areas above and Exhibit 1 makes these 
publically significant values even more apparent. Moreover, 
BLM’s proposed management direction in the Lander Slope and 
Beaver Rim and Sweetwater Watershed areas indicates that it too 
recognizes the important public interest concerns that are present 
in these areas. The numerous special recreation management 
areas, ACECs, the Heritage Tourism and Recreation Management 
Corridor, and the sage-grouse Reference and Education area, 
among other provisions, document that BLM has determined there 
are important public interest concerns in these areas, making an 
NSO stipulation, and not just overlapping TLS, an appropriate 
management decision. 

10053 10053-10 the BLM under the proposed RMP would designate the above-
mentioned narrow one-quarter mile buffer along the Continental 
Divide Scenic Trail in what is referred to as the CDNST ERMA 
(Continental Divide Scenic Trail Extensive Recreation 
Management Area). Record # 7003. This buffer is far too narrow 
to protect the values and resources along this section of the 
Continental Divide National Scenic Trail. A 5 mile buffer with the 
related management provisions should be put in place along the 
entire length of this scenic hiking trail, as applies in other areas of 
the Heritage Tourism and Recreation Management Corridor. At a 
minimum the BLM should propose a management framework for 
the CDNST ERMA that corresponds with its stated goals for the 
Congressionally Designated Trails. A goal is that the Continental 
Divide Scenic Trail corridor will be maintained to provide an 
opportunity to experience and reflect upon the wide variety of 
scenic, cultural, historic, and physiographic setting characteristics. 
. . of the trail and adjacent lands. Goal SD: 2. To meet this goal the 
BLM should put in place a buffer around all of the Continental 
Divide Scenic Trail that is equivalent to the 5 mile buffer along 

2004-1 
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other sections of the Heritage Tourism and Recreation 
Management Corridor. 

10053 10053-101 The first word that we believe should be defined in the Glossary is 
avoid or avoidance. This word is used repeatedly in the Maps and 
in the Chapter 2 descriptions of the provisions of the Lander RMP 
to describe the limitations that will be applied to activities in order 
to protect the resource under consideration. Avoidance areas are 
defined for wind energy development, for example. In our view 
this term should be defined using its normal dictionary meaning. 
Avoid means To stay clear of; shun or To keep from happening. 
THE AMERICAN HERITAGE DICTIONARY OF THE 
ENGLISH LANGUAGE 125 (4TH ed.). Thus, an appropriate 
definition of avoid might be: an activity will not be permitted 
unless a site-specific analysis determines that the activity, with 
required mitigation applied, will not cause impacts that exceed the 
applicable standard(s). In any event, BLM should define this term 
in the Lander RMP because its pervasive use means it will have 
ongoing significant impact on how the plan is implemented and 
interpreted. Defining the term will help ensure the land use plan is 
properly implemented in the way BLM envisions and will help 
avoid confusion when decisions need to be made regarding how to 
apply the restriction. 

2007-1 

10053 10053-102 A second term that is used pervasively in the Lander RMP is case-
by-case basis. Many decisions on whether to authorize an activity 
or not, or whether to take action, will be made on a case-by-case 
basis. For example, decisions about whether to remove or modify 
a fence or cattleguard will be made on a case-by-case basis. The 
BLM should provide specificity regarding what constitutes a case. 
Would case-by-case decision-making apply to an entire wind farm 
or individual turbines at a wind farm? Would decisions regarding 
travel management apply to an individual road or the collection of 
roads in an area of concern? We believe the BLM should define 
this term in a manner that ensures the overall impact of concern, in 
its entirety, is addressed in any case-by-case analysis. Thus, a case 
might be defined to include a category of related activities or 
impacts that have impacts or outcomes that should be considered 
collectively in order to ensure a comprehensive understanding of 
the action or impacts. 

2007-1 

10053 10053-103 Another term that is used a considerable number of times in the 
proposed Lander RMP is the requirement for an acceptable plan 
for mitigation. The use of this term is noteworthy in Appendix N. 
See also DEIS at 1320 (defining controlled surface use in the 
Glossary and making reference to acceptable plan for mitigation). 
It is often used in conjunction with stipulations applied to oil and 
gas leases”an activity is prohibited unless and until the operator 
and BLM arrive at an acceptable plan for mitigation. The BLM 
should elaborate on what constitutes an acceptable mitigation plan 
so it will have guidance moving forward with this RMP. 

2007-1 

10053 10053-104 The BLM must ensure that the determination of what constitutes 
an acceptable mitigation plan is not done completely behind 
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closed doors with little guidance as to what is acceptable. While 
we appreciate the professional judgment that BLM’s professional 
land managers must exercise, decisions about what constitutes 
acceptable mitigation are significant enough that standards should 
be provided to help guide this decision-making 

10053 10053-105 Finally, we would like to mention a provision made in the 
proposed Bighorn Basin RMP that was released last summer and 
related provisions in the Pinedale RMP. We ask that the BLM 
consider these provisions and consider adding them to the Lander 
RMP. The proposed Bighorn Basin RMP provides that the BLM 
will Protect important habitats, including in areas unavailable to 
leasing on existing leases . . . to the extent this restriction does not 
violate the leaseholder/operator lease rights, by applying an NSO 
restriction and prohibiting surface-disturbing activities. Bighorn 
Basin RMP DEIS at 2-53 (Record # 2007). The Pinedale RMP 
provides several times that, Management actions on existing leases 
within Unavailable Areas will be designed to protect important 
habitats by excluding surface occupancy and/or disturbance to the 
extent this restriction does not violate the leaseholder’s/operator’s 
lease rights. Pinedale RMP Record of Decision at 2-47, 2-48, 2-
51. We believe the BLM should adopt similar provisions in the 
Lander RMP. Provisions like these could be an important means to 
ensure the vision for areas made unavailable for leasing is fully 
implemented and realized. This would certainly apply in the 
Dubois area, and many areas in the Lander Front and Beaver Rim 
and Sweetwater Watershed areas are also effectively made 
unavailable for leasing. Given this direction, it would be 
appropriate to attempt to minimize the impacts of development of 
existing leases in these areas. See Map 33 (presenting locations of 
existing leases). And as discussed above in Part 4.II, there is no 
doubt the BLM has the legal authority, and responsibility, to 
pursue these kinds of restrictions on development of existing 
leases. 

2018-3 

10053 10053-106 At a minimum, disclosure of the compounds in the produced water 
and their concentrations should be required so that potential 
impacts on the ecology of these waters can be assessed and 
prevented. The Wind River below Boysen Reservoir is a world-
class trout fishery that brings in numerous tourists and supports 
local businesses, so this resource cannot be threatened.We believe 
putting in place such a requirement would be in accord with 
provisions in the proposed RMP. For example, the proposed 
Lander RMP provides that BLM will Require the use of Best 
Management Practices and mitigation to reduce point and 
nonpoint source pollution. Record # 1026. BLM would seek to 
implement management actions on a case-by-case basis that would 
prevent degradation of ground and surface water quality. Record # 
1045. These provisions are sufficient to allow the BLM to put in 
place a requirement for the reinjection of produced water in the 
Moneta Divide area, and BLM should do so. Produced water 
production from this field appears to be a clearly defined and 
specific resource concern and issue, so it is appropriate to provide 

2018-5 
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for its regulation and control in the Lander RMP, and not await 
project-level analysis. 

10053 10053-110 31 In our view both the Twin Creek ACEC and the Government 
Draw/Upper Sweetwater Sage-Grouse Reference and Education 
Area should be managed as VRM Class II. The Twin Creek 
ACEC may well fall within the VRM Class II area shown on Map 
78. To the extent it extends into the Class III area, this should be 
corrected so that all of the Twin Creek ACEC is managed as VRM 
Class II. Some of the Reference and Education Area certainly 
extends into the VRM Class III area. Consequently Map 78 and 
the accompanying Record #s should be modified to make all of 
this area managed as VRM Class II. As recognized in the DEIS, 
The proposed Twin Creek ACEC has the same values of concern 
as the proposed Government Draw/Upper Sweetwater Sage-
Grouse ACEC, which are issues related to the high presence of 
sage-grouse in this area. DEIS at 473. There are 7 occupied and 1 
unoccupied leks within the proposed boundary of the Twin Creek 
ACEC. The area has high bentonite potential that, if developed, 
would fragment greater sage-grouse habitat and connectivity in the 
area. Id. Thus, this ACEC should be managed to protect its visual 
quality. The limitations associated with a VRM Class II 
designation would go far toward ensuring protection of sage-
grouse in the area. Relative to the Reference and Education Area, 
the DEIS states Alternative D VRM would include some lands in 
the Reference and Education Area managed as VRM III; 
therefore, more surface-disturbing and disruptive activitiescould 
be authorized than under Alternative B. However, beneficial 
impacts to greater sage-grouse values in the Reference and 
Education Area would likely be the same under these two 
alternatives because of the Reference and Education Area minerals 
and realty management discussed below. DEIS at 1166. We 
believe it should not be assumed that minerals and realty 
limitations will necessarily mimic the requirements of VRM 
classifications and that the BLM should manage this entire area as 
VRM Class II so as to ensure adequate resource protection in this 
area. Moreover, the inconsistency of having some of the Reference 
and Education Area managed as VRM Class II and some it as 
Class III will create inherent and built in management conflict.] 

2002-1 

10053 10053-112 However, there is an area just south of Johnny Behind the Rocks 
that should also be considered for withdrawal from bentonite 
mining. This area is roughly a township in size and is bounded by 
Twin Creek on the east and south, Wyoming Route 28 on the 
west, and U.S. Highway 287 on the north. This area compliments 
the adjacent Johnny Behind the Rocks and is important for 
wildlife, hiking, hunting, camping, horseback riding, and 
increasingly for mountain bike riding. The local bicycle club plans 
to build bike trails in this area.] 

2022-1 

10053 10053-113 We have been unable to determine just exactly how much of the 
major constraint areas shown in Map 32 would be subject to an 
NSO stipulation and how much would be subject to overlapping 
TLS 

2018-3 
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10053 10053-114 [Refer to PDF of this comment document for additional supporting 
material, including attachments and references, provided by this 
commenter] 

2007-1 

10053 10053-13 This ACEC, which BLM proposes not to establish under the 
preferred alternative, would provide additional protection for the 
WSAs north of the Sweetwater River as well as citizens’ proposed 
wilderness in this area. Maps 12 and 128. This ACEC would also 
be a compliment to the Heritage Tourism and Recreation 
Management Corridor, the Sweetwater Rocks Undeveloped 
Special Recreation Management Area, and the National Historic 
Trails Destination Special Recreation Management Area. Maps 93 
and 127. Consequently, this is an important area, even if the BLM 
does not designate it as an ACEC. This emphasizes the importance 
of abiding by the requirement that the area be manage[d] to protect 
the identified relevant and important characteristics. Record # 
7040. The relevant and important characteristics BLM recognizes 
in this area include scenic values, geologic features, and cultural 
values. These values must be preserved by protecting the relevant 
and important characteristics of the Sweetwater Rocks area, even 
if it is not designated an ACEC. In this respect we support the 
management provision for the Sweetwater Rocks ACEC that 
would manage the area (outside of WSAs) as VRM Class II except 
for the area in the right-of-way corridor. Record # 7131. However, 
we are concerned by the provision that would manage this area 
relative to oil and gas leasing as open, subject to CSU. Record # 
7132. We believe this area should be NSO relative to oil and gas 
leasing in order to fully protect both the resources in the ACEC 
area and in the adjacent special management areas. 

2002-1 

10053 10053-14 There is an area south of U.S. Highway 287 roughly in the area of 
T27-28N R89-93W that is designated as open to wind energy 
development. Map 100. We believe this designation should be 
reconsidered and this area should be designated a wind-energy 
development exclusion or avoidance area. This area would have 
the Green Mountain ACEC located in it, and pursuant to the 
modifications to oil and gas management map, much of this area 
would be a controlled surface use area for oil and gas leases and 
some of it would be NSO. Maps 132 and 144. Designating this 
area as open to wind-energy development is inconsistent with this 
management direction. 

2024-1 

10053 10053-16 On June 23, 2011 the BLM entered into a Memorandum of 
Understanding (MOU) with the Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) and the Forest Service regarding how National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) analyses relative to air quality 
will be conducted for oil and gas development activities. We have 
included that MOU as Exhibit 2. The Lander RMP should provide 
that all needed air quality NEPA analyses relative to oil and gas 
development, including those in this RMP, will abide by the 
provisions of this MOU. The MOU specifies when modeling is 
required. The Lander RMP should provide that quantitative 
analysis will be conducted when these conditions are met, in 
addition to the provisions specified in Appendix F. See Exhibit 2 

2001-1 
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(providing in sections V.E.3.a-b that air quality modeling will be 
conducted when a proposed action will cause a substantial 
increase in emissions or contribute to adverse cumulative impacts, 
and the proposed action is in proximity to a Class I area, a non-
attainment area, or the area is expected to exceed a National 
Ambient Air Quality Standard or a Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration increment). Appendix F should be revised to reflect 
the provisions in this MOU as to when quantitative modeling will 
be required. We also note that this MOU applies to this RMP as 
well as subsequent project level NEPA analyses, so compliance 
with it should be reflected in this RMP revision. 

10053 10053-17 Provisions are made in this section for authorization of soil 
disturbing activities in areas with Low Reclamation Potential 
(LRP), and for surface disturbing activities on steep slopes. 
Record #s 1013 and 1014. Under the preferred alternative, surface 
soil disturbing activities would be authorized in LRP areas, subject 
to Category 2 restrictions, but disturbance in LRP areas would be 
avoided whenever possible, and a detailed site analysis and 
reclamation plan would be required in LRP areas. Record # 1013. 
We believe this provision should be revised to make it clear that 
the default decision will be to avoid soil disturbance in LRP areas 
in all cases. There is an inherent contradiction in this record 
number, which states both that soil disturbing activities will be 
authorized in LRP areas and that they will be avoided whenever 
possible. This contradiction should be removed by making it clear 
that soil disturbance in LRP areas will be avoided if possible. 

2029-1 

10053 10053-19 Avoidance under Category 3 restrictions would more closely 
correspond with the stated requirement to Avoid soil-disturbing 
activities whenever possible. We also note this: Record # 1013 
states only that a detailed site analysis and reclamation plan will 
be required, yet Record # 1012 states that a very detailed site 
analysis and reclamation plan will be required before development 
occurs in LRP areas. Record # 1012 (underline added). This 
oversight should be corrected, and Record # 1013 should require a 
very detailed site analysis and reclamation plan for LRP areas. 

2029-2 

10053 10053-21 Relative to disturbance on steep slopes, under the preferred 
alternative, surface disturbing activities would be prohibited on 
slopes greater than 25 percent and Category 2 restrictions would 
be applied on slopes between 15 and 24 percent. Record # 1014. 
However, after stating that disturbance on slopes greater than 25 
percent will be prohibited, Record # 1014 goes on to say Mineral 
and realty actions in these areas are managed with Category 2 
restrictions. These are clearly inconsistent provisions. If surface 
disturbing activities are prohibited on slopes greater than 25 
percent”as they should be due to the high potential for destructive 
soil erosion”they must be managed pursuant to more restrictive 
Categories. Any development on these steep slopes should be 
managed under Category 4-6 restrictions. See DEIS at 58 (Table 
2.5) (providing that areas will be closed or excluded from 
development, or putting in place an NSO restriction under 
Categories 4-6). These are the restrictive categories consistent 
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with prohibition of surface disturbing activities on slopes of 25 
percent or more 

10053 10053-23 In Table 2.9 of the Lander RMP DEIS the BLM proposes 
requirements to abide by the provisions in Appendices D and H of 
the DEIS relative to reclamation and the use of BMPs. We 
generally support the provisions in Appendix D, which establish 
interim and final reclamation standards for DDAs and non-DDAs. 
We also urge the BLM to apply the BMPs specified in Appendix 
H to all land disturbing activities in the Lander Field Office; 
however, as will be discussed below in Part 4.I, we believe there 
are additional BMPs that should be considered. Record # 1018 
also mentions the application of Appendix G”Example Detailed, 
Multi-phased, Reclamation Plan”in situations with extensive 
disturbance such as full-field oil and gas development. The 
provisions in this appendix are important, and they should be 
applied to all significant soil disturbing activities, including 
uranium mining, large wind power developments, and phosphate 
or bentonite mining. The considerations and standards in 
Appendix G should be made part of the interim and final 
reclamation plan that is required under Record # 1018, and other 
provisions in Table 2.9. 

2029-2 

10053 10053-24 While we support the provisions in Appendix D, we would 
suggest adding a requirement that the plant community that is 
created, particularly for final reclamation in non-DDAs, be closely 
in correspondence with the plant community in a nearby reference 
or control area. Achieving a plant community that closely 
resembles undisturbed plant communities in the area would best 
ensure that soil reclamation has been successful.Appendix G 
makes provision for selection of a reference area. Moreover, we 
urge the BLM to consider the following reclamation plan, which 
we believe could prove useful in the Lander Field Office. The 
provisions for reclamation found in the BLM’s Little Snake Field 
Office (Colorado) RMP Revision are quite strong and we believe 
potentially worthy of replication in the Lander Field Office. We 
ask the BLM to consider this plan. It is available at 
http://www.blm.gov/co/ st/en/fo/lsfo/plans/ rmp_revision.html. 
The BLM might also benefit from considering the reclamation 
efforts conducted by Encana Natural Gas in the Jonah natural gas 
field in the Pinedale Field Office, which are quite robust. 

2029-2 

10053 10053-25 We also support the provisions relative to Wyoming stormwater 
discharge requirements specified in Record # 1020, although this 
should perhaps be clarified to state that any needed State permits 
will be acquired prior to disturbance. 

2029-1 

10053 10053-27 Sole source aquifers are tremendously important to people in rural 
areas and the protection of these water sources specified in Record 
# 1043 by using Category 3 restrictions should be implemented. 
Care in the use of pesticides, Record # 1044, is also warranted, but 
this limitation should be extended to also include herbicides, 
which can present threats as great as pesticides to water sources. 
However, allowing the use of these poisons in water source areas 
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when alternative methods are ineffective is a vague standard and a 
clearer standard should be specified. We would suggest that 
pesticide and herbicide use in these aquifer areas should be 
prohibited where potential entry into the water is indicated. And in 
cases where contamination has been determined to have occurred, 
no further use of pesticides or herbicides should be allowed in 
those aquifer areas. 

10053 10053-3 As shown on Map 15, there are several uranium projects that 
impinge on the Sweetwater Watershed Priority Conservation Area. 
We believe the BLM should make provision in the RMP to ensure 
that any development of these uranium resources Provide[s] 
protections for resource values because these are areas of conflict 
with mineral exploration and development. As shown on several 
maps, these uranium projects impinge on VRM Class III and even 
VRM Class II areas, could impact the Green Mountain Extensive 
Recreation Management Area, impact recreation sites like Wild 
Horse and Cottonwood Campground, would affect the viewing 
experience on the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail, could 
impact the Green Mountain ACEC, and could affect the Heritage 
Tourism and Recreation Management Corridor. Maps 78, 93, 120, 
121, 127, and 132. Thus, there is no doubt that these uranium 
projects could conflict with the other resource values found in the 
Sweetwater Watershed, and consequently the BLM should 
manage these uranium projects so as to Provide protections for 
resource values. 

2022-1 

10053 10053-31 We support the proposal to withdraw 42,855 acres from locatable 
mineral entry. Record # 2007. A majority of these withdrawals 
would occur in the Dubois area, with some occurring in the 
Sweetwater Watershed. Map 24. However, the BLM must 
consider whether additional withdrawals might be appropriate 
with respect protecting resource values in the four Priority 
Conservation Areas. The BLM should evaluate whether 
withdrawal from mineral entry would be appropriate and 
consistent with the management direction it is proposing for the 
ACECs, Recreation Management Areas, and Heritage Tourism 
and Recreation Management Corridor, for example. Where there 
could be a conflict with mineral exploration and development, the 
BLM should put in place protections for resource values, Goal 
MR: 3, and this should include withdrawals from mineral entry. 

2022-1 

10053 10053-32 As we stated in our April 26, 2010 letter to the BLM Lander Field 
Office regarding the RMP revision, we believe the BLM should 
pursue withdrawal of the following areas: sage-grouse core areas, 
Green and Crooks Mountains, the Granite Mountains, the Lander 
Front, the Upper Wind River Valley, and the South Pass-
Sweetwater watershed. We request again that BLM withdraw 
these areas from mineral entry due to the numerous important 
environmental and cultural values in these areas. 

2022-1 

10053 10053-33 The Johnny Behind the Rocks and The Bus areas should also be 
withdrawn from mineral location entry. The provisions of Record 
# 6076 should be extended to these areas, which under Category 5 
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restrictions would require the BLM to Pursue withdrawal. DEIS at 
58 (Table 2.5). It appears the Johnny Behind the Rocks areas 
would be withdrawn. Map 24. 

10053 10053-34 We note that the conventional oil and gas development potential in 
the majority of the areas we are asking be made subject to NSO 
constraints is none, very low, or low. Map 17. While there is an 
area of moderate development potential south of Jeffrey City, 
none of these areas include high development potential areas. The 
coalbed methane (CBM) development potential in the Priority 
Conservation Areas is almost uniformly low to nonexistent. Map 
20. So again, any oil and gas leasing in these areas should be made 
subject to NSO constraints. These restrictions are unlikely to 
impede development, which will almost certainly be focused in 
the DDAs. 

2018-3 

10053 10053-37 Record #s 2024 and 2025, we believe the BLM should consider 
designating the entire Beaver Rim MLP area VRM Class II. As 
can be seen on Map 78, the VRM Class III area essentially creates 
a rather large hole in an otherwise uniform VRM Class II donut. 
The BLM should reconsider whether it wants to be faced with this 
management inconsistency. It will make BLM’s management 
responsibilities that much more difficult. As shown in Maps 17 
and 20, the conventional oil and gas and CBM development 
potential in this area is none to at most low. So putting in place 
more restrictive visual resource protection standards would be 
unlikely to significantly impede any development. 

2033-1 

10053 10053-38 Map 28 makes it appear that the geothermal closure area would be 
quite narrow, and we believe the BLM should consider whether a 
larger buffer area is needed around the NLCS trails relative to 
geothermal development. The BLM should consider whether 
geothermal development would be consistent with the 
management direction evidenced by the numerous special 
recreation areas, ACECs, and trails management areas that would 
be established along the NLCS corridor. We do not believe 
geothermal energy development is consistent with these values, or 
the management direction that is evidenced in the proposed RMP. 

2017-1 

10053 10053-40 we believe the 500-foot setback distance specified for the 
preferred alternative, Record # 4033, should be reconsidered. Only 
two setback distances are considered”a 500-foot setback distance 
pursuant to alternatives A, C, and D (with some provisions for 
exceptions), and a 1,320-foot setback distance pursuant to 
alternative B. That is, one-tenth of a mile and one-quarter mile 
setbacks are considered. But alternative D is by definition 
intended to be something of an intermediate alternative falling 
somewhere between the maximum environmental protection 
alternative (B) and the maximum development alternative (C). 
Given this, it seems that an intermediate setback distance should 
be specified. We would suggest a distance of 15 percent to 20 
percent of a mile, approximately 800 feet to 1000 feet. 

2026-1 

10053 10053-44 Two extremely important provisions are made in the General 
Wildlife section. First, BLM will seek to minimize the footprint of 
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surface-disturbing activities to the smallest practical area in order 
to protect wildlife and their habitats. Record # 4055.[9] While this 
is an important provision, we encourage the BLM to consider 
changing the provision to the smallest necessary area. Application 
of the BMPs presented in Appendix 1, which be discussed in Part 
4.I, as well as other BMPs, could greatly reduce the footprint of oil 
and gas development activities to a much smaller necessary level 
rather than a practical area. 

10053 10053-45 We also support the fencing provisions in Record # 4058. We 
particularly support the provision that fences will not be 
constructed in identified big game migration corridors unless they 
are critical to a comprehensive grazing management strategy and 
project impacts are mitigated. However, we believe this provision 
should be expanded to include migration corridors that are 
identified for other species of wildlife besides big game. These 
species can also be harmed by encounters with fencing. The BLM 
should commit to engaging in an ongoing inventory and 
monitoring effort to determine the locations of migration 
corridors, for big game as well as other species, so that these 
provisions can be applied as effectively as possible. 

2039-1 

10053 10053-46 The provisions for managing wind energy development stated in 
Record # 4060 should be carefully adhered to. However, we 
suggest the following additions or modifications to these 
provisions. The provision that wind energy development will be 
managed on a case-by-case basis relative to sage-grouse, raptor 
concentration areas, big game crucial winter ranges, migration 
corridors, and parturition areas should be clarified to make it clear 
that the avoidance and exclusion areas depicted in Map 100 will 
be applied and required. In many areas wind energy development 
is not permitted (exclusion areas) and in many other areas it is to 
be avoided. This should be the overarching guidance, not 
management of wind energy development on a case-by-case basis. 
Thus, the guidance in Record # 4060 should be modified to make 
it clear that, relative to wildlife protection, in exclusion areas wind 
energy development is not permitted, and thus there is no need for 
management on a case-by-case basis, and that in avoidance areas 
any management on a case-by-case basis will be done in a manner 
that seeks to stay clear of; shun. THE AMERICAN HERITAGE 
DICTIONARY OF THE ENGLISH LANGUAGE 125 (4TH ed.) 
(defining avoid). 

2039-1 

10053 10053-47 Record # 4060 makes special provisions relative to the sage-
grouse and wind energy development pursuant to alternative D, 
the preferred alternative. The RMP would limit wind energy 
development in sage-grouse core areas to no more than once 
location per 640 acres and require that cumulative impacts from 
all Order (EO) for greater sage-grouse core area protection. EO 
2011-5 (June 2, 2011). The EO provides that a specific stipulation 
(to be applied in addition to general stipulations) is that, Wind 
development is not recommended in sage-grouse core areas, but 
will be reevaluated on a continuous basis as new science, 
information, and data emerges. EO 2011-5 at 13. We request that 

2012-3 



Lander Proposed RMP and Final EIS B-15 

February 2013 Comment Analysis Report 
 Attachment B – Individual Comments 

Comment
Document 
Number 

Individual 
Comment 
Number 

Comment Text 

Summary 
Comment 
Response 
Number 

Record # 4060 be modified to comply with this provision. We 
urge the BLM to fully abide by the sage-grouse conservation 
policy reflected in the EO. 

10053 10053-48 If this provision is not revised, we believe the BLM should 
carefully define what is meant by one location per 640 acres. In 
our view this provision should allow for no more than one wind 
turbine location per 640 acres, not some lesser standard such as 
permitting one wind farm per 640 acres or one wind farm per an 
average of 640 acres. These kinds of relaxed definitions of one 
location per 640 acres undermine the policies of the EO and 
threaten sage-grouse conservation. Additionally, and again, in the 
wind energy development exclusion areas shown on Map 100, no 
wind energy development locations should be permitted in a 640 
acre area, and wind energy development cannot be limited to a 5 
percent cumulative disturbance cap from all source in these areas, 
whether in or out of a core area, no surface disturbance due to 
wind energy development is permissible in exclusion areas. And 
in avoidance areas, the BLM should seek to stay clear of wind 
energy development, inside and outside of core areas, so again the 
numerical limits are of lesser significance in these areas”the first 
job is to avoid (keep from happening) the development, as Map 
100 provides. It may also be worth noting that the wind energy 
exclusion and avoidance areas tend to correspond closely with 
sage-grouse core areas. Compare Map 65 with Map 100. Thus, 
wind energy development should not occur in sage-grouse core 
areas. 

2012-3 

10053 10053-49 In Record # 4037, discussed above, the BLM provides that 
mineral and realty actions in big game crucial winter ranges and 
identified big parturition areas will be managed with Category 1 
restrictions, except as provided below.Our review of the Big Game 
section of the alternatives discussion in Chapter 2 (DEIS at 100-
101) does not indicate there is any presentation of exceptions to 
the Category 1 restriction provision. It would seem to us that if 
restrictions more stringent than Category 1 restrictions were to be 
provided for, we would find them here. This is the big game 
section of the alternatives discussion. As we discussed above, we 
believe that more stringent provisions should be provided for. We 
would suggest that the Category 1 restrictions should at least be 
modified to state that development activities during the specified 
times periods will not be permitted in big game crucial winter 
ranges and identified parturition areas even if standard stipulations 
are not in place.[11] See DEIS at 58 (Table 2.5) (presenting the 
Category Restriction Key and making reference to standard 
stipulations under Category 1 restrictions). 

2039-1 

10053 10053-5 In addition, the provisions related to wildlife protection and the 
special management areas mentioned above, such as ACECs and 
Extensive Recreation Management Areas, should be fully 
implemented and abided by in these uranium project areas. The 
RMP should so provide. And as discussed on page 26, the BLM 
should withdraw many of these areas from new mineral entry 
claims. This is necessary to ensure this inherently contradictory 
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land use activity is as compatible as possible with the overall 
management thrust for the Sweetwater Watershed, and the goal of 
the RMP to Provide protections for resource values in areas of 
conflict with mineral exploration and development. 

10053 10053-50 Record # 4066 provides for setback distances for the protection of 
raptors from surface disturbing and disruptive activities during 
various time periods. But it also provides that, Distances and dates 
may vary based on raptor species, chick fledging, topography, and 
other pertinent factors. We believe this is a significant clarification 
of the stated setback distances and prohibition dates”they are not 
fixed and absolute, they can be modified if circumstances or 
understanding dictate. We urge the BLM to commit to a 
continuing review of the scientific literature to determine if the 
stated setback distances and prohibition dates remain appropriate 
and to modify them if called for. We also urge the BLM to make 
setback determinations based on a site-specific analysis in all 
cases. And most importantly, we urge the BLM to explicitly 
include the above clarification (Distances and dates may vary . . .) 
in all stipulations that it attaches to land use authorization 
decisions, such as oil and gas leases. Without explicitly including 
this clarification in any stipulations that are attached to a land use 
authorization, there may be a question as to whether BLM can 
modify the setback distances or prohibitions dates. The BLM 
should avoid this possibility by explicitly including the exception 
language in any stipulations. 

2039-1 

10053 10053-52 In addition to giving itself the option to modify raptor setback 
distances as circumstances or understanding dictate, we urge the 
BLM to develop and include larger setback distances in wind 
energy development areas. Setback buffers that are currently in 
use for raptors on BLM lands in Wyoming were designed to 
prevent disturbance to nesting birds from activities such as oil and 
gas drilling. These buffers were not designed to reduce collision-
related fatalities (with wind turbine blades) to raptors that are 
foraging within their territories or are commuting to and from nest 
sites. Raptor nest buffers in wind energy development areas 
should be increased to reduce potential collisions of raptors with 
wind turbine blades as well as to reduce disturbances to nesting 
birds. 

2039-1 

10053 10053-57 we are concerned that implementing the provisions outlined in 
Record # 4097 actually may undermine rather than foster 
protections for sage-grouse populations. We are particularly 
concerned with the Density Disturbance Calculation Tool (DDCT) 
that has been developed to implement this provision. Record # 
4097 stipulates that the density of disturbances will be limited to 
an average of one disturbance location per 640 acres. We presume 
that the BLM intends to use the DDCT to calculate allowable 
disturbance densities. To do so, four-mile buffers are drawn 
around leks that occur within four miles of the projected 
disturbance area when calculating the DDCT decision area 
(formerly the Project Impact Analysis Area). The analysis area is 
then the outermost boundary of the four mile project buffer and 
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the four-mile buffers around associated leks. As a result, the more 
leks in or adjacent to a project area, the larger the potential 
analysis area. Since five percent of a bigger area is larger than five 
percent of a smaller area, the DDCT inadvertently allows larger 
development acreages in areas with higher number of sage-grouse 
leks, i.e., the best sage-grouse habitat. We do not believe that it 
was the intent of the sage-grouse core area strategy to enable 
larger development footprints in the best core area habitat and yet 
the DDCT appears to do just that. Thus, the BLM should avoid 
this potential outcome. 

10053 10053-59 We also would like to highlight concerns with the potential 
adverse impact of wind energy development on sage-grouse and 
the way in which such development may impact the provisions 
outlined in Record # 4097. EO 2011-5 states that, Wind 
development is not recommended in sage-grouse core areas, but 
will be reevaluated on a continuous basis as new science, 
information and data emerges. EO 2011-5 at 13. Based on this 
provision, the BLM should not allow wind development in sage-
grouse core areas, which would require amending Record #s 4060 
and 4100. 

2012-3 

10053 10053-6 The provision that wind energy development will be managed on a 
case-by-case basis relative to sage-grouse, raptor concentration 
areas, big game crucial winter ranges, migration corridors, and 
parturition areas should be clarified to make it clear that the 
avoidance and exclusion areas depicted on Map 100 will be 
applied and required.[6] These exclusion and avoidance areas 
largely correspond with the Priority Conservation Area 
boundaries. In many areas wind energy development is not 
permitted (exclusion areas) and in many other areas it is to be 
avoided. This should be the overarching guidance in these mapped 
areas, not management of wind energy development on a case-by-
case basis. Thus, Record # 4060 should be modified to make it 
clear that, relative to wildlife protection, in exclusion areas wind 
energy development is not permitted and in avoidance areas any 
management on a case-by-case basis will be done in a manner that 
seeks to avoid the project from being constructed in the first place. 
Following this approach will help ensure protection of the Priority 
Conservation Areas from the potentially severe impacts of wind 
energy development 

2024-1 

10053 10053-61 However, we urge the BLM to add an additional provision to 
Record #s 4099 and 4102 stating that any newly permitted 
permanent, high-profile structures will be outfitted with raven 
deterrents. Ravens are notoriously opportunistic and readily 
initiate predation on nests from a wide array of human structures 
(including ladders on water tanks). Energy development in 
undeveloped sagebrush areas has been shown to facilitate 
increases in the abundance of breeding ravens,[18] with 
concomitant negative effects on nest survival of greater sage-
grouse.[19] Raven predation on grouse nests may have a 
significantly adverse impact on local grouse populations.[20] The 
WGFD recently summarized the significant threat that ravens that 
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colonize anthropogenic development may pose to sage-grouse. 
10053 10053-62 Finally, we recommend that the BLM add an additional record 

number that states that any new rangeland fences will be outfitted 
with sage-grouse fence diverters/markers to reduce collisions-
deaths of grouse. BLM also should commit to working with 
existing grazing allotment holders to install sage-grouse diverters 
on existing rangeland fences within two miles of sage-grouse leks. 
A study by the WGFD documented the severity of the threat posed 
to sage-grouse by rangeland fences and found that sage-grouse 
fence diverters reduced all bird fence collisions by 70 percent and 
sage-grouse fatalities by 61 percent.[22] Given the robust 
populations of sage-grouse in the Lander planning area, reducing 
sage-grouse collisions with fencelines could significantly benefit 
the area’s grouse populations and could help mitigate the impacts 
of other types of development in sage-grouse habitat. In Record # 
4083, the BLM says it will Increase the visibility of existing 
fences to reduce hazards to flying greater sage-grouse. However, 
we believe this recommendation merits greater specificity as 
suggested above and should be a separate record number that is 
included with the sage-grouse policies 

2012-3 

10053 10053-65 First, there would be a rather wide VRM Class III corridor that 
would be designated across the Sweetwater Watershed in the 
vicinity of Jeffrey City. Map 78. It appears to be at least 6 miles 
wide, maybe wider. We ask the BLM to reconsider whether a 
corridor of this width is needed. While we understand that there 
may be a need to provide for transmission lines to the Gas Hills 
and perhaps the Moneta/Lysite gas field, we are not convinced this 
corridor needs to be 6 miles wide. That seems excessive to us. 
Numerous pipelines and powerlines could be accommodated in a 6 
mile wide corridor, and we are not aware of any reason to expect 
that numerous power lines or pipelines will need to be constructed 
in this area. The BLM should designate the narrowest corridor 
possible through this visually and historically significant area. 

2033-1 

10053 10053-68 There is an area south of U.S. Highway 287 roughly in the area of 
T27-28N R89-93W that is designated as open to wind energy 
development. Map 100. We believe this designation should be 
reconsidered and this area should be designated a wind energy 
development exclusion or avoidance area. This area would have 
the Green Mountain ACEC located in it, and pursuant to the 
modifications to oil and gas management map, much of this area 
would be a controlled surface use area for oil and gas leases and 
some of it would be NSO. Maps 132 and 144. Designating this 
area as open to wind-energy development is inconsistent with the 
management direction in other parts of the RMP. Moreover, this 
designation creates a narrow band of BLM lands open for wind 
energy development in what is otherwise a large, contiguous wind 
energy development exclusion or avoidance zone. 

2024-1 

10053 10053-7 We believe the BLM should designate the entire Beaver Rim MLP 
area VRM Class II. As can be seen on Map 78, the VRM Class III 
area essentially creates a gap in an otherwise large VRM Class II 
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area. The BLM should reconsider whether it wants to be faced 
with this management inconsistency. It will make BLM’s 
management responsibilities that much more difficult. As shown 
in Maps 17 and 20, the conventional oil and gas and CBM 
development potential in this area is none to at most low. So 
putting in place more restrictive visual resource protection 
standards would be unlikely to significantly impede any 
development. 

10053 10053-70 We do ask the BLM to consider whether the Lost Creek, Lost 
Creek Spur, and Bairoil ROWs might be more consolidated in the 
Jeffrey City area. These ROWs could have significant impacts on 
the historic and scenic trails in this area, and an effort should be 
made to consolidate them. It appears to us that the Lost Creek and 
Lost Creek Spur ROWs could be consolidated in the area north of 
U.S. Highway 287 for at least 10-15 miles, and then they could 
diverge at that point, instead of south of Jeffrey City, in the 
historic and scenic trails area. As just discussed above in the 
Visual Resources section (Part 2.XII), we believe the rather wide 
VRM Class III corridor proposed in this area could be made more 
narrow, and we ask the BLM to consider this proposal to narrow 
the corridor width in the final RMP. 

2025-2 

10053 10053-71 And as was true with renewable energy, Map 104 indicates that 
the area south of U.S. Highway 287 roughly in the area of T27-
28N R89-93W would be open to ROW corridors. We again think 
this should be reconsidered given the presence of the Green 
Mountain ACEC and the strong oil and gas development controls 
that will apply in this area. This proposal creates an unneeded 
narrow corridor of lands available for ROWs in an otherwise 
large, contiguous area of ROW avoidance or exclusion. 

2025-2 

10053 10053-74 As noted in the DEIS with respect to the Beaver Rim,These lands 
contain Native American sacred sites and important visual 
resources. The topography of the area is such that surface 
disturbances such as oil and gas and other mineral development 
could be highly visible and would present a sharp contrast with the 
surrounding areas. The southern boundary is immediately to the 
north of the swath of land that makes up the visual setting for the 
NHTs. The importance of the visual resources in the area stems 
from the geologic features of the Rim (and the Native American 
concerns that arise because of the Rim's visual importance) and 
nearby setting of the NHTs. The area also lies within greater sage-
grouse Core Area, as does all of the land on top of the Rim up to 
the Granite Mountains.DEIS at 296. Given these numerous values 
and the undeniable appeal of this area to the public, the BLM 
should designate the Beaver Rim area, as a special recreation 
management area pursuant to the Lander RMP, whether 
denominated the Muskrat Basin Extensive Recreation 
Management Area or otherwise. 

2023-1 

10053 10053-77 We do have one significant concern with the provisions in the 
Congressionally Designated Trails section. And that is the narrow 
one-quarter mile buffer along the Continental Divide Scenic Trail 
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in what is referred to as the CDNST ERMA (Continental Divide 
Scenic Trail Extensive Recreation Management Area). Record # 
7003. This buffer is far too narrow to protect the values and 
resources along this section of the Continental Divide National 
Scenic Trail. A 5 mile buffer with the related management 
provisions should be put in place along the entire length of this 
scenic hiking trail, as is true elsewhere along the Heritage Tourism 
and Recreation Management Corridor. We are unclear as to why 
BLM proposes this drastically scaled back protective buffer along 
this section of the Corridor.Looking at Map 127, one is struck by 
the narrow tail this creates relative to the cohesive body of 
protected area elsewhere along the Heritage Tourism and 
Recreation Management Corridor. It may be the Happy Springs 
Oil Field explains this decision, but why that would be true is not 
clear. See Record # 7003 (stating that the narrow buffer applies 
from this oil field east to the Field Office boundary).[27] But even 
if the level of existing development makes this portion of the trail 
less pristine (it may be more industrialized), that is no reason for 
the BLM to continue that management direction or resource 
condition; it should seek to correct these incompatible land uses to 
the extent possible, or at least mitigate them.[28] Designating a 
wider buffer would help accomplish that.[27 See also DEIS at 446 
(stating, The portion of the CDNST in the planning areas travels 
through numerous differing landscapes. The trail enters south of 
Green Mountain and travels northwest towards Crooks Gap. In the 
Crooks Gap area the trail travels through a more industrialized 
zone with many resource uses including major pipeline ROWs, 
reclaimed uranium mining, major motorized travel routes, and an 
oil field on top of Crooks Mountain.).][28 Moreover, this more 
industrialized landscape only occurs in the Crooks Gap area, not 
the whole Continental Divide National Scenic Trail Extensive 
Recreation Management Area by the very terms of the DEIS. See 
DEIS at 446 (stating that the industrialized landscape only occurs 
in the Crooks Gap area). Thus, at most, only the segment of the 
trail in the Crooks Gap area should be subject to the narrow one-
quarter mile buffer.]At a minimum the BLM should propose a 
management framework for the CDNST ERMA that corresponds 
with its stated goals for the Congressionally Designated Trails. 
One goal is that the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail 
corridor will be maintained to provide an opportunity to 
experience and reflect upon the wide variety of scenic, cultural, 
historic, and physiographic setting characteristics. . . of the trail 
and adjacent lands. Goal SD: 2. To meet this goal the BLM should 
put in place a buffer around all of the Continental Divide National 
Scenic Trail that is equivalent to the buffer proposed elsewhere 
along the Heritage Tourism and Recreation Management Corridor, 
not a mere one-quarter mile wide buffer 

10053 10053-78 Record # 7013 provides that new audible and atmospheric effects 
will not exceed current levels in the vicinity of the trails. We urge 
the BLM to make clear that this provision also applies to night 
lighting. Maintaining dark night skies is an important component 
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of the experience along both the historic trails and the Continental 
Divide National Scenic Trail. It is also consistent with the 
direction and goals of the NLCS. 

10053 10053-8 Under the proposed RMP, there would be a rather wide VRM 
Class III corridor that would be designated across the Sweetwater 
Watershed in the vicinity of Jeffrey City. Map 78. It appears to be 
at least 6 miles wide, maybe wider. We ask the BLM to reconsider 
whether a corridor of this width is needed. While we understand 
that there may be a need to provide for transmission lines to the 
Gas Hills and perhaps the Moneta/Lysite gas field, we are not 
convinced this corridor needs to be 6 miles wide. That seems 
excessive to us. The BLM should designate the narrowest corridor 
possible through this visually and historically significant area. In 
this regard Record # 5037 may be important. It provides that 
intrusive (out of scale with the surrounding landscape) surface-
disturbing activities within view of the Congressionally 
Designated [Historic and Scenic] Trails will be evaluated based on 
VRM Class II standards. By this standard, many powerlines that 
might be constructed across the Jeffrey City-area VRM Class III 
corridor shown on Map 78 would need to meet VRM Class II 
standards even though the corridor is designated VRM Class III. 
This emphasizes the need to designate the narrowest VRM Class 
III corridor possible. 

2025-2 

10053 10053-80 Government Draw/Upper Sweetwater Sage-Grouse Reference and 
Education Area Not specified [31] NSO Additionally,Alternative 
D would require a Plan of Operations in the Twin Creek ACEC, 
an area of high to moderate potential for bentonite. DEIS at 1166. 
This provision does not seem to appear in the provisions in 
Chapter 2 of the DEIS. This should be corrected 

2002-1 

10053 10053-82 In this respect we support the management provision for the 
Sweetwater Rocks ACEC that would manage the area (outside of 
WSAs) as VRM Class II except for the area in the right-of-way 
corridor. Record # 7131. However, we are concerned by the 
provision that would manage this area relative to oil and gas 
leasing as open, subject to CSU. Record # 7132. We believe this 
area should be NSO relative to oil and gas leasing in order to fully 
protect both the resources in the ACEC area and in the adjacent 
special management areas we have mentioned. 

2002-1 

10053 10053-83 We support the goal/objective that provides that Bond amounts for 
uranium and other surface-disturbing and disruptive activities will 
be adequate to ensure reclamation of project areas to prevent any 
potential impacts to the health and safety of the public. Record # 
8008. However, we believe this provision should be expanded to 
make it applicable to ensuring reestablishment of the ecological 
function of a site and the pre-disturbance plant community. 
Moreover, we believe that in addition to bonding for uranium 
projects, this provision, or another, should be explicitly targeted at 
oil and gas development. BLM requires bonding for oil and gas 
development and pursuant to BLM IMs and regulations it has 
authority to set the amount at a level that is adequate to ensure 
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reclamation. We would also suggest that these provisions be 
included in the Soil Reclamation section as well as the 
Socioeconomic Resources section, because they are as relevant to 
reclamation activities as socioeconomic considerations 

10053 10053-84 Provision is also made for the consideration of paced development 
options for mineral and energy development so as to avoid adverse 
socioeconomic impacts. Record # 8014. This is a beneficial 
provision, however, it should be expanded to include avoiding 
impacts to natural resources and values, as well as socioeconomic 
conditions. BLM is a multiple use agency and its primary area of 
expertise relates to natural resources, not socioeconomics, so it 
should focus attention on paced development as it relates to the 
impacts of mineral and energy development on natural resources, 
not just socioeconomic conditions. We note that BLM rejected 
consideration of planning area-wide phased development as an 
alternative to be carried forward for detailed analysis. DEIS at 26. 
However, the need is not to prescribe in detail the requirements for 
paced development at the planning stage; rather the need is for the 
plan to specify that this consideration will be made when projects 
are proposed. Record # 8014 seems to accomplish that, at least 
relative to socioeconomic impacts. Paced (or phased) development 
has many potential benefits, such as ensuring that before new 
areas are disturbed previously disturbed areas are reclaimed, 
limiting the area of disturbance at any one time, and allowing for 
adaptive management as new information and techniques are 
gleaned from earlier development. Consequently this is a valuable 
addition to BLM’s toolbox relative to managing surface 
disturbance from mineral and energy development projects. 

2028-1 

10053 10053-85 To achieve this, we propose that BLM implement limited to 
designated routes only management for motorized and mechanized 
travel throughout the GCMA. In addition, we feel that the Copper 
Mountain WSA should be closed to motorized and mechanized 
travel. Finally, because of the disruption that motorized vehicles 
cause to hunter experiences as well as elk and mule deer behavior, 
we urge BLM to implement a seasonal road closure that coincides 
with big game hunting seasons within the Fuller Peak and Lysite 
Mountain Citizen’s Proposed Wilderness (CWP) areas. We would 
be amenable to a strategy that would allow limited entry into these 
two CWPs, for the purpose of game retrieval. We believe that this 
strategy is warranted because [e]lk are generally known to avoid 
roads that are open to vehicles.[33] This strategy would also go far 
to provide and protect the primitive recreational experience for 
backcountry hunters, hunters who have few places where they can 
expect and find a primitive backcountry experience. 

2031-1 

10053 10053-86 To maintain the integrity of the GCMA for recreational users and 
wildlife, we urge BLM to impose strong restrictions on 
development within the GCMA. We ask BLM to impose category 
5 restrictions across the GCMA as well as within mule deer crucial 
winter ranges to the south of the GCMA that are important to the 
Southwest Bighorn mule deer herd. In addition, we ask BLM to 
require that activities associated with existing oil and gas leases 
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minimize their effects on wintering mule deer within those 
mapped mule deer crucial winter ranges. Without adequate 
protections for wintering mule deer from oil and gas development, 
BLM should expect to see declining use of winter ranges by mule 
deer and a concomitant decrease of the local mule deer population, 
much like the trends observed in relation to development of the 
Pinedale Anticline natural gas field. 

10053 10053-88 To remedy the upland and riparian degradation within the GCMA, 
we ask BLM to consider implementing a grazing strategy that 
reduces utilization and changes the seasons of use to give native 
bunch grasses adequate growing season rest. We also suggest that 
BLM consider excluding cattle from springs and seeps with 
wildlife friendly fencing to protect these fragile but important 
landscape features. 

2021-3 

10053 10053-89 While tying the approval of range improvement projects to 
identified comprehensive grazing management 
strategies”presumably these will often be Allotment Management 
Plans (AMP)”will likely lead to improvements in livestock 
grazing management, we believe there is room for improvement in 
these . A comprehensive grazing management strategy 
incorporates prescriptions relative to the timing and intensity of 
grazing. DEIS at 1320 (defining comprehensive grazing strategy). 
However, we believe such a strategy should also focus on the 
overall length of the grazing season. Grazing should not occur 
year-round, and plants must be given rest from grazing during 
their growing season and during the hot part of the year (July-
September), especially in riparian areas. Grazing during the hot 
season has been demonstrated to be problematic for the 
maintenance of rangeland health[41]. Areas that livestock 
congregate in must be given special attention relative to reducing 
the length of the grazing season because this concentrated level of 
use can be especially problematic for plant reproduction and 
growth.The definition of comprehensive grazing strategy in the 
glossary should be modified to include a statement that these 
prescriptions will also specify the length of the grazing season 
(based on a technical evaluation of what is appropriate and 
sustainable), and it should not exceed a timeframe that prevents 
achievement of rangeland health standards. 

2021-2 

10053 10053-9 Under alternative B the Muskrat Basin Extensive Recreation 
Management Area (located roughly in T32-33N R91-95W) would 
be designated. Map 91. This would not occur under alternative D. 
Map 93. This area is generally coextensive with the Beaver Rim 
area. Compare Map 91 with Maps 132 and 143. Given that BLM 
will put in place an MLP for the Beaver Rim area, we believe it 
would also be appropriate to designate a special recreation 
management area in this area. Likewise, since BLM plans to retain 
the Beaver Rim ACEC, designating a companion recreation area 
would be complimentary. Map 132. In the ACEC, BLM would 
work with the State of Wyoming and others to to develop 
educational signage, driving loops, and kiosks regarding unique 
plant communities, unique geology, and visual resources. Record 
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# 7091. This type of activity in the ACEC is consistent with the 
designation of an Extensive Recreation Management Area. Given 
the numerous values and the undeniable appeal of this area to the 
public, the BLM should designate the Beaver Rim area as a 
special recreation management area pursuant to the Lander RMP, 
whether it is called the Muskrat Basin Extensive Recreation 
Management Area, or some other designation. 

10053 10053-92 We recommend that the guidelines be specifically referenced and 
made operable in the descriptions presented for Record #s 6063 
and 6064 and/or incorporated into the definition of comprehensive 
grazing management strategy. See DEIS at 1320 (defining 
comprehensive grazing management strategy). We request that 
BLM provide that these guidelines be incorporated into 
comprehensive grazing management strategies, and that until they 
are, range improvement projects should not be approved. 

2021-2 

10053 10053-94 We believe consideration should also be given to withdrawal of 
the Lander Slope from bentonite mining activities. This activity 
would be incompatible with the residential nature of much of this 
area. 

2022-1 

10053 10053-96 Another important source of BMPs that is not recognized in 
Appendix H are the BMPs presented at the University of 
Colorado’s Intermountain Oil and Gas BMP Project website, 
available at http://www.oilandgasbmps.org/. This website has 
become one of the most, if not the most, comprehensive sources of 
BMPs that are potentially applicable in the Rocky Mountain West. 
Thus, the BLM should carefully consider these options, and make 
reference to this important source of information in the Lander 
RMP 

2018-3 

10053 10053-97 Above we mentioned Record # 4051 where BLM commits to 
utilizing the recommendations in the WGFD’s oil and gas 
development mitigation publication, and its wind energy 
development mitigation policy. These sources contain numerous 
important BMPs, and they should be recognized in Appendix H of 
the Lander RMP, as well as in Record # 4051 

2018-3 

10053 10053-98 The Wyoming Outdoor Council has developed a number of BMPs 
that can be required of oil and gas development proposals. This 
report is included here as Appendix 1. As can be seen, a number of 
BMPs for the protection of wildlife, air quality, and water quality 
are presented. We ask the BLM to consider these BMPs and 
include them in the RMP as additional BMPs that can be 
considered when oil and gas development proposals are presented 
to the Field Office 

2018-3 

10053 10053-99 The Wyoming Outdoor Council has also developed a brochure 
that discusses BMPs for wind energy development projects. That 
brochure is included as Exhibit 6. We ask the BLM to consider 
these BMPs and to include them as possibilities recognized in the 
RMP. 

2024-1 

10054 10054-10 In looking at the criteria for the phosphate lands designation the 
Lander Field Office Final Mineral Occurrence and Development 
Potential Report (2009) notes that the factors taken into 
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consideration include; grade, strip ratio and deposit size and also 
notes that the phosphate rock must be weathered or oxidized to 
produce sufficient grades to warrant mining. It is important to 
consider that some companies are looking at areas like those 
covered under the RMP for underground mining potential thus 
eliminating the strip ratio consideration. This area has beds of 
sufficient thicknesses and grade and with little structural 
disruption to accommodate underground mining operations. It is 
also important to note that there are continual changes in 
technologies for mining and extraction of materials as well as 
price changes for commodities 

10054 10054-4 If underground mining is considered there are vast areas that may 
be productive in the Lander district. Eliminating this potential robs 
the communities of possible jobs and the US of critical production 
potential.Â [see figure titled: USGS Conservation Division] 

2020-1 

10054 10054-5 These factors can dictate what is minable and what is not. In 
section 4.3.3.3 of the report that forms the basis of the mineral 
assessment in the RMP (Final Mineral Occurrence and 
Development Potential Report) it suggests that the demand and 
prices for phosphate are soft. This is not the case in the current 
markets and in the forecasts for the foreseeable future. Phosphate 
prices spiked in 2008 at over $1,200/t for diammonium phosphate 
but fell to around $300/t in 2009. Since then, they have more than 
doubled to trade in July at around $620/t. 

2020-1 

10054 10054-6 Section 4.3.3.4 of the Final Mineral Occurrence and Development 
Potential Report discusses the development potential of 
phosphates. Much of this section is inaccurate and not reflective of 
current market conditions. It is a mistake to make decisions on 
development potential based on a snapshot in time. Parameters are 
constantly changing and opportunities develop with those changes. 
This section states that "..other factors are thought to currently 
make planning area phosphate deposits uneconomical to develop." 
The factors this statement refers to are; deposits are thin and lower 
grade than other areas of the phosphate field, costs associated with 
mine startup capitalization, permitting, increasing severance taxes, 
under-utilized phosphate capacity, and a shift to foreign 
production. If one looks at the western phosphate field as a whole 
it is seen that while the deposits in the west are higher grade and 
thicker they come with a high degree of structural complexity. 
Deposits in the Lander area can be traced for long distances with 
little structural complexities to worry about. It can also be seen 
that the grades noted in some of the areas by the USGS and the 
USBM are +20% P2O5. 

2020-1 

10054 10054-7 The report also concludes that there is a resource of 20.3 million 
tons above drainage level entry points and another 7.4 million tons 
for every 100 feet below that entry level. An underground mining 
operation could potentially exploit +50 million tons of material in 
this area. Thus the conclusion that the phosphate deposits are 
uneconomical to develop based on thickness and grade are 
inaccurate. The other elements noted as making the deposits 
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uneconomic are listed as; being associated with startup 
capitalization, permitting, and taxes. These parameters are no 
different in the Lander area than in other places phosphate 
deposits are being exploited. Currently the deposit at Paris Hills is 
being drilled and moved forward for underground development. 
The costs associated with this operation would not be significantly 
different than those associated with development in the Lander 
area. 

10054 10054-8 The final issue regarding "under-utilized phosphate capacity and a 
shift to foreign production" is also inaccurate at this point in time 
as there have been production problems in the Middle East and 
North Africa, which account for a significant amount of global 
output. Syria, Egypt and Algeria have all had issues, and a three-
million-ton-a-year project in Saudi Arabia, had been delayed until 
the first quarter of next year. The majority of the world's resources 
reside in areas of social unrest in North Africa / Middle East and 
US fertilizer giant Mosaic has also run into some permitting 
trouble at its South Meade mine in Florida, which could force the 
company to import phosphate rock, thereby tightening global 
supplies. 

2020-1 

10055 10055-1 Erroneous Classification of Potential Phosphate Resources by the 
BLMThe key points which highlight the erroneous classification 
of the phosphate resource potential of the Lander Planning Area 
are as follows: The characteristics of marketable phosphate rock 
have changed considerably in the last 50 years. Phosphate rock as 
low as 60 BPL or 27.5% P2O5 is successfully and profitably 
processed at central Florida ammonium phosphate fertilizer 
manufacturing operations and has been the case for a number of 
years. A phosphate rock concentrate measuring 27.5% P2O5 was 
unthinkable in the 1950s. The phosphate grade benchmark used in 
the Duncan and Fisk report was 70 BPL or (32% P2O5). The 
value of phosphate rock per tonne has increased dramatically since 
2005, along with most commodities. Benchmark Moroccan 
phosphate rock at 31% P2O5 sells for $200/t FOB Morocco while 
Peruvian phosphate rock imported to Central Florida grading 29% 
P2O5 (64 BPL) sells for $145/t FOB Peru. This compares to 
prices of $50/t prior to 2005. Price decreases are not expected in 
the future as phosphate rock demand grows and U.S. inventory of 
phosphate rock is currently at historic low levels. The 2009 BLM 
report characterizes the phosphate resource in the Lander Planning 
Area as ?marginal? based on the 1957 report issued by the 
University of Wyoming National Resources Research Institute 
(page 3-24 section 3.2.3.2.3 U.S. Bureau of Mines (1949) 
characterization work). Their classification of marginal ore was 
based primarily on their inability to remove calcite from the 
phosphate ore during the test program which was reported in 1957. 
Technology now permits the removal of calcite from phosphate 
ores using modern flotation processing technology. This can be 
seen firsthand at the Simplot Inc. Vernal phosphate mine, located 
near Vernal, Utah. The vast majority of phosphate resources in the 
Lander Planning Area will be classified as phosphate resources 
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suitable for underground mining. The geologic characterization as 
described by the USBM, USGS, and University of Wyoming 
report highlights that Lander phosphate deposits may be ideally 
suited for efficient room and pillar and/or longwall mining 
techniques. 

10055 10055-2 Erroneous Phosphate Classification Methodology as Outlined by 
BLM 2009 Report The 2009 Lander BLM Field OfficeReport 
classifies phosphates resources using reports from the USBM, 
USGS, and the University of Wyoming Natural Resources 
Research Institute. These reports are based on work conducted 
primarily in the 1940's and 1950's. Of particular concern is the 
reliance on the 1957 report which is the only report published 
evaluating the processing of Lander Planning Area phosphate ores. 

2020-1 

10055 10055-3 The main technical issue concerning Lander phosphate resources 
was the ability to remove calcite from the ore. This was never 
resolved in the work conducted by Duncan and Fisk. Today calcite 
removal by flotation is commonly used in the phosphate industry 
and permits processing phosphate deposits which were previously 
classified as uneconomic (marginal) phosphate resources, such as 
the Lander phosphate deposits. At the time of the study there was 
no technology available to remove calcite by flotation, and 
therefore the ore could not be successfully upgraded to marketable 
grade (+29% P2O5). Therefore one of the primary reasons Duncan 
and Fisk concluded that the Lander phosphate ores were 
?marginal? was their lack of success in removing calcite, and 
therefore the inability to produce a "marketable phosphate rock 
concentrate." Modern phosphate flotation technology would allow 
marketable phosphate rock concentrate to be produced. 

2020-1 

10055 10055-4 Geologically there is tremendous potential for vast phosphate 
resources at mineable underground depths. The geology favours 
this and the potential for accessible phosphate resources at depth 
has not been quantified or qualified. The majority of the phosphate 
resources that will be defined in the Lander Planning Area will 
only be accessible by underground mining methods. Room and 
pillar or longwall mining methods can generate little if any surface 
disturbance and are wholly compatible with an RMP to protect 
wildlife, and allow safe and alternative uses of the surface area 
overlying potential phosphate resources.The mandate of the BLM 
is to manage multiple uses of the land within their Planning Area, 
and underground mining by room and pillar or longwall mining 
would allow such a mandate to be fulfilled with careful project 
planning. 

2020-1 

10055 10055-5 The importance of this three (3) step approach is to ensure that in 
the proposed development of a mineral resource all aspects related 
to the development have been evaluated and defined prior to 
proceeding with investment on the behalf of the owner, and the 
regulatory authorities have a clear understanding of the benefits 
and impacts of developing a mineral resource within their 
jurisdiction.Â It is important to highlight that within the Lander 
Planning Area, no such process has been done on any Federal 
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phosphate lease with the Lander Planning Area, in at least 30 
years. It would be premature and erroneous for the BLM to 
classify a phosphate resource within their jurisdiction before 
having completed such a process. 

10055 10055-6 Although the ore beds at the Vernal phosphate mine are thicker 
(up to 17 feet) than those described in the Lander Planning Area, 
this does not negate the fact that a room and pillar or longwall 
underground mining operation could efficiently and economically 
extract a five (5) foot seam of phosphate ore from the Lander 
Planning Area. 

2020-1 

10055 10055-8 The Lander Planning area has highly prospective phosphate 
deposits which have several geologic and mineralogical attributes 
which make it important to be available for future development: 
Structural geology is favourable. The phosphate beds are 
described by the USBM and USGS as flat dipping, with minimal 
folding and faulting which is ideal for highly efficient room and 
pillar and longwall underground mining methods. Mineralogically 
the ore has calcite and quartz as the principal gangue minerals. 
These can be removed using modern phosphate flotation 
technology. The 1957 reported beneficiation work indicates that 
+30% P2O5 concentrate grades at good overall recovery could be 
achieved with sufficient calcite removal. The ore as characterized 
by the Duncan and Fisk report (1957) as low in concentration of 
oxides (magnesium, iron and aluminum). Organic content appears 
to be much lower than typical phosphate ores from SE Idaho. A 
classification of phosphate resource depending on work conducted 
more than 50 years ago is fundamentally an erroneous 
methodology for classification of the immediate and future 
potential of a phosphate resource. Growing Reliance on Importing 
Phosphate Rock The United States has gone from an exporter of 
phosphate rock concentrate to a net importer of phosphate rock in 
the last 10 years. U.S. production in P2O5 in the form of 
phosphate rock has decreased 48% from 1990 to 2010 and trend 
continues. With no new development of phosphate rock sources 
the U.S. will rely on increasing amounts of imported phosphate 
rock concentrate. Furthermore there is risk that vertically 
integrated ammonium phosphate fertilizer producers will be at risk 
of closure if they do not have access to secure sources of 
phosphate rock. To presume that phosphate rock resources will be 
readily available from offshore sources in the future to U.S. 
fertilizer manufacturers is not assured. Removing the Lander 
Planning Area phosphate resources from the leasable inventory of 
U.S. phosphates is increasing the foreign reliance of phosphate 
rock imports and risking the closure of U.S. based ammonium 
phosphate fertilizer plants. Considering the above key points, 
classifying Lander Planning Area phosphate resources as marginal 
prior to any detailed evaluation would be ill-advised and 
premature. 

2020-1 

10058 10058-1 some of the options the maps don't even show any mining claims 
in the areas that I do have claims in. This is misinforming the 
public as to existing available information so I feel this is being 
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intentionally swayed toward your preferred outcome. If all the 
information was correct then people could make an informed 
decision but this proposal is not the case. If this new RMP restricts 
or shuts down the mining of my claim then it will be a taking of 
mine and others personal property and us claim owners will have 
to be taken care of. 

10059 10059-10 We find one major point of discrepancy with the BLM in terms of 
strategies to achieve greater sage grouse conservation goals. GYC 
believes that alternative D Record #4093 is not strong enough 
insurance for preventing greater sage grouse population declines. 
This provision reads [g]reater sage-grouse Core Area is open to oil 
and gas and geothermal leasing subject to standard stipulations 
including stipulations for the protection of greater sage-grouse. 
The BLM should be aware of limitations of conservation success 
in adapting such a strategy. This management provision appears to 
be an insufficient prescription that only attempts to address 
minimal protective thresholds. Stronger protection strategies for 
greater sage grouse are certainly warranted. Alternative B Record 
#4093, which closes the greater sage grouse core area to oil and 
gas and geothermal leasing would provide significantly more 
guaranteed protection of this iconic species within core areas. 
GYC strongly encourages the BLM to adapt this provision 
(alternative B Record #4093) as the agency’s preferred alternative 
in the final RMP. 

2012-3 

10059 10059-11 We would like to see two separate Records added that would 
stipulate:Require surveys for presence of greater sage grouse 
before authorizing surface disturbing and disruptive activities. 
Authorize activities only if protective measures can mitigate or 
eliminate adverse impacts to greater sage grouse and their 
habitat.Establish limits of acceptable habitat loss including habitat 
modification, fragmentation, and loss of function for greater sage 
grouse. 

2012-3 

10059 10059-12 In Record #4097 we would like to see the BLM adopt the 
provision in alternative B which holds the cumulative surface 
disturbance to less than or equal to 2.5 percent of the sagebrush 
habitat within a 640 acre area. This is more stringent than the 
agency’s current preferred proposal of 5 percent, which notably, 
would present twice the amount of allowable disturbance. In 
meeting conservation interests of greater sage grouse, alternative 
B makes much more sense and, if the BLM is serious about 
assisting with the state of Wyoming’s intention to keep this 
species off the ESA, the agency should manage with the most 
proactive prescription identified during the scoping process. To 
this point, in a BLM funded dissertation published in 2008 by 
Kevin Doherty on the impacts of energy development on greater 
sage grouse, the author learned that [l]andscape scale percent 
sagebrush (Artemisia spp.) cover at 4-km2 was the strongest 
predictor of use by sage-grouse in winter. After controlling for 
vegetation and topography, the addition of coal-bed natural gas 
wells within 4 km2 improved model fit and indicated that sage-
grouse avoided energy development.[Footnote 9 Doherty, K.E. 

2012-3 
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2008. Sage-grouse and energy development: Integrating science 
with conservatinn planning. Doctor of Philosophy in Wildlife 
Biology, Dissertation, University of Montana.] Given the fact that 
sagebrush ecosystems are regarded as one of the most threatened 
habitats in North America,[Footonote 10 Knick, S.T., D.S. 
Dobkin, J.T. Rotenberry, M.A. Schroeder, W.M. Vander Haegen, 
and C. Van Riper III. 2003. Teetering on the edge or too late? 
Conservation and research issues for avifauna of sagebrush 
habitats. Condor 105:611-634.] GYC believes that adequate 
provisions must be established to reduce any further impact from 
energy development in greater sage grouse habitat. 

10059 10059-15 We also urge the BLM to add an additional provision to Record 
#4102 stating that any newly permitted permanent, high profile 
structures will be outfitted with raven deterrents. As an 
opportunistic and highly intelligent corvid, Ravens have been 
known to prey on nests from a variety of human structures. 
Research has shown that energy development in formerly 
undeveloped sagebrush areas has led to increases in the abundance 
of breeding ravens.[Footnote 12 Bui, T.-V.D., J. M. Marzluff, and 
B. Bedrosioan. 2010. Common raven activity in relation to land 
use in western Wyoming: Implications for greater sage-grouse 
reproductive success. Condor 112:65-78.]Â Affiliated escalation 
in raven numbers has negatively affected the nest survival of 
greater sage grouse.[Footnote13 Coates, P.S., and K.J. Delehanty. 
2010. Nest predation of greater sage-grouse in relation to 
microhabitat factors and predators. Journal of Wildlife 
Management 74:240-248.] Therefore, the BLM should mandate 
raven deterrent infrastructure (anti-perching and anti-nesting) with 
any high profile structures built in sage grouse habitat in order to 
reduce the opportunity for raven nesting and increase the success 
of greater sage grouse conservation across the Lander Field 
Office. 

2012-3 

10059 10059-16 As noted in our jointly submitted comments with the Wyoming 
Outdoor Council, we would like to reiterate our recommendation 
that the BLM add an additional record number that states that any 
new rangeland fences will be outfitted with sage grouse fence 
diverters/markers to reduce injury or mortality of grouse. 

2012-3 

10059 10059-17 A similar measure should be taken by the BLM with existing 
grazing allotment holders to install sage grouse diverters on 
existing rangeland fences within two miles of sage-grouse leks. In 
a WGFD study, investigators explored the threat posed to sage 
grouse by rangeland fences and discovered that sage grouse fence 
diverters reduced all bird fence collisions by 70 percent and sage 
grouse fatalities by 61 percent.[Footnote14 Christiansen, T. 2009. 
Fence marking to reduce greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus 
urophasianus) collisions and mortality near Farson, Wyoming -
Â Summary of interim results. Wyoming Game andÂ Fish 
Department, Cheyenne, WY.]Â Â In light of the fact that the 
Lander Field Office hosts significant greater sage grouse numbers 
as well as countless miles of rangeland fencing, implementing 
mitigation techniques for reducing fence line collision incidents 

2012-3 
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could yield important benefits to the region’s greater sage grouse 
populations. This mitigation strategy should serve to further 
compliment Record #4083, which attempts to [i]ncrease the 
visibility of existing fences to reduce hazards to flying greater 
sage grouse. 

10059 10059-18 We would also like to make sure that domestic sheep are 
prohibited from Bighorn Sheep core Herd Units.A review of 
historic bighorn sheep populations revealed a 40-fold reduction in 
numbers following European settlement, from over a million 
animals across the North American west to only 25,000 by the 
mid-1900s. A number of anthropogenic causes have been 
attributed, most notably transmission of diseases from domestic 
sheep, goats and cattle according to Buechner’s landmark review 
of the status of the species published in 1960 [Footnote1: 
Buechner, H.K. 1960. The Bighorn Sheep of the United States; Its 
Past, Present and Future. Wildlife Managerl, 4, 1-174.] Scientists 
have implicated a number of diseases, including bacterial 
pneumonia, mite-induced scabies, and virus-caused blue tongue. 
Populations continued to decline until management practices 
isolated bighorn sheep from domestic livestock, and animals were 
translocated to areas free of livestock grazing. This was a historic 
case of disease extinguishing entire herds of bighorn. In another 
event, between 1979 and 1980 acute fibrinopurulent 
bronchopneumonia led to mass mortality of bighorn sheep in 
California and Washington. In each case, contact with domestic 
sheep preceded the onset of disease, leading researchers to 
conclude that seemingly healthy domestic sheep transmitted the 
pathogenic bacteria to wild bighorn sheep herds.A more recent 
risk assessment of disease transmission between domestic sheep 
and bighorn sheep on the Payette National Forest in 2006 
documents the resulting mortality of contact between domestic 
and wild species of sheep. 

2039-1 

10059 10059-19 Record #4050 is also worth bringing attention to for its 
prioritization of fish and wildlife management in the Dubois area. 
GYC supports this record, which the BLM has included across all 
alternatives. Based on aforementioned studies regarding the 
negative impacts of domestic sheep on bighorn sheep populations, 
prioritization of fish and wildlife should include the permanent 
retirement of any domestic sheep grazing permits or allotments in 
the Dubois area. 

2039-1 

10059 10059-6 As noted in our jointly submitted comments with the Wyoming 
Outdoor Council, GYC suggests that motorized travel be 
prohibited in citizen proposed wilderness areas. Map 12 represents 
several units of citizen proposed wilderness along the designated 
Fitzpatrick Wilderness in the Dubois area. These lands, which are 
a part of the Little Red Creek region hold similar integrity to the 
adjacent designated wilderness lands and hence should be subject 
to a similar management strategy by the BLM. 

2037-1 

10060 10060-1 Commenter Name: Wyoming State Forestry DivisionComment 
Number: 1Page Number: 1-41Line Number: 2-

2032-1 
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3CommentManagement of forests and woodlands would continue 
to emphasize forest health, wildlife habitat, and demand for forest 
products, allowing clear-cuts of 25 acres or smaller. 25 acres is too 
small and does not mimic natural disturbances. Our current 
conditions call for much larger areas of harvest to begin 
regeneration of a new forest. The 25 acre clearcut limit will do 
nothing to help with forest conditions, nor will it be enough timber 
to attract logging companies. 

10060 10060-10 Commenter Name: Wyoming State Forestry DivisionComment 
Number: 10Page Number: AllLine Number: CommentThe correct 
common name is Douglas-fir rather than Douglas fir. 

2007-1 

10060 10060-11 Commenter Name: Wyoming State Forestry DivisionComment 
Number: 11Page Number: AllLine Number: CommentEngelmann 
Spruce is misspelled throughout the document. 

2007-1 

10060 10060-12 Commenter Name: Wyoming State Forestry DivisionComment 
Number: 12Page Number: 2-710Line Number: 17CommentClear-
cuts of commercial forest stands (primarily used in lodgepole pine 
stands) are allowed on areas up to 25 acres in size, not within 100 
feet of riparian-wetlands, and on slopes only up to 45 percent. This 
language is too limiting. You can allow for technology such as 
cable and helicopter systems. Slope limitation should apply only 
to ground based systems 

2032-1 

10060 10060-13 Commenter Name: Wyoming State Forestry DivisionComment 
Number: 13Page Number: 2-716Line Number: 31CommentA 
beneficial impact under Alternative C would be the lessening of 
restrictions on surface-disturbing activities within 500 feet of 
riparian-wetlands. Again, we should be following our Best 
Management Practices in each of the Alternatives instead of 
setting arbitrary numbers. 

2032-1 

10060 10060-14 Commenter Name: Wyoming State Forestry DivisionComment 
Number: 14Page Number: AllLine Number: CommentA general 
comment. From a forestry standpoint, the use of the term clearcuts 
carries a negative connotation throughout the document. 
Clearcutting is an acceptable and effective management tool in the 
lodgepole pine ecosystem. Given the current condition of our 
forests, clearcutting should be the method of choice to expedite the 
regeneration of our forests. 

2032-1 

10060 10060-15 Commenter Name: Wyoming State Forestry DivisionComment 
Number: 15Page Number: 3-1431Line Number: App. 
HCommentIn your list of Best Management Practices, you do not 
mention Wyoming’s Silvicultural Best Management Practices 
(BMP’s). While still voluntary, these BMP’s are a must-have 
regarding proper harvest techniques, road building operations, 
management in Streamside Management Zones (SMZ’s), etc. 
Recent litigation in Oregon has really brought Silvicultural BMP’s 
into the forefront. If you need copies of our Silvicultural BMP’s 
please contact the WSFD Office at 307-777-7586 

2032-1 

10060 10060-16 Commenter Name: Wyoming State Forestry DivisionComment 
Number: 16Page Number: All, Fire and Fuels Manag.Line 
Number: CommentDoes Southern Zone mean Rawlins Dispatch 

2010-1 
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area? Please consult our statewide and County AOP to remain 
consistent. 

10060 10060-17 Commenter Name: Wyoming State Forestry DivisionComment 
Number: 17Page Number: All, Fire and Fuels Manag.Line 
Number: CommentNational directive has stated to remove the 
term fire use. This term should be replaced by wildland fire for 
multiple resource benefit/ multiple objectives. 

2010-1 

10060 10060-18 Commenter Name: Wyoming State Forestry DivisionComment 
Number: 18Page Number: 2-684, allLine Number: 
CommentWSFD fire management would prefer for this document 
to use stronger language in the bullet in cases where human life or 
safety may be at risk¦. (should read) Full fire suppression tactics 
shall be used and will become a higher priority. Recent fires in 
WY would dictate that a necessity in this document to avoid 
confusion in the future. 

2010-1 

10060 10060-19 Commenter Name: Wyoming State Forestry DivisionComment 
Number:19Page Number: 2-685, allLine Number: CommentLast 
sentence on this page needs to address life and safety concerns 
again 

2010-1 

10060 10060-2 Commenter Name: Wyoming State Forestry DivisionComment 
Number: 2Page Number: 1-41Line Number: 6CommentSurface-
disturbing activities within 500 feet of surface water would be 
prohibited. This direction is inconsistent with Wyoming’s 
Silviculture Best Management Practices. Riparian buffers are 50 
“100 feet depending upon slope. Riparian buffers are actually 
streamside management zones, which are areas of careful 
management, not management exclusion. Please reconsider the 
500 foot prohibition on timber harvest. This is also contradicted in 
Table 2.16 on page 88 where it states a 100 foot buffer will be 
used. 

2032-1 

10060 10060-20 Commenter Name: Wyoming State Forestry DivisionComment 
Number:20Page Number: All, Fire and Fuels manageLine 
Number: CommentA general comment for the alternatives. Please 
ask that an agency representative that understands and signs the 
County Annual Operating Plans reviews and makes sure there is 
no contradictions in this document. 

2010-1 

10060 10060-21 Commenter Name: Wyoming State Forestry DivisionComment 
Number:21Page Number: 2-689, allLine Number: 
CommentAuthorized Officer should be the same name for what is 
stated in the AOPs. Most AOP documents refer to a resource 
advisor. We believe that this should be consistent in both 
documents to avoid confusion. 

2010-1 

10060 10060-3 Commenter Name: Wyoming State Forestry DivisionComment 
Number: 3Page Number: 1-45Line Number: 
26CommentManagement of forests and woodlands would 
emphasize the improvement of vegetative health and would 
prohibit clear-cuts and harvest methods that create clear-cuts. 
Clearcuts are the method of improving vegetative health in 
lodgepole pine stands. With the beetle epidemic we are seeing 
throughout the Rocky Mountains, clearcutting is our only viable 

2032-1 
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option to restore the vitality of our forests. This sentence should 
never make it into any forest management documents. 

10060 10060-4 Commenter Name: Wyoming State Forestry DivisionComment 
Number: 4Page Number: 1-50Line Number: 14CommentSurface-
disturbing activities within 500 feet of surface water would be 
prohibited. This direction is inconsistent with Wyoming’s 
Silviculture Best Management Practices. Riparian buffers are 50 
“100 feet depending upon slope. Riparian buffers are actually 
streamside management zones, which are areas of careful 
management, not management exclusion. Please reconsider the 
500 foot prohibition on timber harvest. 

2032-1 

10060 10060-6 Commenter Name: Wyoming State Forestry DivisionComment 
Number: 6Page Number: 1-88Line Number: Record 
#4014CommentLander Slope: Authorize 10 MMBF over a 5-year 
period followed by a 10-year period of rest to enhance diversity 
and uneven age stand. If your goal under Alternative A is to 
provide a sustainable flow of timber as stated in BR: 2.3 in the 
table on page 86, why would you regulate yourself to a 10 year 
period of rest after harvesting 2 mmbf a year for 5 years. The goal 
of sustainable harvest is to provide a continuous, predictable 
supply of timber. There is no need to set a period of rest. 

2032-1 

10060 10060-7 Commenter Name: Wyoming State Forestry DivisionComment 
Number: 7Page Number: 1-88Line Number: Record 
#4014CommentFor all three areas: Prohibit forest product sales 
unless necessary because of human health and safety issues or to 
improve wildlife habitat and overall forest health The goal of each 
of our forest product sales should be to improve overall forest 
health. The entire sentence should be deemed inappropriate 
because it gives the impression that most timber harvest lowers the 
overall health of the forest. 

2032-1 

10060 10060-8 Commenter Name: Wyoming State Forestry DivisionComment 
Number: 8Page Number: 1-333Line Number: 
29CommentMountain pine beetle infestations can result in 
management challenges for forests, woodlands, and aspen 
communities as conifers have very little defense against 
infestation and entire groves can be destroyed by a single brood of 
pine beetles. Change groves to stands 

2032-1 

10060 10060-9 Commenter Name: Wyoming State Forestry DivisionComment 
Number: 9Page Number: 1-365Line Number: 16CommentIn 
Limber Pine section, you can remove Rocky Mountain from in 
front of lodgepole pine and Douglas fir. 

2007-1 

10064 10064-1 This is a request for the following land to be included in Appendix 
S- Lands Identified for Disposal, in the RMP that is currently out 
for public comment;T 27 N, R 90 W, Section 34, S1/2T 27 N, R 
90 W, Section 34, S1/2 of N1/2T 26 N, R 90 W, Section 3, 
N1/2The purpose of this request is so approximately 790 acres 
could be purchased by the Town of Bairoil for use as a public 
shooting range. See the attached map for the location of the 
proposed land purchase. 

2015-1 

10065 10065-2 For example referencing map 12, the Dubois badlands including 2038-1 
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WSA area is too close to town for wilderness type classification 
and nothing there qualifies it for wilderness types of classification 
according to The Wyoming Wilderness Act of 1984 which points 
out the areas should be road less and undeveloped for example. 
That area could qualify as a motor vehicle play area for example 
as explained on pg. 27 paragraph 2.4.15 vol.1. Also that area is 
undergoing a natural state of geological erosion which began 
about 50,000 years ago so no amount of human activity there is 
going to change that. As far as Whiskey Mountain that is also too 
close to town for wilderness type classification and doesn't really 
meet wilderness standards either. Red Creek area is not wilderness 
material either because of small size and is not road less either. A 
simple road restriction would serve the purpose. Whiskey 
Mountain has multiple use potential so no need to destroy the 
whole area with a wilderness classification when seasonal road 
control would be more effective. Also the permit process controls 
most land use. This pretty much eliminates the need to reclassify 
public land from general multiuse to anything else or use buffer 
zones around trails and such. Evidence shows that positive 
interaction between humans and wildlife is a good thing. The only 
exception is during hunting season when wildlife don't want to see 
human presence. 

10065 10065-3 Instead of putting buffer zones around entire trails like map 126 
suggests which are already in managed areas and protected by the 
permit process use the buffer around the well or mine itself. Once 
an exact location for a well is determined that location can be 
examined to determine the size buffer needed so the well does not 
interfere with anything around it. This might be more efficient 
than trying to map out every nest, den, or mating site that's active 
and trying to buffer those as shone in maps 62 - 65. Wildlife has 
the ability to move where and when they want. When a well or 
mine is established it's not likely to move so its buffer won't either. 

2039-1 

10072 10072-10 The second paragraph on page 263 is not an accurate description 
of the riparian wetland environment in the Lander Field Office. 
Season long grazing, that allows livestock to spend a maximum 
amount of time in riparian- wetland areas, is still common in this 
planning area. Even the grazing allotments with some prescription 
for deferment or rest do not provide sufficient rest during the 
growing season to restore the degraded riparian wetland areas. As 
a result, 60 “75% of the public land riparian areas are non-
functioning or functioning at- risk. Significant acreages of 
riparian- wetland habitats are not meeting the Wyoming Standard 
for Healthy Rangelands. Unfortunately this inaccurate portrayal of 
the riparian-wetland environments in this planning area has 
resulted in a flawed formulation of alternatives. None of the 
alternatives will restore and maintain the health of these degraded 
riparian-wetland areas. Please refer to my comments on Livestock 
Grazing, Page 140, regarding the need for a new alternative for the 
Final RMP. 

2026-1 

10072 10072-11 p. 95 BR:8.1 A 10% net loss of acres of big game crucial winter 
range and parturition habitat over just the life of this plan is not an 

2039-1 
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ecologically sound objective. Considering the cumulative habitat 
loss on public lands that has already occurred, the objective should 
be no net loss. This should be achieved through management 
actions in your Final RMP that provide for restoration of habitats 
equal to the acreage to be lost due to any new project. 

10072 10072-13 p. 98 4054 Fish bearing streams need to be restored to a level of 
health that will sustain fish populations. BLM needs to include 
language in the final decision under Alternative B that states, 
Modify or remove existing projects that adversely affect the 
sustainability of fish populations 

2011-1 

10072 10072-16 p. 99 4058 Alternative B is the most appropriate alternative with 
no net gain of fences. If not chosen, the final decision should at 
least include the following underlined language for Alternative D 
a comprehensive grazing management strategy that makes 
significant progress towards meeting the Wyoming Standards for 
Healthy Rangelands and project impacts are mitigated. 

2039-1 

10072 10072-20 p. 104 4086 By definition, Special Status Species warrant special 
attention for protective management actions. As such, the final 
decision should include the language from Alternative B, which 
states authorize activities only if protective measures can mitigate 
or eliminate adverse impacts to species and their habitat. 

2030-3 

10072 10072-21 p. 107 4098 Add a management action that mitigates past mistakes 
on locating livestock water developments that have caused 
impacts to greater sage-grouse nesting and brood rearing habitats. 
Those impacts must be mitigated by a management action in the 
final RMP that prescribes removal of those water development 
projects and restoration of the project areas. In those instances 
where it is determined removal is not necessary; require a limited 
domestic livestock season of use and light utilization standards 
that leave sufficient cover for nesting of the greater sage-grouse. 
Stubble height objectives should be established for native species 
to provide adequate nesting cover 

2012-3 

10072 10072-22 p. 109 4107 Migration and travel corridors for T & E and BLM 
Sensitive Species should be managed to avoid impacts to use of 
those corridors by those species. Language to assure that is the 
case should be added for the final RMP. 

2030-3 

10072 10072-25 p. 136 6042 The Strawberry Creek Crossing on the Sweetwater 
River should be closed to motorized vehicles to protect the river 
banks and the downstream water quality and fisheries. Increasing 
motorized vehicle use of this crossing is impairing wilderness 
values in the WSA. p.140. 

2031-1 

10072 10072-26 None of the alternatives presented in the Draft RMP will restore or 
maintain public land watersheds and habitats to meet the 
Wyoming Standards for Healthy Rangelands. A new alternative 
needs to be formulated that includes management actions for the 
Final RMP that can be implemented to restore the ecological 
health of the public lands. 

2021-5 

10072 10072-27 p. 141 6054 Replace case-by-case basis with Watershed basis. 
This will increase flexibility for management actions necessary to 

2021-5 
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restore rangeland health 
10072 10072-29 p. 142 6064 The BLM preferred alternative, Alternative D, 

generally corresponds with a moderate (41-60 percent) utilization 
level. The analysis on page 773 identifies a significant and fatal 
contradiction. It indicates light use ( 21-40 percent) would be 
necessary for growing season use on uplands and hot season use 
on riparian “wetland areas 

2021-3 

10072 10072-30 p. 144 LR: 13.2 Add clarification here that this doesn’t necessarily 
mean motorized vehicle access. 

2023-1 

10072 10072-31 p. 145 6076 Castle Gardens, Miners Delight and Martins Cove 
Trail should be managed with Category 6 restrictions to protect 
the cultural and historical values. The remainder of the sites can be 
Category 5 because that is adequate to protect development 
investments 

2023-1 

10072 10072-32 p. 146 6077 Investments for recreation sites, trailheads and 
interpretive sites should be protected with Category 5 restrictions. 
Category 2 will not protect the dollar investment on the location 
itself. 

2023-1 

10072 10072-33 National trails should not be included here because Category 2 
restrictions are not adequate for protection of nationally significant 
resources.Recreation and Visitor Services Overview 

2023-1 

10072 10072-34 Sinks Canyon Climbing Areap. 150 6089 The public lands in the 
climbing area should be withdrawn from mineral entry to protect 
the recreation values and trail investments. 

2023-1 

10072 10072-36 p. 1385 The Final RMP needs more specific language on 
relocating and correcting interpretation for sites along the NHT’s. 
The plan should identify the problem sites and at least outline a 
remedy. 

2023-1 

10072 10072-37 p. 169 7014 Even though BLM does not have the authority to 
reverse, repeal, or amend existing WSA’s, BLM should correct a 
conclusion reached in the Wilderness Study Report for the 
Sweetwater Rocks Complex. That conclusion was that the granite 
rocks were self-protecting. As it turns out, that is not an accurate 
conclusion because there has been interest in locating granite 
quarries in and around the WSA’s. The reports should be corrected 
through this RMP and the lands in the WSA’s should be 
recommended for withdrawal from mineral entry. 

2038-1 

10072 10072-41 7040 Recommend BLM add the following to your preferred 
alternative (Alt D) :add the Willow drainage to the Green 
Mountain ACEC to protect riparian, fisheries and big game 
habitats.add Sweetwater Rocks to protect the unique 
landscape/landforms. Also to protect the unique habitats in the 
secluded pockets and limited water sources.add the Government 
Draw/Upper Sweetwater Sage-Grouse area as a new ACEC. These 
areas of greater sage-grouse habitats warrant special management 
and protection given the historic degradation of habitat and the 
resulting population declines. The purpose of the more protective 
management would be to restore habitats to reduce or eliminate 
the need to list greater sage-grouse as threatened or endangered 

2002-1 
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species. add the Sweetwater Watershed as a designated ACEC 
based on the need to restore the degraded conditions in that 
threatened watershed. The degraded conditions include essentially 
all of the perennial streams that flow into the Sweetwater River as 
well as numerous springs and the river itself. This affects a huge 
area from South Pass out to Beaver Rim and all the way down to 
Pathfinder Reservoir. Some of the important streams are Pine 
Creek, Slaughterhouse Gulch, Willow Creek (by South Pass), 
Rock Creek, Buffalo Gulch, Granite Creek, Mormon Creek, 
Strawberry Creek, Deep Creek, Willow Creek (by Sweetwater 
Canyon), Chimney Creek, Spring Creek, Silver Creek, Alkali 
Creek, Warm Springs Creek, Long Creeks, Ice Slough, Sage Hen 
Creeks, Crooks Creek, Cottonwood Creeks (by Green Mt.), and 
Willow Creek (by Green Mt.) The goal in a new Sweetwater 
Watershed ACEC would be to restore the natural water storage 
capability of the riparian systems, restore wildlife and fisheries 
habitats and restore native plant communities. 

10072 10072-42 p. 192 7106 The abandoned railroad grade and cuts in the ACEC 
should be specifically identified in the final RMP for reclamation 
under the BLM and WY DEQ, AML programs. It is a major 
intrusion in this significant historic landscape. 

2002-1 

10072 10072-44 p. 209 7147 The preferred alternative is to manage livestock 
grazing to maintain or enhance greater sage-grouse habitat. The 
final RMP should identify the specific management actions that 
will be implemented to accomplish that within the Reference and 
Education Area including the Twin Creek ACEC. 

2002-1 

10072 10072-45 The description of the environmental consequences of livestock 
grazing as it would be managed under any of the 4 alternatives 
does not accurately identify the impacts/consequences. The most 
significant example is the environmental consequences to the 
riparian-wetland areas and the related water resources and wildlife 
habitats. The draft RMP needs to identify the riparian-wetland 
resources already lost (affected environment) and those that will 
continue to be degraded and lost as a consequence of continued 
grazing under Alternatives A, B, C or D. The impact analysis must 
also identify the interrelated impacts on the reduced value of the 
uplands because the associated riparian- wetlands are 
degraded/lost. 

2021-3 

10072 10072-46 The cumulative impact analysis for riparian-wetland areas needs 
to fully disclose the significant impacts from livestock grazing 
including loss of water resources, reduced water quality, loss of 
riparian-wetlands acreages, loss of riparian-wetland wildlife 
habitat, loss of recreation values, loss of fishery resources, loss of 
value of associated and inter-related upland habitats, impairment 
to wilderness values (Sweetwater Canyon) and adverse impact on 
wild and scenic values (Baldwin Creek and Sweetwater Canyon). 

2006-1 

10072 10072-47 P.67 PR: 6.5 Revise to state Restore, maintain and enhance 
watershed, wetland, and riparian functions. 

2007-1 

10072 10072-49 p.68 1036 Revise to state BLM will identify in-stream flow needs 
on public land reaches of perennial streams and forward 

2007-1 
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nominations to the State of Wyoming. 
10072 10072-50 P. 96 4039 Change this management action to read, Remove or 

modify identified wildlife hazard fences on public lands that are 
adversely affecting wildlife 

2007-1 

10072 10072-51 BLM should revise the glossary definition of a comprehensive 
grazing management strategy to include the requirement that it 
make significant progress towards meeting Wyoming Standards 
for Healthy Rangelands 

2021-2 

10072 10072-53 p. 108 4099 Add the following to Alternative D¦..will be allowed 
on a case-by-case basis if it is determined that there will not be a 
significant impact 

2007-1 

10072 10072-54 Biological Resources “Wild Horsesp. 111 4121 Amend the 
wording in Alternative D for the final RMP as follows: Any 
proposals for new fences in HMA’s must include mitigation of 
impacts such that there will be no significant impact to wild horses 
or their habitat. Existing fences that do not allow free movement 
within HMA’s and between adjoining HMA’s will be removed or 
modified as the impacts are identified through HMA monitoring 

2036-2 

10072 10072-55 p. 130 6021 Add Whiskey Peak as a site Closed to new 
communication facilities and existing facilities are allowed to 
expire at the end of the ROW grant 

2025-1 

10072 10072-6 p.74 2007 Add acreage to the Sweetwater Rocks for withdrawal to 
protect that unique landscape and viewshed.Add the remainder of 
the Dubois area for withdrawal, i.e., the acreage in addition to the 
existing Whiskey Mt. and East Fork withdrawals.Add the Lander 
Slope and Red Canyon ACEC’s for withdrawal to protect the 
values associated with the NNL, crucial winter ranges and 
recreation and scenic values. 

2022-1 

10072 10072-9 p. 93-94 4034 The most effective Management Action for 
restoration and sustainability of riparian- wetland resources is rest 
from domestic livestock grazing during the growing season. 
BLM’s preferred Alternative D should specifically prescribe this 
rest for all public land riparian- wetland resources. Citing Myers, 
1991, BLM has stated that livestock grazing should be limited to 
21 days or less to succeed in improving riparian wetland areas. 
Those riparian areas that are non-functional and those that are 
functioning at-risk with a downward trend would require 
substantially less than the 21 days. Also, they should be rested 
from livestock grazing for an initial 5 year period to jumpstart 
restoration. 

2026-1 

10073 10073-1 The "Dear Reader" letter, the news release dated 9-9-2011, and the 
Federal Register Notice also dated 9-9-2011 all indicate that the 
following email address should be used for submitting comments 
to the draft Lander RMP-
EIS:LRMP_WYMail@blm.govHowever, the main webpage for 
the subject RMP's documents advises that the email below is the 
one to use. The address on that page is "hot" and opens an Outlook 
Express 6 email for the responding party to use. I guess this is the 
"website" feature.BLM_WY_LRMP_WYMail@blm.govWould 
you please clarify whether both are valid options for submitting 
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comments via email. Which one(s) will be accessed by BLM to 
receive comments? Has the second one replaced the first? 

10079 10079-1 [Table 1 Current WSAs in the Planning Area, BLM-
Recommended Acreage and Citizen Recommended Acreage for 
Wilderness Areas. Table lists the BLM-Administered Surface 
Area, BLM-Recommended Wilderness Acreage andÂ Citizen-
Recommended Wilderness Acreage (1993 WWA report) for each 
wilderness Study Area]Wilderness Study Area: BLM-
Administered Surface Area: BLM_Recommended Wilderness 
Acrerage: Citizen-Recommended Wilderness Acreage (1993 
WWA report)Whiskey Mountain: 519 0 6,060Dubois Badlands: 
4,561 0 4,793Sweetwater Canyon: 9,135 5,538 9,135Copper 
Mountain: 6,936 0 6,936Sweetwater Rock:Lankin Dome: 6,347 0 
-Split Rock: 13,964 0 -Savage Peak: 7,178 0 -Miller Springs: 
6,697 0 -Total: 55,337 5,538 80,709Table 1. Current WSAs in the 
Planning Area, BLM-Recommended Acreage and Citizen 
Recommended Acreage for Wilderness AreasOur original 
citizen’s recommendations made in 1994 stay the same today, as 
shown in Table 1. It is our goal to see these lands managed to 
permanently protect the values that make them unique. 

2038-1 

10079 10079-11 Motorized use in the Fuller/Greer Peak area should be limited to 
designated roads. Future possibility of closing the entire area 
should be considered. In limiting motorized travel to existing 
designated roads, it may be easier to perform closures and 
implement restoration efforts in the future. Extreme topography of 
these areas limits the ability of motorized travel in much of the 
region and motorized travel seems most frequent during the fall 
hunting season. Due to these limits, enforcement efforts should be 
rather minimal. 

2037-1 

10079 10079-12 The Copper Mountain WSA expansion should be closed to 
motorized use. This closure would therefore implement consistent 
management prescription with the WSA 

2038-1 

10079 10079-13 Numerous springs, perennial streams and riparian areas exist 
throughout the Fuller/Greer Peak CWP complex. While recently 
traveling through the Fuller Peak CWP, we took note of some 
severe riparian damage due to the presence of cattle (Photo 5) 
(location WGS 84 [NAD 83] UTM 13T 0272683, 4807103). As a 
proliferation of springs and riparian areas exist through these 
zones, straight-away livestock exclosures might not be a best 
management practice for ensuring health riparian ecosystems here. 
Thus, we encourage the BLM to conduct complete and accurate 
inventories of streams and riparian areas in the Fuller/Greer Peak 
CWP complex to determine their precise location, condition, and 
potential for recovery if improved livestock management were to 
be applied. 

2037-1 

10079 10079-14 We do ask that the BLM consider a management strategy that will 
act in order to protect rock art present along the canyon walls. 

2035-2 

10079 10079-15 We do question why the BLM mentions that ¦WSR designation is 
deemed unnecessary or inappropriate as other existing 
mechanisms sufficiently protect identified historical values. WSR 
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designation would provide no foreseeable additional protection 
(BLM, 2002). These mechanisms do not appear clearly within the 
RMP 

10079 10079-16 Little Popo Agie - It was determined that the one public land 
parcel along Little Popo Agie River review segment did not meet 
WSR suitability factors. The BLM states that designation of the 
1.89 mile segment is not sufficient enough to support identified 
values listed: pristine glacial carved canyon; locally important for 
recreational activities such as fishing and hunting; provides 
opportunities for solitude; excellent examples of rock art (BLM, 
2002). Reasoning for this decision remains unclear as the BLM 
bases the non-suitable determination on the following:The public 
lands involved do not constitute a worthy addition to the NWSRS. 
The length of the review segment through public lands is not 
sufficient to support the identified scenic, recreational, and 
cultural values. The BLM would be unable to manage the small 
amount of public lands involved (1.89 miles along the review 
segment) in the context of a WSR (BLM, 2002).Due to this 
reasoning, WWA asks that the BLM reconsider suitability for the 
Little Popo Agie for inclusion into the NWSRS. 

2035-1 

10079 10079-17 Regardless of the current management prescriptions for these two 
segments, WWA recommends prohibition of any activities that 
will diminish the free-flowing character of the waterway 
segments, or their outstanding remarkable values and any physical 
or visual intrusions on these waterway segments. This should be 
worked into individual management prescriptions for each 
segment area (Lander Slope ACEC and Sweetwater Canyon 
WSA). 

2035-2 

10079 10079-18 Although, as mentioned above,Â the Sweetwater River Unit is 
managed under the WSA Interim Management Policy, we 
recommend that any existing mineral leases within Â¼ mile of the 
segment be allowed to expire. 

2035-2 

10079 10079-19 With regard to the remaining 8 waterway segments, we 
recommend that all mineral and reality actions within at least Â¼ 
mile of the segment are managed with Category 6 restrictions. 

2035-2 

10079 10079-2 Pursuant to Record #7022, Alternative D,the Sweetwater Rocks 
WSA Complex and Sweetwater Canyon are left open to motorized 
travel on designated roads and trails. Motorized travel is almost 
completely restricted from designated Wilderness areas. Looking 
into the future, many of these areas very well could be designated 
as Wilderness by Congress. It is the role of the BLM to assure that 
the wilderness characteristics of these areas are preserved and no 
conflicts will be allowed to influence a negative recommendation 
for wilderness. If and when this designation takes place, motorized 
travel would be almost certainly prohibited. Thus, the BLM should 
be good stewards of our future wilderness areas by not 
contributing to nonconforming uses in the WSA. Allowing 
motorized use in a WSA will only make BLM’s management 
responsibilities that much more difficult should these areas be 
designated wilderness. 
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10079 10079-20 For both the Sweetwater River Unit and the Baldwin Creek Unit, 
we suggest prohibiting water impoundments, diversions, or 
hydroelectric power facilities. 

2035-2 

10079 10079-21 For the other seven waterways, we ask that water impoundments, 
diversions, or hydroelectric power facilities be subject to full 
mitigation measures necessary in order to maintain or enhance the 
free-flowing characteristics of each waterway 

2035-2 

10079 10079-22 The Sweetwater River Unit and Baldwin Creek Unit should both 
be closed to motorized travel. We advise that, in accordance with 
our Sweetwater Canyon WSA management prescription 
recommendations, the Sweetwater River Unit should also be 
closed to mechanized travel as well. The Baldwin Creek Unit does 
not necessarily meet the all of the same criteria for WSA 
management, thus restricting mechanized travel within Â¼ mile of 
the waterway would be appropriate. Implementation of a signage 
strategy for the corridor/buffer should be sufficient in 
communicating this particular closure. 

2035-2 

10079 10079-23 In order to adequately maintain suitability of these three 
waterways in the planning area (managing for a reduction of 
sediment loading, maintenance of satisfactory riparian buffers, and 
the reduction of peripheral and related impacts on waterway peak 
flows), pursuant record #7033, we believe it necessary to close all 
administered lands within each waterway unit to commercial 
timber sales or harvesting and prohibit the cutting or removal of 
forest products and stand conversion-type treatments.This also 
applies to livestock grazing within each of the three waterway 
units. We suggest intensive management of each of the nine units 
in terms of livestock grazing. In the case of all units, similar to 
record #7034, on a case by case basis, it may be appropriate to 
allow the construction of a range improvements that protect and/or 
enhance the outstanding remarkable values of the unit and does 
not result in adverse impacts to the wild or scenic classification 

2035-2 

10079 10079-24 Pursuant to record #7035, we recommend managing the BLM-
administered lands within the Sweetwater River Unit and Baldwin 
Creek Unit as VRM class I. The Little Popo Agie unit should be 
managed as VRM class I- II. Some management activities may be 
appropriate in cases that classify as class II. Ultimately, we ask 
that these three eligible waterways in the planning area be 
managed in order to improve the characteristics already present so 
that future suitability classification may take place, resulting in 
their addition to the NWSRS 

2035-2 

10079 10079-25 WWA believes that all ACECs in the Planning Area should be 
managed for the maximum acreage allowed by the RMP. This 
being the case, pursuant record #7040, the Green Mountain ACEC 
should be retained at its current acreage (14,612) and expanded by 
10,248 acres. As the Green Mountain ACEC is a critical elk winter 
range (it constitutes nearly all of the Green Mountain elk herd 
winter range), we believe that management of the maximum 
acreage possible is key. The BLM lists the primary management 
challenge of the area as energy development (DEIS, p 469). In 
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light of a recent resurgence in the uranium market, renewed 
mining activities threaten the health of the Green Mountain area as 
a whole. As this challenge persists, this vitality of this elk herd 
will be dramatically and severely impacted. The same should 
therefore apply to the Beaver Rim area; retention at its current 
acreage (6,421) and expanded by 14,111 acres. Wind energy 
development in this critical raptor habitat. As the development of 
wind energy resources in Wyoming becomes more widespread, 
threats to the Beaver Rim are imminent. Thus, we hope to see this 
entire area designated an ACEC with NSO stipulations 
throughout. 

10079 10079-26 We advise that the South Pass Historic Mining Area retain its 
current acreage (12,576) as well as be ultimately expanded by the 
maximum 10,836 acres. We are concerned with the preservation 
of cultural resources in this historically significant region and ask 
that the BLM take necessary measures in order to mitigate for the 
effects of encroaching development and any threats from looting 
and vandalism. We understand that the reclamation of abandoned 
mine sites as all hazards have not yet been alleviated. We are 
happy to see that this proposed expansion includes 27.15 miles of 
Congressionally Designated Trails. It is critical that surface 
disturbing activities that threaten the trail or surrounding ACEC 
proposal be mitigated through special management of the areas. 

2002-1 

10079 10079-27 WWA recommends, pursuant record #7045, that mineral and 
realty actions in the Lander Slope ACEC be managed with 
category 6 restrictions. In order for sufficient hunting 
opportunities to continue uninhibited, through the continued 
management of healthy habitat for elk and mule deer herds, we 
believe category 6 restrictions to be the best mitigation strategy. 
The area is also extremely visually sensitive as both Fremont 
County residents as well as visitors from outside the Wind River 
Basin regularly visit the LanderSlope to recreate. Thus, it is 
imperative that the Slope be managed as both VRM class II (as 
aforementioned) and with category 6 restrictions. 

2002-1 

10079 10079-28 We suggest that plant communities within the Lander Slope be 
managed for rangeland health, similar to current management 
under Alternative A, pursuant record #7046. Managing for forage 
for specific species may not be necessary, as we believe a more 
holistic approach is appropriate here. 

2002-1 

10079 10079-29 Finally, as pursuant record #7048, we recommend managing the 
lands acquired and added to the Lander Slope ACEC in 
accordance with entire ACEC management prescriptions. On a 
case-by-case basis, it may be necessary to determine specific 
management prescriptions, including livestock grazing 
management on these ACEC lands. 

2002-1 

10079 10079-3 The BLM should also strongly consider prohibiting the use of 
mechanized travel in WSAs as this form of transportation (ex. 
mountain bikes) is also prohibited in Wilderness areas. Mapping 
and allowing for mountain bike routes on the perimeter of the 
WSAs should be emphasized and implemented. 
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10079 10079-30 As part of the Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD) Red 
Canyon Habitat Management Unit, representing a crucial winter 
range for elk and mule deer and supporting a large percentage of 
the South Wind River elk herd, mineral and realty actions in the 
Red Canyon ACEC should be managed in accordance with 
category 6 restrictions, pursuant record # 7054 

2002-1 

10079 10079-31 We suggest that plant communities within Red Canyon be 
managed for rangeland health, similar to current management 
under Alternative A, pursuant record #7056. Managing for forage 
for specific species may not be necessary, as we believe a more 
holistic approach is appropriate here. Pursuant record # 7057, we 
recommend that the development of an integrated pest 
management strategy in order to control and eradicate invasive 
species. This integrated approach could be implemented on a case-
by-case basis, planning area-wide, as a model for other BLM field 
offices facing similar challenges. Care must be taken in order to 
minimize disturbance as invasive species recruitment and success 
tends to spread through regions of disturbance 

2002-1 

10079 10079-32 Finally, as pursuant record #7059, we recommend managing the 
lands acquired and added to the Red Canyon ACEC in accordance 
with entire ACEC management prescriptions. On a case-by-case 
basis, it may be necessary to determine specific management 
prescriptions, including livestock grazing management on these 
ACEC lands 

2002-1 

10079 10079-33 Pursuant record #7063, we recommend that the non-WSA lands 
administered by the BLM be managed as part of the East Fork 
ACEC with the goal of contiguous management. This ACEC 
portion should thus be managed as VRM class II, along with the 
East Fork ACEC. With the same goals of contiguous management 
in mind, the WSA portions of the ACEC should be managed in 
accordance with the WSA Interim Management Policy, while 
mineral and reality actions of the ACEC should be managed in 
accordance with East Fork ACEC management policy, pursuant 
record #7065. With regard to grazing, we recommend range 
improvements and range management in the non-WSA sections of 
the ACEC, see East Fork ACEC. 

2002-1 

10079 10079-34 We suggest that the BLM manage the ACEC, with regard to 
mineral and realty actions, with Category 6 restrictions (pursuant 
record #7073), in accordance with current management 
(Alternative A). In support of the adjacent Whiskey Mountain 
WSA, we advise that the BLM consider managing the ACEC as 
unsuitable for livestock grazing, pursuant record #7074. With this 
in mind, we believe it best to construct range improvement 
projects on a case-by-case basis, when the purpose is to enhance 
ACEC values. It may take time for the ACEC to achieve a range 
condition desirable to sustain the Bighorn Sheep herd that utilizes 
the area, thus prohibition of range improvement projects is not 
completely necessary at this juncture. Finally, as the ACEC should 
be eventually made off-limits to livestock grazing, it is important 
that forage associated with the newly acquired ACEC lands not be 
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made available and managed for livestock grazing. 
10079 10079-35 Pursuant record #7080, with the ultimate desire of maintaining a 

consistent management strategy throughout the Dubois Valley and 
in order to prevent habitat fragmentation and loss, we recommend 
that, with regard to mineral and realty actions, the ACEC be 
managed with Category 6 restrictions. As a section of the ACEC is 
managed as part of the Inberg/Roy Wildlife Habitat Management 
Area and supports one of the largest elk herds in the state not 
assisted by state or federal feed grounds, managing for Category 6 
restrictions is critical. This is of a heightened importance due also 
in large part to the fact that the proposed expansion of the East 
Fork ACEC would include land in the Spence/Moriarity Wildlife 
Management Area. 

2002-1 

10079 10079-36 Pursuant record #7087, we recommend designation of the BLM-
administered lands in Beaver Rim as a 6,421-acre ACEC, while 
also expanding its acreage by 14,111 acres, totaling a contiguously 
managed ACEC of 20,254 acres. WWA suggests managing the 
entire acreage (current and proposed expansion) as VRM class II, 
pursuant record #7088. Some of this acreage may immediately 
require management as class III and could be addressed on a case-
by-case basis. We believe that the visible nature of the horizontal 
features of Beaver Rim make both VRM classification and 
mineral/reality restrictions of utmost importance. We recommend 
that the BLM manage the entire ACEC with Category 6 
restrictions, pursuant record #7089. Finally, pursuant record 
#7093, we suggest that the BLM, on an interim basis, prescribe 
management prescriptions for livestock grazing on a case-by-case 
basis until a desired range condition consistent with the special 
values and characteristics of the Beaver Rim is achieved?. 

2002-1 

10079 10079-37 Pursuant record #7096, WWA suggests that the Green Mountain 
ACEC be designated at its current acreage (14,612 acres) as well 
as expanded by 10,248 acres, totaling acreage of 24,860 acres. We 
believe that the presence of the Green Mountain elk herd crucial 
winter range qualifies a need for extensive management. Present, 
unique meadow wetland complexes, resulting from a proliferation 
of beaver dams in the area, make up significant plant communities 
that we would like to see managed for. Thus, WWA recommends 
designation of all 24,860 acres.In order to maintain and improve 
current conditions on the Green Mountain ACEC, we believe, 
pursuant record #7097, that mineral and realty actions in the 
expanded ACEC are managed with category 6 restrictions. 
Keeping the area closed to oil and gas leasing and locatable 
minerals is critical to the current resource condition. The area has 
historically been subject to intensive uranium exploration and 
development, and to some extent, oil and gas exploration and 
development. As these markets in Wyoming are both experiencing 
a resurgence, we feel that the need to mitigate for past impacts and 
protect for potential future impacts is of vast importance. Thus, the 
category 6 restriction is justified. We acknowledge the presence of 
common grazing allotments in the Green Mountains and recognize 
the importance of grazing in this region. Thus, where appropriate, 
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on a strict case-by-case basis, we suggest that it is satisfactory to 
make management prescriptions that include livestock grazing 
management. This should be subject to extensive review. An 
umbrella policy of managing forage in newly acquired lands as not 
available for livestock use should be implemented, pursuant record 
#7101 with tight parameters regarding livestock management, as 
aforementioned 

10079 10079-38 Pursuant record #7105, WWA suggests that the original 12,576 
acre South Pass Historic Mining Area ACEC be located within the 
newly designated South Pass Historical Landscape ACEC, similar 
to Alternative D. Although we recommend that the existing 
acreage be expanded by 10,863 acres within the SPHL ACEC, 
creating a designated area encompassing 135,092 acres. For the 
entire acreage of the South Pass Historical Landscape, we 
recommend that in order to preserve and improve conditions of the 
current landscape, mineral and realty actions should be managed 
with Category 6 restrictions. Geophysical exploration and 
exploration for locatable minerals should be prohibited throughout 
the ACEC in order to preserve and improve landscape, vegetation 
and geological conditions, pursuant record #7107. Finally, we 
would like the BLM to develop and implement fire and fuels 
management to reduce fire danger, hazard and risk in the WUI, 
ultimately taking into consideration both wildlife and visual 
resources, where appropriate, pursuant record #7111 (NWCG, 
2011). 

2002-1 

10079 10079-39 Cedar Ridge is a critical cultural resource site for numerous 
regional tribes, the Eastern Shoshone in particular. We believe that 
due to development threats to the fragile nature of this prehistoric 
archeological resource and its importance as an age-old 
ceremonial and cultural site merits sufficient protection in 
perpetuity. Pursuant record #7115, WWA recommends that all of 
the BLM-administered lands in the Cedar Ridge area be 
designated a 7,039-acre ACEC. We believe that contiguous 
management will allow for management consistency and minimize 
any management discrepancies across the area. It is important to 
designate the maximum acreage here to insure that disturbances 
and threats to the traditional cultural importance of the site will be 
prevented. Management of the entire area as VRM class II, 
pursuant record # 7116, must also take place in order to align with 
management objectives there. In addition, in alignment with 
management objectives, we recommend that all 7,039 acres be 
managed, with regard to mineral and realty actions, with Category 
6 restrictions, pursuant record #7117. Range improvements must 
be examined, and if necessary in order to maintain or improve 
ACEC characteristics and values, be authorized on a case-by-case 
basis, pursuant record #7118. Pursuant record #7119, on a case-
by-case basis, management prescriptions should be determined 
that consider livestock grazing in appropriate areas. In a graduated 
approach, consideration for livestock use when managing forage 
should be phased out in newly designated lands, possibly over a 
25-40 year period. Finally, pursuant record #7120, we suggest 
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completing an archeological inventory of the entire acreage of the 
ACEC and that a comprehensive management protection plan be 
developed in conjunction with the Casper Field Office and Eastern 
Shoshone Tribe. 

10079 10079-4 In the case of Sweetwater Canyon WSA, due to the concentrated 
riparian area impacts of long-term grazing in the area, we 
recommend protecting the already-fenced portion, suspending 
grazing in the canyon riparian zones indefinitely (fenced in the 
mid-1990s) as pursuant to Record #6097, Recreation Management 
Alternative B for the WSA. According to Section 3.7.3, p. 459-
460, in the years following the 5-year closing of this fenced area to 
grazing, This management change has resulted in an overall trend 
of improved range condition and improved recreation experiences. 
Continuing the protection of this fenced area will also improve 
riparian zone health (willows, bunch grasses, etc.) along the 
proposed Sweetwater Wild and Scenic River (Map 129) (see WSR 
section). This canyon area proves a significant water source for 
cattle but the quality of grazing in the canyon is minimal 
compared to other areas. Topography poses challenges for the 
permittee in that it can be difficult to move cows through and out 
of the canyon at the end of the specific grazing rotation. Cows are 
forced to move through the Sweetwater River in sections as they 
are hemmed in by extreme slope angles of the banks (Packer, 
2011). 

2038-1 

10079 10079-40 In the Castle Gardens Special Management Area, WWA 
recommends that with regard to mineral and realty actions, 
Category 6 restrictions be implemented throughout the core 78-
acre section and Category 5 restrictions implemented in the 
peripheral 1,656-acre additional unit, pursuant record #7125. We 
believe this to be necessary in order to adequately achieve 
resource objectives identified by the BLM. Energy and mineral 
development threatens the fragile archeological resources of the 
area and required infrastructure could degrade what are numerous 
Eastern Shoshone sacred areas and increase management 
challenges related to vandalism. 

2002-1 

10079 10079-41 As there are imminent threats to the geological and cultural 
resources and wilderness characteristics present in the complex, 
we suggest that the BLM implement Category 5 restrictions in 
118,165 acres surrounding the WSAs. The BLM recommends 
restrictions more aligned with Category 2. We believe that in order 
to maintain VRM classification requirements that NSO is critical 
and closing the area to any locatable mineral exploration and 
extraction is key. The BLM has suggested that merchantable 
minerals, namely uranium ore deposits are found within the 
complex. In order to prevent the possibility of surface-disturbing 
activities associate with development of this resource, mineral and 
realty Category 5 restrictions are warranted 

2002-1 

10079 10079-42 Pursuant record #7145, WWA urges that BLM to manage the 
entire Reference and Education Area, with regard to mineral and 
realty actions, with Category 6 restrictions. BLM should thus, not 
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re-offer for lease expired existing oil and gas leases, except if 
necessary to provide drainage protection. As the goal of this 
Reference and Education Area is to provide for what is mentioned 
in its name, we believe that it would be counterintuitive to manage 
mineral and realty actions with any less than Category 5 
restrictions. Opening the area to locatable minerals and re-offering 
for lease-expired existing oil and gas leases may compromise the 
ability of the area to act as a functional scientific control. The 
BLM mentions that this area has one of the greatest densities of 
male greater sage-grouse per square mile in Wyoming and is 
considered to be an important component in the conservation of 
greater sage-grouse throughout its range. We believe that this is a 
unique opportunity for a relatively intact ecosystem in Wyoming 
act as a scientific laboratory while maintaining all of the values 
and characteristics that qualify it as an Area of Critical 
Environmental concern. 

10079 10079-43 Pursuant record #2008, this corridor should be NSO for five miles 
on either side of the trails, in all sections of the management area. 
We believe that this is necessary in order to maintain VRM 
classifications and mitigate for future development threats to this 
culturally important corridor. Unfortunately, the BLM, under the 
proposed RMP, would designate the above-mentioned narrow 
one-quarter mile buffer along the Continental Divide Scenic Trail 
in what is referred to as the CDNST ERMA (Continental Divide 
Scenic Trail Extensive Recreation Management Area) (Record # 
7003). This buffer is far too narrow to protect the values and 
resources along this section of the Continental Divide National 
Scenic Trail. A 5-mile buffer with the related management 
provisions should be put in place along the entire length of this 
scenic hiking trail, as applies in other areas of the Heritage 
Tourism and Recreation Management Corridor. At a minimum the 
BLM should propose a management framework for the CDNST 
ERMA that corresponds with its stated goals for the 
Congressionally Designated Trails. A goal is that the Continental 
Divide Scenic Trail corridor will be maintained to provide an 
opportunity to experience and reflect upon the wide variety of 
scenic, cultural, historic, and physiographic setting characteristics. 
. . of the trail and adjacent lands. Goal SD: 2. To meet this goal the 
BLM should put in place a buffer around all of the Continental 
Divide Scenic Trail that is equivalent to the 5 mile buffer along 
other sections of the Heritage Tourism and Recreation 
Management Corridor. 

2004-1 

10079 10079-44 Provision is made for the consideration of paced development 
options for mineral and energy development so as to avoid adverse 
socioeconomic impacts, pursuant record #8014. This is a 
beneficial provision; however, it should be expanded to include 
avoiding impacts to natural resources and values, as well as 
socioeconomic conditions. The BLM is a multiple use agency and 
its primary area of expertise relates to natural resources, not 
socioeconomics, so it should focus attention on paced 
development as it relates to the impacts of mineral and energy 

2028-1 
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development on natural resources, not just socioeconomic 
conditions. Paced (or phased) development has many potential 
benefits, such as ensuring that before new areas are disturbed 
previously disturbed areas are reclaimed, limiting the area of 
disturbance at any one time, and allowing for adaptive 
management as new information and techniques are gleaned from 
earlier development. 

10079 10079-45 The Congressionally Designated Trails (National Historic Trails) 
ACEC, totaling 27,728 acres should be expanded by the maximum 
acreage allowed (440,455) in order to adequately manage the 
cultural, scenic and historic values of each trail corridor 

2002-1 

10079 10079-46 We propose that BLM implement limited to designated routes 
only management for motorized and mechanized travel throughout 
the GCMA. In addition, we feel that the Copper Mountain 
Wilderness Study Area (WSA) be closed to motorized and 
mechanized travel. 

2038-1 

10079 10079-47 We ask BLM to impose, at a minimum, category 5 restrictions 
across the GCMA as well as within mule deer crucial winter 
ranges to the south of the GCMA that are important to the 
Southwest Bighorn mule deer herd. In addition, we ask BLM to 
require that activities associated with existing oil and gas leases 
minimize their effects on wintering mule deer within those 
mapped mule deer crucial winter ranges. 

2038-1 

10079 10079-48 The final issue of concern in the GCMA is the poor condition of 
certain upland and riparian areas as well as the presence of 
nonnative invasive plants, including cheatgrass, halogeton, russian 
olive, and tamarisk. We suggest that BLM implement 
management that will restore riparian areas and prevent the spread 
of invasive plants. Russian olive and tamarisk can be observed 
throughout the lower reaches of riparian areas within the GCMA. 
We urge BLM to analyze and incorporate vegetation treatments in 
the RMP to facilitate removal of these woody invasive species. 

2038-1 

10079 10079-5 In the Lander Field Office Planning Area, there are eight areas 
constituted as Lands with Wilderness Characteristics (see Table 2, 
Planning Area Lands with Wilderness Characteristics, BLM 
Recommended Acreages and Citizen Proposed Acreages, and 
Maps 12, 13, 14). These areas are the same areas submitted in the 
Citizen’s Proposal. Each is unique in its own way and we believe 
that, due in large part to the above quoted statement, these areas 
should be managed in order to protect their currently intact 
primitive values.[Table 2. Planning Area Lands with Wilderness 
Characteristics, BLM Recommended Acreages and Citizen 
Proposed Acreages. Table lists BLM Recommended Acreage (Alt. 
B), BLM Recommended Acreage (Alt. D) and Citizen's Proposed 
Acreage for each LWC.}Lands with Wilderness Characteristics: 
BLM Recommended Acreage (Alt. B): BLM Recommended 
Acreage (Alt. D): Citizen's Proposed AcreageFuller/Greer Peak 0 
0 10,278Lysite Mountain 0 0 10,219Little Red Creak Complex 
5,490 4,954 New since 1994Whiskey Mountain 0 0 1,589 (acreage 
is in addition to existing WSA)Sweetwater Rocks Complex 0 0 

2037-1 
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11,420 (acreage is in addition to existing WSA)Copper MOuntain 
WSA Expansion 0 0 6,858 (16 acres in addition to existing 
WSA)Area North of Honeycomb BUttes, Oil Mountain & Antelop 
Hills 0 0 *No acreages given to the BLM. Singular general area 
only (Oakleaf, 2011)Lysite Badlands 0 0 14,093Total 5,490 4,954 
59,947Table 2. Planning Area Lands with Wilderness 
Characteristics, BLM Recommended Acreages and Citizen 
Proposed Acreages 

10079 10079-6 We recommend that the BLM take advantage of the opportunity to 
manage all areas of this complex (Red Creek, Torrey Rim and the 
Glacier Trail), totaling 5,490 acres instead of the proposed 4,954 
acres. We strongly believe that this management prescription will 
help maintain a more contiguous complex, from a logistics and 
management standpoint, despite the Glacier Trail being somewhat 
separate from the Red Creek and Torrey Rim sections. 

2037-1 

10079 10079-7 Management prescriptions for the Fuller/Greer Peak CPW that 
protect its special values are essential, especially in light of 
proposed future gas development in the Lysite region. Although 
there are numerous motorized routes, constructed roads, fences, 
digs, scrapes in support of mining activities, lack of screening 
vegetation or topography and influence of a local H2S gas plant 
influence area, we recommend a possible tiered management 
approach to Fuller and Greer Peaks (see Appendix II, CMSMU 
map). The terrain of the areas makes it less than suitable for 
resource exploration and extraction activities. This rugged terrain 
does mitigate for lack of screening vegetation and we believe 
provides for more than adequate opportunities for solitude (Photos 
3, 4).[Photo 3. View NE toward Fuller Peak][Photo 4. View 
toward Lysite from Fuller Peak Summit]According to a 1994 
Citizens’ Wilderness Proposal, the acreages listed in Table 2 were 
found, through sound citizen science, to contain substantial 
wilderness characteristics. Thus, in order to maintain the values 
and characteristics of each area, we propose that the listed 
acreages for each be managed consistently with these goals in 
mind. 

2037-1 

10079 10079-8 In the case of WSA expansions of the Sweetwater Rocks 
Complex, Whiskey Mountain WSA and Copper Mountain WSA, 
we ask that these additions fall under management prescriptions 
concurrent with the accompanying WSAs. Although these 
acreages are not included within the boundaries of each WSA, 
they retain values and characteristics consistent with each WSA. 
In these three areas, roads are present and results of mineral 
extraction, development and exploration are often present. We 
believe in each case that these do not preclude the areas from 
being considered for special management i.e., National 
Conservation Areas, Special Recreation Management Areas, true 
Wilderness Study Areas. 

2037-1 

10079 10079-9 The area north of Honeycomb Buttes, Oil Mountain & Antelope 
Hills, when added to this RMP draft, was not accompanied by 
acreage figures, nor was an adequate inventory of the area 

2037-1 
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conducted. We ask that the BLM inventory this general area for 
wilderness characteristics. If wilderness characteristics are found, 
we ask that local stakeholders and community members have the 
opportunity to submit a management prescription proposal for the 
area. 

10085 10085-1 The DEIS sets out goals and objectives for Congressionally 
designated trails in Table 2.32 (p.157). Goal SD 2 refers 
specifically to the CDNST, but does not take account of the 
guidance of the amended Comprehensive Plan, discussed above. 
An updated statement, which we recommend, is that this goal 
should be revised as follows:¢ Goal SD 2: Provide for high quality 
scenic, primitive hiking and horseback riding opportunities and 
conserve natural, historic and cultural resources along the CDNST 
corridor and adjacent lands (see Glossary). 

2004-1 

10085 10085-10 Section 7000 (and Appendix C) should be amended to reflect the 
statutory limitations on vehicle use, as set out in Chapter IV(B)(6) 
of the Comprehensive Plan “notably, that motor vehicle use is 
allowable on a segment constructed as a road prior to November 
10, 1978, or otherwise only if the vehicle class and width were 
allowed on that segment on that date and the use will not 
substantially interfere with the nature and purposes of the CDNST 

2004-1 

10085 10085-11 Oil and gas development. As shown on Map 32, oil and gas 
development would be subject to major constraints. We 
understand that these major constraints include the management 
actions in Record 7008: ¢ 0 to 3 miles on each side of the CDNST 
is NSO.¢ 3 to 5 miles on each side of the CDNST are CSU to 
ensure that a project causes no more than a weak contrast as 
defined in the BLM Visual Resource Manual. These restrictions 
relate specifically to the portion of the Heritage Corridor west of 
the CDNST ERMA. (Provisions for the proposed South Pass 
Historical Landscape ACEC are even more restrictive, providing 
for NSO in the entire area, Record 7107.) 

2018-3 

10085 10085-12 Record 7008 might specify that major realty actions subject to the 
5 mile closure provision include wind farms (along with large 
transmission lines, etc.). 

2024-1 

10085 10085-13 All authorized mineral and realty actions in the Heritage Corridor 
are subject to the VRM Class for the area. (Record 7008, p. 164). 
The same language should be used with respect to the ACEC. 
Record 7107 (p.192) should be revised as follows: Mineral and 
realty actions are managed with the following restrictions: (New 
leases will incorporate these conditions to alert prospective lessees 
of the restrictions.) In all cases, authorized activities are subject to 
the VRM Class for the area. [Insert bulleted list]. 

2002-1 

10085 10085-14 We observe that Record 7008 specifies restrictions by category for 
Alternatives A, B, and C. For Alternative D, we suggest the 
inclusion of a statement that Category 3 or higher restrictions will 
apply to the CDNST ERMA and Category 4 or higher restrictions 
will apply to other portions of the CDNST. This would of course 
be in addition to the VRM requirements. 

2004-1 

10085 10085-15 Wild horse management plans should be developed for each 2036-2 
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section of the planning area with sensitivity to its particular 
attributes and needs. Among other things, this includes 
determining how the competitive claims of horses and livestock 
for available forage should be resolved. For the vicinity of the 
CDNST (including the ERMA), the balance might be drawn more 
favorably for the horses than might otherwise be the case. Other 
measures, such as fence locations, might also take into account 
potential impacts upon wild horse viewing opportunities along the 
Trail 

10085 10085-16 Goal BR 15:3 is to provide opportunities for viewing wild horses. 
In support of this goal, we suggest adding a new Record 4122, 
Enhance viewing opportunities for wild horses along the CDNST. 

2004-1 

10085 10085-17 The effort to enhance the availability of dependable on-potable 
water sources for trail hikers (p.1372) should apply for all areas 
along the CDNST (including the ERMA), not just the Alkali Basin 
RMZ 

2004-1 

10085 10085-18 In addition, however, we would add to Table C.16 Sweetwater 
Canyon RMZ a parallel management action to investigate 
opportunities to re-route the CDNST so as to pass through a 
portion of Sweetwater Canyon. [We will provide a more detailed 
recommendation in a separate letter.] 

2004-1 

10085 10085-19 Appendix C of the draft RMP/EIS gives little guidance to 
recreational management for the CDNST ERMA. In essence, the 
only specific policies are those set out in Table C.1. The Resource 
Protection Objective should be amended to call for safeguarding 
of area-specific resources for Congressionally-designated trails (as 
well as ACECs and wild and scenic rivers). The Use/User Conflict 
Objective should seek to achieve a minimum level of conflict 
between recreation participants and other recreation participants 
“but this should not necessarily maintain a diversity of recreation 
activity participation if, for example, the conflicting use were to 
substantially interfere with the nature and purposes of the CDNST 

2004-1 

10085 10085-2 Scenic quality management. As shown on Map 78, the visual 
resource management category would be Class II (retain the 
existing character of the landscape). ¢ As in the case of national 
historic trails (2.6.4.8, p.56), highly visible projects outside of 5 
miles on each side of the CDNST should generally not be 
authorized. If anything, based on Section 3(a) of the Trails Act, 
national scenic trails should be managed with even greater 
protection of scenic resources than national historic trails. For 
scenic trails, a specific goal is to provide for the conservation and 
enjoyment of the nationally significant scenic ¦ qualities of the 
areas through which such trails may pass. Section 3(a) (3), relating 
to historic trails, makes no express mention of scenic values. The 
last sentence on page 56 should read: Highly visible projects 
outside of 5 miles on each side of the Congressionally Designated 
Trails are authorized only if the project causes no more than a 
weak contrast. 

2004-1 

10085 10085-20 In general, taking into the account the detailed provisions of 
Chapter 2, we think that plans for the ERMA management are 

2004-1 
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reasonable. We are not persuaded, however, that this entire section 
is heavily developed and affected by transmission corridors, oil 
and gas development [other than Happy Springs], and uranium 
mining. For that reason, we propose that the Alkali Basin RMZ be 
extended eastward past Brenton Springs. While Map 15 indicates 
a potential uranium project in this vicinity, we suggest that any 
such development that might be considered could readily be 
undertaken with no surface occupancy within the viewshed of the 
expanded RMZ. (We can also foresee other potential adverse 
impacts associated with uranium mining at this site, including road 
development and groundwater pollution.) 

10085 10085-21 For certain types of development such as rights-of-way and wind 
farms, Record 6015 calls for avoidance of the CDNST ERMA. 
We did not find any definition of this term in the draft RMP/EIS. 
We understand that BLM regards an avoidance area as an area 
within which land use authorizations, such as ROW grants, would 
be avoided to the extent possible due to some sensitive resource 
value that may be damaged or diminished if development were 
allowed. (Kremmling FO draft RMP/EIS, p. 2-119) If this is 
correct, an equivalent statement should be included in the final 
documents 

2024-1 

10085 10085-22 Section 4.10.6 (p.1242ff.) contains a discussion that projects 
developments in the Bairoil Region and Checkerboard Regions of 
the CDNST. We expressly take exception to the characterization 
of future energy and industrial development in the area of the 
Rawlins Field Office. Some of our concerns in this regard have 
been outlined recently in comments submitted on actions related to 
the proposed Chokecherry/Sierra Madre wind energy 
development, However, because these concerns do not relate 
specifically to the planning area, we request only that the language 
at two places on page 1243 be revised so as to report that it has 
been projected rather than it is projected that users will be 
constantly viewing intrusions and that the CDNST will continue to 
experience development. 

2006-1 

10085 10085-3 (The alternatives table “specifically, Record 7006, p.163 - should 
be modified accordingly, corresponding to Record 7108, p.193.) 

2004-1 

10085 10085-4 ¢ Record 5037 refers to surface-disturbing activities within VRM 
Class III and IV. (If not within view of Congressionally 
Designated Trails, VRM Class at the disturbance site applies; if in 
view, then Class II applies.) For purposes of clarification, revise 
the second paragraph to read: Surface-disturbing activities within 
VRM Class III and IV that are within view of Congressionally 
Designated Trails, and out of scale with the surrounding 
landscape, will be evaluated based on VRM Class II standards. 

2004-1 

10085 10085-5 ¢ We assume that adequate water availability for recreational use 
of the CDNST is a Wyoming surface water designated use. If not, 
there should be an objective expressly directed to the protection of 
waters for use of the CDNST. 

2034-2 

10085 10085-6 ¢ Citing PR 6.1, add a management action to identify and improve 
surface waters accessible to users of the CDNST and provide 

2034-2 
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exclosures or other measures to protect those waters from 
degradation. This would be in addition to Record 1035 (Integrate 
soil, groundwater, and surface water management to maintain or 
improve groundwater and surface water quality.) 

10085 10085-7 Although we do not suggest any site-specific changes at this time, 
we urge BLM to recognize the desirability of minimizing 
motorized/nonmotorized conflict and expressing its intent to 
consider means of mitigation. This can be accomplished in the 
context of Goal LR 9 (Utilize an adaptive travel management 
approach to minimize conflicts among the various users of BLM-
administered lands) and Objective LR 9.1 (Provide route densities, 
route locations, or visitor information to minimize resource 
use/user conflict), p. 132. We would simply add another 
management action, common to all alternatives, to Evaluate 
modifications (as needed to meet planning objectives) to the 
location and management of the CDNST. Alternatively, or in 
addition, the same principle could be articulated in the 
Congressionally Designated Trails section of the document; it 
might also be extended to refer to all Congressionally Designated 
Trails instead of the CDNST alone. 

2004-1 

10085 10085-8 The most important policy concerning vehicle use is Record 7010 
(p.166) that: The BLM will not authorize activities that will 
expose CDNST trail users to heavy/frequent motorized traffic 
along the trail unless the proposed activity is within a location that 
currently experiences heavy/frequent motorized traffic (county 
and BLM-maintained roads). This is good so far as it goes. It does 
not, however, adequately address adverse impacts that may result, 
without administrative action, from changes in allowed activities 
(e.g., increased motorized demand for travel along CDNST 
locations, new technology such as the introduction or greater 
popularity of larger or noisier vehicles) or the improved 
maintenance or upgrading of the existing route. The RMP should 
indicate that such developments might warrant an evaluation of 
needed modifications, as recommended in the previous paragraph. 

2004-1 

10085 10085-9 The restriction of heavy/frequent traffic to county and BLM-
maintained roads is very desirable. Record 7010 should include a 
reference to Maps 82 and 83, which depict these roads. 

2004-1 

10086 10086-1 The Fremont County Commissioners plan to build a road to this 
area along the abandoned Bunker Road. For now, Bunker Road 
terminates at the BLM land which, we understand, is closed to 
motor vehicle traffic year around. It is also our understanding that 
the BLM land is considered critical winter habitat and as such, is 
closed to human presence from December until June. We would 
like to support the closure and encourage you to continue to close 
this area seasonally and limit motor vehicle traffic all year around. 
We think that motor vehicles, especially ATVs and motorbikes 
would adversely affect wildlife, including sage grouse, in the area. 
The soil in the area, primarily clay, red sandstone and slickrock, is 
quite poor and fragile. Cheat grass and leafy spurge in disturbed 
areas are obvious. Any trails in the area will be sensitive to 

2031-1 
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erosion. Limiting motor vehicles to designated areas will be very 
difficult to enforce and abusive off-road traffic may be expected. 
For these reasons, please prohibit motorized vehicle in this area 
and do not allow the formation of new roads. 

10092 10092-1 The final RMP needs to incorporate the direction contained within 
the 2009 CDNST Comprehensive Plan, which replaced the 1985 
CDNST Comprehensive Plan. The amended CDNST direction is 
described in a Federal Register Notice that was published on 
October 5, 2009 (74 FR 51116). The 2009 CDNST 
Comprehensive Plan was transmitted by Acting Deputy Chief 
Richard Sowa to Director Robert Abbey in October 2009. 

2004-1 

10092 10092-2 ¢ Section 1.1.2: The purpose and need section of the Final EIS 
needs to address the 2009 CDNST Comprehensive Plan as 
significant new information, and identify the need to apply the 
CDNST direction to the RMP. 

2004-1 

10092 10092-39 OBJECTIVES1. Provide opportunities to experience available 
examples of the great diversity of topographic, geologic, 
vegetation, and scenic phenomenon in proximity to the 
Continental Divide.2. Maintain and enhance recreation 
opportunities for residents and visitors to the area to accommodate 
hiking, horseback riding, camping, wildlife viewing, and other 
compatible uses in prescribed settings so visitors are able to rea 
lize experiences and benefits.3. Provide Back Country 
classification recreation setting opportunities where located on a 
trail, and Middle Country classification recreation setting 
opportunities where the CDNST is located on a primitive road. 
Relocate the CDNST from roads that existed in 1978.4. Meet the 
VRM Class objective of I or II in the foreground area (O through 3 
miles) and the VRM objective of I, II, or III in the middle ground 
area (3 through Smiles).5. Maintain, restore, and enhance the 
SRMA to meet Wyoming Standards for Healthy Rangelands.6. 
Promote and demonstrate natural resources Best Management 
Practices.7. Develop partnerships and cooperative management 
programs with adjacent landowners and volunteers. 

2004-1 

10092 10092-4 ¢ Section 4.10.6: The DEIS describes for each alternative the 
expected developments (other uses) along the CDNST. The Final 
EIS should assess and disclose whether such developments would 
substantially interfere with the nature and purposes of the CDNST. 

2004-1 

10092 10092-40 RECREATION SETTING CHARACTERISTIC 
DESCRIPTIONS1. The SRMA is managed to protect the CDNST 
corridor and user experiences as defined for Backcountry or 
Middle Country areas, while recognizing that the travel route 
occasionally passes across developed roads, recreation sites, and 
other more developed areas that existed when the CONST was 
designated.2. The SRMA is described and managed to provide 
opportunities for trail users to experience and view the diverse 
topographic, geographic, vegetation, wildlife, and scenic 
phenomena that characterize the Continental Divide and to 
conserve natural, historic, and cultural resources. In addition, 
scenery is managed in adjacent areas to achieve CDNST SRMA 

2004-1 
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VRM objectives. 
10092 10092-41 MANAGEMENT ACTIONS AND ALLOWABLE USE 

DECISIONSl. Resource management activities are to contribute to 
meet ing Back Country or Middle Country recreation setting 
objectives. Manage for a Middle Country setting only where the 
CDNST is located on a Primitive Road.2. Resource management 
activities are to meet the VRM Class objectives. The degree of 
contrast in the foreground and middleground for management 
actions and developments must be none or weak. The degree of 
contrast in the background for management actionsand 
developments should be none, weak, or moderate.3. The 
availability of dependable water sources for recreational purposes 
will be enhanced.4. The use of motorized vehicles by the general 
public is prohibited; however, motor vehicle use is allowed in 
accordance with the 2009 CDNST Comprehensive Plan provisions 
as detailed in Chapter IV(B )( 6). Any primitive road within the 
SRMA is not to be managed or developed into a road. Motor 
vehicle use is only permitted on designated routes when allowed.5. 
The SRMA is open to oil and gas leasing with an NSO stipulation. 
Existing oil and gas leases will be intensively managed and 
monitored.6. Best Management Practices are applied to all 
resource management projects and activities. Wyoming Standards 
for Healthy Rangelands are to be met.7. The SRMA is closed to 
mineral material disposal.8. Mineral withdrawals will be 
considered for areas with a history of locatable mineral findings. 
In addition, a withdrawal should be obtained where relocation of 
the CDNST would not be practical if a mineral development 
occurred.9. land exchanges and rights-of-way acquisitions are to 
be pursued with cooperative landowners to improve the continuity 
of the CDNST corridor and benefit the nature and purposes of the 
CDNST.10. Other resource uses along the CDNST are only 
allowed where there is a determination that the other use would 
not substantially interfere with the nature and purposes of the 
CDNST (16 USC 1246(c)).11. The extent of the CDNST SRMA 
is at least one-half mile on both sides of the CDNST travel route, 
white additional management direction is prescribed for adjacent 
areas to assure that the CDNST SRMA VRM objectives are met . 
{An adjacent CDNST ERMA should be established to address the 
VRM objectives.} 

2004-1 

10092 10092-42 IMPLEMENTATION ACTIONS1. Establish Trail Class, 
Managed Uses, Designed Use, and Design Parameters and identify 
any Prohibited Uses of the CDNST travel route.2. Provide for 
development, construction, Signing, and maintenance of the 
CDNST travel route.3. Establish carrying capacity for the SRMA. 
The limits of Acceptable Change or a similar system may be used 
for this purpose.4. Identify and preserve any significant natural, 
historical, and cultural resources within the SRMA.5. Restore 
native vegetation and control noxious weeds and invasive 
species.6. Relocate the CDNST from roads to trails and primitive 
roads to the extent practicable. {Consider relocating a section to 
the north side of Antelope Hills.}7. Identify motor vehicle travel 

2004-1 
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routes and make appropriate travel management decisions.8. 
Implement any needed mineral withdrawal within the SRMA.9. 
Provide for visitor information, especially where the CDNST 
coincides with National Historic Traits.10, Establish monitoring 
programs to evaluate the site-specific conditions of the 
CDNST.11. Accomplish the CDNST Comprehensive Plan 
monitoring requirements for the RMP area.12. Encourage 
volunteers and volunteer organizations to participation in the 
acquisition, protection, operation, development, and maintenance 
programs and activities. 

10092 10092-5 PURPOSE AND GOAL1. The CDNST SRMA purpose is to 
address the requirements of the National Trails System Act as 
implemented through the 2009 CONST Comprehensive Plan.2. 
The primary goal is to administer the CDNST consistent with the 
nature and purposes for which this National Scenic Trail was 
established. The nature and purposes of the CDNST are to provide 
for high-quality scenic, primitive hiking and horseback riding 
opportunities and to conserve natural, historic, and cultural 
resources along the CDNST corridor. 

2004-1 

10093 10093-1 In Chapter 3 (3.6.5), Affected Environment, you provide a historic 
overview and current status of livestock grazing on BLM managed 
lands. In this discussion, you reference permitted AUMs and 
authorized AUMs. However, you fail to address the basis for 
permitted AUMs-- the Grazing Preference. WSGA urges that you 
complete this overview by discussing the role of the grazing 
preference, how it was established and the amount of current 
preference in the Resource Area. Current BLM Grazing 
Regulations (Sec. 4110.2-2 (a)) provide that, (a) Permitted use is 
granted to holders of grazing preference and shall be specified in 
all grazing permits and leases. 

2021-1 

10093 10093-2 In this same section you attempt to define the challenges facing 
the livestock industry. While we agree that agricultural land 
values, operating costs, precipitation, water availability and 
vegetative conditions are all variables that affect the industry, 
none of these are new phenomena. These are historic factors and 
they will undoubtedly continue to affect the industry. They are not 
unique to today’s industry. We cannot agree that today’s industry 
challenges are directly impacted by melting glaciers in the Wind 
River Mountains. We would also note that there is today a surplus 
of capacity in confined feed lots. 

2021-3 

10093 10093-3 Your analysis of the affected environment recognizes that a loss of 
public land grazing can, and will, lead to fragmentation of private 
lands through development. However, you fail to recognize the 
critical interrelationship of private, state and public lands in a 
viable ranching operation. The grazing management decisions that 
you make, the restrictions on improvements that you propose and 
the land use designations that inhibit sound livestock management 
all negatively affect the use of the non-federal lands to the 
detriment of the ranching operation, wildlife and the overall 
integrity of the landscape. 

2021-3 
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10093 10093-4 Current management has allowed for approval of range 
improvements on a case by case basis. When reasonably applied, 
this is the type of adaptive management that can support improved 
range conditions. Alternative D would replace this flexibility with 
a requirement that all range improvements be linked to 
implementation of a comprehensive grazing management strategy. 
The rather complex definition of Comprehensive Grazing 
Management Strategy makes it abundantly clear that the 
operational considerations of the permittee will receive no 
consideration in this determination. WSGA urges a return to the 
case by case analysis as provided for under current management 

2021-2 

10093 10093-5 The use of livestock supplements is an important tool in managing 
livestock and influencing grazing patterns. Reasonable constraints 
on the placement of supplements, e.g., away from waters and sage 
grouse leks can be accommodated. The proposed limitations 
regarding water, riparian areas, wetlands, sage grouse leks, 
reclamation areas and unevaluated cultural sites are excessive. 
They pose just one more obstacle to sound grazing management. 

2021-3 

10093 10093-6 One of the Management Actions common to all alternatives states, 
Require that forage supplements have label information stating 
that the material is safe/compatible for sheep, wildlife and wild 
horses. Require that records for such supplementation be retained 
during the term of the livestock grazing permit. This requirement 
will effectively eliminate the use of supplements. Several 
questions immediately arise: Why sheep if it is an allotment with 
no permitted sheep? Which species of wildlife? Under Wyoming 
Statute 23-1-101, Wildlife means all wild mammals, birds, fish, 
amphibians, reptiles, crustaceans and mollusks. No product is 
going to have a label with such a broad assurance. Why does the 
record of use have to be kept for up to ten years? 

2021-3 

10093 10093-7 While Alternative D decreases from nine to eight the number of 
ACES’s, it in fact results in a 100% increase in the number of 
restricted acres. WSGA recognizes that ACES’s are not closed to 
livestock grazing. However, experience has shown that they often 
inhibit the management of such grazing. We fail to find in the 
environmental analysis adequate justification for this increase. 

2002-1 

10093 10093-8 A significant section of the EIS is directed toward analysis of the 
impacts associated with global warming. Climate change is a 
naturally occurring event. Any resource plan must recognize this 
and be adaptable to change. However, the science as to specific 
long-term climate change and its causes remains a matter of 
scientific dispute. Unbiased science does not support the type of 
site-specific conclusions that you have attempted to introduce into 
this environmental document. 

2003-1 

10093 10093-9 In you analysis of Alternative D, you state Alternative D will have 
relatively little impact in the economics of ranching. WSGA 
firmly believes that the issues we have addressed above 
demonstrate that Alternative D, as proposed, will have significant 
and lasting negative impacts of the economics of ranching in the 
planning area. 

2021-3 
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10097 10097-1 In the current Lander Draft RMP and EIS posted for public 
comment, the "New Data" (page 3, Chapter 1, section 1.2.1) being 
considered for revising the existing RMP does not include any 
current scientific data about the minimum number of horses in a 
herd needed to maintain the genetic viability of wild horse 
populations or the fact that horses evolved in North America and 
should now be considered a native wildlife species. In fact, the 
high AML numbers given in table 2.22 (page 110), are too low to 
support long-term genetic viability in all but two of the seven herd 
areas. 

2036-1 

10097 10097-10 Record # 4113 -- Selective Removal Criteria for Wild Horses¢ 
Restrict removals to emergency situations. Conduct any roundups 
or catch-treat-release operations in a manner that preserves family 
band structures, so as to maintain the stability and integrity of wild 
horse social organization and establish humane policies to prohibit 
roundups in below freezing weather or in weather hotter than 85 
degrees F 

2036-2 

10097 10097-11 Record # 4117 -- Year-Round Water Sources¢ Install a system of 
strategically-placed large, in-ground guzzlers to help maintain and 
conserve adequate water sources year-round. Require livestock 
permit-holders to keep their water improvements operating and 
available for wildlife, including wild horses, even when the 
grazing seasons conclude.¢ Establish a systematic process for 
allocating water and accounting across all multiple uses. ¢ 
Restore, in an environmentally-sound manner, water sources to 
better manage wild horses within HMAs.¢ Although stated as an 
objective for management action, the draft RMP does not detail 
how the BLM would ensure a continuous supply of water for the 
wild horses under its jurisdiction. Specific measures for achieving 
this objective should be added 

2036-2 

10097 10097-12 Record # 4121 -- Fences¢ Remove fencing to the extent possible, 
and minimize construction of new fencing, to create corridors for 
natural migration by wild horses and other wildlife species. This 
will minimize any impacts on the range as well as improve the 
genetic viability of all the animals in these areas. 

2036-2 

10097 10097-13 In Section 1.4.1, Issues Addressed, wild horses are not even listed 
as an issue being addressed in the revised RMP, although 
"Livestock Grazing and Vegetation Management" gets equal 
billing.Wild horses are mentioned in Section 1.5, Planning 
Criteria, but only in reference to management "consistent with the 
Wild Free-roaming Horses and Burros Act of 1971 

2036-2 

10097 10097-2 The EIS is inadequate because it:¢ Lacks monitoring data upon 
which decisions for resource allocation decisions should be made. 
Indeed, Rangeland Health Assessments have been performed for 
fewer than half of the livestock grazing allotments within the 
planning area. Of those that were assessed, approximately half 
failed to meet standards, with livestock grazing listed as a causal 
factor.¢ Fails to provide any data whatsoever on Herd Areas 
(HAs) that have been zeroed out for wild horses and fails to 
consider an alternative for reinstating HAs as Herd Management 

2036-1 



B-60 Lander Proposed RMP and Final EIS 

Comment Analysis Report February 2013 
Attachment B – Individual Comments 

Comment
Document 
Number 

Individual 
Comment 
Number 

Comment Text 

Summary 
Comment 
Response 
Number 

Areas (HMAs).¢ Lacks data on genetic assessments of wild horses 
in the HMAs upon which decisions about proper Appropriate 
Management Levels (AMLs) and genetic health should be based.¢ 
Lacks description and analysis of the impacts of chemical and 
other population control measures to be implemented. This vague 
language is unacceptable. At minimum the EIS must analyze the 
impacts of each of the possible options (i.e. permanent 
sterilization, castration of stallions, spaying of mares, various 
chemical fertility-control methods, etc.).¢ Fails to take the 
required hard look at alternatives for wild horse management. In 
fact, the only meaningful difference between the proposed 
alternatives considered is the establishment of a wild horse 
viewing loop and limited removal of fencing. 

10097 10097-7 Record # 4110 (Table 2.2, Volume 1) -- Appropriate Management 
Levels (AMLs) for Wild Horses “The AMLs of five of the seven 
HMAs are arbitrarily low and genetically unsustainable. Please 
incorporate the following management actions into the final RMP: 
¢ Increase AMLs in all HMAs and reduce livestock grazing, 
pursuant to 43 C.F.R. 4710.5(a). The current imbalance in which 
authorized livestock use in the planning area outnumbers wild 
horse use by at least 23-1 must be reversed.¢ Increase AMLs in all 
HMAs to a minimum of 150 animals, which is the minimum 
number necessary to sustain genetic viability, according to leading 
equine geneticists. BLM claims of horse movement across HMAs 
are unsubstantiated and do not negate the need for each HMA herd 
to have a genetically-viable population number. ¢ Evaluate the 
current usage of all zeroed out Herd Areas, and if livestock 
grazing currently take place, utilize 43 C.F.R. 4710.5(a) to reduce 
or eliminate livestock grazing in order to improve conditions and 
forage availability for wild horses. The relocation of healthy self-
sustaining herds to these HAs or the introduction of horses from 
holding facilities must be included in the RMP.¢ Designate all 
HMAs and HAs in the planning area as wild horse ranges to be 
managed principally for wild horse herds pursuant to 43 C.F.R. 
4710.3-2. 

2036-2 

10097 10097-8 Record # 4111 -- Population Control Measures to Be Used on 
Wild Horses¢ Eliminate removals as a population-management 
strategy in all but emergency situations. Properly utilize non-
hormonal PZP fertility control to accomplish this goal. ¢ Prohibit 
all detrimental types of fertility control, including hormonal 
fertility control methods, castration, spaying, permanent chemical 
sterilization, and sex ratio skewing, all of which alter wild horse 
behavior.¢ Establish a policy to promote the protection of predator 
species in an effort to restore natural population control 
mechanisms and restore the thriving natural ecological balance of 
these public lands areas 

2036-2 

10097 10097-9 Record # 4112 -- Dealing with Horses Outside HMAs ¢ Establish 
a policy to return horses found outside HMAs to the HMAs. 
Implement range improvements to eliminate reasons for horses to 
leave the HMA, i.e. address water shortages by installing guzzlers 

2036-2 
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10100 10100-1 The RMP describes agriculture'S percentage of the population in 
Fremont County as 2%. This means that Fremont County's 
agricultural contributions to the economy are significant and that 
reductions in AUMs will have significant effects on the economy. 

2028-1 

10101 10101-1 ¢ Lacks monitoring data upon which decisions for resource 
allocation decisions should be made. Indeed, Rangeland Health 
Assessments have been performed for fewer than half of the 
livestock grazing allotments within the planning area. Of those 
that were assessed, approximately half failed to meet standards, 
with livestock grazing listed as a causal factor.¢ Fails to provide 
any data whatsoever on Herd Areas (HAs) that have been zeroed 
out for wild horses and fails to consider an alternative for 
reinstating HAs as Herd Management Areas (HMAs).Â ¢ Lacks 
data on genetic assessments of wild horses in the HMAs upon 
which decisions about proper Appropriate Management Levels 
(AMLs) and genetic health should be based.¢ Lacks description 
and analysis of the impacts of chemical and other population 
control measures to be implemented. This vague language is 
unacceptable. At minimum the EIS must analyze the impacts of 
each of the possible options (i.e. permanent sterilization, castration 
of stallions, spaying of mares, various chemical fertility-control 
methods, etc.).¢ Fails to take the required hard look at alternatives 
for wild horse management. In fact, the only meaningful 
difference between the proposed alternatives considered is the 
establishment of a wild horse viewing loop and limited removal of 
fencing. 

2036-1 

10101 10101-10 Record # 4117 -- Year-Round Water Sources¢ Install a system of 
strategically-placed large, in-ground guzzlers to help maintain and 
conserve adequate water sources year-round. Require livestock 
permit-holders to keep their water improvements operating and 
available for wildlife, including wild horses, even when the 
grazing seasons conclude.¢ Establish a systematic process for 
allocating water and accounting across all multiple uses. ¢ 
Restore, in an environmentally-sound manner, water sources to 
better manage wild horses within HMAs.¢ Although stated as an 
objective for management action, the draft RMP does not detail 
how the BLM would ensure a continuous supply of water for the 
wild horses under its jurisdiction. 

2036-2 

10101 10101-11 Record # 4121 -- Fences¢ Remove fencing to the extent possible, 
and minimize construction of new fencing, to create corridors for 
natural migration by wild horses and other wildlife species. This 
will minimize any impacts on the range 

2036-2 

10101 10101-6 Record # 4110 (Table 2.2, Volume 1) -- Appropriate Management 
Levels (AMLs) for Wild Horses “The AMLs of five of the seven 
HMAs are arbitrarily low and genetically unsustainable. Please 
incorporate the following management actions into the final RMP: 
¢ Increase AMLs in all HMAs and reduce livestock grazing, 
pursuant to 43 C.F.R. 4710.5(a). The current imbalance in which 
authorized livestock use in the planning area outnumbers wild 
horse use by at least 23-1 must be reversed.¢ Increase AMLs in all 

2036-2 
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HMAs to a minimum of 150 animals, which is the minimum 
number necessary to sustain genetic viability, according to leading 
equine geneticists. BLM claims of horse movement across HMAs 
are unsubstantiated and do not negate the need for each HMA herd 
to have a genetically-viable population number. ¢ Evaluate the 
current usage of all zeroed out Herd Areas, and if livestock 
grazing currently take place, utilize 43 C.F.R. 4710.5(a) to reduce 
or eliminate livestock grazing in order to improve conditions and 
forage availability for wild horses. The relocation of healthy self-
sustaining herds to these HAs or the introduction of horses from 
holding facilities must be included in the RMP.¢ Designate all 
HMAs and HAs in the planning area as wild horse ranges to be 
managed principally for wild horse herds pursuant to 43 C.F.R. 
4710.3-2 

10101 10101-7 Record # 4111 -- Population Control Measures to Be Used on 
Wild Horses¢ Eliminate removals as a population-management 
strategy in all but emergency situations. Properly utilize non-
hormonal PZP fertility control to accomplish this goal. ¢ Prohibit 
all detrimental types of fertility control, including hormonal 
fertility control methods, castration, spaying, permanent chemical 
sterilization, and sex ratio skewing, all of which alter wild horse 
behavior.¢ Establish a policy to promote the protection of predator 
species in an effort to restore natural population control 
mechanisms and restore the thriving natural ecological balance of 
these public lands areas 

2036-2 

10101 10101-8 Record # 4112 -- Dealing with Horses Outside HMAs ¢ Establish 
a policy to return horses found outside HMAs to the HMAs. 
Implement range improvements to eliminate reasons for horses to 
leave the HMA, i.e. address water shortages by installing guzzlers 

2036-2 

10101 10101-9 Record # 4113 -- Selective Removal Criteria for Wild Horses¢ 
Restrict removals to emergency situations. Conduct any roundups 
or catch-treat-release operations in a manner that preserves family 
band structures, so as to maintain the stability and integrity of wild 
horse social organization and establish humane policies to prohibit 
roundups in below freezing weather or in weather hotter than 85 
degrees F. 

2036-2 

10103 10103-1 About the Biological Resources / Special Status Species / Greater 
Sage-Grouse: I would urge greater buffer areas than is offered by 
Alternative D on Map 65. Some protection closer to alternative B 
that provides 2 miles of Nesting Habitat Buffer in the Governor's 
Core Areas would be better for the continued reproductive success 
of the Greater Sage Grouse. 

2012-3 

10103 10103-2 Of much concern to me in the proposed RMP is a very large gap 
in the Land Resources/ Wind Energy Development Avoidance and 
Exclusion Areas / Alt D as shown on Map 100. I recognize that 
the Gas Hills corner of the Resource area has been declared a 
Designated Development Area; howsomever it seems that with a 
minimum of forethought, future wind projects could be located 
such that they do not overlap with one of the densest Raptor 
Nesting Areas in the Basin (see Map 62). Specifically I would 

2024-1 
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suggest that the area of R91W section east to the Natrona County 
line and T33N sections south & inclusive of T32N be declared an 
Exclusion Area for wind development (ie, an area pretty much 
identical to the Gas Hills DDA). There are quantities of sections 
just adjacent that offer terrific winds, good topography and not the 
same conflicts with Nesting Raptors. I am old enough to 
remember when our raptor populations were decimated by DDT; 
and I know the Gas Hills area has been quiescent for the last 30 
years; so I would urge BLM to go very carefully in introducing 
wind turbines; especially when we can plan ahead to avoid 
damaging such a productive breeding area. 

10105 10105-1 Page 23. According to the draft, the BLM evaluates range 
conditions only when considering renewals for grazing permits.  
The BLM workload does not allow BLM to gather data except in 
association with permit renewal analyses. I understand staff and 
funding constraints, but this is also an agency prioitization issue 
and appears to be a fragmented approach to managing an 
important and extensive resource use. It seems to me that 
allocating funding for a broader evaluation of 300 + allotments is 
warranted and consistent with ecosystem management and BLM 
policies and mandates. I am not opposed to grazing nor am I in 
favor of blanket grazing closures, but believe the BLM should 
have a more broad baseline of range and riparian conditions. That 
is good science 

2021-1 

10105 10105-2 Page 72. #1048. Lands w/ Wilderness Characteristics. The 
preferred alternative includes about 500 acres less than Alt. B; 
Glacier Trail appears to be eliminated from Alt D. If this area 
possesses wilderness characteristics, it should be added to the 
preferred alternative, increasing the acreage to 5,490 acres. After 
all, this is only .0002% of the Lander District surface acreage. 

2037-1 

10105 10105-3 Page 74 #2007. Locatable Minerals. I believe that more acreage 
should be pursued for withdrawal, consistent with Alternative B, 
which recommends 1.6 million acres. My primary concern is that 
current mining law allows for the patenting of mining claims or 
conversion of public land to private property. While I understand 
that there is a moratorium on granting patents in place at this time, 
a moratorium can be lifted. It would be a travesty to lose public 
lands at places like Green Mountain and Johnny Behind the 
Rocks. Adding 1.6 million acres for withdrawal may be too 
ambitious, there are areas that merit protection from mineral 
development and possible privatization 

2022-1 

10105 10105-4 Pages 74-75. #2009-2013. Locatable Minerals - Oil and Gas. I 
support the management contraint acreages under Alternative D, 
believing they will provide adequate conservation measures for 
natural resources. The Lander Slope and South Pass areas should 
be closed or protected by NSO constraints to protect viewsheds 
and cultural resources. The major constraint designation to oil and 
gas exploration may not be enough to protect viewsheds in these 
areas 

2018-3 

10105 10105-5 Pages 83-84. Fire management. Actions Common to all 2010-1 
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alternatives. Minimum Impact Suppression Tactics (MIST) should 
be employed in sensitive areas such as WSAs or non-WSAs with 
wilderness characteristics. I suggest adding a positive statement to 
this effect somewhere in this section. Use of MIST, where 
appropriate, will reduce fire suppression impacts and, as a result, 
can reduce the cost of rehabilitation associated with wildland fire 
suppression 

10105 10105-6 Page 127. #6009. BLM Mineral Withdrawals. See comments for 
#2007. 

2022-1 

10105 10105-7 Page 159. #7003. Outdoor Recreation. The recommended 1/4 mile 
corridor in Alt. D to protect the CDNST is inadequate to protect 
scenic values. The five mile recommendation in Alt. B seems 
more prudent to me and should be reconsidered in the final plan. 
The heritage tourism and recreation corridor to protect the NHTs 
is critical to protecting a national treasure, and one of the most 
important outcomes of this plan. 

2004-1 

10106 10106-1 The proposed Sweetwater River Watershed ACEC encompasses 
valuable wetland features referred to as sloughs. Such features are 
extremely rare across the nation but are prominent on tributaries of 
the Sweetwater River in the Wyoming Basin. They provide a 
critically important function of storing water and carbon in this 
semi-arid landscape, but they are being severely degraded by soil 
compaction, hummocking, loss of wetland plants, loss of habitat, 
stream headcutting, and stream degradation associated with cattle 
grazing.BLM has indicated that goals to restore the natural water 
storage capability of the riparian systems, restore wildlife and 
fisheries habitats, and restore native plant communities can be 
accomplished by implementing the Standards of Rangeland Health 
and that special designation is not necessary. That approach 
presents a major problem because the Standards of Rangeland 
Health contains no method to address stream system processes. 
Compliance with the Standards of Rangeland Health would not 
meet a goal of restoring the integrity of destabilized riparian 
wetlands and stream channels. Please revisit the Sweetwater River 
Watershed ACEC proposal. There is clear evidence that ACEC 
designation is warranted. 

2002-1 

10107 10107-1 1. Much of the management of the areas adjacent to the trails is 
tied to the BLM’s Visual Resource Management (VRM) system. 
This system is in fact a subjective analysis that depends upon the 
judgments of the team members assembled for a particular 
assessment. We note that the results of the assessment are only as 
good as the team assembled and their training. Inclusion of 
cultural resource specialists and persons trained in historic 
landscapes, not just scenic landscapes, is imperative. How does 
the VRM system insure that analytic teams have the required 
expertise? 

2033-1 

10107 10107-2 2. In Alternative D, terms like minor impact and low contrast are 
used without definition. Definitions and examples should be 
provided. The examples need not be all-inclusive, but should 
allow definition of the impacts to be allowed or disallowed 

2004-1 
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10107 10107-3 3. The utility corridors described in Alternative D are acceptable, 
but should still be subject to a case-by-case analysis to insure 
minimal impacts. OCTA has worked with developers in the past to 
refine routes to avoid undisturbed trail areas. 

2004-1 

10107 10107-4 4. Section 4.7.12, page 1036. The material seems to refer to the 
requirements of Section 106 but does not specifically say so. The 
link to Section 106 should be clearly stated 

2004-1 

10107 10107-5 6. Vol. 2, Section 4.7.1.3.5.4. OCTA supports the creation of a 
Heritage Tourism and Recreation Corridor extending to five miles 
on both sides of Hwy 287 as described in this section. However, 
the management prescriptions are unclear. Under Alternative B the 
corridor would be an ACEC which includes detailed management 
prescriptions. What are the prescriptions for the Heritage Tourism 
and Recreation Corridor? 

2004-1 

10107 10107-6 7. Whether it is designated an ACEC or not, no surface occupancy 
should be allowed within 0.25 miles of the historic trails for all 
activities. This maintains consistency with the RMPs of other field 
offices 

2004-1 

10107 10107-7 9. It is noted (Vol. 1, page 27) that designating Hwy 287 as a 
scenic byway is not addressed in the RMP because that initiative 
must come from a local and state group and none has been made. 
Other portions of the document note the historic value of the area 
through which the highway passes. Some encouragement by the 
BLM might be enough to start the process. A statement to that 
effect in the RMP would be helpful 

2016-1 

10107 10107-8 10. Map 122. OCTA has not been provided the opportunity to 
conduct a detailed review of the trail condition class ratings shown 
on this map. Furthermore, the scale of the map presented in the 
RMP is inadequate for this review so we cannot comment on the 
accuracy of the classifications. An accurate review requires 
mapping and classification on USGS 1:24,000 scale maps (or 
better). We welcome the opportunity to conduct this review. Our 
studies to date indicate that most trails in the area are OCTA MET 
Class 1 and 2 

2007-1 

10107 10107-9 11. If the area is visible from the trails, the wind energy avoidance 
area south of Hwy 287 should be designated an exclusion area. 

2004-1 

10109 10109-1 The National Trust recommends that the BLM revise Preferred 
Alternative D to include the following stipulations from 
Alternative B:  
[Conduct] assessments in areas where cultural?resources are 
threatened by development and [prioritize] endangered sites for 
additional protections. Draft RMP/EIS at 46 and 115. 

2005-2 

10109 10109-2 The National Trust recommends that the BLM revise Preferred 
Alternative D to include the following stipulations from 
Alternative B:  
Â· Use Class I Regional Overview to proactively identify areas of 
high, medium, and low probability for the discovery of cultural 
sites. Conduct non-project specific Class III inventories in areas of 
high development potential and of high probability for cultural 

2005-2 
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resource sites. Draft RMP/EIS at 116 
10109 10109-3 The National Trust recommends that the BLM revise Preferred 

Alternative D to include the following stipulations from 
Alternative B:  
Â· [Increase] protection for the sacred, spiritual, and/or traditional 
cultural properties by managing these areas with surface 
restrictions and avoidance within 3 miles. Draft RMP/EIS at 46 

2005-2 

10109 10109-4 The National Trust recommends that the BLM revise Preferred 
Alternative D to include the following stipulations from 
Alternative B:  
Â· Manage the NHTs as [Visual Resource Management (VRM)] 
Class II within 15 miles of the trails and as VRM Class III at all 
designated NHT crossings. Draft RMP/EIS at 48 

2005-2 

10109 10109-5 The National Trust recommends that the BLM revise Preferred 
Alternative D to include the following stipulations from 
Alternative B:  
Â· Develop cultural resource management plans for each property 
in consultation with affected tribes. Complete ethnographic 
studies, archeological surveys, and stewardship programs to better 
manage the properties. Draft RMP/EIS at 118 

2005-2 

10109 10109-6 The National Trust recommends that the BLM revise Preferred 
Alternative D to include the following stipulations from 
Alternative B:  
Â· All proposed actions within areas managed as VRM Class I 
and II visual resources require a visual simulation prior to analysis 
and/or mitigation design. Draft RMP/EIS at 125 

2005-2 

10109 10109-7 For mineral and realty actions, ?minor? versus ?major? actions 
and rights-of-way are contrasted but are not 
defined.Recommendations:The National Trust recommends that 
the BLM define what it means by ?minor? and ?major? actions 
and rights-of-way (ROWs) and provide specific criteria for how 
projects are categorized as such 

2025-3 

10109 10109-8 The Preferred Alternative?s proposed Heritage Tourism and 
Recreation Management Corridor is not defined in the Draft 
RMP/EIS.Recommendations:The National Trust recommends that 
the BLM clearly define the management elements of the Preferred 
Alternative?s proposed Heritage Tourism and Recreation 
Management Corridor. How will the BLM manage this area 
differently than an ACEC or a special (recreation) management 
area? 

2005-2 

10109 10109-9 The Draft RMP/EIS contains numerous references to current and 
future visual resource management (VRM) class designations, and 
the BLM depends on those designations to manage areas around 
NHTs. Yet, the VRM system is actually a relatively subjective 
analysis whose outcome depends on the training and skills of the 
individuals who conduct visual resource 
assessments.Recommendations:To ensure that assessments and 
resulting VRM classes are as balanced and accurate as possible, 
teams assembled to perform the assessments should include 
cultural resource specialists, landscape architects, and people 

2033-1 
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generally trained in cultural and historic landscapes, not just 
scenic landscapes. 

10110 10110-1 (Pg. 223) (Alternative D) Any land use plan should contain 
"impacts on Quality of Life and Local Customs and Cultures" but 
I contend that reduction of grazing AUMs will have more than a 
"moderate" adverse affect on the local culture and the health of the 
agriculture community. It seems that throughout this draft there is 
an underlying tone of negativity concerning public land grazing 
and the ranching community. My contention in that the ranching 
community does contribute to a very high degree to the well being 
of the western economy 

2028-1 

10110 10110-2 (Pg. 995) Stubble height and/or utilization on riparian areas 
especially do not paint a true picture of the health of an allotment. 
Using 1% or 2% of the land area for measurement is not an 
accurate yardstick.In the final RMP there should be included a 
table which illustrates the Preference level, any inactive AUMs 
and AUMs in temporary suspended use, if any, and the AUMs 
generated by private and state lands unfenced that lie in the 
allotment. 1 think this would paint a more accurate picture of the 
status of the allotment. 

2021-1 

10110 10110-3 (Pg. 1320) Livestock roundups and other historic and necessary 
activities should not be considered "disruptive activities". These 
activities are a necessary tool in the management of a healthy 
allotment 

2021-3 

10110 10110-6 (Pg. 1446) With respect to the culture and well-being of the people 
in this study area, I contend that the Land Use Plan developed by 
Fremont County should be to and complied with in the final RMP. 

2016-1 

10110 10110-7 I think that more coordination with the ranching community 
should have been done and should be done 

2016-1 

10111 10111-131 Additional science-based data is needed for Chapter 4 to conclude 
that livestock are competing with wild ungulates to the extent that 
a reduction in grazing (Alternative B) or improved distribution 
(Alternative D) would benefit big game animals (pg. 814). The 
FCC suggests that in order to meet the NEPA-required hard look, 
the BLM must identify science-based effects in the RMP/EIS that 
include: ¢ Forage utilization data within given herd units where 
overutilization might indicate situations where insufficient stubble 
heights would not leave sufficient forage for wintering ungulates. 
¢ Vegetation trend data within given herd units that document 
long-term downward trend in forage production that could lead to 
insufficient forage for wintering ungulates.¢ Documented 
situations where WGFD had to increase supplemental forage to 
offset declining forage production on BLM lands for given herd 
units.¢ Increases in over-winter deer/elk mortality or reductions in 
fawn/calf survival not explainable by winter weather extremes that 
could be attributable to forage competition 

2039-1 

 10111a 10111a-1 ¢ Existing, existing with proposed expansion, and proposed Areas 
of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) are based on 
qualitative conclusions devised by the BLM. ACEC designation 
and evaluation requirements outlined in the Federal Land Policy 

2002-1 
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and Management Act (FLPMA) and BLM Manual 1613 have not 
been satisfied. The FCC is wholly unable to determine if any of 
the ACECs in the RMP/EIS meet the requirements of relevance 
and importance. 

10111a 10111a-10 ¢ It is stated that the Sweetwater Grazing Wilderness Study Area 
(WSA) will be closed to grazing if the permit/lease is abandoned. 
Yet, Section 4.6.5.2 Methods and Assumptions, states Livestock 
grazing is a ˜grandfathered’ use. No justification for or how many 
AUMs will be impacted by this closure is provided. 

2021-1 

10111a 10111a-100 2. The BLM will incorporate Version 3 of the Governor's Greater 
Sage Grouse Core Areas and the latest lek information from 
Wyoming Game and Fish and reanalyze effects. 

2012-1 

10111a 10111a-101 3. The BLM will ensure that upon the Final RMP/EIS, tables and 
figures presented in the RMP are verified by GIS data sets. 

2007-1 

10111a 10111a-102 There should be 100 percent consistency between the GIS data 
and the tables and figures in the RMP; if the numbers in the RMP 
didn't come from GIS, what is their source? 

2007-1 

10111a 10111a-103 GOAL Common: 10 Alternative B management closes 81 percent 
of the planning area to oil and gas leasing, which will negatively 
impact the economic stability of local communities. The BLM 
cannot select Alternative B and successfully achieve this goal. 

2018-3 

10111a 10111a-104 Record #1043 The RMP/EIS states (pg. 653): Alternative D 
manages the oil and gas program to maximize oil and gas 
production in areas with moderate and high potential for oil and 
gas while avoiding adverse impacts to other programs. Therefore, 
the FCC is requesting that Alternative A management for this 
record be implemented for areas with high and moderate potential. 

2018-3 

10111a 10111a-105 Record #2012 Alternative B management is in opposition to 
GOAL Common: 10 and must not be selected. Moreover, the 
agency is required under FLPMA 43 U.S.C 1701 (a) (7) to manage 
public lands in accordance with the principle of multiple use and 
sustained yield. The BLM must recognize that energy 
development is an important element of multiple use and that 
closing 81 percent of the Planning Area does not recognize the 
Nation’s need for domestic sources of minerals (FLPMA 43 U.S.C 
1701 (a) (12)). 

2018-3 

10111a 10111a-106 Record #2014 The agency should not limit geophysical 
exploration in areas that are closed to oil and gas leasing or 
identified as NSO. As stated in BLM Manual “Onshore Oil and 
Gas Geophysical Exploration Surface Management Requirements 
3150, Section .32 A., by their nature, geophysical operations 
traverse an area in a few days. By design, the operations are 
intermittently spaced and their effects are localized, resulting in 
minimal surface disturbance. This is further supported by BLM 
Manual 3150.11 which states, geophysical data collected from 
areas closed for oil and gas development may provide additional 
insights into the interpretation of data collected in otherareas that 
are open to development. Consequently, geophysical research is 
often conducted in areas closed to oil and gas leasing by decisions 
made in land use plans (RMP's and MFP's). Such closure in those 

2018-2 



Lander Proposed RMP and Final EIS B-69 

February 2013 Comment Analysis Report 
 Attachment B – Individual Comments 

Comment
Document 
Number 

Individual 
Comment 
Number 

Comment Text 

Summary 
Comment 
Response 
Number 

plans should not be the only factor used in determining the 
appropriateness of geophysical work. BLM Manual 3150.12 
includes geophysical operations may be appropriate in areas 
subject to NSO stipulations. The BLM should recognize that 
allowing geophysical exploration in areas closed to leasing or 
identified as NSO could reduce surface disturbance activities in 
adjacent open areas. In addition, prohibiting exploration activities 
in areas included as NSO could preclude horizontal drilling and 
new leasing in these areas and is considered overly restrictive. 
Further, exploration activities are typically notice level activities 
that do require BLM approval (Notices are not considered a 
federal action and therefore require no NEPA analysis). 

10111a 10111a-107 Record #2016 Alternative D management direction closes the 
western portion of the Lander Planning Area to mineral materials 
disposal and there are no apparent access sites available along 
Highway 28. The FCC is concerned that without an available 
gravel source in this vicinity, maintenance on county roads will be 
limited and roads will go into a state of disrepair. In order to 
address this issue of concern, it is requested that the BLM allow 
for a gravel or limestone source that would serve the South Pass 
area. 

2027-1 

10111a 10111a-108 Record #2021 The FCC supports the proposed DDAs under 
Alternative D and encourages the BLM to expand DDAs to 
include the highly-leased areas surrounding Lysite and Jeffrey 
City that are not designated as sage-grouse Core Area or as having 
low soil reclamation potential. At the very least, the BLM should 
create reasonable buffers (i.e., 2- mile) around existing fields in 
these locations to allow for expanded development and 
implementation of lesser restrictions. 

2018-1 

10111a 10111a-109 Record #2022; 2023; 2024; 2025; 2027; 2028; 2029; 2030; 2031; 
2032 The FCC does not support applying MLP management 
direction under Alternative D to the Beaver Rim area. According 
to the BLM Oil and Gas Leasing Reform Master Leasing Plans 
Statewide MLP Evaluation, the Beaver Rim area does not meet the 
criteria for MLP analysis (USDI 2010). Appendix 2 of the 
evaluation also states that no MLP is required, that the area has no 
potential for oil and gas development, and that the percent of 
proposed MLP with high or moderate potential for discovery of oil 
and gas is 0.0%. Yet the BLM applies the MLP and provides no 
justification as to why the resource values listed in Goal MR: 3 
Objective: 3.1 require additional site-specific resource protections 
than those imposed in other areas of the Lander Planning Area 
with low development potential. The BLM must provide this 
rationale and support it with data before applying a generalized 
MLP approach 

2018-4 

10111a 10111a-11 ¢ Wildlife management is a major threat to livestock grazing in the 
Planning Area. Special status species, elk, wild horses, and 
wildlife habitat management are all given priority over livestock 
grazing with little data to support reductions or elimination of 
grazing in certain areas 

2021-3 
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10111a 10111a-110 Record #7145 The FCC does not support the Government 
Draw/Upper Sweetwater Sage-Grouse Reference Area proposed 
under Alternative D and agrees with the WGFD that Core Area 
Management adequately protects greater sage-grouse values. It is 
therefore requested that oil and gas leasing actions be managed in 
accordance with the Core Area strategy and that the broad 
application of unwarranted NSO stipulations and geophysical 
exploration closures be eliminated. For the same reason, the BLM 
should update solid mineral and mineral materials disposals 
restrictions accordingly. If the BLM chooses to pursue the 
proposed Alternative D management as is for the Government 
Draw/Upper Sweetwater Sage-Grouse Reference Area, sufficient 
data must be provided to show why additional protection measures 
are considered necessary 

2002-1 

10111a 10111a-111 Although geothermal development potential ranges from 
negligible to none, the exclusion of geothermal leasing due to the 
lack of analysis in the 1987 Lander RMP most likely affected 
development patterns. Thus, the BLM should accurately 
characterize in the affected environment description that leasing 
has previously been precluded in the Lander Planning Area 

2017-1 

10111a 10111a-112 While applying a leasing screen during the RMP/EIS revision 
process to ensure consistency with proposed protections for 
greater sage-grouse is reasonable, the first modifying statement 
does not provide clear or consistent management direction. Most 
importantly, it is not clearly described in the RMP/EIS how the 
BLM intends to evaluate oil and gas leasing decisions for these 
areas that address resources of concern and better fit the MLP 
criteria. Given that there will be no changing circumstances, 
updated policies, or new information not already examined in the 
RMP/EIS revision, how would the MLP analysis differ from that 
performed during the revision and why would it be required? 

2018-4 

10111a 10111a-113 Based on the information presented above, the FCC is of the 
opinion that the analysis in the RMP/EIS for the Beaver Rim area 
addresses all potential conflicts and environmental impacts from 
development and goes beyond the MLP oil and gas leasing focus. 
The RMP/EIS additionally states (pg.296): Although this guidance 
was issued late in the development of the alternatives, the MLP 
tool is very similar in its approach to controlling the amount and 
kind of surface uses that were evaluated in developing alternatives 
based upon current condition and conflicts between resource 
values and leasing. For example, under Alternative D the Beaver 
Rim area is managed with CSU and NSO restrictions and is also 
designated as greater sage-grouse Core Area. After reviewing the 
resource protections assigned to the area under the preferred 
alternative, the FCC believes that the MLP analysis will only serve 
to duplicate the information provided in the RMP/EIS and will 
unnecessarily delay leasing. Accordingly, the FCC requests that 
the BLM apply the new leasing reform guidance consistently 
across state offices and that the Beaver Rim area be included as a 
Category 1 area that does not require further MLP analysis. 

2018-4 
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10111a 10111a-115 Furthermore, under FLPMA (43 U.S.C. Â§ 1714(a) (2006)) it is 
required that the Secretary of the Interior, as compared to the 
Director of the BLM or a State Director, authorize all withdrawals 
of federal lands. The Secretary may only delegate this authority to 
a designee in the Secretary’s office appointed by the President and 
with the consent of the Senate. The Secretary is required to 
publish notice of the proposed withdrawal in the Federal Register 
and provide public hearings regarding the withdrawal (43 U.S.C. 
Â§ 1714(b)(1) and (h) (2006)). The Secretary is also mandated to 
notify both houses of Congress of the proposed withdrawal (43 
C.F.R. Â§ 1610.6 (2006)). The notice must include the following 
information: 1) regarding the proposed use of the land; 2) an 
inventory and evaluation of the current natural resource uses and 
value of the land and adjacent public and private land which may 
be affected; 3) an identification of present users and how they will 
be affected; 4) an analysis of the manner in which the existing and 
potential uses are incompatible with or in conflict with the 
proposed uses; 5) an analysis of the manner in which such lands 
will be used in relation to the specific requirements for the 
proposed uses; 6) a statement as to whether suitable alternative 
sites are available; 7) a statement of the consultation which has 
been or will be had with other federal, regional, state, and local 
government bodies; 8) a statement regarding the potential effects 
of the withdrawal on the state, local, and regional economy; 9) a 
statement of the length of time needed for the withdrawal; 10) the 
time and place of the hearings regarding the withdrawal; 11) the 
place where the records of the withdrawal can be examined; and 
12) a report prepared by a qualified mining engineer, engineering 
geologist, or geologist, which shall include information on mineral 
deposits, mineral production, existing mining claims, and an 
evaluation of future mineral potential (43 U.S.C. Â§ 1714(c)(2) 
(2006)) 

2022-1 

10111a 10111a-117 However, the number of acres open to leasing with an NSO 
stipulation is not clearly provided in Table 4.18 or elsewhere in 
the planning document. The BLM is required by CEQ Sec, 
1502.16 to include a discussion of the relationship between short-
term uses of man's environment, the maintenance and 
enhancement of long-term productivity, and energy requirements 
and conservation potential of various alternatives and mitigation 
measures. While it is understood by the FCC that an NSO 
stipulation may be applied on a case-by-case basis in certain areas, 
the identified number of acres designated for each alternative must 
be provided. 

2018-3 

10111a 10111a-118 The RMP/EIS also states (pg. 643): Any areas closed to oil and 
gas leasing could be reviewed for potential leasing if drainage is 
determined to be occurring (i.e., if a well on state or patented lands 
drains the oil and gas resources from federal mineral estate 
resulting in a loss to the federal government). This statement 
should be modified to include areas that are subject to an NSO 
stipulation. 

2018-3 
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10111a 10111a-119 Similarly, Alternative B places unworkable operational restrictions 
and timing stipulations on the remaining portion of the Lander 
Planning Area, which will undeniably avert future oil and gas 
leasing. For example, the majority of the Planning Area under 
Alternative B is designated as ROW avoidance/exclusion. The 
FCC acknowledges the balance required for the BLM to manage 
public lands in accordance with FLPMA and the multiple-use 
mission, nevertheless domestic energy production is an integral 
part of that foundation. Further, it is the responsibility of the 
agency to diminish rather than increase impediments associated 
with land use planning and leasing procedures. 

2018-3 

10111a 10111a-12 ¢ Currently in the Planning Area there are permitted AUMs which 
are suspended. These are not disclosed in the RMP/EIS in any 
meaningful manner. The finalized RMP must include all currently 
suspended AUMs, so that when needed in the future, they can be 
reauthorized for use. 

2021-1 

10111a 10111a-120 The aforementioned statements are contradictory and therefore it 
is unclear what restrictions are proposed with respect to MLP 
management. NSO stipulations are not depicted on the oil and gas 
constraint maps for all alternatives. The BLM should clarify what 
constraints are proposed and the resource issues of concern being 
considered. 

2018-3 

10111a 10111a-121 Furthermore, given that those portions of the area with oil and gas 
development potential recognized by industry are already leased, it 
is also not apparent why an MLP is warranted. The FCC requests 
that the BLM provide this rationale. 

2018-4 

10111a 10111a-122 It remains unclear whether the potential adverse impacts under 
Alternative D are predicted to be more or less than Alternative A, 
similar to Alternative B, or only slightly greater than Alternative 
C. It is of great importance to the FCC that the consequences of 
proposed actions in this section and all others in the RMP/EIS are 
correctly analyzed and described. Accordingly, it is requested that 
the adverse impacts to phosphate development for each alternative 
be further clarified. 

2020-1 

10111a 10111a-123 It is understood that existing management will continue for NSO 
stipulations and that these areas will be closed to mineral materials 
disposals, only over a larger area under the preferred alternative. 
However, it is alarming that the areas where NSO stipulations will 
apply is not clearly described or depicted in Section 4.2.4 Leasable 
Minerals “Oil and Gas. As these stipulations are used to determine 
management actions for various other resource areas, it is essential 
that this information be entirely disclosed. 

2018-3 

10111a 10111a-124 Due to the conflicting information presented in this section, there 
is concern that the effects analysis is not supported by data and 
that proposed closures have been applied erroneously. The BLM 
should reevaluate potential resource conflicts more thoroughly and 
acknowledge that environmental impacts associated with materials 
disposal sites can be successfully mitigated. During this 
reevaluation include areas that will supply all locations in the 
Planning Area, instead of limiting mineral materials disposals to 

2027-1 
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areas that are closely located and only serve the same purpose 
(i.e., oil and gas activities). 

10111a 10111a-125 Concerning surface disturbance stipulations for greater sage-
grouse Core Area and non-Core area and locatable mineral mining 
and non oil and gas mineral leasables the RMP/EIS states (pg. 
1211): Surface disturbance related to locatable mineral mining, 
primarily for uranium and bentonite, and non oil and gas mineral 
leasables will not be subject to the same stipulations; however, 
disturbance from all activities will be used in calculations when 
assessing whether disturbance caps have been reached.On the 
other hand, the RMP/EIS includes the following statement (pg. 
1214): Under the Executive Order and IM, phosphate leasing, a 
BLM discretionary activity, is subject to the surface disturbance 
limitations in the Core Area discussed above for oil and gas. Due 
to the conflicting nature of these statements, and the extent of the 
area closed to phosphate leasing under the agency preferred 
alternative, proposed management direction is unclear; therefore, 
clarification is requested for surface disturbance limitations in 
regard to phosphate leasing within sage-grouse Core Area. 

2020-1 

10111a 10111a-126 1. The BLM should recognize that allowing geophysical 
exploration in areas closed to leasing or identified as NSO could 
provide additional insights into the interpretation of data collected 
in other areas that are open to development. The FCC believes that 
in areas designated as NSO, geophysical exploration activities 
should be evaluated on a case-by-case basis and is requesting that 
the BLM include this modification under Alternative D. Please 
also include that geophysical data gathering methods that involve 
only casual use of the surface (as defined by 43CFR Â§3150) 
would be permitted throughout the Lander Planning Area. 

2018-2 

10111a 10111a-127 2. The FCC is of the opinion that the analysis in the RMP/EIS for 
the Beaver Rim area addresses all potential conflicts and 
environmental impacts from development and goes beyond the 
MLP oil and gas leasing focus. Consequently, the FCC believes 
that the MLP analysis will only serve to duplicate the information 
provided in the RMP/EIS and will unnecessarily delay leasing. 
Therefore the FCC is requesting that the BLM classify the Beaver 
Rim area be as a Category 1 area (as defined in the BLM 
Wyoming, Oil and Gas Leasing Reform Master Leasing Plans, 
Statewide MLP Evaluation) that does not require further MLP 
analysis, such as what has been performed for other locations in 
Wyoming with recently completed NEPA planning documents 
(USDI 2010). 

2018-4 

10111a 10111a-128 5. The number of acres open to leasing with an NSO stipulation is 
not provided in Table 4.18, Total Acres of Federal Mineral Estate 
Open, Open with Constraints, and Closed to Oil and Gas Leasing 
by Alternative as stated on pg. 641, or elsewhere in the planning 
document. While it is understood by the FCC that an NSO 
stipulation may be applied on a case-by-case basis in certain areas, 
the identified number of acres designated for each alternative must 
be provided. 

2018-3 
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10111a 10111a-13 ¢ Alternative D overly restricts mineral developments and 
production. Designated Development Areas (DDA) then must be 
flexible and amenable to minerals production and exploration 

2018-1 

10111a 10111a-130 8. Alternative D closes the western portion of the Lander Planning 
Area to mineral materials disposal and there are no apparent 
access sites available along US Highway 28. The FCC is 
concerned that without an available gravel source in this area, 
Fremont County roads will be negatively impacted. In order to 
address this issue of concern, the FCC is asking the BLM to allow 
for a gravel/or limestone source that would serve the South Pass 
area. 

2027-1 

10111a 10111a-132 No evidence of forage competition, including any of the 
aforementioned examples, is provided in the RMP/EIS. The 
RMP/EIS does have numerous inferences to allotment 
management plans (AMPs) that do not meet utilization standards 
or AMPs where forage may not be in an improving trend. No herd 
unit-specific data, however, is provided that explains the 
magnitude of the problem or causes and locations that 
conclusively demonstrates that livestock use is limiting wild 
ungulate populations. 

2039-1 

10111a 10111a-133 Standards assessments of vegetative condition need to be 
completed to evaluate health and trends.The preceding paragraph 
is both worrisome and telling in that the BLM admits the Agency 
lacks sufficient data and analysis to address such RMP/EIS-wide 
factors as long term vegetative trend or condition. For the 
RMP/EIS to conclude that reducing grazing (Alternative B) or 
adding range improvements (Alternative D) would benefit wild 
ungulates by making more forage available, the RMP/EIS must 
demonstrate on a herd unit-by-herd unit basis that vegetation 
condition is poor, trend is downward, or wildlife ungulates are 
starving due to insufficient forage attributable to livestock grazing. 
The BLM would have to clearly show that grazing practices are 
affecting wild ungulates to the extent that populations are trending 
downward or are well below WGFD objectives. The FCC suggests 
that until the RMP/EIS can demonstrate this relationship with 
substantive data, the BLM will remove the conclusion that 
changes in grazing will result in more wild ungulates 

2039-1 

10111a 10111a-134 While the FCC supports the intent of BR:8.1, the semantics should 
be improved. It is the contention of the FCC that there will be no 
net acres-loss of big game crucial winter range. For instance, oil 
and gas activity may result in a temporary loss of productivity that 
could reduce big game over-winter survival during the life of the 
Plan. However, the land will remain crucial winter range. 
Admittedly, activities like locatable minerals do result in a semi-
permanent loss of crucial winter range. Based on the acres of 
potentially locatable minerals in the RMP/EIS, it is not 
conceivably that the percentage of lands lost could come close to 
10 percent. The following revised wording BR8.1 shall be 
integrated in the RMP/EIS: In the absence of voluntary mitigation 
or in areas with site-specific allowances, manage for no greater 

2039-1 
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than a 10 percent loss of big game carrying capacity over the life 
of the Plan 

10111a 10111a-135 Although the previous paragraph suggests that range conditions 
are not sufficient site-specifically to meet the needs of greater 
sage-grouse, and that grazing is at fault, no clear discussion is 
provided in the RMP/EIS that addresses: ¢ How do 
sagebrush/grasslands respond to disturbance?¢ What mix of 
sagebrush, tall grasses, and open foraging areas provide the 
optimal mix of seasonal habitats for greater sage-grouse. ¢ What is 
the current mix of those habitats across the RMP/EIS area?¢ What 
disturbances are needed to optimize habitat? 

2012-2 

10111a 10111a-136 The publication Synthesis of Livestock Grazing Management 
Literature Addressing Grazing Management for Greater Sage-
Grouse Habitat the Wyoming Basin “Southern Rocky Mountain 
Ecoregions (United States Geological Survey 2011) provides a 
useful summary of those habitat relationships. To build a better 
foundation for addressing greater sage-grouse effects in Chapter 4, 
the FCC suggests the BLM provide information and data in 
Chapter 3 to address the following:¢ Provide references that 
greater sage-grouse co-evolved with heavy grazing (bison) 
pressure.¢ Provide references that greater sage-grouse populations 
have periodically thrived during the past century when livestock 
grazing pressure was higher than current levels and done under 
less sophisticated grazing systems (the FCC suggests this not to 
discount that grazing-related problems on greater sage-grouse 
habitat could exist, but to show that there are multiple variables 
affecting greater sage-grouse).¢ Describe how historic wildfires 
created a mix of sagebrush and open grasslands. ¢ Provide data on 
the current levels of sagebrush coverage and compare that to 
historic conditions in the Planning Area. For instance, Landfire 
data (Figure 5) is one option for disclosing current sagebrush 
coverage. Note that coverage is fairly extensive in the (area).¢ 
Provide summary data on the degree to which allotments in the 
Planning Area provide adequate mature sagebrush for wintering 
greater sage-grouse, tall grasses for nesting cover, and forb 
foraging areas for post-fledged chicks. Without the 
aforementioned summary discussion and data, many of the effects 
disclosed in Chapter 4 cannot be substantiated to any degree. 

2012-2 

10111a 10111a-137 Curtailing water development projects might be beneficial for 
greater sage-grouse if nest cover was limiting, however, as 
previously discussed, no data is provided to make such a 
conclusion. If, however, heavily-grazed forb foraging areas were 
in short supply, water developments could increase those areas. 
Again, without data showing the relative distribution of greater 
sage-grouse habitat components, the conclusions in Chapter 4 for 
greater sage-grouse are indefensible. The beneficial effect of 
removing fences were heretofore not addressed in the RMP/EIS, 
nor were any scientific references provided, so the beneficial 
effect is not justifiable without some further information 

2012-2 

10111a 10111a-138 Additionally, since fences allow for improved livestock 2012-2 
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distribution and facilitate rest or deferred grazing, which in most 
cases provide for improved nest cover, the relationship of reduced 
fencing to potentially haphazard livestock distribution must to be 
addressed in the RMP/EIS, if removing fences is disclosed as a 
beneficial effect. 

10111a 10111a-139 Lastly, for the RMP/EIS to conclude that stock ponds or fences are 
injurious to greater sage-grouse, the RMP/EIS should provide data 
on the acreage and miles of stock ponds and fences, respectively 
in the RMP area, so that the relative magnitude of the problem can 
be addressed. 

2012-2 

10111a 10111a-140 Chapter 3 provides an interesting history of greater sage-grouse in 
the Planning Area, yet it provides no data on the current 
availability or lack thereof of nesting cover at any scale. Nor does 
it demonstrate that domestic livestock grazing has reduced nesting 
cover to the extent that greater sage-grouse production has 
suffered. The one cause and effect citation included in Chapter 3 is 
that weather seems to be most responsible for changes in greater 
sage-grouse production in recent years. Again, the FCC suggests 
that the aforementioned bulleted measures be addressed in detail 
to provide substantive data to support the effects determination in 
Chapter 4 and that those effects truly reflect the data disclosed 

2012-2 

10111a 10111a-141 The FCC was surprised that the RMP/EIS does not take more 
credit for including the Executive Order in Alternative D and 
disappointed that the effects of Alternative D on greater sage-
grouse are still rather negative. Without providing specific 
examples of wording in the RMP/EIS, the FCC states that the 
BLM will take a hard look at the overall tone of how effects of 
Alternative D on greater sage-grouse are disclosed rewrite that 
narrative reflectivity of reality. 

2012-2 

10111a 10111a-142 Grazing-related management actions and restrictions, unlike oil 
and gas activities, that would be taken to protect greater sage-
grouse in core and non-core areas, are vague and open to 
interpretation. For instance, under Table 2.30 (6000 Land 
Resources (LR) - Livestock Grazing Management, Chapter 2, 
pg.140-143), the only reference to measures taken to protect 
greater sage-grouse pertains to the placement of salt near leks 
(record # 6065, p.143). This lack of prescription measures specific 
to greater sage-grouse suggests that few conflicts exist. The 
dialogue in Chapter 3 and 4 (as discussed under issue 2), however, 
suggests that grazing creates major potential conflicts (but 
unsubstantiated) with greater sage-grouse. The FCC finds this to 
be inconsistent between what is stated in Chapter 3 and 4 (i.e. 
grazing creates potential problems for greater sage-grouse) and a 
lack of any measures in the alternative descriptions in Chapter 2 to 
resolve on-the-ground grazing conflicts with greater sage-grouse. 
This level of disconnect is untenable. It seems likely that without 
specific measures identified as to how and at what scale grazing 
conflicts in greater sage-grouse habitat would be resolved through 
management actions, those unsubstantiated conclusions in Chapter 
3 and 4 may lead to future demands by greater sage-grouse 

2012-2 
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advocates to reduce grazing opportunities without merit. The FCC 
finds that the BLM will add the following prescriptive measures to 
Table 2.30:¢ Alternative D, in greater sage-grouse Core Habitat, 
add: Population declines in greater sage-grouse that cannot be 
scientifically explained by weather variables or disturbance from 
minerals extraction will be evaluated to determine if grazing may 
explain such a decline. Data on sagebrush coverage and height, 
nest cover, forb foraging areas, and wintering habitat, and the 
patterns of those variables, will be collected prior to any proposed 
changes in grazing. Grazing conflicts will be resolved with 
increased investments and/or permittee incentives and will be 
done with the full consultation and cooperation of grazing 
permittees and the FCC. ¢ Alternative D, in non-core greater sage-
grouse habitat, add: Population declines in greater sage-grouse that 
cannot be scientifically explained by weather variables or 
disturbance from minerals extraction may be evaluated to 
determine if grazing might explain the decline, depending on the 
relative importance of the non-core greater sage-grouse 
subpopulation. Data on sagebrush coverage and height, nest cover, 
forb foraging areas, and wintering habitat and the patterns of those 
variables will be collected prior to any proposed changes in 
grazing. Grazing conflicts will be resolved with increased 
investments and/or permittee incentives and will be done with the 
full consultation and cooperation of grazing permittees. 

10111a 10111a-143 The effects conclusions do not reflect recognized, current research 
and accompanying data. Sawyer et al. (2006) found that while 
drilling on mule deer winter range during winter resulted in 
substantial displacement of mule deer from preferred foraging 
areas, and contributed to a major winter mortality event, mule deer 
rapidly habituated to inactive or developed well pads. Clearly, 
seasonal operating constraints would have avoided any measurable 
adverse effect. Holloran and Anderson (2005) and Holloran et al. 
(2005) found similar effects on greater sage-grouse when NSO 
was implemented near leks and no drilling was allowed during the 
nesting season near concentrations of leks. Admittedly, leasing 
withdrawals makes it easier for the BLM to ensure that no oil and 
gas disturbance-related adverse impacts will occur to wildlife than 
having to administer and enforce oil and gas operating constraints. 
When research-demonstrated effects of mitigation versus 
withdrawal on wildlife are the same, however, the BLM needs to 
accurately disclose the research-based effects. Effects of increased 
administrative costs of leasing with constraints can then be 
disclosed accordingly. 

2039-1 

10111a 10111a-144 Within timbered landscapes, adverse effects upon northern 
goshawks and Canada lynx are exaggerated and not based upon 
state-of-the-art research. Insufficient data is provided in Chapter 3 
to determine the relative health or risk status of those species. 
Mitigation measures in Alternative B and D have not been 
demonstrated to be necessary or beneficial for the preservation of 
either species. 

2030-1 

10111a 10111a-145 There is an enormous body of research on goshawks, including 2030-1 
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discussions on territoriality and territory size (Kennedy 2003), 
descriptions of suitable nest habitat (Reynolds et al. 2008; Squires 
and Ruggiero 1996), methods for determining if nest habitat is 
sufficiently available or limited (Squires and Ruggiero 1996), 
recommendations for nest buffers and timing restrictions 
(Reynolds et al. 2008), and effects of timber harvest on nest 
density and fledgling production (Clough 2000). The conclusion 
that (t)imber management actions that thin or alter suitable habitat 
could adversely impact the availability of nesting habitat is not 
based on any timber stand data that identifies whether or not 
suitable nest habitat is available or limited. Furthermore, the 
statement ignores the aforementioned research, and is therefore 
purely speculative. 

10111a 10111a-146 ¢ Explain that goshawks have territories of 5,000-10,000 acres 
(Kennedy 2003) and that based on Reynolds et al. (2008), only 
504 acres need meet the definition of a primary nest zone ( i.e. 
stands having size and structural characteristics suitable for 
nesting ). Doing so would disclose that only a small percentage 
(~10%) of the landscape need be managed for dense, multi-storied 
conditions to meet the minimum nesting requirements of 
goshawks. This would add useful context to the degree to which 
(t)imber management actions that thin or alter suitable habitat 
could potentially affect goshawks, and the amount of untreated 
habitat that would need to remain untreated to avoid adverse 
effects 

2030-1 

10111a 10111a-147 ¢ Within potential goshawk habitat provide data on the 
distribution of timber size classes in order to disclose whether nest 
habitat (based on Reynolds et. al (2008)) is limited or relatively 
abundant. 

2030-1 

10111a 10111a-148 ¢ The conclusion that (t)imber harvest could result in an increase 
in roads and access into ¦ northern goshawk habitats that could 
result in additional habitat loss or disturbance conflicts is purely 
speculative and without any scientific basis. Clough (2000) 
compared timber-harvested versus unharvested landscapes and 
found no difference in nest density. Furthermore, she found that 
the timber harvested landscape had higher fledgling success 
(presumably due to improved foraging habitat). Since the effects 
of disturbance on nest success can be fully mitigated by seasonal 
restrictions (Reynolds et al. 2008), the conclusion is unwarranted 

2030-1 

10111a 10111a-149 ¢ The FCC can find no scientific references that correlate road 
density with nesting success or nest density. Since disturbance-
related effects from logging activity can be fully mitigated 
(Reynolds et al. 2008), the FCC suggests the conclusion that an 
increase in roads ¦could result in ¦ disturbance conflicts is 
unwarranted. 

2030-1 

10111a 10111a-150 ¢ There is no scientific basis for the 0.75-mile disturbance buffer 
around goshawk nests. The conclusion in the RMP/EIS is that a 
0.75-mile buffer is better than a 0.5-mile buffer for goshawks. 
Reynolds et al. (2008), however, concludes that goshawks are 
sensitive to human disturbance up to 0.5 miles from the nest, but 

2030-1 
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no references suggest any sensitivity beyond this distance. 
Reynolds et al. (2008) designate a 1.0-mile foraging habitat zone 
around the nest to show the area in which goshawks will actively 
defend against other goshawks, but no discussion is provided that 
suggests goshawks react to human disturbance farther than 0.5-
mile from the nest. Thus, the conclusion that Alternative D is 
better than other alternatives is unsubstantiated. The BLM will 
either provide supporting data or research supporting the 0.75-mile 
buffer or remove the conclusion altogether from the RMP/EIS. 

10111a 10111a-151 The FCC supports energy and minerals extraction. Consequently, 
the FCC supports the designation of DDAs. The FCC also 
supports wildlife protection, particularly ungulate populations that 
support our economic and cultural base, and the protection of 
species (e.g. greater sage-grouse) that are at risk of federal listing 
where such could drastically impact our economic base adversely. 
In the opinion of the FCC, the language in the last sentence of 
Record # 2018 is unnecessarily negative toward DDAs and 
potential effects to wildlife. As such, the FCC asserts that the 
BLM shall delete from the final sentence of Record #2018 the 
following six words: determined to be detrimental to wildlife. 

2039-1 

10111a 10111a-152 First, the FCC would ask why the BLM would release a BA for 
the Agency-preferred alternative, when no selection decision has 
been made at this point in the revision process. Does this mean 
that alternatives A, B, and C are no longer under consideration by 
the BLM? The release of the BA should have occurred after 
alternative selection and issuance of a ROD 

2030-2 

10111a 10111a-153 While the BA is extremely detailed, it appears unnecessarily 
complex. Making effects determinations for each and every 
Planning Area activity (air quality, geologic resources, cave and 
karst resources, etc.) seems unnecessary and confusing. While the 
FCC can speculate endlessly how a given species may be 
adversely impacted by virtually anything, ultimately, recovery 
strategies for threatened, endangered, and candidate species has to 
focus on a fairly short list of limiting factors. Consequently, by 
considering virtually everything that may conceivably impact a 
species (i.e. (a)ctions related to health and safety will result in no 
impacts on lynx behavior, denning habitat, or foraging habitat line 
20, p.7-92), the effects determinations seem to obfuscate, rather 
than focus on, those things that really matter in terms of species 
impacts. If the effect of an action is obviously no effect (i.e. health 
and safety measures on lynx), why not eliminate those actions up 
front by describing that they do not fall within the list of threats to 
a given species? It is understandable on the part of the BLM that 
there is a need to cover all significant biological factors that could 
be challenged in court. The FCC argues, however, that the cover 
absolutely every conceivable indicator method increases the 
factors that could be challenged in court 

2030-2 

10111a 10111a-154 The list of threats for individual species is overly-exaggerated. 
Many of those listed threats have no scientific basis or citations 
and appear more conceptual than actual. For instance, a threat to 

2030-1 
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Canada lynx includes (e)xtensive grazing by domestic livestock or 
wild ungulates may reduce forage and cover availability for 
snowshoe hares in aspen stands and high-elevation riparian willow 
communities (Line 16, p. 4-8). The research on hare availability 
(Griffin and Mills 2007; Griffin and Mills 2009) indicates that 
hares are strongly tied to seedling-sapling stands as influenced by 
wildfires, fire exclusion, logging, and pre-commercial thinning. 
There is no research that correlates Canada lynx to grazing. 
Furthermore, in the effects determination the BLM concludes that 
livestock management typically does not occur in Canada lynx 
habitat (line 15, p.7-72). If there is no overlap between Canada 
lynx and grazing, why consider grazing to be a threat in the first 
place? These unsubstantiated threats are found throughout the BA 
and include this example that states: Forest management ¦may 
reduce large woody debris, thereby ¦ reducing availability of 
snowshoe hares and red squirrels (line 10, p.7-23). Again, there is 
no research suggesting any correlation whatsoever 

10111a 10111a-155 In spite of the previous criticisms, the actual cumulative effects 
determinations (p.8-1) seem reasonable and correct. The FCC’s 
concern, however, is not with the effects determinations, but with 
the laundry list of unsubstantiated and non-referenced threats, 
which may make the effects determinations difficult to defend due 
to obfuscating and superfluous variables. 

2006-1 

10111a 10111a-160 ¢ Any change in travel management designations for the 
protection of greater sage-grouse and/or other wildlife species that 
reduce or eliminate stakeholder access to allotted or permitted uses 
will be preceded by the BLM designing and implementing a 
comprehensive monitoring study based on state-of-the-art methods 
that evaluates species population density and viability, habitat 
quality and quantity, and the effects of travel management 
infrastructure in the Planning Area. At the conclusion of the study 
the BLM will coordinate with stakeholders and local governments 
in Fremont County preceding any proposed modification of travel 
management designations in the Planning Area. Special emphasis 
will be place on the development of innovative travel management 
mitigation measures in place of alteration of designations. 

2031-1 

10111a 10111a-161 ¢ Before a new special designation and/or other management area 
(including but not limited to ACECs, National Back Country 
Byways, WSRs, and/or WSAs) is authorized by the BLM for the 
protection of greater sage-grouse and/or other wildlife species that 
reduce or eliminate allotted or permitted stakeholder uses will be 
preceded by the BLM designing and implementing a 
comprehensive monitoring study based on state-of-the-art methods 
that evaluates species population density and viability and habitat 
quality and quantity in the Planning Area. Additionally, the BLM 
shall conduct a study of special designations and other 
management areas and the economic effects on stakeholders and 
local governments from the associated constraints and restrictions. 
At the conclusion of the study the BLM will coordinate with 
stakeholders and local governments in Fremont County preceding 
any new special designation and/or other management area 

2039-1 
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implementation in the Planning Area 
10111a 10111a-162 The preceding comments clearly illustrate that the BLM has failed 

to adequately describe historic wildlife habitat quality and 
quantity, population density, and viability of species analyzed in 
the RMP/EIS. This is also true for the AMS, which is vastly 
inadequate as it pertains to baseline data. In the Affected 
Environment chapter, the RMP/EIS insufficiently discloses the 
aforementioned variables. Given that the current condition does 
not properly disclose the population density and area of use of 
many species in the Planning Area, it is indiscernible to what 
degree a species or group of species is challenged by habitat 
conditions or availability. Complicating the wildlife section is the 
fact that the RMP/EIS does not provide measurement indicators 
for species. An EIS must provide measurement indicators so that 
management planning action effects can be applied to wildlife 
species and habitats. Only then can the action alternatives be 
accurately assessed and compared. 

2039-1 

10111a 10111a-163 Management challenges are provided for the Planning Area that 
describe in very nebulous terms adversities facing wildlife species. 
However, the management challenges are not substantiated with 
data gathered from the Planning Area. In fact, very little data is 
provided for either wildlife species or habitats. In addition, the 
RMP/EIS incorporation of recognized research and field studies 
on Planning Area species that were conducted outside the 
Planning Area, but still relevant, are mostly absent 

2039-1 

10111a 10111a-164 Record #5019 Seven cultural sites are listed with various 
restrictions imposed on over 10,000 total acres. The FCC 
understands the need to keep the locations confidential but have 
the following questions: 1) Are any of these sites located in 
DDAs? ; 2) Are any of these sites located within ACECs; 3) Will 
grazing lessees be notified that one of these sites is located on 
their lease and that new range improvement projects are restricted 
(as described in Record 5020)? 

2005-1 

10111a 10111a-165 Record #5036 The wording in Alternatives B, C, and D is 
confusing because of the use of the phrases inventory areas in B, 
managed as in C, and designations in D. Please change the 
wording to the following: ¢ Alternative B: ¦by reducing the 
amount of VRM Class IV allocations to include only existing oil 
and gas fields¦. ¢ Alternative C: ¦except in areas allocated to VRM 
Class I¦ ¢ Alternative D: Adjust the Lander RMP allocations to¦ 
The above clarifications are meant to clearly show the difference 
between the Lander Field Office VRM inventory and what is 
allocated in the RMP. This does not preclude the VRM inventory 
being updated as more information is obtained. 

2033-1 

10111a 10111a-166 Record #5037 Under Alternative D the RMP/EIS states the 
following, Surface disturbing activities out of scale with the 
surrounding landscape within view of the Congressionally 
Designated Trails will be evaluated based on VRM Class II 
standards. Please change the wording to Assign VRM Class II to 
areas seen from congressionally-designated trails. 

2033-1 
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10111a 10111a-167 Record #7003 Map 127 is referenced under Alternative D and 
depicts the HeritageTourism and Recreation Corridor. This 
corridor includes Lands within 5 miles on each side of the NHTs 
and the remainder of the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail 
(CDNST) not within the CDNST ERMA (547,640 acres). A 
comparison of Map 127 with Map 122 shows that the corridor is 
applied to all segments of the NHTs, regardless of the class 
(condition) of the trail. For example, in the southeastern portion of 
the Lander Planning Area there is a five-mile segment of the trail 
with class unknown where the NHT is on private property. The 
ten-mile wide buffer is still applied in this area where the trail may 
be completely obliterated by farming activities. The buffer should 
be modified in areas where the trail condition is unknown, 
compromised, or destroyed 

2004-1 

10111a 10111a-168 Record #7003 In reference to Alternative D, in the area where the 
CDNST trends to within 10 miles of the NHT trail, the three and 
five mile buffers merge, creating an NSO buffer as wide as 14 
miles and a CSU buffer as wide as 19 miles. These buffers restrict 
development unnecessarily. Mitigation measures and narrower 
buffers can be used to protect the integrity of the trails without 
resorting to such wide buffers.  The area outside of the corridor 
includes many places that can be seen from one or more of the 
Trails, particularly the CDNST. 

2004-1 

10111a 10111a-169 Record #7006 Record # 5037 for Alternative D states, Surface-
disturbing activities¦within view of the Congressionally 
Designated Trails will be evaluated based on VRM Class II 
standards. Record #7006 for Alternative D states, Manage the 
Heritage Tourism and Recreation Management Corridor as VRM 
Class II. This statement does not acknowledge that portions of the 
Heritage Tourism and Recreation Management Corridor cannot be 
seen from the Trails. Please change the wording to be consistent 
with Record #5037, so that only areas visible from 
Congressionally Designated Trails are included as VRM Class II. 

2004-1 

10111a 10111a-17 ¢ Erection of new or maintenance of existing snow fences 
shielding Fremont County roads is currently, and presumably 
would be in the future, restricted in the Planning Area. Restricting 
snow fences is a threat to the health and safety of individuals 
traveling County roads. 

2015-1 

10111a 10111a-170 Record #7008 Under Alternative D, in regard to oil and gas 
leasing, the RMP/EIS states, 0 to 3 miles on each side of the Trails 
and all Trail-related SRMAs is NSO and that 3 to 5 miles on each 
side of the trails are CSU. This treatment is significantly different 
than the buffers for the same NHTs in BLM RMPs for adjacent 
BLM districts. The 2007 Casper RMP has different restrictions for 
the same trail (complex “Oregon, Pony Express, Mormon, and 
California trails) to the east of the Lander District (USDI 2007b). 
In the 2007 Casper RMP, CSU is stipulated to extend to the 
viewshed foreground (out to a maximum of 3 miles) or the visual 
horizon, whichever is closer to ensure that surface-disturbing 
activities avoid trail remains and the lands immediately 

2004-1 
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surrounding them. There is no NSO buffer and no restrictions 
from 3 to 5 miles from the NHTs. In the adjacent district to the 
west, the 2008 Pinedale RMP prohibits surface occupancy within 
1 mile on either side of the Sublette Cuttoff NHT (USDI 2008b). 
Further to the west, the most intact segments of NHTs in the 
Kemmerer BLM District Office are buffered by prohibiting 
surface-disturbing activities within Â¼ mile of the intact trail 
segments. The buffers on either side of NHTs in these adjacent 
BLM district offices are significantly less the 3 to 5 mile 
NSO/CSU buffers in the Lander RMP. The FCC believes that the 
buffer language contained in the Casper RMP, while more 
restrictive than those in the Kemmerer and Pinedale RMPs, is 
more reasonable than the proposed NSO buffer to 3 miles and 
CSU buffer from 3 to 5 miles. 

10111a 10111a-171 Record #7137 The RMP/EIS states under Alternative D protect the 
foreground of Historic Trails up to two miles where setting is an 
important aspect of the integrity for the trail¦ It is unclear what 
parts of the historic trails have important settings; this information 
is not portrayed in Map 79. Please define what portions of the 
historic trails have important settings or better define where setting 
is an important aspect of the integrity of the trail. 

2004-1 

10111a 10111a-172 However, it is not clear which portions of the trail landscape have 
a high absorption capacity. In order to clarify where activities can 
easily be located out of view, the BLM will include a map 
depicting these locations. In addition, the BLM will provide a 
better description of the types of activities that could be located in 
these segments without causing a visual impact 

2004-1 

10111a 10111a-173 In general, the RMP/EIS inadequately describes where trail 
segments and/or the historic setting have been compromised or 
detracted from. Although the RMP/EIS states that impacts to trails 
are present, specific segments that have been compromised are not 
sufficiently indentified or described. This is important because 
areas that have been previously impacted can be utilized as 
crossings, which would aid with protecting good-to-excellent 
quality segments 

2004-1 

10111a 10111a-174 Similarly, Map 121 does not depict impacted segments of the 
CDNST, only the trail in its entirety. The FCC states the BLM will 
illustrate compromised or destroyed segments of the CDNST, in 
the same way that the NHT Condition Class Ratings are presented 
in Map 122 

2004-1 

10111a 10111a-175 The RMP/EIS states (pg. 929):Alternative B provides greater 
protection for cultural resources than alternatives A and C, but 
somewhat less protection than Alternative D.This will be corrected 
by the BLM. Alternative B offers somewhat more protection than 
Alternative D, not somewhat less 

2004-1 

10111a 10111a-176 In these discussions (pg. 935), Alternative B is only compared to 
Alternative A and not to Alternatives C and D. Likewise, under 
Alternative C on page 936, Alternative C is only compared to 
Alternatives A and B and not to Alternative D. The alternatives 
shall be compared and contrasted to all of the other alternatives, 

2005-1 
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not only those that were described immediately above. 
Alternatives A, B, C, and D were described in detail in Chapter 2 
of the document so the requisite information on each of the 
alternatives has already been presented and they can be fully 
compared to one another. 

10111a 10111a-177 In the second part of the paragraph, the RMP/EIS states (pg. 
1044): Alternative D retains the pre-FLPMA withdrawals but does 
not include new locatable mineral withdrawals. This alternative 
removes withdrawals and opens the lands along the NHTs to 
unrestricted mining. Therefore, Alternative C would result in more 
adverse impacts than Alternative A.The sentence beginning with 
Alternative D will read Alternative C¦. 

2004-1 

10111a 10111a-178 Page 1,045, the RMP/EIS states:Although Alternative D would 
less beneficial than Alternative B, the lower level of impact from 
geophysical exploration would make this a less important issue 
because geophysical exploration would likely not be visible 
beyond 1 mile.This statement is confusing and it is not clear why 
geophysical exploration activities are restricted if projects would 
not be highly visible. Considering that surface-disturbing activities 
cannot take place within a Â¼ mile of the NHTs, the additional 
restrictions on geophysical exploration appear unnecessary. The 
RMP/EIS states (pg. 1046):Under Alternative D, from 0 to 5 miles 
on either side of the trails, leasable and mineral materials projects 
are closed unless they would not adversely impact trails (552,229 
acres). This is in contrast to alternatives A and C, which close an 
area from 0 to Â¼ mile either side of trails (27,728 acres).The 
BLM will modify the aforementioned statement to say solid 
leasable minerals rather than just leasable. 

2004-1 

10111a 10111a-179 In reference to major rights-of-way (ROW) crossings of the trails, 
the RMP/EIS states (pg. 1,046):Alternative D allows fewer major 
ROW crossings of the trails than alternatives A and C, but more 
than Alternative B. Crossings are in three designated corridors 
under Alternative D; Alternative B includes one designated 
crossing.This description conflicts with information provided 
elsewhere in the RMP/EIS regarding trail crossings. Also, only 
two designated crossings are depicted on Map 108. The BLM will 
correct this information and provide the location of the third 
designated corridor. 

2004-1 

10111a 10111a-18 ¢ It is unclear how Visual Resource Inventory Classes and Visual 
Resource Management (VRM) classes were determined. 
Specifically, it is not clear how sensitivity levels were designated 
and why some VRM classes were expanded from Alternative A to 
Alternative D 

2033-1 

10111a 10111a-180 1. The RMP/EIS states for Alternative D (pg. 125) Surface-
disturbing activities out of scale with the surrounding landscape 
within view of the Congressionally Designated Trails will be 
evaluated based on VRM Class II standards. The BLM will 
change the wording to Assign VRM Class II to areas seen from 
Congressionally-designated trails since impacts to the viewshed 
must be based on topography. 

2004-1 
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10111a 10111a-181 2. The FCC states that the BLM will use language from the Casper 
RMP with respect to the buffers on NHTs. The FCC believes that 
with respect to the trail buffer, CSU is stipulated to extend to the 
viewshed foreground (out to a maximum of 3 miles) or the visual 
horizon, whichever is closer to ensure that surface-disturbing 
activities avoid trail remains and the lands immediately 
surrounding them. There should be no NSO buffer and no 
restrictions from 3 to 5 miles from the NHTs. Figure 6 displays a 
viewshed analysis conducted by the FCC 5.[Footnote 5: The 
viewshed analysis was run with an observer height of 6 feet and 
analyzed every 150 feet along the NHTs, using a 30 meter digital 
elevation model to determine areas visible from the NHT. There 
are significant portions of lands, within the 3-mile buffer, that are 
not visible from the NHT.] 

2004-1 

10111a 10111a-182 3. The NHT buffers in the RMP are applied to all segments of the 
NHTs regardless of the condition of the trail (Map 127). In the 
southeastern portion of the Planning Area there is a five-mile 
segment of the NHT with class unknown where the NHT is on 
private property. The buffer will be appropriately modified by the 
BLM in areas where the trail condition is unknown, compromised, 
or destroyed. 

2004-1 

10111a 10111a-183 4. The BLM will inform the FCC where the seven cultural sites 
listed in Table 2.23 Page 118, Record 5019 are; the area protected 
around these unnamed sites amounts to 10,000 total acres. The 
FCC understands the need to keep the locations confidential but 
the following questions should be clarified. Are any of these sites 
located in DDAs or ACECs? Will grazing lessees be notified that 
one of these sites is located on their lease and that new range 
improvement projects are restricted (as described in Record 
5020)? 

2005-1 

10111a 10111a-184 5. The FCC finds that the BLM will illustrate impacted segments 
of the CDNST, in the same way that the NHT Condition Class 
Ratings are presented in Map 122. 

2004-1 

10111a 10111a-185 6. In reference to major ROW crossings of the trails, the RMP/EIS 
states (pg. 1046):Alternative D allows fewer major ROW 
crossings of the trails than alternatives A and C, but more than 
Alternative B. Crossings are in three designated corridors under 
Alternative D; Alternative B includes one designated 
crossing.Only two designated crossings are depicted on Map 108. 
The BLM will correct this information and provide the location of 
the third designated corridor 

2004-1 

10111a 10111a-186 The FCC has several concerns with the treatment of cultural 
resources in the RMP. Most importantly, the FCC is concerned 
about three- and five-mile buffers around NHTs in the Planning 
Area. The FCC proposes to adopt the accepted language from the 
BLM Casper RMP which was approved in 2007 and which covers 
the same NHTs to the east of the Planning Area. This language, if 
adopted, would protect the NHTs and their settings while not 
placing such restrictive measures on development over such a 
large portion of the Planning Area. SHPO has designed a rating 

2004-1 
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system for trails, which includes significance criteria to determine 
trail integrity. Local and regional trails in the Planning Area have 
not been sufficiently analyzed, evaluated, and rated. The BLM 
must devise a rating system for local and regional trails that 
includes significance criteria for determining trail integrity. 

10111a 10111a-187 Under all alternatives, approximately 97 percent of the Planning 
Area is open to livestock grazing, yet it is not identified as a use in 
most of the management area. The BLM will include livestock 
grazing as a use in all management areas. 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-188 Table 2.52 discloses that 18 percent of permitted and actual AUMs 
will be lost over the life of the Plan. However, there is no data 
cited to support why permitted AUMs will be reduced. In addition, 
there is only AUM reductions throughout the life of the plan. 
Provide for opportunities for increased active use as provided for 
in the BLM Grazing Administration Manual as follows: 

2021-1 

10111a 10111a-189 Yet nowhere in the document is this analyzed or mentioned. Only 
decreases in livestock are planned without data to support the 
reductions. Disclose the impacts (increased additional forage) to 
stocking rates for years of additional forage 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-19 ¢ Greater sage-grouse sections do not elaborate adequately the 
management prescriptions outlined in the science-based 2011 
Wyoming Governor’s Greater Sage-grouse Executive Order. 

2012-1 

10111a 10111a-190 Based on the preceding, the BLM shall explain the difference 
between a Comprehensive Grazing Strategy and Allotment 
Management Plan (AMP). Do these include future range 
improvement projects and will they be project-level NEPA 
compliant? If they are one in the same, and to reduce confusion 
and be consistent with the definitions in FLPMA, Part 4100, the 
BLM will change Comprehensive Grazing Strategy to AMP, to be 
consistent throughout the document. If, however, the BLM ignores 
the stated request for Comprehensive Grazing Strategy to be 
deleted from the document and replaced by AMP, then the Agency 
will clearly define the term with coordination and consultation 
with the FCC and Wyoming Stock Grower’s Association. As it is 
currently, the term Comprehensive Grazing Strategy is overly 
nebulous and unclear 

2021-2 

10111a 10111a-191 The Goal LR: 10 states Maintain or enhance rangeland health and 
livestock grazing opportunities. However, under Alternative D, 
permitted AUMs are reduced by 51,808. This contradicts the 
second half of the Goals statement of maintaining and enhancing 
livestock grazing opportunities. Revise this goal to read as 
follows:Maintain and enhance rangeland health and livestock 
grazing opportunities at current levels until such time as complete 
monitoring data support a change in grazing opportunities. 
Enhancement of livestock grazing opportunities will be advanced 
through RMP-level analysis of increased allotments and AUMs, 
thus negating the need for additional project-level NEPA analysis. 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-192 In Table 2.3, 69,276 acres is identified as not available for 
livestock grazing. What are these areas and is this number 
included in the 2,324,934 acres available for grazing? The BLM 

2021-1 
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shall provide the data for these closed acres and what the impacts 
to AUM’s are to be. In addition, how is not available and closed 
different? Alternative D closes 6,313 allotment acres to livestock 
grazing. Is this included in the 69,276 acres that are not available 
for grazing? 

10111a 10111a-193 Record #1000-7000 In the Detailed Alternative Descriptions by 
Resource tables include aManagement Actions Common to All 
Alternatives section for each one to be consistent with all resource 
areas. LWCs do not have this section. 

2007-1 

10111a 10111a-194 Record #1000-7000 Include in the Management Actions Common 
to All Alternatives for each resource area the following record: 
(Resource Area) is open to livestock grazing. i.e. ACECs are open 
to livestock grazing 

2007-1 

10111a 10111a-195 Record #1017 Include grazing objectives in all final reclamation 
objectives. 

2029-1 

10111a 10111a-196 Record #4019A Add the following Management Action to 
Alternative D: When monitoring or documented field observations 
show that additional forage is available for livestock grazing, 
either on a temporary or sustained yield basis, BLM will apportion 
additional forage to qualified applicants for livestock grazing use. 

2032-2 

10111a 10111a-197 Record #4029 Under Alternative D change from Same as B to 
Same as A. Noxious weeds are transported by non-authorized 
activities such as wildlife, wind, wild horses and water. How is the 
BLM going to determine that one specific activity was the cause 
of an infestation? 

2014-1 

10111a 10111a-198 Record #4037 Include livestock care and management to 
authorized exceptions. 

2039-1 

10111a 10111a-199 Record #4039 No fences will be removed unless in consultation, 
cooperation and coordination with the permittees/lessees.Â Â§ 
4120.3-2 (b) Subject to valid existing rights, cooperators and the 
United States will share title to permanent range improvements 
such as fences, wells, and pipelines where authorization is granted 
in proportion to their contribution to on-the-ground project 
development and construction costs.Â  

2039-1 

10111a 10111a-2 ¢ BLM failed to follow the guidelines of Appendix D: Social 
Science Considerations in Land Use Planning Decisions, in the 
BLM Land Use Planning Handbook. In particular, the BLM did 
not conduct the requisite economic strategies workshop 

2028-1 

10111a 10111a-20 ¢ Canada lynx are stated as both an undocumented species and 
occupants in the Planning Area. The BLM does not describe and 
cite the strategy (e.g. 2007 Northern Rockies Lynx Management 
Direction) to be implemented in the management of Canada lynx. 

2030-3 

10111a 10111a-200 Record #4102 In conflict with wildlife. Disruptive activity 2030-3 
10111a 10111a-201 Record #4109 No grazing dates will be adjusted outside recovery 

areas. 
2030-3 

10111a 10111a-202 Record #4121 Add in consultation, cooperation and coordination 
withpermittees/lessees.Â  

2036-2 

10111a 10111a-203 Record #5004 Add the following: Protect and manage livestock 2005-1 
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grazing as eligible for listing in the NRHP as a traditional use. In 
doing so, the BLM must recognize that select activities the 
Agency is proposing with adversely affect grazing and the 
potential for it to be listed on the NRHP. 

10111a 10111a-204 Record #LR10:10- Add to the end of this Objective the following: 
in consultation, cooperation and coordination with 
permittees/lessees.Â  

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-205 Record #6000-Livestock Grazing Add the following Goal: 
Maintain, promote and prioritize working landscapes with BLM 
allotments. 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-206 Record #6000-Livestock Grazing Add the following Goal: 
Maintain and promote existing and allocated AUMs to support 
economics of local communities. 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-207 Record #6000-Livestock Grazing Add the following Goal: 
Recognize many of the vegetation communities developed in 
conjunction with herbivory, and herbivory is important to 
rangeland health. 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-208 Record #6000-Livestock Grazing Add the following Goal: During 
times of greater than average forage production, BLM will work 
with permittees to utilize above average forage within guidelines 
for proper grazing use. 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-209 There are 310 allotments identified in the Planning Area. Of these 
310 allotments, 288 have been categorized as Improve (I), 
Maintenance (M), or Custodial (C). What is the status of the 
remaining 22 allotments? Specifically, what is their preference 
(see Public Lands Council v. Babbitt, 529 U.S. 728). The BLM 
will provide correct number of allotments and categories that are 
consistent throughout the document. Currently in the Planning 
Area there are permitted AUMs which are suspended. These are 
not disclosed in the RMP/EIS in any meaningful manner and it is 
fundamental that they be disclosed within the document. The 
finalized RMP must include all currently suspended AUMs, so 
that when needed in the future, they can be reauthorized for use. 
The BLM will provide this information 

2021-1 

10111a 10111a-21 ¢ Effects to wild ungulates, greater sage-grouse, northern 
goshawk, and Canada lynx from multiple uses are exaggerated and 
do not fully evaluate available mitigation options. 

2030-1 

10111a 10111a-210 Several allotment categories are scheduled to change under the 
new RMP, yet no data or criteria are provided for these changes. A 
review of Appendix K and associated tables identifies allotments 
where their category has changed, but there has been no rangeland 
health assessment or AMP completed. As an example, allotment 
number 11508 Gas Hills is 48,496 acres with a stocking rate of 
3,547 AUMs. The category was changed from M to I, yet there 
was no rangeland health assessment done nor is there an AMP. 
Since many of the criteria for classification into category I are 
directly related to rangeland health, there must be data to support 
this classification. As stated on page 432, paragraph 5 of the 
RMP/EIS, the Wyoming Standards for Healthy Rangelands 
describe healthy rangelands rather than rangeland byproducts. The 

2021-1 
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achievement of a standard is determined by observing, measuring, 
and monitoring appropriate indicators. For all allotments in 
Category I, the BLM will provide a table that identifies the criteria 
used to make that classification and whether or not there has been 
any monitoring or rangeland health assessments completed to 
support that classification. 

10111a 10111a-211 The total acres of allotments not meeting standards (584,195) is 
higher than the total acres of rangeland that has been assessed 
(401,975). The BLM will clarify how many acres have been 
assessed and of those acres assessed which ones do not meet 
rangeland standards.It is stated that 73 allotments have been 
assessed and 250 have not. This totals 323 allotments but the 
document states there are only 310 allotments. The BLM will 
correct this discrepancy 

2021-1 

10111a 10111a-212 In the section titled Management Challenges for Livestock, the 
summary of acres assessed is significantly higher than the 401,975 
acres that were identified as being assessed earlier in this Chapter. 
The BLM will correct this discrepancy. 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-213 On page 433 of the RMP/EIS, it states that rangeland health 
assessments have been ongoing in the Planning Area since 1998: 
approximately 73 grazing allotments and 401,975 acres have been 
assessed. This is approximately 17 percent of the acres available 
for grazing (401,975/2,324,934). Later on page 435, it states The 
lack of completed rangeland health assessments for all allotments 
in the Planning Area (approximately 45 percent of the Planning 
Area has been assessed) limits the ability to improve rangeland 
conditions. How many acres have been assessed 401,975 (17%) or 
1,046,220 (45%)? The BLM will provide the correct acreages. 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-214 This statement also implies that rangeland conditions need to be 
improved, yet there is no data to support this conclusion. 
Rangeland health assessments include seven standards that are 
evaluated. The BLM must state what standards each of the 
allotments failed to meet. As currently written, the RMP/EIS 
makes it seems as if a failing allotment did not pass any of the 
rangeland health assessment standards. This is patently false. 
Rangeland health assessment standards are not all tied to livestock 
grazing. In fact, allotments in the Planning Area have failed to 
meet rangeland health assessment standards due to wild horses and 
nothing to do with livestock or livestock grazing practices. For all 
allotments not meeting rangeland health standards, disclose them 
individually and provide the indicator(s) that were out of 
compliance. 

2021-5 

10111a 10111a-215 As reported in Table K.3, the range assessments were completed 
from 1999 through 2008. According to the RMP/EIS, on page 435, 
this was a period of sustained drought and unless the Ecological 
Site Descriptions and Similarity Index surveys were used to 
reconstruct the forage based on historic climax plant communities, 
the results of these assessments may be misleading. The BLM will 
provide the methods used to complete the rangeland assessments. 

2021-5 

10111a 10111a-216 The Environmental Consequences section states: See Appendix L 2021-1 
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(p. 1477) for further discussion regarding the methodology used to 
estimate AUM loss. However, Appendix L is the Economic 
Impact Analysis Methodology for all resource areas including 
livestock grazing. There is no methodology provided for 
estimating AUM loss that is based on livestock forage amounts 
from monitoring or assessment information. 

10111a 10111a-217 The effects analysis must demonstrate that the BLM took a hard 
look at the impacts of the action. Nowhere in the document is 
there data provided to support the 49,696 AUM loss to meet 
rangeland health standards. Basing the reduction in AUMs on 
actual use relative to permitted use does not provide any data on 
land health for documenting resource conflicts, if any, to support 
the proposed changes in livestock use and management. 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-218 Alternative D closes crucial elk and bighorn sheep winter range 
and parturition habitat in the East Fork Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern (ACEC) and part of the Whiskey 
Mountain ACEC to livestock grazing to eliminate forage 
competition between wildlife and livestock. The BLM will 
provide the data to support the conclusion that forage competition 
from livestock is having an impact on elk and bighorn sheep 
populations and provide the impacts this closure will have on 
AUMs. 

2039-1 

10111a 10111a-219 The BLM will provide the impacts to AUMs from the grazing 
closures in the Dubois area due to forage competition or reduce 
impacts to special status wildlife from livestock management 
activities. 

2039-1 

10111a 10111a-22 ¢ Wildlife scientific references used to frame conclusions are 
outdated and are not representative of current knowledge. 

2039-1 

10111a 10111a-220 On page 905 it states Where new fences are constructed, there 
would be an increase in habitat fragmentation and the number of 
flight hazards across the landscape for all special status birds. The 
BLM will provide the data to support the conclusion that 
populations of special status birds are impacted by fences. Have 
there been indicators identified that indicate a significant impact? 
The BLM will provide those indicators and how they are 
measured? 

2030-1 

10111a 10111a-221 Under Alternative D, Section 4.4.10.3.5.1 Program Management, 
it states Except for livestock grazing and special designations, 
Alternative D wild horse management is more similar to 
Alternative B than to A and C. Then later in the section it states, 
Resource values (from Alternative B) such as wildlife winter 
range and migration corridors, riparian-wetland areas, and the 
greater sage-grouse Core Area could limit AUMs available for 
livestock, which would result in direct beneficial impacts to wild 
horses. These statements contradict each other. Alternative B 
reduces AUMs by approximately 54 percent and D reduces AUMs 
by approximately 18 percent. Are resource values with regards to 
livestock grazing the same under Alternative B and D? Provide the 
amount of AUM’s limited by Alternative B resource values. 

2036-2 

10111a 10111a-222 On page 926 it states Alternative D requires that range 2021-2 
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improvement projects be in support of a Comprehensive Grazing 
Strategy to achieve healthy rangelands. However, this high-risk 
strategy could adversely impact wild horses if it is not successful 
because the downside risks would be substantial (see the 
Vegetation sections of this chapter). This is opinion. The BLM 
will provide the science to support the conclusion that a 
Comprehensive Grazing Strategy is a high-risk strategy. There is 
no reference to Comprehensive Grazing Strategies being high-risk 
in the Vegetation section. The BLM will remove this statement 
from the RMP/EIS. 

10111a 10111a-223 On page 927 it continues and states Moreover, the strategy will 
disturb 620 acres associated with new fence construction and 227 
acres associated with spring, reservoir, and well developments. 
The BLM will provide the source of these numbers or remove? 

2036-2 

10111a 10111a-224 In addition, Alternative B closes lands in elk and bighorn sheep 
crucial winter range in the Dubois area, which would result in 
adverse impacts from the loss of approximately 1,837 AUMs. The 
BLM will provide the method used to determine the loss of AUMs 

2021-1 

10111a 10111a-225 Change the third bullet in the RMP/EIS to read (pg. 995):When 
range improvement projects are used to improve rangeland health, 
they would be appropriately implemented to meet multiple 
resource values, (e.g., riparian-wetland habitats, wildlife, greater 
sage-grouse, wild horses, livestock grazing and trails). The 
alternatives vary in the types of projects authorized. Alternative B 
authorizes primarily non-infrastructure improvements such as 
vegetative treatments and lowered stocking rates, while 
Alternative C emphasizes infrastructure such as fences and water 
developments. 

2021-4 

10111a 10111a-226 Throughout the document it is implied that other resources (e.g. 
wildlife, wild horses, special status species) take preference over 
use by livestock grazing and that if a resource is perceived to be 
adversely impacted, livestock will be managed. The BLM will 
provide the law or regulation that allows this resource 
management preference. The BLM will remove the following 
from the RMP/EIS (bullet 8, pg. 995): Management actions for 
other resource uses can affect livestock grazing allocation 
management, both adversely and beneficially. 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-227 Bullet number 13, in the RMP/EIS (pg. 995), states:Acres closed 
to livestock grazing do not vary by alternative and are not further 
discussed in this section. Closures do vary by alternative.The 
BLM will remove this bullet 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-228 In the RMP/EIS, it states in bullet 15 (pg. 995): For each 
alternative, the number of baseline AUMs available and reductions 
in AUMs is adjusted for the ratio of actual use to permitted use. 
No data or information has been provided to justify reductions in 
baseline AUMs. Reducing AUMs based on ratios instead of 
ecological principles is not the integration of best available 
science. The FCC is uncomfortable with the qualitative and 
philosophical approach to reducing AUMs. The FCC finds that 
permitted AUMs will be maintained at current levels by the BLM 

2021-1 
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to address potential range improvements and intermittent increases 
in forage yield. This increased forage is anticipated for wetter than 
normal seasons. By maintaining current permitted AUMs, 
additional approval for increased AUMs when conditions are right 
would be covered in this Plan. 

10111a 10111a-229 On page 1,014 of the RMP/EIS, it states:However, while 
Alternative D would present some of the risks of adverse impacts 
resulting from a failure of high-intensity grazing systems as 
Alternative C, it would present less risk because of the 
requirement for a Comprehensive Grazing Strategy.The BLM will 
remove this statement, there has been no mention or details 
presented on high-intensity grazing systems. 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-23 Not only does the preceding help define and outline the role given 
cooperating agencies and the lead agency, but provides essential 
rules for how the planning process should be conducted. As a 
cooperating agency, the FCC has participated ardently in the 
review and development (when a participatory role was granted by 
the BLM) of documents related to the RMP/EIS. However, the 
FCC does not believe they have been fully involved in every step 
of the process as required by law. 

2016-1 

10111a 10111a-230 However, as for other management programs, increased costs to 
permittees is generally not considered an environmental impact. 
The BLM will also remove this statement. The increased 
management will have social and economic impacts 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-231 In paragraph 7 of Impacts Common to All (pg. 997), it states 
INNS have a direct adverse impact on livestock grazing. Direct 
effects indicators are AUMs. The BLM will provide the impacts to 
AUMs due to INNS. 

2021-1 

10111a 10111a-232 Alternative D relies on intensive grazing management to produce 
usable forage for livestock, thereby benefiting livestock grazing 
management where successful, although less so than Alternative 
C. The BLM will remove intensive from this sentence. Nowhere 
in the documents is this mentioned, described, or impacts 
disclosed. 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-233 1. No reduction in permitted AUMs will be identified in the 
RMP/EIS by the BLM until data is gathered through assessments 
and inventories that identifies and supports AUM reductions or 
increases. 

2021-1 

10111a 10111a-234 2. The BLM will provide for increases in AUMs when monitoring 
or documented field observations show that additional forage is 
available for livestock grazing. 

2021-1 

10111a 10111a-235 3. The BLM will provide the scientific method used to determine 
changes in AUMs 

2021-1 

10111a 10111a-236 4. Livestock grazing analysis will be corrected by the BLM so that 
data is consistent throughout the RMP/EIS 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-237 5. Livestock grazing as an allowable use in all management areas 
will be included in the RMP/EIS by the BLM 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-238 6. No fences or cattle guards will be removed by the BLM without 
data and documentation to support the reasons for removal 

2021-4 



Lander Proposed RMP and Final EIS B-93 

February 2013 Comment Analysis Report 
 Attachment B – Individual Comments 

Comment
Document 
Number 

Individual 
Comment 
Number 

Comment Text 

Summary 
Comment 
Response 
Number 

10111a 10111a-239 7. Livestock management will not be considered a disruptive 
activity by the BLM. 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-24 As stated in the RMP/EIS, the agency preferred alternative 
includes fewer restrictions on mineral development in DDAs, but 
places more restrictions on development throughout the remainder 
of the Lander Planning Area. The FCC supports the designation of 
DDAs, however it is essential that the numerous constraints and 
restrictions placed on oil and gas development and mining in the 
remainder of the Planning Area are based on sound science and 
that information provided in the RMP/EIS demonstrates these 
restrictions are in fact necessary. 

2018-1 

10111a 10111a-240 8. Grazing will continue in the Sweetwater WSA through BLM 
approval, as this is a grandfathered use 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-241 9. There will be no travel restriction by the BLM for livestock 
grazing management activities. 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-242 10. Livestock grazing will be given priority for management over 
wildlife, wild horses, and special status species in BLM 
management documents, as it is an historical use that has been in 
existence for over 150 years and in harmony with other resources 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-243 11. The BLM shall provide a table of impacts to livestock grazing 
by resource area 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-244 The method for calculating impacts to AUMs is based on modeled 
ratios, not ecological principles. According to Table L8 
“Estimated AUMs by Alternative, there are only three areas that 
will have direct impacts to AUMs, 1) allotments not meeting 
rangeland health standards; 2) closures, and; 3) surface-disturbing 
activities yet the impacts analysis list wildlife, special status 
species, wild horses, riparian-wetland as all having adverse 
impacts to livestock grazing yet no data is presented on impacts or 
the significance of those impacts. 

2021-1 

10111a 10111a-245 The FCC approves of the formally designated Westwide Energy 
Corridor (79-126) and recognizes that additional corridors for 
pipelines and electricity transmission and distribution are required 
to enhance existing infrastructure and to foster new energy export 
opportunities. In view of that, there is concern that the limited 
number of north/south corridors designated under Alternative D 
will not promote new opportunities. In order to alleviate the 
congestion that will certainly occur in the Crooks Gap area, the 
FCC is requesting that the BLM designate additional corridors 
under Alternative D. 

2025-2 

10111a 10111a-246 Record #6020 Update Map 108 to include the location of the 
Pathfinder Reservoir/Sinclair corridor. 

2025-2 

10111a 10111a-247 Record #7012 Given the strict restrictions placed on large wind-
energy development projects and high-voltage transmission lines 
in proximity to NHTs, it is unclear whether continuous access to 
the southern extent of the Planning Area is provided. 

2025-3 

10111a 10111a-248 However, the RMP/EIS fails to provide solutions for these failed 
planning efforts. While cooperation with the Rock Springs Field 
Office is a valid effort put forth during the current planning 

2025-2 
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process, it is not a corrective measure. With the goal of utilizing 
designated ROW corridors in adjacent field offices, it is requested 
that the linking of these corridors be reexamined. In particular, 
provide for corridor connectivity with the Bighorn Basin. During 
this reexamination also consider the designated widths of corridors 
in order to ensure compatible uses 

10111a 10111a-249 First, in regard to the above narrative, the FCC finds that the BLM 
will strike the reference to paved county roads. Rather, the 
sentence will read as follows (new language bolded and 
italicized):Mitigation measures and BMPs are applied to proposed 
linear ROWs such as fiber-optic cables and low-voltage 
powerlines to place them along currently established road systems 
(e.g., interstate or state highways and all county roads). This 
would restrict the location of ROWs in the planning area. 

2025-3 

10111a 10111a-25 Additionally, since development is given priority in DDAs, the 
FCC is requesting that the BLM work to streamline the NEPA 
process in these areas so that projects can proceed within a 
reasonable time frame. 

2018-1 

10111a 10111a-250 Figure 1 of this document provides a map of all Fremont County 
roads. The BLM shall reference this map when determining the 
location of Fremont County roads in the Planning Area. 

2031-1 

10111a 10111a-251 It is understood that existing ROW and communications sites will 
be managed to protect existing rights and that proposed projects 
will be co-located; however, it remains unclear if co-location will 
be approved in areas with existing ROW disturbance that are not 
located in a designated corridor and are also located in an 
exclusion area under the revised RMP/EIS. There is concern that 
site-specific analysis performed for proposed projects will 
preclude co-location because of the updated exclusion designation. 
While it may not be possible for the BLM to depict the numerous 
existing ROWs in the Planning Area, the location of existing 
corridors that are included in an exclusion area designation under 
Alternative D should be provided along with language that 
clarifies that these areas are to be used for co-location and multiple 
ROW uses on a case-by-case basis. 

2025-2 

10111a 10111a-252 While Alternative D closes less area than Alternative B to surface 
disturbance, is the information provided in the statement above 
accurate? Although it is stated that additional details are presented 
in the Renewable Energy section, clarification is not provided in 
regard to this topic. This information is in conflict with Alternative 
D surface disturbance descriptions provided elsewhere in the 
RMP/EIS. 

2025-3 

10111a 10111a-253 In order to allow for a thorough review of management direction 
as described under Alternative D, provide a clear description of 
how surface disturbance calculations will be applied. 

2025-3 

10111a 10111a-254 Also, evaluate for consistency with the management direction 
outlined in Executive Order 2011-5. 

2025-3 

10111a 10111a-255 The RMP/EIS fails to disclose the methodology used during the 
assignment of NHT Condition Class Ratings and thus the FCC 
utilized GIS to assess existing impacts to trails and the visual 

2025-3 
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surroundings in areas where corridor uses are currently in place. 
Existing infrastructure located parallel to NHTs and at NHT 
crossings were evaluated. Based on LFO GIS road data, it was 
determined that only two percent of the NHT system does not 
have a road located within a distance of Â¼ mile (Figure 7). 
Similarly, an overlay of LFO transportation plan roads and 
existing pipelines and transmission lines indicated that there are 
currently six major NHT crossings (Figure 8) 

10111a 10111a-256 In order to establish maximum widths for north/south corridors 
with applicable guidance documents, the FCC is requesting that 
the BLM perform an equivalent detailed analysis of existing 
infrastructure and trail conditions where corridors cross NHTs. 
Upon completion of this analysis, the BLM will provide for 
corridor width expansion in areas where constructed features 
detract from the historic and visual setting. Corridors shall not be 
limited to pipelines and powerlines only, but for all possible 
uses.In addition, the BLM will change the designation of 
exclusion area to avoidance area in these corridor crossing 
locations. 

2025-2 

10111a 10111a-257 The FCC supports renewable energy export opportunities and 
requests that the BLM provide corridors that will provide for the 
addition of new transmission lines 

2025-2 

10111a 10111a-258 Reapplication for expired leases is allowed, but the proponent will 
have to show that the sites are necessary. How their necessity will 
be determined and what steps will have to be taken by the 
proponent is not described. 

2025-1 

10111a 10111a-259 Proposing to restrict new communication sites in the Planning 
Area, whether it is for viewshed, Areas of Critical Environmental 
Concern, wildlife, or cultural protection, flagrantly dismisses the 
FCLUP and has the potential to cause harm to human safety. The 
vastness of the Planning Area lends itself to many things, 
including zones where communication by electronic devices is 
impossible. Example zones include the Dubois and Crowheart 
areas, Moneta and to the south, as well as south of the Beaver 
Rim. As County funds become available or private proponents 
step forward with proposals to close gaps of non-communication, 
the FCC is resolute that new communication sites will be 
allowable throughout the Planning Area. The FCC, law 
enforcement, emergency responders, and citizens alike are 
dependent upon means of communication for health, protection, 
and safety 

2025-1 

10111a 10111a-26 Wildlife narrative and analysis, in all chapters and appendices of 
the RMP/EIS, are consistently incomplete, contradictory, and 
unclear. An Affected Environment chapter should 
comprehensively disclose wildlife habitat needs and available 
habitat for all species analyzed in the Planning Area. Additionally, 
when management challenges are noted for individual species 
(e.g. greater sage-grouse) or groups of species (big game), such 
challenges should be disclosed quantitatively with data and 
research. Rather than doing so, the Affected Environment chapter 
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provides little to no historic, baseline, and/or current data on 
wildlife species, habitat availability and quality, and substantiation 
via data and research to document that the management challenges 
are in fact real and accurate as described 

10111a 10111a-260 BLM proposed restrictions on and closure of communication sites 
is also economically impinging. Restrictions and closures will 
discourage private investment in new communication 
infrastructure and dissuade industries from moving into or 
expanding their businesses. Whereas the FCC invokes their public 
protection and safety responsibility, they do so equally in regard to 
the freedom to pursue and achieve quality livelihoods and 
economic viability, a theme that is carried throughout the FCLUP, 
article by article. 

2025-1 

10111a 10111a-261 As the RMP/EIS moves from draft to final, the FCC is emphatic 
that the BLM shall not limit future communication sites within the 
entire Planning Area. To do so, the BLM will disclose and analyze 
communication sites, Planning Area-wide, in the Final RMP/EIS 
to the degree and detail necessary that future communication site 
proposals will not require further project-level review and 
analysis. 

2025-1 

10111a 10111a-262 The RMP/EIS does not provide information regarding snow 
fences and the FCC is requesting that snow fence installation be 
approved without delay when safety and road manintence issues 
arise. The BLM must acknowledge that this type of activity is 
designated as a categorical exclusion pursuant to Part 516 of the 
Departmental Manual (516 DM 11) and unless extraordinary 
circumstances apply, the activity does not require the preparation 
of an EA or EIS. Given that this is a public safety issue, it is 
requested that when permission is sought to install snow fences on 
important county roads, the coordination process with Wyoming 
Department of Transportation will be expedited. 

2015-1 

10111a 10111a-263 The FCC encourages the BLM to include in the final RMP/EIS a 
snow fence safety protocol that will allow for the swift installation 
of snow fences in all areas not subject to a seasonal closure. 

2031-1 

10111a 10111a-264 The BLM is careful in the Lander RMP/EIS to use the terms 
historic, cultural, or scenic values, fish and wildlife resources or 
other natural systems or processes, or to protect life and safety 
from natural hazards in stating the need for ACEC designations. 
Depending upon the ACEC, the BLM has identified from one to 
five values of concern rising to the level of relevant and important 
(Figure 9). However, using one or more of those terms outlined in 
FLPMA as a pretense for designating an expanded or new ACEC 
is disingenuous. Terms alone are not enough. There must be a 
basis in fact for designating an ACEC built on data and research. 
Clearly, the BLM has not provided quantitative data necessary for 
closing and/or restricting lands to multiple uses under the auspices 
of ACEC designation in the Lander RMP/EIS. 

2002-1 

10111a 10111a-265 Based on Ms. Yannone’s response on October 19, Mr. Oakleaf’s 
admittal to Chairman Thompson, and after reviewing the recently 
released LFO ACEC Report, the FCC is requesting that the BLM 
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produce all ACEC evaluation worksheets that are incorporated in 
both the Lander Planning Area ACEC Report and RMP/EIS. For 
those ACECs where worksheets have not been completed, the 
FCC would ask one, which areas are incomplete, and two, a 
participatory role in the data collection and evaluation process for 
those unfinished proposed special designations. 

10111a 10111a-266 Additionally, the FCC is requesting the opportunity to assist the 
BLM in revising and improving already completed ACEC 
evaluation worksheets, as prescribed in CEQ NEPA Section 
1501.6, to ensure maximum accuracy and procedural defensibility. 

2002-1 

10111a 10111a-267 Yet, in careful review of the Lander RMP/EIS, the FCC cannot 
find disclosure of inventory and collected data to support ACEC 
designations. 

2002-1 

10111a 10111a-268 ¢ The BLM shall, utilizing full cooperation and coordination with 
the FCC as required by law, determine what type of activities, and 
to what level those activities will cause irreparable harm 
(significance criteria) within ACECs. 

2002-1 

10111a 10111a-269 ¢ Following the identification of irreparable harm activities and 
significance criteria, the BLM shall, utilizing full cooperation and 
coordination with the FCC as required by law, reinventory all 
ACECs proposed (existing, expanded, and new) in the RMP/EIS. 
The reinventory process will be compatible and consistent with all 
relevant regulatory, policy, and legal ACEC guidance. 

2002-1 

10111a 10111a-27 In moving from the Affected Environment, which inadequately 
portrays the current condition, it is impossible to analyze the 
effects of proposed management actions on species and habitats in 
the Environmental Consequences chapter. An over-arching theme 
advanced for all wildlife species in the RMP/EIS is that closure of 
lands to multiple uses is preferred regardless of available 
mitigations, restrictions, and constraints. Restrictive management 
of the Planning Area for the purpose of protecting wildlife is 
neither based on recognized science and dismisses the 
implementation of state of the art mitigation measures that are 
proven effective. 

2039-1 

10111a 10111a-28 Concerns related to cultural resources have to do with significant 
buffers on NHTs potentially precluding surface disturbing 
activities over tens of thousands of acres in the Lander Planning 
Area. To date, the BLM has not adequately disclosed the necessity 
of NHT buffer distances, which range from 0.25-mile in 
Alternative A to 20 miles in Alternative B. Neither has the BLM 
provided a comprehensive, fine-scale spatial and tabular 
description of intact and not intact NHT segments 

2005-1 

10111a 10111a-29 In view of that, there is concern that north/south corridor 
connectivity is extremely limited under Alternative D and that 
designated ROW corridors are too narrow to promote new 
opportunities. In order to alleviate the congestion that will 
certainly occur in the Crooks Gap area, the FCC is requesting that 
the BLM reexamine Alternative D designated corridor widths at 
NHT crossings and reconsider designating a ROW corridor in the 
western portion of the Planning Area 
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10111a 10111a-30 As stated in the RMP/EIS, livestock grazing is one of the most 
visible and established uses on BLM-administered lands. It is a 
cultural and historic use (as recognized in the RMP/EIS) that 
should be recognized as a priority use in the Planning Area. 
Livestock grazing has existed in harmony with other resources in 
the planning area during times of drought, wildlife population 
increases, and oil and gas development. For instance, data and/or 
methods are not presented on how the loss of animal unit months 
(AUM) is calculated by alternative or to justify reducing AUMs 
by 49,696. It is vital to the economics of local communities 
providing stable year round employment and commerce for the 
Planning Area that preceding is both analyzed and described. The 
analyses of impacts to and from livestock grazing are inadequate 
and erroneous. Without merit, wildlife habitats and species are 
given primacy in the RMP/EIS, with livestock grazing deemed 
harmful to those resources. 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-31 Special designations in the Lander Planning Area, particularly 
expanded and proposed ACECs, are founded on inadequate 
evaluations and baseless conclusions that the BLM shall address 
between the draft and final versions of the RMP/EIS. The FCC has 
identified numerous falsehoods that the BLM state as fact in 
proposing to expand an existing or create a new ACEC. 
Additionally, the BLM does not provide the necessary data and 
substantive research throughout this section of the RMP/EIS to 
support new ACECs or expanding existing areas. Existing 
ACECs, proposed for continuing designation, are of equal concern 
to the FCC. 

2002-1 

10111a 10111a-32 Based on the findings in the RMP/EIS sections covering ACECs, 
the FCC advances two directives that the BLM shall fulfill prior to 
finalization of the document. This is not only necessary due to this 
comment, but mandated by federal law, policy, and regulation. ¢ 
The BLM shall, utilizing full cooperation and coordination with 
the FCC as required by law, determine what type of activities, and 
to what level those activities will cause irreparable harm 
(significance criteria) within ACECs.¢ Following the 
identification of irreparable harm activities and significance 
criteria, the BLM shall, utilizing full cooperation and coordination 
with the FCC, as required by law, reinventory all ACECs 
proposed (existing, expanded, and new) in the RMP/EIS. The 
reinventory process will be compatible and consistent with all 
relevant regulatory, policy, and legal ACEC guidance. 

2002-1 

10111a 10111a-33 Following review, the FCC feels as if the BLM has provided a 
cookie cutter socioeconomic analysis. Several sentences, 
assumptions, and statements are identical to those as found in the 
Draft Bighorn Basin RMP/EIS. The entirety of the Environmental 
Consequences section is almost identical in wording to the 
Bighorn Basin RMP/EIS Environmental Consequences section; in 
most paragraphs only the numbers and city names are changed. In 
particular, assumptions made and conclusions drawn from the data 
are indistinguishable. By providing a more complete 
understanding of the communities and groups impacted for 20 
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years or more by the final RMP, the impact analysis should 
provide meaningful indicators to be monitored over the life of the 
Plan and then possible mitigation measures can be crafted to 
minimize adverse effects when and where needed 

10111a 10111a-34 While protective measures for wildlife or other resources may be 
warranted, it must be based on factual information derived through 
established scientific means. For instance, page 893 
states:Management needed to improve riparian-wetland areas 
toward PFC will consist of using all techniques available, such as 
construction of range improvements, closing roads that impact the 
areas, and changing livestock grazing strategies.The preceding 
excerpt is generalized and unclear as to what livestock grazing 
strategies may be implemented to maintain or improve riparian-
wetland areas. 

2026-1 

10111a 10111a-35 For instance, the National Outdoor Leadership School (NOLS) is 
very important to the economy of Fremont County, creating both 
jobs and bringing tourists to the County. In the FCC’s opinion, the 
RMP/EIS does not evaluate and describe adequately the 
importance of NOLS to Fremont County and how proposed 
management actions may affect their ability to do business in the 
Planning Area in the future. 

2028-2 

10111a 10111a-36 Of most importance within that quote is the BLM’s mea culpa that 
it is unable to accurately measure the impacts livestock grazing 
infrastructure has on wildlife. It is if the BLM is stating that any 
type of livestock grazing infrastructure fragments wildlife habitat. 
That is certainly not the case. In fact, much of the livestock 
grazing infrastructure in the Planning Area is on private ranchland, 
which provides significantly important wildlife habitat. 
Nevertheless, the BLM presumes that impacts are problematic. An 
improved understanding of ecological succession and herbivory is 
explained in the state and transitions model (Stringham et al. 
2003) referenced above by Professor Knight, and are used in 
ecological site descriptions (a management tool used by many 
public land agencies, including the BLM). The RMP/EIS does not 
address, nor identify the critically important link between 
livestock grazing on public lands and working landscapes. The 
potential deleterious impacts to ranches and to the economic 
diversity that working landscapes provide to Fremont County must 
be disclosed in the RMP/EIS; as does the causation for wholesale 
livestock grazing restrictions and closures in the proposed 
alternatives. Research has shown that loss of public lands grazing 
often results in the sale of ranches (Brunson and Huntsinger 2008; 
Sulak and Huntsinger 2007), and therefore, a loss in important 
wildlife habitat. 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-37 The FCC believes the BLM has not adequately followed the 
planning process, nor considered and used the information and 
comments supplied by the Commission, as required by law. As 
described below, the BLM did not provide enough information, or 
in a timely matter, to the FCC as a cooperating agency. The FCC 
maintains the cooperating agency obligations in conjunction with 
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all FLPMA coordination requirements, along with the recognition 
of our special expertise and special knowledge. The cooperating 
agency relationship mandates the BLM to use the information 
contained in the following comments to the maximum extent 
possible. 1 [Footnote 1: 40 CFR 1501.6 (CEQ) Roles of lead and 
cooperating agencies. (a) The lead agency shall (1) Request the 
participation of each cooperating agency in the NEPA process at 
the earliest possible time. (2) Use the environmental analysis and 
proposals of cooperating agencies with jurisdiction by law or 
special expertise, to the maximum extent possible consistent with 
its responsibility as lead agency. (3) Meet with a cooperating 
agency at the latter’s request.] 

10111a 10111a-38 One of the most egregious problems with the planning process has 
been the failure of the BLM to provide data as needed and as 
repeatedly requested. This is not merely a courtesy, but a critical 
requirement in multiple planning regulation and guidance 
document including the Planning Handbook2 [Footnote 2: Field 
Managers should encourage the collaboration of cooperating 
agencies in identifying issues, developing planning criteria, 
collecting inventory data, analyzing data for the analysis of the 
management situation, formulating alternatives and estimating the 
effects of alternatives] , the CEQ, and FLPMA 3,4 [Footnote 3: 43 
CFR 1610.4-7 Selection of preferred alternative. The Field 
Manager, in collaboration with any cooperating agencies, will 
evaluate the alternatives, estimate their effects according to the 
planning criteria, and identify a preferred alternative that best 
meets Director and State Director guidance.][Footnote 4:Â  43 
CFR 1610.4-4 The Field Manager, in collaboration with any 
cooperating agencies, will analyze the inventory data and other 
information available to determine the ability of the resource area 
to respond to identified issues and opportunities.] It is impossible 
to fully assess data, alternatives, and impacts without a proper 
spatial understanding of the distribution of those resources in 
question.The following comment document details how not 
having maps at FCC meetings, even after having made multiple 
requests for those maps negatively affected the process. This lack 
of maps at key times also poses potential problems in terms of 
data quality requirements. The fact that some data was not made 
available until, or after (e.g. LFO Areas of Critical Environmental 
Concern (ACEC) Report), the RMP/EIS was released clearly 
hampered the FCC’s ability to make meaningful comments and 
objections during the alternative development process, as well as 
denial of effective participation as a cooperating agency 

2016-1 

10111a 10111a-39 The BLM Land Use Planning Handbook (USDI 2005) states that 
the BLM must (emphasis added) include at least one economic 
strategies workshop. Fremont County stakeholders involved in the 
multiyear planning effort have little recollection of such a 
workshop. BLM staff state counter that there was a workshop 
where a PowerPoint presentation was given. Regardless of 
whether there was a BLM PowerPoint presentation or not, the 
three objectives required by the BLM Land Use Planning 
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Handbook were not satisfied. 
10111a 10111a-4 ¢ Cultural site and historic trail buffers are excessive. Alternative 

D buffers for cultural sites, national, and other historic trails would 
restrict or constrain resources uses in the Planning Area that have 
yet to be identified. Up to three mile buffers on cultural sites and 
the quarter, three, five, 15, and 20 mile buffers (depending upon 
alternative) on historic trails shall be reduced and the BLM must 
identify where the scene and setting is intact in the Lander 
Planning Area to effectively analyze the economic impacts of 
these actions. 

2005-2 

10111a 10111a-40 ¢ The BLM did not follow the collaboration guidelines as 
identified in Section 309 of FLPMA and in Section 1 of the BLM 
Land Use Planning Handbook. 

2016-1 

10111a 10111a-41 ¢ Without proper characterization of impacts, effective mitigations 
cannot be developed. Mitigation measures are insufficient or 
lacking in the RMP/EIS. For instances, there are no mitigation 
measures for socioeconomic impacts. CEQ is clear in that 
mitigations are required (CEQ Sec. 1502.14, 1502.16, 1505.3, and 
1508.20). 

2016-1 

10111a 10111a-42 ¢ As the RMP revision process began, the BLM told the FCC that 
there was not an AMS for the Planning Area. However, during the 
planning process and after alternative development, the BLM 
constructed an AMS, albeit deficient and lacking necessary 
baseline data. Moving forward, the FCC is firm in that the BLM 
will update the AMS annually throughout the life of the Plan. 

2016-1 

10111a 10111a-43 ¢ The plan will be completed in compliance with the FLPMA (43 
U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) and NEPA.o The BLM did not use the 
information supplied by the FCC to the maximum extent possible 
as required by CFR 43 1501.6 a(2) which states: Use the 
environmental analysis and proposals of cooperating agencies with 
jurisdiction by law or special expertise, to the maximum extent 
possible consistent with its responsibility as lead agency. 

2016-1 

10111a 10111a-44 ¢ All proposed management actions will be based upon current 
scientific information, research and technology, as well as existing 
inventory and monitoring information.The FCC repeatedly 
requested appropriate economic analyses that have not been 
completed. Data for analysis is lacking from many sections in the 
RMP/EIS. Management alternatives were difficult to understand, 
as maps were not provided or were not based on current scientific 
information. 

2016-1 

10111a 10111a-45 ¢ The planning process will follow the stages of an EIS-level 
planning process. For specific information, see the BLM Land Use 
Planning Handbook, H-1601-1. The required socioeconomic 
workshop described in Appendix D of the BLM Land Use 
Planning Handbook was not held. A one hour PowerPoint 
presentation at the beginning of the planning process has been 
noted by the BLM as addressing this obligation, but it is 
completely inadequate and a failure with regards to addressing the 
requirements of the planning process which include: 1) Imparting 
skills on analyzing local and regional economic and social 
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conditions and trends, 2) assisting community members to identify 
desired economic and social conditions, and 3) collaborating with 
BLM staff to identify opportunities to advance local economic and 
social goals through planning and policy decisions within the 
authority of BLM, its cooperating agencies, or other partners. 

10111a 10111a-46 The RMP/EIS is not compatible with the Fremont County Land 
Use Plan (FCLUP), nor does it appear to have been considered 
seriously (see Section 3 for more detailed discussion). For 
example, the FCLUP calls for endangered species management 
using the best available science; however the RMP/EIS is 
inconsistent with the County Plan requirement as it misidentifies 
Canada lynx data. 

2016-1 

10111a 10111a-47 Further, the RMP/EIS does not address all the road and recreation 
needs covered in the FCLUP. In fact, the BLM fails to adequately 
disclose Fremont County roads on maps in the RMP/EIS. Figure 1 
accurately displays Fremont County roads. 

2031-1 

10111a 10111a-48 ¢ The total acres of allotments not meeting standards (584,195) is 
higher than the total acres of rangelands that has been assessed 
(401,975). 

2021-5 

10111a 10111a-49 ¢ It is stated that 73 allotments have been assessed and 250 have 
not. This totals 323 allotments, but the document states there are 
only 310 allotments. 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-5 Also, grazing allotment acres and AUMs are not consistent 
between chapters and Appendix K 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-50 ¢ On page 433 of the RMP/EIS it states that rangeland health 
assessments have been ongoing in the Planning Area since 1998; 
approximately 73 grazing allotments and 401,975 acres have been 
assessed. This is approximately 17 percent of the acres available 
for grazing (401,975 of 2,324,934). However, on page 435, it 
states The lack of completed rangeland health assessments for all 
allotments in the planning area (approximately 45 percent of the 
planning area has been assessed) limits the ability to improve 
rangeland conditions. 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-51 ¢ Appendix L “Economic Impact Analysis Methodology lacks 
necessary IMPLAN coefficients, assumptions, and inputs to 
reproduce calculations or analyze and replicate results. 

2028-2 

10111a 10111a-52 ¢ Objectivity is muted by using outdated tax data (2002), livestock 
grazing revenue figures (2002), and estimation of severance tax 
when actual severance tax data is available. 

2028-2 

10111a 10111a-53 ¢ Improper or incomplete inventory of proposed ACECs due to 
the lack of data usage, reproducibility, and transparency. 

2002-1 

10111a 10111a-54 ¢ Canada lynx statements of fact unsupported by scientific 
citations and data. 

2030-1 

10111a 10111a-55 ¢ Competition for winter range between domestic livestock and 
wild ungulates is listed as a substantive management challenge, 
thus a stated fact. Yet no vegetation competition data or 
monitoring studies for domestic livestock and wild ungulates is 
presented for the Planning Area. 

2039-1 

10111a 10111a-56 Based on the preceding regulatory guidance, the FCC confidently 2016-1 
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finds that the RMP/EIS is a dissemination of BLM-sponsored 
influential information. As influential information is held to a 
higher standard, the BLM is obligated to correct numerous factual 
errors, substantiate statements of fact with data and references, and 
ensure the utility of information, thereby affording reproducibility 
of calculations so as to analyze and/or replicate results. Until these 
measures are taken, the RMP/EIS in its current form is in violation 
of the DQA. 

10111a 10111a-57 The FCC, on behalf of all citizens and stakeholders in the 
Planning Area, asserts that the RMP/EIS has inadequately 
analyzed the impacts to the human environment. Restrictions and 
constraints on multiple uses in the Planning Area are not properly 
assessed and described for biological, physical, and social 
resources. Additionally, not only has the BLM ignored the 
requirement of CEQ Section 1500.2, but the Agency is in violation 
of CEQ Section 1506.2 Elimination and Duplication of State and 
Local Procedures, part b: 

2016-1 

10111a 10111a-58 The BLM should discuss any inconsistencies of proposed actions 
with approved state or local plan and laws (whether or not 
federally sanctioned). Where an inconsistency exists, the statement 
should describe the extent to which the Agency would reconcile 
its proposed action with the plan or law. Since the BLM has not 
taken the time to either review the FCLUP or coordinate with the 
local government on significant subsections within the FCLUP, 
there are areas where proposed actions are not only inconsistent 
but potentially harmful to the economies of individual 
communities and the County as a whole.Reference to the FCLUP 
is made in section 1.6 of the RMP/EIS. The FCLUP is listed as 
one of 21 other federal, state, and local plans, and the paragraph 
introducing those reiterates the planning policy requirement that 
the BLM must review approved and adopted resource plans and 
where practicable, be consistent with those plans (pg. 11).BLM 
planning policies require that the BLM review approved or 
adopted resource plans of other federal, state, local, and tribal 
governments and, where practicable, be consistent with those 
plans. The following plans are related to the management of land 
and resources and apply to this RMP revision.A consistency 
review of the FCLUP by the BLM has never taken place with the 
FCC or the Natural Resources Planning Committee. Simply listing 
the FCLUP with other federal, state, and local plans does not meet 
the legal requirements or meet any recognized definition of 
cooperation and coordination 

2016-1 

10111a 10111a-6 ¢ Livestock management (livestock roundup) is considered a 
disruptive activity, which have timing restrictions for wildlife. 
With livestock grazing management activities (human presence) 
considered disruptive, there is limited or no window to complete 
common management practices. 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-60 The FCC specifically directs that the BLM will incorporate in the 
RMP/EIS the following guidance in the FCLUP regarding the 
development of minerals in the planning area (Section 10.07 
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Guidance, pg. 74):Consider profitability for all stakeholders, 
producers, developers, business, and citizens.Work with the 
mineral industry to further discover and develop our mineral 
resources.Cooperate on an ongoing basis with all stakeholders to 
ensure that the Fremont County and State and Federal land 
agencies work in concert.Pursue organized abandonment of any 
regulations or rules that are archaic or outdated. 

10111a 10111a-62 It is not clear in the RMP/EIS whether or not Canada lynx are 
present, or if present, what direction would be applied to Canada 
lynx management. The RMP/EIS discloses that the Planning Area 
adjoins Lynx Analysis Units (LAUs) on adjacent National Forest 
land, but fails to disclose the lynx management direction under 
which National Forest lands are managed (USDA 2007) or 
whether or not the BLM would also apply that direction to 
adjacent lands occupied by Canada lynx in the RMP. 

2030-3 

10111a 10111a-63 The RMP/EIS ignores findings for Canada lynx from the 2005 
statewide Canada lynx Biological Assessment (USDI 2005) and 
makes effects determinations that are contrary to that document. 

2030-1 

10111a 10111a-64 This conclusion is a gross oversimplification of Canada lynx 
science and research data. Ruggerio et al (1994), Ruediger et al. 
(2000), and the Northern Rockies Lynx Management Direction 
(USDA 2007) all conclude that Canada lynx are dependent upon 
natural disturbances (wildfire) and that human activities can be 
compatible with Canada lynx if they mimic those natural 
disturbances, or detrimental if they do not. USDA (2007) 
identifies the need to maintain or create a mix of stand initiation-
hare habitat (seedling-sapling stands), multi-storied-hare habitat 
(dense multi-storied stands), with pockets of denning habitat 
(heavy, coarse, woody debris) within individual LAUs. The 
direction clearly concludes that while accelerated timber harvest 
could create excessive unsuitable habitat (grass-forb stands, not 
yet suitable for hares), properly designed prescribed burning or 
timber harvest activities could maintain or improve Canada lynx 
habitat. The direction, which applies to adjacent lands on the 
Shoshone National Forest, is based on identifying the mix of 
Canada lynx habitat components by LAU and managing to 
maintain or enhance a desired mix of habitat components. 

2030-1 

10111a 10111a-65 Lastly, the effects upon Canada lynx are not treated consistently 
by alternative, nor are the effects based upon timber stand data or 
sound science. The RMP/EIS (Chapter 3, pg. 373) concludes: 
Canada lynx occur in dense coniferous forests at high elevations. 
Canada lynx have not been documented on BLM-administered 
land in the planning area; however, there are five lynx analysis 
units adjacent to larger tracts of USFS-managed land in the 
northwestern part of the planning area (Map 66).The 
aforementioned discussion suggests that Canada lynx are 
essentially a non-issue due to the peripheral status of the species. 
In Chapter 4, however, the RMP/EIS concludes (pg. 873): ¦Canada 
lynx¦occupy the area.Based upon those conflicting statements, the 
FCC cannot tell if Canada lynx are an issue or not and whether or 
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not future management activities will be constrained by concerns 
over Canada lynx recovery. 

10111a 10111a-66 Also, the Wyoming Canada Lynx Biological Assessment Final 
((USDI 2005), not cited in either Chapter 3 or 4) concludes that 
forest management, access management, off-road vehicles, and 
grazing management activities in the Lander RMP are not likely to 
adversely affect (the Canada lynx), due to insignificant ¦(or)¦ 
discountable effects (pg. 3-85). The Biological Assessment 
describes a finding of not likely to adversely affect as all effects to 
the species and/or its critical habitat are beneficial, insignificant, 
or discountable (pg. 1-2). While the FCC realizes the 2005 
Biological Assessment applied to the existing RMP and not the 
RMP/EIS, no data or research citations are found in the RMP/EIS 
suggesting a conflict exists with future timber harvest activities 
that did not exist in 2005. Thus, we can find no basis for the 
effects determination that timber management activities could 
adversely impact Canada lynx by removing forest cover needed 
for foraging and denning habitat and needed by snowshoe hare, 
the main prey of lynx 

2030-1 

10111a 10111a-67 Because Canada lynx were not excluded from the term special 
status wildlife in the aforementioned statement, the FCC assumes 
that the finding applies to Canada lynx as well. Based on the 
previous comments, this appears to be a conclusion that has not 
been demonstrated based on research (Ruediger et al. 2000; 
USDA 2007), and is again, inconsistent with the findings of the 
Biological Assessment (USDI 2005). 

2030-1 

10111a 10111a-68 Furthermore, in terms of consistency, the effects of timber harvest 
on Canada lynx were already addressed under Effects Common to 
All Alternatives (RMP/EIS pg. 864). Therefore, there is no need to 
restate timber harvest-related effects by alternative. If Canada lynx 
were not meant to be included in the term special status wildlife, 
please clarify that this effects determination does not apply to 
Canada lynx and to which species it is applicable. 

2030-1 

10111a 10111a-69 In Chapter 4 (pg. 887) the RMP/EIS states:Â Alternative B opens 
approximately 2,312,095 acres (97 percent of the planning area) 
for livestock grazing, 12,839 fewer acres than Alternative A. 
Alternative B closes more acres in LAUs, which would 
beneficially impact Canada lynx habitat¦There are no scientific 
papers that conclusively correlate grazing with Canada lynx. 
Generally, livestock grazing does not overlap with high quality 
Canada lynx habitat. Livestock grazing has not been shown in any 
way to modify Canada lynx habitat components including stand-
initiation hare habitat, multi-storied-hare habitat, or denning 
habitat. The FCC finds no studies suggesting livestock grazing 
creates any social or disturbance-related conflicts with Canada 
lynx. Ruediger et al. (2000) hypothesized that grazing may affect 
the density of jackrabbits that Canada lynx might otherwise forage 
upon while in migration between areas of suitable habitat. The 
hypothesis, however, was rejected in the Northern Rockies Lynx 
Management Direction (2007) because of a lack of supporting 
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science. 
10111a 10111a-7 ¢ ROW Avoidance/Exclusion areas in Alternative D cannot be 

reproduced. 
2025-2 

10111a 10111a-70 ¢ Clarify whether or not the RMP/EIS intends to follow the 
direction in the Northern Rockies Lynx Management Direction as 
it applies to adjacent National Forest lands, or, if not, describe 
what management direction for Canada lynx will be followed. For 
instance, if there are certain recommendations in Ruediger et al. 
(2000) or other papers that will be used, please identify the papers 
chosen to guide management. 

2030-1 

10111a 10111a-71 ¢ Clarify the historic and current range of Canada lynx based on 
Squires et al. (2006), including the findings showing that 
reproducing Canada lynx subpopulations are generally limited to 
northwest Montana and that habitat in the RMP/EIS area is 
substantially less productive for Canada lynx than those areas in 
Montana 

2030-1 

10111a 10111a-72 ¢ Clarify whether lands in the RMP/EIS area are considered 
occupied or not occupied, and if occupied, identify whether those 
lands are designated core, secondary, or peripheral habitat based 
on the USFWS Canada Lynx Recovery Outline (USDA 2007) 

2030-1 

10111a 10111a-73 ¢ If the RMP/EIS intends to follow direction outlined in the 
Northern Rockies Lynx Management Direction summarize those 
standards that pertain to timber, access, and other management 
activities in occupied Canada lynx habitat. 

2030-3 

10111a 10111a-74 ¢ Lastly, in terms of logging or prescribed burning in Canada lynx 
habitat, the RMP/EIS needs to be consistent with the scientific 
findings of the Northern Rockies Lynx Management Direction. 

2030-3 

10111a 10111a-75 While the FCC acknowledges that the BLM withdrew from that 
process in 2005 and elected to individually amend BLM RMPs on 
a state-by-state basis with USFWS consultation, the BLM must 
recognize the science-based findings of the Northern Rockies 
Lynx Management Direction. Most importantly, the USFWS 
Biological Opinion (2007a) acknowledged that the selected 
alternative is likely to have overall beneficial effects to Canada 
lynx¦, a finding that is categorically different than the RMP/EIS 
conclusion (pg. 864):Forest management activities impact ¦Canada 
lynx ¦ the most because these species require a timber overstory 
for seasonal habitats. Timber management activities could 
adversely impact Canada lynx by removing forest cover needed 
for foraging and denning habitat and needed by snowshoe hare, 
the main prey of lynx. The USFWS Biological Opinion does 
acknowledge that some adverse effects could still occur, primarily 
due to the allowance for fuel treatment and precommercial 
thinning¦ (USDI 2007a). The latter exception was for 
precommercial thinning in rust-resistant white pine, which is, of 
course, is not present in the Lander Planning Area. 

2030-1 

10111a 10111a-76 The other negative finding from the Biological Opinion that may 
be applicable to the Lander RMP is for fuel treatments, which 
presumably could be needed on the Lander Slope to protect 
structures in the wildland/urban interface. Before any negative 

2030-2 



Lander Proposed RMP and Final EIS B-107 

February 2013 Comment Analysis Report 
 Attachment B – Individual Comments 

Comment
Document 
Number 

Individual 
Comment 
Number 

Comment Text 

Summary 
Comment 
Response 
Number 

effects upon Canada lynx are identified from fuel treatments, 
however, the FCC suggests that the RMP/EIS describe in detail 
what those fuels treatment activities might entail and how and to 
what degree those activities might impact Canada lynx habitat 
components at the LAU-scale. 

10111a 10111a-77 Yet, proving a complete lack of review and consistency with the 
FCLUP, the BLM is proposing the following ROW and travel 
management restrictions in the Planning Area (Table 1). As 
disclosed in Table 1, the BLM is proposing, depending upon 
alternative, significant restrictions on ROWs and the 
transportation infrastructure in the Planning Area. [Table 1 ROW 
Avoidance/Exclusion Areas and Travel Management 
Restrictions]This runs counter to the guidelines, goals, objectives, 
policies, and mandates provided in Article XIV of the FCLUP. 
The FCC instructs the BLM to review Article XIV, Section 10 of 
the FCLUP, prior to instituting restrictions on Planning Area 
ROWs and the transportation infrastructure (pg. 112):Road 
closures, obliterations, re-construction, retirement, or by any other 
term used by federal agencies, will not occur where there may be 
possible RS2477 rights-of-way, without meaningful coordination 
with the Fremont County Commission.To this point in the revision 
process, the BLM has not adequately coordinated with the FCC in 
consideration of ROW and transportation infrastructure 
restrictions. From this point forward, the FCC expects full 
coordination by the BLM in addressing inconsistencies between 
the RMP/EIS and FCLUP. The FCC has been told repeatedly by 
the BLM that a comprehensive transportation plan is in 
development or will be developed in the near future for the 
Planning Area. It is imperative that the comprehensive 
transportation plan be developed with full cooperation and 
consultation with the FCC and Fremont County Transportation 
Department. 

2031-1 

10111a 10111a-78 ¢ Prior to finalization of the Lander RMP/EIS and issuance of a 
Record of Decision, the BLM shall rectify all inconsistencies 
between the RMP/EIS and the Fremont County Land Use Plan. If 
it is determined that elements of the Fremont County Land Use 
Plan cannot be incorporated in the RMP/EIS, the BLM must 
provide science-based rationale with accompanying data to 
validate such a decision(s). Further, the BLM will coordinate with 
stakeholders and the FCC in the development and implementation 
of management actions incompatible with the FCLUP.Moving 
forward, the FCC is available and expects to coordinate with the 
BLM on inconsistency matters between the RMP/EIS and FCLUP 
at the pleasure and convenience of the Agency. With that said, the 
FCC does expect the BLM to extend an offer to discuss issues 
raised in this portion of the comment document prior to 
finalization of the RMP/EIS. 

2016-1 

10111a 10111a-79 ¢ Set up meetings to review the FCLUP with the Natural Resource 
Planning Committee and the FCC.¢ Amend areas of the RMP/EIS 
that are in direct conflict with the FCLUP.¢ Amending the 
RMP/EIS to include the guidelines, goals, objectives, and policy 
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of the FCLUP. 
10111a 10111a-8 ¢ Travel Management shapes for Alternative D includes 

overlapping polygons 
2031-1 

10111a 10111a-80 ¢ In conducting the consistency review of the FCLUP, the BLM 
must analyze the cumulative socioeconomic impacts of the 
RMP/EIS on the County government and the citizens of Fremont 
County. 

2006-1 

10111a 10111a-81 ¢ Employ only credible science to decisions regarding lands and 
resources in Fremont County. Implement the best available 
science and technology to keep use and development on federal- 
and state-managed lands at a level equal to or greater than current 
management. 

2016-1 

10111a 10111a-82 ¢ Discuss and find opportunities for increased timber harvest and 
firewood cutting opportunities on BLM lands over the life of the 
Plan. 

2032-1 

10111a 10111a-83 ¢ Review in detail the economic modeling provided by the FCC 
and the impacts to local economies. 

2028-2 

10111a 10111a-84 With respect to oil and gas development in the RMP/EIS, the FCC 
believes that the BLM significantly reduces opportunities under 
the guise of resource protection. This position is backed up by 
letters and comments from those in the industry. The number of 
acres administratively unavailable to oil and gas leasing increases 
from approximately 25,136 under current conditions (Alternative 
A) to 110,014 acres under the BLM-preferred alternative 
(Alternative D). This is not consistent with the goals and policies 
of the FCLUP. 

2018-3 

10111a 10111a-85 The FCC is concerned about potential impacts on grazing that are 
not explicit in the RMP/EIS. The RMP states that the current 
AUMs will be reduced by 18 percent over the life of the Plan. 
However, according to the Plan, direct impacts to livestock 
grazing will result from management actions that change AUM 
allocations or restrict livestock grazing. Yet, the disclosure of 
impacts to and from livestock grazing is at best nebulous. There 
are no direct impacts disclosed under any of the alternatives for 
management actions that change AUM allocations. 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-86 There are also several areas in the management action table in 
Chapter 2 that state management must be consistent with other 
resource objectives, but does not disclose which resources or 
objectives 

2021-3 

10111a 10111a-87 Additionally, the affect that the change from restricted to roads 
and trails to restricted to designated roads and trails will have on 
grazing may be significant. If access routes to allotments are 
altered or eliminated, the financial burden could force the 
abandonment of grazing activities by one too many permittees. 
The FCC is concerned that these other resource management 
actions could have significant impacts to livestock grazing, but are 
not disclosed in the RMP/EIS. The FCLUP is clear in that 
reductions in grazing are unacceptable, particularly if they are not 
backed up by scientific data including monitoring of vegetation 
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resources, trend analyses, etc. 
10111a 10111a-88 It is our contention that the RMP/EIS in its present iteration is 

incomplete in numerous capacities. Chapter 3 “Affected 
Environment describes the current condition in such nonexistent 
or general terms it fails to adequately describe the existing state of 
the natural environment in the Lander Planning Area. Is it above 
average with minor problems or in below average condition with 
significant issues? The stated problem with Chapter 3 is that it 
lacks critical scientific substantiation through data and research. 
This is true for both current and historic conditions 

2016-1 

10111a 10111a-89 To be factual and accurate, the RMP/EIS should title the sections 
Assumptions and delete Methods. The term method suggests that 
it is a standard operating procedure carried out numerous times 
previously in the biological, physical, and social sciences for 
deriving an end result. As such, the method has been published, 
tested by researchers and scientists, and substantiated as a best 
method. In the case of the RMP/EIS, the end point should be an 
effects conclusion for each respective resource. Yet, the supposed 
methods in the RMP/EIS are not clear, referenced, or appreciably 
used to make effects determinations 

2016-1 

10111a 10111a-9 ¢ All GIS data used in the RMP/EIS is cited as coming from one 
source (BLM 2009a). A detailed reference list, including all GIS 
layers sourced in the RMP/EIS, must be included in the document 

2007-1 

10111a 10111a-90 A concurrent dilemma with having insufficient methods is that 
Chapter 4 does not divulge measurement indicators. Both methods 
and measurement indicators are indispensable in an EIS. 
Measurement indicators define the variable(s) most likely to 
impact, negatively or positively, a resource upon plan 
implementation. Sans methods and measurement indicators, an 
EIS is ineffectual 

2016-1 

10111a 10111a-91 The previously identified issues regarding lack of data and 
analysis to support management actions in the RMP/EIS, which 
are based on lack of baseline or historical conditions, violate CEQ 
Section 1502.15 

2016-1 

10111a 10111a-92 The RMP/EIS does not adequately describe the environment of the 
area. Baseline and historical condition descriptions are not found 
within the RMP/EIS. Data, analysis, and references supporting 
major management action decisions are negligent and not 
commensurate with the importance of the impacts resulting from 
such management actions. 

2016-1 

10111a 10111a-93 Part B of CEQ 1502.22 covers the necessary steps to be taken if 
overall cost would be exorbitant to obtain incomplete or 
unavailable information. Because cost to obtain a significant 
majority of the missing information in the RMP/EIS would not be 
exorbitant, Part A of CEQ 1502.22 is relevant. By violating 
CEQ1502.22, the BLM produced a NEPA document out of 
compliance and ineffectual in guiding management action in the 
Planning Area. 

2016-1 

10111a 10111a-94 This decision is inconsistent with BLM planning guidance and the 
BLM proposed Memorandum of Understanding with Fremont 
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County. ERG received the GIS data from the LFO on October 6, 
2011. This data transfer contained 1.63 gigabytes of information in 
the form of 2,670 files in 188 separate folders. This however was 
not a comprehensive GIS data package; the BLM provided a 
'README' file along with the GIS data that provided a long list of 
datasets not provided and locations to request these datasets. We 
argue that the BLM should have fulfilled the entire GIS request 
due to Fremont County's cooperating agency status; it is obvious 
that the BLM housed all of these data from the maps presented in 
the Draft RMP. 

10111a 10111a-95 The Draft RMP has inadequate incorporation of local cooperator 
GIS data. Maps 81 - 85, in the Draft RMP, list county roads in the 
legend but have none presented in the maps. Fremont County 
maintains a county road layer in a digital format, but these data 
were not included. We ask that the BLM make an effort to include 
local cooperator data between draft and final. 

2031-1 

10111a 10111a-96 All GIS data used in the draft RMP is cited as one. We request a 
detailed reference list to include all GIS layers used. There are 
many small discrepancies in acreages between the draft RMP and 
the BLM provided GIS data. For example, the table presenting the 
acreage for existing WSAs and ACECs (RMP Tables 3.59 and 
3.61) do not match the BLM provided GIS data; there are 
inconsistencies within the RMP on basics, like the amount of 
BLM managed surface estate (RMP Tables 1.1, 3.33, and 3.47). 
The numbers presented for number of allotments, acres, and 
permitted AUMs varies from Chapter 3 to Chapter 4 to Appendix 
K to the BLM provided GIS data. The FCC requests that these 
discrepancies be corrected for the final RMP. All numbers 
presented in the RMP need to be easily re-creatable from GIS 
data. 

2007-1 

10111a 10111a-97 The BLM informed Fremont County that the Greater Sage Grouse 
Core Areas, presented on the Alternative D Greater Sage Grouse 
Map (Map 65), were using an in-house modified version of 
version 3. This was because the Governor's version 3 was not out 
when the draft RMP and the BLM "anticipated" what those 
changes would be from version 2 to 3. The Sage Grouse Core 
Areas for Alternative D do not match the latest core areas in the 
Wyoming Governor's version 3. Even with only an overall 
increase of 15,819 acres, the changes from Alternative D's Core 
Areas to the Governor's version 3 are significant with 167,521 
acres added and 151,702 acres removed. These differences are 
highlighted in Figure 3. Additionally, the Greater Sage Grouse 
active leks from 2011 do not match the data analyzed in the draft 
RMP. We anticipate the need to reanalyze effects based on this 
new greater sage grouse data before the RMP reaches its final 
form. 

2012-2 

10111a 10111a-98 FCC has identified significant problems with the ROW Avoidance 
and Exclusion Areas for Alternative D. Map 104, in the draft 
RMP, presents ROWs through areas of Avoidance that abruptly 
end into areas of Exclusion. Specifically these areas are located in 
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the northeast portion of T30N R94W and the northwest corner of 
T30N R91W and are illustrated in Figure 4. Additionally the BLM 
provided GIS data for ROW Avoidance and Exclusion Areas for 
Alternative D do not match the data presented on Map 104. The 
BLM GIS file entitled 'ROW_ALTERNATIVE_D_2010_0730' 
has many overlapping polygons that need to be dissolved in order 
to eliminate the overlap; this file presents a majority of the 
planning area being classified as Exclusion. The ROW Avoidance 
and Exclusion Areas presented on Map 104 do not match the 
shapes from the GIS file 'ROW_ALTERNATIVE_D_2010_0730'. 
The FCC requests that the BLM correct these issues with the 
ROW Exclusion areas and work with Fremont County to 
incorporate county road information into the reformulation of 
ROW Avoidance and Exclusion Areas.The FCC request that the 
BLM add an energy corridor in the vicinity of Highway 28 from 
Lander south to the South Pass area, possibly using county road 
ROWs to the south and east of Atlantic City. 

10111a 10111a-99 1. The BLM will work closely with local cooperators to obtain and 
incorporate all pertinent spatial datasets. 

2007-1 

10111b 10111b-1 Table 2.35-2.50 fails in that regard miserably. Since the inception 
of the RMP revision process, the FCC has repeatedly requested 
that the BLM comprehensively describe what activities will and 
will not be allowable within ACECs. Land use activities and 
allocations, as well as restricted or prohibited activities, must be 
clearly delineated. 

2002-1 

10111b 10111b-10 Similarly, an expansion may also be pertinent. Currently as 
written, however, it is not possible to determine if Beaver Rim is 
and should continue to be an ACEC, or if an expansion is 
necessary, with the sheer lack of data and information provided in 
the RMP/EIS. Thus, without the disclosure of inventory and 
collected data and quantifiable measurement of relevance and 
importance, in addition to the absence of evaluation worksheets, 
the FCC cannot support the Beaver Rim ACEC as proposed in 
Alternative A and D or as expanded in Alternative B. Until it is 
demonstrated that Beaver Rim has characteristics rising to a level 
of relevance and importance as described in FLPMA, Handbook 
1601-1, and Manual 1613, the FCC stipulates that the BLM shall 
not designate this nominee an ACEC. 

2002-1 

10111b 10111b-11 The preceding passage is troubling for at least two reasons. First, it 
does not provide monitoring and collected data at any spatial or 
temporal scale. Second, elk parturition areas are anachronistic 
given the expand population and territory of gray wolves since 
reintroduction efforts began in 1995. Elk and other big game 
respond differently now with heightened wolf presence and are no 
longer tied to traditional areas year upon year 

2039-1 

10111b 10111b-12 Similarly, an expansion may also be relevant in this area. 
Currently as written, however, it is not possible to determine if 
Green Mountain is and should continue to be an ACEC, or if an 
expansion is necessary, with the sheer lack of data and information 
provided in the RMP/EIS. Thus, without the disclosure of 
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inventory and collected data and quantifiable measurement of 
relevance and importance, in addition to the absence of evaluation 
worksheets, the FCC cannot support the Green Mountain ACEC 
as proposed in Alternative A or as expanded in Alternative B and 
D. Until it is demonstrated that Green Mountain has characteristics 
rising to a level of relevance and importance as described in 
FLPMA, Handbook 1601-1, and Manual 1613, the FCC stipulates 
that the BLM shall not designate this nominee an ACEC. 

10111b 10111b-13 Note that the discussion above is also referring to the proposed 
South Pass Historical Landscape ACEC that would be 124,229 
acres if Alternative D is chosen. It would be paltry if the preceding 
was only in regard to the South Pass Historic Mining Area ACEC 
and no less about an area that is 147,668 acres. In making a 
comment of nonsupport for the South Pass Historic Mining Area 
ACEC, the FCC adds the following comment. If the South Pass 
Historic Mining Area is designated an ACEC, existing mineral 
claims must be recognized and no restriction of mineral entry will 
be imposed by the BLM. 

2002-1 

10111b 10111b-14 Similarly, an expansion may also be relevant in this area. 
Currently as written, however, it is not possible to determine if 
South Pass Historic Mining Area is and should continue to be an 
ACEC, or if an expansion is necessary, with the sheer lack of data 
and information provided in the RMP/EIS. Thus, without the 
disclosure of inventory and collected data and quantifiable 
measurement of relevance and importance, in addition to the 
absence of evaluation worksheets, the FCC cannot support the 
South Pass Historic Mining Area ACEC as proposed in 
Alternative A or as expanded in Alternative B. Until it is 
demonstrated that South Pass Historic Mining Area has 
characteristics rising to a level of relevance and importance as 
described in FLPMA, Handbook 1601-1, and Manual 1613, the 
FCC stipulates that the BLM shall not designate this nominee an 
ACEC. 

2002-1 

10111b 10111b-15 Similarly, an expansion may also be relevant in this area. 
Currently as written, however, it is not possible to determine if 
National Historic Trails is and should continue to be an ACEC, or 
if an expansion is necessary, with the sheer lack of data and 
information provided in the RMP/EIS. Thus, without the 
disclosure of inventory and collected data and quantifiable 
measurement of relevance and importance, in addition to the 
absence of evaluation worksheets, the FCC cannot support the 
National Historic Trails ACEC as proposed in Alternative A or as 
expanded in Alternative B. Until it is demonstrated that National 
Historic Trails has characteristics rising to a level of relevance and 
importance as described in FLPMA, Handbook 1601-1, and 
Manual 1613, the FCC stipulates that the BLM shall not designate 
this nominee an ACEC. 

2002-1 

10111b 10111b-16 To describe the discussion of the proposed Continental Divide 
Scenic Trail ACEC as anything other than woefully inadequate 
would be an understatement. Page 471 of the RMP/EIS 
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states:Discussion of the Continental Divide Scenic Trail proposed 
ACEC is provided within the Congressionally Designated Trails 
section.And yet, when the FCC turned to the Congressionally 
Designated Trails section there is not a single mention of the 
proposed Continental Divide Scenic Trail ACEC in Chapter 3. 
Chapter 2, page 164, record number 7008 of the RMP/EIS makes 
a brief reference to the Continental Divide Scenic Trail ACEC: 

10111b 10111b-17 Currently as written, however, it is not possible to determine if the 
Continental Divide Scenic Trail should be an ACEC with the 
sheer lack of data and information provided in the RMP/EIS. 
Thus, without the disclosure of inventory and collected data and 
quantifiable measurement of relevance and importance, in addition 
to the absence of evaluation worksheets, the FCC cannot support 
the Continental Divide Scenic Trail ACEC as proposed in 
Alternative B. Until it is demonstrated that Continental Divide 
Scenic Trail has characteristics rising to a level of relevance and 
importance as described in FLPMA, Handbook 1601-1, and 
Manual 1613, the FCC stipulates that the BLM shall not designate 
this nominee an ACEC. 

2002-1 

10111b 10111b-18 Currently as written, however, it is not possible to determine if 
Cedar Ridge should be an ACEC with the sheer lack of data and 
information provided in the RMP/EIS. Thus, without the 
disclosure of inventory and collected data and quantifiable 
measurement of relevance and importance, in addition to the 
absence of evaluation worksheets, the FCC cannot support the 
Cedar Ridge ACEC as proposed in Alternative B. Until it is 
demonstrated that Cedar Ridge has characteristics rising to a level 
of relevance and importance as described in FLPMA, Handbook 
1601-1, and Manual 1613, the FCC stipulates that the BLM shall 
not designate this nominee an ACEC. 

2002-1 

10111b 10111b-19 ACEC status for Castle Gardens may be valid and necessary. 
Currently as written, however, it is not possible to determine if 
Castle Gardens should be an ACEC with the sheer lack of data and 
information provided in the RMP/EIS. Thus, without the 
disclosure of inventory and collected data and quantifiable 
measurement of relevance and importance, in addition to the 
absence of evaluation worksheets, the FCC cannot support the 
Castle Gardens ACEC as proposed in Alternative B. Until it is 
demonstrated that Castle Gardens has characteristics rising to a 
level of relevance and importance as described in FLPMA, 
Handbook 1601-1, and Manual 1613, the FCC stipulates that the 
BLM shall not designate this nominee an ACEC. 

2002-1 

10111b 10111b-2 In rejecting ACEC designations in the comments provided above 
for Table 2.35-2.50, the FCC is voicing its discontent with the 
manner, or lack thereof, in which ACEC relevance and importance 
is measured. A cadre of legal and procedural guidance regarding 
the designation and retention of ACECs is at the BLM’s disposal 
and adherence to those documents is required. Until the BLM can 
demonstrate, with the backing of inventory and data collection 
statistics that ACECs in the Lander Planning Area are valid and 

2002-1 
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necessary, the FCC cannot support the considerable number of 
acres (119,622 acres in Alternative A, 492,990 acres in Alternative 
B, and 245,037 acres in Alternative D) that would be restricted by 
ACECs. 

10111b 10111b-20 ACEC status for Sweetwater Rocks may be valid and necessary. 
Currently as written, however, it is not possible to determine if 
Sweetwater Rocks should be an ACEC with the sheer lack of data 
and information provided in the RMP/EIS. Thus, without the 
disclosure of inventory and collected data and quantifiable 
measurement of relevance and importance, in addition to the 
absence of evaluation worksheets, the FCC cannot support the 
Sweetwater Rocks ACEC as proposed in Alternative B. Until it is 
demonstrated that Sweetwater Rocks has characteristics rising to a 
level of relevance and importance as described in FLPMA, 
Handbook 1601-1, and Manual 1613, the FCC stipulates that the 
BLM shall not designate this nominee an ACEC 

2002-1 

10111b 10111b-21 ACEC status for Regional Historic Trails and Early Highways 
may be valid and necessary. Currently as written, however, it is 
not possible to determine if Regional Historic Trails and Early 
Highways should be an ACEC with the sheer lack of data and 
information provided in the RMP/EIS. Thus, without the 
disclosure of inventory and collected data and quantifiable 
measurement of relevance and importance, in addition to the 
absence of evaluation worksheets, the FCC cannot support the 
Regional Historic Trails and Early Highways ACEC as proposed 
in Alternative B. Until it is demonstrated that Regional Historic 
Trails and Early Highways has characteristics rising to a level of 
relevance and importance as described in FLPMA, Handbook 
1601-1, and Manual 1613, the FCC stipulates that the BLM shall 
not designate this nominee an ACEC 

2002-1 

10111b 10111b-22 Currently as written, however, it is not possible to determine if 
Government Draw/Upper Sweetwater Sage-Grouse should be an 
ACEC with the sheer lack of data and information provided in the 
RMP/EIS. Thus, without the disclosure of inventory and collected 
data and quantifiable measurement of relevance and importance, 
in addition to the absence of evaluation worksheets, the FCC 
cannot support the Government Draw/Upper Sweetwater Sage-
Grouse ACEC as proposed in Alternative B. Until it is 
demonstrated that the Government Draw/Upper Sweetwater Sage-
Grouse has characteristics rising to a level of relevance and 
importance as described in FLPMA, Handbook 1601-1, and 
Manual 1613, the FCC stipulates that the BLM shall not designate 
this nominee an ACEC 

2002-1 

10111b 10111b-23 Currently as written, however, it is not possible to determine if 
Twin Creek should be an ACEC with the sheer lack of data and 
information provided in the RMP/EIS. Thus, without the 
disclosure of inventory and collected data and quantifiable 
measurement of relevance and importance, in addition to the 
absence of evaluation worksheets, the FCC cannot support the 
Twin Creek ACEC as proposed in Alternative B. Until it is 

2002-1 
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demonstrated that Twin Creek has characteristics rising to a level 
of relevance and importance as described in FLPMA, Handbook 
1601-1, and Manual 1613, the FCC stipulates that the BLM shall 
not designate this nominee an ACEC. 

10111b 10111b-24 Only an assumption can be made that this is the designation type, 
as there is no reference to Appendix C, Section 3 (B) of the BLM 
Land Use Planning Handbook in relation to the Government 
Draw/Upper Sweetwater Sage-Grouse Reference and Education 
Area. As is likely the case, if the area is being designated as a type 
of ACEC, then the ACEC designation process is necessary, 
including substantiation that the area rises to the level of both 
relevant and important per Manual 1613. Until it is demonstrated 
that the Government Draw/Upper Sweetwater Sage-Grouse 
Reference and Education Area has characteristics rising to a level 
of relevance and importance as described in FLPMA, Handbook 
1601-1, and Manual 1613, the FCC stipulates that the BLM shall 
not designate this nominee a type of ACEC. 

2002-1 

10111b 10111b-25 ¢ Prior to any proposed modification of AMPs or 
elimination/reduction of livestock grazing allotments or AUMs in 
the Planning Area as a protective measure for ACEC values of 
concern, the BLM will design and implement a comprehensive 
and complete monitoring, inventory, and collected data study 
based on state-of-the-art methods that evaluates and measures the 
effects of livestock grazing on values of concern in the Planning 
Area. At the conclusion of the study the BLM will coordinate with 
livestock grazing permittees, other affected parties, and local 
governments in the Lander Planning Area preceding any proposed 
modification of AMPs or elimination of livestock grazing 
allotments. 

2002-1 

10111b 10111b-26 ¢ Previous to the designation and application of CSU, NSO, and 
TLS constraints on mining, oil and gas, and renewable energy 
development projects in the Planning Area as a protective measure 
for ACEC values of concern, the BLM will design and implement 
a comprehensive and complete monitoring, inventory, and 
collected data study based on state-of-the-art methods that 
evaluates and measures the effects of mining and energy projects 
on values of concern in the Planning Area. At the conclusion of 
the study the BLM will coordinate with industry representatives, 
other affected parties, and local governments in the Lander 
Planning Area preceding any constraints placed on mining and 
energy developments. Special emphasis will be placed on the 
development of innovative energy development and mining 
mitigation measures in place of constraints. 

2002-1 

10111b 10111b-27 ¢ Any change in travel management designations, including 
Fremont County roads, for the protection of ACEC values of 
concern that reduce or eliminate stakeholder access to allotted or 
permitted uses will be preceded by the BLM designing and 
implementing a comprehensive and complete monitoring, 
inventory, and collected data study based on state-of-the-art 
methods that evaluates and measures the effects of travel 

2002-1 
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management infrastructure on values of concern in the Planning 
Area. At the conclusion of the study the BLM will coordinate with 
stakeholders, other affected parties, and local governments in the 
Lander Planning Area preceding any proposed modification of 
travel management designations, including Fremont County roads. 
Special emphasis will be placed on the development of innovative 
travel management mitigation measures in place of alterations or 
reductions of road and trail designations 

10111b 10111b-28 The Affected Environment chapter must compare the historic and 
current condition of values of concern with inventory and 
collected data in the Planning Area. Next, a description should be 
provided of how management actions and resource uses in the 
Planning Area, over the life of the current RMP(s), have impacted 
values of concern either beneficially or adversely. With a solid 
Affected Environment chapter, the Environmental Consequences 
chapter can effectively analyze proposed action alternatives. For 
proper evaluation, measurement indicators must be devised for 
each ACEC. Then, and only then, can the true effects to values of 
concern be understood. Until a thorough ACEC FLPMA, Manual 
1613, and NEPA analysis is constructed, the FCC cannot support 
any management actions taken by the BLM for the protection of 
values of concern under the guise of ACECs that inhibits resource 
uses in the Lander Planning Area 

2002-1 

10111b 10111b-29 As required by 1610.4-3, the FCC finds that the BLM will begin 
coordination efforts immediately in the inventory of LWCs in the 
Planning Area. All documents, inventory sheets, maps, and other 
relevant information will be provided to the FCC so that 
coordination efforts will be conducted with all parties on equal 
footing. 

2016-1 

10111b 10111b-3 While it may be true that the area deserves ACEC status, 
management challenges are accurate, and restrictions and 
constraints are necessary, it is impossible to determine with such 
shocking lack of data and information. Thus, without the 
disclosure of inventory and collected data and quantifiable 
measurement of relevance and importance, in addition to the 
absence of evaluation worksheets, the FCC cannot support the 
Lander Slope ACEC as proposed in Alternative A, B, and D. Until 
it is demonstrated that Lander Slope has characteristics rising to a 
level of relevance and importance as described in FLPMA, 
Handbook 1601-1, and Manual 1613, the FCC stipulates that the 
BLM shall not designate this nominee an ACEC 

2002-1 

10111b 10111b-30 BLM Manual 6301 “Wilderness Characteristics Inventory states 
that for lands to possess wilderness characteristics they must 
exhibit naturalness and provide outstanding opportunities for 
solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation. Little 
Red Creek Complex embodies neither. As exhibited in Figure 11, 
there are 9.3 miles of road, one water development (pond), 5.2 
miles of fence, and several additional two-track roads that are not 
in the BLM's dataset in Little Red Creek Complex. A road density 
to this degree does not afford naturalness or outstanding 
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opportunities for solitude and primitive and unconfined recreation. 
10111b 10111b-31 The FCC understands that it is not possible for the BLM to predict 

the future, however it is our understanding that the RMP should 
provide some scenario analysis on how the differences among 
alternatives will impact our communities. For example, it is 
important to us that the impact to grazing in Alternatives A and D 
is completed in a method that is clear and understandable and 
provides possible mitigations should our ranching communities 
become negatively impacted over the life of the Plan. 

2028-2 

10111b 10111b-32 8013 Alternatives A, B, and C are identical and consist of Analyze 
impacts on socioeconomic resources from the implementation of 
projects in the planning through the NEPA process. 

2028-1 

10111b 10111b-33 8014 Alternative B and Alternative D state that they will consider 
paced development options for mineral and energy development 
projects in the Planning Area to avoid adverse impacts to 
socioeconomic conditions. The FCC finds that all alternatives are 
evaluated at a different constant pace of development throughout 
the planning period “no scenarios for different paces of 
development within one alternative are considered 

2028-2 

10111b 10111b-34 However, there is no discussion in the socioeconomic sections of 
Local Recreation Issues regarding groups associated with local 
recreation, how many members they have relative to the rest of the 
population, etc. What was the objective in relation to human 
communities of having different areas open under the various 
alternatives? That information should be provided and explored by 
the socioeconomics specialist. 

2028-2 

10111b 10111b-35 The current Affected Environment provides a collection of data on 
demographics, social indicators, and economic. However, it lacks 
focus and fails to provide an adequate baseline to measure 
impacts. The Social Conditions (RMP/EIS, pg. 473-488) portion 
contains sections on Demographics, Housing, Customs And 
Culture, Public Safety, and Educational Services. The 
Demographics section (RMP/EIS, pg. 474-478) contains a table 
for populations of cities of all five Counties, but then states that 
only the cities within Fremont County are actually located in the 
Planning Area. There is no detail on how close the cities in the 
other counties are to the Planning Area or if they have any 
interaction with the Planning Area. This is the only reference to 
particular communities or groups, which does not provide an 
adequate characterization of the communities’ structure, activities, 
or values. 

2028-2 

10111b 10111b-36 In the Environmental Consequences section there is a statement 
that (RMP/EIS, pg.1174):Overall, the residents of the Planning 
Area tend to support both conservation or natural resources and 
the economic viability of resource-based industries. For this 
reason, residents generally support multiple-use of BLM-
administered lands, including the development of mineral and 
energy resources, livestock grazing authorizations, continued 
access to BLM-administered lands for recreation, and 
conservation of wildlife and native vegetation. However, there is 

2028-2 
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no basis provided for this statement and no discussion of groups or 
communities that may favor one use over the other. In addition, 
this very same statement is made in the Draft Big Horn Basin 
RMP/EIS on page 4-462 

10111b 10111b-37 Further, there is no basis provided for the study area used in the 
analysis, other than that some areas of each of the five Counties is 
in the Planning Area. What is the contribution of the public lands 
to the economies of the Planning Area? The introduction to the 
Economic Conditions Section states (RMP/EIS, pg.1174):The 
BLM has the capacity, through its decision-making 
responsibilities, to manage resource development in the Planning 
Area and influence the economy of the wider region. The 
information provided in the section does not characterize the 
extent of their capacity to impact the local communities or 
influence the wider region. Are their state or national issues that 
should be addressed? What are the human uses of these public 
lands in relation to other public lands in the Planning Area, region, 
state, and/or nationally? 

2028-2 

10111b 10111b-38 The decisions of the BLM have the potential to impact local 
communities and users, the regional and state economies, and the 
U.S. general public. Each of these should be discussed in the 
Affected Environment section, in particular how they are related 
to the lands of the Planning Area. The local communities and 
users are Fremont County, the cities within Fremont County, and 
to a lesser extent the other four Counties with land in the Planning 
Area. All five Counties should be considered as the regional 
economy and the state of Wyoming should also be considered. 
Lastly, the Planning Area should be considered in relation to the 
general public and future generations. 

2028-2 

10111b 10111b-39 Based on these calculations, it can be argued that the BLM lands 
are responsible for approximately 25 percent of the total output in 
Fremont County, and thus it is extremely important to analyze the 
impacts to this County rather than grouping it with the other four 
Counties in the Planning Area. It is integral to the integrity of the 
RMP/EIS that the BLM provide a calculation for the total outputs 
of which Fremont County is responsible 

2028-2 

10111b 10111b-4 The LFO ACEC Report also fails to disclose such information. If, 
indeed there are five sensitive plants within Red Canyon, why is 
only one named in the RMP/EIS? 

2002-1 

10111b 10111b-40 The particular impacts to Wyoming should also be considered. 
There are several types of taxes received by the state, including 
Federal Mineral Royalty (FMR), state severance, and state ad 
valorem tax. The tax section provided in the Affected 
Environment contains a fair amount of data, but never produces a 
clear calculation on tax revenues at the State-level. Revenue to the 
State needs to be aggregated together in order for the State to 
measure the impacts of the management alternatives. The trends in 
revenue to the State will also need to be provided. 

2028-2 

10111b 10111b-41 The general public has an interest in the land both for its 
ecosystem services and for its commercial values. A socially 
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optimal allocation of resources requires examining the lands in 
this particular Planning Area with the rest of the BLM lands and 
other Federal lands in the U.S. Table 6Table 10 provides 
information that relates Wyoming federal and BLM lands to U.S. 
federal and BLM lands. While Wyoming BLM lands account for 
over 7 percent of all BLM lands, they account for only 3 percent 
of estimated recreational visitor days. On the other hand, they 
account for over 16 percent of all federal mineral royalty revenue 
and almost half of all federal onshore mineral royalty/revenue. 
This is not to imply that individuals do not come to visit federal 
lands in Wyoming, because they do. However, they do not come 
to visit BLM lands. Most visitors are come to Wyoming to visit 
National Parks and National Forest. Most recreational use of BLM 
lands is done by local citizens and groups. Further investigation 
should be done and reported that characterizes the specific 
Planning Area revenue to these totals. Only by conducting this 
characterization can the general public make an informed decision. 

10111b 10111b-42 Specific user groups should also be identified, and their 
relationship with BLM lands and each other characterized. This 
includes mineral extraction industries, such as oil, gas, and 
uranium, renewable energy users, recreational users, including 
local user groups and visitors, environmental education 
organizations such as NOLS, and grazing users. Conflicts among 
and within these groups should be identified. For instance, are 
there areas where off-highway vehicle use conflicts with other 
recreational users? What level of use by one group lowers the 
marginal benefit of use for another? 

2028-1 

10111b 10111b-43 According to the FCC’s socioeconomic specialist, the methods for 
determining resource uses within each alternative for grazing, oil 
and gas, and recreation are lacking. For instance, the data for 
average annual growth are based on the opinion of the LFO, not 
substantiated fact. There is no information provided on how the 
alternatives alter the average annual growth differently for each 
alternative and several of the growth rates do not make logical 
sense. Other growth rates are contradicted by the research. For 
instance, hunting rates are declining nationally, as well as in 
Wyoming (Responsive Managment/National Shooting Sports 
Foundation 2008). Yet, the RMP/EIS discloses that hunting is 
expected to increase at an annual rate during the life of the Plan 

2028-2 

10111b 10111b-44 It is important that the mineral extraction impacts are 
understandable as they have the largest economic impact on 
communities, groups, and individuals. The FCC would like to 
make sure that the impacts of closing areas to mineral extraction, 
exploration, and development are accurately analyzed. With 
approximately 90 and 80 percent of the oil and gas production in 
the Planning Area, respectively, occurring in Fremont County, 
changes in management will have the greatest affect there of any 
of the five Counties. According to the RMP/EIS, it cannot analyze 
impacts by County because the BLM is not certain where future 
wells will be drilled. Yet, the Reasonably Foreseeable 
Development contains oil and gas potential in the Planning Area 
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and the RMP/EIS alternatives disclose varying areas closed to oil 
and gas. This information can and should be used to analyze the 
possible impacts to communities and Counties 

10111b 10111b-45 Impacts to cattle ranching and grazing are important for the local 
communities to understand, in particular the smaller communities 
of the Planning Area and those that live in the unincorporated 
areas. When areas in the West were originally homesteaded, the 
amount of land was not large enough to support viable ranching 
operations; public lands grazing permits were a solution to this 
problem. The grazing permits themselves have an economic value 
that must be considered when management actions taken by the 
BLM reduce the number of AUMs. When a plan was proposed in 
Idaho to have ranchers waive their permits to graze, calculations 
were made to determine the fair value per AUM. This data should 
be examined to analyze the impact to ranchland values should the 
AUMs associated with permits be reduced; not because of 
rangeland health standards, but for other others reasons. The 
Multiple Use Conflict Resolutions Act proposes paying 
$175/AUM. A study by Torrell et al. (2008) of New Mexico ranch 
values found that for a high percentage of ranches on public land 
on an AUM basis, the BLM acreage and grazing capacity 
contributed about $130/AUM to ranchland value. This data should 
be examined in the RMP/EIS to analyze the impact to ranchland 
values should the AUMs associated with permits be reduced. 

2028-2 

10111b 10111b-46 Part of the local expertise that should be incorporated into the 
analysis is the utilization of REMI software and data sets. The 
FCC purchased REMI for Fremont County in 2008 and possesses 
both the 2007 and 2008 datasets. The State of Wyoming Economic 
Analysis Division now owns the datasets for all of the counties 
within Wyoming. There are several advantages of REMI as 
compared to IMPLAN. The first is that it utilizes local data to 
create a standard regional control (the program also has a standard 
national control which is what IMPLAN uses). Also, REMI is not 
just an input/output regional economic model, but also 
incorporates computable general equilibrium, econometric, and 
economic geography models. One crucial piece of information that 
can be obtained from the program is the potential change in 
population over the life of the Plan. Other capabilities of the 
program are the ability to input nonresident recreational spending 
and analyze impacts. Also, the inclusion of the econometrics 
model allows measurements for quality of life decisions 

2006-1 

10111b 10111b-47 The RMP/EIS does not adequately analyze environmental justice 
because it fails to measure impacts to individual communities. 
With the Wind River Indian Reservation in Fremont County, the 
FCC states that the Environmental Justice resource has not been 
adequately addressed according to federal laws and regulations 
(laws and guidance will be added prior to submission to the BLM) 

2008-1 

10111b 10111b-48 1. Before proceeding further with changes to the document, the 
FCC finds that the BLM will conduct the required economics 
workshop to address local community issues, goals, and 
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objectives. An outline and announcement for the required 
economics workshop that is being conducted by the Rock Springs 
Field Office is in Appendix B of this comment document. From 
this meeting a clear set of indicators should be established to use 
as a baseline for impact assessment over the life of the Plan. The 
current socioeconomic analysis is not adequate to issue a ROD as 
the BLM Land Use Planning Handbook states (Appendix D, pg. 
3): 

10111b 10111b-49 2. Socioeconomic goal SR 2.1 states that the impacts of BLM 
management actions should be considered in regard to community 
health, welfare, infrastructure, services, housing, employment, 
custom, and culture. Measuring these impacts requires that a 
starting point or baseline be established for each of these criteria, 
and that current conditions be evaluated at intervals for 
comparison to this baseline. In essence, Goal SR 2.1 calls for a 
socioeconomic monitoring Plan. The FCC states that the BLM 
will fully analyze impacts, using baseline and current condition 
data, to community health, welfare, infrastructure, services, 
housing, employment, custom, and culture. 

2028-2 

10111b 10111b-5 Thus, without the disclosure of inventory and collected data and 
quantifiable measurement of relevance and importance, in addition 
to the absence of evaluation worksheets, the FCC cannot support 
the Red Canyon ACEC as proposed in Alternative A, B, and D. 
Until it is demonstrated that Red Canyon has characteristics rising 
to a level of relevance and importance as described in FLPMA, 
Handbook 1601-1, and Manual 1613, the FCC stipulates that the 
BLM shall not designate this nominee an ACEC. 

2002-1 

10111b 10111b-50 3. In 2008, Dr. Robert Winthrop, BLM Senior Social Scientist in 
the Division of Decision Support, Planning, and NEPA, developed 
a Social and Economic Monitoring Plan for use in the Pinedale 
Field Office. This Plan was included in the Pinedale RMP and 
approved in 2008. In the background narrative provided by Dr. 
Winthrop, he states that ¦while BLM’s Pinedale Planning Area 
falls largely within Sublette County, oil and gas activities in that 
field office generate social and economic impacts in communities 
outside the county, for example in Rock Springs (Sweetwater 
County). For these reasons, the monitoring program outlined in 
Appendix C of this comment document is proposed for use across 
Sublette, Sweetwater, and Lincoln Counties. The checklist 
provided in Appendix D of the BLM’s Land Use Planning 
Handbook is also an appropriate starting place for developing 
indicators. 

2028-1 

10111b 10111b-51 4. Monitoring encompasses oil and gas activity, demographics, 
economic activity, revenues, demand on public services, housing, 
and social impacts. Many of Dr. Winthrop’s monitoring indicators 
are already included in the RMP/EIS, and the remaining indicators 
shall be included in a comprehensive monitoring plan. To meet the 
stated goal of SR 2.1, the Lander RMP/EIS shall include the 
monitoring program developed by Dr. Winthrop or one developed 
in conjunction with the FCC. 

2028-1 
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10111b 10111b-52 [Refer to PDF of this comment document for additional supporting 
material, including attachments and references, provided by this 
commenter] 

2007-1 

10111b 10111b-6 Concerned with protecting and preserving this area, while keeping 
the Dubois Badlands open for multiple, responsible uses, the FCC 
requests that the BLM implement a strategy for ending illegal 
motorized use here. In doing so, the FCC is expressly willing and 
interested in coordinating and consulting with the BLM on a 
Dubois Badlands motorized use strategy. Additionally, the BLM 
shall identify designated play areas in the Planning Area for OHV 
uses. 

2002-1 

10111b 10111b-7 Thus, without the disclosure of inventory and collected data and 
quantifiable measurement of relevance and importance, in addition 
to the absence of evaluation worksheets, the FCC cannot support 
the Dubois Badlands ACEC as proposed in Alternative A and B. 
Until it is demonstrated that Dubois Badlands has characteristics 
rising to a level of relevance and importance as described in 
FLPMA, Handbook 1601-1, and Manual 1613, the FCC stipulates 
that the BLM shall not designate this nominee an ACEC 

2002-1 

10111b 10111b-8 Currently as written, however, it is not possible to determine if 
Whiskey Mountain is and should continue to be an ACEC with the 
sheer lack of data and information provided in the RMP/EIS. 
Thus, without the disclosure of inventory and collected data and 
quantifiable measurement of relevance and importance, in addition 
to the absence of evaluation worksheets, the FCC cannot support 
the Whiskey Mountain ACEC as proposed in Alternative A, B, 
and D. Until it is demonstrated that Whiskey Mountain has 
characteristics rising to a level of relevance and importance as 
described in FLPMA, Handbook 1601-1, and Manual 1613, the 
FCC stipulates that the BLM shall not designate this nominee an 
ACEC. 

2002-1 

10111b 10111b-9 Similarly, an expansion may also be pertinent. Currently as 
written, however, it is not possible to determine if East Fork is and 
should continue to be an ACEC, or if an expansion is necessary, 
with the sheer lack of data and information provided in the 
RMP/EIS. Thus, without the disclosure of inventory and collected 
data and quantifiable measurement of relevance and importance, 
in addition to the absence of evaluation worksheets, the FCC 
cannot support the East Fork ACEC as proposed in Alternative A 
or as expanded in Alternative B and D. Until it is demonstrated 
that East Fork has characteristics rising to a level of relevance and 
importance as described in FLPMA, Handbook 1601-1, and 
Manual 1613, the FCC stipulates that the BLM shall not designate 
this nominee an ACEC 

2002-1 

10113 10113-3 As described on page 1208, 4.10.1 in the Cumulative Impacts to 
greater Sage grouse from management action, the top five threats. 
You have identified the threats as Oil and Gas Development, 
infrastructure, INNS, wild fire and livestock grazing. In my 18 
years in the ranching industry and 12 years in the Oil and Gas 
Industry, as well as 30 years as a hunter and outdoorsman; the 

2006-1 
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biggest decline in sage grouse numbers has come from predators, 
not listed. However, page 1215 regarding Infrastructure, it does 
state grouse tend to avoid areas with tall structures (i.e. power 
lines, towers, and wind turbines), due to increased opportunity for 
predation by raptors.Also, page 1219 citing livestock grazing as a 
threat in that heavy grazing reduces vegetative cover needed for 
nest concealment, increasing the opportunity for predators. This 
can however, occur on any all ownership of lands.Livestock 
management typically involves the use of fencing and water 
development (wells, pipelines, reservoirs, and spring 
developments) that can result in loss, degradation, and 
fragmentation of greater sage-grouse habitat. Sage grouse, like any 
other animal, require water. So development of springs, water 
troughs, wells, etc. has not hurt the grouse. It has, in fact, done 
quite the opposite in in providing more areas, therefore, reducing 
the risk of depredation by predators. This development has of 
course been accomplished by ranchers.Most predators hunt at 
night, coyotes, bobcats, fox, etc. Has a study been done at night to 
do know how many sage grouse the predators are eating? 
Eliminating grazing and penalizing the rancher is not going to 
increase the sage-grouse populations. 

10114 10114-1 2. What is known as the Strawberry Creek Road that enters the 
Sweetwater Canyon on the north side, crosses at a ford through the 
river and continues up the canyon slope on the south side of the 
river should be closed to motorized use in this RMP Revision. To 
allow this road to continue to be open to motorized use will 
continue the impacts (i.e., increased erosion from 
rutted/compacted roads, water quality from oil/gas as the vehicles 
ford the river, solitude from the noise/sight of vehicles, and 
compaction of vegetation) to the wilderness qualities and 
characteristics of the Sweetwater Canyon. Another impact of the 
road continuing to remain open to motorized use is the designation 
of the river as a Wild River under the Wild and Scenic River Act. 
To be designated Wild there can be no motorized access within 
Â¼ mile of the river. With the Strawberry Creek Road actually 
crossing the river it seems, at best, the Sweetwater River would 
have two Wild segments; at worst, the road would completely 
prevent the Wild designation of the river. Please include the 
designation of the Strawberry Creek Road within the fenced 
riparian pasture as Closed to motorized vehicle. 

2035-2 

10118 10118-1 When compared to all alternatives in the DEIS, Alternative D 
designates the second largest land area as SRMAs and ACECs and 
closes 87% of the area with phosphate potential to phosphate 
leasing. The collective affect of these land use prescriptions and 
restrictions make it nearly impossible in some cases to responsibly 
manage State trust lands for income generation for our 
beneficiaries as prescribed by our Trust obligation. A major 
concern for OSLI and the Board of Land Commissioners is the 
State trust lands that are captured within or immediately adjacent 
to Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, Wilderness Study 
Areas and other Management Areas. As it now stands, from a 

2028-1 
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Trust perspective, wherein our responsibility is to optimize the 
State's assets and resources to enhance the trust for the State's 
beneficiaries, our revenue generation options are not only limited, 
but in some cases non-existent or limited to grazing income. 

10118 10118-2 OSLI has unsuccessfully tried to engage the State BLM Office on 
numerous occasions to assess those lands that are conflicted (State 
acres embraced within and/or adjacent to RMP-restricted areas) 
and find comparable trades with the federal government. While 
OSLI finds BLM's interest in securing lands necessary to protect 
endangered species, promote biological diversity, increase 
recreational opportunities and preserve archeological and 
historical resources laudable, Wyoming's desire to meet its Trust 
obligations must be treated with equal respect by the BLM in its 
planning efforts and, more importantly, in the BLM's prioritization 
of staff resources and time. Frankly, OSLI is growing impatient 
with idle interest and, absent some actual evidence of movement 
to effectuate the long-discussed trades, the agency will be left with 
no option but to pursue leasing and development of Trust lands, 
even in areas that may adversely affect certain resources that are 
clearly of great interest to the BLM. Very recently, lands located 
in the Lander Field Office area became the subject of exchange 
discussions when a phosphate mining proponent submitted an 
application for several phosphate leases on state lands adjacent to 
the Lander Slope ACEC and the Red Canyon ACEC outlined in 
the DEIS. By virtue of our application review process with 
Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD), WGFD asked 
that these parcels be "deferred" until such time WGFD could 
evaluate potential solutions that would be favorable to the State's 
beneficiaries while maintaining the resource values of the 
surrounding areas. BLM was also advised of the interest in these 
lands for phosphate leasing and was asked to engage in the process 
of potentially exchanging these Trust land parcels for other BLM 
lands of equal value. To date, no movement has been made toward 
resolution, except for BLM's identification of the Trust lands in 
question as lands that it would like to acquire. Unfortunately, 
BLM has few resources to purchase these lands and the lands 
identified in the plan for disposal (and potential trade) are oflittle 
to no interest to the State. In the event that a favorable solution 
cannot be developed by July, 2012, the State will have no choice 
but to make those parcels available for phosphate leasing. 

2015-1 

10121 10121-1 The BLM acknowledges in the Lander DRMP/EIS that it must 
honor existing rights. The RMP will recognize valid existing 
rights. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. Executive Summary xxxviii; see 
also Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 9. The BLM should further expressly 
recognize that oil and gas leases are existing rights that cannot be 
modified 

2018-3 

10121 10121-10 To date, the Department of the Interior has not complied with the 
requirements set forth in section 204 of FLPMA or the BLM’s 
implementing regulations at 43 C.F.R. Part 1700. Prior to 
approving the Lander RMP, the BLM must comply with these 
provisions and inform the public how it will be impacted 

2016-1 
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10121 10121-100 the BLM should not expend unnecessary resources attempting to 
analyze the potential impacts of oil and gas development on a site-
specific basis more than necessary given the uncertainty 
associated with the location and extent of future development. See 
N. Alaska Envtl. Ctr. v. Kempthorne, 457 F.3d 969 (9th Cir. 
2006). Individual development projects will be analyzed on a 
case-by-case basis if and when operations are actually proposed. 
Based on the BLM’s own policies and binding legal precedent, the 
BLM should ensure that the agency does not utilize the land use 
planning process to impose site-specific conditions of approval 
(COAs) or unreasonably limit future management actions when 
revising the Lander RMP. The BLM attempts to make too many 
specific decisions in the Lander RMP that may unreasonably 
restrict its management opportunities in the future. 

2016-1 

10121 10121-101 Burlington believes, however, that the BLM should automatically 
lift all seasonal wildlife restrictions within the DDAs in the Lander 
RMP, rather than waiting for the restrictions to be lifted seasonally 
upon operator request. This provides the operators the certainty 
they need to commit to year-round operations and thus, 
potentially, agree to additional best management practices. 
Knowing they will be able to conduct operations year-round may 
also allow operators to secure more efficient and less polluting 
drilling rigs and may even allow operators to commit to 
significantly more directional drilling because they will be able to 
fully develop all of the wells from a single pad to the maximum 
extent possible without moving a rig. With the existing seasonal 
stipulations, operators are often required to limit their use of 
directional drilling to the number of wells that can be drilled in a 
short seasonal period. If the operators know they can commit to a 
single pad for an extended duration, they may be able to 
significantly increase the amount of directional drilling they are 
doing within certain formations within the Lander Planning Area. 
Further, lifting restrictions automatically will reduce government 
paperwork and reduce stress on BLM employees. Rather than 
reviewing numerous requests each year, the BLM could instead 
close DDAs to year-round operations when deemed necessary 
based on specific conditions and consultation with the WGFD. 

2018-1 

10121 10121-11 Under Alternatives B and D, the BLM would make over 100,000 
acres to oil and gas leasing unavailable for a period of two years or 
more, yet BLM has not complied with the clear and unequivocal 
requirements of FLPMA. BLM must notify Congress of its intent 
to close significant areas to future oil and gas development prior to 
finalizing the Lander RMP. 

2016-1 

10121 10121-12 The overall minerals management under Alternative B is 
inappropriate because it unreasonably limits oil and gas 
development. As noted above, the BLM is significantly limiting 
potential future oil and gas development in the Lander Planning 
Area by making 2,276,525 acres under Alternative B unavailable 
for oil and gas leasing. The BLM is additionally making 187,524 
acres available to oil and gas leasing only with major constraints 
under Alternative B. Alternative B in particular eliminates almost 

2018-3 
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the entire Lander Planning Area for mineral development 
10121 10121-13 Alternative B is not consistent with existing national policies. 

Federal agencies are required to expedite projects which increase 
domestic energy production under existing executive orders. 
Executive Orders 13211, 13212, and 13302. The adoption of 
Alternative B would significantly curtail domestic production 
compared to both the baseline scenario and any of the other 
alternatives analyzed by the BLM. Lander DRMP/EIS, pgs. 647, 
1186 - 1187. The loss of such an enormous energy supply is 
contrary to the best interests of the nation and inconsistent with the 
Energy Policy Act of 2005 

2016-1 

10121 10121-14 The removal of vast areas of lands from future oil and gas 
development and potential restrictions on existing leases under 
Alternative B, and to a lesser extent, Alternative D, would also 
significantly restrict regional earnings, jobs, and tax revenue in the 
Lander Planning Area. The adoption of Alternative B would 
reduce regional earnings significantly and reduce local jobs by 
1,000 jobs over the current management scenario. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, pgs. 1175, 1185. 

2028-1 

10121 10121-15 The BLM must recognize, study, and report the economic impact 
of its decision to close significant portions of the Lander Planning 
Area to leasing, or to make significant portions of the Lander 
Planning Area only available with major constraints will have 
upon future exploration and development in the area. It is not 
enough for the BLM to simply assert that existing lease rights will 
be protected, the BLM must analyze further how existing lease 
rights will be impacted by future limitations on leasing and 
development and what protection it will afford existing leases in 
the above described scenario 

2018-3 

10121 10121-16 Alternative D is not consistent with existing National Policies. 
Federal agencies are required to expedite projects which increase 
domestic energy production under existing executive orders: 
Executive Orders 13211, 13212, and 13302. The adoption of 
Alternative D would significantly curtail domestic production 
compared to both the baseline scenario and any of the other 
alternatives analyzed by the BLM. Lander DRMP/EIS, pgs. 647, 
1186 - 1187. The loss of such an enormous energy supply is 
contrary to the best interests of the nation and inconsistent with the 
Energy Policy Act of 2005 

2016-1 

10121 10121-17 Burlington encourages the BLM to add a statement in the Lander 
RMP clarifying the scope of the BLM’s authority as defined by 
the IBLA. The BLM does not have the authority to impose 
regulations or mandate control measures on emission sources, 
including oil and gas operations, within Wyoming 

2001-2 

10121 10121-18 Given its lack of authority over air quality, the BLM must revise 
all of its goals in Table 2-7 relating to air quality. Although 
BLM’s proposed Goal PR:1.1 appears to recognize limitations on 
the BLM’s authority over air quality, the remaining goals do not. 
Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 60. Similarly, the BLM’s second proposed 
Goal PR:2 states Maintain concentrations of PSD pollutants 

2001-2 
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associated with management actions in compliance with the 
applicable increment. Id. This goal is wholly inappropriate 
because the BLM does not have the authority to implement, 
regulate, or enforce the prevention of significant deterioration 
(PSD) increment 

10121 10121-19 Wyoming’s PSD program was approved by the EPA in July of 
2008, 73 Fed Reg. 40,750 (Jul. 16, 2008), and currently controls 
Wyoming’s enforcement of the PSD program within the State of 
Wyoming. Because Objective PR 1.2 overlaps with jurisdiction 
held solely by the WDEQ and EPA, it must be removed from the 
Lander RMP. See 40 C.F.R. Â§Â§ 51, 52; WAQSR Chapter 6, Â§ 
4. The BLM must revise its goals to be consistent with its own 
authority. This goal as drafted is beyond the BLM’s authority and 
must be deleted. 

2001-2 

10121 10121-2 The BLM partially recognizes that it cannot modify existing lease 
rights in the Lander DRMP/EIS, but the agency negates this 
statement by suggesting that it will impose COAs on operations 
that will, effectively, impose new limitations on leases. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, pg. 637. The BLM cannot use COAs to modify or 
take existing lease rights 

2018-3 

10121 10121-20 Given the fact the EPA and WDEQ are already developing and 
enforcing air quality control measures, there is no need for the 
BLM to develop goals, obligations, or requirements that may 
interfere with the EPA and WDEQ’s authority. Further, the BLM 
has no authority over air quality so it cannot enforce its goal as 
currently drafted. The BLM should not attempt to develop or 
enforce air quality mitigation measures or standards but should 
leave air quality enforcement and control measures to the agencies 
with the experience and the authority over the same 

2001-2 

10121 10121-21 The BLM must revise its air quality goals and management 
actions to state that BLM’s only management goal, objective, or 
action will be to ensure that the WDEQ is invited to participate in 
the NEPA process as a cooperating agency and that BLM will not 
interfere with the WDEQ’s regulation of air quality. In the event 
the BLM unwisely retains the potentially illegal objectives 
contained in the Lander DRMP/EIS, the BLM must include clear 
language in the RMP disavowing any attempt by BLM to regulate 
air emissions or air quality in the Lander Planning Area. 

2001-2 

10121 10121-22 The BLM has no authority over air quality and cannot impose 
emissions restrictions, either directly or indirectly, on natural gas 
operations in Wyoming, particularly if the overall goal is to reduce 
potential visibility impacts. As such, the BLM should revise its 
second Goal PR2.1 to clarify that BLM cannot and will not 
attempt to enforce visibility-impairing pollutants. 

2001-2 

10121 10121-23 Burlington encourages the BLM to modify Record No. 1008 to 
reflect the limited nature of BLM’s authority over air quality. As 
drafted, Record No. 1008 could be read to require the BLM to 
enforce air quality emissions. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 19. The 
BLM should revise Record No. 1008 to state that BLM will 
encourage rather than require BLM-authorized activities to 

2001-2 
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minimize adverse air impacts. As described above, BLM does not 
have the authority to require operators to comply with particular 
air quality regulations. 

10121 10121-24 The BLM developed more appropriate air quality language in the 
recently released Draft EIS and Resource Management Plan for 
the Bighorn Basin Planning Area (Bighorn Basin RMP/DEIS) that 
the Lander Field Office should utilize. The language in the 
Bighorn Basin RMP/DEIS recognized the limit on the BLM’s 
authority by noting that it will only impose best management 
practices (BMPs) within the scope of its authority and that, under 
the Preferred Alternatively, it will only facilitate discussions with 
other agencies regarding the nature and scope of the additional 
mitigation measures. See Bighorn Basin RMP/DEIS, Record No. 
1005, pg. 2-43. Burlington encourages the BLM to adopt similar 
language in the Lander RMP and not to impose or attempt to 
impose mitigation measures or other requirements that are outside 
of its authority 

2001-2 

10121 10121-25 The BLM should revise Record No. 1011 to state that surface-
disturbing activities may be authorized in Designated 
Development Areas (DDAs) when authorized by the BLM. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, Record No. 1011, pg. 62. One of the advantages 
allegedly associated with Alternative D is the fact that operators 
may be authorized to conduct year-round operations within DDAs. 
As currently drafted, Record No. 1011 could be read to preclude 
year-round operations within DDAs. 

2018-1 

10121 10121-26 The BLM has not adequately explained what type of a site-
specific analysis or reclamation plan will be required in areas with 
low reclamation potential (LRP). Lander DRMP/EIS, Record No. 
1012, pg. 62. In order for operators to meaningfully comment on 
this requirement, the BLM needs to provide more definition of 
what constitutes a very detailed reclamation plan. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, Record No. 1012, pg. 62. Significant portions of the 
Lander Planning Area have low reclamation potential (see Lander 
DRMP/EIS, Map 11), and the operators need to understand what 
types of reclamation plans will be required. As currently drafted, 
this requirement is unnecessarily vague and should be revised 

2029-2 

10121 10121-27 Burlington is particularly opposed to the prohibition on surface 
disturbing activities in LRP areas and in slopes over 15%. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, Record Nos. 1013, 1014, pg. 63. The BLM has not 
justified such measures and they should not be adopted 

2029-1 

10121 10121-28 The BLM should clarify that under all of the alternatives, 
reclamation plans are required for all oil and gas drilling 
operations under Onshore Order Number 1, Section III, 4, j, 72 
Fed. Reg. 10308, 10333 (Mar. 7, 2007). As currently described 
under Record No. 1019, the public may have the impression that 
reclamation plans are not always required for oil and gas 
development activities 

2029-2 

10121 10121-29 Management Action 1041 should be modified to indicate bonds 
will only be increased in accordance with BLM’s regulations. 

2018-3 

10121 10121-3 In the revised Lander RMP and accompanying environmental 2018-3 
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impact statement (EIS), the BLM should state clearly that an oil 
and gas lease is a contract between the federal government and the 
lessee, and that the lessee has certain rights thereunder 

10121 10121-30 Many of BLM’s proposed goals and management actions do not 
reflect WDEQ’s proper authority and role. Lander DRMP/EIS, 
Record Nos. 1025 - 1046. The BLM should recognize that erosion 
and stormwater runoff are regulated by the EPA through its 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
program under the Clean Water Act, which is administered by the 
State of Wyoming. See 33 U.S.C. Â§ 1342 (2010); 40 C.F.R. parts 
122, 123 (2011). The BLM should also recognize the State of 
Wyoming’s stormwater regulations that already require full 
stormwater pollution prevention plans for disturbances over one 
acre in size. 

2034-2 

10121 10121-31 The BLM should utilize the Lander RMP to clarify how it will 
manage lands with wilderness characteristics. Since the issuance 
of Secretarial Order Number 3310 in December of 2010, there has 
been significant confusion regarding its implementation and 
impact. Burlington understands the requirement of the Secretarial 
Order and its implementing manuals, but is unclear how the Order 
and manuals will be implemented during the current fiscal year 
given the Congress’ direction that no funding can be used this year 
to implement the Act. 

2037-1 

10121 10121-32 BLM should also carefully consider whether or not wilderness 
characteristics are present during its inventory and analysis of any 
citizen proposed wilderness characteristics areas. The BLM should 
carefully consider (1) whether or not the area is roadless and over 
5,000 acres in size; (2) whether its natural character having been 
affected primarily by the forces of nature only; and (3) whether or 
not the area provides opportunity for solitude or a primitive and 
unconfined type of recreation. Instruction Memorandum 2011-
154. Obviously if oil and gas leases exist within an area, it cannot 
and will not meet these characteristics. 

2037-1 

10121 10121-33 Alternative B would drastically curtail potential future oil and gas 
development in the Lander Planning Area by closing huge 
portions of the Lander Planning Area (2,279,525 acres) to oil and 
gas leasing. Lander DRMP.EIS, Record No. 2012, pg. 75. The 
BLM has not justified such a radical option, one that would 
decrease the number of acres open to leasing under standard 
stipulations by a staggering eighty-one percent (81%). Lander 
DRMP/EIS, pg. 641. Closing over two million acres to oil and gas 
development is not reasonable, responsible, or currently justified. 
The BLM should eliminate Alternative B from any future 
consideration in the final EIS because it is contrary to the BLM’s 
multiple-use mandate and existing federal policy 

2018-3 

10121 10121-34 the BLM has not analyzed or disclosed the potential impacts the 
limited future leasing under Alternative B may have upon 
operations on existing leases. 

2018-3 

10121 10121-35 BLM must recognize, study, and report the economic impact its 
decision to close significant portions of the Lander Planning Area 

2018-3 
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to leasing, or to make significant portions only available with 
major constraints, will have upon future exploration and 
development in the area. It is not enough for the BLM to simply 
assert that existing lease rights will be protected. Rather, the BLM 
must analyze how existing lease rights will be impacted by future 
limitations on future additional leasing and development and 
identify the protections it will afford to existing leases 

10121 10121-36 Under all of the Alternatives, BLM should acknowledge that it 
cannot impose stipulations or new restrictions on existing leases 
and particularly cannot impose new NSO restrictions on existing 
leases. Courts have recognized that once the BLM has issued an 
oil and gas lease conveying the right to access and develop the 
leasehold, the BLM cannot later impose unreasonable mitigation 
measures that take away those rights 

2018-3 

10121 10121-37 The Pinedale RMP authorized the expansion of Intensively 
Developed Fields in two situations. First, an expansion of an 
existing oil and gas field without the need to amend the Pinedale 
RMP when bottom-hole density reached a specific level and when 
geology and reservoir analysis determined additional bottom-hole 
development is necessary to effectively drain a resource. See 
Record of Decision and Approved Pinedale RMP, pg. 2-22 (2008). 
Second, the Pinedale RMP authorizes the creation of new 
Intensively Developed Fields through an amendment to the 
Pinedale RMP if the above-referenced geologic criteria are met, 
but the new field is not located adjacent to an existing Intensively 
Developed Field. Id. Burlington strongly encourages the BLM 
adopt measures in the Lander RMP that are similar to the Pinedale 
RMP and allow for the efficient expansion of the DDAs. 

2018-1 

10121 10121-38 Burlington questions why the BLM did not create DDAs under 
Alternative C. Because DDAs would, necessarily, increase oil and 
gas operations and make development more feasible, the BLM 
should have analyzed and included DDAs under Alternative C, not 
just Alternative D. It was inappropriate for the BLM to 
unreasonably restrict the use of DDAs to Alternative D despite the 
clear language in the description of Alternative C that it was 
intended to emphasize resource development. See Lander 
DRMP/EIS, pg. 49. 

2018-1 

10121 10121-39 The BLM should delete entirely Record No. 2005 because it 
unreasonably interferes with private contracts and private 
relationships between companies. Lander DRMP/EIS, Record No. 
2005, pg. 74. The BLM does not have the authority or a right to 
encourage operators to share seismic data information with other 
companies. As the BLM is well aware, seismic information is 
extremely important to the future development of oil and gas 
operations and highly confidential. Seismic surveys can be 
extremely expensive and it is inappropriate for the BLM to either 
require or encourage operators to share such information. 

2018-2 

10121 10121-4 The BLM recently recognized the nature of existing oil and gas 
lease rights in the Pinedale RMP issued by the BLM in November 
2008. Existing oil and gas or other mineral lease rights will be 

2018-3 
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honored. When an oil and gas lease is issued, it constitutes a valid 
existing right; BLM cannot unilaterally change the terms and 
conditions of the lease . . . Surface use and timing restrictions from 
this RMP cannot be applied to existing leases. Pinedale RMP, pg. 
2-19. Similar language exists in the December 2008 Rawlins 
RMP. Rawlins RMP, pg. 20. Burlington encourages the BLM to 
include similar language in the Lander RMP 

10121 10121-40 Burlington does not support the BLM’s proposed objective BR:8.1 
which prohibits no greater than a ten percent (10%) loss of acres 
of big game crucial winter range over the life of the plan. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, Table 2.20, pg. 95. This objective could be used to 
unreasonably restrict oil and gas development, especially when so 
many surface disturbing activities occur outside of the BLM’s 
control, operators should not have their activities curtailed because 
other users are impacting big game critical habitat. The BLM 
should not restrict operations on federal lands to compensate for 
activities on state and private lands 

2018-3 

10121 10121-41 Burlington suggests the BLM revise Record No. 4055 to eliminate 
the word minimize. Lander DRMP/EIS, Record No. 4055, pg. 98. 
As currently drafted, this management action could be viewed as 
unnecessarily restricting oil and gas development activities and 
other operations within the Lander Planning Area. Burlington 
supports the idea that surface disturbance should be restricted to 
the smallest area that is safe and feasible, but is concerned that the 
word minimize could be used to justify unreasonable expectations 
or limitations on development. Rather, Burlington suggests the 
BLM use the word reduce rather than minimize. 

2007-1 

10121 10121-42 Record No. 4051, pg. 47, states that BLM will utilize 
recommendations found in WGFD Recommendations for 
Development Oil and Gas Resources within Crucial and Important 
Wildlife Habitats (WGFD 2009). The BLM must revise these 
statements to clarify that it will consider, not necessarily utilize all 
of the WGFD’s recommendations. 

2007-1 

10121 10121-43 While the BLM is free to consider recommendations from the 
State of Wyoming and its agencies, it is not required and should 
not agree to implement all of the mitigation measures in the 
WGFD’s recommendations. The BLM should revise the language 
in Record No. 4051 to make it clear it will consider, but is not 
required to adopt or comply with the recommendations of the 
WGFD 

2007-1 

10121 10121-44 Record No. 4056, pg. 98. As the BLM is aware, current seasonal 
stipulations in the existing Lander RMP prohibit construction and 
drilling activities in specific crucial winter ranges, but do not 
prohibit routine production operations necessary to safely maintain 
facilities. It would be inappropriate for the BLM to preclude all 
production operations in crucial winter range areas. Such a 
decision would essentially preclude year-round production 
operations and would lead to a significant decrease in domestic 
energy production. 

2039-1 

10121 10121-45 BLM has not analyzed or apparently even considered the damage 2018-3 
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that could be done to oil and gas wells if they are shut-in on an 
annual basis. The BLM also has not analyzed the very real threat 
that federal minerals would be effectively drained by offsetting 
wells on State of Wyoming and private lands if federal wells are 
annually shut-in. The BLM must prepare this analysis in order to 
disclose the significant adverse impacts that would be associated 
with the closure of oil and gas development on a seasonal basis, 
including the potential loss of federal reserves and royalties 

10121 10121-46 the BLM failed to consider the significant detrimental impact 
seasonal prohibition on oil and gas operations would have upon 
the local economy. By precluding production during several 
months of the year, the BLM would force operators to 
significantly reduce their workforces on an annual basis. The 
management action would create a seasonal boom and bust cycle 
with routine maintenance workers and pumpers being laid off 
annually. The inconsistent nature of the work would almost 
certainly reduce the number of local employees lessees are able to 
hire, which would restrict or eliminate the long-term beneficial 
impacts of the oil and gas development to the local economy. The 
BLM’s current socio-economic analysis does not account for this 
cycle. The BLM must eliminate this proposed management action 
under Alternatives B and D. 

2028-1 

10121 10121-47 Record No. 4057, pg. 99. The BLM has not identified specific 
reptiles or reptile habitat that needs to be protected, demonstrated 
that such protections are reasonable, or provided information 
justifying this new restriction. To the extent potential reptiles are 
already identified on the BLM’s list of Sensitive Species for 
Wyoming, the BLM Manual 6840 provides adequate protections 
and authority for the BLM to impose conditions of approval or 
other restrictions to protect the species. The blanket restrictions 
are unduly onerous and have not been demonstrated to be 
necessary. Burlington suggests the BLM not adopt the language 
proposed under Record No. 4057 under either Alternative B or 
Alternative D in the selected alternative 

2039-1 

10121 10121-48 Burlington is very concerned about the proposed significant 
increase in the buffer area when timing restrictions associated with 
raptor nests under Alternative B will be applied. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, Record No. 4066, pg. 101. The BLM has not 
provided adequate justification or information to support this 
change 

2039-1 

10121 10121-49 Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 102. The BLM should, however, revise 
BR Goals 13.1 and 14.1 to make it clear the BLM will maintain 
large patches of high quality sage brush habitat, while still 
providing for multiple-use management. 

2012-3 

10121 10121-5 The MOU required by Â§ 363 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 
was finalized in April of 2006 as BLM MOU WO300-2006-07. 
Pursuant to the Energy Policy Act and the MOU required thereby, 
the stipulations for oil and gas leases within the revised Lander 
RMP should not be onerous or more restrictive than necessary. 
Based on Burlington’s review of the proposed alternatives in the 

2018-3 
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Lander DRMP/EIS, the BLM did not follow the guidance in this 
MOU or the express direction in the Energy Policy Act of 2005. 

10121 10121-50 The BLM should also clarify its proposed goal to indicate how it 
will maintain connections between sage brush habitats occupied 
by greater sage-grouse. Lander DRMP/EIS, BR 13.2, pg. 102. 

2012-3 

10121 10121-51 The BLM has proposed restrictions to protect Mountain Plover 
habitat from April 10 to July 10 unless surveys demonstrate the 
absence of breeding/nesting Mountain Plovers. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, Record No. 4073, pg. 103. When evaluating this 
restriction, the BLM should also recall that the USFWS 
announced its decision to withdraw the proposed listing of the 
Mountain Plover as a threatened species on May 12, 2011. 76 Fed. 
Reg. 27756 (May 12, 2011). The USFWS specifically determined 
that after a thorough review of all available scientific and 
commercial information, we have determined that the species is 
not endangered or threatened throughout all or a significant 
portion of its range. Id. Given its current status, the BLM should 
carefully consider whether or not additional restrictions in plover 
habitat are necessary 

2030-3 

10121 10121-52 Burlington is opposed to the proposed Management Action 4087 
which would require the BLM to establish limits that accept 
cumulative habitat loss for identified priority species. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, Record No. 4087, pg. 104. The BLM has not 
provided a specific list of priority species. Absent this information, 
Burlington cannot assess how its operations may be impacted by 
this management requirement. Additionally, this proposed 
requirement is vague because it does not identify potential 
threshold or other limits of acceptable cumulative habitat loss. 

2030-3 

10121 10121-53 Record Nos. 4095, 4096, pg. 106. None of the timing limitations 
presented in the draft document corresponds to those identified in 
Wyoming Executive Order 2011-005. Under the Wyoming sage-
grouse Executive Order, activity will be allowed from July 1 to 
March 14 outside of the 0.6 mile perimeter of a lek in a Core Area 
where breeding, nesting, and early brood-rearing habitat is present. 
State of Wyoming Executive Order, 2011-005, pg. 9 item 3. Under 
Alternative D, however, BLM extends the season of use restriction 
by two weeks by placing a timing limitation on surface disturbing 
activities from March 1 to June 30. 

2012-3 

10121 10121-54 Burlington is opposed to the proposed restrictions on noise levels 
to 10dBA above ambient noise contained in Alternatives B, C and 
D. Lander DRMP/EIS, Record No. 4101, pg. 108. The BLM has 
also not identified background noise levels or identified a means 
to determine such levels. The BLM has not explained how 
background noise levels would be measured or quantified to 
determine how or whether noise levels have been impacted by 
new operations. Finally, as the BLM should be aware, 10dBA is a 
very, very low threshold and the BLM has not explained or 
justified the benefit of such an unduly restrictive limit. 

2018-3 

10121 10121-55 the BLM should identify potentially occupied pygmy rabbit 
habitat in the Lander RMP. The prohibition on surface disturbing 

2030-1 
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activities within pygmy rabbit habitat is otherwise overly vague. 
Lander DRMP/EIS, Record No. 4104, pg. 108. Absent an accurate 
map, Burlington cannot ensure how its operations may be 
impacted by this proposed restriction 

10121 10121-56 Record No. 5034, pg. 124. Such a restriction is not only 
inconsistent with existing lease rights, it is also subject to 
significant discretion on the part of the BLM. Further, this 
restriction is not consistent with the BLM’s Manual that allows for 
some modification to the surface in VRM Class II Areas. BLM 
Manual Handbook 8410-1 at 6. 

2033-1 

10121 10121-57 given the fact the BLM has determined that no surface disturbing 
operations will be allowed in either VRM Class I or VRM Class II 
Areas, the BLM must provide new maps clearly demonstrating 
that all VRM Class I and II Areas will be subject to major 
constraints. BLM’s current Maps 29, 30, 31, and 32 do not appear 
to identify VRM Class II Areas as subject to major constraints. 
Given the prohibition on surface disturbing activities within these 
areas, these maps are not accurate and do not provide the reader 
with adequate information. Additionally, these restrictive closures 
will require the BLM to redo its economic analysis and RFD 
Scenario under Alternatives B and D in particular, given the 
significant restriction on oil and gas development that could result 
from this decision. 

2033-1 

10121 10121-58 The BLM needs to prepare new VRM maps for all four 
alternatives presented in the Lander DRMP/EIS. As currently 
drafted, Maps 75, 76, 77, and 78 appear to impose BLM VRM 
restrictions on BLM, private, and State of Wyoming lands without 
regard to ownership. The BLM has no right or authority to impose 
VRM restrictions on either State of Wyoming or private lands. 

2033-1 

10121 10121-59 Record No. 5036, pg. 125. Much of the area is not currently 
subject to VRM Class II restrictions. When proposing VRM 
restrictions in areas already leased for oil and gas development, 
the BLM cannot attempt to impose new VRM objectives or 
operations on existing leases. The IBLA has clearly recognized 
that BLM cannot impose visual resource objectives inconsistent 
with lease rights, and the BLM must consider the impacts of oil 
and gas operations and existing leases when developing VRM 
objectives during the planning process 

2033-1 

10121 10121-6 The BLM states in the Lander DRMP/EIS that it will develop 
planning decisions to cover split estate situations where the BLM 
owns the minerals but not the surface. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 9. 
The BLM should also recognize that under Wyoming law in 
situations where the surface estate and the mineral estate are 
owned by separate parties, the mineral estate is considered the 
dominant estate 

2018-3 

10121 10121-60 The BLM has made management decisions to allow oil and gas to 
be developed where it has issued leases. Putting these same areas 
in a VRM Class II designation in the proposed Bighorn Basin 
RMP does not take into account the past leasing decisions and 
valid existing rights. The BLM must make its new VRM class 

2033-1 
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designations consistent with its prior leasing decisions. The BLM 
can achieve this harmony, and follow the IBLA’s guidance, by 
designating areas previously leased for oil and gas lease 
development as VRM Class III in the Lander RMP. 

10121 10121-61 Burlington is concerned it may not be able to develop its existing 
leases if the BLM is precluded from proving rights-of-way or 
facility locations across newly created VRM I and II areas that did 
not exist at the time its leases were issued. The imposition of 
unreasonable restrictions on existing leases or federal units may 
result in an illegal taking of Burlington’s contractual and property 
rights. 

2018-3 

10121 10121-62 Record Nos. 6022, 6023, pg. 130. The BLM has not justified this 
substantial increase in the number of acres subject to ROW 
exclusion and avoidance areas. 

2025-3 

10121 10121-63 Record Nos. 7003, 7004, 7005, 7006, pgs. 159 - 163. Burlington 
also objects to the BLM’s proposal under Alternative B and 
Alternative D to prohibit surface disturbing activities within up to 
five miles of historic trails. The BLM has not justified the 
necessity of protecting the trails to such an extent. The BLM’s 
departure from its previous management, which only protected 
areas within one-quarter mile of these historic trails, is 
unnecessary, unjustified, and inconsistent with existing lease 
rights. The BLM must substantially revise its proposed 
management for historic trails in the Lander RMP prior to their 
finalization. 

2004-1 

10121 10121-64 Overall Burlington does not support the creation of new areas of 
critical environmental concern (ACEC) for the expansion of 
ACECs within the Lander Planning Area. The BLM has identified 
sufficient ACECs in the previous planning documents and has not 
significantly justified the need to expand these ACECs. 

2002-1 

10121 10121-65 Burlington is vehemently opposed to the proposal in Record No. 
80142 to consider or curtail oil and gas development activities to 
avoid adverse impacts to socio-economic conditions. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, pg. 212. Throughout the history of the organization, 
the BLM has not limited the pace of development recognizing that 
commodity prices and other factors beyond the control of oil and 
gas operators are responsible for the pace of development. Further, 
the proposal is inconsistent with the BLM’s own determination on 
pages 21 and 22 of the Lander RMP which indicates the BLM 
should not inappropriately involve itself in industry financial 
decisions or regulate the pace of development. Lander 
DRMP/DEIS, pgs. 21-22. 

2028-1 

10121 10121-66 In the final EIS for the Lander RMP, the BLM should clarify that 
the EPA is no longer in the process of evaluating the ozone 
NAAQS and instead going to wait for the normal review process 
for NAAQS and will initiate a revision in the Fall of 2013 and 
finalize any revisions to the standard in 2014. See Statement by 
President Obama, Sept. 2, 2011; Letter from the Office of 
Management and Budget, Sept. 2, 2011. Until the rulemaking is 
complete, the ozone NAAQS will remain 0.75 ppb 
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10121 10121-67 The BLM should recognize in the Lander RMP/EIS that the 
WDEQ regulates all surface discharge of water, including water 
produced from oil and gas development and stormwater 
discharges, through the Wyoming Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System Permit process. Although the document mentions the 
WDEQ’s role in managing surface waters, the document should 
describe the State’s primacy over such issues. 

2034-2 

10121 10121-68 In the recently released Bighorn Basin RMP/DEIS, the BLM 
acknowledges that its general policy for the oil and gas program is 
to foster a fair return to the public for its resources, to ensure the 
activities are environmentally acceptable, and to provide for the 
conservation of the fluid mineral resource without compromising 
the long-term health and diversity of the land. Bighorn Basin 
RMP/DEIS, pg. 3-47. The BLM should add a similar statement to 
the Lander DRMP/EIS. The BLM should also inform the public 
that under BLM regulations, oil and gas lessees are also required 
to ensure the maximum ultimate economic recovery of oil and gas 
with minimum waste and with minimum adverse effect on 
ultimate recovery of other mineral resources. 43 C.F.R. Â§ 
3162.1. 

2018-3 

10121 10121-69 When discussing the RFD Scenario, the BLM must be aware, and 
carefully describe to the public, that the RFD Scenario is not a 
limit or threshold on future development. Rather, the RFD 
Scenario is a tool utilized by the BLM to estimate the potential 
impacts of oil and gas development. 

2018-6 

10121 10121-7 The BLM Director issued an Instruction Memorandum in 2009 
addressing the limited nature of the BLM’s authority in these 
situations. Instruction Memorandum 2009-078 (Feb. 20, 2009). 
Given the dramatic increase in directional and horizontal oil and 
gas drilling techniques, the BLM should more clearly define its 
limited authority and responsibility to impose COAs in such 
circumstances 

2018-3 

10121 10121-70 the BLM must carefully explain to the public that the RFD 
Scenario is not a cap or limitation on future development. In the 
most recent published decision from the IBLA regarding the RFD 
Scenario, the IBLA unequivocally determined that the RFD 
Scenario is not, and cannot be used as, a limitation on future oil 
and gas development. While an important tool in the land use 
planning process, RFD scenarios do not constitute fixed or 
maximum limits on development under FLPMA such that 
exceeding them constitutes a violation of that statute. Biodiversity 
Conservation Alliance, et al., 174 IBLA 1, 11 (2008) 

2018-6 

10121 10121-71 The BLM indicates in Chapter 3 that mule deer populations have 
declined because of decline in habitat quality and quantity. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, pg. 356. The BLM has not, however, provided 
sufficient data to support this analysis. 

2039-1 

10121 10121-72 The BLM suggests that the Mountain Plover is still a proposed 
threatened species in the Lander DRMP/EIS. Lander DRMP/EIS, 
pg. 371. The USFWS published a withdrawal of the proposed 
listing of the Mountain Plover on May 12, 2011. 76 Fed. Reg. 

2030-3 



Lander Proposed RMP and Final EIS B-137 

February 2013 Comment Analysis Report 
 Attachment B – Individual Comments 

Comment
Document 
Number 

Individual 
Comment 
Number 

Comment Text 

Summary 
Comment 
Response 
Number 

27756 (May 12, 2011). The BLM should update this information 
in the final EIS for the Lander RMP 

10121 10121-73 the BLM should specifically reference and incorporate the 
findings of the Conservation Assessment of Greater sage-grouse 
and Sagebrush Habitats from the Western Association of Fish and 
Wildlife Agencies (2004). Although the document is included in 
Chapter 6 of the Lander DRMP/EIS, at least one federal court 
recently criticized the BLM in Wyoming for not referencing the 
study more prominently in another RMP in Wyoming. Although 
the courts decision seems bizarre, there is no reason to create 
potential appealable issues 

2012-2 

10121 10121-74 Burlington disagrees that regionally significant historic trails and 
early highways are historic area resources that require special 
management or protection within the Lander Planning Area. 
Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 389. The BLM has not justified a need to 
protect these resources or demonstrated that they are of significant 
cultural importance. In many cases, these historic roads were 
utilized for only brief periods of time in the past and often only 
because of temporary weather conditions or other temporary 
factors. 

2005-2 

10121 10121-75 On page 393 of the Lander DRMP/EIS, the BLM indicates that it 
entered into a programmatic agreement with the advisory council 
on historic preservation (ACHP) and the National Conference of 
State Historic Preservation Officers (NCSHPO) in 1997 but the 
citation said Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is dated 
2006. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 393. The BLM should clarify when 
the MOU is updated so that a reviewer accurately understands 
how the MOU may impact operations within the Lander Planning 
Area 

2007-1 

10121 10121-76 The BLM does not include a clear map for the national historic 
trails ACEC under Alternatives A or D. See Lander DRMP/EIS, 
Map 132; Map 127. The BLM should include a more definite map 
of the national historic trails ACEC so operators and other parties 
can adequately understand how the existing ACEC or the 
proposed expansion thereof will impact potential operations 

2002-1 

10121 10121-77 Lander DRMP/EIS also suggests information from WDEQ’s 2010 
air quality rules were utilized. Lander DRMP/EIS, pgs. 543 “544. 
The BLM should clarify whether it utilized best available control 
technology (BACT) standards from 2011 or earlier standards. 

2001-1 

10121 10121-78 The BLM discussed that air quality impacts would primarily result 
from minerals development and production, and oil and gas 
activities. Lander DRMP/EIS, pgs. 543, 547. In fact, previous 
modeling performed by the State of Wyoming, EPA, and the 
Forest Service suggested that 90% of the air quality impacts at the 
Bridger Wilderness Area is attributable to distant forces outside of 
Wyoming, and not local sources within Wyoming. See The 
Southwest Wyoming Regional Calpuff Air Quality Modeling 
Study: Final Report (SWWYTAF) (February 2001). Oil and gas 
development may contribute to emissions in the region, but the 
SWWYTAF study indicates that the overwhelming majority of 

2001-1 
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sources that impact air quality in Wyoming, and particularly the 
Bridger Wilderness Area south of the Lander Planning Area, are 
outside of Wyoming. The BLM should correct this information in 
the final EIS 

10121 10121-79 The language on pages 548 and 570 of the Lander DRMP/EIS 
appears to contradict portions of the EPA MOU that allow the 
BLM, in consultation with EPA, not to require air quality 
modeling for specific, smaller oil and gas development projects. 
Nothing in the Lander RMP should in any way conflict with the 
agreement reached by the Department of the Interior, the 
Department of Agriculture and the EPA in the MOU 

2001-2 

10121 10121-8 the BLM should inform the public that only the Secretary of the 
Interior could withdraw the entire Lander Planning Area from oil 
and gas leasing under FLPMA and that withdrawals can only be 
made using specific procedures mandated by FLPMA. 

2018-3 

10121 10121-80 The BLM states on page 577 of the Lander DRMP/EIS that it 
assumes erosion rates following surface-disturbing activities 
return to background levels within three to five years following 
full reclamation. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 577. The BLM has not 
adequately justified or explained this statement. Given the State of 
Wyoming’s extensive stormwater control and prevention 
measures, and the BLM’s rigorous reclamation requirements, it 
seems entirely inaccurate to assume that erosion rates will 
continue within three to five years following full reclamation 

2029-1 

10121 10121-81 Burlington disagrees with the BLM’s statement on page 595 of the 
Lander DRMP/EIS that oil and gas techniques such as stimulation 
methods can directly impact groundwater. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 
595. To date, as recognized by the Secretary of the Interior, there 
are no confirmed instances of oil and gas stimulation methods 
directly impacting groundwater resources. The BLM has provided 
no analysis or support for this assertion and it should be removed 
from the final EIS for the Lander RMP. It is irresponsible and 
inappropriate for the BLM to make inaccurate and unsupported 
assertions in a public document such as the Lander DRMP/EIS. 

2034-1 

10121 10121-82 The BLM describes areas of having high oil and gas potential if 
there is a potential for more than 100 wells per township. The 
BLM describes areas of moderate potential as having between 20 
and 100 wells per township. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 638. 
Although such descriptions were generally true for traditional 
vertical oil and gas development, the same is not true for more 
recent horizontal development. More and more often, oil and gas 
operators are drilling long horizontal wellbores capable of 
developing a single 640-acre section with a single wellbore. As 
such, an extremely prolific area may have only 36 oil and gas 
wells within an entire township, yet it will be fully and effectively 
developed. In addition to the traditional analysis, the BLM should 
recognize that estimating oil and gas development potential by 
wells per township is not, necessarily, accurate given recent 
advances in technology. 

2018-6 

10121 10121-83 It is not entirely clear whether BLM identifies a VRM Class II 2018-3 
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restriction as a major or moderate constraint on oil and gas 
development. Lander DRMP/EIS, pgs. 638, 642. Given the 
extreme restrictions on oil and gas development within VRM 
Class II areas including no surface occupancy restrictions, Lander 
DRMP/EIS, Record No. 5034, pg. 124. Burlington urges the BLM 
to treat VRM Class II restrictions as a major restriction on oil and 
gas development, not a moderate restriction. In the final EIS for 
the Lander RMP, the BLM should appropriately recognize Class II 
restrictions as a major restriction on oil and gas development and 
adjust its analysis under all the Alternatives in accordance with 
this recognition 

10121 10121-84 Additionally, the BLM has not adequately described the potential 
impacts the protective restrictions for sage-grouse would have 
upon oil and gas development. The significant timing in NSO 
limitations proposed under Alterative B would effectively 
eliminate oil and gas development across large portions of the 
Lander Planning Area. The BLM’s extremely unreasonable 
restrictions may have significant detrimental impacts to oil and gas 
development. The BLM must more accurately describe these 
impacts in the RMP so the public is aware of the significant losses 
of revenue and jobs caused by the BLM’s proposed management 
activities. Lander DRMP/EIS, pgs. 648 - 649. 

2028-1 

10121 10121-85 The BLM describes the potential impacts from oil and gas 
operations to big game species in the Lander DRMP/EIS. See e.g. 
Lander DRMP/EIS, pgs. 796 - 797. The BLM does not, however, 
include information regarding how species habituate to oil and gas 
activities. See Reeve, A.F. 1984, Environmental Influences on 
Pronghorn Range and Pronghorn Habitat, PhD Dissertations, Erv, 
Irby, L.R., et al., 1984; Management of Mule Deer in Relation to 
Oil and Gas Development in Montana proceedings III: Issues in 
Technology in the Management of the Impact to Wildlife. The 
BLM should update the RMP with this information. As currently 
drafted, the RMP unfairly describes impacts to big game species 
from oil and gas activities 

2039-1 

10121 10121-86 The BLM states on page 865 that all Alternatives require surface-
disturbing activities and facilities to have the smallest footprint 
possible to minimize the impacts of habitat loss and 
fragmentation. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 865. The statement is not, 
however, consistent with the language on page 822 of the Lander 
DRMP/EIS and the description of Alternative C. The BLM should 
correct this inconsistency in the final EIS for the Lander RMP 

2007-1 

10121 10121-87 Additionally, the BLM has not justified why visual resource 
inventory (VRI) areas would ever be designated as VRM Class II. 
Designating a VRI Class III or IV area with greater protections 
than currently exist or have been justified is unnecessary and 
unreasonable. Lander DRMP/EIS, pgs. 954, 956. The BLM should 
not impose VRM classifications with VRI classifications of III or 
IV under either Alternative B or D 

2033-1 

10121 10121-88 Section 4.6.2 “Renewable EnergyThe BLM indicates on pages 
969 and 970 that a 5% surface disturbance cap applies under 

2024-1 
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Alternative D for energy development. Burlington is opposed to 
any surface disturbance caps imposed in the Lander RMP. There is 
also no clear source of this limitation other than its general 
reference in Chapter 4. Does it apply to conventional energy 
development as well? Such restrictions are unreasonable and 
unnecessary and unreasonably limit the BLM’s management 
flexibility. The BLM must remove any and all language regarding 
surface disturbing caps in the Lander RMP 

10121 10121-89 The BLM should also review the language on page 1045 of the 
Lander DRMP/EIS because in several instances, the BLM 
describes Alternative B rather than Alternative D. 

2007-1 

10121 10121-9 43 U.S.C. Â§ 1702(j) (2010). Under Alternatives B and D, the 
BLM proposes to make large areas of land unavailable to oil and 
gas leasing. Withholding an area from leasing constitutes a 
withdrawal under FLPMA. Under Alternative B, the BLM 
proposes to close almost 2,300,000 acres to oil and gas leasing and 
development. Because closing areas to oil and gas leasing 
constitutes a withdrawal, the Department of the Interior will be 
required to comply with the procedural provisions of section 204 
of FLPMA. 43 U.S.C. Â§ 1714 (2010). The BLM effectively 
admits that areas administratively unavailable to oil and gas 
development would prohibit oil and gas exploration and 
subsequent development and exploration. Bighorn Basin 
RMP/DEIS, pg. 4-62. This language confirms Burlington’s 
position that closing areas to leasing is effectively a withdrawal 
under FLPMA 

2018-3 

10121 10121-90 Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 1208. Second, on page 1210, the BLM 
suggests that private lands are not subject to core area and noncore 
area stipulations and it is likely that protective measures for sage-
grouse will not be implemented. This information fails to take into 
account the fact that oil and gas operations, for example, are 
subject to the greater sage-grouse policy whether or not they are 
on private lands. The WOGCC and the WDEQ have made it clear 
that they will comply with the terms and conditions of the 2011 
sage-grouse executive order on private lands wherever they occur 
in Wyoming. Therefore, oil and gas operators proposing oil and 
gas development on private lands will be subject to the same type 
of restrictions outlined in the executive order, including limits on 
the number of surface disturbing operations that can be located 
within a single 640 acre section. The BLM should include this 
information in the final EIS for the Lander RMP 

2012-1 

10121 10121-91 The BLM suggests on page 1220 of the Lander DRMP/EIS that 
the most recent state-wide air emission inventory was completed 
in 2005. In fact, the most current inventory was completed in 2008 
and, the WDEQ is currently in the process of gathering 2011 data 
for the most recent, on-going emissions inventory. 

2001-1 

10121 10121-92 There are several definitions in the BLM’s Glossary for the 
Lander DRMP/EIS that need to be updated. Core Area. The 
definition should be updated to include the most recent Executive 
Order issued by the Governor of Wyoming in 2011 

2007-1 
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10121 10121-93 Downspacing. The definition should be corrected to indicate 
downspacing involves increasing the number of wells needed to 
effectively drain an area not decreasing the number of wells within 
the specific area. 

2007-1 

10121 10121-94 Setting. The BLM should provide a source for this definition. 
Partaking the historical setting plays an important role in the 
BLM’s management decision within the Lander DRMP/EIS, yet 
BLM does not provide a specific delegation of authority or further 
protection of the setting. 

2007-1 

10121 10121-95 the Federal Onshore Oil and Gas Leasing Reform Act is not 
identified in the list of statutes impacting BLM regulations and 
policies despite the fact it fundamentally altered the way federal 
oil and gas lands are offered for competitive lease 

2016-1 

10121 10121-96 The BLM indicates in Section F.2.4 that it will include future oil 
and gas development in areas of existing development and will 
encourage future oil and gas development in areas located over 50 
kilometers from the nearest Class I Area. The BLM has not, 
however, explained how it will manage these objectives. 

2001-2 

10121 10121-97 Burlington is opposed to the BLM’s proposal under Section F.4.2 
to require the proponent for mineral development projects that 
have the potential to omit more than 100 tons per year of a certain 
criteria air pollutant to provide a minimum of one year of baseline 
ambient air monitoring data. Such a requirement could excessively 
and unnecessarily delay oil and gas projects within the Lander 
Planning Area. The BLM should justify this requirement or, at the 
very least, clarify that operators have the opportunity to provide 
such data during the pendency of the required environmental 
analysis for the project rather than providing the data before the 
BLM will even evaluate a proposal. 

2018-3 

10121 10121-98 The vast majority of the mitigation measures identified in Section 
F.4.4 and Table F.1 are far beyond the BLM’s authority and 
should be removed from this document. For example, the BLM in 
Wyoming has long acknowledged that it cannot implement 
specific drill rig emission reduction measures. 

2018-3 

10121 10121-99 Alternative B inappropriately and unreasonably proposes to close 
most of the Lander Planning Area to future oil and gas leasing and 
places overwhelming operational restrictions and timing 
stipulations on the remainder of the lands within the Lander 
Planning Area. Lander DRMP/EIS, Map 30. The BLM must 
ensure compliance with the Energy Policy Act of 2005, Energy 
Policy and Conservation Act of 2000 (EPCA) the National Energy 
Policy, and Executive Order Number 13212 (66 Fed. Reg. 28357 
(May 18, 2001)) to reduce rather than increase impediments to 
federal oil and gas leasing and development. 

2016-1 

10122 10122-10 DEIS Volume 1, Page 414, Table 3.51.The correct spelling is 
Yermo xanthocephalus. The Service suggests correcting the 
typographical error present in the document. 

2007-1 

10122 10122-11 DEIS Volume 1, Page 426, Table 3.54The Service suggests 
mentioning in Table 3.54 that the designated critical habitat for the 

2030-1 
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desert yellowhead is closed to motorized traffic (as it is stated in 
the Statewide Programmatic consultation for this species). See http 
://www.blm.gov/pgdataletc/medialib/blm!wy/programs/pcp/specie
s/bioassessments.Par.96170.File.dat/desertyellowBO.pdf 

10122 10122-12 The Service, also encourages project planners to develop and 
implement protective measures if mountain plovers, or suitable 
mountain plover habitat, occur within project areas. Measures to 
protect the mountain plover from further decline may include: (1) 
avoidance of suitable habitat during the plover nesting season 
(April 10 through July 10), (2) prohibition of ground disturbing 
activities in prairie dog towns, and (3) prohibition of any 
permanent above ground structures that may provide perches for 
avian predators or deter plovers from using preferred habitat. 
Suitable habitat for nesting mountain plovers includes grasslands, 
mixed grassland areas and short-grass prairie, shrub-steppe, plains, 
alkali flats, agricultural lands, cultivated lands, sod farms, and 
prairie dog towns. 

2030-3 

10122 10122-2 DEIS Volume 1, Page 100, Record Number 4060.The DEIS, 
Alternative D states that the BLM will limit wind energy in greater 
sage-grouse core area to no more than 1 location per 640 acres and 
will require that the cumulative disturbance from all sources is no 
more than 5 percent of sagebrush habitat within the project area. 
The Service recommends that the Bureau follow the Wyoming 
governor’s core area strategy with no wind development in areas 
designated as core sage-grouse habitat, unless studies conducted 
outside of core area conclusively demonstrate that wind 
development is compatible with persistence of sage-grouse 
populations. 

2024-1 

10122 10122-3 DEIS Volume 1, Page 103, Record Number 4079.The DEIS gives 
an example of sage-grouse management stating that the Bureau 
may approve thinning of small patches of dense sagebrush to 
increase forb density. The Service suggests that the Bureau 
evaluate and document the actual need for these actions, and the 
potential long-term effects to sage-grouse populations from such 
management actions prior to the approval of such actions. 

2012-3 

10122 10122-4 DEIS Volume 1, Page 108, Record Number 4099.The DEIS states 
that the Bureau may approve the placement or construction of new 
high-profile structures in sage-grouse habitat on a case-by-case 
basis. The Service suggests that the Bureau evaluate and document 
potential long-term effects to sage-grouse populations from such 
management actions prior to project approval. 

2012-3 

10122 10122-5 DEIS Volume 1, Page 108, Record Number 4100.The DEIS states 
that the Bureau will manage wind-energy development in 
conformity with Record 4097. The Service recommends that the 
Bureau Selective Alternative B in this management action, and 
follow the Wyoming governor’s core area strategy advocating no 
wind development in areas designated as core sage-grouse habitat, 
unless studies conducted outside of core areas conclusively 
demonstrate that wind development is compatible with persistence 
of sage-grouse populations. 

2012-3 
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10122 10122-6 DEIS Volume 1, Page 335, 7th Paragraph, 2nd Sentence.The 
DEIS states that the Bureau may use prescribed fire to treat 
sagebrush. The Service recommends that the Bureau address 
potential effects to sage-grouse populations and the potential for 
spreading cheatgrass before approving such actions. 

2012-3 

10122 10122-7 DEIS Volume 1, Page 372. 2nd Paragraph. 5th Sentence.The 
DEIS states that the mountain plover (Charadrius montanus) is 
proposed for listing under the Act. However, on May 12, 2011, the 
Service announced the decision to withdraw the proposed listing 
of the mountain plover as a threatened species (76 FR 27756). 
Please change the text to reflect this change in status. 

2030-3 

10122 10122-8 DEIS Volume 1. Page 372. 6th Paragraph, 4th Sentence.The text 
states that unless otherwise noted below, there are no specific 
protective measures for these species. Then the text described the 
Canada lynx and the black-footed ferret, but does not mention that 
the Bureau has committed to a number of conservation measures 
for the Lander RMP through the Statewide Programmatic Species-
specific conservation measures for these species. The Service 
suggests that the Bureau mention here that the Bureau is 
committed t& the conservation measures for Canada lynx and the 
black-footed ferret through the Statewide Programmatic species-
specific consultations. Those conservation measures can be found 
at these Bureau 
websites.http://www.blm.gov/wy/st/en!programs/Wildlife/lynx.ht
mlhttp://www.blm.gov/wy/st/enlprograms/Wildlife/blf-ferret.html 

2030-1 

10122 10122-9 DEIS Volume 1, Page 374, 2 Paragraph. 5th Sentence.The text 
here states that gray wolves and grizzly bears are management 
challenges for the Bureau. The Service suggests that the Bureau 
mention that it is committed to implementing the conservation 
measures for these species according to the Statewide 
Programmatic consultations for these species. Those conservation 
measures can be found at these Bureau websites.http 
://www.blm.gov/wy/st/en!programs/Wildlife/graywolf.htmlhttp 
://www.blm. gov/wy/st/en!programs/Wildlife/griz.html 

2030-2 

10125 10125-1 we would like to see BLM incorporate planning for a specific 
relocation in the current RMP/EIS. If the preparation of the final 
document were to be put on hold for unrelated reasons, that would 
be a possibility.A more workable approach, however, would be to 
include our recommendation as a proposal that will be studied and 
considered as part of the implementation of the final RMP. The 
entire reroute would lie within the bounds of the South Pass 
Historical Landscape ACEC (Map 132). (None of the reroute 
would be in the Heritage Tourism and Recreation Corridor, Map 
127). Within the ACEC, portions would be situated in:¢ 
Sweetwater Mining RMZ (Part of the CDNST SRMA)¢ 
Sweetwater River RMZ (Sweetwater Canyon Undeveloped 
SMRA)¢ National Trails Undeveloped SRMAOur suggestions 
below are intended to identify a set of revisions that would clarify 
BLM’s intention to give serious consideration to a relocation of 
the CDNST. 

2004-1 
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10125 10125-2 Our letter of January 12 recommended a change in Goal SD:2 
(Section 7000, Table 2.32, Congressionally Designated Trails) to 
read: Provide for high quality scenic, primitive hiking and 
horseback riding opportunities and conserve natural, historic and 
cultural resources along the CDNST corridor and adjacent lands. 
In furtherance of this goal, Record 7003 should provide for the 
evaluation of relocating the CDNST by way of Sweetwater 
Canyon. 

2004-1 

10125 10125-3 Table C.7 provides a description and details decisions for the 
Sweetwater Mining Recreation Management Zone. Our proposal 
would require a short change in the route as it turns east to Rock 
Creek Hollow. This can be accommodated by deleting the phrase 
near Phelps-Dodge Bridge; the modified action would be to 
investigate opportunities to re-route the CDNST, so thru-hikers do 
not have to parallel the Atlantic-City-Three Forks County Road. 
Also, under Other Programs, there needs to be a reference to 
allowable use decisions contained in Table 2.32, 7000 Special 
Designations (SD) “Congressionally Designated Trails (p.157) and 
Table 2.35, 7000 Special Designations (SD) “Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern ((p.175). [See the second paragraph 
above.] 

2004-1 

10125 10125-4 Table C.16 provides a description and details decisions for the 
Sweetwater Canyon Recreation Management Zone. The 
Supporting Information should indicate that in addition to being a 
designated Wilderness Study Area and considered for inclusion as 
a Wild and Scenic River, it will also be evaluated as a potential 
relocation site for the CDNST. Under the Recreation and Visitor 
Services Program, include a management action to evaluate the 
RMZ for relocation of the CDNST. 

2004-1 

10125 10125-6 The narrative text should also be revised to reflect the prospect of 
CDNST relocation. One appropriate place would be in Section 
3.7.1.1. At the end of the last full paragraph on page 446, BLM 
might add: (From Antelope Hills to South Pass City, the trail 
experience may be enhanced by relocating it through Sweetwater 
Canyon.) Similarly, at the end of the following paragraph, add: 
(Relocation of the trail through Sweetwater Canyon would add 
several miles of travel through VRI Class I.) Analogous 
modifications should be made in Chapter 4. 

2004-1 

10127 10127-1 Similarly, on some of the landscapes along the trails, the 10-mile-
wide proposed Heritage Tourism and Recreation Corridor, even 
with only weak visual contrasts prohibited beyond that width, may 
not be sufficient to preserve the historic trails’ integrity. Ridgetops 
along Green and Crooks mountains and on Whiskey Peak, south 
of the trails corridor between Devil’s Gate and Jeffrey City, are in 
some cases more than five miles south of the trails. Yet wind 
turbines on these high spots would still dominate the landscape, 
clearly visible even to casual observers. For that reason, AHW 
recommends that the wind-energy development avoidance areas in 
Township 28 North and Ranges 89, 90, 91, 92 and 93 West, and a 
small section in T 29 N, R 93 W (map 100) all be changed to 

2024-1 
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wind-energy development exclusion areas. 
10127 10127-2 We at AHW were surprised that though Alternative D calls for a 

heritage tourism and recreation buffer around the Congressionally 
Designated Trails, there is very little discussion in the entire RMP 
about the economic benefits to Wyoming in general and the areas 
in and near the Lander Field Office in particular (especially 
Fremont County) of attracting heritage-minded tourists in the 
coming decades to well-maintained and well-protected historic 
trails, with their historically splendid vistas intact. 

2028-1 

10129 10129-1 BLM acreage of approximately 1,160 acres comprising this RMZ 
could be better utilized for purposes of recreational opportunities 
if BLM could complete a land exchange with Wyoming State 
Lands on adjacent (west) State Lands parcels totaling 800 acres, 
specifically lease # 3-7393 (640 acres) and lease # 3-8558 (160 
acres). 

2015-1 

10129 10129-2 A more sensitive and perhaps controversial recommendation 
would be for BLM to cooperate with local, state and other federal 
agencies in completing a comprehensive Fremont County (and 
also Carbon, Natrona and Sweetwater counties, if applicable ) road 
inventory as per the guidance of Wyoming Statues 24-3-201 
through 24-3-206. A November 2010 Wyoming Supreme Court 
opinion (case number S-09-0227 and S-09-0228) in our opinion 
greatly increases the likelihood of future controversial road access 
disputes such as Bunker Road that impacts BLM allotment # 
02237 near Lander. Map 81 of the draft RMP (Roads in the 
Planning Area) lists identifiable roads on the Lander Field Office 
area, regardless of the status of those roads (public or private). Our 
opinion is that without a comprehensive road inventory in Fremont 
County, the physical roads as identified in Map 81 along with the 
November 2010 Wyoming Supreme Court decision almost 
guarantees future controversial road access disputes involving 
Fremont County, state of Wyoming, BLM or other federal 
agencies. 

2031-1 

10129 10129-3 4. Land Tenure AdjustmentsNFLC has previously submitted its 
request to have BLM allotment # 02237 (480 acres) considered for 
a land tenure adjustment, as described in Appendix R, as follows: 
The lands located in T. 33 and 34 N., R. 100 W. are located west 
of Lander, Wyoming with Red Butte to the south and the North 
Fork Road to the north. These lands have been identified for the 
purpose of protecting wildlife and open space resources of the 
adjoining private propertyowner.NFLC respectfully requests BLM 
to amend the last sentence of this paragraph to read as 
follows:These lands have been identified for the purpose of 
protecting wildlife and open space resources of the adjoining 
private property owner and the holders of conservation easements 
on this private property, which are legal property rights in the state 
of Wyoming. 

2015-1 

10129 10129-4 Also, NFLC would like to submit BLM allotment # 02224 
(Natural Lake, 240 acres) for inclusion as a land tenure adjustment 
with the following description: These lands have been identified 

2015-1 
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for the purpose of protecting wildlife and open space resources of 
the adjoining private property owners.If the current or future 
allotment holder didn’t support the designation, (for an exchange 
meeting certain criteria) NFLC would withdraw its 
recommendation for a land tenure adjustment on allotment # 
02224. Allotment # 02224 is directly east of allotment # 02237. 
The legal description is T. 34 N., R. 100 W., Section 32, SENW, 
NESW, S2NE, N2SE. 

10129 10129-5 Finally, NFLC respectfully requests that up to 80 acres of the land 
tenure adjustment requested for allotment # 02237 be considered 
for a disposal as soon as possible. The legal description would be 
T. 34 N., R. 100 W., Section 32, SWNW, NWSW. As a condition 
of the disposal, NFLC would agree to this parcel being put under a 
permanent conservation easement. 

2015-1 

10131 10131-1 The following is a portion of the early stages of the Master Trails 
Plan for the greater Lander area, created by the Lander Cycling 
Club (LCC). We are submitting this portion to the BLM as a 
request to accommodate these goals in the Lander Field Office 
RMP that is currently in the revision process. The completed 
Master Trails Plan will include specific details, maps and explicit 
strategy for achieving these stated goals.[See entire Letter for 
Plan] 

2023-1 

10138 10138-1 reviewed the RMP/EIS with regards to consequences and 
conservation of amphibians in the project area.I find the RMP/EIS 
grossly deficient for this class of animals. Which amphibian 
species occur? There are different answers on pages 361 (tiger 
salamander, plains spadefoot toad, and boreal chorus frog) and 
page 374 (northern leopard frog, Great Basin spadefoot toad, 
boreal toad, and spotted frog). 

2039-1 

10138 10138-2 Appendix P uses out-dated common and scientific names, some of 
which were were changed formally in 2008 (Crother 2008, 
reference at end of letter). 

2007-1 

10138 10138-3 The summary paragraph on p. 361 reveals carelessness or 
ignorance, e.g., referring to Tiger salamander newts (a newt is a 
different amphibian species, not a life stage!), and stating that 
Tiger salamanders occur in most habitats with non-flowing water 
nearby, and overwinter in cellars. 

2039-1 

10138 10138-4 The EIS needs to disclose which amphibian species are declining 
or expected to decline under the RMP. 

2039-1 

10138 10138-5 Do the protected riparian zones include ponds, ephemeral pools, 
intermittent streams, and man-made features such as reservoirs 
and stock ponds? If not, amphibian breeding sites (critical for all 
populations) could be destroyed or damaged. Please note that NWI 
or other mapping tools can miss small features or be out of date. 
Small features are easy to overlook but can be vital for 
amphibians. 

2039-1 

10138 10138-7 Another concern for amphibians is the use of pesticide and 
herbicides. Amphibians have permeable skin, which makes them 
vulnerable to chemicals. Furthermore, the inactive ingredients in 
some formulations is dangerous to amphibians (e.g., the 

2039-1 



Lander Proposed RMP and Final EIS B-147 

February 2013 Comment Analysis Report 
 Attachment B – Individual Comments 

Comment
Document 
Number 

Individual 
Comment 
Number 

Comment Text 

Summary 
Comment 
Response 
Number 

surfactants in pesticides or herbicides). Chemicals applied to 
livestock (e.g., to prevent worm infestation) may also be 
dangerous to amphibians.Â The RMP/EIS should prescribe the use 
of chemicals that are known to be safest for amphibians (and other 
vulnerable wildlife such as songbirds), and ban the use of the most 
harmful chemicals. 

10138 10138-8 Working with stakeholders to control grasshoppers and Mormon 
crickets would beneficially impact wildlife species in all statutory 
categories because infestations can adversely impact wildlife 
habitat quantity and quality. (P. 795) I find this a very rash 
statement. What is your evidence? How many beneficial insect 
species will be negatively affected by such control, with what 
consequences for amphibians, reptiles, and songbirds? 

2039-1 

10143 10143-1 Big game seasonal ranges and sage grouse maps should be 
updated with the most recent data. Seasonal ranges were updated 
by the Department in 2011 and a few sage grouse leks discovered 
in 2011 are not depicted in sage grouse maps within the 
draftÂ RMP revision. 

2039-1 

10143 10143-10 Record 4095 calls for the prohibition of surface disturbing leks 
from March 1 to July 15 within two miles of an occupied lek. The 
SGEO calls for no surface disturbance occurring throughout the 
entire core area from March 15 to June 30. There is no alternative 
that covers the entire core area (basically the core was built on a 4 
mile buffer from the perimeter of the lek) in the analysis. If the 
LFO stays with the 2 mile prohibition it should be from the 
'perimeter' of the lek 

2012-1 

10143 10143-11 Record 4097 Alternative D contradicts itself. First the paragraph 
states limit 1 disturbance location per 640 acres and not to exceed 
5 percent of the sagebrush within those same 640 acres. Later it 
states to manage as subunits to facilitate project collocation where 
it might exceed a 1/640 provided it doesn' t exceed the 5% within 
the subunit. It will be impossible to collocate without exceeding 
5% within the same 640 acres. We would prefer that you use the 
DCCT model to determine 1/640 and 5% 

2039-1 

10143 10143-12 Record 4098 (Alt. D) Livestock water developments are widely 
touted as the solution to improving livestock distribution, which is 
believed to reduce riparian system damage, enable greater utility 
of upland forage, and improving rangeland condition. However, 
often these livestock water developments only redistribute some 
livestock to upland sites previously unused by livestock and not 
significantly reduce riparian habitat use. New water developments 
should not be lightly considered within sage-grouse core areas, 
regardless if the development is in nesting habitat or not. The need 
for live water sources for sage grouse does not outweigh the need 
for intact, undisturbed nesting and early brood-rearing habitats 

2012-3 

10143 10143-13 Record 4099 states that new permanent, high-profile structures 
(higher than 12 feet) within greater sage grouse nesting habitat 
will be allowed on a case-by case basis. It is our opinion that new 
structures should not be allowed within Core Areas unless they are 
proven to not contribute to the decline of sage grouse. 

2012-3 
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10143 10143-14 Record 4100, states to conform with Record 4097 (5%, 1/640). 
This record should also refer to 4060. 

2007-1 

10143 10143-15 Record 4101 limits noise sources year round. The noise limits are 
most beneficial from MarchÂ 1 to May 15, primarily to protect 
lekking activity. The SGEO limits it to this time period. 

2012-3 

10143 10143-16 Record 6033: LR 6.1. Under Alternative D, this record states the 
Whiskey Mountain ACEC will be closed to motorized travel from 
Dec.Â 1 to May 1. Map 112, denoting travel management under 
Alternative D, has legend shading indicating the Whiskey 
Mountain ACEC will be closed to motorized travel from Dec.Â 1 
to May 15. These dates are not in agreement. We recommend 
using the Dec.1 to May 15 dates 

2007-1 

10143 10143-17 Page 208, Record SO:25.2, How do you improve leks? 2012-3 
10143 10143-18 Page 4-6, section 4.2.4 Biological Assessment. The statement 'no 

lynx tracks were observed during surveys from 1998 to 1999 in 
the Dubois area' is erroneous. Observers recorded lynx tracks in 
Horse Creek, Long Creek and the Dunoir in 1997. Tracks were 
also documented in 1998 in both the Dunoir and Burroughs Creek. 
Also, Department personnel documented the presence of radio-
collared lynx in Long Creek in 2006 

2030-2 

10143 10143-19 The Department would like a more concise definition of what a 
"Comprehensive Grazing Management Strategy" is, and how 
BLM intends to move toward improved grazing management 
leading to improved rangeland/habitat condition (upland and 
riparian). 

2021-2 

10143 10143-2 Map 62 doesn't appear to include a complete set of raptor nests. 
The Department recommends incorporating all raptor nests maps 
available from the Department's nongame section. 

2039-1 

10143 10143-20 Record 7149 states that the BLM should limit vegetation treatment 
to those that improve and enhance sagebrush steppe habitat. There 
needs to be a time frame put on this. There are many who believe 
burning may 'enhance' sagebrush habitat by reducing it below 5%. 
There needs to be a timeframe associated with the recovery of the 
treatment for it to be considered beneficial. The SGEO considers 
treatments as potential disturbance if they do not meet specific 
criteria. 

2032-2 

10143 10143-3 Map 60 appears to be an old set of migration routes. Map 60 
should include migration corridors designated by the Department 
in 2005. 

2039-1 

10143 10143-4 Record 2027 states that no more than 5% surface disturbance in 
the Township until interim reclamation goals are achieved. It also 
says that new disturbances must be at least 1.2 miles from existing 
disturbances. There are several things of issue here. ¢ Five percent 
within a Township is arbitrary. The DDCT process is based upon 
impacts on a lek by lek basis and also impacts to leks within 4 
miles of the project boundary. ¢ Interim reclamation goals are not 
defined in the RMP draft. An area should be considered 
disturbedÂ until reclamation consists of at least 5% sage brush 
cover or other suitable habitat. ¢ It will be very difficult to locate 

2018-3 
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every new disturbance 1.2 miles from existing disturbance. In fact 
it would be better if new disturbances could be collocated with 
existing disturbances. ¢ The SGEO recommends using the Density 
Disturbance Calculation Tool (DDCT) as the process 

10143 10143-5 Record 4058; BR 7.3. The qualifier 'try' should be removed from 
the language under Alternative D. Instead this item should read: ' 
... Look at opportunities to remove existing fence in migration 
corridors ... 

2039-1 

10143 10143-6 Record 4060 says to limit wind energy to one disturbance per 640 
acres. At this time wind is not recommended to be located in core 
area until research is completed. A wind turbine generator may be 
more of an impact than an oil and gas well site or a mine site 

2024-1 

10143 10143-7 Record 4076 states that the EIS sage grouse winter stipulations run 
from 1/15 to 3/11. The SGEO winter stipulations run from 12/11 
to 3/14. 

2007-1 

10143 10143-8 Record 4087: BR 11.4. Under Alternative D, any analysis of 
cumulative habitat loss for a particular species should also 
document the percent of that species habitat lost or degraded prior 
to the new analysis. 

2039-1 

10143 10143-9 Record 4094 calls for the prohibition of surface disturbing or 
surface occupancy within 0.6 mile radius of the perimeter of an 
occupied or undetermined lek. The SGEO limits NSO activity 
within 0.6 mile. The SGEO allows for other activities provided the 
resource is protected by stipulation or other measures. The SGEO 
only refers to occupied leks and not undetermined leks. 

2012-1 

10151 10151-2 BLM assigns 1.l5 Animal Unit Months (AUMs) per horse in this 
area, which would mean that each horse is in excess of 1,200 
pounds! According to the BLM's website adult wild horses in the 
Lander area weigh between 750-1000 pounds, which is the 
standard weight for one AUM. In contrast, the average weight of a 
cow is in excess of 1,000 pounds, and even up to 1,500 pounds[1]! 
It is our recommendation that each wild horse is assigned 1 AUM 
and cattle be assigned at least 1.15. 

2021-1 

10151 10151-4 We recommend that BLM eliminate from consideration the use of 
PZP-ZZ in the Planning Area. If PZP is to be used, we recommend 
the use of the one-year PZP drug that has been tested, is field-
dartable and reversible, can be given at the appropriate time of the 
year to a select number of mares, and is applied only in herds that 
are large enough to remain genetically viable. Any PZP use must 
be accompanied by thorough tracking of mares on the drugs to 
determine the effectiveness of the drug and any negative side 
effects 

2036-2 

10151 10151-5 BLM policy has consistently viewed the presence of wild horses 
on public lands as a problem instead of an opportunity. In the 
"Planning Issues Addressed" (Section 1.4.1), wild horses are not 
even listed as an issue. Why is this? They should be treated as a 
natural and cultural part of the landscape, certainly they are 
considered as such in the WH&B Act 

2036-2 

10151 10151-6 Artificial sex ratio adjustments can result in social disruption, 2036-2 
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which can lead to compensatory reproduction [2]. In the wild, 
nature balances sex ratios at a 50/50 sex ratio averaged over time. 
There is a natural reason for this. Wild horses live in family bands 
with, normally, one band stallion that defends his group of mares 
from other males. By increasing the number of males and 
decreasing the females, the fabric of wild horses society will be 
torn apart. There will be increased competition among the stallions 
to win and keep a mare; the health of the stallions and mares can 
decline due to excessive fighting and running; more injuries can 
occur, not only to stallions, but also to the mares and particularly 
to foals caught up in the melee. [2 Compensatory Reproduction: 
"As the density of horses is reduced, the remaining animals breed 
at younger ages, have less time between foals and in general speed 
up reproduction through a processÂ known as compensatory 
reproduction." Dr. Jay Kirkpatrick, PhD quoted from his article: 
Managing Wild Horses Through Fertility Control 
(http://www.wildhorsepreservation.com/resources/fertility.html)]
We recommend that BLM allow for a natural 50/50 sex ratio and 
that this be incorporated as policy in the new RMP. 

10151 10151-7 Predation of wild horses, according to this study, increases sharply 
during the summer months when more young horses are 
around.Â [3 Study conducted by biologists at the University of 
Alberta: "Cougar Kill Rate and Prey Composition in a Multiprey 
System" can be found in]ournal ofWildlife Management 
74(7):1435-1447; 2010; DOl: 10.2193/2009-314 ]We recommend 
that BLM work with the Wyoming Game and Fish to curtail 
mountain lion hunting and allow for natural management in wild 
horse herd areas. 

2036-2 

10152 10152-1 Alternative D, being the preferred alternative by the Lander Field 
Office, will be the focus of these comments. Since permittees were 
not consulted during the drafting of this analysis, and with this 
flaw, Alternative D, along with the other alternatives, should not 
be options. Coordination with the county commissioners during 
the writing of this Draft RMP was, also, ignored 

2016-1 

10152 10152-10 An accumulative impact analysis of the loss of AUM's is 
requested and required. The economic hardships outlined in this 
Draft, if they are adopted, are worthy of litigation, as the 
ramifications of the anti-grazing posture of this document will 
cause a decrease in property values across the entire resource 
management area encompassed in this RMP. For example, a 28% 
reduction in AUM's, for one (1) year, would have an accumulative 
affect of $50,000,000 (fifty million dollars) of lost revenue. 

2028-2 

10152 10152-2 The Draft RMP/EIS has on page 25 stated that "large segments of 
the public" do not want to open gates or see visual impact to the 
landscape by range projects. Documentation supporting this 
statement needs to be provided in this Draft, rather than simply 
stating this information as fact. 

2021-4 

10152 10152-3 Experts, who are developing rangeland health guidelines, have 
produced no significant evidence that reductions in AUM's has 
achieved an upward trend in the BLM's Rangeland Health 

2021-1 
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Standards, contrary to language seen on pages 24 and 25. 
Throughout this entire Draft, there is no substantial evidence by 
science -based data that support a reduction in AUM's as a 
contributing factor in improving rangeland health. The 
generalization of specifics for AUM reductions is not quantified 
nor allotment specific in, compiling this RMP/EIS Draft. 

10152 10152-4 Table 2.3, on page 32, has used Total Surface in Planning Area as 
a comparative on Greater Sage-grouse Nesting Habitat Protective 
Buffer (Surface -disturbing and Disruptive Activities Subject to 
Seasonal Limitations). This column needs to be omitted, since the 
Bureau of Land Management has NO authoritative control over all 
the acres included under this caption 

2012-3 

10152 10152-5 Map 108-Right-of Way Designated Corridors and Communication 
mapping out the National Historic Trails is extremely deceiving. 
The map would have the viewer believe that the BLM has 
authority and jurisdiction over all the land along the Oregon Trail, 
for example. The casual viewer needs to know that much of this 
trail's course, in the Lower Sweetwater River basin, is privately 
owned and the BLM has no control or business inferring they have 
authority over this deeded property. To arbitrarily suggest making 
trail corridors where there is deeded, private property involved, is 
unconstitutional and violates private property rights 

2025-3 

10152 10152-6 Beginning on page 112, the discourse regarding the Bureau of 
Land Management's involvement in listing sites for consideration 
on the National Registry of Historic Places, does not allow for 
sites which are located on either State of Wyoming land or private, 
deeded property. The Bureau of Land Management has No 
authority to be involved in the designation of such sites nor the 
authority to include an implied involvement in the inventory of 
deeded property, for such designation. The " long-arm reach" 
strategy, implied by this Draft document, is challengeable 

2005-2 

10152 10152-7 Throughout the Draft RMP/EIS, starting on page31, the term 
"Comprehensive Grazing Strategy" , (CGS), is mentioned. There 
is no satisfactory definition of this term 

2007-1 

10152 10152-8 4.6.5.2 Methods and Assumptions, page 995, item 5, once again 
there is no mention of science-based, long-term trend monitoring 
to substantiate changing existing Preference levels of AUM's. Any 
changes in Preference must be done in accordance with the Rules 
and Regulations that lawfully adjudicated grazing preference to 
the base properties. A Summary Table, showing each grazing 
permit, by number; the Preference Level of AUM's; Suspended 
Use AUM's; and Temporary Inactive Use AUM's, must be 
included in a Final RMP 

2021-1 

10152 10152-9 Appendix K.1., page 1458, "Grazing Allotment, Acres, Seasons of 
Use, and Animal Units", suggests that the entirety of three 
allotments, listed in the Lander FO Draft RMP, are administrated 
and under the jurisdiction of the Lander BLM field office. This 
printed information is misleading and not correct. These 
allotments are currently and have been historically administrated 
by the Rawlins Bureau of Land Management Field Office, 

2021-1 
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Rawlins, Wyoming. 
10153 10153-1 On page 1448, is a list of allotments and AUM numbers. There is 

NO state and private AUM numbers listed. These need to be in the 
final plan, so the real grazing AUM numbers per allotment are 
stated. 

2021-1 

10155 10155-1 Page 4 was concerning to me when you state that the 
aging/retirement of ranchers would be a good reason to cut AUM's 
in all permits. This is absolutely insane. The cutting of AUM's for 
this or any other reason that has NO scientific date behind it 
should NOT be considered. 

2021-1 

10155 10155-2 On page 1448, is a list of allotments and AUM numbers. There is 
NO state, private, and suspended AUMs listed. These need to be 
in the final plan, so the real grazing AUM numbers per allotment 
are stated. This is in the current RMP we now have. In your 
categories ofmaintain and improve you need to state why they 
changed, if they did. 

2021-1 

10157 10157-1 It is condescending, particularly justifying cutting AUMs because 
ranchers are an aging populationÂ on page 4. There is no 
supporting data for this anti-livestock, anti-ranching statement. 

2021-1 

10157 10157-2 Page 31-range improvements can only be authorized under a 
Comprehensive Grazing Stratgey-what in exact terms is a CGS 

2021-2 

10159 10159-10 On Pg. 55, bottom paragraph, we do not support the statement that 
Alternative D will increase restrictions on livestock grazing 
assuming that it will increase management practices to improve 
rangeland health. We also do not support the continued 
assumptions and literature that state a cut in livestock AUM's will 
directly and automatically improve the rangeland health. Nowhere 
in this document, nor in the Range Science Community is there 
any science based data to support this concept of a direct increase 
in rangeland health due to livestock AUM reductions 

2021-5 

10159 10159-11 On Pg.Â 111, 4121, we disagree with the suggestion of this RMP 
to remove or modify existing fences to allow free movements 
among herd populations, as it is not in compliance with the 1971 
Horse Act, which states the BLM's horses should Not be managed 
where they did not reside in 1971 

2036-2 

10159 10159-13 On Pg. 221 , Potential to limit new range improvements. We 
disagree with the statement that reads Range improvement must 
result in net beneficial outcome to rangeland health and it should 
be removed. There is no research to show the correlation between 
the effect on rangeland health and range improvements.One area 
of the allotment is not going to have an adverse affect on all other 
areas of the allotment as a whole. The BLM needs to develop a 
map to show where our allotment either passes or fails one or 
more of the Health Standards and how the BLM came to the 
conclusion. 

2021-5 

10159 10159-14 On Pg. 1485, in Table L.8, it is not clear as to where these AUM's 
are coming from, are they including currently suspended, active 
and preferred AUM's of each permit and we comment that this 
needs to be clarified. 

2021-1 
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10159 10159-15 On Pg. 1460, Allotment #32001, Green Mountain Common, there 
is not a breakdown of the AUM's, there are no cattle AUM's 
shown, only sheep. This needs to be clarified in the Final RMP 

2021-1 

10159 10159-2 the assumption that additional infrastructure will come with a 
higher economic productivity on part of the BLM is without a 
thorough examination of the real economic cost and effect. As 
permittees on the Green Mountain Common Allotment, our family 
alone has developed five well projects in the past three years at no 
monetary cost to the BLM. Over the past ten years we have 
equipped several other wells on our allotment as well as building 
several riparian area enclosures at little to no cost to the BLM, we 
also continue to provide the maintenance on all these projects. The 
true economic burden is placed on the permittees to build and 
maintain these range improvements. 

2028-1 

10159 10159-3 On Pg. 25, paragraph 4, we comment that this entire paragraph be 
stricken or revised for the Final RMP as it is lacking in complete 
scientific data and only based on the opinions of a few individuals. 
The actual facts are that wildlife friendly fences are proven to not 
impact the movement of wildlife.The proof that wildlife do not 
have a problem going through fences or grazing with livestock can 
be seen every year as the deer, elk and antelope flood onto the 
family ranches to enjoy the pasture that has been irrigate and the 
hay that is being fed to the cattle. 

2039-1 

10159 10159-4 My next comment is in regards to the "large segments of public 
that do not want to open multiple gates or see additional 
infrastructure." We would like to see the hard facts of these 
numbers of people complaining, 

2021-4 

10159 10159-6 On Pg. 31, paragraph 2, Alternative D, we disagree with the 
narrative that states that range improvements will only be 
authorized under a "Comprehensive Grazing Strategy," as this 
term is not clearly defined in this document, as to what it would 
entail or how long it would take to develop. 

2021-2 

10159 10159-7 On Pg. 35 under Livestock Grazing, we comment that there is no 
reference to where the numbers on this table are coming from or 
as to why these acres will be closed to livestock grazing. 

2021-3 

10159 10159-8 With regards to the footnotes on Pg. 36, applying to the increase in 
acreage of suitable nesting habitat and the seasonal restrictions to 
be applied. It is in our understanding that the stipulations stated 
here in regards to sage grouse are not consistent with the 
Wyoming Governor's Core area concept and Executive order. 
Since the lands that the Lander BLM office are managing are 
within Wyoming, the guidelines that are used for sage grouse in 
this document should be direct agreement with the Wyoming 
Governor's Core area concept and Executive order 

2012-1 

10162 10162-1 We would like to see a definition of the term that is utilized 
throughout the RMP, comprehensive grazing management 
strategy. How does this affect the grazing permittee? What 
timelines does this new strategy hold? Does it replace or add an 
additional layer to what is already being done?The Crofts family is 
committed to have the AMP done so that we can reactivate our 

2021-2 
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suspended AUM’s. Any business evaluation should not take 
multiple years to complete to continue business practices. It is our 
concern that if the new term comprehensive grazing management 
strategy replaces the current AMP, how many more years will it 
take to complete the process. This process should not be a 
continuation from one generation to the next in a family business. 

10166 10166-1 The proposed RMP & EIS zero out Herd Areas and neglect to 
establish Herd Management Areas, much less provide adequate 
scientific data, analysis and genetic assessments of wild horses in 
the HMAs. 

2036-2 

10169 10169-1 The documents do not sufficiently recognize the value and 
importance of the Lander RMP area to meet the nation's current 
and growing need for United States produced uranium. The 
documents should be revised to reflect the following 
information.The United States is the largest producer of nuclear 
generated electricity (in terms of total output and number of 
plants) in the world. Over twenty (20) percent of our nation’s 
electrical energy is derived from carbon free nuclear power. 
However, the United States produces only approximately four (4) 
million pounds of natural uranium per year while at least forty 
(40) million pounds is required to fuel the nation’s civilian reactor 
fleet. This annual uranium demand of at least forty (40) million 
pounds per year is the demand created by the nation’s civilian 
reactors only and is exclusive of the additional demand created by 
the United States military primarily for naval nuclear propulsion 
fuel. Most of the uranium used in the United States comes from 
foreign sources such as the down blending of highly enriched 
uranium (HEU) by Russia and mined uranium from Kazakhstan 
(now the world’s largest uranium producer), Canada, Africa and 
Australia. 

2022-1 

10169 10169-11 Kennecott Uranium Company holds the right of way for the 
Anaconda Road, an industrial access road that goes up the south 
side of Green Mountain. It was created in the past by the 
Anaconda Corporation to access the top of Green Mountain for 
drilling and future shaft sinking access. Access to the top of Green 
Mountain is closed to motorized vehicles and equipment from 
December 1 to June 15. Development of the uranium resources 
beneath Green Mountain may require the installation of ventilation 
shafts into the mine workings beneath the mountain. These shafts 
would be within Kennecott Uranium Company’s existing mine 
permit area and on lode mining claims held by Kennecott Uranium 
Company. Kennecott Uranium Company requests that the plan be 
revised to specifically allow access utilizing the Anaconda Road to 
these closed areas by mining claimants/active Permit to Mine 
holders to perform maintenance to infrastructure related to their 
operations beneath such seasonally closed areas. 

2031-1 

10169 10169-13 This section discusses greenhouse gas emissions. This section fails 
to recognize that the extraction of uranium and the use of it in 
nuclear power plants to generate electricity ultimately reduces 
greenhouse gas emissions, since the production of nuclear 

2003-1 
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generated electricity creates no greenhouse gases and can displace 
electricity generated by the burning of greenhouse gas generating 
fuels such as natural gas and coal. 

10169 10169-14 ¢ Kennecott Uranium Company also requests that the final plan be 
explicitly revised to allow access to certain seasonally closed areas 
(such as the one on top of Green Mountain) by mining 
claimants/active Permit to Mine holders to perform maintenance 
to infrastructure related to their operations beneath such seasonally 
closed areas. 

2031-1 

10169 10169-2 The United States needs to have domestic uranium resources that 
can be readily produced. The resources beneath and around Green 
Mountain held by Kennecott Uranium Company coupled with the 
licensed Sweetwater Uranium Project also owned by Kennecott 
Uranium Company, represent such a readily producible uranium 
resource. The BLM should recognize these current and future 
uranium requirements in the plan and the fact that the uranium 
resources within the plan area represent an important means of 
meeting the nation’s future uranium requirements to generate 
carbon free nuclear electricity. 

2022-1 

10169 10169-3 Changing demographics do not change the fundamental need for 
cost effective, reliable, abundant and clean energy that is provided 
by nuclear reactors fueled by uranium that could be extracted from 
the Green Mountain area. The demand for good paying jobs in 
WY can never be discounted including in the Lander RMP area. 
We request that this section be revised to reflect the above 
information. 

2022-1 

10169 10169-4 Under Alternative B and D the size of the Green Mountain ACEC 
is expanded. We do not see any documentation, particularly any 
scientific documentation, supporting an increase to the existing 
ACEC. Kennecott Uranium Company opposes expansion of the 
ACEC, and at a minimum the BLM should provide detailed 
scientific onsite data supporting any expansion. 

2002-1 

10169 10169-5 The Document should be changed to show that the Big Eagle 
Mine remains in operational status as per the following excerpt 
from the Permit to Mine #451 Annual Report; Regarding the 
current status of the site, the 2007 Inspection Report for Permit to 
Mine #451 states, In light of all the activity occurring at the site 
and the activity that is planned for the 2007/2008 reporting period, 
the LQD will now consider Permit #451 to be active, not in 
reclamation. 

2022-1 

10169 10169-6 The Affected Environment “Locatable Minerals section continues 
by stating: At present, with the exception of one mill, all mills in 
the State of Wyoming are undergoing or have been 
decommissioned. The still existing Sweetwater Mill is the only 
conventional uranium mill left in the State of Wyoming and is 
located south of the planning area approximately 45 miles 
northwest of Rawlins. This mill is one of six operational 
conventional mills left in the United States and has been on 
standby status since 1983.Â This statement is incorrect. The 
Sweetwater Mill is now one of the three (3) remaining 

2022-1 
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conventional mills in the United States. It possesses a performance 
based operating license. The fact that it is now one of the three (3) 
remaining conventional mills makes it all that more unique and 
valuable. 

10169 10169-7 The document should clearly state the magnitude of uranium 
resources (based on publically available data sources) within the 
Gas Hills, Crooks Gap (including Green Mountain) and Bison 
Basin/Great Divide Districts and acknowledge that these resources 
together probably rank among the top seven (7) uranium resource 
districts in the nation, the others being the Grants District in New 
Mexico, the South Texas Uranium Trend, the Coles Hill District in 
Virginia, the Northern Arizona District (Grand Canyon breccias 
pipes), the Powder River Basin in Wyoming and the area 
incorporating western Colorado and eastern Utah. The Lander 
District contains within it, large uranium resources vital to the 
nation’s future. 

2022-1 

10169 10169-8 Furthermore it appears that the BLM considered that all future 
uranium mining would utilize in-situ recovery. At least on page 
1554 in Appendix U under Locatable Minerals “Uranium Mining 
in section U.1.4. Emissions Generating Activities Included in 
Analysis that statement is made. All of the analyses in the 
document regarding Locatable Minerals -Uranium must recognize 
that at least for Kennecott Uranium Company surface and 
underground mining is expected to occur in the Green Mountain 
area, in addition to in-situ recovery. 

2022-1 

10169 10169-9 Also it is not possible to comment on the air emissions from 
Uranium Development because the specific inputs are not 
included. The BLM needs to include all inputs to the calculations 
to allow the public to provide meaningful comment. 

2001-1 

10170 10170-1 The Draft RMP provides no engineering support for the 
conclusion adopted as fact that the Beef Gap area does not have 
sufficient space to support the installation of one or more 
additional buried pipelines. Based upon verbal communication the 
Lander Field Office, the separation between the Split Rock WSA 
and the Miller Spring WSA in the vicinity of Beef Gap is 
approximately 150 feet (see map below).Â The Draft RMP 
provides no engineering support for the conclusion that a ROW 
corridor through Beef Gap that was limited to no more than 150 
feet in width would be insufficient to support more than the two 
pipelines already in that area.6[Footnote 6: One pipeline is owned 
by Anadarko Petroleum Corp and is in carbon dioxide transport 
service.The other pipeline is owned by Rocky Mountain Pipeline 
Systems and is in crude oil service.] The elimination of a corridor 
through the Beef Gap area is based upon an unsupported assertion 
that congestion will consign future pipelines to alternative and 
lengthier pathways requiring greater total land use disturbance and 
impact. 

2025-2 

10170 10170-3 The elimination of a ROW corridor through Beef Gap may be in 
part a consequence of the general description of ROW corridors in 
the Draft RMP. Under Section 4.6.3.2. Methods and Assumptions: 

2025-2 
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"Designated corridors are *mile wide, except as specifically 
identified under an alternative. The corridors will be designated 
for aboveground and/or underground use." (emphasis added). The 
inclusion of overhead electric transmission lines may have 
contributed to the unsupported elimination of a ROW corridor 
through Beef Gap. A ROW corridor for underground uses only 
should be made available.. 

10170 10170-4 Recommendation: BLM should include the "Frontier/Anadarko" 
ROW corridor identified in Alternative C in the final RMP/EIS. In 
the event that the exclusion of a corridor through Beef Gap is 
technically supported then the final RMP/EIS should provide an 
alternative ROW corridor for that portion of the 
Frontier/Anadarko corridor that passes through Beef Gap. In 
particular, the final RMP/EIS should reflect an additional corridor 
which deviates from the Frontier/Anadarko corridor beginning 
where the existing Anadarko 16-inch CO2 line crosses Green 
Mountain Road (Section 9, T. 28 N., R. 91 W.) and continuing 
north along Green Mountain Road, across Highway 287 and then 
north along Agate Road to the existing PacifiCorp transmission 
line corridor in Section 27, T. 31 N., R. 90 W. as reflected in the 
comments provided in this proceeding by the Office of the 
Governor ofWyoming. This new corridor is located on the west 
side ofAgate Flat Road to avoid potential conflicts with Lankin 
Dome WSA. The final RMP/EIS should modify ROW avoidance 
and exclusion areas as necessary to accommodate the inclusion of 
this modified ROW corridor 

2025-2 

10170 10170-5 Recommendation: The WPA supports the ROW corridors 
identified in Alternative C along with the modifications discussed 
herein as items 2 and 5. However. in the event ROW corridors as 
depicted in Alternative D are adopted in the final RMP/EIS, Map 
104 should be corrected to be consistent with the Lost Creek ROW 
corridor on Map 108. The final RMP/EIS should reflect Lost 
Creek as a preferred ROW corridor and that the indicated 
ROWAvoidance and Exclusion Areas be adjusted as necessary 

2025-2 

10170 10170-6 4. The Lost Creek ROW corridor through the area known as 
Crook's Gap may be too congested to support additional pipelines. 
If the Crook's Gap area is unable to support additional pipelines 
then the balance of the ROW corridors in Alternative C in the 
Draft RMP do not provide a path through the Lander Field Office 
Planning area for pipelines into or out of the Rock Springs Field 
Office Planning area that would subsequently connect to pipelines 
into or out of the Casper Field Office Planning area.Â The 
northern end of the Bison Basin ROW corridor portrayed in Map 
107 inexplicably terminates at Highway 287. An extension of the 
Bison Basin ROW corridor farther north to intersect with the Lost 
Creek Spur ROW corridor would provide an alternative pathway 
through the Lander Field Office Planning Area for pipelines into 
or out of the Rock Springs Field Office Planning Area that connect 
to pipelines into or out of the Casper Field Office Planning Area. 
Â "We anticipate this field to be as large, if not larger, than the 
Jonah field was at its peak:' said EnCana spokesman Paul Ulrich, 

2025-2 
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according to the Wyoming Business JournaL" 
http:jjtrib.comjnewsjstate-and-regionaJfarticle_9570el17-d63a-
5b32-beee89f73d61be36. html. Place holder Moneta field 
development announcement.Recommendation: That the final 
RMP/EIS adopt the ROW Corridors in Alternative C with a 
modification to extend the Bison Basin corridor to the Lost Creek 
Spur corridor following Bison Basin Road as reflected in the 
comments provided in this proceeding by the Office of the 
Governor ofWyoming. The final RMP/EIS should modify as 
necessary the ROW avoidance and exclusion areas to reflect the 
extension of the Bison Basin corridor to an intersection with the 
Lost Creek Spur corridor 

10170 10170-7 5. The final RMP/EIS should provide latitude in the width of the 
preferred ROW corridors.Except in areas of special circumstance 
such as in Beef Gap as discussed prior, an explicit limitation on 
the width of right-of-way corridors could frustrate pipeline 
development in the event that other criteria uncovered in a future 
project specific environmental impact review render a particular 
corridor unusable for a pipeline.Â Recommendation: That the 
RFD be corrected to include a statement that the intended width of 
any particular ROW corridor is that minimum width that would be 
required to accommodate additional pipelines including an 
allowance for horizontal separation from existing pipelines as 
dictated by sound engineering and operating practice. Where the 
BLM determines that a linear facility should be moved away from 
an adjacent utility to avoid a resource conflict, the new linear 
facility will still be considered to be within the RMP corridor. 

2025-2 

10170 10170-8 3. The Draft RMP is inconsistent in the depiction of ROW 
corridors in the Preferred Alternative D and in the depiction of 
ROW Exclusion Areas in the Preferred Alternative D. Map 108 
depicts Rights-of-Way Designated Corridors in Communication 
Sites in Alternative D. Included in that map is a corridor trending 
along a north-south axis and labeled as "Lost Creek". This corridor 
follows an existing natural gas pipeline and is potentially 
significant to the future development and movement of natural gas 
and oil production out of the Lander Field Office Planning Area. 
The WPA applauds the BLM for the inclusion of the Lost Creek 
ROW corridor in the Preferred Alternative D.8 [Footnote 8We 
anticipate this field to be as large, if not larger, than the Jonah field 
was at its peak, said EnCana spokesman Paul Ulrich, according to 
the Wyoming Business Journal. 
Â http://trib.com/news/statecandcregional/article_9570e117cd63a
c5b32cbeeec 
89f73d61be36.htmlPlace!holder!Moneta!field!development!annou
ncement]However, Map 104 Rights-of-Way Avoidance and 
Exclusion Areas in the Preferred Alternative D depicts ROW 
Exclusion Areas both north and south of Jeffrey City, WY that if 
adopted would preclude the use of the corridor designated as "Lost 
Creek" on Map 108. In effect, the Right-of-Way Exclusion areas 
north and south of Jeffery City, WY as depicted in Map 104 
represent an impassable gap for a pipeline intending to use the 

2025-2 



Lander Proposed RMP and Final EIS B-159 

February 2013 Comment Analysis Report 
 Attachment B – Individual Comments 

Comment
Document 
Number 

Individual 
Comment 
Number 

Comment Text 

Summary 
Comment 
Response 
Number 

Lost Creek ROW Corridor represented in Map 108. 
10170 10170-9 [Refer to PDF of this comment document for additional supporting 

material, including attachments and references, provided by this 
commenter] 

2007-1 

10172 10172-1 Western requests that the RMP provide management prescriptions 
for overhead transmission facilities, taking into consideration the 
typical life span of the facility (usually 50 years), required 
continued access, including spurs to each transmission structure, 
emergency maintenance activities, routine maintenance activities, 
and rebuilding existing lines, as well as constructing new ones. 

2025-3 

10172 10172-3 If the designation of one of our access routes changes to either 
restricted/limited or closed, Western requests that alternate routes 
be identified and made available or that the mechanism closing 
access to the general public be such that Western's lock can be 
accommodated as well. Western can assist the BLM Lander Field 
Office in its travel management planning. 

2031-1 

10173 10173-1 Demand for livestock grazing and Animal Unit Months (AUMs) 
will continue on public lands, despite claims that Changing 
demographics such as an aging population in the livestock grazing 
industry¦may have changed the demands for different types of uses 
on the public lands. The WDA strongly supports continued 
livestock grazing and multiple use management on BLM-
administered lands. This RMP should not reduce profitability or 
viability of ranching operations and the BLM must seriously 
consider the impacts of proposed actions on profitability and 
viability of livestock production and on livestock grazing 
management. 

2021-3 

10173 10173-10 4.7.5.3.6.6.3. Resource Uses, Alternative D, Detailed Analysis of 
Alternatives “East Fork, Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, 
p. 1107:Alternative D must disclose how many livestock grazing 
AUMs are lost due to the closure of 1,494 additional acres in the 
ACEC. 

2002-1 

10173 10173-11 4.10.1. Cumulative Impacts to Greater Sage-Grouse from 
Management Actions, Background, p. 1208:The WDA insists the 
BLM references the most recent and most correct list of top five 
threats to greater sage-grouse, as listed in the Federal Register, 
2010.[Footnote: Federal Register. March 2010. Endangered and 
Threatened Wildlife and Plants; 12-Month Findings for Petitions 
to List the Greater Sage-Grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus) as 
Threatened or Endangered; Proposed Rule. 50 CFR Part 17. 
Department of the Interior. Fish and Wildlife Service.]Â The 
Federal Register provides the most recent information and the 
most accurate information. It must be utilized in this EIS/RMP 

2006-1 

10173 10173-12 4.10.5. Cumulative Impacts to vegetative Communities from 
Surface-Disturbing Activities and Other Management Actions, 
Analysis of Cumulative Impacts, p. 1238:The DEIS currently 
states: Incremental increases in actual use of BLM grazing permits 
and leases will continue to occur, as permittees build their herds in 
response to the cattle cycle and beef prices. This cyclic spike in 
actual use could adversely impact vegetation condition over the 

2006-1 
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long term. This is total speculation. There is no evidence 
(especially based on past AUM numbers in the Lander planning 
area) that actual use will increase during the next planning period. 
In addition, the DEIS predicts lower AUMs throughout the 
document for all alternatives. The WDA recommends removal of 
this language 

10173 10173-13 Appendix D, Reclamation Objectives and Standards, p. 
1391:Include definitions of interim and final reclamation in the 
glossary and further describe them in Appendix D. Further 
descriptions may include when each is expected to be initiated, if 
re-contouring is expected at the interim reclamation level, if site 
stabilization is required when continued disturbance and/or re-
disturbance is expected in a short period of time, etc. The glossary 
should also include definitions of landscape continuity and INNS. 

2007-1 

10173 10173-14 The description of reclamation plan requirements should include 
reclamation objectives. Setting specific objectives pre-disturbance 
in specific project level reclamation plans will assist BLM and 
energy developers in reaching reclamation standards. In addition, 
specific ESD information (i.e.: year of ESD, soil map unit 
information, etc.), monitoring methods and sample size should be 
included in reclamation plans. Reclamation plan requirements 
should include timelines and guidance detailing corrective actions 
if it is determined reclamation is unsuccessful. 

2029-2 

10173 10173-15 The bulleted objectives for interim reclamation include the 
statement that Interim reclamation will utilize mostly native plant 
species¦ The WDA supports the use of native species over non-
native species. We understand the importance of flexibility to 
make case-by-case decisions as well. However, using mostly 
native plants leaves room for a wide array of interpretations. We 
recommend changing the language to Interim reclamation will 
emphasize native plant species¦ 

2032-3 

10173 10173-16 The objective of final reclamation in non-DDAs includes 
supporting ¦approximately the same composition and density of 
organisms that were originally present. Please clarify originally 
present. Does this refer to pre-disturbance composition and density 
of organisms or the historic climax plant community? 

2032-3 

10173 10173-17 It is important that plant species composition (by weight) 
standards are evaluated on a species basis instead of by life form 
and the WDA recommends adding this to the standards for interim 
and final reclamation. The amount of INNS allowed is also 
important to the ecological health of disturbed areas and 
surrounding areas. Interim reclamation in non-Designated 
Development Areas is considered successful five years after 
seeding if specific standards are met. The WDA requests the 
standard for percent allowable INNS be reduced in these areas, as 
five years is sufficient time to reach a higher standard. In addition, 
it appears the INNS criteria are contradictory. For example, final 
reclamation standards in non-Designated Development Areas is 
considered successful with No greater than 10 percent INNS and 
25 percent INNS in a 500 square foot and and No invasive plant 

2014-1 
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species present. 
10173 10173-18 The WDA understands reclaimed areas will be monitored as 

designated in the reclamation plan. However, the discussion in 
Appendix D does not include when monitoring will be concluded. 
Appendix D should also clarify when monitoring will need to be 
reinitiated. The DEIS/RMP states monitoring will be reinitiated 
Any time 15 percent or more of a reclaimed area is re-disturbed¦ Is 
this standard for interim reclamation, final reclamation, or both? Is 
the 15% determined by cumulative reclaimed acres for a project 
area, or by reclaimed acres from a specific timeframe within a 
project area? In addition, Appendix D should clarify if the final 
reclamation inspection is for bond release or does a project 
proponent request final inspection when they think they’ve met 
reclamation standards? Does final inspection trigger the end of 
monitoring reclaimed sites? 

2029-2 

10173 10173-19 The WDA recognizes that Table L.8 demonstrates projected, 
gradual reductions in AUMs over the planning timeline and that 
projected AUMs vary based on resource conditions and other 
variables. We suggest adding footnotes of explanation in Table 
L.8 to accurately express this. In addition, the table must include 
an explanation that Estimated Actual Use (2027) may be increased 
to Estimated Actual Use (2008) over time. The projected 
reductions are simply estimations and do not signify a reduction of 
AUMs concurrent with the signing of the Record of Decision. 
AUM decisions are made on an allotment-by-allotment basis and 
not through the RMP process. This should be clear in Appendix L 
and Table L.8. 

2021-3 

10173 10173-2 In addition, the WDA is concerned that development of 
Comprehensive Grazing Strategies will lengthen the time period 
before range improvements can be built. We ask the Lander Field 
Office to develop a suggested timeline for developing 
Comprehensive Grazing Strategies and an outline of what may be 
included. 

2021-2 

10173 10173-3 Record #4085 is common to all alternatives and currently states 
Establish forage utilization levels in greater sage-grouse nesting 
habitat to ensure adequate residual cover remains. The BLM 
should be required to examine areas with greater sage-grouse 
nesting habitat with more scrutiny before impacting livestock 
grazing management. We recommend considering using identified 
greater sage-grouse nesting habitat. 

2012-3 

10173 10173-4 Record #6058 provides direction to Develop and implement new 
AMPs with grazing permittees/lessees¦to achieve desired resource 
goals. The WDA recommends adding comprehensive grazing 
strategies to Record #6058 to provide consistency throughout the 
document 

2021-3 

10173 10173-5 In addition, the WDA strongly urges the BLM to delete the word 
stakeholder from this management action and add the words 
interested publics. Interested publics is an established term used in 
the livestock grazing portions of the Code of Federal Regulations 
(CFR) and this RMP must be consistent with existing regulations. 

2021-3 
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CFR 4100.0-5 includes a specific definition for interested publics. 
It is important to cite these regulations in the RMP 

10173 10173-7 4.3.2.3.1. Impacts Common to All Alternatives, 
Planned/Prescribed Fires and Other Fuels Treatments, p. 697:¦It is 
BLM policy that prescribed burn areas are deferred from grazing a 
minimum of two consecutive growing seasons, based on 
management objectives¦and IM No. WY-2005-018. The BLM will 
use environmental and rangeland conditions to identify whether 
the two-season period has provided enough recovery 
time.Management Action Record #3011 (Alternative D) states 
BLM will Implement appropriate deferment for livestock grazing 
on all prescribed or wildland fires, which contradicts the statement 
made on page 697. The cited IM and Management Action #3011 
allow for flexible management following fire events and give 
discretion to the BLM to make the best decision. Livestock can be 
placed in a burn area sooner than the minimum stated on page 697. 
In addition, the statement made on page 697 is not an impact 
common to all alternatives 

2010-1 

10173 10173-8 Â Impacts Common to All Alternatives, Invasive Species and Pest 
Management, p. 743:¦livestock are more likely than wildlife to 
ingest INNS before they are turned out on the public lands because 
INNS infestation is more prevalent on private lands. This 
statement should be removed as it is inaccurate for several 
reasons. First, wildlife use both public and private land and are 
just as likely to ingest INNS as livestock, regardless of land 
ownership. In addition, most private landowners work closely with 
Weed and Pest Districts to control INNS on private lands 

2014-1 

10173 10173-9 4.6.5.3.1. Impacts Common to All Alternatives, Livestock Grazing 
Management, p. 998:The PDEIS discussion detailing the impacts 
of wild horses on livestock grazing management that are common 
to all alternatives included a short discussion of the August 2003 
Consent Decree. The WDA recommends the Consent Decree be 
discussed in the EIS/RMP 

2036-2 

10174 10174-1 We also ask that the BLM review and incorporate the comments 
and literature WWP provided during the scoping period as we 
could find no evidence this was done prior to the release of the 
DEIS 

2016-1 

10174 10174-10 Subsection .12 on page 14 details Sensitive Species management 
requirements that RMP’s must implement. The BLM shall not 
contribute to the need to list any special status species under 
provisions of the ESA, or designate additional sensitive species 
under provisions of this policy." As discussed earlier, the BLM 
has admitted that the current RMP is resulting in continued 
declines in Sensitive Species populations, thus contributing "to the 
need to list... Under the provisions of the ESA". The proposed 
RMP fails to implement requirements or limitations necessary to 
recover Sensitive Species habitats are populations 

2030-3 

10174 10174-12 We provide a highlighted version of the AMS for your review as 
Exhibit 9. Oddly, despite the significant resources invested to 
write the AMS, we found little evidence that it influenced the 

2021-3 
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development of the proposed RMP. This is especially true in the 
livestock management and sensitive species management 
sections.As just a few examples of this problem we draw your 
attention in Exhibit 9 to Water 2, Water 4, Water 9, Water 13, 
Grass 1, Grass 2, Grass 4, Rip 1, Rip 6, Fish 1, Fish 2, Fish 3, 
Wildlife 4, Wildlife 18, Wildlife 19, SSW 1, Realty 14, Travel 1, 
the entire Table 4-34 detailing the requirements of livestock 
management in the current RMP and their failures, we direct your 
attention to this entire table because virtually every single 
planning decision in the current RMP has failed to address the 
issue it was designed to. 

10174 10174-13 The proposed RMP fails to implement any requirements or 
limitations to minimize the negative effects to water caused by 
livestock grazing. 

2034-2 

10174 10174-14 The DEIS predicts significant impacts to various resources from 
climate change yet the proposed RMP provides no "approaches for 
dealing with these changes 

2003-1 

10174 10174-15 Despite the well-known importance of riparian wetland areas, the 
proposed RMP fails to implement any requirements or limitations 
to protect these areas from the impacts of livestock grazing. The 
general "goals" which are provided as objectives in the proposed 
RMP are nearly identical to the general goals provided in the 
current RMP which has been documented by the BLM itself to 
have failed in achieving their intended results 

2026-1 

10174 10174-16 Cool season bunchgrasses such as needle and thread, bluebunch 
wheatgrass, and Indian ricegrass are important because they 
provide the largest potential herbaceous production in sagebrush 
habitat. Consequently they offer the most forage for herbivores, 
and the most hiding cover for sage-grouse. Managing grazing for 
the plant growth requirements of these species is critical. These 
plants are vulnerable to grazing from approximately mid May to 
mid June when they are exchanging nutrients between the roots 
and the leaves. Grazing must be managed to prevent repeatedly 
interrupting this exchange by controlling the timing of grazing or 
the utilization levels. When grazing is not adequately managed, 
more grazing resistant species such as bluegrasses, threadleaf 
sedge, rhizomatous wheatgrass and blue grama will replace the 
cool season bunchgrass in the landscape. Once this transition 
occurs, the more grazing resistant species tend to fully occupy the 
site. As a result, there are no open niches to exploit, and it is 
unlikely that cool season bunchgrasses re-emerge, even if 
carefully considered grazing management practices are implement 
after the transition. Maintenance of existing stands that feature 
cool season bunchgrass is perhaps the most important vegetation 
management objective in the field office. and it is unlikely that 
cool season bunchgrasses re-emerge, even if carefully considered 
grazing management practices are implement after the transition. 
Maintenance of existing stands that feature cool season 
bunchgrass is perhaps the most important vegetation management 
objective in the field office.The proposed RMP fails to implement 

2021-3 
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this finding with requirements such as the elimination of season-
long grazing, the elimination of spring season grazing or even 
implementing utilization limits. 

10174 10174-17 Proposed RMP implements no requirements or limitations 
regarding the impacts of livestock grazing to aquatic resources and 
riparian areas. It provides no objectives, requirements or 
limitations to provide riparian or fisheries habitat. From a fisheries 
standpoint objectives for the recovery of willows and mainstream 
habitat features such as overwintering habitat are entirely missing 

2021-3 

10174 10174-18 No short-term use limitations are put in place to allow for the 
function of nesting habitat nor are their longer-term objectives for 
the recovery of cool season bunchgrasses and the recovery of 
riparian areas. The DEIS and proposed RMP not only failed to 
comply with the 2004 Guidance for Addressing Sagebrush Habitat 
Conservation in BLM Land Use Plans provided as Exhibit 10, 
which among other things requires that the BLM analyzed a 
maximum recovery alternative, but likewise fails to comply with 
the recent IMs issued by the Washington office regarding sage 
grouse habitat management 

2012-3 

10174 10174-19 Most of the sensitive species and their habitats that occur within 
the Lander field office are not addressed in the proposed RMP. 
Such generalities as "develop site-specific measures for BLM 
authorized activities to protect threatened, endangered and 
sensitive species" is completely inadequate for the management of 
these species. 

2030-3 

10174 10174-2 the vegetation data relied on only covers approximately half the 
planning area and has collected nearly 30 years ago. Riparian 
condition information is between 10 and 15 years old. The BLM 
has no information whatsoever on a wide range of Sensitive 
Species which are supposed to be receiving the highest priority 
management, yet clearly, the BLM has not even prioritized the 
most basic information collection on the species. This lack of 
basic information on which to rest the planning process has led to 
generalized discussions lacking a connection to the realities on the 
ground. This of course significantly undermines the validity of the 
entire need for analysis. 

2007-1 

10174 10174-20 The proposed RMP fails to implement limitations and 
requirements, for instance dealing with the impacts of livestock 
grazing, that reduces the current status quo level of impacts which 
are clearly resulting in a need for listing the species. The proposed 
RMP does little to prevent fragmentation and loss of habitat, nor 
does it provide any requirements to restore degraded habitat or 
defragmenting currently fragmented habitat 

2012-3 

10174 10174-21 the proposed RMP fails to implement any requirements limitations 
or even objectives regarding managing riparian areas to something 
beyond the minimal PFC, which merely is the physical capability 
to withstand a 20 year flood event, and is far below the level 
needed to provide for a fisheries and wildlife habitat and water 
quality. 

2026-1 

10174 10174-22 livestock grazing takes place in crucial winter range as well as 2021-3 
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sage grouse nesting habitat and brood rearing habitat, yet the 
proposed RMP fails to implement any requirements or limitations 
to provide for these habitats 

10174 10174-23 When saline upland sites are subject to unmanaged grazing, the 
herbaceous component declines and pure stands of gardener’s 
saltbush develop. The proposed RMP fails to implement any 
management requirements or limitations to address the needs of 
salt desert shrub communities 

2032-2 

10174 10174-24 Atlantic City common allotment where livestock use in most of 
the riparian areas, all the riparian areas that are improving, have 
been fenced off and livestock use only occurs during a short 
period each year. All other allotments such as the GMCA, Split 
Rock, Granite Mountain or others all show continued degradation 
of riparian areas. This "failure to make progress" while being 
discussed on some allotments has not been addressed as riparian 
areas throughout the field office continued to degrade. The above-
mentioned allotments are excellent examples where even with 
extensive commitment to time and energy the BLM has been 
unable to improved riparian conditions because of the failure of 
the guidance and requirements in the current RMP to provide the 
framework necessary. 

2026-1 

10174 10174-25 the BLM itself admits it is incapable of conducting "monitoring, 
observation and timely inventories of rangelands". Further as the 
BLM admits drought conditions are becoming more common and 
will likely be exacerbated by global warming. As such the BLM 
has determined that "long-established practices [are] 
unsustainable" at the proposed RMP does nothing to alter long-
established practices to make them sustainable. 

2032-3 

10174 10174-26 the BLM in earlier sections admits that invasive species 
infestations are increasing throughout the field office. In addition 
it admits that the current RMP's management is insufficient to 
control the spread of invasive species and as above admits that 
current management is ineffective, yet the proposed RMP 
continues the same invasive species program that has failed in the 
current RMP. This is illogical 

2014-1 

10174 10174-27 2-151 Management challenges for big game species include poor 
habitat conditions, fire management, drought, increased 
development and urbanization, habitat fragmentation, OHV use, 
disease, and the impacts of grazing on the frequency, quality, and 
composition of key forage species.The proposed RMP fails to 
implement requirements or limitations to improve these "poor 
habitat conditions" or deal with the "impacts of grazing on the 
frequency, quality and composition of key forage species". Merely 
providing general goals such as meeting the fundamentals of 
rangeland health or other such things fails to provide the 
specificity necessary to manage to correct these issues 

2021-3 

10174 10174-28 there are no requirements or limitations for livestock grazing 
impacts to the various sage grouse seasonal habitats. Also despite 
the well-known impacts of trampling nests by sheep grazing 
during the nesting season the RMP arrives no limitations for when 

2021-3 
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sheep grazing can occur within sage grouse nesting habitats 
10174 10174-29 The proposed RMP fails to implement any management to provide 

for the needs of wildlife within crucial winter range or within 
riparian areas 

2039-1 

10174 10174-3 The words give priority in the statute clearly indicate that the 
designation of ACECs is outside and beyond the usual multiple 
use balancing processes laid out in MUSYA and other parts of 
FLPMA. The two most obvious examples of this are the failure to 
implement a comprehensive sage grouse ACEC in the proposed 
action that includes all sage grouse nesting habitat not just a 
subsection of the core area which has been designed to eliminate 
critical sage grouse habitat where it conflicts with current or 
projected resource extraction. 

2016-1 

10174 10174-30 The management laid out in Table 2.50 does not currently contain 
requirements or limitations to protect many of the resources which 
the BLM determined were worthy of protection under an ACEC. 
For the Sweetwater River Watershed ACEC, ACEC designation 
was not carried forward because the area "does not meet the need 
for special management". The BLM failed to consider the unique 
riparian systems or the failure of "standard management" to 
reverse, let alone, recover these severely degraded riparian areas 

2002-1 

10174 10174-31 The recently release sage grouse management IM provides a wide 
range of requirements to address the needs of sage grouse in RMP 
revisions. The current DEIS and proposed RMP fail to comply 
with those requirements. These issues need to be corrected prior to 
the issuance of the ROD and RMP 

2012-1 

10174 10174-32 As we stated earlier the proposed RMP fails to "identify 
management actions and allowable uses" for many issues such as 
livestock grazing. Further it fails to "provide comprehensive 
management direction" for such issues as livestock 
grazing,Sensitive Species management and riparian area 
management. And as we have discussed previously it does not 
comply with BLM policies and regulations nor FLPMA. 

2016-1 

10174 10174-33 P24 “Alternative B assumes that resolution of resource conflicts 
will be achieved only by severe reductions in the number of 
AUMs that are authorized. This assumption is a direct result of 
Alternative B's prohibition on new range infrastructure projects. 
Using Geographic Information System (GIS) information 
regarding potential resource conflicts such as riparian-wetland 
areas, greater sage-grouse habitat, wildlife migration patterns, wild 
horse use, recreational use, and other factors, the BLM determined 
that approximately 131,000 AUMs could be authorized in the 
planning area without resource conflicts." 
the DEIS fails to provide any background information for this 
important paragraph such as what level of reductions in AUMs 
would be required to provide for sage grouse habitat 

2012-2 

10174 10174-34 The AMS clearly lays out that the BLM has not had the resources 
and expects to have even fewer resources in the future for 
managing livestock grazing program. The "intensive management" 
required under A, C and D cannot be accomplished with the 

2021-3 
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current or projected resources available. The obvious result of 
such an approach is continued land and resource degradation. The 
AMS stated it clearly when it said at Grazing 10 regarding the lack 
of resources 

10174 10174-35 P51 A harvest efficiency of total vegetative production could be 
increased to 28 percent as grazing management would be 
accomplished over most of the planning area. We don’t 
understand this statement. Is it really an absurd 28% of total 
vegetative production.We are further confused because the table of 
RMP direction fails to implement any utilization limits 

2021-3 

10174 10174-36 Beginning under 1000 we see an objective maintain PSD 
pollutants below their applicable increments, but the DEIS fails to 
discuss the issue of PSD and current conditions as it relates to 
within the DEIS.Given the experience of Pinedale along with the 
massive underestimation of potential development within the 
Lander field office this issue is quite important. The absurdity of 
the Lander Field Office’s prediction of oil and gas development 
became abundantly clear just a few weeks back when one of the 
major companies announced its intention to drill approximately 
5000 wells in one field alone within the Lander Field office. This 
is more than 3 times what the DEIS analyzes over the entire life of 
the plan. The proposed RMP requires no air quality monitoring 
nor does it provide any requirements or limitations other than the 
general "require that all BLM authorized activities minimize 
adverse impacts to air quality" but fails to provide any information 
requirements or limitations as to how this general goal will be met. 

2001-2 

10174 10174-37 In the soil reclamation section in table 2.9 we see further general 
objectives without any means to implement them or enforce them. 
Despite the fact that the BLM fully knows and has documented the 
nearly universal failure of reclamation under the current RMP, the 
proposed RMP fails to implement any accountability mechanisms. 
The proposed RMP provides no repercussions for failed 
reclamation.An obvious solution to this would be to withhold 
approval for further development until reclamation objectives are 
met. The proposed RMP does not require reporting of reclamation 
success regularly until full reclamation has been achieved. A 
simple solution would be appropriate levels of bonding, say 
$200,000 per well pad. 

2029-2 

10174 10174-38 Throughout this entire set of tables we often find the use of the 
words "maintain or improve" this is highly problematic because as 
is well known in the case of riparian areas and water resources the 
vast majority of these are in severely degraded condition 
throughout the entire field office. Providing direction that 
"maintains" these degraded conditions is wholly inappropriate.The 
RMP "resource management plan" needs to provide specific 
direction requirements and limitations dealing with each category. 
Lumping them together results in no management by default. 

2026-1 

10174 10174-39 The requirement within the Clean Water Act regarding "anti-
degradation" and its applicability to current management as well 
as the proposed RMP is neither discussed in the DEIS nor 

2034-2 
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implemented in the proposed RMP 
10174 10174-40 BR 5 provides the goal of reducing cheatgrass invasion but it's 

only action is to "develop a plan". The proposed RMP does not 
require implementation of the plan or any valuation as to its 
effectiveness, but at least they will be "plan" 

2014-1 

10174 10174-41 BR 8.1 allows the destruction of 10% of the field offices crucial 
winter range during the lifespan of the RMP. Such a rapid level of 
destruction of crucial winter range will result in the long term 
elimination of most of it. There is no rational basis for this so-
called objective 

2039-1 

10174 10174-42 BR 7.2 and 3 provide general goals despite the fact that we know 
what the habitat needs are for virtually all sensitive species. Such 
obvious issues as requirements to leave a 7 uplands stubble height 
to provide for sage grouse nesting habitat are ignored 

2012-3 

10174 10174-43 BR 15 provides that wild horses are maintained in a "balance" 
with livestock. Yet the AMS shows that forage allocations 
between the 2 are approximately 25 to 1 in favor of livestock. The 
DEIS failed to deal with appropriate management levels for wild 
horses, assuming, without providing rationale, that the 15-year-old 
AML documents were still applicable 

2036-2 

10174 10174-44 LR 10.1 provides as an objective to "continue to assess rangeland 
health on a 10 year cycle". Unfortunately, the BLM is conducted 
maybe 3 or 4 allotment assessments in the last decade. In fact as 
AMS and the DEIS state only approximately 43% of the Field 
office has been assessed in the decade and a half since the 
requirement was put in place. Further, many other locations within 
the DEIS state of the BLM will conduct rangeland health 
assessments on a 20 year rotation despite the fact that this does not 
comply with 43 CFR 4180 and its implementation manual and 
handbook 

2021-3 

10174 10174-45 LR 10.5 does not "establish allowable use levels" as must be done 
in RMP to provide the management framework necessary. It is at 
the RMP level that such "allowable use levels" must be set 
factoring in vegetation objectives, wildlife habitat and other 
factors 

2021-1 

10174 10174-46 6056 provides the same language as the current failed RMP 
despite the fact that the BLM itself admits it is incapable of doing 
this. Instead of implementing the key findings of the AMS the 
proposed RMP continues with a failed status quo 

2016-1 

10174 10174-47 P249: The BLM admits it has "limited air quality data" which 
"makes it difficult to assess air quality conditions", but despite this 
lack the proposed RMP implements no requirements to increase 
the amount of air quality monitoring that takes place. In addition, 
the analysis fails to use current data that is available from the 
analysis area or from surrounding areas 

2001-1 

10174 10174-48 P256: The BLM states that "having utilization of education by 
livestock in riparian-wetland zones has also resulted in soil 
compaction in the nearby transition zones and in the formation of 
hummocks within the riparian-wetland zone". Despite this and the 

2021-3 
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extensive admissions of failure to properly manage livestock 
grazing use within riparian areas in the AMS, the proposed RMP 
fails to implement management requirements and limitations to 
address this issue 

10174 10174-49 P257: The displays information regarding soil properties which 
show that the vast majority of the area have ratings of moderate or 
severe for both wind and water erosion. As we've discussed in 
previous sections of livestock grazing significantly increases soil 
erosion compared to ungrazed areas. Unfortunately, the BLM 
provides no specific requirements or limitations in the 
management of livestock grazing to address these significant soil 
issues 

2021-3 

10174 10174-5 Section 4000, dealing with riparian wetland management, which is 
a well-known problem in the Lander field office is virtually no 
management requirements whatsoever. While the main goal is 
very nice, the objectives are not objectives for instance BR 6.1 
lists as an objective "develop recovery management prescriptions 
for riparian wetland areas that are not functioning properly and/or 
have impaired water quality" but this is not an objective this is 
what the RMP should have done. 

2026-1 

10174 10174-50 P302: as we've mentioned before the projected oil and gas 
development for the field office is woefully underestimated. The 
DEIS is based on 2566 wells over the entire life of the plan, but 
just a few weeks ago a single company announced plans to drill 
over 5000 wells in a single field within the field office. This 
completely vitiates all the analyses regarding surface disturbance, 
air-quality, wildlife and sensitive species 

2018-6 

10174 10174-51 P336: Even though salt desert shrub habitats occupy nearly 10 
times the area as a forested vegetation, and is very sensitive to 
livestock grazing, the proposed RMP fails to implement any 
management requirements or limitations to deal with this 
vegetation type. The DEIS itself admits to the sensitivity of this 
vegetation type, but nowhere in the DEIS or proposed RMP is it 
defined what "properly managed grazing" is for this vegetation 
community type. 

2032-2 

10174 10174-52 P345: In an earlier section the BLM discusses the riparian-wetland 
initiative of the 1990s whose goal is to achieve at least 75% of all 
riparian areas on BLM lands in a minimum of PFC by 1997. In 
this section we see that 20 years after the start of the initiative, 
75% of the riparian areas within the Lander Field Office are not 
even in the minimal level of PFC, with more than 50% in FAR 
Downward or Nonfunctional categories. Stunningly, the BLM 
implements direction nearly identical to the current failed RMP 
yet expects different results. This is arbitrary and illogical 

2026-1 

10174 10174-53 P430: Here the BLM admits that under the current RMP 
"conditions on the ground have generally not supported 
authorizing full AUMs" yet the proposed RMP implements 
virtually identical management to the current RMP and yet 
authorizes the same number of AUMs which the BLM itself 
admits cannot be supported. 

2021-1 
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10174 10174-54 P433: This section appears to fail to include the 520,000 acre 
GMCA in its numbers 

2002-1 

10174 10174-55 P532: This section lays out the impacts from climate change 
including higher temperatures, reduced precipitation, greater 
frequency of drought, declining water quantity and quality, etc. 
This section also discusses the increased stress on Sensitive 
Species which are ready obviously stressed or they would not be 
on the Sensitive Species list. This section also states that there is a 
need to "improve vegetative condition" to better cope with climate 
change yet the proposed RMP fails to implement management 
actions that would address these issues. 

2003-1 

10174 10174-56 P575: Section 4.1.3 discusses "direct impacts to soils tend to result 
primarily from removing vegetative cover, loosening the soil 
surface, the formation of compacted layers, and increasing the 
potential for accelerated erosion by exposing soil particles to wind 
and water". This is in a section discussing the definition of 
"surface disturbance" because the following paragraph states "in 
addition to surface disturbance". Everything listed within these 
"direct impacts to soils" have been thoroughly researched as direct 
impacts of livestock grazing. The BLM cannot rationally exclude 
livestock grazing as a "surface disturbance. 

2029-1 

10174 10174-57 The BLM has not collected any water quality data within the Field 
office for at least 15 years and has no basis for saying that its 
management meets state water quality standards 

2034-1 

10174 10174-58 P598: This section states that "all alternatives manage riparian-
wetland areas to meet or exceed PFC". But while all the 
alternatives may have a goal to manage riparian-wetland areas to 
meet or exceed PFC, the long experience of the BLM has shown 
that the current RMP has not been able to achieve any significant 
progress towards achieving this goal during its quarter century of 
existence. The document fails to provide any rational basis to 
differentiate a proven failure of the current RMP from the nearly 
identical management in the proposed RMP 

2026-1 

10174 10174-59 Neither the DEIS nor the proposed RMP define what "properly 
managed livestock grazing" is, therefore it is impossible to 
compare current permitted livestock grazing with what the BLM 
has not defined as "properly managed livestock grazing". In 
addition, neither the DEIS nor the proposed RMP compare current 
stocking rates with "appropriate stocking levels" 

2021-3 

10174 10174-6 Nearly all the Objectives and even most of the Management 
Actions listed in the main table are actually Goals. They lack any 
quantifiable outcomes and have no timeframes for 
accomplishment 

2016-1 

10174 10174-60 P722: this section states that the "primary objective and sage brush 
grassland vegetation communities is a vigorous stand of sagebrush 
within understory containing cool season bunch grasses such as 
needle and thread, Indian ricegrass, bluebunch wheatgrass, green 
needlegrass, and bottlebrush squirrel tail. These large cool season 
bunch grasses are replaced by smaller, more grazing resistant 
species such as threadleaf sedge, Sandberg bluegrass and 

2032-2 
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rhizomatous wheat grasses when subjected to heavy or repeated 
use during the critical growing season" Unfortunately, the 
proposed RMP does not limit in any way use "during the critical 
growing season". It also states that "all alternatives addressed the 
need to protect the vegetation resources from issues associated 
with livestock grazing" but this is clearly not the case the proposed 
RMP fails to implement requirements or limitations to deal with a 
wide range of "issues associated with livestock grazing 

10174 10174-61 The BLM also assumes that livestock grazing will be "properly 
managed" but fails to define what this is. As we have provided in 
the literature in the various exhibits current range science indicates 
for range lands such as the Lander Field Office that a 25% 
maximum utilization rate for upland species is "properly 
managed", but the RMP fails to implement this 

2021-3 

10174 10174-62 P. 995 provides various inaccurate assumptions such as "livestock 
grazing is managed to meet" standards and guidelines. Only 40% 
of the allotments within the Field office have received even a 
single valuation in over 15 years and most of the acreage within 
those allotments has been found to be failing standards. 
Extrapolated over the on assessed areas a significant majority of 
the entire Field office is not meeting rangeland health standards 
and so while there may be a general goal to manage to meet these 
standards the reality is that current management is not meeting 
standards 

2021-5 

10174 10174-63 P. 1146 states that "all alternatives would allow livestock grazing. 
Impacts to the ACEC from livestock grazing would not vary by 
alternative and are not analyzed". This of course violates NEPA 
especially in regards to ACEC management specifically requiring 
protection of various species habitats 

2002-1 

10174 10174-64 the proposed RMP fails to restrict livestock grazing in areas where 
it is not appropriate. No discussions regarding the appropriateness 
of livestock grazing take place in the DEIS. It is assumed that 
everything that is not rock or fenced highway rights of way should 
be grazed. No management requirements or limitations are 
imposed on livestock grazing (as an example) to recover degraded 
riparian areas, recover Sensitive Species such as amphibians or 
protect sage grouse. 

2021-3 

10174 10174-65 Alternative B which the BLM touts as its "conservation" 
alternative allows virtually identical levels of development and 
resource extraction that the other alternatives allow. It's "sage 
grouse ACEC" fails to implement requirements and limitations on 
the use that is by far the most significant impact to sage grouse, 
livestock grazing. It can in no way be seen as a "conservation" 
alternative 

2012-3 

10174 10174-66 the proposed RMP fails to address the most significant impact on 
riparian areas throughout the entire field office, livestock grazing. 
The proposed RMP's general goals fail to "avoid" adverse impacts 
to wetlands and floodplains "to the extent possible". Therefore the 
proposed RMP is in violation of the Department of the Interior's 
riparian and wetlands policy. 

2026-1 
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10174 10174-67 Subsection .22 beginning on page 36 also provides critical 
information regarding the management of sensitive species. 
Section A lays out the requirements for planning. Most critically 
this section states "Land-use plans shall be sufficiently detailed to 
identify and resolve significant land-use conflicts with special 
status species without deferring conflict resolution to 
implementation-level planning."This is the crux of the matter. The 
proposed RMP fails to comply with this requirement. 

2030-3 

10174 10174-68 BLM authorized activity both contributes to the emission of GHG 
and influences carbon sequestration. The role of authorized 
activity in climate change should be addressed. 

2003-1 

10174 10174-69 Reclamation success has been unacceptable as a whole. The 
revision should identify management for previously disturbed soils 
and new disturbances. 

2029-2 

10174 10174-7 Since the release of the original Handbook, the BLM has worked 
with RACs to develop Land Health Standards applicable to all 
ecosystems and management actions. These Land Health 
Standards must be expressed as goals in the land use plan. 

2016-1 

10174 10174-70 The RMP must require directional drilling to reduce surface 
disturbance. For many moderately deep formations, 1 well pad can 
access 4 mi.Â². 

2018-3 

10174 10174-71 Management decisions should ensure that aquatic/riparian areas 
meet the SHR including maintaining water quality for fish habitat. 

2026-1 

10174 10174-72 We adopt and incorporate by reference the Service’s discussion 
and analysis of current sage-grouse populations, habitat losses, 
threats, and the inadequacy of existing regulatory mechanisms as 
set forth in the warranted part of this finding. Because this 
warranted determination represents the informed analysis of 
BLM’s sister agency within the Department of Interior, BLM must 
fully analyze and consider this information. 

2012-2 

10174 10174-73 Areas that produce less than two hundred pounds of herbaceous 
vegetation per year are not appropriate for livestock grazing and 
BLM should use the RMP process to make them unavailable to 
grazing. Even moderate grazing of 40-60% can deteriorate semi-
arid grasslands. In these areas, BLM should limit utilization rates 
to 25-30% in order to meet sage-grouse needs. Grazing should 
only be permitted from June 20 to August 1. This is necessary 
because livestock can disturb and trample nesting sage-grouse. 
The removal of vegetation before, during, and right after nesting 
makes sage-grouse more vulnerable to predation and decreases the 
forbs and insects that mothers and chicks need for food. Therefore 
it is important to keep livestock away from sage-grouse while they 
are nesting and to ensure that there is adequate regrowth of 
vegetation to provide cover for the next year. In order to protect 
winter habitat, livestock should be turned out again (if at all) until 
after plant growth has ceased for the year. 

2021-3 

10174 10174-74 Fencing contributes to the decline of sage-grouse by fragmenting 
habitat, providing perching site for sage-grouse predators, and 
causing collision mortalities. BLM should not allow any fencing 

2012-3 
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within two kilometers of active leks or known sage-grouse 
wintering areas. BLM should also look into taking down fencing 
where possible. 

10174 10174-75 The Lander Field Office must comply with the National Strategy 
in developing the new RMP. The EIS must include a maximum 
restoration of sagebrush alternative that emphasizes conserving 
special status species. BLMs NEPA analysis must also consider 
sage-grouse impacts from a regional perspective. In order to 
address Wyoming sage-grouse on a regional scale, BLM must 
consider not only sage-grouse in the Wyoming Basin Population, 
but also sage-grouse in the Middle Park, Colorado Population and 
the Eagle-South, Routt Counties Colorado Population. Nor may 
BLM ignore those birds in the Wyoming Basin Population who 
live outside the state’s borders in Montana, Utah, or Colorado 

2012-1 

10174 10174-76 BLM must develop goals for the protection and restoration of 
sagebrush habitat. Preserving the sage-grouse will require both 
active restoration (such as planting sagebrush seedlings and 
removing weeds) and passive restoration (such as reducing 
livestock grazing and energy development). Under the National 
Strategy, land use plans must include goals and objectives for 
both. 

2012-3 

10174 10174-77 Given the significant impacts that livestock grazing, energy 
development, and climate change have on sage-grouse survival, 
the Lander Field Office must analyze the cumulative impacts of 
these three issues in the NEPA analysis for the new Lander RMP. 

2006-1 

10174 10174-78 BLM should designate large, interconnected patches of intact 
sagebrush as Areas of Critical Environmental Concern ACECs) 
and establish appropriate management practices to protect these 
habitats, not only for sage-grouse but also many other sagebrush-
obligate species. 

2002-1 

10174 10174-79 In the RMP Revision ACEC Report for the Lander RMP, the 
BLM determined that the area proposed by the Wyoming 
Department of Game and Fish for the protection of sage grouse, 
called the Government Draw/Upper Sweetwater Sage Grouse 
ACEC, met the relevance and importance criteria for designation 
as an ACEC. In addition, the BLM determined that within the 
Sweetwater River Watershed, a subset of the area contained within 
the Government Draw/Upper Sweetwater Sage Grouse ACEC, the 
values of riparian, scenic, wildlife, and vegetation resources also 
met the importance and relevance criteria for designation as an 
ACEC.The RMP Revision ACEC Report fails to mention two 
unique qualities of these two areas.First, the area formerly called 
the Green Mountain Common allotment (GMCA) is one of the 
largest unfenced areas of BLM land in the lower 48 states. The 
open space that this provides is a valuable resource in and of itself 
that is extremely rare. This resource compliments and enhances 
the historic resources and trails in the area. This open space 
attribute is under constant threat from standard management. 
Second the proposed Sweetwater River Watershed ACEC contains 
the probably the largest system in the country of riparian wet 

2002-1 
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meadows called sloughs. These sloughs provide valuable water 
and carbon storage. The system in the Upper Sweetwater 
Watershed is unique to the Wyoming physiographic region. The 
ones in the Sweetwater watersheds are unique in size and 
concentration, not only for Wyoming but within the United States 
as a whole. For decades, these ecological treasures have been 
severely degraded by mismanagement. Yet, the BLM found that 
no special management was needed for this ACEC despite the 
decades of failed management that have led to the severely 
degraded riparian conditions within the Sweetwater River 

10174 10174-8 We have discussed the issues in 2a and b above previously but 
provide them again to further emphasize the fact that the BLM 
itself knows that RMP must provide specific requirements and 
limitations to deal with the issues such as livestock grazing, 
Sensitive Species and riparian area management. Failure to 
implement in RMP that has these requirements and limitations 
clearly violates FLPMA 

2016-1 

10174 10174-80 we request that the BLM implement within the preferred 
alternative the expanded Government Draw/Sweetwater 
Watershed ACEC, incorporating the following additions and 
managements requirements: 1) The ACEC will be managed with 
the goal of recovering sage-grouse habitats and populations. 
Within the Sage Grouse ACEC all resource and use conflicts must 
be resolved in favor of sage grouse. With the warranted finding 
maintaining sage grouse and sage grouse habitat is not an 
appropriate goal.2) Fencing:a. Within the area formerly designated 
as the GMCA, no new fencing would be allowed. This would 
protect sage-grouse, big game, and the valuable open space and 
historic resources in this area.b. In the rest of the ACEC, no net 
increase in fencing would be allowed.c. All fences within the 
ACEC would be marked to reduce collision mortalities3) The 
Sweetwater River Watershed ACEC will be managed to preserve 
and restore the riparian sloughs. Conflicts with other resource uses 
would be resolved in favor of the riparian area recovery.4) To 
address impacts of sage grouse from oil and gas and other mineral 
development, the BLM will implement as requirements all the 
recommendations of the Biodiversity Conservation Alliance 
submitted on February 7, 2012 in response to the scoping for 
BLM’s Sage Grouse Management SEIS. 5) The area within the 
proposed ACEC needs to be expanded to include the Sage Grouse 
Core Area v3 north of the Rim. Sage grouse density north of the 
Rim is nearly identical to that south of the Rim, within the current 
proposed ACEC boundary.6) To address the impacts caused by 
livestock grazing, the following steps will be taken in order to 
achieve species recovery:a. Large recovery areas making up at 
least 30% of the ACEC will be phased out from livestock grazing 
over the next 10 years. Areas where permitted livestock grazing 
with be phased out will be based on lek density, large intact blocks 
of habitat. b. No new water developments or pipelines will be 
allowed within the Sage Grouse ACEC.c. Within the Sage Grouse 
ACEC, fall chick survival rates will be monitored within nesting 

2002-1 
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habitat surrounding a minimum of 20 leks spread evenly across 
the ACEC. If the 3 year average juvenile/hen ratio in the fall is 
below 2.25 (Connelly et al, 2000) additional actions will be 
implemented prior to the next year to increase nesting success, 
such as reduction in utilization to increase nesting success and 
other actions to accelerate upland and riparian recovery.d. No 
sheep grazing will be allowed in nesting habitat during the nesting 
season e. All livestock grazing permits will be modified 
immediately following adoption of the ROD to provide terms and 
conditions requiring both short-term impact limitations as well as 
long-term habitat condition objectives. These include:i. The 
BLM’s Sage Grouse NTT has found that Managing livestock 
grazing to maintain residual cover of herbaceous vegetation so as 
to reduce predation during nesting may be the most beneficial 
[action]for sage-grouse populations (Beck and Mitchell 2000, 
Aldridge and Brigham 2003). Utilization in uplands will be 
limited to achieve a minimum of a 7 droop height within sage 
grouse nesting habitat (Connelly et al, 2000). Failure to meet this 
requirement will result 20% reduction in AUM’s taken as a 
reduction in season of use the following grazing season. ii. The 
BLM’s Sage Grouse NTT has also found that Managing livestock 
grazing to ¦. maintain the integrity of riparian vegetation and other 
wetlands (Crawford et al, 2004) to be a critical objective for sage 
grouse recovery. As such a permit term will be added requiring a 
50% reduction in season of use for all allotments with riparian 
areas not meeting at least the minimum of PFC. iii. In addition, a 
term will be added to all permits requiring all riparian areas meet 
at least a 7 stubble height. Failure to meet this requirement will 
result in a 20% reduction in AUM’s taken as a reduction in season 
of use the following grazing season.iv. Riparian areas will be 
managed to reach their applicable reference state. A permit term 
will be added to all permits upon adoption of the RMP requiring 
riparian areas in PFC to reach the reference state or HCPC within 
15 years. Failure to meet this requirement will result 50% 
reduction in AUM’s taken as a reduction in season of use until the 
requirement is met. Riparian areas not in PFC at the time of 
adoption of the RMP will be allowed 20 years to reach the 
reference statev. The BLM will assess all riparian areas over a 
three year period beginning 5 years after the adoption of the RMP. 
Any allotment having riparian areas still not meeting the minimum 
of PFC will be reduced by an additional 50% in season of use.vi. 
Grazing permits will implement terms and conditions requiring 
livestock grazing management to meet reference state or HCPC 
conditions within uplands to support sage grouse habitat. vii. 
During Standards and Guidelines Assessments, the BLM will 
quantitatively assess the condition of the various sage grouse 
habitats and quantitatively compare current conditions to the 
reference state or HCPC. Allotments with sage grouse habitat in 
poor or fair condition, herbaceous cover less than 20% (Connelly 
et al, 2000) or with uplands not in HCPC will have 50% AUM 
reductions implemented, taken off of the spring and early summer 
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season of use in order to allow better conditions for cool season 
bunch grass recovery. 

10174 10174-81 This is a very critical section which needs to be analyzed in detail. 
Let's first look at riparian wetland area conflicts. BLM's proposed 
alternative deals with this issue through the construction of 
additional fences water developments and pipelines. As we have 
discussed earlier we have an excellent case of the application of 
this theory within the GMCA. In this case, the BLM has spent 
over $750,000 on this infrastructure since 1999 with the result 
being continued degradation of riparian areas. The DEIS fails to 
provide any rational basis to conclude that more of the same will 
lead to different results. So the BLM's proposed alternative has 
proven to be ineffective. 

2026-1 

10174 10174-82 BR 1.3: Despite the well researched issue of permit every impacts 
within different vegetation communities, a few of which we have 
provided as exhibits, the proposed RMP fails to provide any 
information what "sustainable forge levels" are. The result being 
site-specific decisions can do anything they like. No "desirable 
vegetation communities" have been defined either, with the result 
being that whatever's on the ground will meet "desirable 
vegetation communities". The point of a resource management 
plan is to plan resource management, but the proposed RMP 
leaves everything up to discretion. As we have discussed in the 1st 
section this does not comply with FLPMA or its implementing 
regulations. 

2032-2 

10174 10174-83 Again, BLM ignores the fact that livestock grazing are the primary 
source of "changes in channel geometry" within the Field office. 
The actions which the BLM has defined as "surface disturbing" 
have very little effect on stream channels compared to the nearly 
universal impacts of livestock grazing. Again, the BLM's removal 
of livestock grazing from its definition of "surface disturbing" 
activities is unsupportable. 

2021-3 

10174 10174-84 [Refer to PDF of this comment document for additional supporting 
material, including attachments and references, provided by this 
commenter] 

2007-1 

10174 10174-9 06 Department of the Interior and BLM Policy beginning on page 
9This section states, in part that the BLM is required to: "take 
action to avoid, to the extentpossible, the long- and short- term 
adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification 
of wetlands and floodplains.Not only is the BLM required to take 
actions to "avoid" adverse impacts to wetlands and floodplains, it 
is to do this "to the extent possible". The Department of the 
Interior did not use the words "to the extent feasible" or "to the 
extent economically feasible", it used the words "to the extent 
possible". 

2007-1 

10177 10177-1 A large buffer zone (20 Mile, etc,) is unacceptable and restricts 
private land owner use, stock grazing use mining interests, as well 
as recreational use. we are property owners of one mile of the 
affected private land and county road (Lewiston, Wy.)we request a 
more detailed description, etc. and extension of the comment date. 

2009-1 



Lander Proposed RMP and Final EIS B-177 

February 2013 Comment Analysis Report 
 Attachment B – Individual Comments 

Comment
Document 
Number 

Individual 
Comment 
Number 

Comment Text 

Summary 
Comment 
Response 
Number 

We , as private land owners have not received any information of 
the proposed plan except via Casper Star Tribune Newspaper. 
l/18/12 

10178 10178-10 p. 177 “7044 Lander Slope ACEC should be managed as VRM 
Class II, and should be closed to oil and gas leasing, phosphate 
leasing, locatable minerals, and major ROWs. Because the ACEC 
can be seen from the town of Lander and Sinks Canyon State Park, 
it is a visually sensitive area. Since VRM Class III allows 
alterations that only partially retain the existing character of the 
landscape, it seems likely that potential development under Class 
III designation will ultimately detract from the scenic values of 
this ACEC 

2002-1 

10178 10178-11 The 2010 Wyoming Wildlife Action Plan recognized the necessity 
of incorporating planning for a changing climate into all wildlife 
and habitat management activities. That Plan explicitly 
acknowledged that the effects of a rapidly changing climate will 
profoundly affect Wyoming’s wildlife and the habitats on which it 
depends. We strongly urge the BLM to fully incorporate climate 
change planning into the Final RMP, and to adopt a conservative, 
precautionary approach to ensure that wildlife has the best chance 
of surviving in a changing climate. 

2003-1 

10178 10178-12 To protect irreplaceable wildlife resources, we urge the BLM to 
adopt management actions in the Final RMP that offer the greatest 
levels of protection from development in the Dubois Area and 
Wind River foothills, as well as other high priority areas described 
below that are relatively undeveloped with the highest wildlife, 
scenic, and recreational values.In addition to the Dubois Area, 
other high priority areas include the Lander Front and Beaver Rim 
Areas, Sweetwater Watershed, and Bridger Mountains. Adequate 
protection of these areas from additional development is essential 
to the long-term survival of many species, especially when 
factoring in unquantifiable but certain climate change impacts. 
These areas should be made unavailable to energy development 
and other forms of industrial development. Withdrawing all these 
areas from energy development would impact only about half of 
the BLM-managed federal mineral estate in the Lander Field 
Office, while protecting Fremont County’s diverse economy based 
on tourism, hunting, fishing, and other outdoor recreation. 

2039-1 

10178 10178-13 would like to see the Bridger Mountain area, approximately T40N 
and R89-94W, also closed to phosphate mining, as well as 
additional acreage along Beaver Rim. 

2022-1 

10178 10178-14 p. 74 “2007 The area encompassing the Sweetwater Rocks should 
be pursued for withdrawal from locatable mineral entry, to protect 
this area of unique wildlife habitat, unusual landforms, and high 
scenic value. The rest of the Dubois Area, in addition to the 
proposed Whiskey Mountain and East Fork withdrawals, should 
be pursued for withdrawal, to protect wildlife habitat and 
migration corridors and backcountry recreational values. The 
Lander Front, Beaver Rim, and Bridger Mountain area, 
approximately T40N and R89-94W, should be pursued for 

2022-1 
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withdrawal, to protect big game crucial winter ranges, migration 
routes, sage grouse core habitat, and recreation and scenic values. 

10178 10178-15 the following areas should also be closed (to oil and gas leasing):¢ 
Beaver Rim area, to protect core sage grouse habitat, other 
wildlife habitat, open space, and scenic values¢ Lander Slope, to 
protect wildlife, recreation, open space, and scenic values¢ 
Sweetwater Rocks area, to protect unique habitat and landforms, 
and scenic values¢ South Pass area, to protect wildlife, recreation, 
historic values, and scenic values 

2018-3 

10178 10178-16 p. 175-176 “7040 Generally, we support the proposals of 
Alternative D, although we would prefer to see the following areas 
expanded or designated as ACECs, as per Map 131:¢ Beaver Rim: 
retain existing 6,421 acres and add 14,111 additional acres to 
protect wildlife habitat, scenic values, and recreational values¢ 
Green Mountain: retain existing 14,612 acres and add 10,248 
additional acres to riparian, fisheries, and big game habitat¢ 
Sweetwater Rocks: designate 152,347 acres to protect unique 
wildlife habitats, landforms, and scenic values¢ Government 
Draw/Upper Sweetwater Sage Grouse Area: designate 1,246,791 
acres to protect sage rouse habitat 

2002-1 

10178 10178-3 p. 72 “1048, 1049 The Little Red Creek Complex should be 
managed to preserve its wilderness characteristics, and should 
include Torrey Rim and Glacier Trail (Map 13). The Little Red 
Creek Complex is immediately adjacent to the Fitzpatrick 
Wilderness Area, and because larger protected areas provide the 
greatest conservation value, the entire Little Red Creek Complex 
should be included and connected with the Fitzpatrick Wilderness 
Area. 

2037-1 

10178 10178-5 p. 93-94 “4030-4034 To meet the stated goal and objectives of this 
section (p. 93 “BR 6, 6.1-6.4), the BLM should explicitly 
acknowledge that almost every drainage in the Sweetwater 
Watershed is severely impaired as a result of livestock grazing, as 
shown by Map 48, where almost every mapped drainage is 
classified as non-functioning or functioning-at-risk. 

2034-1 

10178 10178-7 p. 96 “4039 What does where opportunities exist mean? Fences 
that are hazardous to wildlife should be removed or modified, 
period. Opportunities exist wherever hazardous fences exist 

2039-1 

10178 10178-9 p. 140-143 “6048-6066 The Draft RMP does not adequately 
address livestock grazing in the Planning Area. Appropriate 
analysis and management actions simply aren’t included, and this 
oversight must be corrected in the Final Plan. Additional analysis 
should include the following at a minimum:¢ Areas in the 
Planning Area that are unsuitable for livestock grazing are 
identified and withdrawn from grazing, including areas thato Are 
degraded to a non-functioning or functioning-at-risk statuso Have 
other, higher values that are significantly compromised by 
grazing, such as the Sweetwater Canyon where livestock grazing 
conflicts with wilderness values, recreational values, and fish and 
wildlife habitat¢ Livestock grazing is managed to protect sage 
grouse habitat and reduce the likelihood that sage grouse will be 

2021-3 
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listed as an endangered species¢ Livestock stocking rates and 
timing of use are reduced in response to reduced forage production 
that has resulted from degraded riparian and upland range 
conditions, drought conditions, and predicted or anticipated 
changes resulting from climate change¢ Existing range 
improvement projects are evaluated for modification or removal to 
benefit wildlife and other public land values¢ Motorized vehicle 
use off of established roads for livestock management is strictly 
prohibited with no exceptions. Permitting ranchers to use 
motorized vehicles off-road to manage livestock will cause 
significant impact to this arid landscape, where a single vehicle 
passage can leave a visible track down which the next passerby is 
lured. Furthermore, if ranchers are allowed to drive cross-country, 
other public land users will argue that they are just as entitled to 
do the same. Horses provide a reasonable alternative for livestock 
management on public land. ¢ All existing allotment management 
plans are evaluated and revised in response to the above points 

10179 10179-1 Volume 3, Table K.1, Page 1448General comment: This table 
should list all AUM's so we don't lose any in the shuffle: 
Preference and Suspended 

2021-1 

10181 10181-1 Please comment on the scientific research the BLM has conducted 
in the resource area in regards to undiscovered mineral resource 
potential. Minerals such as rare earth elements, thorium, base 
metals, precious metals, etc 

2022-1 

10181 10181-2 Please provide a table and comments of all the restrictions on the 
public lands and cumulative impact of the restrictions, 
withdrawals from agriculture, oil, gas, minerals and timber 
industries since the BLM began adlninistering the lands 

2006-1 

10181 10181-3 For example, below is graph on royalties and taxes from BLM 
lands in WYOlning for 2009, from your website: 
(http://www.bhn.gov/pgdatafetc/medialiblbim/wy/infonnatioil/anll
ualrcports.Par.69I 39.File.dat!2009anrpt.pdf)[Chart]This graph 
shows the importance of access to minerals on BLM administered 
lands. The amount ofcOimnents, research, and studies into this 
subject in your RMP are totaling lacking. As a minimum a 
similargraph needs to be made for just the Lander RMP and 
showing the effect of each of your alternatives.Comments:1. 
Please produce economic impact tables shnilar to the above for the 
four alternatives 

2028-2 

10183 10183-1 All of the alternatives set forth in the plan, including the no action 
alternative, assumes livestock grazing AUM’s will have to be 
reduced. Why do you start with that assumption? You state that 
you cannot close areas to grazing without site specific study and 
therefore did not look at that in the RMP yet you somehow know 
that grazing needs to be reduced. You document that Standards & 
Guidelines have only been done on a minority of the allotments 
yet you seem to know the other allotments will not meet the 
guidelines and the only choice will be to reducing grazing. 

2021-1 

10183 10183-2 The plan talks a lot about reducing livestock grazing but the option 
of reducing feral horse grazing or wildlife grazing is not discussed. 

2036-2 
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You state that Appropriate Management Levels for feral horses are 
set for each horse area, and you report how many horses you 
remove each roundup, but you neglect to tell how many horses 
you left in the area. In the Muskrat Basin horse area you have a set 
AML of 160 to 250 horses. On the last roundup in 2004 you state 
you removed 127 horses. What you neglect to tell the reader is that 
you gathered more that 1000 horses in the area. This means you 
left at least 873 horses in an area approved for a maximum of 250. 
Why doesn't the plan address this problem? Ranchers are using an 
average 79% of their permitted AUM’s (according to your data) 
yet you are using 750% of your feral horse AUM’s. If you are 
writing a plan to manage the land how can this not be part of it? 

10183 10183-3 The plan also does not promote the use of range improvements as 
a way to help meet Standards & Guidelines. In your preferred 
option the rancher must have a Comprehensive Grazing Strategy 
in place before range improvements can be utilized. Was the fact 
that a Comprehensive Grazing Strategy was not defined in the 
plan an oversight or intentional? 

2021-2 

10183 10183-4 On a specific note, why is allotment number 01633, Stampede 
Bog, being changed from a category C to category M? I do not 
believe the percentage of federal land has increased since the last 
RMP 

2021-1 

10184 10184-1 The BLM’s assertion that only 131,000 AUMs could be 
authorized without conflicts is arbitrary and reflects BLM’S bias 
against livestock in favor of wildlife. Historically wildlife has 
thrived along with grazing. Big game numbers in almost all areas 
in Wyoming are either at or above desired population levels, 
according to the WGFD 

2021-1 

10184 10184-10 PAGE 484,THE EIS STATES ¦ranching today makes a relatively 
small contribution to the economy IN the study area¦ This 
statement could not be further from the truth. I would ask the 
BLM to check current prices for livestock, which are at or near 
record highs, with strong demand for beef, lamb and wool both in 
the US and from abroad.The BLM should refer to studies of the 
value of AUM’s to the area’s economy by Dr. Tex Taylor of the 
University of Wyoming College of Agriculture Department of 
agricultural Economics. The work clearly showed that ranching 
has a large contribution to the economy of Fremont County 

2028-2 

10184 10184-11 Page 995,There should be clarification by BLM at the allotment 
level what permitted use numbers are and whether nonuse is 
suspended or by agreement with the permittees 

2021-1 

10184 10184-12 Rangeland monitoring should be scientifically sound, measured 
over time to determine trends and should not be limited to stubble 
height and or utilization. 

2021-3 

10184 10184-13 Grazing management as described under Alternative D would be 
linked to a Comprehensive Grazing Strategy. I looked this up in 
the glossary (page 1320) to get some understanding of what 
Comprehensive Grazing Management is.The second sentence of 
the description on page 1320 does not make sense. I believe where 
it says, species intensified it should read, species identified.Even 

2021-2 
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with that change it is hard to know exactly what this process is, 
how it is established, who is involved, or if it has ever been done. 
This document gives very little explanation of what 
comprehensive grazing strategy is. I cannot evaluate the affects of 
Comprehensive Grazing Strategy with the information given here 

10184 10184-14 The BLM even defines livestock roundups as disruptive activity to 
cause further harm to ranchers. I am concerned that herding of 
sheep or cattle would be construed as disruptive. Herding of 
livestock is an absolutely essential management tool. The inability 
to have roundups on a timely basis would seriously harm the 
resource and cause undue economic loss to the ranchers. I should 
not have to explain that roundups and herding are essential for 
good animal husbandry and timely marketing of animals. 

2021-3 

10184 10184-15 I cannot overemphasize the importance of consideration of the 
Fremont land Use Plan. It has had extensive public input in its 
development and should be given utmost consideration in furthers 
versions of this plan. I did not see any evidence that any county 
land use plan had been seriously considered in development of this 
document.Federal law requires consideration of county land use 
plans and cooperation with the county. Most of the impact of this 
plan is on Fremont County. Fremont County Commissioners are, 
as duly elected officials, the closest government to the people and 
should be given full cooperator status as provided for in law. It is 
hard to find any recognition of Fremont County Commissioners or 
the Fremont County Land Use Plan in the Lander Resource Plan 
draft EIS. I support the input of Fremont County Commissioners 
to this document. 

2016-1 

10184 10184-16 This is a very difficult document to comment on because of its 
shear size (about 1700 pages) and the lack of availability of hard 
copies. Additionally the computer disc I received contained a list 
of titles of maps but no maps. I respectfully request that the BLM 
start over and produce a document that is more concise, factually 
based and better organized. Hard copies of the document and maps 
should be delivered to grazing permittees and affected mineral 
interests. 

2009-1 

10184 10184-2 Approval of improvements would be better done on a case-by-case 
basis at the allotment level rather than a comprehensive planning 
effort  as BLM suggests. Most range improvements have minor 
negative impacts to soil and water but have many positive benefits 
to all resources. Water development, for example, always benefits 
wildlife. 

2021-4 

10184 10184-3 Page 31,The term comprehensive grazing strategy is used as 
requirement before improvement projects could be authorized. 
How long would this take to be implemented on all allotments? 
What exactly is this process and what is involved? I realize 
comprehensive grazing strategy is defined in the glossary but very 
little explanation is given as to the process involved or how one 
would be developed. (I will identify a potential error in the 
description of comprehensive Grazing Management in the 
glossary later in my comments.) There can be nothing balanced by 

2021-2 
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this concept as is stated by BLM in this paragraph. 
10184 10184-4 Page 338,Halogeton should be added to the list of potentially 

poisonous plants. I can remember several instances when we lost 
sheep after they grazed halogeton. I know of two occasions where 
cattle died as the result of eating halogeton. 

2014-1 

10184 10184-5 Page 358, Predators, especially coyotes, have been largely 
responsible for the demise of the domestic sheep industry in the 
planning area. This has certainly caused large-scale conversions of 
sheep allotments to cattle or large amounts of nonuse in the case 
of the Green Mountain common allotment. This is a management 
problem for BLM and should be pointed out in the document 

2039-1 

10184 10184-6 Page 378,The document states: Wider dispersal of livestock 
grazing through range developments puts stress on upland range 
forage, providing competition to wild horses. This statement is 
completely erroneous and ignores the fact that horses also benefit 
from better, more uniform grazing by all species; rather than 
concentrating animals around a few watering sources. Horses 
actually could access more forage with the development of more 
water and would be dispersed away from riparian areas, which 
primarily occur, on private and state land 

2036-2 

10184 10184-7 This document seems to refer to Copper Mountain as Bridger 
Mountain in some places and Copper Mountain in other places. In 
the last 100 years it has been Copper Mountain. Recently BLM 
documents have begun referring to it as Bridger Mountain. We 
prefer the name we have always used, Copper Mountain. BLM 
should at least be consistent in its documents. 

2007-1 

10184 10184-8 This document offers no solution to the most serious problem at 
Castle Gardens”VANDALISM.Establishment of an ACEC will 
not stop the vandalism and will draw more attention to the area 
and attract more vandals to the site. The establishment of such a 
large ACEC on an area that is already fenced off (approximately 2 
sections) from livestock grazing will do nothing to protect the 
actual site. This proposed ACEC should be dropped from 
consideration. Any spiritual value the site may have had has 
already been destroyed by BLM improvements 

2002-1 

10184 10184-9 The Yellowstone Park to Park Highway--Is this a typo? I know of 
two different Yellowstone Highways. This name is used for the 
same highway in Casper.The first, North of Lysite, crosses several 
of our allotments and intermingled private and state lands. My 
Father, John Philp remembers tourists in cars headed from the East 
to Yellowstone Park. He also recalls one enterprising rancher who 
lived at the bottom of a steep gumbo hill. When it rained he would 
augment his income pulling cars of wealthy tourists up the hill 
with a team of horses.The second Yellowstone Highway that I 
know of ran from Casper to Moneta and on to Shoshoni across the 
divide between Badwater Creek and Poison Creek south of Lysite. 
Again without maps the affect on my family and Philp Sheep 
Company is impossible to determine. 

2007-1 

10185 10185-1 we disagree with the BLM’s conclusion that [a]n MLP would 
provide no distinct management under either Alternative B or D 

2018-4 
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since the Dubois area is closed to leasing under those alternatives. 
Id. This conclusion assumes that an MLP would only address the 
impacts of oil and gas leasing in Dubois and not the impacts of 
development on existing leases. This is not true, however, since 
the IM clearly directs the BLM take the initiative to strategically 
plan for leasing and development in areas that have the potential 
for oil and gas development but have not been fully leased. IM 
2010-117 (emphasis added); see id. at II.B (For existing leases in 
the MLP area, new or modified plan decisions should be applied 
as conditions of approval. . . .). Since Dubois contains several 
existing oil and gas leases, see Draft RMP at Map 33, the BLM 
must address the potential impacts of their development in the 
Draft RMP 

10185 10185-2 As the BLM acknowledges in the Draft RMP, [p]rohibiting 
surface disturbance or occupancy is more restrictive and provides 
more protection for wildlife than avoiding surface disturbance or 
occupancy. Draft RMP at 789. Thus, it is critical that the BLM 
address the development of existing leases in Dubois in the Final 
RMP. 

2039-1 

10185 10185-3 In the Draft RMP, the BLM notes that it is currently updating its 
wilderness inventory to ensure consistency with the direction 
contained in the Wilderness Act and FLPMA, Draft RMP at 277; 
this update should also comply with the specific guidance set out 
in IM 2011-154 and should include proactive efforts to identify 
areas outside those identified by citizens in order to comply with 
the agency’s obligations to maintain a current inventory of lands 
with wilderness characteristics. 

2037-1 

10185 10185-4 Regarding recreation and heritage tourism values, our research 
with the Church of Latter Day Saints (LDS - the Mormon 
Church), which operates several facilities and campgrounds along 
the Oregon/Mormon Trail stretch of the RMP area, indicates that 
in 2011 they attracted approximately 39,000 visitors and 42,000 
trekkers to these facilities in the proposed HTRMC [Footnote: 
Personal communication from Sister Jean Fenn, Co-Director of 
Martin’s Cove Mormon Handcart Historical Site to Stephanie 
Kessler, Jan. 11, 2012.]. The trekkers are predominantly 14 “18 
year olds and the average stay is three days for these groups. 
These visitation numbers are extraordinary. By comparison, the 
National Historic Trails Interpretative Center in Casper, operated 
by the BLM, only logged 21,469 visitors in fiscal year 2011.Â The 
LDS visitation numbers “over 91,000 “demonstrates the strong 
recreational value of the remote and largely undeveloped portions 
of these historic trails. Repeatedly, LDS leaders indicated that 
their visitors come to the sites because of the opportunity to 
experience the environment of the historic trail”views, wildlife, 
weather and lack of development”that is essentially unchanged 
from what it was like on the NHTs 150 years ago. They noted that 
these Church activities would not be occurring if the corridor was 
developed or marred by intrusive human activity. These visitation 
numbers may also represent an economic contribution to local 
communities that is not well captured in traditional tourism 

2004-1 
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calculations. 
10185 10185-5 In addition to evaluating further lands that should be protected for 

wilderness characteristics, the BLM should strengthen the 
management prescriptions to clarify that these lands will be 
managed:¢ As right-of-way exclusion areas, or should be ROW 
avoidance areas and explicitly closed to renewable energy 
development;¢ As closed to mineral leasing;¢ To minimize 
unnecessary routes, include motorized and mechanized route 
closures; ¢ To limit motorized travel from designated routes the 
length of one vehicle, which adequately serves the needs of 
campers, hunters, and day users, while preventing proliferation of 
illegal, unnecessary routes; and¢ As VRM Class II. 

2037-1 

10186 10186-1 Throughout the cooperating agency process we have provided 
numerous comments on numerous documents and drafts, 
including the Analysis of the Management Situation (AMS) and 
Preliminary Draft EIS (PDEIS), which are foundation documents 
for this Draft EIS. While the WQD is in general agreement with 
the preferred alternative, we are disappointed that many of the 
comments provided regarding the accuracy and applicability of 
water quality information and BLM management decisions that 
affect water quality were not addressed in this Draft EIS 

2016-1 

10186 10186-10 the Lander RMP Draft EIS did not model soil erosion, and only 
qualitatively compared alternatives. This weakens the impact ana 
lyses for so il and water resources, and WQD suggests that the 
Lander RMP Draft EIS be revised to include quantitative analyses 
of soil erosion 

2029-1 

10186 10186-11 there appears to be a huge disconnect between Chapter 2 and 
Chapter 3 regard ing soil and reclamation. Chapter 3 Soils section 
only briefly discusses soils with Limited Reclamation Potential 
(LRP), and does not mention the Wyoming Reclamation Policy or 
the Continental Divide - Creston Reclamation Planning Document 

2029-2 

10186 10186-12 Chapter 3 should be the basis for the analyses in Chapter 4. This 
information needs to be expanded on in Chapter 3 and Table 3.6 
should include acreage for soils with LRP 

2029-1 

10186 10186-13 Additionally, the LFO should consider deve loping, with 
cooperator and public input, a "default" reclamation plan that can 
be adapted with site spe.cific information, so that individual 
reclamation plans will not need to be developed for every surface 
disturbance 

2029-2 

10186 10186-14 The statement that soil management(Management Action 1018) is 
not an RMP decision is erroneous. The Wyoming Reclamation Pol 
icy does require: "A reas posing the most extreme reclamation 
challenges will be identified as having Limited Reclamation 
Potential (LRP). These areas are often characterized by highly 
sensitive and/or erosive soils, extremely sensitive vegetation types, 
soils with severe physical or chemical limitations, extremely steep 
slopes, etc. These LRP areas may require site-specific reclamation 
measures not specifically addressed in the Wyoming Reclamation 
Policy. Each Field Office shall develop a unique set of reclamation 
success requirements for those areas within the framework of the 

2029-1 
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attached Policy. 
10186 10186-15 Page 202, Table 3.4The NAAQS for 24-hour PM,., was set at 65 

micrograms per cubic meter (ug/m^3) inTable 3.4 2005. In the 
Lander RMP POEIS document, a comparison of the 24-hour 
PM,sNAAQS was conducted using monitored concentration data 
prior to 2005 and usingthe 2005 NAAQS value of 65 fig/m' to 
discuss compliance with the PM,s NAAQS; thistype of 
comparison also exists in several references in subsequent pages 
[e.g ., pg.204 - Figure 3.7. Peak 24-hour Average PM2.s 
Concentrations (flg/m' )] within thisPOEIS, and indicate that 
ambient PM,s concentrations were at or above the NAAQS.This 
type of comparison is not accurate as the PM2.5 NAAQS was not 
establishedprior to 2005. Additionally, in 2006, the 24-hour PM,., 
fine particle standard wastightened from 65 flg/m' to 35 flg/m ', 
and compliance with the new PM2.5 NAAQSwould be based on 
comparing the 98th percentile 24-hour average monitored 
PMz.5data with the PM2.5 NAAQS of 35 flg/m' 

2001-1 

10186 10186-16 Appendix u, Page 1546, Section U.1.3, Paragraph 1, line 7This 
reference to Table U-l is stated such that an analysis was 
conducted of the air quality impacts based on the various proposed 
alternatives, comparing those air quality impacts to the NAAQS 
and WAAQS. Table S-l provides a listing of the National and 
Wyoming Ambient Air Quality Standards only. There are no 
tables found in the document that support the basis of this 
sentence. Please clarify and revise this sentence accordingly 

2001-1 

10186 10186-17 Appendix U, Page 1547, Table U.1, Footnote (f) The current 
standard of 75 parts per billion set in 2008 will stay in effect until 
a review of the NAAQS for ozone is undertaken, which is 
scheduled for 2013 

2001-1 

10186 10186-18 Appendix U, Page 1556, Table U.s, TitlePlease consider revising 
title to say: "Sample Emission Reduction Strategies for Oil and 
Gas Development" as several of the listed items included Best 
Available Control Technology (BACT) Requirements, which are 
regulatory reqUirements, and while these type of measures do 
reduce air quality impacts, they are not "mitigation" that BLM can 
require 

2001-1 

10186 10186-19 Appendix U, Section U.3 Mitigation and BMPs; Pages 13-16, 
Table S-5In several places in this table, under the Environmental 
Benefits column, the comment that a decrease in NOx emissions 
would result in decreased formation of ozone is not necessarily 
accurate. Ozone chemistry is complex and absent a modeling 
analysis to demonstrate that a decrease in NOx emissions will 
result in a decrease in ozone, this portion of the statement should 
be removed in all instances throughout Table S-5. This comment 
also applies to the control strategies listed throughout the RMP 
and specifically, the table at the end of the ARMP (pages 13-16) 

2001-1 

10186 10186-2 The Water section of Chapter 3, especially regarding surface 
water, does not adequately describe the existing conditions in the 
planning area or utilize all of the best and most recent data 
available. Consequently, the quality of analyses in Chapter 4 is 

2034-1 
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adversely affected. The comments we provided on the PDEIS 
noted major inaccuracies in the Water sections of Chapters 3 and 
4, unfortunately, most of these inaccuracies were not corrected 

10186 10186-20 Appendix S, Section 3.0 Mitigation and BMPs; Pages 13-16, 
Table S-5 Control, Strategies for Drilling and CompressionOne of 
the proposed options for an emission control strategy listed in this 
table is to "Minimize venting and/or use closed loop process 
where possible during "blowdowns" .. -", which is represented as 
part of the BLM's Best Management Practices and required by 
WY BACT. Please revise the language to read: "Minimize or 
eliminate venting and/ or use closed loop process where possible 
during "blow downs" 

2007-1 

10186 10186-21 Appendix F; Section F.2.2, lst sentenceThe South Pass Monitor is 
a Special Purpose Monit or (SPM) and not a SLAMs monitor. 
Please revise any reference contained in this document to reflect 
the correction 

2007-1 

10186 10186-22 Appendix F; Section F.2.2, page 1402, last paragraphThe Final 
"Treatment of Data Influenced by Exceptional Events" Rule (40 
CFR 50.14) allows the state to submit documentation showing that 
exceedances of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NMQS) would not have occurred in the absence of a natural 
event. The Exceptional Events Rule Preamble and the 40 CFR 50 
Appendices I & P specifically list stratospheric intrusion of ozone 
as a natural event that could affect ground level ozone 
concentrations.During the interval from late winter to late spring 
in the northern hemisphere, weather producing systems (i.e. 
tropospheric storm systems, upper level disturbances or upper 
level storm systems) aid in causing the tropopause to "fold" or 
descend into the troposphere where our weather occurs. The 
Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality/Air Quality 
Division (WDEQ/AQD) has determined that three stratospheric 
intrusions caused three periods in February-March 2009 where 
ozone exceedances occurred at the South Pass, Wyoming monitor 
located at the southeastern tip of the Wind River Mountain Range 
in Fremont County, Wyoming. The AQD performed a careful 
evaluation of the February 27-28, March 6-7, and March 10-
13,2009 episodes, and is confident that the South Pass events are 
the result of stratospheric intrusion. More information about this 
can be found at:http://deg .state. wy.uslagdlExce~tion al%20 
EventslSouth PasslSouth Pass May23 26 2007 SI 
Package.pdfRecommend that the paragraph be deleted from "Air 
monitoring data ... " through" ... downwind location from the 
Upper Green river Va lley (a proposed ozone nonattainment area) 

2001-1 

10186 10186-23 Appendix F; Section F.2.4, page 1404, 3rd BulletPlease delete "or 
areas with ambient air concentration levels of concern 

2007-1 

10186 10186-24 Appendix F; Section F.2.4, page 1404. Last paragraph in section, 
last sentencePlease delete "are not located upwind from areas 
identified as having particulate matter concentration levels of 
concern 

2007-1 

10186 10186-25 Appendix F; Section F.2.5, page 1404Please delete first bullet 2007-1 
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"Recent measurements at an air monitoring station in the planning 
area show that measured ambient concentrations of ozone have, on 
several occasions, exceeded the current ozone NAAQS of 75 ppb." 

10186 10186-26 Appendix F; Section F.2.5, last bullet in sectionPlease delete "or 
areas with ambient air concentration levels of concern 

2007-1 

10186 10186-27 Appendix F; Section F.3.1, page 1406, subsections F.3.1.4 - 
F.3.1.6Section 3.1 discusses that the BLM will require project 
proponents to comply with requirements under Section F.4.1 of 
the RMP, with these requirements being tied to an ambient air 
quality threshold criterion value based on ambient monitoring data 
within the planning area -- this value is specified as 8S% of the 
NAAQS or WAAQS, as applicable. The use of a threshold value, 
such as 85%, while somewhat practical, has no actual basis in an 
air quality management context. Specifically, there are no existing 
data or studies that link the proposed threshold value of 85% to a 
level of concern over air quality impacts, and setting a threshold 
value without the necessary rigorous scientific data and analysis 
may be considered arbitrary 

2001-1 

10186 10186-28 3.1.4{a) and 3.1.5{a) should be deleted as it is outside of BLM's 
authority to require that proponents demonstration "no net increase 
in annual emissions of the pollutant for the life ofthe project {e.g., 
through the application of emission control technologies, offsets, 
or other air emission reducing strategies). 

2001-2 

10186 10186-29 Appendix F; Section F.3.1.5, page 1406Please delete "Ambient air 
monitoring data in the planning area shows that existing 
concentrations of ozone are at or above 85 percent of the WAAQS 
and NAAQS 

2007-1 

10186 10186-3 information that is in Chapter 3 appears to be inaccurate, 
irrelevant, and/or out of date. The Water section of Chapter 3 
repeatedly mischaracterizes the facts about permitted discharges 

2034-1 

10186 10186-30 Appendix F; Section F.3.1.6, page 1406Please delete "Ambient air 
monitoring data in the planning area shows that existing 
concentrations of PM,.5 are at or above 85 percent of the WAAQS 
and NAAQS 

2007-1 

10186 10186-31 Appendix F; Section F.3.2, Page 1406, 1st bullet: "BLM will work 
cooperatively with Wyoming DEQ ... "Language does not specific 
what the expectations are of Wyoming DEQ. Due to the vague 
nature of the language, it appears to DEQ that additional work is 
anticipated to be handled by Wyoming DEQ's monitoring group, 
yet we are not staffed to handle additional monitoring workload 

2016-1 

10186 10186-32 Appendix F; Section F.3.3, page 1407, last bulletWDEQ's Ozone 
Technical Advisory Group (OTAG) has been disbanded, and the 
functionality of the group will be absorbed by the Ozone 
Technical Forum (OTF), with a directory of individuals willing to 
serve as a resource to WDEQ for future advising needs. Please 
replace "Ozone Technical Advisory Group (OTAG)" with "Ozone 
Technical Forum (OTF) and Resource Directory." 

2007-1 

10186 10186-33 Appendix F, Section FAA.1, Page 1409BACT is a regulatory 
requirement and not mitigation. Therefore, please revise sentence 

2007-1 
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to read: 'The proponent of a mineral development project will be 
required to minimize air pollutant emissions by complying with all 
applicable state and federal regulations (including application of 
best available control technology) and may be required to apply 
additional mitigation including but not limited to best management 
practices and other control technologies or strategies identified by 
the BLM or WDEQ in accordance with delegated regulatory 
authority." 

10186 10186-34 Appendix F, Table F.l , TitlePlease consider revising title to say: 
"Sample Emission Reduction Strategies for Oil and Gas 
Development" as several of the listed items included Best Availa 
ble Control Technology (BACT) Requirements, which are 
regulatory reqUirements, and while these type of measures do 
reduce air quality impacts, they are not "mitigation" that BLM can 
require. Note that all refere nces (e.g. Section F.4.4.2) would need 
to updated to refiect the new title 

2007-1 

10186 10186-35 Soil Reclamation is about soil management. Soil Management is 
likely the most important factor in successful reclamation and 
must be part of any reclamation plan. Remove "Soil management 
is identified in the Wyoming Reclamation Policy and is not an 
RMP decision" from Alts A and D 

2007-1 

10186 10186-36 2-260 LastThe CWA does not conlain water quality standards. 
The Slale of Wyoming designates uses for all walers of the state 
and sets standards to protect those uses. Much of the rest ofthe 
paragraph is also inaccurate 

2034-2 

10186 10186-37 2-261 3This paragraph attempts to define both point source and 
nonpoint source pollution. Although impacts of some types of 
point source pollution are discussed, there is no discussion of 
impact from nonpoinl source pollution. There needs to be 
discussion about the types of impacts that can occur from nonpoint 
source pollution, especially in the planning area 

2034-1 

10186 10186-38 Table 3.8Same comment as on the PDEIS: Table 3.8 shou ld be 
updated based on the 2010 305(b) to get more recent information 
regarding water quality and TMDLs 

2034-1 

10186 10186-39 Does the BLM have any data supporting the sentence that these 
designated uses are not supported? "Drops in water level" is used 
frequently in this document, but wording such as "reductions in 
annual stream flow" is much more appropriate, since most of the 
waters on BLM are streams, not reservoirs or lakes 

2034-1 

10186 10186-4 The BLMpreferred method of discharge of produced water in the 
planning area is reinjection. However, the State of Wyoming 
permits point source discharges where water containing high 
levels of selenium is being discharged pursuant to WYPDES 
permits, such as the Gun Barrel Oil and Gas Unit in the northeast 
portion of the planning area." This is an inaccurate statement since 
this is not current ELM management nor the preferred alternative 
(see Mineral Resources Record #2013). 

2034-2 

10186 10186-40 Waters associated with wetlands are protected as waters of the 
state; therefore Standard 2 of Wyoming Standards for Healthy 

2034-1 
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Rangelands also applies to these waters 
10186 10186-41 Same comment as on the PDEIS: It is unclear how BLM intends 

to manage stormwater and erosion in coordination with the DEQ 
WQD WYPDES program 

2034-1 

10186 10186-42 Does the BLM have any data supporting the sentence that these 
water quality parameters have "become unfavorable for supporting 
the designated biological and recreational uses"? 

2034-1 

10186 10186-43 Where is there commercial thermoelectric use of groundwater in 
the planning area? 

2034-1 

10186 10186-44 Where do the criteria for final stabilization come from? This bullet 
appears to disagree with what is written in Appendix D 

2029-2 

10186 10186-45 Although wind energy may have the largest footprint of surfaced 
disturbance per unit of electrical energy generated, the EIS should 
cite tbe source of this information 

2024-1 

10186 10186-46 Same comment as on the PDEIS: "Avoid! Avoidance" must be 
defmed in the Glossary 

2007-1 

10186 10186-47 Page 577, Bullet 6 discusses final stabilization criteria, yet there is 
no discussion in Appendix D 

2029-2 

10186 10186-48 Management Action 1019 Alternative D requires proponent to do 
monitoring, so the paragraph should be changed to reflect that. 
Additionally, the BLM should commit to monitoring a subset of 
these areas to do a check on the proponents' monitoring 

2007-1 

10186 10186-49 In addition, the data collected at the SLAMs monitor located in the 
town of Lander is very site-specific and influenced by winter time 
heating, as well as meteorological conditions including inversions. 
Basing management strategies for the entire planning area on such 
site-specific data may also lead to ineffective management 
strategies 

2001-1 

10186 10186-5 The statement "the BLM is working with Ihe operalor in the Gun 
Barrel Unit area to decrease soil erosion resultingjrolll slale-
aulhorized discharges" is also misleading. It implies that 
WYPDES permits authorize erosion, when in fact erosion control 
is a requirement in the permit 

2034-1 

10186 10186-50 Whi le the AQD appreciates the wi llingness oflhe BLM to define 
a more in-depth air resources management strategy, basing 
management decisions on the unsound premise that ozone and 
PM2.5 levelsin the entire planning area are elevated may not have 
the desired outcome. Further, prescriptive measures may limit the 
BLM's ability to make future management deci sions in 
consideration of new data and emerging science. 

2001-2 

10186 10186-51 The additional difficulty of reclaiming these areas of Limited 
Reclamation Potential (LRP) should be considered in the Resource 
Management Plan and evaluated when planning surface-disturbing 
activities. During the NEPA process, alternatives to approving 
development activities in LRP areas should be carefully analyzed. 
Alternatives considered should include: avoidance and/or 
unconventional site specific reclamation requirements. Resource 
development activities approved in these areas may require 
additional bonding. "The Wyoming Reclamation Policy should be 

2029-2 
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followed and the EIS should analyze how it will handle 
reclamation in LRP areas. 

10186 10186-52 Appendix F, Table F.1One of the proposed options for an 
emission control strategy listed in this table is to "Minimize 
venting and/ or use closed loop process where possible during 
"blowdowns’ ... ", which is represented as part of the BlM's Best 
Management Practices and required by WY BACT. Please revise 
the language to read: "Minimize or eliminate venting and/ or use 
closed loop process where possible during "blow downs"" 

2001-1 

10186 10186-53 Appendix F, Table F.1In several places in this table, under the 
Environmental Benefits column, the comment that a decrease in 
NOx emissions would result in decreased formation of ozone is 
not necessarily accurate. Ozone chemistry is complex and absent a 
modeling analysis to demonstrate that a decrease in NOx 
emissions will result in a decrease in ozone, this portion of the 
statement should be removed in al l instances throughout Table 
F.l. This comment also applies to the control strategies listed 
throughout the. 

2001-1 

10186 10186-6 Although the BLM cannot make the determination whether a 
water is supporting its designated uses, as stated in Section 4.1.4.2, 
"potential surface water and groundwater quality impairments are 
identified through inventories and routine monitoring activities 
and reported to the Wyoming DEQ ... " the statement gives the 
reader the impression that the BLM actually inventories and 
monitors, which from what is written in Chapter 3, is not the case 

2034-1 

10186 10186-7 The 305(b) Report is published every two years. It is unclear why 
the BLM chose to use the 2006 Report in Table 3.7, and elsewhere 
in the DEIS, instead of the 2010 Report. This was pointed out in 
the December 20 I 0 WQD comments on the PDEIS, but was not 
addressed. The EIS should use the most current 305(b) Report so 
that the assessment is based on the best available and most 
relevant information. 

2034-1 

10186 10186-8 Table 3.7 includes information not associated with or relevant to 
the LFO and for which the BLM has no jurisdiction. For example, 
there is reference to a matter concerning untreated human sewage 
in Big Horn County, which was resolved in 2006 with the 
installation of package plant. As another example, Paintrock Creek 
is entirely within Big Horn County which has no bearing on 
BLM's management of the LFO resources 

2034-1 

10186 10186-9 Alternative A, air quality and soils management would result in 
moderate beneficial impacts to water quality because it applies 
only statewide standard restrictions to surface-disturbing activities. 
" Please note that in most cases, the "benefit" of these activities is 
relative to other alternatives, and wi ll not benefit water quality 
because surface di sturbance will still occur; although some 
actions may be more or less beneficial than others 

2034-1 

10191 10191-1 Re: Johnny behind the Rocks - please withdraw the proposal for 
bentonite extraction. People use that area for hiking and biking 

2023-1 

10192 10192-1 - Record # 6065, pg “143. This rule is unfounded in science and 
limits management options. Congregation of livestock can provide 

2021-3 
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an excellent means of provided targeted disturbance for vegetation 
manipulation purposes. Often noxious weed species are found 
within .5miles of water if livestock are being used as a biological 
control often supplements are provided to negate the toxic affects 
of the plant or to hold the livestock in the area to assure grazing 
intensity meets expectations relevant to the goal. Certain minerals 
are used to treat/prevent certain diseases and thus consumption is 
very important (ie. Supplemental magnesium for grass tetany). In 
these cases it is best to have the mineral available in a highly 
accessible spot were the vast majority of individuals will get to it, 
for instance along side the trail that is most used to go to a 
preferred water location. Also salt and mineral locations, if moved 
frequently (every two or three days), will not cause any 
detrimental resource affects other than higher forage utilization in 
a localized spot for the current year. The following years it will be 
nearly, if not completely, impossible to identify the salt location. 
Salting locations can be recommended but case by case exceptions 
must be made depending on the comprehensive grazing 
management strategy and vegetation manipulation goals of each 
allotment. 

10193 10193-1 Because grazing fees are considered as contributions that go into 
the Range Betterment Fund (to be used only to build 
improvements or fund range studies), I as a Contributor demand a 
full audit to determine if these funds were properly administered 
under Title X of the U.S. Code as a trust fund. This will show 
whether or not I (or any allotment owner) should demand a refund. 

2021-3 

10195 10195-1 We would like assurances from the BLM that all relevant Federal 
Laws/Policies/Regulations are being considered and consistently 
followed. FCC comments have raised numerous issues where it 
appears BLM has not sufficiently followed their own policies 

2016-1 

10195 10195-2 We would like the BLM to provide a clear explanation on how 
they determined the VRM classes 

2033-1 

10195 10195-3 We support the continued implementation of living snow fences in 
the Lander RMP. Living snow fences provide a sustainable 
solution for snow management for county and state travel routes 
while providing food and shelter for wildlife, they are aesthetic, 
and add diversity to the landscape. 

2015-1 

10197 10197-12 Installation of water quality monitoring devices where roads are 
constructed over and near streams and where well pads are located 
within 500 feet of fish bearing waters 

2034-2 

10197 10197-13 Increase the requirements for reclamations standards, including 
stronger language that encourages the benefits of reclamation. 
Maintain a minimum 50% but ideally a 70% of potential effective 
ground cover to provide nutrient cycling and protect soil erosion 
and water quality. Incorporate a more substantial timing period for 
reclamation expectations that are reflective of the various habitat 
types which exist within this resource area. 

2034-2 

10197 10197-14 Alternative D should include the same prohibition to permanent 
facilities in riparian-wetlands and floodplains in order to better 
protect the area’s water resources 

2034-2 
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10197 10197-15 TU recommends that the BLM attach stipulations to the lease 
parcels that include baseline water testing prior to any drilling, to 
conduct monthly sampling during drilling, and finally, to sample 
after drilling has been completed. Such requirements would 
support the WOGCC recommendations to conduct baseline water 
sampling as they work to further protect water quality resources. 

2018-3 

10197 10197-17 Yet, the DRMP fails to discuss the more positive technological 
advances that have occurred in the last decade in the oil and gas 
industry that have advanced such extraction to occur. Rather than 
offering reasons why various important habitat restrictions would 
be negatively impacting oil and gas development, TU suggests 
that the BLM include discussions in the final RMP that focuses on 
the future of resource development coupled with environmental 
protection. This includes directional drilling (which was briefly 
mentioned in the DRMP), multiple wells per pad potential, native 
plant and shrub reclamation, minimization of fragmented habitat 
disturbances, restricting the use of diesel engines, use of solar 
powered monitoring stations, use of natural gas rigs, advanced rig 
standards, increasing buffers, noise control, air quality monitoring, 
and working collaboratively with partners. Based on the acreage 
disturbance projections per well (6-12.5 acres depending on type 
of well drilled) the DRMP refers only to one well per one pad. The 
leap in technological advances in oil and gas recovery has 
provided industry with considerable incentives to drill better, 
faster, cheaper, and deeper 

2018-3 

10197 10197-18 Though discussed under the Fisheries and Wildlife section, the 
DRMP fails to adequately discuss impacts from oil and gas 
development to sensitive coldwater fish species such as 
Yellowstone cutthroat trout (YCT). TUs main concern with the 
DRMP is the lack of discussion of how oil and gas development 
could affect native cutthroat trout population persistence, 
population abundance and habitat patch size both within the 
planning area perimeters and downstream from the planning area 
boundaries. 

2011-1 

10197 10197-2 Implement a watershed protection plan requirement that reduces 
the incidence of all types of runoff and erosion, particularly for 
surface disturbance activities such as oil and gas development. 

2029-1 

10197 10197-21 Include a more thorough discussion that incorporates the latest 
BLM statewide management guidelines for reclamation, hydraulic 
fracturing, and renewable energy development compatibility with 
nonrenewable energy development. 

2007-1 

10197 10197-22 Finally, TU recommends that the BLM include language that 
incorporates cooperation with other organizations in addition to 
local governments in developing watershed improvement 
practices. Currently TU is heavily involved in developing 
watershed protection and improvement projects on both private 
and public lands in the resource planning area. 

2039-1 

10197 10197-24 We find a lack of information in the DRMP regarding buffers for 
intermittent and ephemeral streams. These types of drainages quite 
often provide important spawning and brood-rearing habitat from 

2011-1 



Lander Proposed RMP and Final EIS B-193 

February 2013 Comment Analysis Report 
 Attachment B – Individual Comments 

Comment
Document 
Number 

Individual 
Comment 
Number 

Comment Text 

Summary 
Comment 
Response 
Number 

spring runoff. The protection of intermittent and ephemeral 
streams merits further consideration and explanation in the 
DRMP. In most mountain regions during runoff or sudden event 
storms, ephemeral drainages can become perennial streams in a 
matter of hours and can run for a priod of weeks or often months 
(Elmore, 2008). Trout may enter these drainages and may be 
spawning or have spawned and are at an early life stage. A 
thorough inventory of the streams and drainages in the planning 
area would potentially reveal those areas containing new flow 
systems or potential flow systems and would be subject to stronger 
buffering protections. Again, as we have mentioned above, by 
implementing a planning wide buffer requirement at the RMP 
level (such as that recently completed in Colorado for the Little 
Snake FO RMP; October 2011), it will be easier to mitigate 
specific project cases to a more reasonable buffer based on case by 
case project applications and review. 

10197 10197-25 The discussion in the DRMP on long term and short term impacts 
should be expanded to better qualify the impacts to wildlife and 
fish longevity. The DRMP defines short-term impacts as less than 
5 years and long-term impacts as anything over 5 years. It fails, 
however, to discuss the relevance as to what 5, or 7, or 10 years 
may mean to each species survival. For fish, 2 years worth of 
sediment loading may be a death sentence. In Michael Youngs 
paper on the assessment of CRCT (Colorado River Cutthroat 
Trout (Oncorhynchus clarkii pleuriticus): A Technical 
Conservation Assessment, prepared for the USDS Forest Service, 
Rocky Mtn. Region, March 2008), the identification of primary 
threats includes a discussion of how CRCT populations located in 
small isolated headwaters (typical of those streams in the planning 
area) become vulnerable to extirpation from disturbances in the 
short-term due to lack of connectivity to other populations. While 
unique, their isolation makes them vulnerable. Thus, a short-term 
impact (such as a landslide or a gas spill) can permanently 
eradicate a population. For mule deer, 10 years worth of impacts 
was determined to have a significant detrimental effect on the 
status of the Sublette mule deer population (Sawyer, et al. 2010) in 
Pinedale, Wyoming. TU finds the DRMPs use of such timeline 
references broadly and vaguely defined, unsupported and in need 
of further analysis. 

2011-1 

10197 10197-26 In summary, increasing stream buffer protections for perennial 
streams and important fisheries habitat within the LFO will ensure 
that robust populations of sensitive species persist into the future, 
and wild trout and recreational fisheries will continue in their 
popularity with the public. Managing perennial streams for fish 
habitat and restoring important stream segments is an important 
long-term step in ensuring the health of coldwater fisheries and 
entire watersheds. 

2011-1 

10197 10197-27 We would like to see specific management triggers for wildlife 
monitoring and mitigation included in the plan. Language that 
requires oil and gas projects to cooperatively develop annual 
baseline inventory and monitoring plans with the BLM and 

2039-1 
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WGFD should be included in the final RMP. By developing a 
baseline from which to measure potential impacts, both industry 
and agencies have better leverage abilities to understand the 
impacts that may occur and direct actions to reduce or alleviate the 
impacts. 

10197 10197-30 Designate any stream containing current populations of YCT and 
habitat suitable for population expansion to be a unique fishery 
and managed for Desired Future Conditions. 

2011-1 

10197 10197-33 Outdoor recreation is an important activity for Wyoming residents 
and non-residents alike and the Lander resource area provides 
significant opportunities for such activities. In addition to the 
recreational opportunities the planning area provides for the 
public, outdoor recreation provides a significant economic benefit 
to the region as well. TU would like to see a more in-depth 
discussion that recognizes the economic value of recreation in the 
planning area. 

2028-1 

10197 10197-34 We would also note that it is difficult to evaluate the descriptions 
under Detailed Analysis of the Alternatives (Chapter 4, p.1066), 
because they lack information as to why these areas merit ACEC 
designation. We recommend including this information so that the 
public can better understand the value of the designated ACEC’s 

2002-1 

10197 10197-35 In order to comprehend the true soil erosion potential for this 
resource area, we request that the final RMP include the provision 
that additional erosion predictions and surveys must be completed 
prior to the approval of surface disturbance activities. Based on the 
oil and gas Reasonable Foreseeable Development (RFD) scenario 
under any of the alternatives, we feel the BLM must have 
thorough baseline knowledge of the soil surface conditions prior to 
the exploration and development activities that degrade soil 
conditions. 

2029-1 

10197 10197-36 The Wyoming BLM State Reclamation Plan (2010) offers a 
coordinated statewide standards process that includes more 
progressive methods for handling difficult-to-reclaim soils, such 
as that which exists in the Lander resource area. We recommend 
that the final RMP reference the use of more intensive reclamation 
efforts and incorporate the statewide BLM reclamation document 
in project review and approvals. 

2029-2 

10197 10197-37 Additionally, requiring the use of closed loops systems, such as 
those being required in the Pinedale gas fields, makes economic 
and environmental sense. This is particularly true based on the 
DRMP discussion about projected future water demand and 
potential water shortages. Use of closed loop systems would also 
result in decreases in soil erosion from heavy truck traffic, 
decreases in air pollution from diesel emissions from trucks, and 
decrease in wildlife disturbances and mortalities. 

2034-1 

10197 10197-38 The DRMP does not discuss recent study efforts and reports 
compiled by EPA and the Department of Energy (DOE). EPA is 
undertaking a study on hydraulic fracturing and its impacts on 
drinking water. The Department of Energy’s (DOE) recent 
subcommittee report on hydraulic fracturing emphasizes the need 

2034-1 



Lander Proposed RMP and Final EIS B-195 

February 2013 Comment Analysis Report 
 Attachment B – Individual Comments 

Comment
Document 
Number 

Individual 
Comment 
Number 

Comment Text 

Summary 
Comment 
Response 
Number 

for government agencies to take a more proactive role in 
management of oil and gas development projects. The report also 
emphasizes the need to recognize the public’s perception of 
fracking and the issues of concern the public has from all aspects 
of drilling (US Department of Energy. The SEAB Shale Gas 
Production Subcommittee Ninety-Day Report. August 11, 2011). 

10197 10197-39 TU recommends that surface disturbing activities be prohibited 
within .25 mile of streams containing populations of YCT. This 
sensitive species requires additional protection and applying a .25 
mile buffer is one of the most effective ways to ensure habitat 
remains intact. Due to highly erosive soils and general lack of 
adequate streamside vegetation in many areas throughout the 
planning area buffers greater than 500 feet are warranted.The 
DRMP (Chapter 4, p.771) states that a 500 foot buffer would 
likely be adequate to protect riparian and wetland areas based on 
slope and soil type. This statement omits the most obvious and 
significant impact to riparian stream and wetland areas”that of oil 
and gas development. While there is a lack of supporting evidence 
to suggest that a buffer of 500 feet is sufficient, current science 
tells us that the larger the buffer the greater the benefit to the 
watershed. 

2030-3 

10197 10197-40 Because of the chances for accidents and contamination through 
surface runoff from well pads, TU strongly advocates for the 
implementation of stronger, more effective buffers along perennial 
streams. Riparian setbacks, or buffers, are valuable in a variety of 
ways. From headwaters to downstream municipal communities, 
protection of our nation’s water systems remains a top priority for 
many reasons. Ecologically, waters are the most important 
element in any living system. Protecting water systems provide a 
healthy benefit for more than just fish; terrestrial wildlife 
including big game, large and small mammals, birds, insects, 
amphibians and reptiles all benefit by having clean water. 
Additionally, livestock and agricultural operations benefit from 
managed riparian areas. The implications of current scientific 
literature for management are that a stream buffer, a riparian 
setback, or forested buffer should be viewed as not only a parcel-
specific best management practice, such as a stormwater 
management pond or a bioretention structure, but also as a 
watershed-scale management system (Chagrin River Watershed 
Partners, Inc. 2006. Riparian Setbacks: Technical Information for 
Decision Makers.). 

2034-2 

10197 10197-5 Implement a soil erosion monitoring matrix that provides 
incentives for companies which meet minimal soil loss 
expectations and high native reclamation success. 

2029-2 

10197 10197-7 Â Update the projected demand on water use given the projections 
for oil and gas development and other water uses in the area 

2034-1 

10197 10197-8 Require groundwater vulnerability assessment studies and analysis 
prior to oil and gas project implementation to better understand 
and protect future groundwater uses. 

2034-2 

10198 10198-3 Altogether, reasonably foreseeable cumulative impacts to the four 2006-1 
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NHTs and their setting within the Lander resource area and across 
the West are imminent and far-reaching. The Cumulative Effects 
analysis touches on these points but still may understate the full 
extent of the impacts to trails that will result from energy 
developments during the life of the revised RMP. 

10199 10199-1 The Lander Resource Management Plan has ROW corridors 
identified. These corridors should match the Bighorn Basin ROW 
corridors and those being developed for the Rock Springs 
Resource Management Plan. In addition, Lander’s BLM field 
office should work with Casper and Rawlins BLM field offices to 
coordinate these corridors thereby reducing the need for 
unnecessary surface disturbance. 

2025-2 

10199 10199-11 Conduct a comprehensive survey of soil stability and health in the 
planning area prior to additional activity. This type of survey 
would provide the baseline data needed to identify changes in soil 
type and structure once development or surface disturbance has 
taken place. 

2029-1 

10199 10199-12 Review page 56 in Alternative D, Special Designations section. 
The first paragraph contradicts numbers of ACECs noted in other 
parts of the Draft RMP. Also, the section notes the South Pass 
Historical Landscape as a new ACEC when it is an expanded 
ACEC 

2002-1 

10199 10199-13 Review page 37, East Fork ACEC. The acreage for Alternative B 
differs from Alternative D by 1 acre. That seems like a misprint. 

2002-1 

10199 10199-14 Review page 37, South Pass Historical Landscape ACEC. The 
acreage for Alternative D is 124,229. Is that correct? Please 
double check your acreage number. 

2002-1 

10199 10199-15 In the Lander Draft RMP the document says that, there are no 
active or pending federal leases for geothermal facilities in the 
planning area and no likely development of utility scale 
geothermal resources. (Lander Draft RMP and EIS, page 290). We 
received knowledge that the northwest corner of the Dubois area 
has considerably more geothermal energy potential than identified 
in the Draft RMP. If this is the case, development challenges, 
management, mitigation, and reclamation will need to be 
addressed in the final RMP. 

2017-1 

10199 10199-16 With regard to overall development and production, WWF 
suggests the BLM require the use of closed loops systems, such as 
those being required in the Pinedale Anticline and the Jonah gas 
fields. A closed loop system reduces soil erosion, the need for 
heavy truck traffic, would decrease wildlife disturbances and 
mortalities, and would decrease air pollution from truck traffic. 

2018-3 

10199 10199-19 Appendix H is the Best Management Practices section. The 
Wyoming Game and Fish Department’s recommendations for 
wind energy development and oil and gas development within 
wildlife habitat are not included within this section. WWF wants 
to see these documents included as resources available for best 
managing our public lands. The documents full titles include: o 
Recommendations for Development of Oil and Gas Resources 
Within Important Wildlife Habitats o Wildlife Protection 

2039-1 
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Recommendations for Wind Energy Development in Wyoming 
10199 10199-2 Reclamation of public land disturbance from a ROW permit needs 

to be discussed. In the plan reclamation is not written about other 
than to mention best management practices. WWF would like 
reclamation to be discussed in the final Lander RMP along with a 
plan to discourage invasive plant species. 

2025-3 

10199 10199-3 The Bureau of Land Management nationally is currently accepting 
comments on changing wind and solar permits from a Rights of 
Way process to a competitive sale process. Please incorporate the 
results of that development within the final Lander RMP. 

2025-3 

10199 10199-4 Lands outside of the DDA will need to go beyond timing 
limitations to safeguard mule deer and pronghorn populations and 
migration. Human activity may negate the effectiveness of timing 
restrictions on drilling activities as a means of mitigation (Sawyer 
et al. 2006).1 [Footnote1: The RFD projects that spacing in the 
Moxa Arch/Green River Basin geologic area will range from 4 to 
8 wells per section. Spacing for coalbed methane production will 
be 4 to 6 wells per section. Other unconventional gas resources 
would require 40-acres spacing (8 wells per section). Kemmerer 
BLM Resource Management Plan RFD at 7-10 to 7-11.] Sawyer 
recommends that mitigation measures seeking to minimize 
disturbance to mule deer on winter range consider all human 
activity across the entire project area and not be restricted to the 
development of wells or to crucial winter ranges. 
PredictiveÂ maps of mule deer identify, deer use was lowest in 
areas with clusters of well pads, which is associated to direct 
habitat loss. The BLM should not focus solely on timing 
limitations in crucial winter ranges as the primary mitigation 
measure for big game (Sawyer et al. 2010). The results of the 
Sublette Mule Deer Study, assessing development under the 
standard timing stipulations indicate that it is inappropriate to rely 
on prior assumptions that timing limitation stipulations alone will 
prevent significant changes in big game abundance. 

2039-1 

10199 10199-7 However, a BLM sensitive fish species and only native trout in the 
planning area is the Yellowstone cutthroat trout (YCT), found in 
the headwaters of the Wind River. The Lander Draft RMP and EIS 
has no management protections specifically for Yellowstone 
cutthroat. WWF recommends surface disturbing activities be 
prohibited within Â¼ mile of streams containing YCT. Due to 
highly erosive soils and general lack of vegetation throughout the 
planning area buffers greater than 500ft are warranted. 

2030-3 

10199 10199-8 Add a map with Yellowstone Cutthroat Trout habitat within the 
final RMP and EIS. Currently, a map is available just on streams 
bearing fish. 

2011-1 

10200 10200-1 BLM has chosen not to analyze a no leasing alternative because 
(the agency argues) such an alternative is not consistent with other 
laws and regulations, and in any case there are already valid 
existing leases in the field office that could be developed pursuant 
to the lease rights already conveyed. DEIS at 19. However, the 
BLM should analyze an alternative where there would be no new 
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leasing in the field office, allowing existing leases to be developed 
according to their lease stipulations. Such an alternative would 
fulfill BLM’s legal requirements for multiple use, as oil and gas 
exploration, development and production would inevitably occur 
on the preÂexisting leases. The evaluation of such an alternative is 
a legal necessity in order to satisfy NEPA’s range of alternatives 
requirements, under which BLM has an obligation to analyze a No 
Action alternative to serve as a baseline for comparison with the 
action alternatives. Failure of BLM to do this in other cases has 
led to the invalidation of oil and gas leases for lack of a legally 
viable Resource Management Plan. See, esp., SUWA v. Norton, 
457 F.Supp.2d 1253, 1263 (D. Utah 2006) 

10200 10200-10 In sage grouse Core Areas, we recommend implementing grazing 
systems that leave a 7-inch residual stubble height in riparian areas 
during the early and late brood-rearing seasons, and 7Âinch 
stubble height in upland areas used as nesting habitats during the 
nesting season. In addition, there is a need to restore range 
conditions such that Kentucky and Sandberg’s bluegrasses are 
replaced by bunchgrasses and other native grass species to move 
the range condition back toward reference conditions 

2021-3 

10200 10200-11 BLM proposes to allow chemical treatments in sensitive plant 
habitats as long as treatments will benefit the population. DEIS at 
105. We are concerned that BLM does not have adequate 
information to implement this standard responsibly. Sensitive 
plants, notably the desert yellowhead, have not been tested for 
their response a broad spectrum of chemicals, nor would such 
testing be advisable given their rarity and the potential for killing 
or causing health issues some plants in the process. In the absence 
of scientific knowledge about the response of these 3 A BLM 
ecologist and program coordinator has warned that [c]heatgrass is 
changing the West. Miller, J. (AP). Alien invader clings to socks, 
stokes West’s wildfires. Daily Herald (Provo, UT) (Aug. 8, 2007). 
plants to pesticides and/or herbicides, chemical treatments should 
not be allowed within 5 miles of known rare plant populations. 

2030-3 

10200 10200-12 the direction under all alternatives is to process oil shale 
applications on a case-by-case basis, noting that a land-use plan 
amendment is necessary. DEIS at 73. We recommend deleting this 
standard, because its deletion also will require a land-use plan 
amendment should an application be processed, and the standard 
seems to indicate that the application should be processed, when it 
is far from clear that this should happen. 

2019-1 

10200 10200-13 Under Record #1030 (DEIS at 68), BLM proposes to control 
sources of pollution to Class I Waters. Based on WYDEQ policy, 
it is now also necessary to control pollution to tributaries of Class 
I Waters. Please update the standard to reflect this change, which 
occurred several years ago. 

2034-2 

10200 10200-14 It does not appear that any of the Alternatives require meeting the 
Wyoming Standards for Rangeland Health. BLM notes that The 
BLM must meet certain mandates such as the Wyoming Standards 
for Healthy Rangelands, restoring riparian-wetlands that are not 
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meeting Properly Functioning Condition (PFC), and protecting 
special status species. DEIS at 29. Supposedly these standards 
would be met under all alternatives 

10200 10200-15 [Refer to PDF of this comment document for additional supporting 
material, including attachments and references, provided by this 
commenter] 

2007-1 

10200 10200-17 BLM declined to analyze a Phased Development alternative, 
claiming that such management is more appropriately applied on a 
project-by-project basis. DEIS at 26. However, this determination 
misses the point. The appropriate stage to achieve phased 
development is at the leasing stage, which is managed completely 
under the RMP and which project-level decisions necessarily 
cannot address. BLM should consider opening no more than 20% 
of the RMP planning area acreage that is available to oil and gas 
development to active leasing at any one time. As leases are 
developed and reclaimed, a similar land area in the next 20% 
could be opened up for leasing. In this way, 80% of the Field 
Office would remain in a more natural state, suitable for use for 
wildlife habitat, public recreation, livestock grazing, watershed 
protection, and other multiple uses. 

2016-1 

10200 10200-18 At minimum, portions of the Sweetwater River flowing through 
Sweetwater Canyon WSA should also be recommended for ˜Wild’ 
designation by Congress. 

2035-1 

10200 10200-19 The Beaver Rim is currently an ACEC. Under Alternative D, 
BLM proposes to manage the area under an MLP under which 
29,505 acres along the Beaver Rim would be under No Surface 
Occupancy stipulations and 113,943 acres are open to oil and gas 
leasing under CSU stipulations. DEIS at 53. At the very least, all 
lands within Â¼ mile of known occurrences of desert yellowhead 
plants should be closed to all future mineral leasing and locatable 
mineral entry, and placed under No Surface Occupancy as a 
Condition of Approval for existing leases. The application of an 
MLP is appropriate because it prevents interim leasing while the 
plan is being finalized. 

2018-4 

10200 10200-2 Wild and Scenic River candidates For Alternative D, it is unclear 
that the BLM will manage all 9 WSR-eligible waterways to 
protect their outstandingly remarkable values (as under Alternative 
A), independent of recommendations to Congress. See DEIS at 
171. Please clarify that this will be the case and implement these 
measures in the final RMP. 

2035-2 

10200 10200-20 Because BLM appears to believe that it has limited authority to 
limit uranium mining under the 1872 Mining Law, all unclaimed 
lands in sage grouse Core Areas, Key Areas, and/or Priority 
Habitats should be withdrawn from mineral entry. 

2022-1 

10200 10200-21 The USFWS (no date) conducted a literature review through 2010 
and found that recommended buffer distances for sage grouse 
were generally 3.1 to 4 miles and beyond. We endorse the 
recommendations of USFWS (2003) and Mannville (2004) that 
wind power facilities be sited at least five miles from active sage 
grouse leks. Similarly, lands identified as sage grouse winter 
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habitat should similarly be avoided by a distance of not less than 
three miles. 

10200 10200-22 Throughout the planning area, wind farm development should not 
be allowed within 5 miles of active leks, and wind farms should 
not be permitted under any circumstances within sage grouse Core 
Areas as under Alternative B. See DEIS at 108. Alternative B, not 
Alternative D, also provides the scientifically sound management 
direction with regard to high-profile structures. Id. 

2024-1 

10200 10200-23 We agree that the CDNST and historic trails should be excluded 
from wind energy development, but the fact that no buffer is 
identified is troubling. See DEIS at 128. A 5-mile buffer should be 
identified, waivable if the intrusion is rendered invisible by 
intervening topography (after Molvar 2008). The level of 
protection for large projects outside the 5-mile buffer under 
Alternative D as outlined in Record # 7012 is appropriate, but we 
are unable to determine what will be allowed inside the 5-mile 
buffer; clarification is needed. The same should apply to 
aboveground powerline rights-of-way, although rights-of-way for 
powerlines and pipelines buried underground can be more 
permissive because these intrusions are less visible and present a 
lower level of impact on the historic setting and visual resources 
of culturally important and sensitive features. 

2004-1 

10200 10200-3 wetland sloughs within the Lander Field Office with the potential 
to be peat-forming fens as described by Van Haveren (2011) also 
meet the relevance and importance criteria for ACEC status and 
should be designated as ACECs within the RMP. See Attachment 
1. Ice Slough and PB Slough were described by Van Haveren 
(pers. comm., Jan. 17, 2012) as having wet meadows at the upper 
reaches with peat-forming fens in the lower reaches. Middle Fork 
Sulfur Creek also appears to be a graminoid fen according to Van 
Haveren (2011). PB Spring was recommended by Van Haveren 
(pers. comm., Jan. 17, 2012) as a reference area due to its 
remarkably pristine condition. In addition, Long Slough, Bare 
Ring Slough, Haypress Slough, PB Slough, Middle Fork of Sulfur 
Creek, and North Fork of Sulfur Creek have the potential for 
wetland and/or peat-forming fen presence (Van Haveren 2011). 
BLM should apply ACEC status to qualifying lands in this area 
and design special livestock grazing management to maintain and 
restore the relevant and important values in these wetlands and 
fens, in addition to applying No Surface Occupancy requirements 
for all industrial activities. 

2002-1 

10200 10200-4 No alternative, including Alternative D, in implementing the 
Governor’s Core Area strategy, includes biologically sufficient 
conservation standards to promote the conservation and recovery 
of sage grouse. The Bureau of Land Management has just released 
new planning guidance along with a scientific review and 
recommendations for sage grouse conservation issued by its 
National Technical Team. We have attached the National 
Technical Team’s Report as Attachment 2 to these comments, and 
would like to call attention to the fact that the NTT 
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recommendations do constitute adequate conservation measures, 
at least for oil and gas development. The BLM should assiduously 
incorporate each of the recommendations in this report in full into 
the new Lander RMP. Importantly, according to BLM IM 2012-
44, The conservation measures developed by the NTT and 
contained in Attachment 1 must be considered and analyzed, as 
appropriate, through the land use planning process by all BLM 
State and Field Offices that contain occupied Greater Sage-Grouse 
habitat. 

10200 10200-6 Under Alternative B (supposedly the most protective alternative) 
and Alternative D, No Surface Occupancy buffers are prescribed 
for the lands within 0.6 mile of leks. DEIS at 46, 106.Â The 0.6Â-
mile buffer NSO buffer has no basis in science. True, male sage 
grouse use the area within 0.6 mile of the lek as a loafing area 
during the breeding season. But it is abundantly clear based on the 
science that the placement of an oil and gas well, whether actively 
drilling or in post-drilling production, as close as 0.6 mile from the 
lek will have deleterious effects on the sage grouse breeding 
population on that lek (See Holloran 2005, where impacts of post-
drilling production wells had a negative impact on lek populations 
within 1.9 miles of the lek). Thus, the 0.6-mile metric from the lek 
boundary is not a biologically useful management tool for limiting 
the placement of surface facilities for oil and gas. 

2012-3 

10200 10200-7 seasonal Timing Limitation Stipulations proposed in the various 
RMP alternatives, only the Alternative B prescription (3-mile lek 
buffers) is scientifically founded. Holloran (2005) found 
significant negative impacts of active drilling extending as far as 3 
miles from the lek. In the Powder River Basin, impacts of drilling 
extended 4 miles. See Attachment 2 for literature review. Thus, at 
minimum, a 3-mile buffer from the lek for Timing Limitation 
Stipulations should be applied. The same should be applied for 
disruptive activities as noted in Record #4096. No alternative 
considers such strong measures, a range of alternatives deficiency 
that should be addressed in the Final EIS. 

2012-3 

10200 10200-8 The surface disturbance caps set at 5% per 640 acres in 
Alternative D are too high; the 2.5% acreage cap in Alternative B 
is more appropriate. See DEIS at 107. Surface disturbance caps 
should be defined as initial surface disturbance, because it takes 
sagebrush up to a century to grow back following surface-
disturbing activities, rendering interim reclamation efforts 
irrelevant in terms of sage grouse habitat. 

2018-3 

10200 10200-9 We recommend that wind power facilities be sited outside 
identified core habitat areas. BLM proposes to allow wind energy 
development in Core Areas with a limit of one turbine per 640 
acres. DEIS at 100. While this sparse density may in fact prevent 
wind power development in Core Areas in the near term due to 
practical considerations, there is no data available to suggest that 
wind farms are compatible with sage grouse habitat if kept at low 
density. 

2024-1 

10202 10202-1 The RMP proposes to maintain current appropriate management 2036-2 
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levels. There was no mention of former herd areas 
10202 10202-11 Record # 6064 (Vol 1, pdf-page 208) reports that the current 

allotment stocking rate -- represented by Alternative A -- "... 
generally corresponds with a moderate (41-60 percent) utilization 
level." But this assertion is contradicted by Table K.6 -- "Animal 
unit Months Authorized, 1989-2006" -- which shows that the 
historical stocking rate has averaged 73 percent, a high utilization 
level. 

2021-3 

10202 10202-12 Further, Table L.8 (found in Volume 3, pdf-page 176) predicts that 
usage will average 73 percent of permitted AUMs except for 
Alternative B, where Lander incorrectly "estimates" usage as 
rising to 95 percent. Please see discussion above in this regard. 

2021-3 

10202 10202-13 At the time the draft RMP was compiled, approximately 45 
percent -- which would be about 1,046,220 acres -- of the planning 
area had undergone rangeland health assessment. Reportedly more 
than half of the allotments evaluated -- 584,195 acres -- failed to 
meet standards, with livestock grazing identified as the causal 
factor. (Vol 1, pdf-pages 499-500) There are two salient issues in 
this regard:¢ BLM needs to assemble a task force to complete the 
rangeland assessments before promulgating the RMP. The 
national office should redeploy staff from other offices to assist 
Lander in this regard.¢ BLM needs to take decisive action to 
reduce livestock grazing significantly over the life of the new 
RMP. Thus, Alternative B is recommended. 

2021-5 

10202 10202-14 In Lander's Summary of the Analysis of the Management Situation 
(pdf-page 187), it is noted that while current approach encourages 
development of stock water reservoirs, such devices lead to 
evaporative loss. Given recurrent droughts, this disadvantage is 
significant. Further, the RMP fails to mention the fact that 
coverless stock tanks are dangerous traps for birds and other 
wildlife. Small animals fall in and, unable to escape, die, and their 
corpses pollute the water.Here is the link to a timely article in this 
regard.¢ http://www.hcn.org/blogs/goat/making-memories-one-
stock-tank-at-a-time?utm_source=wcn1&utm_medium=email -- 
link to the article on stock-tanks as trapsGuzzlers, in contrast, have 
covers that reduce evaporation and keep wildlife safe. Installment 
of guzzlers are therefore recommended herein. 

2021-4 

10202 10202-15 Certain assumptions made by Lander about wild horse 
management and about livestock grazing appear questionable. 
Thus, the IMPLAN results may be wrong. Further, the RMP does 
not reveal who ran the models, whether these parties were free of 
conflict of interest, or how much training and experience they had 
with IMPLAN. Were the models tested for consistency of results? 

2028-2 

10202 10202-16 ¢ Lander projects future actual use of AUMs on the 20-year 
historical average (1989-2008) -- 73 percent of permitted AUMs. 
While an interesting statistic, the long-term average fails to take 
into account how the industry sector is trending. The answer is: 
Steeply downward. The last ten-years' average (1999-2008) in this 
regard dropped to about 66 percent, while in the final five-year 
period (2004-2008) average use fell to around 60 percent. See 

2028-1 



Lander Proposed RMP and Final EIS B-203 

February 2013 Comment Analysis Report 
 Attachment B – Individual Comments 

Comment
Document 
Number 

Individual 
Comment 
Number 

Comment Text 

Summary 
Comment 
Response 
Number 

discussion elsewhere in this review on the outlook for the beef 
industry sector. 

10202 10202-17 ¢ Contrary to Lander's assumptions, actual use of AUMs involves 
more factors than the few considered in the draft RMP. The beef 
sector is in decline for a variety of reasons that should have been 
factored into the analysis but evidently were not. Thus, significant 
potential impacts were not considered. 

2028-1 

10202 10202-18 ¢ The economic analysis used a baseline of 204,993 AUMs (Vol 
3, pdf-pages 175-176) while other math-checked sources within 
the RMP (such as Table K.6 also in Vol 3, pdf-page 167) indicated 
that baseline figure was 204,507. While the rounded-up 
percentage -- 73 percent -- is the same using either number as the 
dividend, it is disturbing to find such inconsistencies and suggests 
there may be others as yet undetected but operative. Further, use 
of the larger number in Table L.8 gives the false impression of a 
greater reduction in AUMs than would actually be the case. 

2028-2 

10202 10202-19 ¢ Lander "believes" that Alternative B (the resource conservation, 
environmentally-friendly option) would prompt livestock permit-
holders to increase actual use relative to permitted use, leading to 
a 95 percent actual-to-permitted use by the year 2027. What 
actually would happen: The percentage of used AUMs to 
permitted AUMs would increase even if use stayed constant. 

2028-1 

10202 10202-2 At the link below, please check out the chart showing animal 
weights and corresponding AUMs. Note that, for an AUM of 1.15, 
the corresponding weight would be a creature in excess of 1,200 
pounds. Note also the discussion of how selective breeding and 
cross-breeding have resulted in beef cattle that are much heavier 
nowadays than they used to be. Thus, if anything, BLM should be 
assessing livestock AUMs at a higher rate based on currently-
prevailing average weight rather than continuing to use the old 
standard. 

2021-1 

10202 10202-20 ¢ Lander estimates that under Alternative B a significant decrease 
in AUMs would result because pastures farther than two miles 
from a watering source "would not be included in BLM-authorized 
AUMs ..." and because BLM would not build watering facilities in 
such allotments. However, the RMP elsewhere suggests (see Vol. 
2, pdf-page 484) that the vast majority of the area already has 
watering sites specifically because two miles is the "maximum 
distance livestock will walk to obtain water." Thus, logically, 
cattle operators -- if no one else -- would ensure adequate 
placement of watering devices lest their charges perish of thirst. 
Further, Lander itself claims to have installed, through 2009, "53 
stock reservoirs, 38 spring developments, 76 stock water wells, 
[and] 110 miles of stock water pipeline ..." (Vol 1, pdf-page 499). 
In view of the fact that such range improvements are likely to be 
ongoing to-date, by the time the new RMP is promulgated, surely 
the range will be fully supplied with livestock watering stations. 
Indeed, Lander recently announced that four new livestock water 
wells were planned in the Antelope Hills allotment to improve 
cattle distribution. Thus, the assumption of a lack of near-enough 
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watering sources is invalid and the conclusion regarding loss of 
AUMs is too. 

10202 10202-21 ¢ In Table 2.30 -- 6000 Land Resources -- Livestock Grazing 
Management (Vol 1, pdf-page 208), Record # 6064 shows 
projected livestock stocking rates for Alternatives A, C, and D to 
be at the moderate level -- 41-60-percent utilization level, except 
for Alternative B, which is forecast to have a light -- 21-40-
percent utilization level. These stocking rates do not agree with the 
IMPLAN projections displayed in Table L.8, which indicate a 73-
percent utilization rate except for Alternative B, which is projected 
to have a 95-percent stocking rate. 

2021-3 

10202 10202-22 1. BLM claims (on pdf-page 138) that no specific best 
management practices (BMPs) apply to wild horse management. 
This statement reflects deficiencies in the Lander RMP planning 
process -- ¢ Failure to develop BMPs in regard to wild horse 
management and ¢ Failure to cultivate partnerships with 
constituent wild horse stakeholders to formulate BMPs. 

2036-1 

10202 10202-23 2. BLM cautions (on pdf-page 140) that the increased human 
presence from recreation on the proposed scenic loop roads for 
wild horse viewing "... may lead to cumulative impact on 
threatened and endangered species. Wild horse viewing may 
include more travel on roads, potential off road travel, and 
camping in areas where threatened and endangered species occur, 
adding to disturbance of these species." These potentialities further 
support the recommendation for Record # 4120 not to have scenic 
loop roads. 

2036-2 

10202 10202-24 Finally, Table 3 (on pdf-page 192) -- Summary of Effects 
Determinations for Threatened and Endangered Species -- 
erroneously indicates, with code LAA, that the presence of wild 
horses "may affect, is likely to adversely affect" the desert 
yellowhead. However, the narrative for this interaction of species 
(pdf-page 139) contradicts that assertion, pointing out that grazing 
by wild horses "may remove competing palatable vegetation 
which would otherwise compete with the desert yellowhead 
plants." Thus, wild horses actually help the yellowhead survive. 
Further, the next paragraph of the narrative notes: 
"Implementation of wild horse management may affect, but is not 
likely to adversely affect the desert yellowhead critical habitat due 
to insignificant effects (NLAA-i)." [Italics in original; bold type 
added by me.] For these reasons, Lander should amend Table 3 of 
the Biological Assessment to reflect "NLAA-b" or "NLAA-i" -- 
"may affect, but is not likely to adversely affect, due to beneficial, 
insignificant ... effects" with regard to wild horse impact on desert 
yellowhead 

2030-1 

10202 10202-25 Record # 4110 -- Appropriate Management Levels for Wild 
HorsesRecommend: Declare intent to transition from the obsolete 
"appropriate management levels" to new proper population 
parameters (PÂ³s). Set goal of raising the PÂ³s in each HMA to at 
least 200 ? 334 and higher where possible. HMAs shall be 
principally for wild horses. Once the Consent Decree expires in 
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August 2013, BLM shall move forward promptly to establish PÂ³s 
that will allow the herd in each HMA to be genetically viable and 
self-sustaining. Gradually increase the respective herds' population 
so that compliance is achieved within 10 years. Abandon 15-
percent AUM surcharge on wild horses. Reinstate all previously 
zeroed-out herd areas (HAs) and allow them to become 
repopulated with, and be managed principally for, wild horses. 
Reasons: Current appropriate management levels, set nearly 20 
years ago, have been invalidated by subsequent scientific studies. 
Herd sizes must increase significantly. Genetic diversity is more 
likely to result from optimal population levels rather than minimal 
ones. The PÂ³ approach will comply with the Act and the CFR et 
al. regarding thriving, self-sustaining herds. With beef production 
in decline, grazing interests will be unaffected by the relatively 
minor increases in wild horse herd populations. The 15-percent 
AUM surcharge imposed on wild horses does not conform to the 
established methodology for determining AUM use and is deemed 
a subterfuge to keep herd sizes down. The RMP failed to address 
former or current HAs for restoration as HMAs. 

10202 10202-26 Record # 4111 -- Population Control Measures to Be Used on 
Wild HorsesRecommend: Only completely-reversible 
contraceptives shall be used. No disfiguring freeze-brands on hips. 
No gelding. No spaying. Promote and protect native predators to 
re-establish a thriving, natural ecological balance.Reasons: 
Preserve fertility, genetic diversity. Large, hideous freeze-brands 
ruin adoption prospects. No TNEB without apex predators. 

2036-2 

10202 10202-27 Record # 4112 -- Dealing with Wild Horse OutsidersRecommend: 
Return horses found outside HMAs to the HMA from which they 
escaped. Secure boundary fences. Lock gates.Reasons: Wild 
horses will roam -- it is their nature. To prevent their straying 
outside the HMAs, the boundaries must be fenced and gates, 
locked 

2036-2 

10202 10202-28 Record # 4113 -- Selective Removal Criteria for Wild 
HorsesRecommend: Roundups and removals shall preserve wild 
horse family units at all costs. Spanish phenotype is important, but 
secondary.Reasons: Family bonds are more important in wild 
horse society than are good looks. Keep the families together 

2036-2 

10202 10202-29 Record # 4114 -- Use of So-Called Monitoring and Evaluation 
Data for HMAsRecommend: Use independent census takers and 
scientific methods for counting wild horses. Abandon dependence 
on assumed birth rates and extrapolations to project population 
growth.Reasons: Curent approach has proven unreliable. Inflated 
estimates of wild horse populations have led to unnecessary 
removals, costly holding, and impaired relations with grazing 
permit-holders 

2036-2 

10202 10202-3 BLM claims that the four HMAs it has combined, consolidated, 
and designated as the "North Lander Complex," and the other 
three HMAs that have been mered and labeled the "Red Desert 
Complex," constitute metapopulations that mix genetic 
information adequately. Lander tells us -- in the Summary of the 

2036-2 
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Analysis of the Management Situation, pdf-page 222 -- that the 
HMAs in question were combined "... to ensure long-term genetic 
diversity ...." But how? How does it follow that genetic mixing 
will occur among sparsely-populated herds isolated by vast 
distances and miles of fences?Being strictly hypothetical, BLM's 
metapopulation theory fails to pass muster, but serves as a ruse for 
justifying low herd levels.BLM predicts even more diversity to 
manifest in these metapopulation contrivances via removal of a 
few fences. Again, nice hypothesis, but untested and unproven. 
The claims for fence removals -- which closer inspection show to 
be negligible -- also serve as additional excuses for not awarding 
the wild horse herds adequate population levels to ensure genetic 
viability. 

10202 10202-30 Record # 4115 -- Wild Horse Health MonitoringRecommend: 
Explain how BLM proposes to monitor horse health. Clarify how 
veterinary aid will be rendered. Set forth procedures for scientific 
DNA sampling and testing at every gather to track the genetic 
diversity status of each herd. Stipulate that the HMAP will be 
modified to increase herd populations if DNA test results reflect 
declining gene-pool diversity. Reasons: Expert DNA testing is 
crucial to evaluate herds' genetic health. Observation of body 
condition during an aerial inventory is not an accepted method for 
determining genetic viability. Monitoring is not management. 
Monitoring is a check on management. 

2036-2 

10202 10202-31 Record # 4116 -- Drop Metapopulation Theory Recommend: 
BLM shall abandon designation of the "North Lander Complex" 
and manage the Conant Creek, Dishpan Butte, Muskrat Basin, and 
Rock Creek HMAs as separate, stand-alone HMAs. BLM shall 
abandon designation of the "Red Desert Complex" and manage the 
Antelope Hills, Crooks Mountain, and Green Mountain HMAs 
also as separate, stand-alone HMAs. Each HMA should have a 
population of wild horses adequate in number to promote a self-
sustaining herd: 200 ? 334 individuals, minimum, with higher 
numbers advisable.Reasons: The proposed administrative 
designation of the subject HMAs as metapopulations is 
unscientific and contrary to the interests of the wild horse herds at 
issue. Continued presence of fences precludes these HMAs from 
constituting true metapopulations. 

2036-2 

10202 10202-32 Record # 4117 -- Year-Round Water SourcesRecommend: Install 
a system of strategically-placed large, in-ground guzzlers to help 
maintain and conserve adequate water sources year-round. 
Require livestock permit-holders to keep their water 
improvements operating even when the grazing seasons are over. 
Although stated as an objective for management action, the draft 
RMP does not detail how BLM would ensure a continuous supply 
of water for the wild horses under its jurisdiction.Reasons: Protect 
riparian and wetland areas. Moreover, guzzlers have covers, which 
reduce evaporation and prevent little animals from falling into 
them, becoming trapped, and polluting the water. 

2021-4 

10202 10202-33 Record # 4118 -- Updating the HMAPRecommend: Update the 2036-2 
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Lander HMAP now to raise the wild horse authorized 
management levels to 200 ? 334 per HMA. Abandon the 
metapopulation theory and the imaginary complexes.Reasons: 
Genetically non-viable population levels have been in effect for 
too long. Act promptly to correct this inadequacy 

10202 10202-34 Record # 4119 -- Wind Energy Projects' Affect on Wild Horse 
ManagementRecommend: Promote wind-energy development in 
HMAs. Allow ROWs in HMAs. Here BLM has a prime 
opportunity to promote clean energy and to transition to humane 
bait-trapping instead of violent helicopter rodeos to conduct wild 
horse roundups.Reasons: Clean, renewable energy avoids habitat 
destruction and pollution from drilling, fracking, and mining. 
Humane roundup techniques are expected of wild horse 
management professionals. BLM has embarassed itself too much 
for too long with its brutal helicopter rodeos. Further, small-scale 
annual bait-trapping gathers will prevent the horse adoption 
market from being overwhelmed and reduce the need for long-
term penning 

2036-2 

10202 10202-35 Record # 4120 -- Scenic LoopsRecommend: Alternative A -- Do 
not establish scenic loops for viewing wild horses. Encourage 
outfitters and primitive recreation. Install live-streaming Webcams 
so that people from around the world can log on to Lander's 
Website and watch the wild horses going about their normal 
behaviors any time of day. Siting of the cameras could be done to 
maximize the viewing opportunities. The cameras could also pan 
the landscape. Reasons: Promoting wild-horse viewing is 
desirable, but improved roads would enable hooligans to chase or 
otherwise harass the mustangs. Other disruptive, unauthorized 
recreation use is bound to take place if roads are paved. More on-
road travel, potential off-road travel, and camping in areas where 
threatened and endangered species occur could create 
disturbances. Webcams would allow many more virtual "visitors" 
to observe the wild horses, and cameras would prevent 
unnecessary intrusions into what should be a wilderness 
environment. E-visitors could be counted to show usage levels for 
wild horse viewing. Responsible tourism would likely result as 
visitors from outside the local community travel to the Lander area 
to meet their favorite mustangs in person -- via outfitters as guides 

2036-2 

10202 10202-36 Record # 4121 -- FencesRecommend: Alternative A, but 
strengthened. Keep and maintain all HMA boundary fences in 
good order with gates closed. Preserve wild horse genetic viability 
by increasing the authorized herd management level in each HMA 
to at least 200 ? 334.Reasons: As the saying goes: "Good fences 
make good neighbors." Fences prevent conflicts with other 
stakeholders. Boundary fences will keep mustangs in their proper 
HMA, thus protecting them from removal due to their wandering 
into non-HMA areas. Thus, HMA boundaries need well-
maintained fences and securely-closed gates. Keeping wild horses 
inside HMAs should also facilitate roundups. The symposium 
facilitated by BLM Wild Horse and Burro Specialist Linda 
Coates-Markle established that isolated populations with fewer 

2036-2 
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than 200 individuals are particularly vulnerable to loss of gene-
pool diversity. Thus each HMA should have a baseline of at least 
200 wild horses 

10202 10202-37 Record # 6063 -- Range ImprovementsRecommend: Install rain 
and snow catchment devices, commonly referred to as "guzzlers," 
throughout the subject HMAs and allotments. Reasons: Lacking 
covers, stock reservoirs, troughs, and wells are prone to 
evaporative loss, which is a waste of water, a scarce resource. 
Small animals frequently become trapped in them. Guzzlers, in 
contrast, have covers that reduce evaporation and keep wildlife 
safe. 

2021-4 

10202 10202-38 Record # 6064 -- Utilization Levels for Livestock 
GrazingRecommend: Alternative B. Light utilization of 21-40 
percent.Reasons: More than half of the allotments assessed so far 
were not meeting rangeland health standards. Thus, as stated in 
this Alternative Record: "... to achieve an adequate residual forage 
standard used as cover for wildlife and to be made available for 
utilization by wildlife and wild horses. 

2021-3 

10202 10202-39 Record # 6066 -- Fences (in connection with livestock 
grazing)Recommend: Alternative A, but stricter. Corresponds to 
Record # 4121. Keep and maintain all HMA boundary fences in 
good order with gates closed. Instead, increase the low value of 
the proper population parameters -- the PÂ³ -- in each HMA to at 
least 200 wild horses.Reasons: Fences prevent conflicts with other 
stakeholders. Thus, HMA boundaries need well-maintained fences 
and securely-closed gates. Alternative A is the honest, credible 
approach to the matter of fences. Because fences are here to stay, 
Lander would do well to acknowledge that fact and drop the 
pretense of fence removal that would, hypothetically, promote 
wild horse migration and genetic diversity. That's not going to 
happen, so best to deal straightforwardly with the situation. 

2021-3 

10202 10202-4 Lander's draft RMP makes only passing reference to the genetic 
health of the herds, stating that it "... can be estimated during 
inventory by observation of body condition (e.g. the presence of 
physical abnormalities) at various times of the year." (Vol 1, pdf-
page 440.) Because BLM currently conducts said inventories via 
aerial survey, it does not appear possible for Lander to gauge 
genetic status with this method. The accepted standard for such 
evaluation is by taking hair or blood samples from a representative 
portion of each herd and submitting those specimens for DNA 
testing by an equine genetics expert. Thus, the draft RMP is 
deficient in addressing management of its wild horse herds for 
genetic viability -- as are current procedures. 

2036-2 

10202 10202-40 1. The Lander RMP should have a much shorter lifespan.Although 
not identified as an issue, it is suggested that the new RMP should 
have a shorter validity period -- four to five years, maximum. 
Global (as well as political) climate change demands greater 
flexibility on the part of BLM to respond quickly to rapidly-
developing conditions on the ground. An RMP needs to be up-to-
date and dynamic, because future actions and decisions will be 

2016-1 



Lander Proposed RMP and Final EIS B-209 

February 2013 Comment Analysis Report 
 Attachment B – Individual Comments 

Comment
Document 
Number 

Individual 
Comment 
Number 

Comment Text 

Summary 
Comment 
Response 
Number 

guided by it. Indeed, Wyoming's 2010 State Wildlife Action Plan 
(SWAP) said: "It is often difficult to keep Bureau of Land 
Management Resource Management Plans sufficiently updated 
and specific to meet the needs for effective mitigation and 
conservation planning." The SWAP said that "rapidly changing 
technologies and threats can also cause RMPs to quickly become 
outdated." 

10202 10202-41 Inspection of Section 5.4 -- Distribution List -- the organizations 
to which Lander sent copies of the draft RMP-EIS inviting their 
review and comment -- shows a conspicuous absence of any wild 
horse advocacy groups. This omission surely contributed to the 
RMP's continuation of obsolete policies and practices for 
managing wild horses. Had mustang advocates been invited to 
participate in the planning from the start, reforms and 
improvements to the program could have resulted in a fresh 
management style. However, the only horse-related organization 
contacted was the Back Country Horsemen of America, a national 
non-profit organization whose Wyoming chapters " ... work with 
public agencies ... to assist ... in making decisions for the good of 
recreational stock users" and their " ... historic right to use back 
country trails and forage areas." The group appears to advocate 
trail riding on public lands. This glaring deficiency in the RMP 
planning process -- not reaching out to wild horse advocacy 
organizations -- needs to be remedied. 

2016-1 

10202 10202-42 Lander needs to count the number of comments "voting" for or 
against the particular management actions at issue. Consolidating 
thousands of comments into one "form letter" and weighting them 
as a single submission results in distortion -- a false picture of the 
magnitude of support for or opposition to particular management 
actions. Collapsing the vote thwarts the intent of public 
participation in the RMP planning process. BLM is supposed to be 
building consensus. Disregarding feedback leads to decisions that 
are not supported by the majority of stakeholders. It is not BLM's 
place to disqualify otherwise valid comments based on what 
Agency staff deem an inconvenient format. As public servants, 
BLM personnel need to show due respect for constituents. All 
comments must be honored -- considered fully and individually, 
with the results published. 

2016-1 

10202 10202-43 Lander needs to implement coordinated resource management 
(CRM) with regard to its wild horse stakeholders. Doing so will 
admittedly be challenging because mustang advocates come from 
across the country. Happily, with modern communication 
technologies, previous barriers to such partnerships have fallen. 
BLM needs to cooperate, consult, and coordinate with mustang 
advocates, just as the Agency does with its grazing permittees. 
The CRM approach will result in consensus-based decisions and 
the development of best management practices concerning wild 
horses. 

2016-1 

10202 10202-5 Lander's draft RMP needs to fully address how the herds' genetic 
health will be maintained, managed, and monitored. Such methods 

2036-2 
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involve Best Management Practices, which Lander needs to 
develop with regard to its wild horse herds. 

10202 10202-6 The concept of "appropriate management level" -- formerly 
referred to as the "AML" -- has outlived its usefulness and needs 
to be reformed and renamed. To begin with, BLM now uses the 
acronym "AML" to stand for "abandoned mine lands." That is 
how it is used in the Lander draft RMP and other plans reviewed 
recently. So, a replacement name and acronym are called for. 
That's a good thing because the concept needed reform anyway. 
The low levels to which herds are being held are "appropriate" 
only in the sense of being administratively convenient for BLM. 
The limits placed on herd size are unscientific. Even the upper 
bounds -- the high ends of the ranges -- are typically insufficient 
for wild horse herds to be genetically self-sustaining. To remedy 
both issues, it is proposed that herd sizes be determined per 
"proper population parameters" -- PPP or PÂ³ --"P-Three." 
Inspection of the RMP's glossary discloses that the PÂ³ acronym is 
available. Each PÂ³ would have a baseline -- a starting point -- of 
at least 200 horses. 

2036-2 

10202 10202-7 Therefore, HMA boundary fences would seem essential to ensure 
that wild horses stay, to the extent possible, within the confines of 
the HMAs to protect them from unfair deprival of freedom. Thus, 
HMA boundary fences are necessary and must be maintained. The 
indicated way to ensure genetic diversity and viability is to 
increase herd size. Thus, such a recommendation has been made 
for Record # 4110 (Vol. 1, pdf-page 176). 

2036-2 

10202 10202-8 In light of these considerations, the suggested recommended 
action proposed herein for Record # 4119 is to allow wind energy 
projects in the HMAs, contrary to Lander's "common to all 
Alternatives" approach of keeping them out of the HMAs. 
Selection of either Alternative A or Alternative C would tend to 
impede BLM's ability to conduct helicopter roundups but serve to 
encourage the Agency to transition to humane gather methods, 
such as bait-trapping. Turbines may thus be beneficial to the wild 
horses. So the true creatures of concern about possible risks should 
be birds and bats 

2036-2 

10204 10204-10 in your description of allotments not meeting standard you fail to 
document how many standards were failed and for what reason. 
This portrays a false picture to the public. An allotment that fails 
one standard is not the same as one failing many standards. A 
table should provide this correct information. 

2021-5 

10204 10204-11 As for the economic impacts of the loss of AUMs, the document 
fails to quantify the potential economic loss. If the loss is of 
suspended AUMs, it affects the value of the ranch as ranches are 
valued and sold by the number of animal units it can run. So the 
loss of 6 SUMs on a 6 month permit would devalue a rand by 
$1500-$2000. If the loss is active AUMs it affects the cash flow 
bottom line and the viability of the ranch. Also, it affects jobs, 
business revenues, and tax receipts. These effects have not been 
discussed or considered adequately in the document. 

2028-2 
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10204 10204-12 In section 4.6.5, pages 994-995, we would question your 
assumptions used to analyze consequences. On page 994, it states 
Alt D authorizes less AUMs. Does this mean cuts in existing 
active use, cancelation of AUMs, or reductions in grazing permits 
are automatic if Alt D is selected? 

2021-3 

10204 10204-13 As with any historic listing eligibility, we believe the BLM in its 
cumulative effects analysis must consider its actions in light of the 
likeliness to affect and likeliness to adversely affect requirements 
from SHPO. Although the BLM has no obligation or authority 
over private property or a possible listing on private property, it 
certainly must consider its actions in light of our eligibility 

2006-1 

10204 10204-14 Also the adverse affects description associated with the NHTs are 
confusing and appear to be misguided. Grazing should continue 
along the trail, it does not impair the setting. Necessary range 
improvements can be located within the trail buffer by using CSU 
and topography to prevent impairment to setting and condition. 
This should be clarified in the document. 

2021-3 

10204 10204-2 By your own admission on Page 433, only 73 of the 323 
allotments have been assessed. What data and documentation 
leads you to present a picture to the public of an industry causing 
resource harm and conflict in need of intensive management and 
massive range improvements which would harm other uses? 

2021-1 

10204 10204-3 Although Alt D provides the next best scenario for grazing, 
everything appears to be required to be linked to a Comprehensive 
Grazing Strategy (CGS). The document fails to adequately 
describe how this would work, on what scale this would be don, or 
the details and criteria of the development of such a strategy. Even 
the definition in the glossary is confusing and inadequate for 
understanding this concept 

2021-2 

10204 10204-4 On page 221, the table on the loss of AUMs is confusing. What 
does low, moderate, high potential to limit mean? Can projects be 
done and under what criteria? It is our understanding that range 
improvement projects are currently done after a NEPA analysis 
which takes into consideration effects on other uses, so what are 
the additional standards and criteria that would make projects 
harder to site? 

2021-1 

10204 10204-5 Terminology such as preference, permitted AUMs, active AUMs, 
and suspended AUMS should be defined 

2007-1 

10204 10204-6 On page 1460 table K2, there needs to be some rationale presented 
upon which proposed changes were based. Here again, we ask 
what criteria were used and which ones influenced these 
proposals. Was there some type of consultation with permittees on 
these allotments before making these recommendations? Was 
there involvement with the Wyoming Department of Agriculture 
or cooperating agencies? 

2021-3 

10204 10204-7 On page 995, the third bullet point states range improvement 
projects are undertaken to meet other resource needs. This is either 
an erroneous statement or an effort to subvert rangeland health 
remediation. You should undertake projects to meet or improve on 

2021-5 
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rangeland health, not meet other values such as Trails?. We would 
challenge the validity of your assumption that the demand for 
public rangeland will remain static. 

10204 10204-8 On page 1014, you have a redundant set of paragraphs in 
section4.6.5.3.5.1. Also, you have a reference to CGS that should 
be clarified 

2007-1 

10204 10204-9 On pages 1448-1460, table K1 is confusing. It should be redone to 
reflect the actual size of the allotments and have a breakdown of 
federal, state, and private lands. This will give the public a correct 
understanding of the federal percentages within these allotments. I 
believe this was done in the 1987 plan 

2021-3 

10205 10205-1 the Draft RMP and DEIS, the DEQ has expressed significant 
concern that the Air Resource Management Plan outlines a 
strategy that has the potential to adversely impact air resources 
and lead to misinformed planning decisions within the Planning 
Area. I request that the BLM work with the DEQ to address DEQ's 
concerns prior to release ofthe Final RMP and EIS 

2001-2 

10205 10205-10 Alternative C to extend the Bison Basin corridor to the Lost Creek 
Spur corridor following Bison Basin Road as shown on Figure 2 
(Attachment B). However, because this new corridor is located 
entirely within sage grouse core area, I request that the BLM 
restrict the use ofthis corridor to buried utilities 

2025-2 

10205 10205-11 If BeefGap is closed, BLM needs to provide an additional corridor 
in Alternative C for that portion ofthe Frontier/Anadarko corridor 
that passes through Beef Gap. In the Final RMP and EIS, I request 
BLM modify Alternative C to include an additional corridor which 
deviates from the Frontier/Anadarko corridor beginning where the 
existing Anadarko 16-inch C02 line crosses Green Mountain Road 
(Section 9, T. 28 N., R. 91 W.) and continuing north along Green 
Mountain Road, across Highway 287 and then north along Agate 
Road to the existing PacifiCorp transmission line corridor in 
Section 27, T. 31 N., R. 90 W. (Figure 3, Attachment B). This 
corridor is delineated on the west side of Agate Flat Road to avoid 
potential conflicts with the Lankin Dome WSA. Because this 
corridor is located entirely in sage-grouse core area, I request that 
the BLM restrict use of this corridor to buried utilities 

2025-2 

10205 10205-12 Fremont County-maintained unpaved county roads should also 
meet the BLMs goal for land resources 3 and objectives 3.1 
outlined in Table 2.28. 6000 Lander Resources (LR) -Rights-of-
Way and Corridors (Volume 1, p. 129). I request that BLM 
modify Record # 60 18 as follows by striking "paved": "Locate 
linear ROWs such as fiber optic and low-voltage powerline 
corridors along currently established road systems (e.g .. interstate 
or state highways and ~county roads) . 

2007-1 

10205 10205-13 I request that BLM modify Record # 6020 for Alternative C as 
follows3: "Allow major utility corridors in the area in the 
following locations (Map 107). No limit will be placed on the 
width ofthese corridors as long as new linear facilities are 
constructed adjacent to existing linear facilities recognizing the 
need for adequate separation for operating system integrity, safety 

2007-1 
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(construction and operations), appropriate federal, state and local 
statutes, regulations and poliCies, and land use constraints. Where 
BLM determines that a linear facility should be moved away from 
an adjacent utility to avoid a resource conflict, the new linear 
facility will still be considered to be within the RMP corridor." 

10205 10205-14 Wyoming's core area strategy is based on two types of linear 
facilitiesÂ¬above-ground and buried utilities. The EO 2011 -5 
strategy for these two types of utilities is different and using a 
single strategy for analyzing these utilities, as was done in the 
Draft RMP and DEIS, results in an overly conservative and 
inappropriate application ofexclusion and avoidance criteria. This 
undifferentiated approach is inconsistent with EO 2011-5. EO 
2011-5 allows for construction and operation ofall buried utilities 
(e.g., pipelines) in core area and adjacent to leks so long as 
appropriate seasonal construction timing constraints are applied. 

2012-1 

10205 10205-15 My staff reviewed BLM's shape file named ROW 
_ALTERNATIVE_D_2010_0730 and revised the file to correctly 
reflect the EO. Table 1 (Attachment B) lists the polygons which 
should be removed from the shape file to make the avoidance and 
exclusion categorization based on sageÂ¬grouse habitat types 
consistent with the EO requirements for pipelines and other buried 
utilities. A comparison ofthe ROW avoidance and exclusion areas 
mapped by BLM for Alternative D in the Draft RMP and EIS 
(Map 104) and those which are consistent for the EO for pipelines 
and other buried utilities is provided on Figure 4 (Attachment B). 

2012-1 

10205 10205-16 SHPO recently completed a viewshed analysis of the historic trails 
in the Lander Field Office. A portion of the national historic trails 
overlap the CDNST in the western portion ofthe planning area. 
SHPO's viewshed analysis indicates that only a very small portion 
of the area within the ten mile wide Alternative D CDNST ERMA 
is visible from contributing segments ofthe national historic trail 
where it overlaps the CDNST. BLM may desire to consider 
conditional surface use for a limited distance (but not ten miles) 
beyond the 0.5 mile wide Alternative C ERMA. 

2004-1 

10205 10205-17 In the Draft RMP and DEIS the BLM proposes to establish the 
Beaver Rim MLP yet provides no justification as to why the 
resource values require additional site-specific resource 
protections other than those proposed in other areas within the 
Planning Area. I request that the BLM provide this rationale and 
support it with data prior to applying a generalized MLP approach 

2018-4 

10205 10205-18 The recent Draft RMP and DEIS for the Bighorn Basin addresses 
CO2sequestration. CO2 sequestration is not specifically addressed 
in the Draft RMP and OEIS for the Lander Field Office. I request 
that the BLM adopt a specific management action in the Final 
RMP and ElS for C02 sequestration that states: "Allow carbon 
dioxide sequestration and research." 

2001-1 

10205 10205-19 The BLM proposes to establish the Government DrawlUpper 
Sweetwater Sage-Grouse Reference and Education Area 
(Reference and Education Area) for the long-term protection of 
Greater Sage-Grouse habitat under Alternatives Band D. The 

2002-1 
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BLM has not adequately explained the need for this special 
designation and the additional protections proposed (e.g., NSO). 

10205 10205-2 The Draft RMP and DEIS fails to adequately classify shale 
development made possible by advances in horizontal drilling and 
hydraulic fracturing technologies that are unlocking commercial 
oil from tight sands. In particular, I believe that additional 
discussion ofproduction potential from the Mowry Shale, the Cody 
Shale, and the Waltman Shale should be addressed in the Final 
RMP and EIS. 

2018-3 

10205 10205-20 The Draft RMP and DEiS reference EO 2008-2 (Volume 1, p. 
370; Volume 3, p. 1352) and EO 2010-4 (Volume 2, p. 1208). 
This is inaccurate. Governor's EO 2008-2 was replaced by EO 
2010-4 and subsequently replaced by EO 2011-5, Greater Sage-
Grouse Core Area Protection, which I signed on June 2, 2011. To 
the extent necessary these references and associated language 
should be corrected to reflect the most up-to-date information. 
Further, the definition ofCore Area (Volume 3, p. 1320) should be 
updated and include reference to EO 2011-5. 

2012-1 

10205 10205-21 Within the Planning Area, the BLM currently manages a 
significant number ofacres (55,338) as wilderness study areas and 
the BLM has not justified the need to manage additional areas for 
such restrictive use. 

2037-1 

10205 10205-22 Recent magnetotelluric data from EarthScope shows a potential 
new site in northwest Wyoming, outside of Yellowstone National 
Park, for geothermal energy production. This potential new site is 
in the Dubois area -from and including 108 degrees west to the 
end of B LM subsurface jurisdiction (west), and from T43N 
through T41N. Although additional site-specific magnetotelluric 
data, gravity, seismic, and economic studies are needed to provide 
a more detailed analysis of this geothermal region, this data 
counters the BLM assertion that the potential for geothermal 
production is low, very low, or negligible. In addition to my 
interest in geothermal development, the Wyoming legislature is 
considering opportunities to further study ofgeothermal potential 
in Wyoming. I request that the BLM analyze this new 
magnetotelluric data, reconsider its assumptions, and where 
appropriate provide opportunities for geothermal development. 

2017-1 

10205 10205-23 [Refer to PDF of this comment document for additional supporting 
material, including attachments and references, provided by this 
commenter] 

2007-1 

10205 10205-3 because the RFD is often interpreted by the public as an analysis 
limit or an RMP amendment threshold, I request that the BLM 
clarify the fifth bullet in Section 4.2.4.2 (Volume 2, p. 637) by 
adding the language shown below in red: The number of wells the 
RFD projected for oil and gas does not limit or cap the number of 
wells that can be drilled in the planning area, or the amount 
ofsurface disturbance associated with oil and gas development. 
Exceeding the number of wells in the RFD or the surface 
disturbance associated with the RFD does not require an RMP 
amendment. This clarification reaffirms that the RFD is intended 

2007-1 
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for analysis purposes only, to compare the management 
prescriptions ofeach alternative 

10205 10205-4 RMP decisions that limit capacity (e.g., corridors) for delivering 
CO2 to EOR targets outside the planning area (e.g., the Bighorn or 
Powder River Basins) or restrict the construction of new pipelines 
to transport oil from EOR fields will significantly constrain EOR 
in the state. The BLM needs to take a hard look beyond the 
boundaries ofthe Planning Area to determine what future regional 
activities need to be accommodated by Lander RMP planning 
decisions -especially decisions relating to corridors. This hard look 
needs to include conformance with decisions made by BLM in 
adjacent field office RMPs regarding the continuation ofcorridors. 

2018-3 

10205 10205-5 Not only do Alternatives A, Band 0 not meet the objective of 
providing continuation of corridors designated in adjacent field 
office RMPs, Alternatives Band D actually preclude or 
significantly restrict the continuation of these designated corridors 
in the Lander Field Office. The existing right-of-way for the 
Exxon/Frontier Natural Gas Pipeline, Mustang-Spence Power 
Line, and Lost Creek Pipeline, which are designated in the 
Rawlins RMP as corridors, are mapped as right-of-way exclusion 
areas under Alternative B in the Lander RMP and as right-
ofÂ¬way avoidance areas under Alternative D. The question that 
needs to be answered in the Final RMP and EIS is how can a 
parcel of federal land be mapped as a designated corridor in one 
field office RMP, but as soon as the existing corridor crosses a 
field office boundary be mapped as an avoidance or exclusion 
area? 

2025-2 

10205 10205-6 Table 2.28, Record # 6028 of the Draft RMP and DEIS states that 
Alternative D corridors meet corridors in the Casper Field Office 
and Rawlins Field Office. As noted, this is not the case. It appears 
that the statement provided for Alternative D actually applies to 
Alternative C 

2007-1 

10205 10205-7 If new, large voltage transmission is proposed within 0.5Â¬mile 
ofexisting 115 kV or larger transmission or follow a designated 
corridor identified in the EO 2011-52, the new project would be 
consistent with the EO so long as timing stipulations are applied to 
protect strutting and nesting birds. However, new transmission 
located further than 0.5-mile ofexisting 115 kV or larger 
transmission lines would be inconsistent with EO 2011-5 unless 
the applicant could demonstrate to state agencies that there would 
be no adverse affect to sage-grouse populations. The RMP does 
not recognize this distinction. 

2012-1 

10205 10205-8 Alternative C designates a corridor following the existing 
PacifiCorp 230 kV transmission line in the western portion ofthe 
Planning Area. Discussions with the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO) suggest that construction of additional utilities in 
this corridor could result in significant adverse affects to the 
setting ofthe South Pass Historic District. Because of the potential 
impact, I request BLM remove that portion ofthe PacifiCorp 
Transmission Corridor located in T. 29 N., R. 100 and 101 W. 

2025-2 
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from Alternative C. 
10205 10205-9 Alternative C Bison Basin Corridor No explanation is provided in 

the Draft RMP and DEIS for the Bison Basin Corridor not 
connecting to the Lost Creek Spur Corridor. I request that the 
Final RMP and EIS modify 

2025-2 

10206 10206-2 In Section 7000 "Special Designations (SD) -Congressionally 
Designated Trails" Records 7003Â and 7006, Alternative D 
appears to propose a new management allocation. The trails 
outside theÂ  South Pass Historical landscape ACEC would be 
managed as a "Heritage Tourism andÂ  Recreation Corridor." 
Please provide a definition of this designation and any 
additionalÂ information on BLM's management requirements for 
this type of designated corridor. We are unclear as to the 
difference between the ACEC designations and those properties 
designated as NICS landscapes. Could you please provide us with 
additional information on the differences between these 
designations? 

2002-1 

10208 10208-1 We do not feel that the socioeconomic impacts of recreation are 
adequately addressed in this plan. Specifically, the IMPLAN 
system does not accurately capture the economic impact of NOLS, 
one of the largest outfitters in the United States.In Fremont County 
in 2010, NOLS paid $7,200,000 in annual payroll for 125 full time 
and 50 seasonal staff, and 300 seasonal field instructors. The 
school spent $350,000 on food in the state of Wyoming 2010, 
53,000 on fuel for vehicles in Wyoming and 50,000 on vehicle 
maintenance. Further, NOLS paid $110,000 to Wyoming outfitters 
in 2010, spreading the economic benefits provided by the school 
to the extended community.One way that IMPLAN tracks 
economic impact is through counting hotel stays. However, the 
1,200 students (and, thus, at least 2,400 hotel stays) that come 
through Lander annually on NOLS courses are not accounted for 
in this data because they stay in the Noble Hotel, the NOLS 
dormitory. 

2028-2 

10209 10209-1 We request a table be included in the Final RMP stating the 
preference level of federal AUMs that were adjudicated to the 
private lands serving as base property for grazing permits. There 
should also be documentation of the amount of suspended AUM’s 
that may become available in the future. AUM’s in each category 
(preference level, suspended use, if any, and the active use level 
for all allotments) need to be included in the final RMP. 

2021-1 

10209 10209-2 It is not within your authority to decide that ranching is a declining 
industry “especially not when the management actions taken by 
your agency can make that a pre-determined outcome. Deciding 
people who move here or buy ranches here will not have so much 
use for grazing land is also not under your authority or even 
necessarily insightful “how do you get to this conclusion? (page 
995; Chapter 4). 

2007-1 

10211 10211-1 One of our allotments, Granite Mountain #1636, has not had an 
Allotment Management Plan in place. The permittees held up their 
end of the agreement from 1993, however, the BLM has not done 
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their part, so as a result, we feel the 1993 agreement is voided and 
are awaiting a new plan. It is impossible to comment properly on 
this RMP without completion of the AMP. 

10211 10211-2 Comments on page 4 about ˜emerging concerns and aging 
population’ in the ag community are not only false, but degrading 
and should be stricken from this document. The Farm Bureau 
Young Farmer/Rancher Program and many other programs 
through Farm Service and Farm Credit Agencies have provided 
assistance to an increasing number of young people starting out in 
the livestock industry. We ourselves are both under 40 raising 
children that choose to adhere to this lifestyle and we are 
surrounded by neighbors that are younger and many others far 
from retirement. 

2007-1 

10211 10211-3 On page 23, the idea that closing certain allotments to ˜resolve 
conflicts suggests that all conflicts can be resolved by this action 
and is grossly misguided. There are no studies to prove that doing 
so would resolve any conflict. 

2021-1 

10211 10211-4 It is not acceptable to state that 70,000 acres are non-negotiable, 
plus now another 13,000, with no explanation. You choose to 
analyze allotments based on a short-term riparian area study, yet 
lump 83,000 acres into ˜resource conflict? The problems in these 
areas must be specifically identified. The term ˜resource conflict is 
inadequate and does not identify actual conflicts, or which 
resource, but seems to be the ˜go to term for removal of livestock 
grazing. Considered ˜problem areas should be mapped so this 
agency, permittees, and any interested public can work to improve 
them 

2007-1 

10211 10211-5 There are many terms in this document that seem to be blanket 
terms with hazy definitions. ˜Resource conflict is one; ˜resource 
concerns(which allows the majority of allotments to fall in the ˜I 
category); also ˜disruptive activity (which seems only to apply to 
livestock grazing, not to wild horse grazing, hiking, rock climbing, 
four wheeling, hunting, or any other ˜recreational activity); ˜best 
management practices, and ˜viewshed. 

2007-1 

10211 10211-6 Sage grouse should not be included in an ACEC. An ACEC 
definition states that it is to be used if threatened with ˜irreparable 
harm’. Nowhere in this document or in any research does it show 
the potential for ˜irreparable harm’. 

2002-1 

10211 10211-6 Sage grouse should not be included in an ACEC. An ACEC 
definition states that it is to be used if threatened with ˜irreparable 
harm. Nowhere in this document or in any research does it show 
the potential for ˜irreparable harm. 

2002-1 

10211 10211-7 According to Table K-1, pg 1448- Suspended AUM’s are not 
included in the total AUM study. All cattle, horse and sheep 
permits should be included, as they were in the previous RMP. 
Our allotment is already at 53% of its original capacity, and it is 
not acceptable to use 47% as a starting point for further reduction. 

2021-1 

10211 10211-8 Table K-2, pg 1463-The #1636 - ˜I’ designation in this allotment, 
or in any allotment for that matter, should be specific to each area 
of concern. An arbitrary term in such a large area needs to be 
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backed up by unbiased scientific data to ensure this term is not 
abused. An entire allotment should not be failed in any standard 
based on one small short-term study area. 

10213 10213-1 Our primary management concern pertains to the Designated 
Development Areas (DDA), which overlaps the Ninemile Draw 
IBA. We request that the DDA’s boundary be reconfigured to 
avoid this important IBA. 

2018-1 

10213 10213-10 We are concerned that soil-disturbing activities are allowed in 
areas with low reclamation potential (LRP), on a project-by-
project basis, in Alternative D. We request more information as to 
the distribution of these LRP areas. Their location in relation to 
critical wildlife habitat (especially sage-grouse) and the 
extensiveness of these areas will influence whether the more 
conservative Alternative B approach is more appropriate. 
However, recognition must be made by the BLM that reclaiming 
or recovering sagebrush habitats is extremely challenging. 

2029-2 

10213 10213-11 While we support the distance listed for Bald Eagles and 
Ferruginous Hawks, we recommend changes to the remaining 
listing. Raptor migration counts and Christmas Bird Counts have 
indicated a decline in Golden Eagle populations in western North 
America since the 1980s, especially in recent decades (Farmer et 
al. 2007). Golden Eagle populations are being closely examined 
by USFWS not only because their populations are unknown but 
also because of their sensitivity to disturbance. Especially in light 
of USFWS currently authorizing take permits only under no net 
loss requirements, surface-disturbing activities should be 
prohibited within 1 mile of Golden Eagle nests. This 1 mile 
distance should also be applied to active raptor nests. Furthermore, 
we recommend not limiting stipulations to active nests because 
inactive nest still identify areas containing quality combinations of 
nesting and foraging habitats that should be protected for use by 
future nesting raptors. 

2039-1 

10213 10213-13 [Refer to PDF of this comment document for additional supporting 
material, including attachments and references, provided by this 
commenter] 

2007-1 

10213 10213-2 While we acknowledge that much of the area closed to oil and gas 
leasing in Alternative B has low to no potential for oil and gas and 
that the provisions provided for in Alternative B are generally 
more protective for grouse than those outlined in Alternative D, 
we recognize that the Core strategy provides for permitting some 
development in less critical habitat. However, any such 
development and permitting must be conditioned on imposing 
adequate mandatory protective stipulations designed to ensure that 
the populations will survive and be minimally impacted (see 
discussion on Â¼ mile buffer in Alternative D). These stipulations 
and other measures must be informed by the new Technical Team 
Report and ongoing range-wide planning processes. 

2012-1 

10213 10213-3 A 2009 WGFD report examined sage-grouse mortalities near 
Farson and found that sage-grouse fence diverters reduced sage-
grouse fatalities by 61 percent. (Christiansen 2009). Record 
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#4083, applicable to all alternatives, states that BLM will increase 
the visibility of existing fences to reduce hazards to flying Greater 
sage-grouse. DRMP/DEIS at 104. BLM should specifically 
require that priority stretches of existing fences, especially those in 
proximity to leks, will be identified for use of sage-grouse fence 
diverters/markers to prevent collisions. If new rangeland fences 
are deemed absolutely necessary after public comment and other-
agency consultation regarding wildlife concerns, sage-grouse 
fence diverters/markers should be required to reduce collisions 
and grouse mortality. 

10213 10213-4 In a July 2009 letter to WGFD officials, USFWS stated that wind 
energy development in Wyoming’s core sage grouse habitat areas, 
even for research purposes, would negate the usefulness of the 
core area concept and would bring into question whether adequate 
regulatory mechanisms are in place in the state to protect the 
species. Therefore, Record #4060 needs to be corrected. 
DRMP/DEIS at 100. All alternatives should follow the USFWS 
wind development recommendation to avoid core areas. 

2012-3 

10213 10213-5 We recommend deterrent devices on H-frame structures because 
recent research indicates they are effective tools in reducing perch 
use of such structures (Lammers and Collopy 2007, Slater and 
Smith 2010). 

2012-3 

10213 10213-6 The westernmost DDA overlaps the important Ninemile Important 
Bird Area, designated an IBA specifically because of the 
significant concentration of sage-grouse breeding and nesting 
sites. A large number of sage-grouse from central Wyoming have 
been documented migrating to this IBA in mid-October. Intensive 
development, as is the purpose of these areas, will damage habitat 
and cause dramatic declines in sage-grouse. The importance of 
this area to such a high profile species warrants review of this 
DDA. BLM should either dramatically reduce the size or 
completely eliminate this DDA. 

2012-3 

10213 10213-7 However, we respectfully request clarification. Alternative B 
extends seasonal protections for big game crucial winter range, elk 
winter range, and raptor nesting, and seasonal protections (timing 
limitations) for special status species (Greater sage-grouse and 
mountain plover) to the O&M activities for developed projects if 
the activities would be detrimental to wildlife. DRMP/DEIS at 
818. This includes activities like hydraulic fracturing, other oil and 
gas operations resulting in vehicular access and associated wildlife 
disturbances, powerline reconstruction, range improvement and 
road maintenance. As recognized by the DEIS, these activities can 
stress and disturb wildlife during the sensitive winter and nesting 
periods due to the time it takes to complete the work, the level of 
noise generated, and the presence of people and equipment. It is 
expected that project O&M activities would result in both short-
term adverse impacts related to animal displacement and long-
term adverse impacts if the level of activity results in area 
avoidance or loss of nests or young. DRMP/DEIS at 818. If 
Record #4096 for Alternative D, as discussed above, does not 
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currently apply to all the species listed here and for all the 
example activities, we request that the record be amended to 
include them to further the conservation benefits. 

10213 10213-8 The DEIS notes that grouse populations in areas of extensive 
energy development, including fields near Lysite, Moneta, and 
below Beaver Rim in the Wind River Basin, have not seen the 
same degrees of growth as other parts of the Lander field office. 
DRMP/DEIS at 370. Furthermore, the DEIS recognizes that the 
0.25 protective buffer does not provide adequate protection for 
nesting Greater sage-grouse. DRMP/DEIS at 370. Therefore, we 
were shocked to learn that this Alternative continues to propose 
the use of a 0.25 mile no surface occupancy buffer around Greater 
sage-grouse leks in non-core areas. While we recognize that the 
goal in non-core areas is to sustain lek persistence over the long 
term, with sufficient proportions of sage-grouse populations to 
maintain connectivity and movements, the 0.25 mile buffer is an 
inadequate protective measure to maintain lek activity (Holloran 
2005, Walker et al. 2007). 

2012-3 

10213 10213-9 Record #4096, for Alternative D, prohibits disruptive activities 
between 6 p.m. and 8 a.m. from March 1 to May 15. It is our 
understanding that the purpose is to protect nesting females and 
early brood rearing, both of which are critical periods for sage-
grouse. However, most hens are still sitting on nests on May 15, 
which is the last day of recommended protections from disruptive 
activities. In fact, peak hatch generally occurs in early June and is 
followed by early brood rearing, which also occurs near nesting 
habitat. Therefore, seasonal protections should be extended until 
July 15 to be meaningful and maintain healthy future populations. 

2012-3 

10215 10215-1 WGFD would like to pursue BLM's interest in developing a realty 
agreement between the OSLI and Bureau of Land Management to 
conduct a land trade in which the BLM-Lander Field Office would 
acquire parcels of State Lands along the Lander Foothills in the 
vicinity of the Red Canyon and Lander Slope ACECs, in exchange 
for BLM lands elsewhere in Wyoming that would have few, if any 
wildlife, cullural, or other restrictions that would limit OSLI from 
generating revenues for their benefactors. 

2015-1 

10217 10217-1 Dear BlM,Attached is a proposal to exchange lands. Generally, the 
HLP lands are described as privateparcels located within the 
Honeycomb Buttes WSA, and the BLM lands are described as 
being adjacent to existing HLP lands ;n the South Pass area.Dated: 
19 January 2012Sincerely,Rob Hellyerlands to be 
exchanged:HLP:BLM:SWNW Sec33 27N lOOWNESW Sec28 
27N 99WNl/2NE Sec19 28N 99wNENW Sec19 28N 99wSl/2NE 
Sec24 28N lOOWNWSW Sec24 28N lOOWSESE Sec24 28N 
lOOWSWNW Sec2S 28N lOOWNENW Sec2S 28N lOOWSWSE 
Sec24 28N lOOW 

2015-1 

10218 10218-1 I would like to know what the BLM is basing their assumption 
that decreasing livestock AUM's would help to meet the healthy 
rangeland standards without the scientific data to back the AUM 
reduction. Any reduction in AUM"s would be economically 
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devastating to the local community 
10218 10218-2 My first comment is to the size and complexity ofthis document 

This document is too voluminous and too hard to understand for 
most of the general public, making commenting on such a 
document restrictive to many permittees affected and other public. 
The goal of this agency should be to reduce paperwork and 
simplify the process of developing an RMP. 

2016-1 

10220 10220-1 I would like to go on record as stating that the BLM and 
government notices that ask the public to comment should be 
longer than a 30 day period, 40 to 50 days would at least give us 
the time to respond and gather the required information 

2009-1 

10220 10220-2 Why must horses be zeroed out ofHMAs in favor of livestock 
turned on to these ranges?Â Livestock out number horses on all 
HMAs. How much study has been done to determine the range 
effects of horses versus cattle and by whom? Were there 
independent stud ies or studies done by BLM officials 

2036-1 

10220 10220-3 Recalculate the AML for each HMA, based on science and 
accurate base-line data for each herd. 

2036-2 

10220 10220-4 No gathers should be conducted in extreme weather conditions 
and certainly not during the foaling season from March through 
September for the safety of pregnant mares and new born foals. 

2036-2 

10221 10221-1 The draft appears to make a logical leap from consideration of a 
bulk "no grazing" alternative or full reduction of grazing to a level 
of 131,449 AUMs without consideration of a programmatic (rather 
than allotment-basis) approach to targeted closures. Targeted 
closures (not dissimilar to the approach for limited transportation 
management closures in priority areas of other use) could be of 
great benefit to other land and resource uses. 

2021-3 

10222 10222-1 In the interest of sustained domestic energy production and the 
reliance upon direct and indirect revenue from these activities by 
local communities, the State of Wyoming, as well as the Federal 
Treasury, a major consideration within the BLM’s planning 
process must be how to contend with this declining production of 
oil and gas resources by providing for new exploration prospects, 
notably shale resources occurring in the planning area, with 
unbiased and balanced constraints as well as broad opportunities 
for Enhanced Oil Recovery (EOR) which could result in an 
additional 3.5 billion barrels of oil being produced. 

2018-3 

10222 10222-10 Under Alternatives B and D, the BLM would make over 100,000 
acres unavailable to oil and gas leasing for a period of two years or 
more, yet BLM appears to have ignored the explicit requirements 
of FLPMA. If BLM moves forward with its intent to close large 
areas to future oil and gas development, BLM is required to notify 
Congress of its intent before the Lander RMP is finalized and a 
record of decision published. We have found no evidence that the 
Department has complied with the above requirements. 

2016-1 

10222 10222-11 While we strongly support BLM’s commitment to recognizing 
valid existing rights, we are concerned that the DEIS fails to 
disclose what actually constitutes valid existing rights. It should be 
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noted in the FEIS that once the BLM has issued a federal oil and 
gas lease without NSO stipulations, and in the absence of a 
nondiscretionary statutory prohibition against development, the 
BLM cannot unilaterally deny development on existing 
leaseholds. 

10222 10222-12 We recommend that BLM clearly state in the FEIS that the new 
restrictions proposed in the Preferred Alternative will not apply to 
lands already under oil and gas lease. Moreover, it must be made 
clear that BLM has no authority to impose these new restrictions 
through Conditions of Approval (COA) on applications for permit 
to drill (APD) if they would abrogate the valid existing lease 
rights. 

2016-1 

10222 10222-13 Therefore, in accordance with 43 CFR 3101 and federal case law, 
we recommend that BLM clearly disclose its limited authority to 
add conditions of approval to a drilling permit, i.e., conditions 
must remain consistent with the terms of the issued lease 

2016-1 

10222 10222-14 The DEIS ignores long-standing BLM policy which directs that 
"the least restrictive stipulation that effectively accomplished the 
resource objectives or uses for a given alternative should be used." 
Additionally, Section 363 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 also 
requires federal land management agencies to ensure that lease 
stipulations are applied consistently and to ensure that the least 
restrictive stipulations are utilized to protect many of the resource 
values to be addressed. 

2016-1 

10222 10222-15 As such, it is necessary for BLM to demonstrate that less 
restrictive measures were considered but found insufficient to 
protect the resources identified. A statement that there are 
conflicting resource values or uses does not justify the application 
of restrictions. Discussion of the specific requirements of a 
resource to be safeguarded, along with a discussion of the 
perceived conflicts between it and oil and gas activities must be 
provided. Clearly, an examination of less restrictive measures 
must be a fundamental element of a balanced analysis and 
documented accordingly in the FEIS. 

2016-1 

10222 10222-16 Several comments submitted by PLA and PAW were omitted from 
the list of issues BLM chose to include in the planning process. 
Specifically, the issues we raised included the following: ¢How 
will socio-economic considerations and benefits from oil and gas 
activities be addressed in the DEIS ¢How will effects on 
opportunities to explore for, lease and develop oil and gas 
resources resulting from restrictive surface management decisions 
¢How will opportunities to explore for and develop oil and gas 
resources be affected by the management of other surface resource 
management decisions 

2016-1 

10222 10222-17 The Wind River Basin has shale resource potential in the Mowry 
Shale, the Cody Shale (Niobrara equivalent) and the Waltman 
Shale. There may also be potential in the far west part of the basin 
for shale resource in the Phosphoria. 

2019-1 

10222 10222-19 Initial test wells in the Mowry Shale for example have confirmed 
the presence of hydrocarbons. Additional exploration and 
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refinement of drilling and production techniques in the shale 
formations could potentially lead to large scale economic 
production opportunities now that the presence of the resource has 
been confirmed. 

10222 10222-2 While BLM may have met the requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) in terms of the range of 
alternatives, it has failed to meet its public disclosure requirements 
under NEPA. (See below) Moreover, the Preferred Alternative D 
is not consistent with BLM’s multiple-use mandate under the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) because it 
would unduly inhibit the development of energy resources within 
the planning area. As described, BLM would preclude leasing and 
development and their associated revenues to the State and 
counties which rely heavily upon resource production. In so doing, 
not only tax and royalty revenue will be foregone, but fewer jobs 
would be available 

2016-1 

10222 10222-20 A CO2 pipeline (and other necessary infrastructure for conducting 
CO2 flooding operations) has been developed in the Beaver Creek 
Field and CO2 flooding is being conducted in this Field. With the 
development of this pipeline, the use of CO2 flooding is expected 
to expand within the Plan Area over the next several years as some 
fields initiate tertiary recovery. Consequently, oil production in 
existing fields within the Plan Area is also anticipated to increase 
due to the efficiency of EOR. EOR is, and will be an important 
element of oil production in the Plan Area and should be properly 
accounted for in the Lander Draft RMP/EIS. Accordingly, we 
strongly recommend that BLM address the use of EOR/CO2 
injection techniques in the Lander Draft RMP/EIS. 

2018-3 

10222 10222-21 Specifically, BLM needs to plan for new and expanded pipelines 
and other infrastructure required to transfer adequate volumes of 
CO2 into/out of oil fields located within the Plan Area, as well as 
pipelines and infrastructure necessary to transfer increased 
volumes of produced oil since existing pipeline ROWs may be 
inadequate to support the transport of increased oil production out 
of the Plan Area. Additionally, existing pipelines are not designed 
to transport CO2. With this in mind, it is necessary for BLM to 
plan for the use of EOR/CO2 injection within the Lander Draft 
RMP/EIS. 

2018-3 

10222 10222-22 Therefore, as part of the State’s delegated authority, its emission 
standards are as good as or more stringent than federal standards. 
The State’s responsibility is realized through comprehensive 
regulations administered by the Wyoming Department of 
Environmental Quality (WYDEQ) and with oversight of the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). The State regulations 
which require the oil and gas industry to attain and/or maintain the 
air quality are accomplished through WDEQ/EPA oversight of oil 
and gas activities within the planning area. Consequently, we 
strongly object to the proposal contained in the DEIS/RMP 
whereby BLM is seeking to promulgate additional air standards 
that obviously duplicate existing state and federal laws through 
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additional agencies 
10222 10222-23 BLM has proposed additional controls and programs which are 

intended to further protect the air quality of the planning area. 
However, the DEIS failed to address the costs associated with 
each proposed program in the alternatives. Specifically, the FEIS 
must disclose the cost associated with each alternative to 
implement the plan and the extent of additional manpower 
required to manage the proposed additional standards, monitoring, 
stipulations, modeling, closures, construction, reclamation, etc. 

2001-1 

10222 10222-24 BLM has also failed to address the loss of good-paying jobs, 
federal state and local tax revenue and royalties from the various 
industries that will occur with each alternative. The significant 
socio-economic impact of additional restriction, regulation, 
oversight, and enforcement of an air quality program that is 
already addressed by other agencies was not considered in the 
RMP/EIS 

2028-2 

10222 10222-25 While the Draft RMP states that DDAs are established in areas of 
high mineral potential, the process for delineation of DDA 
boundaries (i.e. areas of high mineral potential) is not further 
specified. We recommend that BLM explain how it determined 
which areas have high mineral potential during this process. 

2018-1 

10222 10222-26 Additionally, we suggest BLM include a 2-mile buffer zone 
around areas currently experiencing mineral exploration and 
development to allow for the expansion of development in these 
areas without requiring a RMP amendment. Delineating DDA 
boundaries using a 2-mile buffer around the outer boundary of 
existing fields is more practical and consistent with BLM’s intent 
to manage these areas for intensive mineral exploration, 
development, and production rather than drawing boundaries at 
the edge of existing fields. 

2018-1 

10222 10222-27 Another advantage in utilizing a buffer zone around existing fields 
would be the inclusion of areas with high potential for further 
exploration and development, which would allow operators to 
maximize the development of valuable oil and gas resources 
within the Planning Area. Many large oil and gas fields in 
Wyoming tend to have smaller satellite deposits of oil and gas 
near these larger fields. Establishing a 2-mile buffer area around 
the outer boundary of existing fields would allow more efficient 
development of these satellite deposits. The 2-mile buffer will also 
allow efficient development of additional infrastructure associated 
with the larger developed fields included within the DDA 
boundaries. 

2018-1 

10222 10222-28 Delineate OGMAs and manage these areas primarily for oil and 
gas exploration and development. Since the Lander (Lander 
RMP), Worland (Big Horn Basin RMP), and Cody field office 
(Big Horn Basin RMP) boundaries are adjacent to each other and 
within the same district (Wind River/Bighorn Basin District), it 
makes sense to use consistent terminology in both RMPs. To 
improve consistency and reduce confusion, we recommend BLM 
use the same terminology (DDAs or OGMAs) to identify these 

2018-3 
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areas in each RMP 
10222 10222-29 In addition to establishing DDAs in areas currently experiencing 

intensive mineral exploration, development, and production, 
DDAs should have the ability to expand in the future as existing 
fields expand and new fields are developed. As currently written, 
Alternative D allows BLM to expand or designate new DDAs if 
certain standards and requirements are satisfied. While we support 
this premise, as proposed it would appear that the only option for 
expanding or designating DDAs may only be completed through 
the time consuming and often cumbersome RMP amendment 
process. Future expansion of DDAs to include expanded areas of 
oil and gas development within the Lander Resource Management 
Plan (RMP) Area is consistent with BLM’s intent to manage areas 
of high mineral potential primarily for exploration and 
development. As such, we encourage BLM to streamline the DDA 
expansion and designation process under Alternative D. We also 
recommend that BLM retain flexibility to administratively expand 
existing, or designated new DDAs upon a showing cause without 
conducting a RMP amendment. 

2018-1 

10222 10222-3 The DEIS has conspicuously failed to provide the scientific 
materials required to demonstrate that the agency has made 
informed decisions regarding the broad imposition of new, highly 
restrictive lease stipulations. Simply imposing new stipulations to 
presumably protect wildlife, cultural resources, visual and air 
quality values does not meet the NEPA mandate to provide the 
public and stakeholders with the analysis upon which such 
decisions are based. 

2016-1 

10222 10222-30 Appendix I of the RMP specifies that all site construction, drilling, 
completion, surface facility activities, pipeline/flow line, and plug 
and abandon stipulations and/or COAs will be applied within 
DDAs. We do not expect or suggest that such operations located 
within DDAs should be approved completely free of all 
stipulations, such as stipulations required under separate federal 
laws. However, the application of discretionary stipulations on 
these operations within DDAs may compromise the valid existing 
lease rights held by operators. Further, the application of all 
standard Wyoming stipulations on these operations would likely 
curtail mineral production (in some cases significantly) and limit 
potential production of these areas. Consequently, we advocate 
that BLM limit the application of standard stipulations (e.g. CSU 
and TLS) within DDAs to only those absolutely necessary such 
that maximum mineral production potential may be achieved in 
these areas, as intended by BLM. 

2018-1 

10222 10222-31 EO 2011-5 further states that [i]t is assumed that activities existing 
in Core Population Areas prior to August 1, 2008 will not be 
managed under Core Population Area stipulations. Examples of 
existing activities include oil and gas, mining, agriculture¦and 
other uses that were in place prior to the development of the Core 
Population Areas. Provided these activities are within a defined 
project boundary (such as a recognized federal oil and gas unit, 
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drilling and spacing unit, etc.), they should be allowed to continue 
within the existing boundary, even if the use exceeds 
recommended stipulations recognizing that all applicable federal 
actions shall continue (EO 2011-5, pg. 2, Item 2). Consequently, it 
would be appropriate for existing fields within the Lander RMP 
Area (including those within Core Area boundaries) that were 
disturbed or approved for development prior to August 1, 2008, to 
be designated as DDAs because such designation would not 
conflict with EO 2011-5. Designating these existing fields as 
DDAs is consistent with BLM’s intent to emphasize intensive 
mineral exploration, development, and production in these areas of 
high mineral potential. 

10222 10222-32 We acknowledge that BLM has the responsibility to maintain an 
inventory of lands with wilderness characteristics (LWCs), and 
must inventory and study its roadless areas for wilderness 
characteristics under FLPMA. However, it is improper for LWCs 
to receive the same protection as a Wilderness Study Area (WSA). 
Consequently, BLM should not be imposing special management 
for LWCs that are located outside of designated WSAs, because 
the agency does not have the authority to provide non-WSA 
LWCs special protection at the expense of other valuable 
resources. 

2037-1 

10222 10222-33 Additionally, the 2011 Continuing Resolution passed by Congress 
April 14, 2011 (Department of Defense and Full-Year Continuing 
Appropriations Act of 2011) specifically prohibits the use of 
federal funds to implement DOI Secretarial Order 3310 (the Wild 
Lands policy) during this fiscal year. Consequently, BLM staff 
may not take action to re-inventory public lands with potential 
wilderness characteristics, protect multiple use LWCs as wild 
lands, or otherwise implement the wild lands policy into RMPs. 
While this Congressional mandate will expire at the end of the 
fiscal year, it is currently in effect. In a memo to BLM Director 
Bob Abbey dated June 1, 2011, Secretary Salazar confirmed that, 
pursuant to the 2011 Continuing Resolution BLM will not 
designate any lands as wild lands, (i.e. LWCs outside of 
Wilderness Areas and WSA’s) and outlined how DOI will work in 
collaboration with members of Congress, states, tribes and local 
communities to identify public lands that may be appropriate 
candidates for congressional protection under the Wilderness Act. 

2037-1 

10222 10222-34 While BLM may work with Congress to identify public lands for 
permanent protection under the Wilderness Act, the authority to 
designate Wilderness Areas and protect LWCs under the 
Wilderness Act remains exclusively with Congress. As such, 
BLMs designation and special management of non-WSA LWCs in 
the Lander Draft RMP/EIS (i.e. the Little Red Creek Complex) as 
identified in Record #’s 1048-1051 in Table 2.12, is in direct 
conflict with a Congressional mandate and DOI policy, and is well 
beyond the reach of BLM authority. 

2037-1 

10222 10222-35 Furthermore, at the direction of Secretary Salazar, BLM asked 
state and local officials across the West to recommend areas that 
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deserve wilderness protection earlier this year. Wyoming’s 
Congressional delegation, along with 14 other U.S. 
Representatives, Wyoming Governor Mead, the Wyoming County 
Commissioners Association, and all 23 Wyoming County 
Commissioners opposed the designation of any additional 
Wilderness Areas in Wyoming as well as administratively created 
de facto Wilderness Areas. Consequently, Wyoming BLM did not 
identify or recommend any new areas in Wyoming for Wilderness 
protection to DOI. As a result, DOI’s Preliminary Report on BLM 
Lands Deserving Protection as National Conservation Areas, 
Wilderness or Other Conservation Designations (November, 
2011), did not identify any new areas in Wyoming. 

10222 10222-36 Finally, the conservation measures identified by the NTT in 
Attachment 1 of BLM IM No. 2012-044 exceed those provided in 
EO 2011-5, and are therefore more restrictive than necessary to 
effectively protect Sage-grouse. For example, the NTT suggests 
BLM exclude energy development and other large scale 
disturbances from priority habitats, and where valid existing rights 
exist, minimize those impacts by keeping disturbances to 1 per 
section with direct surface disturbance impacts held to 3% of the 
area or less. On the other hand, EO 2011-5 establishes a 5% 
disturbance cap for suitable Sage-grouse habitat (unsuitable 
habitat is not included in the disturbance calculation). By adopting 
EO 2011-5, the State of Wyoming, Wyoming Sage Grouse 
Implementation Team (SGIT), Wyoming Game and Fish 
Department (WGFD), USFWS, and BLM have all previously 
determined that the conservation measures in EO 2011-5 
adequately and successfully protect Sage-grouse. While BLM may 
consider the overly and needlessly restrictive conservation 
measures outlined by the NTT during the planning process as 
directed by the IM, they should not be included in the agencies 
preferred alternative or adopted in the RMP. Adoption of these 
conservation measures would be unnecessary and unjustified. 

2012-1 

10222 10222-38 While BLM asserts that the Core Area strategy is incorporated 
into management actions under Alternative D, a comparison of 
Sage-grouse stipulations under Alternative D to Sage-grouse 
stipulations under EO 2011-5 (Core Area strategy) indicates there 
are several discrepancies between Alternative D and EO 2011-5. 
While BLM is not bound by EO 2011-5 and has its own federal 
policies to comply with (e.g. State and National Sage-grouse IMs), 
for the reasons described above, we urge BLM to manage Sage-
grouse as consistently as possible with EO 2011-5. Consistent 
Sage-grouse management between the State and BLM will 
improve efficiency, effectiveness and certainty of such 
management. Additionally, development consistent with the 
stipulations set forth in EO 2011-5 has been deemed sufficient to 
demonstrate that the activity will not cause declines in Sage-
grouse populations (EO 2011-5, page. 3, #4). It should also be 
noted that BLMs representative on the Wyoming Sage Grouse 
Implementation Team (appointed by Wyoming Governor 
Freudenthal to develop Wyoming’s Sage-grouse management 
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strategy “EO 2011-5), stated publicly that BLM is committed to 
complying with EO 2011-5 to the greatest extent possible. As 
such, we recommend that BLM review and modify Sage-grouse 
stipulations provided for under Alternative D to improve 
consistency with EO 2011-5. The stipulation-by-stipulation 
analysis below highlights discrepancies that need to be addressed. 

10222 10222-39 The 0.6-mile radius stipulation is generally consistent except 
where BLM has extended the 0.6-mile NSO to undetermined leks 
in addition to occupied leks. BLM has failed to provide scientific 
justification for extending this major constraint on land use to 
undetermined leks. Under EO 2011-5, protecting leks determined 
to be occupied has been widely accepted as adequate and 
protection of undetermined leks is not necessary to protect Sage-
grouse populations. We recommend that BLM remove 
undetermined leks from this stipulation to achieve consistency 
with EO 2011-5 and eliminate the overly broad and unnecessary 
application of a stipulation that may significantly limit potential 
surface uses in these areas. 

2012-1 

10222 10222-4 BLM has failed to account for the increased potential for oil and 
gas exploration and development opportunities that have recently 
become available from shale formations as well as other 
previously available but unexplored geologic formations through 
the application of new technologies and techniques. In so doing, 
BLM has chosen to select the most restrictive of alternatives, 
which would limit future activity to currently producing areas. 
This management approach is unacceptable and ignores the 
agency’s multiple-use mandate required by the Federal Land and 
Policy Management Act (FLPMA), which provides that where 
there are competing resource uses in the same area, BLM is 
required to manage the resources to best meet multiple use and 
sustained yield 

2019-1 

10222 10222-40 Additionally, the 0.6-mile stipulation under Alternative D 
prohibits surface-disturbing activities in addition to surface 
occupancy. Since it is possible to have surface disturbing activities 
without actually occupying the surface (e.g. buried pipelines, 
buried power lines), this is a notable discrepancy between the 
Draft RMP and EO 2011-5 in that it will significantly restrict 
potential surface uses in these areas. EO 2011-5 prohibits surface 
occupancy, but does not prohibit surface disturbing activities. 
Rather, EO 2011-5 allows for authorization of other activities if 
protected resources are not adversely affected. Consequently, EO 
2011-5 provides much greater flexibility in the application of this 
stipulation and potential land use. We recommend that BLM 
remove surface-disturbing activities from this stipulation to 
achieve consistency with EO 2011-5 and increase flexibility in the 
application of this stipulation and potential land use in these areas 

2012-1 

10222 10222-41 Alternative D establishes an entirely new Sage-grouse stipulation 
that is not included in EO 2011-5. Record #4096 prohibits 
disruptive activities between 6 p.m. and 8 a.m. from March 1 to 
May 15 on or within 0.6-mile radius of the perimeter of occupied 
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or undetermined greater sage-grouse leks in Core Area (Map 65). 
Alternative D already prohibits surface-disturbing or surface 
occupancy on or within a 0.6-mile radius of the perimeter of 
occupied or undetermined greater sage-grouse leks in Core Area. 
This night-time stipulation is unjustified and unwarranted and 
must be eliminated from Record #4096 in its entirety. 

10222 10222-42 Under Alternative D, the prohibition on surface 
disturbing/disruptive activities in nesting/early brood-rearing 
habitat is 30-days longer than that under EO 2011-5 (it starts 15 
days sooner and ends 15 days later). While there may be some 
discrepancy in nesting/brood-rearing seasons due to elevation, 
geography, etc., the overall length of the season will be consistent 
regardless of location. For example, Sage-grouse in lower 
elevations tend to start mating approximately two weeks earlier 
than Sage-grouse at higher elevations; but; the overall length of 
the mating season remains the same. EO 2011-5 states that 
adjustments to the stipulations may be necessary based upon local 
conditions and limitations. We are not opposed to starting or 
ending this TLS on different dates than EO 2011-5 to account for 
geographic differences in Sage-grouse behavior. However, we 
oppose implementing a TLS for nesting/early-brood rearing 
habitat that is an entire month longer than deemed adequate under 
EO 2011-5. This discrepancy is not biologically justified. If the 
Wyoming Sage Grouse Implementation Team (SGIT) has 
determined that a 3 Â½ month TLS for nesting/early-brood 
rearing is adequate throughout Wyoming, it is also be adequate in 
the Lander RMP Area. We recommend that BLM revise this Sage-
grouse TLS so that the overall duration is consistent with EO 
2011-5, 3 Â½ months rather than 4 Â½ months. 

2012-1 

10222 10222-43 The major discrepancy between these stipulations is the difference 
between sagebrush habitat (Alternative D) and suitable sage-
grouse habitat (EO 2011-5). EO 2011-5 establishes a process for 
application of the density of disturbance stipulation (i.e. 5% 
surface disturbance per 640 acres) in that it is applied only to 
suitable sage-grouse habitat and acres of development; it is 
inappropriate to consider unsuitable habitat as part of disturbance 
acres. On the other hand, Alternative D appears to apply the 
density of disturbance stipulation (i.e. 5% surface disturbance per 
640 acres) to all sagebrush habitat within those 640 acres. As 
currently written, Alternative D would potentially include both 
suitable and unsuitable Sage-grouse habitat in the 5% disturbance 
calculation. This application is scientifically flawed because it will 
potentially result in the protection of sagebrush habitat that is 
unsuitable Sage-grouse habitat “not all sagebrush habitats are 
suitable Sage-grouse habitat. As a result, well locations will be 
unnecessarily restricted by the protection of unsuitable Sage-
grouse habitat which will not provide additional benefits to Sage-
grouse populations. We recommend that BLM modify this density 
of disturbance stipulation to be consistent with EO 2011-5 (i.e. 
change sagebrush habitat to suitable Sage-grouse habitat) 

2012-1 

10222 10222-44 EO 2011-5 establishes a maximum NSO standard (1/4 mile) and 2012-1 
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seasonal buffer (2-miles) for occupied leks that may be applied 
outside of Core Areas. It does not mandate the application of any 
such stipulations outside of Core Areas. Similar to the Core Area 
stipulations discussed above, EO 2011-5 does not provide for non-
Core Area stipulations that extend to undetermined leks (only 
occupied leks) or that prohibit surface-disturbing and/or disruptive 
activities (only no surface occupancy). EO 2011-5 does not 
establish a night time stipulation for leks within Core Areas, let 
alone for leks located outside of Core Area boundaries (see 
Record #4096 under Alternative D). Finally, EO 2011-5 provides 
that incentives to enable development outside Core Areas should 
be established, illustrating that development outside of Core Areas 
should be promoted to the greatest extent possible. Consequently, 
the non-Core Area stipulations under Alternative D (Record #s 
4094, 4095, and 4096) are much more restrictive than non-Core 
Area stipulations allowed under EO 2011-5. The non-Core Area 
stipulations provided for in EO 2011-5 have been deemed 
adequate to protect Sage-grouse by the SGIT and it is the State’s 
policy to promote development outside of Core Area boundaries. 
Consequently, the broad expansion of these stipulations would 
significantly restrict development outside of Core Areas under 
Alternative D which is unnecessary and unwarranted. As such, we 
recommend that BLM modify the non-Core Area stipulations 
under Alternative D to be consistent with EO 2011-5: eliminate 
surface disturbing and undetermined leks from Record #4094; 
eliminate undetermined leks from Record #4095; and eliminate 
Record #4096 in its entirety. 

10222 10222-46 Wyoming BLM needs to settle upon a consistent definition of 
what constitutes moderate and major constraints. As noted below, 
the definitions contained in the Big Horn Basin Draft RMP/EIS 
differ from those provided in the Lander Draft RMP/EIS. Big 
Horn Basin Draft RMP/EIS, Page 4-48, Moderate Constraints 
“Any stipulations or COA which may restrict the timing or 
placement of oil and gas development, but would not otherwise 
restrict the overall development; include all TLS, CSUs, areas 
where surface-disturbing activity is avoided, and VRM Class II 
areas. Big Horn Basin Draft RMP/EIS, Page 4-48, Major 
Constraints “Any stipulations or COA which may restrict the 
timing or placement of oil and gas developments and may result in 
an operator dropping the development proposal; Include NSOs, 
areas of overlapping TLS that last more than 6 months, areas 
closed to surface-disturbing activity, areas where surface-
disturbing activity is prohibited, and VRM Class I areas. 
Leaseholders have the right to explore, develop, and produce 
mineral resources from any valid, existing lease, even if the area 
containing the lease was proposed to be closed to future leasing. In 
the interest of consistency throughout the State of Wyoming, it is 
crucial for BLM to adopt a uniform set of definitions for use in all 
RMPs in order to avoid confusion for those parties who must 
comply with BLM’s land use decisions. 

2018-3 
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19,741 more acres proposed for withdrawal under Alternative D 
than Alternative A (i.e. under current management). BLM states 
that 36,928 acres proposed for withdrawal are for habitat 
protection (Page 624, Table 4.14) but provides no discussion or 
justification for the proposed increase. On the other hand, BLM 
clearly points out that nearly 100% of the additional acres closed 
to oil and gas leasing under Alternative D are closed to protect 
special status species and bighorn sheep related tourism (Page 54, 
Part 2.6.4.5) in the Dubois area (Map 3). 

10222 10222-48 We are not opposed to providing additional protection to wildlife 
and wildlife habitat when it is scientifically justified to ensure the 
success of the species. However, increasing acreage withdrawn 
and/or closed to oil and gas leasing will decrease management 
flexibility in the Plan Area and significantly limit opportunities to 
utilize other valuable resources in the area. As such, we 
recommend that BLM re-evaluate the number of acres withdrawn 
and closed to oil and gas leasing and consider opening these areas 
to potential leasing subject to the standard lease form and 
moderate/major constraints. There are numerous circumstances in 
which oil and gas development may be allowed subject to 
moderate or major constraints (e.g. wildlife stipulations, COA), 
while at the same time adequately protecting other land use values 
in the area (e.g. big game). Additionally, keeping acres open to oil 
and gas leasing and utilizing moderate/major constraints on oil and 
gas leasing to manage resources within those acres provides the 
BLM with greater management flexibility. In this regard, it is in 
everyone’s best interest to limit the number of acres withdrawn or 
closed to oil and gas leasing. With this in mind, we recommend 
BLM take a hard look at acres proposed for withdrawal and closed 
to oil and gas leasing and only close areas truly needed to protect 
other land use values. In many circumstances, the use of lease 
stipulations will provide adequate resource protection, making 
withdrawal or closure unnecessary. Finally, as raised earlier in 
these comments, in order to withdraw areas greater than 5,000 
acres from mineral leasing, BLM must meet the requirements of 
Section 204 of FLPMA. 

2018-3 

10222 10222-49 The number of acres open to oil and gas leasing subject to major 
constraints increases dramatically, 845,230 acres, under 
Alternative D, , while the number of acres subject only to standard 
lease stipulations and moderate constraints decreases significantly 
under Alternative D, 685,105 and 245,003 acres respectively, for a 
total of 930,108 acres. It is clear that in addition to increasing the 
number of acres closed to oil and gas leasing, remaining acres 
open to oil and gas leasing are being subjected to severe increases 
in restrictions in the form of major constraints. Under Alternative 
D there is a shift of almost 1 million acres from standard lease 
stipulations and moderate constraints to major constraints. By 
definition, placing major constraints on these additional acres will 
significantly limit oil and gas development within the Planning 
Area. While we concur with BLM’s management approach to 
utilize standard lease stipulations and moderate/major constraints 
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rather than administratively closing areas to oil and gas leasing up 
front, this huge increase in the use of major constraints is 
unjustified and unwarranted. There are numerous circumstances in 
which oil and gas development may be allowed subject to standard 
lease stipulations and/or moderate constraints (e.g. wildlife 
stipulations, COA), while at the same time adequately protecting 
other land use values in the area (e.g. big game). Additionally, 
keeping acres open to oil and gas leasing and utilizing standard 
lease stipulations and/or moderate constraints on oil and gas 
leasing to manage resources within those areas, rather than major 
constraints, provides the BLM with greater management 
flexibility. As such, we recommend that BLM re-evaluate the 
considerable increase in the use of major constraints and only use 
these limiting constraints when no other options are available to 
protect other land use values. 

10222 10222-5 Moreover, FLPMA at Section 102.12 requires that the public lands 
be managed in a manner which recognizes the Nation’s need for 
domestic sources of minerals, food, timber, and fiber from the 
public lands¦ These requirements are absent from the BLM’s 
analysis and proposed RMP. 

2016-1 

10222 10222-50 In general, we support BLM’s approach under Alternative D to 
keep areas designated as big game crucial winter range and 
parturition areas open for oil and gas exploration and development 
for a portion of the year, rather than withdrawing them or closing 
them entirely to oil and gas leasing. Utilizing a seasonal TLS is an 
effective way to minimize impacts to big game populations that 
depend on these habitats, while at the same time allowing for the 
development of valuable oil and gas resources located within these 
areas. However, implementing a 4 Â½ month TLS for crucial 
winter range and a 2 month TLS for parturition areas will 
significantly constrain oil and gas development in these large 
areas. Consequently, we recommend that BLM limit the expanse 
of these habitat areas to the area absolutely necessary for big game 
sustainability. We further recommend that BLM utilize WGFD 
Big Game Crucial Habitat Priority Areas (CHPA) as a guide for 
identification of these areas. Big Game CHPAs include crucial 
winter ranges, parturition areas, and migration routes with a Â½ 
mile buffer for big horn sheep, elk, mule deer, pronghorn, moose, 
and mountain goat. Consequently, consistency with CHPAs will 
provide adequate protection of these important habitat areas. 

2039-1 

10222 10222-51 Some maintenance and operations actions are required to maintain 
the continued integrity, functionality, and safety of oil and gas 
operations. This is true regardless of whether operations are being 
conducted inside or outside of DDAs. As proposed under 
Alternative D, BLM assumes discretionary authority to prevent 
access to existing well locations for maintenance and operation 
during certain times of the year to protect wildlife (e.g. winter, 
breeding, or parturition seasons). This discretionary authority must 
be limited. In order to conduct safe and effective oil and gas 
operations, it is imperative for operators to have, at a minimum, 
limited access to well locations year-round to perform inspections, 
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maintenance and other obligatory operations. BLM must 
recognize that certain inspection and maintenance activities must 
be conducted regularly and cannot be delayed. 

10222 10222-52 Consequently, as currently written, even where a minor degree of 
temporary impact exists, BLM may apply seasonal wildlife 
protections under Alternative D and limit these basic maintenance 
and operation actions. Therefore, we strongly recommend that 
BLM modify this proposal under Alternative D to allow 
reasonable access to existing well locations year-round for 
maintenance and operation of developed projects, even in wildlife 
sensitive habitats; basic maintenance and operation activities 
necessary to maintain safe, effective, and environmentally sound 
operations must not be subject to wildlife seasonal restrictions, 
inside or outside of DDAs. 

2018-3 

10222 10222-53 After a thorough review of all available scientific and commercial 
information, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
determined that the mountain plover is not threatened or 
endangered throughout all or a significant portion of its range and 
does not warrant protection under the ESA. On May 11, 2011, 
USFWS announced their withdrawal of the proposed listing of the 
mountain plover as a threatened species. As such, classification of 
the mountain plover as a proposed threatened species is inaccurate 
and must to be revised throughout the Draft RMP/EIS. 
Additionally, as a result of this USFWS determination, mountain 
plover stipulations are no longer necessary and should be 
removed. 

2030-3 

10222 10222-54 The USFWS determined that the mountain plover did not merit 
listing because threats to the species are not as significant as 
earlier believed and currently available data do not indicate that 
the threats to the species and its habitat, as analyzed under the five 
listing factors described in section 4(a)(1) of the ESA, warrant 
listing under the ESA. The USFWS estimates the current 
mountain plover breeding population to be over 20,000 birds, 
more than double the estimate cited in the USFWS’s 2002 
proposal to list the mountain plover as a threatened species. The 
mountain plover’s geographically widespread breeding and 
wintering ranges and its ability to use a variety of habitats 
contributes to its security. Mountain plovers have adapted to many 
human activities, using crop fields for breeding and wintering, and 
benefitting from some cattle grazing practices. The USFWS has 
concluded that human land use changes, alone or in combination 
with climate change, are not likely to result in significant 
population-level impacts to the mountain plover in the foreseeable 
future. Based on the USFWS’s recent findings and determination 
regarding the mountain plover, the stipulations and protections 
imposed for the mountain plover under Record #’s 4073, 4102 and 
4103 are no longer warranted or scientifically justified. As a 
result, special management and protection of the mountain plover 
is not justified. Therefore, we strongly encourage the elimination 
of special management and protection for the mountain plover as 
currently proposed under all Alternatives. 

2030-3 
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10222 10222-55 Identification of the mountain plover as a BLM sensitive/special 
status species is no longer warranted in light of USFWS’s recent 
findings and determination. By definition, the sensitive species 
designation includes species that could easily become endangered 
or extinct in the state (BLM Manual 6840). Criteria for 
designating sensitive species include species: under status review, 
numbers are declining so rapidly that Federal listing may be 
necessary, populations are small or widely dispersed, or that 
inhabit ecological refugia or other specialized or unique habitats 
(BLM Manual 6840). The mountain plover does not meet any of 
these criteria. As such, it is essential for BLM to remove the 
mountain plover from the sensitive species list and eliminate 
protections afforded to the mountain plover in the Draft RMP/EIS 
based on its status as a sensitive species. 

2030-3 

10222 10222-56 Upon completing a status review (12-month finding) of the pygmy 
rabbit in September, 2010, the USFWS concluded it does not 
warrant protection under the ESA in California, Nevada, Oregon, 
Idaho, Utah, Wyoming, and Montana. In reaching this conclusion 
the USFWS found that based on a review of the best scientific and 
commercial information available, there has been some loss and 
degradation of pygmy rabbit habitat range wide, but not to the 
magnitude that constitutes a significant threat to the species. The 
comparison of available historical and current data indicates that 
pygmy rabbits seem to occur in a similar distribution pattern, and 
they have been documented as occurring in new locations. The 
USFWS further concluded that the information does not indicate 
pygmy rabbits are significantly impacted by sagebrush loss or 
modification from various actions, hunting, research activities, 
predation, disease, or inadequacies of existing regulatory 
mechanisms across its range. Additionally, the available 
information does not indicate other potential threats such as inter- 
and intra-specific competition, stochastic events, mortality caused 
by collisions with vehicles, recreational activities, and habitat 
modifications due to climate change significantly impact the 
species. Based on the USFWS’s 12-month finding regarding the 
pygmy rabbit, the stipulations and protections imposed for the 
pygmy rabbit under Record #’s 4102, 4103 and 4104 are not 
warranted or scientifically justified because the USFWS 
concluded that the pygmy rabbit: is not threatened or endangered. 
Consequently, special management and protection of the pygmy 
rabbit is not justified and special management and protection for 
the pygmy rabbit as currently proposed under all Alternatives must 
be eliminated. 

2030-3 

10222 10222-57 Identification of the pygmy rabbit as a BLM sensitive/special 
status species is not warranted in light of USFWS’s 12-month 
finding. By definition, the sensitive species designation includes 
species that could easily become endangered or extinct in the state 
(BLM Manual 6840). The pygmy rabbit does not meet any of 
these criteria. As such, it is essential for BLM to remove the 
pygmy rabbit from the sensitive species list and eliminate 
protections afforded to the pygmy rabbit in the Draft RMP/EIS 

2030-3 
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based on its status as a sensitive species. 
10222 10222-58 Upon completing a status review (12-month finding) of the white-

tailed prairie dog (WTPD) in May, 2010, the USFWS concluded it 
does not warrant protection under the ESA. As part of the review, 
the USFWS assessed potential impacts to the WTPD including oil 
and gas exploration and development, development of oil and 
other minerals, agricultural land conversion, and grazing. The 
USFWS concluded that although these impacts have affected 
some populations of WTPDs, none have reduced the populations 
throughout all or a significant portion of the species’ range 
indicating that protection under the ESA is warranted. While 
WTPD populations are likely below historic levels, their overall 
distribution has not substantially changed. Large acreages of 
occupied habitat exist across the species’ range, particularly in 
Wyoming. The USFWS also expressly stated that while oil and 
gas activities have the greatest potential to impact the WTPD due 
to its widespread distribution and extent of development, large 
populations of WTPDs persist in many of these areas and it does 
not expect oil shale, tar sands, coal and other mineral extraction 
activities to impact a large portion of the species’ range. Based on 
the USFWS’s 12-month finding regarding the WTPD, the 
stipulations and protections imposed for the WTPD under Record 
#’s 4102, 4103 and 4105 are overbroad and are not warranted or 
scientifically justified. The USFWS concluded that the WTPD is 
not threatened or endangered; overall distribution has not 
substantially changed; large acreages of WTPD habitat exists 
across the species’ range in Wyoming; and potential impacts, 
including oil and gas development, have not reduced populations 
throughout a significant portion of its range. Therefore, the 
elimination of special management and protection for the WTPD 
as currently proposed under all Alternatives, except when WTPD 
protection is specifically associated with the protection of black-
footed ferret habitat (e.g. Record #4068) must be eliminated. 

2030-3 

10222 10222-59 The black-footed ferret is currently listed as endangered under the 
ESA and prairie dog towns (black and white-tailed prairie dogs) 
are critical to the establishment of black-footed ferret populations. 
Consequently, we recognize the need to protect prairie dog towns 
suitable as potential habitat for black-footed ferrets. However, not 
all prairie dog towns are suitable as potential habitat for black-
footed ferrets. We recommend that BLM limit the application of 
prairie dog stipulations (Record #’s 4102, 4103, and 4105) to 
prairie dog habitats that are suitable as potential habitat for black-
footed ferrets. Broader application of prairie dog stipulations is not 
warranted or justified. 

2030-3 

10222 10222-6 Other critically important materials excluded from the DEIS, and 
therefore unavailable for public review and consideration, include 
Oil and Gas Best Management Practices, Cultural Resource 
Consultation procedures, and Special Status Species Consultation 
procedures. All of this information must be provided in order for 
the public to clearly understand BLM’s proposed management of 
public lands. 

2016-1 



B-236 Lander Proposed RMP and Final EIS 

Comment Analysis Report February 2013 
Attachment B – Individual Comments 

Comment
Document 
Number 

Individual 
Comment 
Number 

Comment Text 

Summary 
Comment 
Response 
Number 

10222 10222-60 Identification of the WTPD as a BLM sensitive/special status 
species is not warranted in light of USFWS’s 12-month finding. 
By definition, the sensitive species designation includes species 
that could easily become endangered or extinct in the state (BLM 
Manual 6840). The WTPD does not meet any of these criteria. As 
such, it is essential for BLM to remove the WTPD from the 
sensitive species list and eliminate protections afforded to the 
WTPD in the Draft RMP/EIS based on its status as a sensitive 
species, except when protection is specifically associated with the 
protection of potential habitat for black-footed ferrets. A copy of 
the 12-month finding and other information about the WTPD is 
available on the Internet at http://www.fws.gov/mountain-
prairie/species/mammals/wtprairiedog/75FR30338.pdf or at 
http://www.fws.gov/mountain-
prairie/species/mammals/wtprairiedog/. 

2030-3 

10222 10222-61 We are opposed to the overall approach and establishment of 
reclamation objectives and standards provided for under 
Alternative D. The Reclamation Objectives and Standards (Lander 
Draft RMP/EIS, Appendix D) implemented under Alternative D, 
establish rigid, one-size-fits-all time periods for achieving interim 
reclamation standards (e.g. percent ground cover, plant species 
composition). While the time period for achieving interim 
reclamation standards is different within (3-years) and outside (5-
years) of DDAs, these time periods do not account for site-specific 
variables. There are a variety of factors influencing reclamation 
success that will vary at each location including climate, 
geography, soil conditions, vegetative types, topography, and 
weather to name a few. Consequently, a rigid time period for 
meeting interim reclamation standards is not reasonable or 
practical in application and is an unworkable approach to 
reclamation management. 

2029-2 

10222 10222-62 Under some circumstances, due to site-specific variables that are 
impossible to control, the rigid reclamation standards provided in 
Appendix D will be impossible to attain. As a result, a flexible 
approach to reclamation management is necessary. A flexible 
approach that establishes long term goals and objectives (e.g. soil 
stabilization, prevention of invasive non-native species, 
groundcover and species composition requirements based on pre-
disturbance/background conditions) is more practical and will be 
more effective because it will allow reclamation standards to fit 
site-specific conditions. Therefore, we recommend that BLM 
discard the rigid reclamation standards in Appendix D, including 
the 3 and 5 year time periods, percent ground cover, and plant 
species composition, and adopt a flexible approach that will adapt 
to site-specific conditions. 

2029-2 

10222 10222-63 Finally, the adoption of the 3 and 5 year time period for interim 
reclamation, and other reclamation standards in Appendix D, have 
not been justified by BLM and appear arbitrary. No justification 
has been provided for establishing a longer time period for 
completing interim reclamation standards outside of DDAs (5-
years) than inside DDAs (3-years). Further, no justification has 
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been provided for adopting either time period or any of the 
reclamation standards in Appendix D. BLM has failed to provide 
any reasoning to support these onerous standards. If BLM chooses 
to adopt these rigid standards, the agency must provide clear and 
concise justification and support for their adoption based upon 
sound science. 

10222 10222-64 All reclamation standards in Appendix D relate to NRCS 
Ecological Site Descriptions (ESDs). Seven precipitation zones 
exist within the Plan Area with many more ESDs likely in each 
zone. Given that ESD development is in flux across Wyoming and 
that quality varies by NRCS Major Land Resource Area (three of 
which are in the Planning Area), strict use of ESDs as a 
benchmark for establishing reclamation standards is impractical 
and unpredictable. We recommend that a project proponent be 
given the option to use ESDs or Vegetation Reference Areas 
(VRAs) to establish reclamation standards. This flexibility is 
especially critical if a site does not match any recognized ESDs 
within the Plan Area. 

2029-2 

10222 10222-65 ESD standards (e.g. percent ground cover) provided in Appendix 
D are generally higher than other BLM field offices. However, 
there is no justification for this discrepancy. It would be more 
practical and consistent with other field offices to reduce each 
percent ground cover standard by 10 percent and base them on a 
percentage of existing background cover/pre-disturbance 
conditions rather than a fixed percentage of ground cover that does 
not account for site-specific variables. Ground cover standards of 
100 percent (Final Reclamation “non-DDA), 90 percent (Final 
Reclamation “DDA), 80 percent (Interim Reclamation “non-
DDA), and even 70 percent (Interim Reclamation “DDA) are very 
difficult if not impossible to attain throughout arid portions of 
Wyoming. In many instances pre-disturbance ground cover will be 
far less than these percentages. We recommend that ground cover 
standards be based upon a percentage of existing background 
cover (i.e. the percentage of ground cover existing in the natural 
environment pre-disturbance). Again, the rigid reclamation 
standards provided in Appendix D are unreasonable and 
impractical in application. Consequently, we strongly recommend 
that BLM re-evaluate the overall approach to reclamation 
management in Alternative D and establish flexible reclamation 
standards based on long-term goals and objectives that will adjust 
to site-specific conditions. 

2029-2 

10222 10222-66 The percent ground cover standards are inexplicably linked to the 
Erosion Indicators on the NRCS Reference Sheet. There are 17 
categories on the Reference Sheet (e.g. Factor 8 “Soil surface 
resistance to erosion). It is unclear what and how many factors on 
the Reference Sheet are being referred to in Appendix D, and how 
a ground cover percentage value is calculated using this method 
(values can range from 0.5 to 2.0 for each factor). Reference to 
Erosion Indicators is confusing and difficult to evaluate, making it 
difficult to determine and achieve these reclamation standards. It 
would be more practical and effective to base ground cover 
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standards on the percentage of background cover and eliminate the 
reference to Erosion Indicators. 

10222 10222-67 Clarity is needed on the percentage cap for invasive non-native 
species (INNS) in a 500 square foot area that is established for 
interim and final reclamation in Appendix D. As written, it is 
unclear where the 500 square foot area is located. Appendix D 
should state that the 500 square foot area is within the larger 
reclaimed unit to clarify. 

2014-1 

10222 10222-68 Paragraph 2 states that the reclamation plan will provide 
comprehensive as well as detailed site-specific reclamation 
procedures, methods and actions to successfully meet the 
objectives and standards for any surface disturbance. It should be 
clearly stated when a comprehensive vs. a site-specific 
reclamation plan is needed. For instance, it is uncertain whether a 
comprehensive plan could be developed for a given field with an 
allowance for the use of site specific plans to be used only when 
site conditions are such that additional information is required for 
that specific location. 

2029-2 

10222 10222-69 The following discrepancies and inconsistencies in paragraph 2 
require clarification: ¢Ecological Site Description (ESD) and Soil 
Map Unit (SMU) are referred to as singular entities while 
referenced plant communities are plural or multiple. Both ESDs 
and SMUs could be multiple entities as well. ¢What does the term 
referenced mean in regards to plant communities? ¢The use of the 
term environmentally sound is ambiguous and can be interpreted 
in a variety of ways. The phrase mostly native as used in the first 
bullet point on page 1391, is ambiguous because it is hard to 
quantify mostly. BLM needs to further define this phrase and 
define when the use of non-native plant species is allowed under 
this definition. The term successional should be inserted between 
vegetative and process (i.e. vegetative successional process) in 
line 4 of the second bullet point on page 1391 to clarify the 
statement. A comma should be inserted between continuity and 
minimize to clarify line 2 of the third bullet point on page 1391. 
Despite the use of the term approximately in line one of the fourth 
bullet point on page 1391, achievement of same composition is 
impossible regardless of efforts taken to reclaim a disturbed area. 
We recommend the following modification to this sentence: ¦will 
support similar composition, life forms, and density of organisms 
that were originally present. 

2007-1 

10222 10222-7 We remind BLM that under Section 204 of FLPMA, only the 
Secretary of Interior has the authority to close areas of 5,000 acres 
or more from oil and gas leasing and development. Further, before 
so doing the Secretary is legally obligated to meet the 
requirements identified below before moving forward with such 
closures. 

2016-1 

10222 10222-70 The phrase near future as used in the fourth bullet point on page 
1394 is ambiguous and requires definition to help those submitting 
reclamation reports determine what information to include in the 
report. 

2007-1 
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10222 10222-71 The last paragraph on page 1394 states that any time 15 percent or 
more of a reclaimed area is re-disturbed, monitoring will be 
reinitiated. The re-initiation of monitoring is unclear under this 
provision. If 15 percent or more of a reclaimed area is re-
disturbed, does that mean that interim reclamation for the entire 
site (100 percent) starts over and the time period for interim 
reclamation (i.e. 3 or 5 years) starts over? Or, is interim 
reclamation only reinitiated for the portion of the area that has 
been re-disturbed? This must be clarified. 

2007-1 

10222 10222-72 We recognize the value and delicacy of riparian-wetland areas in 
the ecosystem. Consequently, we are not opposed to the 
implementation of reasonable policies and stipulations necessary 
for protecting these habitats. However, the protection for riparian-
wetland areas has been unnecessarily and unjustifiably expanded 
under Alternative B. Administratively preventing surface use 
within 1,320 feet of riparian-wetland areas via a setback is 
excessive and unnecessary to protect these areas from impacts 
under most circumstances. Rather, a 500-foot setback, in 
combination with the implementation of other BMPs and 
mitigation actions, provides adequate protection and the 
management flexibility necessary to account for site specific 
circumstances. The 1,320-foot setback and stipulation under 
Alternative B unduly restricts the possibility of conducting 
activities or utilizing resources within this acreage and eliminates 
management flexibility to account for site-specific conditions. We 
strongly oppose the language in Alternative B and urge BLM to 
adopt the language contained in Alternative A. 

2026-1 

10222 10222-73 Again, the protection for riparian-wetland areas has been 
unnecessarily and unjustifiably expanded under Alternative B. 
Administratively preventing surface-disturbing activities within 
1,320 feet of riparian-wetland areas via a surface-disturbance 
stipulation is not necessary to protect these areas from impacts 
under most circumstances. Rather, a 500-foot setback and surface-
disturbance stipulation (Alternatives A, C, and D), in combination 
with the implementation of other BMPs and mitigation actions, 
provides adequate protection and the management flexibility 
necessary to account for site specific circumstances. The 1,320-
foot surface-disturbance stipulation under Alternative B needlessly 
restricts the possibility of conducting activities or utilizing 
resources within this acreage and eliminates management 
flexibility to account for site-specific conditions. Additionally, 
allowing the 500-foot stipulation to be modified as circumstances 
justify as provided under Alternative C increases management 
flexibility and further allows BLM to account for site specific 
circumstances. We strongly oppose the language in Alternative B 
and urge BLM to adopt the language contained in Alternative C 
for all areas within the Plan Area (i.e. inside and outside of 
DDAs), not just in DDAs (i.e. Alternative D). 

2026-1 

10222 10222-74 BLM has failed to provide justification or any scientific basis for 
the proposed increase in ROW Avoidance Areas or Exclusion 
Areas. This significant increase could seriously impact a 
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company’s ability to obtain the ROWs needed to construct or 
complete a project on an existing lease. We are concerned by the 
absence of any provision that would allow a project proponent to 
work with BLM to select the most reasonable ROW needed for a 
project, both in terms of environmental concerns and economic 
feasibility and viability. We recommend that in addition to 
reconsidering the placement of avoidance and exclusion areas 
under all alternatives, BLM needs to develop exception criteria 
which would allow reasonable negotiation for future ROWs. 

10222 10222-75 We also point out that a lessee is permitted to use surface lands 
under lease for purposes for which the land was leased. Moreover, 
within a unitized area IBLA has found that if a unitized area is 
producing, rights-of-way are not required for facilities and roads 
within the unit. Clearly, BLM must acknowledge operators’ valid 
existing rights, including those for on-lease pipelines and ancillary 
facilities. 

2018-3 

10222 10222-76 We are concerned that the DEIS fails to clarify whether surface 
disturbing activities will be allowed when needed within DDAs in 
accordance with BLM discretion. In so doing, it will be made 
public that year-round activities may be authorized, particularly in 
DDAs under Alternative D. 

2018-1 

10222 10222-77 The DEIS fails to justify the prohibition of surface disturbing 
activities on slopes over 15 percent as proposed under Alternative 
B. In addition to being unjustified, such a restriction is 
inconsistent with the WY BLM Standard Lease Stipulations and 
should be eliminated. 

2029-1 

10222 10222-78 The BLM must ensure its requirements for reclamation are 
consistent with the existing BLM policy as expressed in Wyoming 
Instruction Memorandum 2009-022. Because only general 
information is included in the draft RMP, it is unclear how it will 
impact operations. Further, the BLM should not impose these 
specific erosion control measures in a broad planning document 
such as an RMP. Erosion mitigation measures can be best 
determined on a case-by-case basis once development is proposed 
on a particular lease or field area and the BLM and proponents are 
able to evaluate site-specific reclamation conditions and criterion. 

2029-2 

10222 10222-79 We object to the statement on page 68 that BLM may arbitrarily 
require additional bonding for site reclamation. Most companies 
already have bonds in accordance with 43 CFR 3104. In order for 
BLM to increase bond amounts, it must follow the procedures 
established in the rule as well as prove it is necessary as required. 
Chapter 3, Part 3.1.3, Page 256, The discharge of produced water 
can cause increased erosion and salinization. 

2029-1 

10222 10222-8 Specifically, notice of the proposed withdrawal must be published 
in the Federal Register and hearings must be held. In particular, 
the notice must describe and include: ¢The proposed use of the 
land; ¢An inventory and evaluation of current natural resource 
uses along with the value of the land and adjacent public and 
private land that may be affected; ¢Identification of current users 
and how they will be affected; ¢Analysis of the manner in which 
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the existing and potential uses are incompatible with proposed 
uses; ¢Analysis of the manner in which such lands will be used in 
relation to the specific requirements for the proposed uses; ¢A 
statement as to whether suitable alterative sites are available; ¢A 
statement of consultation with other federal, regional, state and 
local governments; ¢A statement regarding the potential effects of 
the withdrawal on state, local and regional economies; ¢A 
statement of the length of time needed for the withdrawal; ¢The 
time and place of hearings regarding the withdrawal; ¢The place 
where records of the withdrawal can be examined; and ¢A report 
prepared by a qualified mining engineer, engineering geologist, or 
geologist, which includes information on mineral deposits, mineral 
production, existing mining claims, and an evaluation of future 
mineral potential. 

10222 10222-80 Although surface discharge of produced water may increase 
erosion and salinization, it can also decrease erosion by stabilizing 
the banks of ephemeral and intermittent drainages. In many areas, 
discharge of produced water creates wetlands and riparian zones 
along former lightly vegetated stream banks. This decreases 
natural erosion of soils and promotes establishment of both fish 
and wildlife habitat. Wetlands created by produced water 
discharges, slow and filter natural runoff, thus reducing soil 
transport and improving water quality. Examples of this 
phenomenon are present in the Coal Draw, Five Mile Creek, Dry 
Creek, and Mexican Draw drainages of the Wind River Basin. 
There are also many examples of this phenomenon in the Big 
Horn Basin. 

2029-1 

10222 10222-81 The draft RMP fails to expound on the degradation of soil and 
water quality due to natural causes in the planning area. Although 
BLM does recognize the natural erosion potential of poorly 
developed and highly erosive soils, it fails to quantify the impacts 
of natural erosion vs. those from manmade disturbances. Many 
watersheds in Wyoming, including the Wind River Basin, 
naturally contribute extremely high sediment loads into the 
watersheds. This is demonstrated by the sediment transport of 
creeks and rivers during spring runoff and after significant 
precipitation events. Much of this erosion occurs in mountain 
areas consisting of designated wilderness, in badlands, and in 
other areas that have not been disturbed by man. It is likely these 
natural events contribute much more erosion and soil transport 
than activities associated with energy development. 

2029-1 

10222 10222-82 The document also fails to quantify the effects of erosion and 
degradation of water quality due to prescribed fires, and wildfires 
that the BLM and Forest Service promote. The Forest Service ˜Let 
Burn Policy’ in wilderness and some forest areas results in very 
intense erosion from these previously vegetated areas. This in turn 
results in significant degradation of the natural soil and water 
quality. 

2029-1 

10222 10222-83 While this statement may be generally true, it does not account for 
the many incorrect water body classifications found in Chapter #1 
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of the Wyoming DEQ Water Quality Rules and Regulations. 
During the Wyoming DEQ Triennial Review completed in 2001, 
many water bodies had their classifications upgraded from Class 4 
to Class 3B, and Class 2 to Class 2AB. These stream classification 
changes were not justified by a Use Attainability Analyses; they 
were simply changed by default to a higher water classification. 
As a result, many of these streams are misclassified and have been 
assigned higher ˜use support than can actually be achieved, or 
which could be supported by the natural chemical, physical, and 
biological characteristics of these streams. Many currently 
classified 2A and 2AB waters could not be used as a drinking 
water sources due to the limited natural flow of these streams. 
Also, many streams or segments of many streams, currently 
classified as 2AB do not support and cannot support game fish. 
Subsequent Use Attainability Analyses completed by industry and 
the DEQ have resulted in reclassifying some of these streams to 
the correct water quality and use designations. However, many of 
these water bodies continue to be misclassified, only because Use 
Attainability Analyses have not been completed to return them to 
the correct use designations which may actually be attainable. 

10222 10222-84 The document fails to recognize that produced water can also be 
of very good quality and can improve the natural water quality of 
a water body. Naturally occurring ephemeral and intermittent 
streams can accumulate large natural deposits of salts in their 
streambeds. When a natural runoff event would occur, a heavy salt 
load was flushed down the stream, resulted in natural poor water 
quality. If and when these streams become perennialized due to 
produced water discharges, the salts are continually flushed 
through the system; resulting in a perennial water source that is of 
higher quality than the natural ephemeral and intermittent flow of 
the stream. 

2034-1 

10222 10222-85 This paragraph is confusing and should be re-written to clarify the 
issues. In the second sentence, it appears the BLM is attempting to 
say that their preferred method to dispose of produced water in the 
planning area is by reinjection. Also, the BLM insinuates that a 
high level of selenium in the produced water is causing erosion 
problems in the Gun Barrel Oil and Gas Unit. It is also unclear 
whether the origin of selenium is the produced water or the soil 
over which the produced water traverses. It is highly unlikely that 
Selenium, in itself, is the sole cause of erosion. The stated erosion 
problem may be caused by the presence of produced water, but 
erosion should not be caused simply by the presence of selenium. 
The language in this section is confusing as to the issue the BLM 
is trying to communicate to the public. 

2034-2 

10222 10222-86 The language in the document does not communicate the actual 
level of selenium it is refereeing to as ˜high. Chapter #1 of the 
WDEQ Water Quality Rules and Regulations establishes a chronic 
aquatic life standard of 5 micro grams per liter for selenium. If 
elevated levels of selenium are detected in the produced water 
discharge, a selenium monitoring requirement and 5 micro grams 
per liter effluent limit is added to the WPDES permit. The burden 
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is on the WPDES permittee to treat the water to 5 micro grams per 
liter or less, or cease the surface discharge. In some instances the 
operator may complete a Use Attainability Analysis (UAA) to 
establish a higher selenium effluent limit, but only if the UAA 
provides credible scientific data showing that the elevated 
selenium limit is not a threat to the aquatic life living in the water 
body and the selenium is not bioaccumulating to unsafe levels in 
the water body food chain. 

10222 10222-87 The statements above suggest that discharge of produced water 
from oil and gas activities is always a negative to the environment 
and water quality. BLM fails to mention the benefits of produced 
water discharges to the environment. In many areas produced 
water is the only water available to wildlife, thus improving 
habitat for wildlife. BLM also fails to recognize the benefits of 
riparian areas and wetland that are created by discharges of 
produced water. In many areas there would be no aquatic life, 
wetlands, riparian zones and associated biota if it were not for the 
presence of produced water. BLM must recognize the benefits of 
the additional water supplies provided by produced water include 
irrigation use, which in turn provides additional forage and critical 
wildlife habit, including alfalfa fields which can be heavily 
utilized by sage grouse during early and late brood rearing periods. 

2034-1 

10222 10222-88 It cannot be expected that produced water from CBNG will be of 
the same quality and quantity as produced water from 
conventional or deep oil and gas wells. CBNG produced water in 
the Powder River Basin is not of the same quality as produced 
water from conventional oil and gas wells. As a practical matter, 
CBNG water quality greatly varies from one area to another in the 
Powder River Basin. Furthermore, CBNG development usually 
shows a dramatic reduction in produced water quantity/discharge 
over time, while conventional oil development results in increased 
produced water production/discharge over time. Both conventional 
and coalbed methane produced water quality can differ 
significantly from one producing reservoir to another. 

2034-2 

10222 10222-89 This section is absurd and must be eliminated entirely from the 
FEIS. First, we take issue with Lander BLM’s assertion that 
geophysical operations cause surface impacts. Hundreds of 
thousands of miles of geophysical data have been acquired in the 
Rockies with virtually no resulting environmental disturbance or 
damage. In fact, the Department of Interior has adopted a 
categorical exclusion for geophysical activities that do not involve 
road construction because it has recognized that virtually no 
surface impact results from such activities. Moreover, as land 
manager, BLM must recognize that acquisition of geophysical 
data is crucial to ensuring the energy industry’s ability to more 
clearly focus on those areas with high potential for petroleum 
resources. In areas where this scientifically valid approach has 
been employed, it has been clearly demonstrated that fewer wells 
are required to locate and produce the targeted resource due to 
improved subsurface structure information. Obviously fewer wells 
result in less surface land being needed to develop energy 
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resources. It is necessary for Lander BLM to recognize that 
advances in technology have evolved to the point where surface 
disturbance from 3D geophysical activity is nearly eliminated and 
any minor residual disturbance is certainly very short term in 
nature. 

10222 10222-9 FLPMA also requires the Secretary of the Interior to comply with 
certain procedural requirements before making a management 
decision that completely eliminates a major use of the public lands 
for a period of two or more years on a tract of land more than 
100,000 acres in size. See 43 U.S.C. Â§ 1712(e). 

2016-1 

10222 10222-90 Second, we are unaware of any legal authority under which BLM 
can encourage operators to share seismic data with others. BLM’s 
participation in seismic acquisition is limited to permit approval. 
Acquisition of seismic information is accomplished through 
business agreements that are designed explicitly to protect 
confidentiality. It is not within BLM’s purview to encourage 
companies to share their findings. 

2018-2 

10222 10222-91 As pointed out in our comments above, geophysical exploration 
has virtually no impact on surface resources. Thus, BLM’s 
requirement to preclude seismic exploration on unleased lands or 
lands leased subject to NSO stipulations is entirely unwarranted. 
While it may seem reasonable initially to preclude geophysical 
exploration on closed areas, such an approach fails to recognize 
that these areas could be within a region or area of high potential 
for mineral occurrence. By allowing this minimal impact 
exploration technique to take place on areas closed to leasing, it 
will enable companies to obtain a clear picture of the entire 
geologic structure being targeted, which will in turn result in fewer 
wells being drilled on adjacent leased areas. 

2018-2 

10222 10222-92 With respect to motorized travel limitations, geophysical activity 
is a BLM permitted activity. Rather than subjecting geophysical 
operators to the same travel restrictions as unpermitted activities, 
it would be much more logical for BLM to work with the 
geophysical company to identify certain areas which need to be 
avoided. We recommend BLM remove this restriction in order to 
preserve management flexibility. 

2031-1 

10222 10222-93 The DEIS has provided no basis for the significant changes in 
management currently utilized under Alternative A, Current 
Management, to the proposals under Alternative D or Alternative 
B, which would prohibit surface activities within 3 to 5 miles of 
historic trails. The DEIS also fails to refine such restrictions to the 
most important trail segments, particularly in terms of setting and 
contributing segments, which are of primary importance in trail 
management. We also point out that BLM has failed to distinguish 
management between Congressionally designated trails and 
historic trails. Congress has not authorized protection measures for 
simple historic trails. In addition, it must be noted that Congress 
not only limited special protection of designated trails to a Â¼ 
mile on either side; no provisions were made that gave BLM 
unilateral authority to expand these protective corridors and to 
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impose them on undesignated trails. We also remind BLM that 
such prohibitions cannot be imposed on existing oil and gas leases 
due to valid existing rights. We oppose this new management 
approach and urge BLM to retain its current management as 
described under Alternative A. 

10222 10222-94 This restriction is unwarranted and fails to take into account the 
fact that geophysical exploration involves minimal surface use of 
given areas for a very short time. In addition, BLM has selected 
the very season during which most geophysical activities are 
conducted in Wyoming, Consequently, the activity which best 
serves BLM’s objectives to reduce future surface disturbance 
would be precluded throughout broad areas of the planning area 
during their most productive times of the year. We recommend 
that BLM eliminate this restriction from the FEIS. 

2018-2 

10222 10222-95 BLM has failed to provide maps which clearly identify where 
these areas are located. New maps must be provided in order for 
the public and stakeholders to understand where these restrictions 
will be imposed. In addition, we question the Lander FO’s 
assumption that it can deviate from the BLM Manual under 
Section 8410.6 which expressly allows for some modification to 
areas classified as VRM Class II. While we support the use of 
exceptions as provided in the DEIS, the proposed management 
exceeds BLM’s current policy and must be eliminated. 

2033-1 

10222 10222-96 BLM proposes to significantly expand its use of VRM Class II 
throughout the planning area. Given that much of the Lander FO is 
currently under lease for oil and gas, BLM must recognize that it 
is legally restricted from imposing restrictions that abrogate valid 
existing lease rights. It would appear that BLM failed to consider 
this fact in the analysis. We strongly recommend that BLM 
reconsider its expansion of VRM II to exclude areas currently 
under lease 

2033-1 

10222 10222-97 We are strongly opposed to any action by BLM that would 
pressure private land owners to set aside their lands simply to 
achieve consistency with BLM’s management objectives. Such 
decisions must be made freely by landowners without undue 
influence from a government entity such as BLM. We recommend 
this objective be eliminated because it would encourage BLM 
management goals on private lands. 

2015-1 

10223 10223-1 It appears to us that this plan has the potential to affect our ranch 
in the future by setting a standard that requires a cut in AUM's if a 
conflict is ever identified on our allotment. We would prefer to 
address any future conflicts through range management practices 
that would benefit the range and livestock. This is necessary for us 
to continue to be a viable business and a important part of the local 
economy 

2021-3 

10227 10227-1 Current scientific data should be utilized rather than individual 
opinions or suppositions. An example is on page 274. The 
Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality updates the 
Integrated 305(b) and 303(d) report every two years. The BLM 
should use the most recent information available and for this 
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report that is the 2010 version rather than 2006. Additionally, the 
2012 report is currently out for public comment and will likely be 
completed before the final RMP and EIS is complete. 

10227 10227-2 Relative to the city of Lander water supply”if you plan to 
reference the Lower Wind River Conservation District, please cite 
that reference as stated not as someone felt was implied. 

2034-2 

10227 10227-3 Another example is Map 49”Fish Bearing Streams. Our manager 
pointed out during a meeting that the map is erroneous in stating 
that all the streams on the map are fish bearing. Most of the 
streams are actually draws that only run water when there is 
sufficient snow or significant rainfall. Poison Creek is an example 

2011-1 

10227 10227-4 The members of the Lower Wind River Conservation District 
Board of Supervisors are elected to represent the citizens in our 
district (over 7,000 voters). We are authorized by Wyoming 
Statutes (Â§11-16-101) to assist resource users with conservation 
practices and provide leadership in natural resource management 
issues and efforts. We have participated as a cooperating agency in 
the many meetings held in the past four years and have provided 
numerous comments for inclusion in the revision of the Lander 
Field Office Resource Management Plan. Unfortunately, we do 
not believe that our comments have been considered in the RMP 
or EIS 

2016-1 

10227 10227-5 2) The RMP and EIS fail to consider fully the economic impact of 
the proposed actions. An example is livestock grazing”the full 
economic impact to the local communities has not been 
considered. Further, it is the plan of the Lander BLM office to 
reduce AUMs without scientific evidence that the action is 
necessary for the resources in the area. 

2028-2 

10227 10227-6 The Poison Creek Watershed Water Quality Management Plan 
was completed in 2009. 

2034-2 

10228 10228-3 ¢ Similarly the Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) 
designated along the CDNST is appropriate and necessary to 
provide proper protection for the integrity of the trail and quality 
of the experience of those using the trail. However, the 
management actions to protect the trail and its resources need to 
be detailed. For guidance in doing so the PNTS recommends 
following the nature and purposes of the trail explained in the 
2009 CDNST Comprehensive Plan and consulting with the USDA 
Forest Service’s CDNST Administrator. 

2004-1 

10228 10228-4 ¢ The Visual Resource Management (VRM) system to be used to 
manage the protection of the landscapes surrounding the five 
national trails is a valuable approach that probably meets the needs 
of providing high quality and aesthetic recreation experiences. 
However, this approach does not seem to adequately address 
preserving and enhancing the historic setting of the four NHTs. 
Historic setting is one of several terms used, but not defined, in the 
draft RMP/EIS. This term and others listed below needs to be 
defined in the document. Once historic setting as a concept is 
clearly understood some method for classifying and evaluating the 
historic setting of the four NHTs should be added to the 
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assessments undertaken through the VRM approach. Where the 
two approaches might yield different management prescriptions 
those prescriptions deriving from the historic setting classification 
and evaluation should be favored. 

10228 10228-5 ¢ Terms frequently used in the draft RMP/EIS, but not defined 
should be defined. These terms include: heritage resources, minor 
impact, and low contrast. In the case of heritage resources it is 
important to have a clear understanding, perhaps with examples, 
of just which resources are included within this term. For minor 
impact, and low contrast without clear definitions of them and 
examples to which they would apply it is virtually impossible to 
judge whether management decisions justified by them actually 
will result in protection of the critical natural, cultural, and historic 
resources and/or the historic setting of the national trails. 

2004-1 

10229 10229-1 the Lander RMP/EIS has failed to address the changing social and 
political landscape, by proposing a continuation of the same failed 
policies of the past. This glaring deficiency must be corrected 

2016-1 

10229 10229-11 The RMP revision indicates -- in the Summary of the Analysis of 
the Management Situation, pdf-page 222 -- that the HMAs in 
question were combined "... to ensure long-term genetic diversity 
...." However, the RMP provides no evidence that intermingling or 
genetic mixing will occurs amongst these sparsely-populated herds 
which are isolated by vast distances and miles of fences. 

2036-1 

10229 10229-12 The RMP states that it "... can be estimated during inventory by 
observation of body condition (e.g. the presence of physical 
abnormalities) at various times of the year." (Vol 1, pdf-page 440.) 
Because BLM currently conducts said inventories via aerial 
survey, it does not appear possible for Lander to gauge genetic 
status with this method. The accepted standard for such evaluation 
is by taking hair or blood samples from a representative portion of 
each herd and submitting those specimens for DNA testing by an 
equine genetics expert. Thus, the draft RMP is deficient in 
addressing management of its wild horse herds for genetic 
viability 

2036-2 

10229 10229-13 Despite the fact that that the BLM reform strategy includes 
improved animal welfare standards as a primary objective, the 
RMP is silent in this area. The RMP/EIS fails to adequately assess 
the impacts of proposed management alternatives on wild horses 
and fails to evaluate procedures for minimizing stress and injury to 
horses during roundups 

2036-1 

10229 10229-14 A key element of the BLM’s reform strategy is a National 
Academy of Sciences (NAS) of the BLM wild horse and burro 
program in order to make recommendations on how the BLM 
should proceed in light of the latest scientific research. (p. 3-4) 
Yet, the Landers RMP does not mention or anticipate this 
forthcoming directive from the NAS on critical areas such as 
population modeling and estimates, options for fertility control, 

2036-1 

10229 10229-2 The draft RMP carries forth Appropriate Management Levels 
(AMLs) for wild horses that were set 16-17 years ago. These 
AMLs are the same in all the alternatives under consideration in 

2036-2 
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the RMP revision. They are based on old data, and the draft RMP 
makes no mention of re-evaluating the method for determining 
AMLs and determining today's ideal based on best management 
practices, 

10229 10229-3 The failure of the Lander Field Office to consider adjustments to 
AML through the RMP revision process is at odds with the 
directives in the BLM’s reform strategy (Objective 1, Action 2, p. 
7), which states: Consider adjustments to AML through in-depth 
analysis of herd and habitat monitoring data, and following 
appropriate NEPA analysis with public involvement. 

2036-2 

10229 10229-4 Objective 3, p.7) sets a goal to: Implement actions to improve 
WH&B management within HMAs. Action 1 further clarifies: 
Enter into voluntary agreements with livestock operators to trade 
use areas (livestock to WH&B) where feasible. Action 2 states: 
Identify opportunities to mitigate impacts to WH&B, where 
appropriate, from authorized activities on the public lands.The 
RMP fails entirely to explore this option, and no alternative is 
presented for converting forage allocations (AUMS) from 
livestock to wild horses 

2036-2 

10229 10229-5 The RMP sets a goal (BR: 15- Vol. 1, Chapter 2, .pdf page 97) to 
Manage healthy wild horse herds within appropriate management 
levels that will maintain a thriving natural ecological balance 
[TNEB] between wild horse populations, wildlife, livestock, 
vegetation resources, and other resource values.However the 
Lander Field Office lacks monitoring data on which TNEB can be 
determined. Indeed, at the time the draft RMP was compiled, only 
approximately 45% of the planning area had undergone rangeland 
health assessment. Reportedly more than half of the allotments 
evaluated”584,195 acres”failed to meet standards, with livestock 
grazing identified as a causal factor. (Vol 1, pdf-pages 499-500) 

2036-1 

10229 10229-6 The RMP and EIS fail to disclose the percent of each livestock 
grazing allotment that lies within the 7 HMAs in the planning 
area. 

2021-1 

10229 10229-7 The RMP/EIS is silent on Herd Areas (HAs) that exist within the 
planning district. Upon inquiry to the Lander Field Office, 
AWHPC has learned that at least three such HAs exist within the 
planning area: Copper Mountain, East Beaver and Sand Draw 

2036-1 

10229 10229-8 By reference, we request that the following declarations/expert 
statements be incorporated into the record with our RMP 
comments. ¢ DECLARATION OF NEDA DEMAYO¢ 
DECLARATION OF DR. JAY KIRPATRICK¢ DECLARATION 
OF DR. ALLEN RUTBERG ¢ DECLARATION OF DR. ANNE 
PERKINS¢ DECLARATION OF DR. LORI EGGERT¢ 
DECLARATION OF DR. BRUCE NOCK 

2007-1 

10229 10229-9 The BLM lacks the scientific information on which to base a 
decision to designate a portion of wild free roaming herds within 
AML as non-reproducing and to implement a sterilization program 
that will return hundreds of geldings to the range. 

2036-2 

10230 10230-1 I see that the land proposed for exchange in the McGraw flats 
allotment is not on the Land listed for Disposal list. Does this need 
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to be fixed so the proposed trade has a chance to go through its 
process? 

10231 10231-1 [Refer to PDF of this comment document for additional supporting 
material, including attachments and references, provided by this 
commenter] 

2007-1 

10232 10232-1 Our first comment is that while we very much appreciate 
obtaining a hard copy of this Draft from your office, we were 
advised that a decision was made by the BLM to offer this Draft to 
the public in computer disk format instead of hard copy, and that 
very few hard copies would be made available to the public.The 
VVSGB was established by the Wyoming Legislature in 1979 to 
be of assistance to permittees who hold Section 3 BLM grazing 
permits in Wyoming on BLM issues. VVe work directly with 
them on a number of issues and we are aware, as is the BLM, that 
a significant number of permittees in their Field Office area either 
do not own a computer or don't own one that has the capability to 
download a document of this size. This fact alone will insure that 
the decision to severely restrict the availability of hard copies of 
this Draft will discourage many of the permittees whose family 
ranches will be affected by this RMP from providing comments to 
the BLM. Providing hard copies at the local library might be of 
help to certain of the public at large, but family ranches just don't 
have the time to leave their ranches to visit a local library to 
develop comments on this draft 

2009-1 

10232 10232-10 In Table 2.3, on page 32, the 4th box shows the number of "Total 
Surface In The Planning Area" and "BLM Administered Surface" 
(acres) that will have "Greater Sage-Grouse Nesting Habitat 
Protective Buffer ( Surface-disturbing and Disruptive Activities 
Subject To Seasonal Limitations )".Our first comment is we do not 
feel that the BLM should include in this table a proposal to impose 
restrictions on any acres over which they do not control. The 
column titled "Total Surface Acres in The Planning Area" should 
be removed from this Table because it contains acres over which 
the BLM has no jurisdiction. 

2012-3 

10232 10232-11 Our second comment on this item is about the second footnote on 
page 36 that applies to the two line items to which we refer. 
Footnote 2 says, "The increase in acreage results from all suitable 
nesting habitat within greater sage-grouse Core area being subject 
to seasonal protection versus the lek buffer approach used in 
Alternatives A,B, and C. ". It is our understanding that the Core 
Area concept and Wyoming Governor's Executive Order does not 
support the seasonal restrictions for all "suitable" nesting habitat in 
the Core Area. We comment that this RMP should be totally 
consistent with all portions of the Wyoming Governor's Core area 
concept and Executive Order and not apply different criteria 
between Alternatives. 

2012-1 

10232 10232-12 On page 37, we do not support the increase in acreages to any of 
the existing ACEC's. The Definition of the term ACEC in the 
Federal Land Planning and Management Act of 1976 clearly states 
that an ACEC designation should only be applied to federal lands 
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in situations where it is necessary to protect those lands from 
"irreparable harm". We have not read anywhere that an ACEC in 
this RMP is to protect federal lands from "irreparable harm". Our 
comment is that until such proofis provided to the public, no 
ACEC's should be proposed in this RMP. 

10232 10232-13 On page 55, we do not support the statement at the bottom of this 
page that states that increased restrictions on livestock grazing in 
Alternative D should be directly related to increased proactive 
management approaches to improve rangeland health. This 
statement conveys a presumption that livestock grazing is the 
cause of not meeting a Standard prior to a determination by the 
Authorized Officer on that subject. The WSGB could find no 
narratives in this Draft document that provide science based 
support for the philosophical concept that reductions in livestock 
grazing have in the past, or will in the future, directly and 
automatically contribute to the improvement of the health of the 
land 

2021-3 

10232 10232-14 On page 56, we comment that the BLM should remove the 
concept and acronym "ORV", defined in the Glossary as 
"Outstanding Remarkable Value" because there are no criteria for 
what is or is not something that qualifies as an "ORV". In addition, 
the public has for many years used the term ''ORV'' to represent 
"Off-road (Recreational) Vehicle" and this RMP should not 
assume the authority to make up acronyms that will only be used 
in this RMP and no where else in the BLM or public arena. 

2035-2 

10232 10232-15 On page 72, we comment that it is our understanding that the U.S. 
Congress has prohibited the BLM from actually spending any 
money to manage non-WSA lands as lands with wilderness 
characteristics as proposed for Record item 1048 in this table. This 
item should be removed from the Final RMP. 

2037-1 

10232 10232-16 On page 99, we comment that the proposed narrative for Record 
4058 with respect to existing or future fences in the Alternative D 
column is much too restrictive at least until such time as we fully 
understand what a "comprehensive grazing management strategy", 
CGMS, actually looks like. 

2021-2 

10232 10232-17 On page 100, the language in the Alternative D column for Record 
# 4063 that conveys that livestock water projects in big game 
critical winter range will "only" be authorized if the project is 
"critical", ( our quote marks) to the success of a CGMS is much 
too restrictive. Whether or not the project would prove to be 
adverse to critical winter habitat or "critical" to the success of a 
CGMS is a subjective opinion. 

2021-3 

10232 10232-2 VVerequest that should this decision to severely limit the 
availability of hard copies result in the BLM receiving very few 
comments from local permittees, that the BLM print and istribute 
hard copies of this draft to every Section 3 permittees in the 
Lander Field office area and extend the time period for comments 
on this draft for 90 days to those permittees. 

2009-1 

10232 10232-20 In Record 4118, please convey what are the existing HMAP herd 
health objectives and explain why the RMP would have to go 

2036-1 
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through an 'Update" for that purpose 
10232 10232-23 On page 169, in Record 7020, we comment that the BLM should 

NOT continue to manage WSA's under the WSA management 
policy until a Land Use Plan amendment is developed if Congress 
releases those lands back to multiple use. The return of those 
released lands to multiple use should be effective on the date of 
release by Congress. It might take years for the BLM to finalize a 
LUP amendment contrary to the intent of Congress 

2038-1 

10232 10232-24 On page 221, in the last column on that page, we comment that he 
proposed narrative for Alternative D that conveys that, "Range 
improvement, ( we presume this should read "improvements" with 
an (s)), must result in net beneficial outcome to rangeland health" 
be removed. To date, we have seen nothing in the BLM 
Instruction Memo's or other federal sources that contain a 
procedure for evaluating the relationships between either 
achieving, passing, or "improving" the BLM's "Health" standards 
and existing or proposed range improvements. At present, with the 
exception of riparian areas, the entire allotment either passes or 
fails a particular standard. 

2021-5 

10232 10232-25 On this subject, we comment that the BLM should develop maps 
that display the polygon area(s) within an allotment that either 
passes or fails one or more of the "Health Standards" and convey 
the type of information and/or data that was used to draw that 
conclusion. When that information is available, then the 
permittees and the BLM could focus their management attentions 
to the portions of the allotment that perhaps deserve a priority, 
including the development of range improvements actually 
designed to help resolve issues in that particular polygon 

2021-5 

10232 10232-27 In the last paragraph on page 905, the first sentence proposes a 
moderate level of utilization when a "Comprehensive Grazing 
Strategy", CGS, is in place. That begs the question: what is the 
proposed level of utilization when a CGS is not in place? It is our 
comment that this draft RMP continues to propose that various 
livestock and rangeland management actions either can or can not 
take place until a "Comprehensive Grazing Strategy" is in place, 
but the draft does not convey what is or is not considered a CGS 

2021-2 

10232 10232-29 The draft narratives at the bottom of pages 994 conveys that, " 
Alternative D avoids the development of new rangeland 
infrastructure unless pursuant to a Comprehensive Grazing 
Strategy ", ( CGS). The narrative continues on page 995 to include 
that the benefits to rangeland health from the improvements ( 
must) outweigh the adverse impacts.It is our comment that the 
Final RMP should include the specific details on how the BLM 
intends to both measure and evaluate this proposal. 

2021-2 

10232 10232-3 Our second comment relates to the size and complexity of this 
draft RMP/EIS. This draft is much too large for anyone in the 
public to absorb within the time allowed for comment, even with 
the extension of time provided for comment.In addition, the three 
volumes of documents plus attachments contain an extraordinary 
amount of narratives that could have been abbreviated by editors 
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into language and paragraphs that conveyed the intent of these 
subjects into perhaps one volume of concise information the 
public could understand. We request that the BLM seriously 
reconsider the entire process of development of a draft RMP/EIS 
document with the objective being a concise document that clearly 
and efficiently conveys the relationships and impacts, if any, 
between the various multiple uses in the field office area. 

10232 10232-30 Under the heading of 4.6.5.2, Methods and Assumptions, page 
995, we have a number of comments.In the third bullet, we 
comment that the wording should be changed to say that range 
improvements could be used, as appropriate, to help correct the 
specific reason why a portion of an allotment failed a Standard. 
Range managers know that efforts to correct a site specific 
resource issue with one or more of the tools available to them may 
or may not directly, automatically, improve other resource values 
and may or may not have a measurable effect on other parts of the 
allotment. 

2021-3 

10232 10232-31 In the 5th bullet, we comment that while we support the narrative 
that conveys that changes in grazing management are to be based 
on rangeland monitoring, we comment that the monitoring must 
include much more than just stubble-height and/or utilization.We 
also comment that proposed changes to existing Preference levels 
of AUM's must be based on long term, science supported trend 
data monitoring that concludes with a high level of certainly that 
the original Adjudication of that level of Preference to the base 
property owned or controlled by the permittee was incorrect. Such 
a proposed Decision must also provide irrefutable proof that those 
original Preference AUM's can never be made available in the 
future for livestock grazing on a sustained yield basis. In addition, 
any changes in Preference must be proposed to be accomplished 
under the Rules and Regulations that govern the legal process of 
Adjudication of grazing Preference to these base properties. 

2021-1 

10232 10232-32 The sixth bullet is a definitive statement that incorrectly conveys 
that "all" surface disturbances due to range improvements" 
increases the likelihood" of the introduction of and spread of, 
noxious weeds. If this "assumption" were true, every range 
improvement built since the BLM and permittees started grazing 
BLM lands would now contain noxious weeds and we all know 
this is not the situation. 

2014-1 

10232 10232-33 In the last bullet on page 995, the language incorrectly conveys 
what constitutes "permitted AUM's". The BLM's Grazing 
Regulations at Section 4110.202 states that, " Permitted use shall 
encompass all authorized use including livestock use, and 
suspended use, ... ". 

2021-3 

10232 10232-34 In order to clear up any confusion and to comply with the portions 
of the BLM's Grazing Regulations that define and discuss the 
various levels of, and status of, AUM's on each grazing permit, the 
WSGB specifically request that the Final RMP include a Table 
that shows for each livestock grazing permit, the Preference level, 
and suspended use, if any, any temporary inactive use AUM's as a 

2021-1 
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result of agreements between the BLM and a permittee, and the 
level of AUM's that can be used on any given year provided that 
forage is available. 

10232 10232-35 On page 1014, we comment again that the RMP narrative in the 
third paragraph continues to tie almost everything related to the 
development of a Comprehensive Grazing Strategy. The WSGB 
agrees in concept to the development of comprehensive grazing 
strategies for each allotment. Our concern is based on a long term 
experience of not being able to obtain Allotment Management 
Plans for reasons we continue to not understand. We read nothing 
in the draft RMP that conveys any more of a priority to develop 
CGS' s that we have experienced with AMPs.We comment that the 
Final RMP include a commitment to develop AMP's which are 
certainly a comprehensive grazing strategy, in complete 
consultation with the permittees and the State of Wyoming 

2021-2 

10232 10232-36 On page 1015, the narrative in the second paragraph conveys an 
intent to establish "forage reserves" as opportunities arise. The 
WSGB is not aware of any authority of the BLM to establish 
forage reserves. The term "forage reserve" is not defined in the 
Glossary and it is our comment that prior to proposing this 
concept, that consultations with the local livestock industry, the 
County Commission, and State of Wyoming, must take place to 
discuss whether or not this proposal is legal and if so, is it an 
appropriate strategy for this area of Wyoming? 

2021-3 

10232 10232-37 In the definition of "Disruptive Activities", we comment that 
livestock roundups, per se, should not be considered a "disruptive 
activity". The Wyoming Governor's Executive Order on the Core 
Area concept considers traditional livestock program activities as 
"di minimus". ( sp ?? ) We comment that the RMP should adopt 
that concept. On page 1338, we comment that all range 
improvement construction should not automatically be considered 
a "Surface-disturbing Activity". 

2021-3 

10232 10232-38 On page 1448, in Table K-l, we comment that it is not clear as to 
whether or not the Public AUM's shown in this Table are 
Preference levels, permitted use levels, active use levels, and do 
these Public AUM's shown include suspended AUM's or AUM's 
of nonuse by agreement? 

2021-1 

10232 10232-39 We request a Table in the Final RMP that conveys for each permit, 
these various levels of AUM's recognized by the BLM and 
permittees for cattle, horses, and sheep. It appears that Table K-1 
is incomplete with respect to the public AUM's column. 

2021-1 

10232 10232-40 On page 1485, in Table L.8, Estimated AUM's by Alternative, it is 
not clear if the Item "Total AUM's lost (over 20 years), are AUM's 
to be placed into suspension or a reduction in Preference levels 
that have been Adjudicated to the base properties of the 
permittees.Our comment is a request to clarify Table L.8 by 
clearly stating if these changes in AUM's are proposed to be 
suspended or canceled in each of the headings under the "Item" 
column.We also comment that any proposed changes in AUM's be 
considered either temporary non-use or suspended, as appropriate. 

2021-1 
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10232 10232-41 We have been advised by a number of Section 3 permittees of 
their opinion that the information shown in both Tables L.9 and 
L.l 0, page 1486 with respect to the economic and employment 
assumptions are incorrect. We comment that the Fremont County 
Cattlemen's Association, the Fremont County Commission and 
Fremont County Land Use Plan should be consulted prior to the 
Final RMP in order to obtain and use the most current and 
accurate information on these subjects. 

2028-2 

10232 10232-5 We also comment that it is most inappropriate for language in an 
RMP to try to convey the BLM's (incorrect) opinion of the beliefs 
of "livestock grazing advocates" with respect to how to meet 
BLM's Standards of Rangeland Health. (Third paragraph, pg. 24) 
Our first comment on this subject is that the BLM's "Rangeland 
Health Standards" as required by 43 CFR, Part 4180, are not 
considered by the range science community as a science based 
approximation of the "health" of the land. The state of the art on 
this subject conveys that the ability of highly trained rangeland 
scientist to develop a professional opinion about the actual 
"health" of a polygon of rangeland is in it's infancy and that at 
best, observations and actual data taken by those who have 
researched and studied this subject is still nothing more than a first 
approximation. In addition, we could find NO published literature 
to support that reductions in livestock AUM's had any positive 
effect on achieving BLM's Rangeland Health Standards. 

2021-5 

10232 10232-8 On page 31, we disagree in principal to the part of the narrative in 
the first paragraph that conveys that range improvements can 
ONLY be authorized under a "Comprehensive Grazing Strategy" 
,( CGS ) because we do not yet know what that term means in 
reality. Yes, the term CGS has a definition in the Glossary but not 
in language that clearly conveys what a CGS actually looks like or 
what it actually contains. 

2021-2 

10233 10233-1 Alternative B inappropriately and unreasonably proposes to close 
most of the Lander Planning Area to future oil and gas leasing and 
places overwhelming operational restrictions and timing 
stipulations on the remainder of the lands within the Lander 
Planning Area. Lander DRMP/EIS, Map 30. The BLM must 
ensure compliance with the Energy Policy Act of 2005, Energy 
Policy and Conservation Act of 2000 ("EPCA") the National 
Energy Policy, and Executive Order Number 13212 (66 Fed. Reg. 
28357 (May 18, 2001)) to reduce rather than increase impediments 
to federal oil and gas leasing and development. 

2016-1 

10233 10233-10 Under FLPMA, the Secretary is required to comply with certain 
procedural requirements because it is closing large portions of the 
Lander Planning Area to oil and gas leasing. Section 204 of 
FLPMA requires the Secretary of the Interior to comply with 
certain procedural mandates prior to closing an area of 5,000 acres 
or more to mineral development. 43 U.S.C. Â§ 1714. Because 
Alternatives Band D propose to close areas of 5,000 acres or more 
to mineral development, they must comply with section 204 of 
FLPMA 

2016-1 
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10233 10233-100 The BLM indicates in Section 4.1.1.1 that emission factors used to 
measure proposed emissions within the Lander Planning Area 
were obtained using a variety of sources including EPA, WDEQ, 
and the American Petroleum Institute. The Lander DRMP/EIS 
also suggests information from WDEQ's 2010 air quality rules 
were utilized. Lander DRMPIEIS, pgs. 543-544. The BLM should 
clarify whether it utilized best available control technology 
("BACT") standards from 2011 or earlier standards. The WDEQ 
recently completed a rulemaking significantly modifying BACT 
standards in Wyoming. These new standards will undoubtedly 
reduce emissions from oil and gas projects. To the extent the BLM 
has not utilized the most recent BACT information, the 
information contained in Chapter 4 and in Appendix U will not be 
accurate. 

2001-1 

10233 10233-101 The BLM discussed that air quality impacts would primarily result 
from minerals development and production, and oil and gas 
activities. Lander DRMPIEIS, pgs. 543, 547. In fact, previous 
modeling performed by the State of Wyoming, EPA, and the 
Forest Service suggested that 90% of the air quality impacts at the 
Bridger Wilderness Area are attributable to distant forces outside 
of Wyoming, and not local sources within Wyoming. See The 
Southwest Wyoming Regional CalpufJ Air Quality Modeling 
Study: Final Report ("SWWYTAF") (February 2001). Oil and gas 
development may contribute to emissions in the region, but the 
SWWYTAF study indicates that the overwhelming majority of 
sources that impact air quality in Wyoming, and particularly the 
Bridger Wilderness Area south of the Lander Planning Area, are 
outside of Wyoming. The BLM should correct this information in 
the final EIS. 

2001-1 

10233 10233-102 Encana agrees with the BLM's conclusion that implementation of 
any of the alternatives will not likely cause or contribute to any 
exceedance of a national or state ambient air quality standard. Oil 
and gas operators such as Encana strive to reduce emissions and 
the WDEQ has developed some of the most comprehensive and 
rigorous air quality controls anywhere in the United States. It 
should be noted that some of the new regulatory standards set 
forth by the WDEQ that have ultimately been implemented as 
operational requirements were based upon successes realized from 
voluntary programs developed by Encana. 

2001-1 

10233 10233-103 The BLM must ensure that its proposed Lander Air Resources 
Management Plan in Appendix F is entirely consistent with the 
EPA MOU entered into by the Department of the Interior, the 
Department of Agriculture and the EPA earlier this year. The 
language on page 548 and 570 of the Lander DRMP/EIS appear to 
contradict portions of the EPA MOU that allow the BLM, in 
consultation with EPA, not to require air quality modeling for 
specific, smaller oil and gas development projects. Nothing in the 
Lander RMP should in any way conflict with the agreement 
reached by the Department of the Interior, the Department of 
Agriculture and the EPA in the MOU. 

2001-2 
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10233 10233-104 The BLM is asked to remove the F.I table in Appendix F (this 
table appears in duplicate form in Appendix U as U.5 and should 
be deleted there, as well). The emission inventory methodology is 
not readily transparent and our review of Appendices F and U 
concludes that the calculation methodologies and rationale are not 
revealed within the document. 

2001-1 

10233 10233-105 The BLM states on page 577 of the Lander DRMP/EIS that it 
assumes erosion rates following surface-disturbing activities 
return to background levels within three to five years following 
full reclamation. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 577. The BLM has not 
adequately justified or explained this statement. Given the State of 
Wyoming's extensive stormwater control and prevention 
measures, and the BLM's rigorous reclamation requirements, it 
seems entirely inaccurate to assume that erosion rates will 
continue within three to five years following full reclamation. 
Wyoming's stormwater permitting procedures require full 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans ("SWPP") for surface 
disturbing activities of virtually any size. WDEQ Rules, Chapter 
2, Section 6. These plans will fully protect and prevent 
unnecessary erosion. Additionally, after full reclamation it is very 
unlikely there will be any soil erosion caused by surface disturbing 
activities. The BLM should justify and include its explanation for 
this statement. 

2029-1 

10233 10233-106 The BLMÂ· does not appropriately recognize that the State of 
Wyoming has primacy regarding water, water quality, and 
discharge within the Lander Planning Area. The BLM should 
clearly and carefully state in the final EIS for the Lander RMP that 
the WDEQ has primacy over water quality issues within the State 
of Wyoming. The BLM should also more clearly recognize that 
under all Alternatives, the implementation, inspection, and 
maintenance of SWPP as required by the WDEQ would minimize 
sedimentation in watersheds. 

2034-2 

10233 10233-107 Finally, the BLM should remind the public that reclamation plans 
are currently required for all oil and gas operations under Onshore 
Order No.1. The BLM should quantify or explain how or why it 
believes the reclamation plan as required under Alternative D will 
increase reclamation success over that already required on federal 
lands 

2034-1 

10233 10233-108 Encana disagrees with the BLM's statement on page 595 of the 
Lander DRMPIEIS that oil and gas techniques such as stimulation 
methods can directly impact groundwater. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 
595. To date, as recognized by the Secretary of the Interior, there 
are no confirmed instances of oil and gas stimulation methods 
directly impacting groundwater resources. The BLM has provided 
no analysis or support for this assertion and it should be removed 
from the final EIS for the Lander RMP. 

2034-1 

10233 10233-109 The BLM describes areas of having high oil and gas potential if 
there is a potential for more than 100 wells per township. The 
BLM describes areas of moderate potential as having between 20 
and 100 wells per township. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 638. 

2018-6 
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Although such descriptions were generally true for traditional 
vertical oil and gas development, the same is not true for more 
recent horizontal development. More and more often, oil and gas 
operators are drilling long horizontal wellbores capable of 
developing a single 640-acre section with a single wellbore. As 
such, an extremely prolific area may have only 36 oil and gas 
wells within an entire township, yet it will be fully and effectively 
developed. In addition to the traditional analysis, the BLM should 
recognize that estimating oil and gas development potential by 
wells per township is not, necessarily, accurate given recent 
advances in technology. Instead, the BLM should focus on the oil 
and gas potential in terms of oil and gas in place ("OGIP") and 
estimated ultimate recover ("EUR") 

10233 10233-11 Under Alternatives B and D, the BLM would make over 100,000 
acres to oil and gas leasing unavailable for a period of two years or 
more, yet BLM has not complied with the clear and unequivocal 
requirements of FLPMA. BLM must notify Congress of its intent 
to close significant areas to future oil and gas development prior to 
finalizing the Lander RMP. 

2016-1 

10233 10233-110 It is not entirely clear whether BLM identifies a VRM Class II 
restriction as a major or moderate constraint on oil and gas 
development. Lander DRMP/EIS, pgs. 638, 642. Given the 
extreme restrictions on oil and gas development within VRM 
Class II areas including no surface occupancy restrictions, Lander 
DRMP/EIS, Record No. 5034, pg. 124. Encana urges the BLM to 
treat VRM Class II restrictions as a major restriction on oil and 
gas development, not a moderate restriction. In the final EIS for 
the Lander RMP, the BLM should appropriately recognize Class II 
restrictions as a major restriction on oil and gas development and 
adjust its analysis under all the Alternatives in accordance with 
this recognition. 

2033-1 

10233 10233-111 Encana questions whether the BLM has provided for adequate 
surface disturbance in Table 4.2 for the RFD Scenario. Lander 
DRMPIEIS, pg. 638. As the BLM is aware, oil and gas operators 
are currently utilizing horizontal development techniques in 
Wyoming to develop and produce oil and gas from shale or other 
formations that previously could not be developed. The use of 
horizontal drilling techniques, however, requires the creation of 
much larger individual well pads than traditional vertical or 
directional development. Although the number of actual wellbores 
may be less and, as noted above, as little as one well pad per 
section, individual well pads are often significantly larger-as large 
as ten or twelve acres in size prior to interim reclamation. The 
larger well pad size is necessary to accommodate larger drilling 
rigs utilized for horizontal development and to accommodate the 
significant amount of equipment necessary for large stimulation 
and hydraulic fracturing processes necessary to develop these 
resources. As many as 100 individual tanks may be necessary to 
store the water, sand, and other materials necessary to 
hydraulically fracture a single horizontal well. The BLM should 
account for this additional disturbance in its RFD Scenario to 

2018-6 
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ensure that it has adequately and properly analyzed potential 
impacts on oil and gas development in the Lander DRMPIEIS. 

10233 10233-112 The BLM describes the potential impacts from oil and gas 
operations to big game species in the Lander DRMPIEIS. See e.g. 
Lander DRMP/EIS, pgs. 796 -797. The BLM does not, however, 
include information regarding how species habituate to oil and gas 
activities. See Reeve, A.F. 1984, Environmental Influences on 
Pronghorn Range and Pronghorn Habitat, PhD Dissertations, Erv, 
Irby, L.R., et al., 1984; "Management of Mule Deer in Relation to 
Oil and Gas Development in Montana" proceedings III: Issues in 
Technology in the Management of the Impact to Wildlife. The 
BLM should update the RMP with this information. As currently 
drafted, the RMP unfairly describes impacts to big game species 
from oil and gas activities. 

2039-1 

10233 10233-113 As discussed earlier, Encana is concerned with the language under 
Alternative D that would require surface-disturbing activities be 
minimized to the smallest footprint practical to minimize the 
impacts to wildlife from habitat loss and fragmentation. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, pg. 830. Encana is concerned that this language could 
be used to unreasonably limit oil and gas activities and serve as a 
tool for opponents of oil and gas development to challenge oil and 
gas development authorizations in addition to safety and 
maintenance issues requiring a larger footprint, the BLM should 
also maxmuze its flexibility by indicating that surface servmg 
operations will consider a maximization of oil and gas resource 
recovery. 

2039-1 

10233 10233-114 The BLM states on page 865 that all Alternatives require surface-
disturbing activities and facilities to have the smallest footprint 
possible to minimize the impacts of habitat loss and 
fragmentation. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 865. The statement is not, 
however, consistent with the language on page 822 of the Lander 
DRMP/EIS and the description of Alternative C. The BLM should 
correct this inconsistency in the final EIS for the Lander RMP. 

2030-3 

10233 10233-115 Encana remains opposed to the unreasonable timing and 
controlled surface occupancy restrictions proposed under 
Alternative B. Extending the timing limitation buffer around 
raptor nests to 1.5 miles is excessive and unnecessary. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, pg. 881. The BLM has not provided any analysis 
demonstrating such a restriction is necessary 

2039-1 

10233 10233-116 Additionally, the BLM's proposal to increase the protection for 
sage-grouse habitat is also excessive and unnecessary. A 600% 
increase in habitat protected under Alternative B as compared to 
Alternative A has not been justified. 

2012-3 

10233 10233-117 Encana remains vehemently opposed to the proposal under 
Alternative D to extend seasonal protections for greater sage-
grouse, Mountain Plover and raptor species for operation and 
maintenance activities outside DDAs. Lander DRMPIEIS, pg. 
903. Such a prohibition reduces the BLM's management flexibility 
and may unreasonably interfere with oil and gas operations. In 
order for Alternative D to be in any way acceptable or workable, 

2018-1 
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the BLM must ensure it has sufficient flexibility to authorize oil 
and gas activities to the greatest extent possible within DDAs. The 
vast majority of the Lander Planning Area is subject to significant 
restrictions and limiting the number of restrictions within DDAs is 
the only means by which the BLM can continue to abide by a fair 
and balanced multiple-use regimen. 

10233 10233-118 The BLM should acknowledge that the knowledge of cultural 
resources can increase with oil and gas development. As surface 
disturbing operations are proposed and necessary research and 
consultation is conducted pursuant to NEPA, the National Historic 
Preservation Act, and other laws, the BLM often gains significant 
additional information. The BLM should revise its analysis in 
Chapter 4 to clearly indicate to the public that oil and gas 
development often leads to potential beneficial impacts to cultural 
resources, not just potential negative impacts. 

2005-1 

10233 10233-119 Further, the BLM should describe how operators such as Encana 
work with the BLM, the State of Wyoming, and private land 
owners to minimize potential visual impacts from oil and gas 
operations where appropriate. Given recent mitigation measures 
and BMPs, operators are often able to significantly reduce the 
potential visual impacts associated with oil and gas operations. 

2005-2 

10233 10233-12 In particular, Alternative B is not a reasonable alternative because 
it virtually eliminates oil and gas development from the public 
lands contrary to the BLM's multiple-use mandate. Under 
FLPMA, the BLM is required to manage the public lands on the 
basis of multiple-use and sustained yield. 43 U.s.c. Â§ 1701(a)(7) 
(2010). 

2018-3 

10233 10233-120 Additionally, the BLM has not justified why visual resource 
inventory ("VRI") areas would ever be designated as VRM Class 
II. Designating a VRI Class IIIor IV area with greater protections 
than currently exist or have been justified is unnecessary and 
unreasonable. Lander DRMP/EIS, pgs. 954, 956. The BLM 
.should not impose VRM classifications with VRI classifications 
of IIIor IV under either Alternative B or D. 

2033-1 

10233 10233-121 The BLM indicates on pages 969 and 970 that a 5% surface 
disturbance cap applies under Alternative D for energy 
development. Encana is opposed to any surface disturbance caps 
imposed in the Lander RMP. There is also no clear source of this 
limitation other than its general reference in Chapter 4. Does it 
apply to conventional energy development as well? Such 
restrictions are unreasonable and unnecessary and unreasonably 
limit the BLM's management flexibility. The BLM must remove 
any and all language regarding surface disturbing caps in the 
Lander RMP. 

2024-1 

10233 10233-122 Unreasonably curtailing or limiting ROW corridors for a 
significant infrastructure project such as natural gas pipelines 
would unreasonably limit future oil and gas development within 
the entire Lander Planning Area. The proposed right-of-way 
exclusion areas and ROW avoidance areas under Alternative B are 
unreasonable. Lander DRMP/EIS, pgs. 975 -977, 979 -987. 

2025-3 
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Prohibiting the creation of new ROW within almost two million 
acres of the Lander Planning Area is inconsistent with the BLM's 
ultimate use obligations and has not been sufficiently justified by 
the BLM. 

10233 10233-123 Overall Encana continues to support the BLM's management of 
Congressionally designated trails under Alternative A, and not 
Alternatives B or D. The prohibitions under Alternative A have 
adequately protected the historic trails within the Lander Planning 
Area since their designation and the adoption of the 
Oregon/Mormon Pioneer Historic Trail Management Plan in 1986. 
The BLM has not adequately justified the significant increase in 
development opportunities under Alternatives B or D. Alternative 
B in particular is unreasonable because it could restrict 
development activities within 15 to 20 miles of a national historic 
trail. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 1041. The decision to entirely close 
public lands within three miles of either side of a national historic 
trail under Alternative B is similarly umeasonable and may restrict 
oil and gas opportunities within the Lander Planning Area. Such a 
limitation is particularly egregious because it may impact 
transportation or other infrastructure facilities necessary to 
transport natural gas and hydrocarbons out of the Lander Planning 
Area. 

2004-1 

10233 10233-124 Encana is also opposed to the management action under 
Alternative D that would close oil and gas leasing for five miles 
on either side of the historic trail which covers approximately 
4,297,925 acres. Id. The BLM should also review the language on 
page 1045 of the Lander DRMPIEIS because in several instances, 
the BLM describes Alternative B rather than Alternative D. 

2004-1 

10233 10233-125 Encana is opposed to the creation of the Cedar Ridge ACEC in 
northeastern Freemont County and northwestern Natrona County. 
Operator does not believe the BLM has sufficiently justified the 
creation of this ACEC within the Lander Planning Area and urges 
the BLM not to adopt this Alternative. The cultural resources 
within the Cedar Ridge ACEC are adequately protected by 
existing laws including the National Historic Preservation Act. 
Additionally, as noted on page 1134 of the Lander DRMPIEIS, the 
lands to the west and southwest of Cedar Ridge have long been 
developed for oil and gas resources. Given the extent of existing 
leases already in the area, it would be impossible and 
inappropriate for the BLM to now place umeasonable limitations 
on oil and gas development. Operator, therefore, supports the 
BLM's proposal under the Preferred Alternative not to designate 
any part of Cedar Ridge as an ACEC 

2002-1 

10233 10233-126 [Â Â Footnote 6: Please note that on page 1137 of the Lander 
DRMPIEIS, the BLM indicates that the Casper Field Office RMP 
was developed in 2005. The Casper Field Office RMP was 
actually adopted in 2007. ] 

2007-1 

10233 10233-127 The BLM needs to correct information in Section 4.10 regarding 
cumulative impacts of greater sage-grouse in several ways. First, 
the BLM acknowledges the 2008 and 2010 Executive Orders 

2006-1 



Lander Proposed RMP and Final EIS B-261 

February 2013 Comment Analysis Report 
 Attachment B – Individual Comments 

Comment
Document 
Number 

Individual 
Comment 
Number 

Comment Text 

Summary 
Comment 
Response 
Number 

issued by the Governor of Wyoming. As indicated earlier in these 
comments, however, the Governor of Wyoming has adopted a new 
Executive Order that is substantially similar to the 2008 and 2010 
Orders. Nonetheless, the BLM should acknowledge the new 
executive order and its impacts on operations and the protection of 
sage-grouse in Wyoming. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 1208. 

10233 10233-128 Second, on page 1210, the BLM suggests that private lands are not 
subject to core area and noncore area stipulations and it is likely 
that protective measures for sage-grouse will not be implemented. 
This information fails to take into account the fact that oil and gas 
operations, for example, are subject to the greater sage-grouse 
policy whether or not they are on private lands. The WOGCC and 
the WDEQ have made it clear that they will comply with the terms 
and conditions of the 2011 sage-grouse executive order on private 
lands wherever they occur in Wyoming. Therefore, oil and gas 
operators proposing oil and gas development on private lands will 
be subject to the same type of restrictions outlined in the executive 
order, including limits on the number of surface disturbing 
operations that can be located within a single 640 acre section. 
The BLM should include this information in the final EIS for the 
Lander RMP 

2012-1 

10233 10233-129 The BLM suggests on page 1220 of the Lander DRMPIEIS that 
the most recent state-wide air emission inventory was completed 
in 2005. In fact, the most current inventory was completed in 2008 
and, the WDEQ is currently in the process of gathering 2011 data 
for the most recent, on-going emissions inventory. 

2006-1 

10233 10233-13 Alternative B is not consistent with existing National Policies. 
Federal agencies are required to expedite projects which increase 
domestic energy production under existing executive orders. 
Executive Orders 13211, 13212, and 13302. The adoption of 
Alternative B would significantly curtail domestic production 
compared to both the baseline scenario and any of the other 
alternatives analyzed by the BLM. Lander DRMP/EIS, pgs. 647, 
1186 -1187. The loss of such an enormous energy supply is 
contrary to the best interests of the nation and inconsistent with the 
Energy Policy Act of2005 

2018-3 

10233 10233-130 "Core Area." The definition should be updated to include the most 
recent Executive Order issued by the Governor of Wyoming in 
2011. 

2012-1 

10233 10233-131 "Downspacing." The definition should be corrected to indicate 
downspacing involves increasing the number of wells needed to 
effectively drain an area not decreasing the number of wells within 
the specific area. 

2018-3 

10233 10233-132 "Setting." The BLM should provide a source for this definition. 
Partaking the historical "setting" plays an important role in the 
BLM's management decision within the Lander DRMPIEIS, yet 
BLM does not provide a specific delegation of authority or further 
protection of the "setting. 

2005-1 

10233 10233-133 The BLM should review carefully the list of federal laws, 
regulations, policies, guidance, and other applicable mandates and 

2016-1 
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authority provided in Appendix A to ensure it is accurate. In many 
circumstances, the year attributable to a particular rule, regulation, 
or guidance is not accurate. For example, the BLM identifies 
many of the regulations appearing in 43 C.F.R. Parts 3160 and 
3400 as dating to 1920. While these regulations were enacted 
pursuant to the authority of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920, the 
regulations, in fact, have been promulgated in only the last 20 to 
30 years and certainly do not date back to 1920. Similarly, the 
BLM identifies the oil and gas leasing regulations, which appear at 
43 C.F.R. Part 3100 as originating in 1983. While a few individual 
sections of the regulations appearing at Part 3100 date from 1983, 
the vast majority of said regulations actually date to 1988 and 
were promulgated after the Federal Onshore Oil and Gas Leasing 
Reform Act of 1987. Surprisingly, the Federal Onshore Oil and 
Gas Leasing Reform Act is not identified in the list of statutes 
impacting BLM regulations and policies despite the fact it 
fundamentally altered the way federal oil and gas lands are offered 
for competitive lease. 

10233 10233-134 The BLM needs to clarify the interim reclamation standards for 
both Designated Development Areas and non-Designated 
Development Areas on page 1392 of the Lander DRMP/EIS. The 
BLM indicates that for interim reclamation standards no greater 
than fifteen percent (15%) INNS and thirty five percent (35%) 
INNS in a 500 foot square area must be obtained. The very next 
bullet point indicates, however, that no invasive plant species must 
be present. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 1392. These two bullet points 
appear to be inconsistent given the definition of INNS as an 
invasive non-native species. 

2014-1 

10233 10233-135 Additionally, Encana urges the BLM to reconsider the requirement 
to successfully ensure that shrubs and forbs are established within 
the first two (2) to three (3) years after reclamation. Given the 
need to treat reclaimed areas for noxious weeds using herbicides, 
any potential shrubs or forbs included in the original seed mix will 
likely be killed in the efforts to prevent INNS from being 
established. It is more logical to focus on the successful growth of 
shrubs and forbs after the initial reclamation period rather than 
during the first two (2) to three (3) years after initial reclamation. 
Shrubs and forbs can be reintroduced after a seventy (70%) or 
eighty (80%) percent cover of acceptable native grass is achieved. 
Establishing forbs and shrubs in the growing environment in 
which operators encounter in the Lander Resource Area is a long-
term process (five (5) to seven (7) years possibly) and is not 
achieved within the initial three (3) years of time to achieve 
rollover. Weed control via herbicide use must be employed 
heavily during the initial growing seasons to prevent INNS. The 
forbs and shrubs are not tolerant of these chemicals and thus are 
not safe until a sufficient degree of weed control is achieved in 
order to eliminate the need for widespread herbicide application, 
generally after the second (2) or third (3) growing season. It would 
be more reasonable to expect that the invasive species be 
minimized after the initial two (2) to three (3) years of reclamation 

2014-1 
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growth. The required continued monitoring of the site would 
ensure that a trend toward continuity with the native landscape is 
present and in time would be achieved. 

10233 10233-136 Additionally, operators have struggled to obtain a seed mix from 
the BLM that would meet the objectives of obtaining re-vegetation 
with native species as is required by the Lander DRMPIEIS. Seed 
mix is developed from information obtained from pre-disturbance 
surveys, actual surveys on the ground, and scientific studies have 
been routinely rejected by the BLM over the past several years. 
Instead, operators have been resigned to utilize the BLM-
prescribed seed mix that does not match the native plant species 
and the BLM has required re-seeding at rates not consistent with 
those that scientific data has proven to be most effective. If 
operators are to be held to the standards in the Lander DRMPIEIS, 
they need to be allowed the freedom to use good science whenever 
possible. 

2032-3 

10233 10233-137 The BLM indicates that species composition in a given site will be 
determined by weight. Generally, Encana has utilized species 
composition estimates using visualized counts with randomized 
grid areas. The BLM should explain whether this technique will 
still be utilized under the objectives proposed in the Lander 
DRMP/EIS. 

2032-3 

10233 10233-138 With respect to the final reclamation standards for Designated 
Development Areas, the BLM proposes to require at least five 
percent (5%) of the total plant species to be woody plants. This 
statement seemingly disregards the composition of the native 
vegetation surrounding the reclaimed site or the vegetation present 
at the site prior to disturbance. No allowance is made for grass 
dominated landscapes that in their undisturbed site contain less 
than five percent (5%) woody species. The BLM should allow for 
exceptions to its five percent (5%) requirement in such 
circumstances. 

2032-3 

10233 10233-139 Finally, the BLM needs to better explain the statement on page 
1394 of the Lander DRMPIEIS that indicates that any time fifteen 
percent (15%) or more of a reclaimed area is re-disturbed, 
monitoring will be reinitiated. For example, if over fifteen percent 
(15%) of a site is disturbed would an operator lose all previously 
banked rollover reclamation credit? 

2032-3 

10233 10233-14 The overall minerals management under Alternative B is 
inappropriate because it unreasonably limits oil and gas 
development. As noted above, the BLM is significantly limiting 
potential future oil and gas development in the Lander Planning 
Area by making 2,276,525 acres under Alternative B unavailable 
for oil and gas leasing. The BLM is additionally making 187,524 
acres available to oil and gas leasing only with major constraints 
under Alternative B. Alternative B in particular eliminates almost 
the entire Lander Planning Area for mineral development and 
must not be selected by the BLM 

2018-3 

10233 10233-140 The BLM indicates in Section F.2.4 that it will include future oil 
and gas development in areas of existing development and will 

2001-2 
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encourage future oil and gas development in areas located over 50 
kilometers from the nearest Class I Area. The BLM has not, 
however, explained how it will manage these objectives 

10233 10233-141 Encana encourages the BLM to add a statement in the Lander 
RMP clarifying the scope of the BLM's authority as defined by the 
IBLA. The BLM does not have the authority to impose regulations 
or control measures on emission sources, including oil and gas 
operations, within Wyoming. 

2001-2 

10233 10233-142 Encana is opposed to the BLM's proposal under Section F.4.2 to 
require the proponent for mineral development projects that have 
the potential to omit more than 100 tons per year of a certain 
criteria air pollutant to provide a minimum of one year of baseline 
ambient air monitoring data. Such a requirement could excessively 
and unnecessarily delay oil and gas projects within the Lander 
Planning Area. The BLM should justify this requirement or, at the 
very least, clarify that operators have the opportunity to provide 
such data during the pendency of the required environmental 
analysis for the project rather than providing the data before the 
BLM will even evaluate a proposal. 

2001-1 

10233 10233-143 The vast majority of the mitigation measures identified in Section 
F.4.4 and Table F.l are far beyond the BLM's authority and should 
be removed from this document. For example, the BLM in 
Wyoming has long acknowledged that it cannot implement 
specific drill rig emission reduction measures. In a letter to an oil 
and gas operator in December 2006, then Associate Field Manager 
Roger Bankert, acknowledged that the BLM cannot implement 
drill rig emission reduction measures because "it has been 
administratively determined that BLM does not have the authority 
to regulate air quality. That authority rests with the Wyoming 
Department of Environmental Quality." Further, the regulation of 
mobile sources, such as drilling rigs, is exclusively the jurisdiction 
of the EPA. The BLM should eliminate Table F.l from the Lander 
RMP 

2001-2 

10233 10233-144 In part C, IV(b) the BLM indicates that seeding should be 
accomplished by drill methods whenever possible utilizing a no-
till or rangeland drill set to desired seed depth. If broadcast 
seeding is determined, a double seed mix quantity should be 
broadcast. The BLM should also note that seeding should be 
started after November 1 and continue until snow cover prohibits 
seeding. If seeding is done earlier than November 1, the possibility 
of germination exists due to moisture and/or warm days. 

2032-3 

10233 10233-145 In part C, I(b)2, on page 1419 of the Lander DRMP/EIS the BLM 
indicates that ripping eighteen (18) to twenty four (24) inches is 
required prior to spreading topsoil if topsoil depth is six (6) inches 
or less. If the topsoil is less than six (6) inches thick, ripping after 
the topsoil is spread can be detrimental to the introduction of 
unsuitable sub-soils in the top soil, even using modern reclamation 
tools such as a parabolic plow 

2029-1 

10233 10233-146 Suggestions in Appendix A regarding stockpiling suitable and 
unsuitable Soils to Maintain Soil Quality will adversely affect 

2029-1 
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surface impacts in development areas. If the recommendation that 
stockpile slopes not exceed 5:1 angles is were adhered to, a typical 
lO-feet high topsoil or spoil pile would be l12-feet wide. This 
would exponentially increase the disturbance area and, in most 
cases, would not be possible due to topographic constraints 

10233 10233-147 This section also recommends that all suitable soil stockpiles be 
seeded with native cool-season grass. Language should be added 
to make reasonable exceptions for piles at well sites that are 
reclaimed in less than one growing season. 

2029-2 

10233 10233-148 As in an earlier comment, Encana strenuously supports the 
creation of DDAs within the Lander Planning Area. In order to 
make Appendix I more useful, however, Encana encourages the 
BLM to develop and clearly explain how exceptions and 
modifications will be treated within DDAs. The BLM indicates 
throughout the text of the Lander DRMPIEIS that oral requests for 
exceptions for wildlife timing limitations may be granted in 
DDAs, but it does not layout the procedure clearly in Appendix I. 

2018-1 

10233 10233-149 Encana would like to continue its participation in the RMP 
revision process for the Bighorn Basin RMPs. Please ensure both 
Dale Bramlet and Paul Ulrich, Encana Oil & Gas (USA) Inc., 370 
17th Street, Suite 1700, Denver, CO 80202, 
dale.bramlet@encana.com or paul.ulrich@encana.com, (720) 876-
3554 are on the Bureau of Land Management's mailing list for all 
future information regarding this project and do not hesitate to 
contact us should you require additional information. We request 
that you please specifically provide Encana complete paper copies 
of the final EIS, and Record of Decision for this project at the 
address provided above 

2016-1 

10233 10233-15 The removal of vast areas of lands from future oil and gas 
development and potential restrictions on existing leases under 
Alternative B, and to a lesser extent, Alternative D, would also 
significantly restrict regional earnings, jobs, and tax revenue in the 
Lander Planning Area. The adoption of Alternative B would 
reduce regional earnings significantly and reduce local jobs by 
1,000 jobs over the current management scenario. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, pgs. 1175,1185. 

2018-3 

10233 10233-150 Record No. 4051, pg. 47, states that BLM will utilize 
recommendations found in WGFD Recommendations for 
Development Oil and Gas Resources within Crucial and Important 
Wildlife Habitats (WGFD 2009). The BLM must revise these 
statements to clarify that it will consider, not necessarily "utilize" 
all of the WGFD's recommendations. The BLM alone has primacy 
and the responsibility to manage federal lands under its 
jurisdiction in Wyoming. The statement in Record No. 4051 could 
be misconstrued to suggest that the BLM is required to utilize the 
WGFD's recommendations rather than simply consider the 
management suggestions contained therein. 

2018-3 

10233 10233-151 [Refer to PDF of this comment document for additional supporting 
material, including attachments and references, provided by this 
commenter] 

2007-1 
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10233 10233-16 The BLM must recognize, study, and report the economic impact 
of its decision to close significant portions of the Lander Planning 
Area to leasing, or to make significant portions of the Lander 
Planning Area only available with major constraints will have 
upon future exploration and development in the area. It is not 
enough for the BLM to simply assert that existing lease rights will 
be protected, the BLM must analyze further how existing lease 
rights will be impacted by future limitations on leasing and 
development and what protection it will afford existing leases in 
the above described scenario. 

2018-3 

10233 10233-17 The overall minerals management under Alternative D is 
inappropriate because it unreasonably limits oil and gas 
development. As noted above, the BLM is significantly limiting 
potential future oil and gas development in the Lander Planning 
Area by making 110,014 acres under Alternative D unavailable for 
oil and gas leasing. The BLM is additionally making only 
1,182,711 acres available to oil and gas leasing with major 
constraints under Alternative D 

2018-3 

10233 10233-18 Alternative D is not consistent with existing National Policies. 
Federal agencies are required to expedite projects which increase 
domestic energy production under existing executive orders. 
Executive Orders 13211, 13212, and 13302. The adoption of 
Alternative D would significantly curtail domestic production 
compared to both the baseline scenario and any of the other 
alternatives analyzed by the BLM. Lander DRMP/EIS, pgs. 647, 
1186 -1187. The loss of such an enormous energy supply is 
contrary to the best interests of the nation and inconsistent with the 
Energy Policy Act of2005. 

2016-1 

10233 10233-19 Encana encourages the BLM to add a statement in the Lander 
RMP clarifying the scope of the BLM's authority as defined by the 
IBLA. The BLM does not have the authority to impose regulations 
or mandate control measures on emission sources, including oil 
and gas operations, within Wyoming 

2001-2 

10233 10233-2 The BLM acknowledges in the Lander DRMP/EIS that it must 
honor existing rights. "The RMP will recognize valid existing 
rights." Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. Executive Summary xxxviii; see 
also Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 9. The BLM should further expressly 
recognize that oil and gas leases are existing rights that cannot be 
modified. Once the BLM has issued a federal oil and gas lease 
without no surface occupancy ("NSO") stipulations, and in the 
absence of a nondiscretionary statutory prohibition against 
development, the BLM cannot completely deny development on 
the leasehold. See, e.g., National Wildlife Federation, et al., 150 
IBLA 385, 403 (1999). Only Congress has the right to completely 
prohibit development once a lease has been issued 

2016-1 

10233 10233-20 Similarly, the BLM's second proposed Goal PR:2 states "Maintain 
concentrations of PSD pollutants associated with management 
actions in compliance with the applicable increment." Id. This 
"goal" is wholly inappropriate because the BLM does not have the 
authority to implement, regulate, or enforce the prevention of 

2001-2 
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significant deterioration ("PSD") increment. The BLM's lack of 
authority of PSD increment was recently recognized in the MOU 
issued by the Department of the Interior, Department of 
Agriculture, and the EPA which indicates that BLM NEPA 
documents relating to oil and gas activities will model PSD 
increment consumption for informational purposes only 

10233 10233-21 Because Objective PR 1.2 overlaps with jurisdiction held solely by 
the WDEQ and EPA, it must be removed from the Lander RMP. 
See 40 C.F.R. Â§Â§ 51, 52; WAQSR Chapter 6, Â§ 4. The BLM 
must revise its goals to be consistent with its own authority. This 
goal as drafted is beyond the BLM's authority and must be deleted. 

2001-2 

10233 10233-22 Encana additionally believes that the BLM's goals to "improve air 
quality in the Lander Planning Area as practicable" are 
unnecessary given the authority of the EPA and WDEQ over air 
quality. Lander DRMP/EIS, Table 2.7, pg. 60. Congress has 
already directed the EPA to develop new and revised national 
ambient air quality standards based on the latest scientific 
knowledge. 42 U.S.C. Â§Â§ 7408(a)(2), 7409(b)(1). Under the 
CAA, states are not authorized to develop emission standards 
which are less stringent than the national standards for any 
particular ambient air quality standard. 42 U.S.C. Â§ 7416; 40 
C.F.R. Â§ 52.14. Given the fact the EPA and WDEQ are already 
developing and enforcing air quality control measures, there is no 
need for the BLM to develop goals, obligations, or requirements 
that may interfere with the EPA and WDEQ's authority. 

2001-2 

10233 10233-23 Encana encourages the BLM to eliminate Objective PR: 2.2 in the 
Lander DRMPIEIS. Lander DRMPIEIS, Table 2.7, pg. 60. Both 
EPA and WDEQ have developed sufficient enforcement 
mitigation measures to protect against deposition pollutants. There 
is no reason for the BLM to attempt to enforce these regulations. 

2001-2 

10233 10233-24 The BLM must revise its air quality goals and management 
actions to state that BLM's only management goal, objective, or 
action will be to ensure that the WDEQ is invited to participate in 
theNEPA process as a cooperating agency and that BLM wil lnot 
interfere with the WDEQ's regulation of air quality. In the event 
the BLM retains the air quality objectives contained in the Lander 
DRMP/EIS, the BLM must include clear language in the RMP 
disavowing any attempt by BLM to regulate air emissions or air 
quality in the Lander Planning Area. 

2001-2 

10233 10233-25 BLM should revise its second Goal PR2.1 to clarify that BLM 
cannot and will not attempt to enforce visibility-impairing 
pollutants. Rather than attempting to regulate air quality in the 
Lander RMP, Encana encourages the BLM to participate in and 
abide by the regulatory processes currently underway in 
Wyoming. Any attempt by the BLM to regulate air quality could 
lead to inconsistent, confusing, and possibly illegal standards if 
imposed by the BLM 

2001-2 

10233 10233-26 Lander DRMPIEIS, Record No. 1003, pg. 60. Because the BLM 
does not have authority over air quality within the State of 
Wyoming, it should refrain from imposing mitigation measures for 

2001-2 
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air quality. Further, the requirement as drafted is vague and 
undefined. The BLM does not describe the type of "Best 
Management Practices" it will impose or how it will regulate and 
determine the efficiency of such measures. 

10233 10233-27 Encana encourages the BLM to modify Record No. 1008 to reflect 
the limited nature ofBLM's authority over air quality. As drafted, 
Record No. 1008 could be read to require the BLM to enforce air 
quality emissions. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 19. The BLM should 
revise Record No. 1008 to state that BLM will "encourage" rather 
than "require" BLM-authorized activities to minimize adverse air 
impacts. As described above, BLM does not have the authority to 
require operators to comply with particular air quality regulations. 

2001-2 

10233 10233-28 The BLM developed more appropriate air quality language in the 
recently released Draft EIS and Resource Management Plan for 
the Bighorn Basin Planning Area ("Bighorn Basin RMP/DEIS") 
that the Lander Field Office should utilize. The language in the 
Bighorn Basin RMP/DEIS recognized the limit on the BLM's 
authority by noting that it will only impose best management 
practices ("BMPs") within the scope of its authority and that, 
under the Preferred Alternative, it will only facilitate discussions 
with other agencies regarding the nature and scope of the 
additional mitigation measures. See Bighorn Basin RMPIDEIS, 
Record No. 1005, pg. 2Â43. Encana encourages the BLM to adopt 
similar language in the Lander RMP 

2001-2 

10233 10233-29 The BLM should revise Record No. 1011 to state that surface-
disturbing activities may be authorized in Designated 
Development Areas ("DDAs) when authorized by the BLM. 
Lander DRMP/EIS, Record No. 1011, pg. 62. One of the cited by 
BLM associated with Alternative D is the fact that operators may 
be authorized to conduct year-round operations within DDAs. As 
currently drafted, Record No. 1011 could be read to preclude year-
round operations within DDAs. Lander DRMP/EIS, Record No. 
1011, pg. 62. Allowing limited surface disturbing operations 
within DDAs is consistent with the BLM's overall management 
goal under Alternative D and should be specifically authorized. 

2029-1 

10233 10233-3 The BLM partially recognizes that it cannot modify existing lease 
rights in the Lander DRMP/EIS, but the agency negates this 
statement by suggesting that it will impose COAs on operations 
that will, effectively, impose new limitations on leases. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, pg.637. The BLM cannot use COAs to modify or take 
existing lease rights. 

2016-1 

10233 10233-31 The BLM has not adequately explained what type of a site-
specific analysis or reclamation plan will be required in areas with 
low reclamation potential ("LRP"). Lander DRMP/EIS, Record 
No. 1012, pg. 62. In order for operators to meaningfully comment 
on this requirement, the BLM needs to provide more definition of 
what constitutes a "very detailed" reclamation plan. Lander 
DRMPIEIS, Record No. 1012, pg. 62. 

2029-1 

10233 10233-32 The BLM's proposed soil management objectives under 
Alternative B are overly restrictive and unnecessary. Encana is 

2029-1 
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particularly opposed to the prohibition on surface disturbing 
activities in LRP areas and in slopes over 15%. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, Record Nos. 1013, 1014, pg. 63. The BLM has not 
justified such measures 

10233 10233-33 The BLM should clarify that under all of the alternatives, 
reclamation plans are required for all oil and gas drilling 
operations under Onshore Order Number 1, Section III, 4, j, 72 
Fed. Reg. 10308, 10333 (Mar. 7, 2007). As currently described 
under Record No. 1019, the public may have the impression that 
reclamation plans are not always required for oil and gas 
development activities. Lander DRMP/EIS, Record No. 1019, pg. 
65. 

2029-1 

10233 10233-34 The BLM indicates it may require additional bonding for site 
reclamation in areas of low reclamation potential. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, Record No. 1041, pg. 68. Note that Encana, like all 
oil and gas operators, already has bonds in place pursuant to the 
BLM regulations at 43 C.F.R. subpart 3104. Although the BLM 
has the authority to increase bonds for reclamation activities, 
43.C.F.R. Â§ 3104.5, the BLM regulations require certain findings 
of fact and determinations to be made prior to any increase in a 
bond. Nothing in the Lander RMP should conflict with the BLM's 
obligations under its existing regulations; nor has BLM justified 
the need to increase Encana's existing bond amount. As such, 
Management Action 1041 should be modified to indicate bonds 
will only be increased in accordance with BLM's regulations. 

2029-1 

10233 10233-35 In the Lander RMP, the BLM needs to appropriately recognize 
that the State of Wyoming has primacy over water quality 
standards, enforcement, and remediation within the State of 
Wyoming. Many of BLM's proposed goals and management 
actions do not reflect WDEQ's proper authority and role. Lander 
DRMPIEIS, Record Nos. 1025 -1046. Encana is particularly 
concerned that BLM may be attempting to exceed its authority in 
Record No. 1030 and risks interfering with the authority of the 
WDEQ. Lander DRMPIEIS, pg. 68, Record No. 1030. 

2034-2 

10233 10233-36 The BLM should recognize that erosion and stormwater runoff are 
regulated by the EPA through its National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) program under the Clean Water 
Act, which is administered by the State of Wyoming. See 33 
U.S.C. Â§ 1342 (2010); 40 C.F.R. parts 122, 123 (2011). The 
BLM should also recognize the State of Wyoming's stormwater 
regulations that already require full stormwater pollution 
prevention plans for disturbances over one acre in size. WDEQ 
Rules, Chapter 2, Section 6. In the Lander RMP, the BLM should 
not impose additional or potentially contradictory requirements on 
oil and gas operations with respect to stormwater management or 
water discharge. 

2034-2 

10233 10233-37 The BLM's proposed prohibition or discouragement on the surface 
discharge of produced water on BLM-administered land under 
Alternative B is overly prescriptive and unnecessary. Lander 
DRMP/EIS Record No. 2013, pg. 76. Often the discharge of water 
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associated with oil and gas development activities is beneficial for 
wildlife, domestic livestock, and even agriculture. Given the fact 
all produced water is subject to strict control requirements by the 
WDEQ, the BLM should not interfere and create unneeded and 
burdensome requirements. Further, the proposed management 
action may deprive the BLM of the management flexibility the 
agency needs to address individual situations where produced 
water will be beneficial. 

10233 10233-38 This BLM's statement in Chapter 3, page 262 (last paragraph) 
pertaining to surface discharge is misleading and could lead to 
erroneously developed policy. It reads: "However, the State of 
Wyoming permits point source discharges where water containing 
high levels of selenium is being discharged pursuant to WYPDES 
permits, such as the Gun Barrel Oil and Gas Unit in the northeast 
portion of the planning area." As evidenced by the attached 
Precision Analysis laboratory analytical report dated October 
21,2009, this statement is inaccurate and it should be stricken from 
the document, accordingly. The Gun Barrel Unit does not now, 
nor has it ever been known to have a high level of Selenium in any 
produced water discharged to the ground surface. As further 
evidence, Encana uses an approved WYPDES discharge permit 
(WY0002062) to discharge produced water from the field. During 
the last renewal of this permit, a Selenium discharge spec of 5 
uglL (Ppb) was added to the permit. Encana has never exceeded 
this spec, proving the absence of detectable levels of Selenium in 
the discharge and the incorrect nature of the BLM's assertion. 

2034-1 

10233 10233-39 The BLM should utilize the Lander RMP to clarify how it will 
manage lands with wilderness characteristics. Since the issuance 
of Secretarial Order Number 3310 in December of 2010, there has 
been significant confusion regarding its implementation and 
impact. Encana understands the requirement of the Secretarial 
Order and its implementing manuals, but is unclear how the Order 
and manuals will be implemented during the current fiscal year 
given the Congress' direction that no funding can be used this year 
to implement the Act. Pub. L. No. 112Â010, Â§ 1769, 124 Stat. 
38, 155 (2011). In a Memorandum to the BLM Director on June 
1,2011, Secretary Salazar indicated that the BLM would not 
designate any lands as "Wild Lands." Finally, a new Instruction 
Memorandum was issued in July providing some additional 
guidance, but also withdrawing the previously issued BLM 
Manual. Instruction Memorandum 2011-154 (Jul. 25, 2011). The 
BLM must take the opportunity presented by the Lander RMP to 
explain the Department of the Interior's current policy and how it 
will relate to the management of public land within the Lander 
Planning Area. 

2037-1 

10233 10233-4 The BLM recently recognized the nature of existing oil and gas 
lease rights in the Pinedale RMP issued by the BLM in November 
2008. "Existing oil and gas or other mineral lease rights will be 
honored. When an oil and gas lease is issued, it constitutes a valid 
existing right; BLM cannot unilaterally change the terms and 
conditions of the lease. .. Surface use and timing restrictions from 
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this RMP cannot be applied to existing leases." Pinedale RMP, pg. 
2Â19. Similar language exists in the December 2008 Rawlins 
RMP. Rawlins RMP, pg. 20. Encana encourages the BLM to 
include similar language in the Lander RMP. 

10233 10233-42 Under all of the Alternatives, BLM should acknowledge that it 
cannot impose stipulations or new restrictions on existing leases 
and particularly cannot impose new NSO restrictions on existing 
leases. 

2018-3 

10233 10233-44 Second, the Pinedale RMP authorizes the creation of new 
Intensively Developed Fields through an amendment to the 
Pinedale RMP if the above-referenced geologic criteria are met, 
but the new field is not lcated adjacent to an existing Intensively 
Developed Field. Id. Encana strongly encourages the BLM adopt 
measures in the Lander RMP that are similar to the Pinedale RMP 
and allow for the efficient expansion of the DDAs 

2018-1 

10233 10233-45 Finally, Encana questions why the BLM did not create DDAs 
under Alternative C. Because DDAs would, necessarily, increase 
oil and gas operations and make development more feasible, the 
BLM should have analyzed and included DDAs under Alternative 
C, not just Alternative D. 

2018-1 

10233 10233-46 the BLM should automatically lift all seasonal wildlife restrictions 
within the DDAs in the Lander RMP, rather than waiting for the 
restrictions to be lifted seasonally upon operator request. This 
provides the operators the certainty they need to commit to year-
round operations and thus, potentially, agree to additional best 
management practices. 

2018-1 

10233 10233-47 The BLM should delete entirely Record No. 2005 because it 
unreasonably interferes with private contracts and private 
relationships between companies. Lander DRMPIEIS, Record No. 
2005, pg. 74. The BLM does not have the authority or a right to 
encourage operators to share seismic data information with other 
companies. 

2018-3 

10233 10233-48 The BLM should ensure that it does not place unnecessary 
requirements, limitations, or procedures on seismic and 
geophysical surveys. The BLM indicates that under the revised 
RMP, geophysical exploration will be allowed within the 
constraints necessary to protect other resources. Lander 
DRMPlErS, Record No. 2014, pg. 76. On a national scale, the 
BLM has recognized that geophysical exploration is the type of 
activity that does not individually have a significant effect on the 
human environment because geophysical exploration has been 
identified as a department-wide categorical exclusion. 

2018-2 

10233 10233-5 Pursuant to the Energy Policy Act and the MOU required thereby, 
the stipulations for oil and gas leases within the revised Lander 
RMP should not be onerous or more restrictive than necessary. 
Based on Encana's review of the proposed alternatives in the 
Lander DRMP/EIS, the BLM did not follow the guidance in this 
MOU or the express direction in the Energy Policy Act of 2005. In 
almost every circumstance, the BLM proposes to adopt 
stipulations that are overly restrictive and unduly limiting. The 
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BLM must consider the MOU when selecting the agency's 
Preferred Alternative or adopting the Lander RMP. 

10233 10233-52 Encana suggests the BLM revise Record No. 4055 to eliminate the 
word "minimize." Lander DRMPIEIS, Record No. 4055, pg. 98. 
As currently drafted, this management action could be viewed as 
unnecessarily restricting oil and gas development activities and 
other operations within the Lander Planning Area. Encana 
supports the idea that surface disturbance should be restricted to 
the smallest area that is safe and feasible, but is concerned that the 
word "minimize" could be used to justify unreasonable 
expectations or limitations on development. Rather, Encana 
suggests the BLM use the word "reduce" rather than "minimize." 

2039-1 

10233 10233-53 While the BLM is free to consider recommendations from the 
State of Wyoming and its agencies, it is not required and should 
not agree to implement all of the mitigation measures in the 
WGFD's recommendations. The BLM should revise the language 
in Record No. 4051 to make it clear it will consider, but is not 
required to adopt or comply with the recommendations of the 
WGFD 

2039-1 

10233 10233-55 Encana is strenuously opposed to the BLM's proposed 
management action under Alternatives B or D that would allow 
the BLM to apply wildlife seasonal "protections for surface-
disturbing and disruptive" activities on the maintenance and 
operations of developed projects. Lander DRMP/EIS, Record No. 
4056, pg. 98. As the BLM is aware, current seasonal stipulations 
in the existing Lander RMP prohibit construction and drilling 
activities in specific crucial winter ranges, but do not prohibit 
routine production operations necessary to safely maintain 
facilities. It would be inappropriate for the BLM to preclude all 
production operations in crucial winter range areas. Such a 
decision would essentially preclude year-round production 
operations and would lead to a significant decrease in domestic 
energy production. Moreover, many species such as the pronghorn 
and mule deer have been found to habituate to increased traffic so 
long as the movement remains predictable. See Reeve, A.F. 1984. 
Environmental Influences on Male Pronghorn Home Range and 
Pronghorn Behavior. PhD. Dissertation; Irby, L.R. et al., 1984; 
"Management of Mule Deer in Relation to Oil and Gas 
Development in Montana's Overthrust Belt" Proceedings III: 
Issues and Technology in the Management of Impacted Wildlife. 

2018-3 

10233 10233-56 The BLM would effectively eliminate all oil and gas development 
in identified crucial range. Further, the BLM has not analyzed or 
apparently even considered the damage that could be done to oil 
and gas wells if they are shut-in on an annual basis. The BLM also 
has not analyzed the very real threat that federal minerals would 
be effectively drained by offsetting wells on State of Wyoming 
and private lands if federal wells are annually shut-in. The BLM 
must prepare this analysis in order to disclose the significant 
adverse impacts that would be associated with the closure of oil 
and gas development on a seasonal basis, including the potential 
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loss of federal reserves and royalties. 
10233 10233-57 It also appears the BLM failed to consider the significant 

detrimental impact seasonal prohibition on oil and gas operations 
would have upon the local economy. By precluding production 
during several months of the year, the BLM would force operators 
to significantly reduce their workforces on an annual basis. The 
management action would create a seasonal boom and bust cycle 
with routine maintenance workers and pumpers being laid off 
annually. The inconsistent nature of the work would almost 
certainly reduce the number of local employees lessees are able to 
hire, which would restrict or eliminate the long-term beneficial 
impacts of the oil and gas development to the local economy. The 
BLM's current socioÂeconomic analysis does not account for this 
cycle. The BLM must eliminate this proposed management action 
under Alternatives Band D. 

2018-3 

10233 10233-58 Encana is opposed to the BLM's proposed management actions to 
protect reptiles and their habitat under both Alternative B and 
Alternative D. Lander DRMP/EIS, Record No. 4057, pg. 99. The 
BLM has not identified specific reptiles or reptile habitat that 
needs to be protected, demonstrated that such protections are 
reasonable, or provided information justifying this new restriction. 
To the extent potential reptiles are already identified on the BLM's 
list of Sensitive Species for Wyoming, the BLM Manual 6840 
provides adequate protections and authority for the BLM to 
impose conditions of approval or other restrictions to protect the 
species. The blanket restrictions are unduly onerous and have not 
been demonstrated to be necessary. Encana suggests the BLM not 
adopt the language proposed under Record No. 4057 under either 
Alternative B or Alternative D in the selected alternative. 

2039-1 

10233 10233-59 Encana is very concerned about the proposed significant increase 
in the buffer area when timing restrictions associated with raptor 
nests under Alternative B will be applied. Lander DRMP/EIS, 
Record No. 4066, pg. 101. The BLM has not provided adequate 
justification or information to support this change. Encana 
encourages the BLM to retain the existing management limitations 
rather than to adopt the new proposed restrictions on raptor 
species. 

2039-1 

10233 10233-6 The BLM states in the Lander DRMP/EIS that it will develop 
planning decisions to cover split estate situations where the BLM 
owns the minerals but not the surface. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 9. 
The BLM should also recognize that under Wyoming law in 
situations where the surface estate and the mineral estate are 
owned by separate parties, the mineral estate is considered the 
dominant estate. See also Mingo Oil Produces v. Kamp Cattle Co., 
776 P.2d 736, 741 (Wyo. 1989) (noting the mineral estate is the 
dominant estate in Wyoming). Although Wyoming law requires 
accommodation to the surface owner where the minerals are 
privately owned, the BLM has expressly recognized and stated 
that Wyoming's so-called "split estate law" does not apply to 
situations where the mineral estate is owned by the federal 
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government. The BLM Director notified the State of Wyoming Oil 
and Gas Supervisor in June of 2005 that "[i]n light of the legal 
concerns posed by application of W.S. [Wyoming Statute] 30-5-
401 -410 to federal oil and gas, we believe that the statute and 
regulations implementing the statute are limited in application to 
state and private mineral estate." The BLM should inform the 
public of the BLM's position regarding this issue in the Final EIS 
and the Lander RMP to avoid inconsistencies with the BLM's 
policy and confusion for the public 

10233 10233-60 The BLM should, however, revise BR Goals 13.1 and 14.1 to 
make it clear the BLM will maintain large patches of high quality 
sage brush habitat, while still providing for multiple-use 
management. Although preserving the sage-grouse is of 
paramount importance to the State of Wyoming, the BLM, and 
operators like Encana, management for the species must be 
considered in the larger multiple-use mandate requirements 
imposed by FLPMA for the BLM. 

2012-3 

10233 10233-61 The BLM should also clarify its proposed goal to indicate how it 
will maintain connections between sage brush habitats occupied 
by greater sage-grouse. Lander DRMP/EIS, BR 13.2, pg. 102. 
Encana is opposed to the creation of so-called "connection areas" 
in the Lander Planning Area, beyond those identified in the State 
of Wyoming's Executive Order 2011-005. Absent a clear 
understanding of how sage-grouse connection areas may impact 
oil and gas operations, it is difficult, if not impossible, for Encana 
to understand how its operations will be impacted. The BLM 
should revise or eliminate this goal in the proposed RMP. 

2012-3 

10233 10233-62 The BLM has proposed restrictions to protect Mountain Plover 
habitat from April 10 to July 10 unless surveys demonstrate the 
absence of breeding/nesting Mountain Plovers. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, Record No. 4073, pg. 103. When evaluating this 
restriction, the BLM should also recall that the USFWS 
announced its decision to withdraw the proposed listing of the 
Mountain Plover as a threatened species on May 12, 2011. 76 Fed. 
Reg. 27756 (May 12, 2011). The USFWS specifically determined 
that "after a thorough review of all available scientific and 
commercial information, we have determined that the species is 
not endangered or threatened throughout all or a significant 
portion of its range." Jd. Given its current status, the BLM should 
carefully consider whether or not additional restrictions in plover 
habitat are necessary. 

2030-3 

10233 10233-63 Encana is opposed to the proposed Management Action 4087 
which would require the BLM to establish limits that accept 
cumulative habitat loss for identified priority species. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, Record No. 4087, pg. 104. The BLM has not 
provided a specific list of "priority species." Absent this 
information, Encana cannot assess how its operations may be 
impacted by this management requirement. Additionally, this 
proposed requirement is vague because it does not identify 
potential threshold or other "limits of acceptable cumulative 
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habitat loss." Lander DRMPIEIS, Record No. 4087, pg. 104. 
10233 10233-64 Encana is opposed to the BLM's proposed timing limitations 

within Sage-Grouse areas under all Alternatives. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, Record Nos. 4095, 4096, pg. 106. None of the timing 
limitations presented in the draft document correspond to those 
identified in Wyoming Executive Order 2011-005. Under the 
Wyoming Sage-Grouse Executive Order, activity will be allowed 
from July 1 to March 14 outside of the 0.6 mile perimeter of 
alekina Core Area where breeding, nesting, and early brood-
rearing habitat is present. State of Wyoming Executive Order, 
2011-005, pg. 9 item 3. Under Alternative D, however, BLM 
extends the season of use restriction by two weeks by placing a 
timing limitation on surface disturbing activities from March 1 to 
June 30. The Wyoming Sage-Grouse Implementation Team and 
the Governor of Wyoming carefully developed the Core Area 
policy for sage-grouse based on the best scientific information 
available and in cooperation with operators and the WGFD. It is 
inappropriate to increase these timing restrictions in the BLM 
Land Use Plan. Encana encourages the BLM to revise its timing 
limitations to correspond directly with the State of Wyoming 
policy. 

2012-1 

10233 10233-65 Encana is opposed to the proposed restrictions on noise levels to 
10dBA above ambient noise contained in Alternatives B, C and D. 
Lander DRMP/EIS, Record No. 4101, pg. 108. The BLM has also 
not identified background noise levels or identified a means to 
determine such levels. The BLM has not explained how 
background noise levels would be measured or quantified to 
determine how or whether noise levels have been impacted by 
new operations. 

2018-3 

10233 10233-66 To the extent possible, the BLM should identify potentially 
occupied pygmy rabbit habitat in the Lander RMP. The 
prohibition on surface disturbing activities within pygmy rabbit 
habitat is otherwise overly vague. Lander DRMPIEIS, Record No. 
4104, pg. 108. Absent an accurate map, Encana cannot ensure how 
its operations may be impacted by this proposed restriction. 

2030-1 

10233 10233-67 BLM suggests that Record No. 4105 be modified under 
Alternative D to indicate that surface disturbing activities within 
white-tailed prairie dog colonies will be avoided to the extent 
consistent with existing lease rights. Lander DRMP/EIS, Record 
No. 4105, pg. 109. 

2030-3 

10233 10233-68 Encana is opposed to Record No. 5034 which would prohibit 
surface disturbing activities within visual resource management 
("VRM") Class I and II Areas under all Alternatives. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, Record No. 5034, pg. 124. Such a restriction is not 
only inconsistent with existing lease rights, it is also subject to 
significant discretion on the part of the BLM. Further, this 
restriction is not consistent with the BLM's Manual that allows for 
some modification to the surface in VRM Class II Areas. BLM 
Manual Handbook 8410-1 at 6. 

2033-1 

10233 10233-69 Further, given the fact the BLM has determined that no surface 2033-1 
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disturbing operations will be allowed in either VRM Class I or 
VRM Class II Areas, the BLM must provide new maps clearly 
demonstrating that all VRM Class I and II Areas will be subject to 
major constraints. BLM's current Maps 29,30,31, and 32 do not 
appear to identify VRM Class II Areas as subject to major 
constraints. 

10233 10233-7 The BLM should also recognize more recent guidance from the 
BLM regarding the nature and extent of the BLM's authority over 
operations that occur off the public lands, but when federal 
minerals are still accessed. The BLM Director issued an 
Instruction Memorandum in 2009 addressing the limited nature of 
the BLM's authority in these situations. Instruction Memorandum 
2009-078 (Feb. 20, 2009). Given the dramatic increase in 
directional and horizontal oil and gas drilling techniques, the BLM 
should more clearly define its limited authority and responsibility 
to impose COAs in such circumstances. 

2016-1 

10233 10233-70 The BLM needs to prepare new VRM maps for all four 
alternatives presented in the Lander DRMP/EIS. As currently 
drafted, Maps 75, 76, 77, and 78 appear to impose BLM VRM 
restrictions on BLM, private, and State of Wyoming lands without 
regard to ownership. 

2033-1 

10233 10233-71 Encana is opposed to the BLM's management action under all 
Alternatives that would encourage the BLM to work with willing 
land owners and partners to pursue conservation easements on 
lands adjacent to those managed as VRM Class I and Class II. 
Lander DRMP/EIS, Record No. 5035, pg. 124. It is inconsistent 
with BLM's multiple-use management policies and its role as a 
government agency to pursue or encourage land owners to enter 
into conservation easements. 

2016-1 

10233 10233-72 Under Alternatives Band D, the BLM proposes to substantially 
increase the number of acres subject to Class II VRM restrictions. 
Lander DRMP/EIS, Record No. 5036, pg. 125. Much of the area is 
not currently subject to VRM Class II restrictions. When 
proposing VRM restrictions in areas already leased for oil and gas 
development, the BLM cannot attempt to impose new VRM 
objectives or operations on existing leases. The IBLA has clearly 
recognized that BLM cannot impose visual resource objectives 
inconsistent with lease rights, and the BLM must consider the 
impacts of oil and gas operations and existing leases when 
developing VRM objectives during the planning process. See 
Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, et. al., 144 IBLA 70, 84-88 
(1998). The BLM cannot impose VRM objectives without 
considering existing leases and ongoing oil and gas operations. 

2033-1 

10233 10233-73 The BLM must make its new VRM class designations consistent 
with its prior leasing decisions. The BLM can achieve this 
harmony, and follow the IBLA's guidance, by designating areas 
previously leased for oil and gas lease development as VRM Class 
III in the Lander RMP. The BLM needs to revise its VRM 
objectives and future criteria. VRM II classifications must not be 
imposed on any areas with existing oil and gas leases. 

2033-1 
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10233 10233-74 the BLM has not adequately studied the potential economic or 
socio-economic impacts the creation of new VRM Class I and II 
areas may have upon the public or the human environment as 
required by FLPMA andNEPA 

2028-1 

10233 10233-75 Encana is opposed to the BLM's proposal under Alternative B and 
Alternative D to substantially increase the number of acres subject 
to ROW exclusion and avoidance areas in the Lander RMP. 
Lander DRMP/EIS, Record Nos. 6022,6023, pg. 130. The BLM 
has not justified this substantial increase in the number of acres 
subject to ROW exclusion and avoidance areas. 

2025-3 

10233 10233-76 Encana believes the BLM is proposing overly restrictive and 
unnecessary limitations on oil and gas development for the alleged 
purpose of protecting historic trails. Encana objects to the BLM's 
proposed management under Alternative B and Alternative D that 
would prohibit surface disturbing activities within three or five 
miles of historic trails. Lander DRMP/EIS, Record Nos. 7003, 
7004, 7005, 7006, pgs. 159 -163. Encana also objects to the 
BLM's proposal under Alternative B and Alternative D to prohibit 
surface disturbing activities within up to 5 miles of historic trails. 
The BLM has not justified the necessity of protecting the trails to 
such an extent. 

2005-2 

10233 10233-78 The BLM has not justified the significant increase in the 
restrictions associated with trails in the Lander RMP. The 
restrictions are unnecessary and may significantly curtail oil and 
gas development within the area 

2023-1 

10233 10233-79 Overall Encana does not support the creation of new areas of 
critical environmental concern ("ACEC") for the expansion of 
ACECs within the Lander Planning Area. The BLM has identified 
sufficient ACECs in the previous planning documents and has not 
significantly justified the need to expand these ACECs. 

2002-1 

10233 10233-8 Further, the BLM should inform the public that only the Secretary 
of the Interior could withdraw the entire Lander Planning Area 
from oil and gas leasing under FLPMA and that withdrawals can 
only be made using specific procedures mandated by FLPMA. 43 
V.S.c. Â§ 1714(a),(b) (2010) (requiring withdrawals to be made 
by the Secretary of the Interior, or a person in the Secretary's 
office who has been appointed by the President with the advice 
and consent of the Senate and listing the requirements necessary 
for the Secretary to withdraw public lands) 

2016-1 

10233 10233-80 Encana opposes Record No. 8008 regarding increasing bond 
amounts within the Lander Planning Area. Bonds are adequately 
addressed in the BLM's own regulations at 43 C.F.R. subpart 
3104. As such there is no need for the BLM to address bonds in 
this planning document. 

2013-1 

10233 10233-81 Encana is vehemently opposed to the proposal in Record No. 
80142 to consider or curtail oil and gas development activities to 
avoid adverse impacts to socio-economic conditions. Lander 
DRMPIEIS, pg. 212. Throughout the history of the organization, 
the BLM has not limited the pace of development recognizing that 
commodity prices and other factors beyond the control of oil and 
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gas operators are responsible for the pace of development. Further, 
the proposal is inconsistent with the BLM's own determination on 
pages 21 and 22 of the Lander RMP which indicates the BLM 
should not inappropriately involve itself in industry financial 
decisions or regulate the pace of development. Lander 
DRMP/DEIS, pgs. 21-22. Such a restriction would also be 
inconsistent with Encana's existing obligations under BLM's 
regulations which are required to ensure maximum ultimate 
recovery of oil and gas resources. 43 C.F.R. Â§ 3162.1(a). The 
BLM should eliminate Record No. 80142 entirely from the Lander 
RMP 

10233 10233-82 Although there is only limited data available regarding air quality 
in the Lander Planning Area, all of the available information 
demonstrates that the air quality in the region is very good. 
Included herein are copies of all quarterly reports, since station 
inception, from the Spring Creek monitoring station installed in 
February of 2009, and funded by Encana and other operators. This 
data confirms that air quality in the region is excellent and should 
be referenced in the Lander final EIS and contained in the 
administrative record. 

2001-1 

10233 10233-83 The BLM indicates on page 249 of the Lander DRMPIEIS, the 
EPA is currently evaluating the level of the ozone standard and 
may reduce the ozone NAAQS between 60 and 70 parts per billion 
("ppb") in the near future. In the final EIS for the Lander RMP, the 
BLM should clarify that the EPA is no longer in the process of 
evaluating the ozone NAAQS and instead going to wait for the 
normal review process for NAAQS and will initiate a revision in 
the Fall of 2013 and finalize any revisions to the standard in 2014. 
See Statement by President Obama, Sept. 2, 2011; Letter from the 
Office of Management and Budget, Sept. 2, 2011. Until the 
rulemaking is complete, the ozone NAAQS will remain 0.75 ppb. 

2001-1 

10233 10233-84 For example, in its recently released Bighorn Basin RMP/DEIS, 
the BLM stated as follows: "the Wyoming DEQ regulates all 
surface discharge of water, including water produced from oil and 
gas development and stormwater discharges, through the 
Wyoming Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permit 
Process." Bighorn Basin RMP/DEIS, pg. 3-33. The BLM should 
include similar language in the Lander RMP/EIS. 

2034-2 

10233 10233-85 Encana disagrees with the BLM's characterization of the 
Environmental Protection Agencies' findings near Pavillion, 
Wyoming and believes them to be inaccurate. Lander DRMPIEIS, 
pgs. 272-273. Encana encourages the BLM to coordinate or 
consult with the BLM in order to provide accurate information in 
the Lander RMP. 

2034-1 

10233 10233-86 In the recently released Bighorn Basin RMP/DEIS, the BLM 
acknowledges that its general policy for the oil and gas program is 
to foster a fair return to the public for its resources, to ensure the 
activities are environmentally acceptable, and to provide for the 
conservation of the fluid mineral resource without compromising 
the long-term health and diversity of the land. Bighorn Basin 
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RMP/DEIS, pg. 3-47. The BLM should add a similar statement to 
the Lander DRMP/EIS. The BLM should also inform the public 
that under BLM regulations, oil and gas lessees are also required 
to ensure the "maximum ultimate economic recovery of oil and 
gas with minimum waste and with minimum adverse effect on 
ultimate recovery of other mineral resources." 43 C.F.R. Â§ 
3162.1. 

10233 10233-87 In order to prevent future litigation and appeals, the BLM must 
include language in the Record of Decision and the Lander RMP 
describing the purpose of the RFD Scenario and the fact that the 
RFD Scenario is not a planning decision or limitation on future oil 
and gas development. Instruction Memorandum 2004-089, Policy 
for Reasonably Foreseeable Development (RFD) Scenario for Oil 
and Gas (Jan. 16, 2004). 

2018-6 

10233 10233-88 It is particularly important for the BLM to accurately describe that 
the RFD Scenario is not a limit on future oil and gas development 
within the Lander Planning Area because it appears the RFD 
Scenario for the Lander Planning Area is too low. The BLM 
currently anticipates that as many as 2,566 wells (not including 
coalbed natural gas) could be drilled in the Lander Planning Area 
during the next 20 years. Burlington Resources Oil & Gas 
Company LP ("Burlington"), and Noble Energy, Inc. ("Noble") 
have proposed the drilling and development of approximately 
4,200 wells within existing federal units and other lands 
surrounding Lysite, Wyoming. Although a portion of these wells 
will be located within the Casper Field Office boundaries, it, 
nonetheless, appears the BLM's RFD Scenario for the Lander 
Planning Area may have underestimated the potential for future oil 
and gas development within this region. This is particularly true 
when you consider Devon has other proposals in the area as well. 

2018-6 

10233 10233-89 The BLM indicates in Chapter 3 that mule deer populations have 
declined because of decline in habitat quality and quantity. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, pg. 356. The BLM has not, however, provided 
sufficient data to support this analysis. 

2039-1 

10233 10233-9 With respect to deferring oil and gas leasing until "infrastructure" 
is in place, the BLM should remind the public that the indefinite 
suspensions of existing leases required for such an alternative are 
unreasonable and that courts have recognized that a lengthy 
suspension of a federal lease may actually constitute an 
unconstitutional taking of a private property right. Bass Enterprise 
Production Co. v. United States, 45 Fed.Cl. 120, 123 (Fed.Cl. 
1999). 

2018-2 

10233 10233-90 The BLM identifies a 2008 Wyoming Office of the Governor 
Executive Order as the most recent guidance from the State of 
Wyoming regarding sage-grouse. In fact, two Executive orders 
have been issued since 2008 that each replaced the 2000 Order. As 
the BLM is aware, the current Governor of Wyoming issued an 
updated Executive Order regarding sage-grouse management in 
2011 that should be analyzed and incorporated into the Lander 
RMP. Wyoming Executive Order No. 2011-5 (June 2,2011). 
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10233 10233-92 In addition to the studies noted and identified in the Lander 
DRMP/EIS, the BLM should specifically reference and 
incorporate the findings of the Conservation Assessment of 
Greater sage-grouse and Sagebrush Habitats from the Western 
Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (2004). Although the 
document is included in Chapter 6 of the Lander DRMP/EIS, at 
least one federal court recently criticized the BLM in Wyoming 
for not referencing the study more prominently in another RMP in 
Wyoming. Although the court's decision seems bizarre, there is no 
reason to create potential appealable issues for the Lander RMP 

2012-2 

10233 10233-93 Additionally, the BLM is encouraged to analyze the results of the 
recently completed and published report regarding sage-grouse 
nesting and brood-rearing habitat that was funded by Encana, 
Burlington, and Noble within the Lander Planning Area. See 
Mathew R. Dzilac, Chad V. Olsen, Identifying and Prioritizing 
Greater Sage-Grouse Nesting and Brood-rearing Habitat for 
Conservation in Human-modified Landscapes, PLoS One, October 
2011, Volume 6, Issue 10. The results of the study demonstrate, 
among other things, that sage-grouses do not appear to avoid gas 
wells and roads associated with energy development during the 
nesting or brood-rearing period. However, indirect effects 
associated with proximity to gas wells and mesic areas did 
decrease nest success. The results of this cutting-edge study 
demonstrate that proximity to mesic areas may have as much 
impact upon sage-grouse success as human activities. This study 
also demonstrated that there may be mitigation measures, such as 
anti-perching devises to prevent raptor and, in particular, raven 
nests, on oil and gas structures that may increase sage-grouse 
nesting success. 

2012-2 

10233 10233-95 Encana disagrees that "regionally significant historic trails and 
early highways" are historic area resources that require special 
management or protection within the Lander Planning Area. 
Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 389. The BLM has not justified a need to 
protect these resources or demonstrated that they are of significant 
cultural importance. In many cases, these historic roads were 
utilized for only brief periods of time in the past and often only 
because of temporary weather conditions or other temporary 
factors. 

2005-2 

10233 10233-96 In particular, the BLM has not justified the need to protect the 
temporary stage coach trails identified in the Lander DRMP/EIS. 
Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 359. There is no sufficient reason or 
justification to protect these resources given their relatively 
insignificant historical import. 

2005-1 

10233 10233-97 On page 393 of the Lander DRMP/EIS the BLM indicates that it 
entered into a programmatic agreement with the advisory council 
on historic preservation ("ACHP") and the National Conference of 
State Historic Preservation Officers ("NCSHPO") in 1997 but the 
citation said Memorandum of Understanding ("MOU") is dated 
2006. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 393. The BLM should clarify when 
the MOU is updated so that a reviewer accurately understands 

2005-1 
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how the MOU may impact operations within the Lander Planning 
Area 

10233 10233-98 Encana disagrees with the BLM's statement in the Lander 
DRMPIEIS that continued Wyoming oil and gas exploration will 
increase "pressures" on cultural resources. As the BLM has 
already noted in the Lander DRMP/EIS, there are oil and gas 
operations that have actually lead to significant historical 
discoveries within the Lander Planning Area. Lander DRMPIEIS, 
pg. 392. The statement on page 397 of the Lander DRMPIEIS 
does not acknowledge the significant mitigation measures 
operators in the Lander Planning Area engage in prior to any 
surface disturbing activities. 

2005-1 

10233 10233-99 The BLM does not include a clear map for the national historic 
trails ACEC under Alternatives A or D. See Lander DRMP/EIS, 
Map 132; Map 127. The BLM should include a more definite map 
of the national historic trails ACEC so operators and other parties 
can adequately understand how the existing ACEC or the 
proposed expansion thereof will impact potential operations. 

2004-1 

10234 10234-1 It appears to me that the Plan will reduce available grazing 
preference by 28%, not the 18% that the Plan uses for a starting 
point in the economic analysis. A reduction of this size amounts to 
78,400 AUMs (Animal Unit Month). From your document, Table 
L.9, p1486, and using a $92.55 value per AUM with a multiplier 
of 7, as opposed to the 2.07 BLM uses, the annual impact to the 
economy of Fremont County would be $50,489,600.Studies 
completed by the University of Wyoming under Taylor and 
Thompson indicate that multipliers of this magnitude are 
appropriate when analyzing AUMs. It appears that Plan makes 
range improvements difficult and is not designed to contribute to 
the ranching economy.I hope that you reexamine your multiplier 
and reconsider your desire and need for a reduction in AUMs. 

2028-2 

10235 10235-1 After reviewing the Alternative D, I see your efforts to balance the 
usage and various factions with a perceived comprise to satisfy all. 
However I see statements in Alternative D, such as actual use in 
grazing on BLM from 1989 to 2008 averaged only 73% of 
permitted usage. Yet Alternative D still calls for reduction in 
AUM, especially reflected in recommended actual usage from 
2008 to 2027, a 18.4% reduction. I'm at lost when full usage of 
permitted AUM is not being utilized why further reduction is 
warranted, other than justified by other priorities and by whom. 
Leased BLM acreage has been a intrically part of ranch operations 
providing needed summer pasture. Very few businesses or 
agricultural operations can adjust to a 18% reduction to their input. 

2021-1 

10237 10237-1 First, the "Social Characteristics" outlined in Appendix C, Table 
C.l5 on page 1385, include dates and figures different from those 
outlined in the Finding of No Significant Impact and Decision 
Record issued March 28, 2005 and the SRP. For example, the SRP 
establishes the maximum group size at 200 individuals, while the 
draft RMPIEIS states that "the average group size ... should not 
exceed 100 people/group for three consecutive years" (1385). 

2023-1 
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Similarly, the draft RMP implies that groups will be authorized 
only from July 1 to August 15, whereas the SRP and the Decision 
Record establish July 1 through September 15 as the approved 
season for group reenactments. The Draft RMP/EIS does not 
provide explanation for these differences. The reduced group size 
and the time limitation would significantly reduce the ability 
ofLDS Church groups to engage in the historic handcart trek 
reenactments. 

10237 10237-2 Second, the Draft RMP/EIS does not present information 
concerning the likely impacts from trail use management under 
Alternative D (the preferred alternative). Section 4.7.1 
("Congressionally Designated Trails - Cultural and Historic 
Resources," on page 1035) outlines the various impacts for the 
four alternatives in some detail. For Alternatives A, B, and C there 
are specific statements under the subheadings titled "Resource 
Use" about expected impacts from managing use of the Trails, 
which includes use for group treks. Notably, however, no such 
information is provided for Alternative D in spite of it being the 
preferred alternative. We believe this is confusing and request that 
it be rectified, especially given that Alternative D promotes the 
continued use of the Trails for group treks. 

2004-1 

10237 10237-3 Third, we request that the RMP and EIS include language that 
recognizes and documents the full significance to LDS Church 
members of using the Trails to reenact the handcart pioneers' role 
in 19th Century history. We have concerns about characterizing 
this use as simply a recreational activity. It is far more than a 
recreational activity. The treks provide LDS Church members 
opportunity for deeply moving and important religious 
experiences, giving context to significant Church history and 
beliefs in an unmatched setting. The treks reconnect Church 
members and others who participate with them to the historic 
fabric of the 19th Century westward migrations, allowing 
participants to better understand the hardships, emotions, and 
courage of all pioneers of that time through a deeply personal 
experience on the very trails the pioneers used.It is important that 
the RMP and EIS document this perspective. We offer to provide 
additional information concerning the sensitivity and significance 
of these cultural, historical, religious, and sociological values. We 
ask that these values be managed consistent with the way BLM 
has managed cultural resources to protect Traditional Cultural 
Properties and Traditional Lifeway Areas. It is also important that 
the RMP and EIS prescribe management that will ensure LDS 
Church members and the public with continued long-term access 
to these areas and opportunity to engage in the trekking experience 
at these significant locations. We also offer our assistance in your 
management responsibilities to ensure use of the Trails that is 
compatible with multiple use principles, preservation, and sound 
public land stewardship. 

2005-1 

10239 10239-1 Our first comment relates to obtaining a hard copy of Draft from 
your office. It is our understanding that the BLM issued a decision 
to offer this Draft to the public in a computerized form, instead of 

2009-1 
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a hard copy. It is also our understanding that your decision llmlted 
the distribution of hard copies, favoring the computer form 
instead. We disagree with this decision and strongly suggest 
offering it in a hard copy form. This Draft is much too large to 
review within the time allowed for comment, even with the 
extension of time provided to comment. It took you a large 
amount of time to come up with this draft and the public should be 
allowed a reasonable time frame as well. 

10239 10239-11 Page758, under the Summary of Impacts, "Impacts from wildlife 
and wild horses are more localized and site specific than the broad 
impacts from livestock grazing." Again, the bias against livestock 
grazing in unfounded. What scientific study standards, to make 
that statement used? We request that these types of statements be 
removed as there is not ANYscientific study standards to prove 
your statement. 

2021-3 

10239 10239-12 Page 22, 2.4.7, states that it is considered an option to consolidate 
all seven wild horse herds to the Green Mountain Common 
Allotment. That consideration is NOTeven a remote option in the 
area. Not only is it not an economically viable option it is not a 
range management option. The data is not there to support such an 
option. 

2036-2 

10239 10239-13 Page 484, first paragraph, the entire paragraph is inaccurate and 
totally bias. Ranching makes a large contribution to the economy 
in the study area. The culture and history of ranching is the 
foundation of the study area. The statement "Increasingly, these 
permits are held by out-of-state owners with no historic ties to the 
community', is complete bias and holds no basis. The majority of 
the gas industry is from out- of-state businesses but it is not listed. 
Being from out-of- state holds zero bases for anything and how 
does the RMP assume that no historic ties are attached? If we are 
to assume historic ties are critical, then that assumption needs to 
be held to all multiple uses including the wild horse program, 
ATV use, and gas and oil production. They have all changed over 
the years and many hold NO historical ties. 

2028-1 

10239 10239-14 On page 1461-1466, discusses the livestock Grazing Allotments 
and Range Improvements. The existing RMP Category and the 
Proposed New Category relate how? How are these categories 
defined? Why is it not listed what area within the allotment failed? 
How can they change already without studies and data? The 
wording should be changed to say that range improvements could 
be used, to help correct the specific reason why a portion of an 
allotment failed the Standards. We comment that grazing 
management should be based on rangeland monitoring, which 
must be more than just stubble-height and utilization. Especially 
when management plans are in use. 

2021-4 

10239 10239-15 Page 1486, Tables L.9 and L.l0, we believe these assumptions are 
not correct. Prior to the Final Draft we propose that the most 
currant and accurate information be used on this subject. 

2021-3 

10239 10239-2 In volume 1, page Iii, you are quoted as saying {{While minority 
and low income populations exist in the planning area, no 

2028-1 
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particular BLM actions proposed under any of the alternatives 
would result in disproportionate adverse impacts to these 
populations." By your own wording on page 4, you state that 
"Changing demographics such as an aging population in the 
livestock grazing industry and a continuation of the shift from 
labor income to non-labor income such as retirement and 
investments may have changed the demand." So our understanding 
is that your draft is putting the agricultural society in the minority 
and low-income demographics. We strongly disagree, with this 
comment. We ask that we be removed from that line of thinking in 
this Draft. Our industry is not aging as you claim, and have not 
been able to see statistic proof of your claims. Our average age in 
this company is 30. 

10239 10239-3 On page 25, second paragraph, you state that AUM reductions are 
the way for resolving "problems and conflicts". It is our opinion 
and the Range Science Community, that reductions in AUM's 
contribute very little to improving land conditions. We feel that it 
is the entire management plan that has the most effect on meeting 
resource objectives. We could find no published literature, to 
support that AUM reductions had any positive effect on achieving 
BLM's Rangeland Health Standards. 

2021-5 

10239 10239-4 Also on page 25, fourth paragraph, it is stated, "range project 
infrastructure sometimes fragments wildlife habitat and adversely 
affect recreational values." It should also state that, range project 
infrastructures also contribute to other resources. By controlling 
livestock grazing, maintaining wildlife habitat, and for preserving 
a social and cultural demographic. A comprehensive grazing 
management strategy that includes serious consideration of All 
tools available to rangeland mangers is the ONLY strategy, which 
can resolve documented resource concerns. 

2021-4 

10239 10239-5 Page 24, fourth paragraph, shows extreme bias against the 
livestock industry. "The BLM estimates that only 131,449 AUM's 
are sustainable over the long term if new projects that adversely 
affect other resources are excluded." Does this mean that the BLM 
is not able to apply mitigation to insure compatibility? This 
reduced level of AUM's is a 35% across the board cut. This would 
only accommodate an unfounded bias against the livestock 
grazing industry and viability of local ranching families. 

2021-3 

10239 10239-6 On page 31, we ask the question about "comprehensive grazing 
strategy" (CGS)and how it relates to range improvements and their 
authorization. We do not know what a CGScontains or even looks 
like. Our company feels that this RMP should recognize the AMP 
as the preferred procedure to develop a CGS.And that all 10 year 
permits be recognized. 

2021-2 

10239 10239-8 In Table 2.3, page 32, the fourth box shows the number of "Total 
Surface in The Planning Area" and "BlM Administered Surface" 
(in acres), that will have "Greater Sage Grouse Nesting Habitat 
Protective Buffer". We do not feel that this table can impose 
restrictions on any acres that they do not control. "Total Surface 
Acres in The Planning Area" should be removed from this table as 

2012-3 
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the BLM has no control or jurisdiction 
10239 10239-9 On page 36 and again on page 107, the Alternatives A, B, C, 

andÂ D are stating seasonal protective orders for all "suitable" 
nesting habitats of the sage grouse in the "core area". The core 
area and the Wyoming Governor's Executive Order do not support 
the seasonal restrictions for all "suitable" nesting habitats. All 
Alternatives in this RMP, should be consistent with the Wyoming 
Governor's Executive Order and should not be allowed to have 
different criteria spread amongst the different alternatives. 

2012-1 

10240 10240-1 We understand that the Lander FieldlOffice isoperating under the 
BLM Sage Grouse 1M and the State of Wyoming Executive Order 
to protectsage-grouse populations. Through our research we have 
closely examined the 5% disturbancecap requirement and how it is 
calculated. After careful review of these calculatilos, we 
suggestthat the BLM consider a new approach tied to absolute 
calculations, rather than the relativeapproach currently used. This 
new approach could use core areas, groups of townships, or 
someother appropriate geographic unit. The important feature of 
this new approach is t~at the percentarea disturbed does not 
change based on the project area. We believe that such a~ 
approach willprevent abuse of the system, as well as allow 
scientists to monitor the overall long-term percentdistU.rbance in 
the core areas, and would be more defensible in the long run. 

2012-1 

10246 10246-1 We have worked with the WY. Game and Fish to expand and 
improve fishing and hunting on our own propoerty. We currently 
have two large walk-in areas and received an award in 2006 for 
the Landowner of the Year in the Lander Region. If our AUM are 
reduced, we will use our land for more intensive grazing and more 
fences to stay in production. We have seen nothing in your 
recommendation that consider the loss of hunting and fishing on 
private property. 

2023-1 

10246 10246-2 In Vol. 1, 2, 4 and 9 you refer to reducing AUMS as a method of 
reducing conflicts. The lower number of AUMS will affect all the 
ranches and will cause conflicts between ranchers who have 
worked together for years on range improvements for the benefit 
of livestock and the wildlife. The ranchers in our area have spent 
money, time and labor improving the range. We could find no 
mention of this fact in your plan and we do not think you have 
addressing how the new rules will affect effect the local and 
county economy and businesses. 

2021-1 

10249 10249-1 The Draft RMP/EIS does not appear to fully characterize current 
groundwater conditions and thus doesnot fully support disclosure 
of potential impacts to groundwater water resources. More 
specifically, theDraft RMP/EIS acknowledges that the planning 
area includes sensitive drinking water resources, but itappears not 
to use current and complete information to evaluate sensitive 
drinking water resources. Keyinformation gaps include:¢ The 
location and extent of the groundwater recharge areas;¢ 
Identification of shallow and sensitive aquifers that are susceptible 
to contamination fromsurface activities;¢ Characterization of 

2034-1 
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wellhead protection areas;¢ Characterization of source water 
protection zones designated by the State of Wyoming. 

10249 10249-10 The EPA recommends that the Final RMP/ElS and Record of 
Decision (ROD) include a commitmentthat operators will conduct 
analysis sufficient to determine the potential impacts of draw 
down andidentify mitigation measures to address any short or 
long-term impacts (i.e. replace reduced or impactedwater 
supplies). 

2034-2 

10249 10249-11 The coal zones under production in the Lander planning area may 
qualify as USDWspursuant to the Safe Drinking Water Act. As 
previously mentioned, these USDWs that are associatedwith coal 
bed methane production zones should be identified. EPA therefore 
recommends that the FinalEIS list and discuss the full range of 
potential impacts to USDWs from oil and gas operations. 

2034-1 

10249 10249-12 The Draft RMP/EIS states that cumulative produced water through 
August 2007 was 4,389,859,424barrels. It is unclear what volume 
of this produced water is being discharged through Clean Water 
Act(CWA) National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permits, but the EPA is aware that itis a disposal method 
that is used in the planning area. Given the large volume of 
produced water in thisarea, EPA recommends that the BLM 
emphasize in the Final RMP/EIS that all produced water 
mustcomply with applicable federal and state water quality 
standards, and where possible, operators musttreat, reuse and 
recycle it. 

2034-1 

10249 10249-13 We askthat the BLM clarify whether the discharge is occurring in 
waters tributary to the Wind River IndianReservation. Given the 
EPA's and the BLM's responsibility to protect resources on the 
Wind RiverIndian Reservation, the EPA can assist the BLM with 
water management plans that protect public healthand the 
environment. 

2034-2 

10249 10249-14 Provide additional detail and clarification in the Final RMP/EIS on 
how the water managementactions will be implemented and 
monitored specifically for sediment. (Draft RMP/EIS, Table 2.1 
0,page 67). The management actions indicate Wyoming water 
quality standards will be met, but in thecase of sediment, this can 
be difficult to ascertain because the Wyoming DEQ has not 
defined anumerical standard for this pollutant. Due to the amount 
of projected surface disturbance associatedwith the development 
of 1,528 to 2,284 wells, runoff of sediment has the potential to be 
a majorimpact of future activities under this RMP. 

2034-2 

10249 10249-15 Update Table 3.7 "Sub-basins in the Planning Area" to include the 
most current information fromthe Wyoming DEQ 2010 305(b) 
report rather than relying on the 2006 305(b) report 
(DraftRMP/EIS, p. 259). Identification and analysis of updated 
water quality information will facilitate theBLM's implementation 
of management actions in Table 2.10 (Draft RMP/EIS, page 67), 
includingidentification ofBMPs and mitigation to reduce sources 
of pollution 

2034-1 

10249 10249-16 Provide additional detail in the Final RMP/EIS to clarify how the 2034-2 
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BLM will address waterbodies notmeeting state water quality 
standards. We believe this can be best accomplished by working 
with theWyoming Department of Environmental Quality (WDEQ) 
to assist with its development ofTMDLsfor impaired water bodies 
and watershed restoration planning. This would include help 
withidentification of existing pollutant source areas and potential 
BMPs (e.g. from WDEQ's NonpointSource Management Plan, 
BLM's Gold Book, and/or the National Resource Conservation 
Servicefor sediment etc.). BMPs could then be evaluated and 
prioritized to address causal factors related tothe impairment of 
water quality. In addition, EPA recommends that watershed 
restoration planninginclude the nine minimum watershed planning 
elements found in chapter 2.6 of the I land book forDeveloping 
Watershed Plans. at: http://www.epa.gov/owow/NPS/watershed 
handbooklpdf/ch02.pdf 

10249 10249-17 Disclose in the Final RMP/EIS any potential impacts to Class I 
waters (e.g. the Sweetwater River)from proposed management 
actions and discuss the prohibition against discharges into Class 
Iwaters under Wyoming Water Quality Standards (Draft 
RMPIEIS, pages 261 and 598-610).The Draft RMP/EIS does not 
include complete information or identification of Karst formations 
in theplanning area. Karst formations can be critical groundwater 
recharge areas because undergroundchannels provide an 
opportunity for direct aquifer recharge, and they are therefore 
sensitive to theintroduction of groundwater pollution. The EPA 
recommends the Final RMP/EIS include maps of Karstformations 
in the planning area for full disclosure 

2034-1 

10249 10249-18 We recommend that the Final EIS specify thatthe setbacks, 
mitigation, and monitoring will apply to all wetlands regardless of 
jurisdiction, inaccordance with Executive Order 11990. ln 
addition, we recommend that the BLM consider whetherany high 
value wetland areas within the planning area would warrant 
protection through a no surfaceoccupancy (NSO) stipulation. 
Factors to consider include but are not limited to: the jurisdictional 
watersof the U.S.; agency responsibilities under Executive Orders 
11990 and 11988; the needs of species ofconcern; and potential 
impacts to aquatic communities. 

2026-1 

10249 10249-19 To support the watershed monitoring management action (Draft 
RMP/EIS, page 81) proposedunder the Preferred Alternative, the 
EPA encourages the BLM to:o Include wetlands as an integral part 
of the watershed monitoring program;o Monitor lotic or standing 
water resources such as wetlands for depth, groundwater orwater 
table impact, duration of wetland saturation (and any reductions to 
that duration),temperature, sediment loading and/or basin filling;o 
Maintain the ability to strengthen protection through adaptive 
management whenmonitoring indicates continued degradation of 
the resources or inadequate responses tothe mitigation (e.g., 
additional site protections, wetland restorations, and/or 
bestmanagement practices); ando Identify how mitigation and 
monitoring will be tracked and reported as disclosure iscritical to 
ensuring the goals and objectives of the overall plan are met 

2034-2 
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10249 10249-2 the Wyoming Water Development Commission and Wyoming 
State GeologicalSurvey updated and expanded the 2003 Available 
Groundwater Determination Technical Memorandum(Lidstone 
and Associates, Inc., 2003). This report is currently available for 
public comment. EPArecommends that BLM incorporate the 2011 
data from this report to ensure that the Final RMP/EISdiscloses:¢ 
The major aquifers in the basin, their three dimensional extent, 
and the physical and chemicalcharacteristics of their groundwater; 
estimates ofthe quantity of water in the aquifers andaquifer 
recharge rates;¢ Descriptions of the aquifer recharge areas. 

2034-1 

10249 10249-20 We additionallyprovide the following recommendations for your 
consideration in developing lease stipulations and/ormitigation 
measures:¢ For areas within the influence zones of waters and 
wetlands such as fens and springs:o Consider NSO;o Prohibit use 
of evaporation ponds or other infrastructure that may easily 
becomehydrologically connected with water resources;o Review 
the geology of shallow aquifers to determine the flow patterns 
supporting waterelements such as fens, emergent wetlands, 
springs, seeps, hanging gardens, streams andponds. 

2026-1 

10249 10249-21 The EPA recommends that the BLM develop lease stipulations 
designed specifically to protect currentand future drinking water 
resources during this RMP revision. This will take advantage of an 
importantopportunity to avoid and mitigate potentially significant 
impacts to water resources within the planningarea. Based upon 
our knowledge ofthe planning area, including the presence of 
sensitive groundwaterand surface water resources designated by 
the State of Wyoming, the EPA recommends that the 
BLMconsider requiring oil and gas operators to employ where 
necessary the following measures in the FinalRMP/EIS to protect 
ground and surface waters:¢ Sole Source Aquiferso Recommend 
No Leasing¢ Source Water Protection Areas and Well Head 
Protection Areaso No Surface Occupancy in Municipal 
Watershedso No Surface Occupancy in Groundwater Zones 1-3 
(for example, the Uinta National ForestOil and Gas Leasing EIS in 
Utah provides for No Surface Occupancy in Groundwater Zones1-
3)o No Surface Occupancy in Surface Water Zones 1-2 (for 
example, the Uinta National ForestOil and Gas Leasing EIS in 
Utah provides for No Surface Occupancy in Surface WaterZones 
1-2)o lfNSO Stipulations are not in place for the zones above, 
impose Controlled Surface UseStipulations within Municipal 
Watersheds, Ground Water Zones l-3 and Surface WaterZones 1-3 
including but not limited to:¢ Closed loop drilling systems¢ Line 
surface impoundment ponds (evaporation ponds or drilling pits) 
with syntheticliners and subsequently decommission by removing 
all contaminants and liner andreclaiming the area with natural 
vegetation¢ Identify private wells and set stipulations to be 
protective (e.g., no occupancy withinimmediate area, collect 
baseline data on groundwater, long-term monitoring, 
replacementof water supply if contaminated, etc.)o In leases 
already permitted but not drilled, impose Conditions of Approval 
for APDsincluding but not limited to the Controlled Surface Use 

2034-2 
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stipulations listed above.¢ For areas with unconfined shallow 
groundwater, as determined by viewing well logs andavailable 
USGS information, because the shallower the depth to water the 
more sensitive anaquifer is to contamination, consider:o No 
Surface Occupancyo Prohibit usc of evaporation ponds in 
proximity to shallow aquiferso Review the geology of shallow 
aquifers to determine well construction requirements, whichmay 
include cementing to surface and drilling with a fresh water mud 
system¢ General recommendations for standard lease 
stipulations/best management practices:o A general well design 
requirement to set surface casing and cement to a specific 
formation ordepth if there are aquifers at depth that need 
protectionÂ·o Surface casing needs to be below the lowermost 
USDW and set into a confining (e.g., shale)layer;o A requirement 
for an intermediate string of casing and cement may be 
appropriate in theevent of encountering very deep aquifers;o 
Specify in the RMP that future multiple-well oil and gas projects 
will need a water resourcemanagement plan to address water 
consumption and produced water disposal, includingidentifying 
water recycling opportunitieso Specify in the RMP that future 
multiple-well oil and gas projects will need a Baseline andLong-
Term Water Quality Monitoring Plan (the BLM Pinedale 
Anticline project and the U.S.Forest Service Eagle Prospect 
project in Wyoming, and the West Tavaputs Plateau NaturalGas 
Full Field Development project in Utah are examples where 
similar monitoring planshave been established).¢ General 
recommendations for surface water protection:o No Leasing or No 
Surface Occupancy for 100-year flood plains (e.g. Grand 
Mesa,Uncompahgre and Gunnison National Forest Oil and Gas 
Final EIS, Pike Isabel 1992 Oil andGas Leasing Final EIS)o No 
Leasing or No Surface Occupancy within 500 feet of perennial 
water bodies (e.g. CasperRMP)o No Leasing or No Surface 
Occupancy within 2500 feet from a major river corridor, and 
inmunicipal watersheds (e.g. BLM's Kremmling Draft RMP/EIS 
contains these provisions)II 

10249 10249-22 Due in part to the existence of a large number of older wells in the 
planning area (Draft RMP/EIS, page292), EPA is concerned that 
some existing wells could be recompleted and produced without 
applicationof current state standards for cementing and casing 
wells. More specifically, there may be a lack ofadequate cement 
behind well casing, which could allow a well to act as a conduit 
for fluid or gasmovement. To address this concern, EPA 
recommends the Final RMP/EIS include the following:1. Require 
operators planning to recomplete an existing well to comply with 
all state or federalstandards applicable to new well construction.2. 
Require operators to analyze cement bond logs associated with 
any existing well located withinone-quarter mile of completing a 
new well or recompleting an existing one. These measures 
willhelp manage potential impacts to groundwater resources and 
protect these resources. Thisapproach is of particular importance 
in shallower production zones because of their closerproximity to 

2034-2 
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drinking water aquifers.3. Outline how existing recompleted wells 
will be tested and monitored to ensure adequateconstruction prior 
to stimulation activities.4. Analyze and disclose reasonable 
mitigation measures to address potential impacts.Produced Water 
Generation, Discharge and Disposal 

10249 10249-23 EPA also recommends the BLM draw from the Wyoming 
Groundwater Vulnerability AssessmentHandbook (SDVC Report 
98-01 , 1998) by including in the Final RMP/EIS maps of aquifer 
sensitivityand identifying shallow groundwater aquifers 
susceptible to contamination. 

2034-1 

10249 10249-24 If water quality in certain portions of the Madison Formationmeets 
the USDW definition, it is protected as a drinking water resource. 
Given this consideration, EPArecommends that the Final 
RMP/EIS include a commitment that future project-level NEPA 
analyses foroil and gas development will contain project specific 
comprehensive groundwater monitoring plans andprogram to track 
potential groundwater impacts as drilling and production 
operations occur (e.g. thePinedale Anticline project and Eagle 
Prospect project are examples of where similar 
monitoringprograms have been established). 

2034-2 

10249 10249-3 According to the Draft RMP/EIS, one ofthe key ways the BLM 
intends to position itself to addressthese potential impacts is to 
establish and require operators to employ best management 
practices(BMPs). However, the Draft RMP/EIS does not provide 
sufficient information to assess how well theBMPs will do their 
job. 

2034-1 

10249 10249-4 The EPA therefore suggests that the BLM include in the Final 
RMP/EIS thefollowing information and explain the circumstances 
under which it would require operators to employBMPs to 
mitigate significant impacts from oil and gas:o A list of BMPs that 
may be required to protect groundwater resources. The BLM may 
wish to usethe groundwater BMPs developed for the Pinedale 
Anticline oil and gas field, since they weredesigned after extensive 
efTort to respond to monitored groundwater contamination.o A 
discussion of the circumstances under which the BMPs would be 
applied (e.g., proximity towetlands, shallow water aquifers, or 
water wells.) (See Attachment 2)o An explanation of how BLM 
would ensure that the BMPs would be monitored and enforced. 

2034-2 

10249 10249-5 While the DraftRMP/EIS indicates the BLM plans to require 
groundwater monitoring, the document does not indicatehow 
BLM will do this and under what circumstances monitoring would 
be required. An essentialcomponent of future project-level 
monitoring is baseline and long-term monitoring for private 
wells.Importantly, in the absence of t:,rroundwater modeling to 
determine the distance from the project at whichimpacts may 
occur, EPA recommends the BLM adopt a requirement for 
monitoring to occur in privatewells within one mile of an oil, gas 
or coalbed methane project area (the BLM Pinedale Anticline 
projectand the U.S. Forest Service Eagle Prospect project are 
examples of where similar monitoring programshave been 

2034-1 
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established). This monitoring will help assure mitigation measures 
are adequate and thatgroundwater resources are being fully 
protected. 

10249 10249-6 In section 3.1.4 Water-Groundwater: Groundwater Trends, a 
statement refers to the MadisonFormation as "contains potable 
water, but the EPA has deemed it to be too deep to be considered 
apotential source of drinking water (BLM 2009b ). " While some 
injection wells in the planning area mayhave received aquifer 
exemptions for the Madison Formation, the exemptions apply only 
to specificallydefined portions of the aquifer, generally related to 
specific permitting actions. In other words, they donot broadly 
apply across the entire aquifer. 

2034-2 

10249 10249-7 As proposed, the Air Resources Management Plan currently 
requires air quality modeling or ademonstration of no net increase 
in annual emissions only after existing air quality conditions reach 
85percent of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards 
(NAAQS) or the proposed project has thepotential to emit more 
than 100 tons per year of any given criteria pollutant (F3.1.4, 
F3.1.5, F3.1.6,F4.3.1). EPA's concern with this approach is that it 
relies on limited air monitoring data that exists atonly four 
locations within a large geographical area. We are further 
concerned that this data, generatedfrom locations which are not 
necessarily representative of the air quality in sensitive areas, do 
not offerneeded information to protect these areas 

2001-1 

10249 10249-8 EPA recommends that the BLM modify Section 3.1 Authorization 
of AirEmission Generating Activities (F3.1.2) to incorporate all 
the air quality modeling criteria developed inthe recent 
interagency NEPA Air Quality MOU, since they were developed 
for precisely this purpose. 

2001-2 

10249 10249-9 We also recommend that the Air Resources Management Plan 
disclose the location of the five federalClass I areas (North 
Absaroka, Washakie, Fitzpatrick, and Bridger Wilderness Areas, 
and YellowstoneNational Park) that are located inside or within 40 
miles of the planning area in Section F2.2. Thepresence of these 
sensitive areas in proximity to the planning area underscores the 
importance of athorough analysis and protection of air quality and 
air quality related values 

2001-1 

10250 10250-1 Devon opposes Alternative B and aspects of Alternative D 
because they place far too many onerous and unreasonable 
restrictions on future oil and gas development, including CBNG 
development. In particular, Alternative B inappropriately and 
unreasonably proposes to close most of the Lander Planning Area 
to future oil and gas leasing and imposes overwhelming 
operational restrictions and timing stipulations on the remainder of 
the lands within the Lander Planning Area. Lander DRMP/EIS, 
Map 30. The BLM must ensure compliance with the Energy 
Policy Act of 2005, Energy Policy and Conservation Act of 2000 
(EPCA), the National Energy Policy, and Executive Order 
Number 13212 (66 Fed. Reg. 28357 (May 18, 2001)) to reduce 
rather than increase impediments to federal oil and gas leasing and 

2016-1 
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development. 
10250 10250-10 With respect to deferring oil and gas leasing until infrastructure is 

in place, the BLM should remind the public that the indefinite 
suspensions of existing leases required for such an alternative are 
unreasonable and that courts have recognized that a lengthy 
suspension of a federal lease may actually constitute an 
unconstitutional taking of a private property right. Bass Enterprise 
Production Co. v. United States, 45 Fed.Cl. 120, 123 (Fed.Cl. 
1999). 

2016-1 

10250 10250-100 The BLM describes the potential impacts from oil and gas 
operations to big game species in the Lander DRMP/EIS. See e.g. 
Lander DRMP/EIS, pgs. 796 - 797. The BLM does not, however, 
include information regarding how species habituate to oil and gas 
activities. See Reeve, A.F. 1984, Environmental Influences on 
Pronghorn Range and Pronghorn Habitat, PhD Dissertations, Erv, 
Irby, L.R., et al., 1984; Management of Mule Deer in Relation to 
Oil and Gas Development in Montana Proceedings III: Issues in 
Technology in the Management of the Impact to Wildlife. The 
BLM should update the RMP with this information. As currently 
drafted, the RMP unfairly describes impacts to big game species 
from oil and gas activities. 

2039-1 

10250 10250-101 As discussed earlier, Devon is concerned with the language under 
Alternative D that would require surface-disturbing activities be 
minimized to the smallest footprint practical to minimize the 
impacts to wildlife from habitat loss and fragmentation. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, pg. 830. Devon is concerned that this language could 
be used to unreasonably limit oil and gas activities and serve as a 
tool for opponents of oil and gas development to challenge oil and 
gas development authorizations. In addition to safety and 
maintenance issues requiring a larger footprint, the BLM should 
also maximize its flexibility by indicating that surface serving 
operations will consider a maximization of oil and gas resource 
recovery. 

2039-1 

10250 10250-102 Devon generally supports the management action for sage-grouse 
codified in Wyoming Governor’s Executive Order 2011-5, Greater 
Sage-Grouse Core Area Protection, and urges the BLM only to 
adopt an Alternative that specifically enforces this management 
action. The Department of the Interior recently recognized the 
suitability and appropriateness of the Wyoming Governor’s sage-
grouse strategy in BLM Instruction Memorandum 2012-043 (Dec. 
27, 2011), which specifically endorses and recognizes the 
appropriateness of the Wyoming sage-grouse strategy. Devon only 
supports an Alternative in the Lander RMP that specifically and 
unequivocally codifies the Governor’s sage-grouse strategy. 

2012-1 

10250 10250-103 The BLM states on page 865 that all Alternatives require surface-
disturbing activities and facilities to have the smallest footprint 
possible to minimize the impacts of habitat loss and 
fragmentation. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 865. The statement is not, 
however, consistent with the language on page 822 of the Lander 
DRMP/EIS and the description of Alternative C. The BLM should 

2030-3 
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correct this inconsistency in the final EIS for the Lander RMP. 
10250 10250-104 Devon remains opposed to the unreasonable timing and controlled 

surface occupancy restrictions proposed under Alternative B. 
Extending the timing limitation buffer around raptor nests to 1.5 
miles is excessive and unnecessary. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 881. 
The BLM has not provided any analyses demonstrating such a 
restriction is necessary 

2039-1 

10250 10250-105 Additionally, the BLM’s proposal to increase the protection for 
sage-grouse habitat is also excessive and unnecessary. A 600% 
increase in habitat protected under Alternative B as compared to 
Alternative A has not been justified. Further, the BLM’s proposal 
to limit noise from facilities to 10 decibels above natural ambient 
noise levels is extremely restrictive and has not been adequately 
justified. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 882. 

2012-3 

10250 10250-106 Devon remains vehemently opposed to the proposal under 
Alternative D to extend seasonal protections for greater sage-
grouse, Mountain Plover and raptor species for operation and 
maintenance activities outside DDAs. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 903. 
Such a prohibition reduces the BLM’s management flexibility and 
may unreasonably interfere with oil and gas operations. In order 
for Alternative D to be in any way acceptable or workable, the 
BLM must ensure it has sufficient flexibility to authorize oil and 
gas activities to the greatest extent possible within DDAs. The vast 
majority of the Lander Planning Area is subject to significant 
restrictions and limiting the number of restrictions within DDAs is 
the only means by which the BLM can continue to abide by a fair 
and balanced multiple use regimen. 

2018-1 

10250 10250-107 The BLM should acknowledge that the knowledge of cultural 
resources can increase with oil and gas development. As surface 
disturbing operations are proposed and necessary research and 
consultation is conducted pursuant to NEPA, the National Historic 
Preservation Act, and other laws, the BLM often gains significant 
additional information. The BLM should revise its analyses in 
Chapter 4 to clearly indicate to the public that oil and gas 
development often leads to potential beneficial impacts to cultural 
resources, not just potential negative impacts. 

2005-1 

10250 10250-108 Further, the BLM should describe how operators such as Devon 
work with the BLM, the State of Wyoming, and private land 
owners to minimize potential visual impacts from oil and gas 
operations where appropriate. Given recent mitigation measures 
and BMPs, operators are often able to significantly reduce the 
potential visual impacts associated with oil and gas operations 

2005-2 

10250 10250-109 Additionally, the BLM has not justified why visual resource 
inventory (VRI) areas would ever be designated as VRM Class II. 
Designating a VRI Class III or IV area with greater protections 
than currently exist or have been justified is unnecessary and 
unreasonable. Lander DRMP/EIS, pgs. 954, 956. The BLM should 
not impose VRM classifications with VRI classifications of III or 
IV under either Alternative B or D. 

2033-1 

10250 10250-11 Under FLPMA, the Secretary is required to comply with certain 2016-1 



B-294 Lander Proposed RMP and Final EIS 

Comment Analysis Report February 2013 
Attachment B – Individual Comments 

Comment
Document 
Number 

Individual 
Comment 
Number 

Comment Text 

Summary 
Comment 
Response 
Number 

procedural requirements because it is closing large portions of the 
Lander Planning Area to oil and gas leasing. Section 204 of 
FLPMA requires the Secretary of the Interior to comply with 
certain procedural mandates prior to closing an area of 5,000 acres 
or more to mineral development. 43 U.S.C. Â§ 1714. Because 
Alternatives B and D propose to close areas of 5,000 acres or more 
to mineral development, they must comply with Section 204 of 
FLPMA. 

10250 10250-110 The BLM indicates on pages 969 and 970 that a 5% surface 
disturbance cap applies under Alternative D for energy 
development. Devon is opposed to any surface disturbance caps 
imposed in the Lander RMP. There is also no clear source of this 
limitation other than its general reference in Chapter 4. Does it 
apply to conventional energy development as well? Such 
restrictions are unreasonable and unnecessary and unreasonably 
limit the BLM’s management flexibility. The BLM must remove 
any and all language regarding surface disturbing caps in the 
Lander RMP except as they pertain to sage-grouse core areas. 

2024-1 

10250 10250-111 Unreasonably curtailing or limiting ROW corridors for a 
significant infrastructure project such as natural gas pipelines 
would unreasonably limit future oil and gas development within 
the entire Lander Planning Area. The proposed right-of-way 
exclusion areas and ROW avoidance areas under Alternative B are 
unreasonable. Lander DRMP/EIS, pgs. 975 “977, 979 “987. 
Prohibiting the creation of a new ROW within almost two million 
acres of the Lander Planning Area is inconsistent with the BLM’s 
multiple use obligations and have not been sufficiently justified by 
the BLM 

2025-3 

10250 10250-112 Overall, Devon continues to support the BLM’s management of 
Congressionally designated trails under Alternative A, and not 
Alternatives B or D. The prohibitions under Alternative A have 
adequately protected the historic trails within the Lander Planning 
Area since their designation and the adoption of the 
Oregon/Mormon Pioneer Historic Trail Management Plan in 1986. 
The BLM has not adequately justified the significant increase in 
development opportunities under Alternatives B or D. Alternative 
B in particular is unreasonable because it could restrict 
development activities within 15 to 20 miles of a national historic 
trail. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 1041. The decision to entirely close 
public lands within three miles of either side of a national historic 
trail under Alternative B is similarly unreasonable and may restrict 
oil and gas opportunities within the Lander Planning Area. Such a 
limitation is particularly egregious because it may impact 
transportation or other infrastructure facilities necessary to 
transport natural gas and hydrocarbons out of the Lander Planning 
Area. 

2004-1 

10250 10250-113 Devon is also opposed to the management action under 
Alternative D that would close oil and gas leasing for five miles 
on either side of the historic trail which covers approximately 
4,297,925 acres. Id. The BLM should also review the language on 

2004-1 



Lander Proposed RMP and Final EIS B-295 

February 2013 Comment Analysis Report 
 Attachment B – Individual Comments 

Comment
Document 
Number 

Individual 
Comment 
Number 

Comment Text 

Summary 
Comment 
Response 
Number 

page 1045 of the Lander DRMP/EIS because in several instances 
the BLM describes Alternative B rather than Alternative D. Devon 
is also opposed to the significant VRM restrictions associated with 
national historic trails under Alternatives B and D. 

10250 10250-114 Given the proximity of the Government Draw/Upper Sweetwater 
Sage-Grouse proposed ACEC to Devon’s Beaver Creek Unit, 
Devon also opposes the creation of the Government Draw/Upper 
Sweetwater Sage-Grouse ACEC. Although Devon supports the 
protection of sage-grouse habitat to the extent consistent with 
existing lease rights, Devon does not believe the BLM has 
sufficiently justified the creation of such a huge ACEC under 
Alternatives B or D. Devon encourages the BLM to create a buffer 
of at least five miles surrounding its existing Beaver Creek Unit 
that is free of any ACEC designations. Devon further requests that 
the BLM not create an ACEC or impose additional mitigation 
measures or stipulations within this buffer to ensure that Devon’s 
existing operations are allowed to continue and, if necessary, 
expand within the lands surrounding Devon’s Beaver Creek Unit. 
Devon is concerned that opponents to oil and gas operations will 
utilize the proximity of the ACEC to encourage the BLM to 
restrict potential development operations even on existing leases 
within the existing unit. Devon is particularly opposed under 
Alternative D to create NSO restrictions for oil and gas in the 
entire proposed ACEC. Lander DRMP/EIS, pgs. 1166 “1167. 

2002-1 

10250 10250-115 The BLM needs to correct information in Section 4.10 regarding 
cumulative impacts of greater sage-grouse in several ways. First, 
the BLM acknowledges the 2008 and 2010 Executive Orders 
issued by the Governor of Wyoming. As indicated earlier in these 
comments, however, the Governor of Wyoming has adopted a new 
Executive Order that is substantially similar to the 2008 and 2010 
Orders. Nonetheless, the BLM should acknowledge the new 
Executive Order and its impacts on operations and the protection 
of sage-grouse in Wyoming. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 1208. 

2006-1 

10250 10250-116 Second, on page 1210, the BLM suggests that private lands are not 
subject to core area and noncore area stipulations, and it is likely 
that protective measures for sage-grouse will not be implemented. 
This information fails to take into account the fact that oil and gas 
operations, for example, are subject to the greater sage-grouse 
policy whether or not they are on private lands. The WOGCC and 
the WDEQ have made it clear that they will comply with the terms 
and conditions of the 2011 sage-grouse Executive Order on private 
lands wherever they occur in Wyoming. Therefore, oil and gas 
operators proposing oil and gas development on private lands will 
be subject to the same type of restrictions outlined in the 
Executive Order, including limits on the number of surface 
disturbing operations that can be located within a single 640 acre 
section. The BLM should include this information in the final EIS 
for the Lander RMP. 

2012-1 

10250 10250-117 The BLM suggests on page 1220 of the Lander DRMP/EIS that 
the most recent state-wide air emission inventory was completed 

2006-1 
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in 2005. In fact, the most current inventory was completed in 
2008, and the WDEQ is currently in the process of gathering 2011 
data for the most recent, on-going emissions inventory. 

10250 10250-118 Core Area. The definition should be updated to include the most 
recent Executive Order issued by the Governor of Wyoming in 
2011. 

2012-1 

10250 10250-119 Downspacing. The definition should be corrected to indicate 
downspacing involves increasing the number of wells needed to 
effectively drain an area while not decreasing the number of wells 
within the specific area. 

2018-3 

10250 10250-12 Under Alternatives B and D, the BLM would make over 100,000 
acres unavailable to oil and gas leasing for a period of two years or 
more, yet BLM has not complied with the clear and unequivocal 
requirements of FLPMA. BLM must notify Congress of its intent 
to close significant areas to future oil and gas development prior to 
finalizing the Lander RMP. 

2016-1 

10250 10250-120 Setting. The BLM should provide a source for this definition. 
Partaking the historical setting plays an important role in the 
BLM’s management decision within the Lander DRMP/EIS, yet 
BLM does not provide a specific delegation of authority or further 
protection of the setting. 

2005-1 

10250 10250-121 The BLM should review carefully the list of federal laws, 
regulations, policies, guidance, and other applicable mandates and 
authority provided in Appendix A to ensure they are accurate. In 
many circumstances the year attributable to a particular rule, 
regulation, or guidance is not accurate. For example, the BLM 
identifies many of the regulations appearing in 43 C.F.R. Parts 
3160 and 3400 as dating to 1920. While these regulations were 
enacted pursuant to the authority of the Mineral Leasing Act of 
1920, the regulations, in fact, have been promulgated in only the 
last 20 to 30 years and certainly do not date back to 1920. 
Similarly, the BLM identifies the oil and gas leasing regulations, 
which appear at 43 C.F.R. Part 3100 as originating in 1983. While 
a few individual sections of the regulations appearing at Part 3100 
date from 1983, the vast majority of said regulations actually date 
to 1988 and were promulgated after the Federal Onshore Oil and 
Gas Leasing Reform Act of 1987. Surprisingly, the Federal 
Onshore Oil and Gas Leasing Reform Act is not identified in the 
list of statutes impacting BLM regulations and policies despite the 
fact it fundamentally altered the way federal oil and gas lands are 
offered for competitive lease. 

2016-1 

10250 10250-122 Devon is concerned about the statement on pages 1391 - 1392 
regarding the objective of final reclamation in non-DDAs claimed 
disturb sites to achieve landscape continuity, minimize INNS, and 
provide for a stabilized ecologically diverse plant community. 
This statement is overreaching and sets unreasonable and 
potentially unattainable reclamation requirements regardless of 
any and all reclamation practices attempted by operators. 

2014-1 

10250 10250-123 Similarly, Devon is concerned about the statement on page 1392 
that requires 80% of the Erosion Indicator listed on the NRCS 

2029-2 
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Reference Sheet for Ecological Site is met. Lander DRMP/EIS, 
pg. 1392. This statement is confusing and unclear. Devon’s in-
house experts familiar with NRCS Reference Sheets are not aware 
of any Erosion Indicator identified on said information sheets. 
Does this simply refer to 80% of the background cover? BLM 
needs to clarify what the Erosion Indicators listed on the NRCS 
Reference Sheet for Ecological Site mean and where that 
information can be located. 

10250 10250-124 Devon believes that the statement on page 1393 of Appendix G 
requiring 100% of the Erosion Indicator on NRCS Reference 
Sheets as a form of reclamation standard is an unreasonable 
expectation to place on industry. BLM should reconsider or redraft 
this language. 

2029-2 

10250 10250-125 The BLM indicates in Section F.2.4 that it will include future oil 
and gas development in areas of existing development and will 
encourage future oil and gas development in areas located over 50 
kilometers from the nearest Class I Area. The BLM has not, 
however, explained how it will manage these objectives. 

2001-2 

10250 10250-126 Devon encourages the BLM to add a statement in the Lander RMP 
clarifying the scope of the BLM’s authority as defined by the 
IBLA. The BLM does not have the authority to impose regulations 
or control measures on emission sources, including oil and gas 
operations, within Wyoming 

2001-2 

10250 10250-127 Devon is opposed to the BLM’s proposal under Section F.4.2 to 
require the proponent for mineral development projects that have 
the potential to omit more than 100 tons per year of a certain 
criteria air pollutant to provide a minimum of one-year of base line 
ambient air monitoring data. Such a requirement could excessively 
and unnecessarily delay oil and gas projects within the Planning 
Area. The BLM should justify this requirement or, at the very 
least, clarify that operators have the opportunity to provide such 
data during the pendency of the required environmental analysis 
for the project rather than providing the data before the BLM will 
even evaluate a proposal. 

2001-2 

10250 10250-128 The vast majority of the mitigation measures identified in Section 
F.4.4 and Table F.1 are far beyond the BLM’s authority and 
should be removed from this document. For example, the BLM in 
Wyoming has long acknowledged that it cannot implement 
specific drill rig emission reduction measures. In a letter to an oil 
and gas operator in December 2006, then Associate Field Manager 
Roger Bankert acknowledged that the BLM cannot implement 
drill rig emission reduction measures because it has been 
administratively determined that BLM does not have the authority 
to regulate air quality. That authority rests with the Wyoming 
Department of Environmental Quality. Further, the regulation of 
mobile sources, such as drilling rigs, is exclusively the jurisdiction 
of the EPA. The BLM should eliminate Table F.1 from the Lander 
RMP 

2001-2 

10250 10250-129 Overall, BLM needs to explain the purpose of Appendix G. As far 
as Devon is aware, Appendix G is a copy of the document that 

2029-2 
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was being developed by the State of Wyoming, several oil and gas 
operators, including Devon, and the BLM Rawlins Office to 
develop a comprehensive reclamation approach. This policy was 
not, however, finalized or adopted by the BLM. If intended as an 
example only, the BLM should clearly and unequivocally include 
that information in the Lander final EIS and RMP. Notably, there 
are several discrepancies between the language, policies, and 
criterion set forth in Appendix D that are not consistent with 
Appendix G. The BLM should explain which document controls 

10250 10250-13 In particular, Alternative B is not a reasonable alternative because 
it virtually eliminates oil and gas development from the public 
lands contrary to the BLM’s multiple use mandate. Under 
FLPMA, the BLM is required to manage the public lands on the 
basis of multiple use and sustained yield. 43 U.S.C. Â§ 1701(a)(7) 
(2010). 

2016-1 

10250 10250-130 In part C VI.II.d, the BLM should delete the words allowances for 
an improved and/or stable ecologic condition from the sentence in 
that section. This language would be more clear and useful. In 
section D.I, the BLM should allow for monitoring or proclamation 
in the first season at the discretion of the BLM. Inserting such 
language would provide the BLM additional flexibility to allow 
for circumstances when reclamation monitoring is appropriate 
prior to the second year. 

2029-2 

10250 10250-131 As in an earlier comment, Devon strenuously supports the creation 
of DDAs within the Lander Planning Area. In order to make 
Appendix I more useful, however, Devon encourages the BLM to 
develop and clearly explain how exceptions and modifications will 
be treated within DDAs. The BLM indicates throughout the text of 
the Lander DRMP/EIS that oral requests for exceptions for 
wildlife timing limitations may be granted in DDAs, but does not 
lay out the procedure clearly in Appendix I. 

2018-1 

10250 10250-132 Devon would like to continue its participation in the RMP revision 
process for the Bighorn Basin RMPs. Please ensure both myself 
and Dru Bower-Moore (P.O. Box 166, Worland, Wyoming 82401, 
Dru.Bower-Moore@dvn.com, (307) 347-4477) are on the Bureau 
of Land Management’s mailing list for all future information 
regarding this project and do not hesitate to contact us should you 
require additional information. We request that you please 
specifically provide Devon complete paper copies of the final EIS 
and Record of Decision for this project at the address provided 
above. 

2016-1 

10250 10250-14 The overall minerals management under Alternative B is 
inappropriate because they unreasonably limit oil and gas 
development. As noted above, the BLM is significantly limiting 
potential future oil and gas development in the Planning Area by 
making 2,276,525 acres under Alternative B unavailable for oil 
and gas leasing. The BLM is additionally making 187,524 acres 
available to oil and gas leasing only with major constraints under 
Alternative B. Alternative B in particular eliminates almost the 
entire Planning Area for mineral development and must not be 

2018-3 
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selected by the BLM. 
10250 10250-15 Alternative B is not consistent with existing National Policies. 

Federal agencies are required to expedite projects which increase 
domestic energy production under existing executive orders. 
Executive Orders 13211, 13212, and 13302. The adoption of 
Alternative B would significantly curtail domestic production 
compared to both the baseline scenario and any of the other 
alternatives analyzed by the BLM. Lander DRMP/EIS, pgs. 647, 
1186 - 1187. The loss of such an enormous energy supply is 
contrary to the best interests of the nation and inconsistent with the 
Energy Policy Act of 2005. 

2018-3 

10250 10250-16 The removal of vast areas of lands from future oil and gas 
development and potential restrictions on existing leases under 
Alternative B, and to a lesser extent, Alternative D, would also 
significantly restrict regional earnings, jobs, and tax revenue in the 
Lander Planning Area. The adoption of Alternative B would 
reduce regional earnings significantly and reduce local jobs by 
1,000 jobs over the current management scenario. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, pgs. 1175, 1185. 

2018-3 

10250 10250-17 The BLM must recognize, study, and report the economic impact 
of its decision to close significant portions of the Planning Area to 
leasing, or to make significant portions of the Planning Area only 
available with major constraints will have upon future exploration 
and development in the area. It is not enough for the BLM to 
simply assert that existing lease rights will be protected, the BLM 
must analyze further how existing lease rights will be impacted by 
future limitations on leasing and development and what protection 
it will afford existing leases in the above described scenario. 

2018-3 

10250 10250-18 Alternative D is not consistent with existing National Policies. 
Federal agencies are required to expedite projects which increase 
domestic energy production under existing executive orders. 
Executive Orders 13211, 13212, and 13302. The adoption of 
Alternative D would significantly curtail domestic production 
compared to both the baseline scenario and any of the other 
alternatives analyzed by the BLM. Lander DRMP/EIS, pgs. 647, 
1186 - 1187. The loss of such an enormous energy supply is 
contrary to the best interests of the nation and inconsistent with the 
Energy Policy Act of 2005. 

2018-3 

10250 10250-19 The removal of vast areas of lands from future oil and gas 
development and potential restrictions on existing leases under 
Alternative D, would also significantly restrict regional earnings, 
jobs, and tax revenue in the Lander Planning Area. The adoption 
of Alternative D would reduce regional earnings significantly and 
reduce local jobs by 1,000 jobs over the current management 
scenario. Lander DRMP/EIS, pgs. 1175, 1185. 

2018-3 

10250 10250-20 Finally, the BLM must clarify the language in the final section of 
Section 2.6.4.4.3 regarding lease stipulations in non-designated 
Development Areas. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 54. This language 
appears to suggest the BLM will increase or modify stipulations 
even on existing leases, which would be contrary to law. 

2018-3 
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10250 10250-21 Devon encourages the BLM to add a statement in the Lander RMP 
clarifying the scope of the BLM’s authority as defined by the 
IBLA. The BLM does not have the authority to impose regulations 
or mandate control measures on emission sources, including oil 
and gas operations, within Wyoming. 

2001-2 

10250 10250-22 Similarly, the BLM’s second proposed Goal PR:2 states Maintain 
concentrations of PSD pollutants associated with management 
actions in compliance with the applicable increment. Id. This goal 
is wholly inappropriate because the BLM does not have the 
authority to implement, regulate, or enforce the prevention of 
significant deterioration (PSD) increment. The BLM’s lack of 
authority of PSD increment was recently recognized in the MOU 
issued by the Department of the Interior, Department of 
Agriculture, and the EPA which indicates that BLM NEPA 
documents relating to oil and gas activities will model PSD 
increment consumption for informational purposes only. 

2001-2 

10250 10250-23 Because Objective PR 1.2 overlaps with jurisdiction held solely by 
the WDEQ and EPA, it must be removed from the Lander RMP. 
See 40 C.F.R. Â§Â§ 51, 52; WAQSR Chapter 6, Â§ 4. The BLM 
must revise its goals to be consistent with the BLM’s authority. 
This goal as drafted is beyond the BLM’s authority and must be 
deleted. 

2001-2 

10250 10250-24 Devon encourages the BLM to eliminate Objective PR: 2.2 in the 
Lander DRMP/EIS. Lander DRMP/EIS, Table 2.7, pg. 60. Both 
EPA and WDEQ have developed sufficient enforcement 
mitigation measures to protect against deposition pollutants. There 
is no reason for the BLM to attempt to enforce these regulations 

2001-2 

10250 10250-25 The BLM must revise its air quality goals and management 
actions to state that BLM’s only management goal, objective, or 
action will be to ensure that the WDEQ is invited to participate in 
the NEPA process as a cooperating agency and that BLM will not 
interfere with the WDEQ’s regulation of air quality. In the event 
the BLM unwisely retains the potentially illegal objectives 
contained in the Lander DRMP/EIS, the BLM must include clear 
language in the RMP disavowing any attempt by BLM to regulate 
air emissions or air quality in the Lander Planning Area. 

2001-2 

10250 10250-26 the BLM should revise its second Goal PR2.1 to clarify that BLM 
cannot and will not attempt to enforce visibility-impairing 
pollutants. Rather than attempting to regulate air quality in the 
Lander RMP, Devon encourages the BLM to participate in and 
abide by the regulatory processes currently underway in 
Wyoming. Any attempt by the BLM to regulate air quality could 
lead to inconsistent, confusing, and possibly illegal standards if 
imposed by the BLM 

2001-2 

10250 10250-27 Lander DRMP/EIS, Record No. 1003, pg. 60. Because the BLM 
does not have authority over air quality within the State of 
Wyoming, it should refrain from imposing mitigation measures for 
air quality. Further, the requirement as drafted is vague and 
undefined. The BLM does not describe the type of Best 
Management Practices it will impose or how it will regulate and 

2001-2 
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determine the efficiency of such measures. 
10250 10250-28 Devon encourages the BLM to modify Record No. 1008 to reflect 

the limited nature of BLM’s authority over air quality. As drafted, 
Record No. 1008 could be read to require the BLM to enforce air 
quality emissions. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 19. The BLM should 
revise Record No. 1008 to state that BLM will encourage rather 
than require BLM-authorized activities to minimize adverse air 
impacts. As described above, BLM does not have the authority to 
require operators to comply with particular air quality regulations. 

2001-2 

10250 10250-29 The BLM developed more appropriate air quality language in the 
recently released Draft EIS and Resource Management Plan for 
the Bighorn Basin Planning Area (Bighorn RMP/DEIS) that the 
Lander Field Office should utilize. The language in the Bighorn 
RMP/DEIS recognized the limit on the BLM’s authority by noting 
that it will only impose best management practices (BMPs) within 
the scope of its authority and that, under the Preferred Alternative 
it will only facilitate discussions with other agencies regarding the 
nature and scope of the additional mitigation measures. See 
Bighorn RMP/DEIS, Record No. 1005, pg. 2-43. Devon 
encourages the BLM to adopt similar language in the Lander RMP 

2001-2 

10250 10250-3 The BLM acknowledges in the Lander DRMP/EIS that it must 
honor existing rights. The RMP will recognize valid existing 
rights. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. Executive Summary xxxviii; see 
also Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 9. The BLM should further expressly 
recognize that oil and gas leases are existing rights that cannot be 
modified. Once the BLM has issued a federal oil and gas lease 
without no surface occupancy (NSO) stipulations, and in the 
absence of a nondiscretionary statutory prohibition against 
development, the BLM cannot completely deny development on 
the leasehold. See, e.g., National Wildlife Federation, et al., 150 
IBLA 385, 403 (1999). Only Congress has the right to completely 
prohibit development once a lease has been issued. 

2016-1 

10250 10250-30 The BLM should revise Record No. 1011 to state that surface-
disturbing activities may be authorized any time in the Designated 
Development Areas (DDAs) so long as such activities are 
authorized by the BLM. Lander DRMP/EIS, Record No. 1011, pg. 
62. One of the advantages allegedly associated with Alternative D 
is the fact that operators may be authorized to conduct year-round 
operations within DDAs. As currently drafted, Record No. 1011 
could be read to preclude year-round operations within DDAs. 
Lander DRMP/EIS, Record No. 1011, pg. 62. Allowing limited 
surface disturbing operations within DDAs is consistent with the 
BLM’s overall management goal under Alternative D and should 
be specifically authorized. 

2029-1 

10250 10250-31 The BLM has not adequately explained what type of a site-
specific analysis or reclamation plan will be required in areas with 
low reclamation potential (LRP). Lander DRMP/EIS, Record No. 
1012, pg. 62. In order for operators to meaningfully comment on 
this requirement, the BLM needs to provide more definition of 
what constitutes a very detailed reclamation plan. Lander 

2029-1 
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DRMP/EIS, Record No. 1012, pg. 62 
10250 10250-32 Devon additionally believes that the BLM’s goals to improve air 

quality in the Planning Area as practicable are unnecessary given 
the authority of the EPA and WDEQ over air quality. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, Table 2.7, pg. 60. Congress has already directed the 
EPA to develop new and revised national ambient air quality 
standards based on the latest scientific knowledge. 42 U.S.C. 
Â§Â§ 7408(a)(2), 7409(b)(1). Under the CAA, states are not 
authorized to develop emission standards which are less stringent 
than the national standards for any particular ambient air quality 
standard. 42 U.S.C. Â§ 7416; 40 C.F.R. Â§ 52.14. Given the fact 
the EPA and WDEQ are already developing and enforcing air 
quality control measures, there is no need for the BLM to develop 
goals, obligations, or requirements that may interfere with the 
EPA and WDEQ’s authority. 

2001-2 

10250 10250-33 The BLM’s proposed soil management objectives under 
Alternative B are overly restrictive and unnecessary. Devon is 
particularly opposed to the prohibition on surface disturbing 
activities in LRP areas and in slopes over 15%. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, Record Nos. 1013, 1014, pg. 63. The BLM has not 
justified such measures 

2029-1 

10250 10250-34 The BLM should clarify that under all of the alternatives 
reclamation plans are required for all oil and gas drilling 
operations under Onshore Order Number 1, Section III, 4, j, 72 
Fed. Reg. 10308, 10333 (Mar. 7, 2007). As currently described 
under Record No. 1019, the public may have the impression that 
reclamation plans are not always required for oil and gas 
development activities. Lander DRMP/EIS, Record No. 1019, pg. 
65. 

2029-1 

10250 10250-35 The BLM indicates it may require additional bonding for site 
reclamation in areas of low reclamation potential. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, Record No. 1041, pg. 68. Note that Devon, like all oil 
and gas operators, already has bonds in place pursuant to the BLM 
regulations at 43 C.F.R. subpart 3104. Although the BLM has the 
authority to increase bonds for reclamation activities, 43.C.F.R. 
Â§ 3104.5, the BLM regulations require certain findings of fact 
and determinations to be made prior to any increase in a bond. 
Nothing in the Lander RMP should conflict with the BLM’s 
obligations under its existing regulations; nor has BLM justified 
the need to increase Devon’s existing bond amount. As such, 
Management Action 1041 should be modified to indicate bonds 
will only be increased in accordance with BLM’s regulations. 

2029-1 

10250 10250-36 In the Lander RMP, the BLM needs to appropriately recognize 
that the State of Wyoming has primacy over water quality 
standards, enforcement, and remediation within the State of 
Wyoming. Many of BLM’s proposed goals and management 
actions do not reflect WDEQ’s proper authority and role. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, Record Nos. 1025 - 1046. 

2034-2 

10250 10250-37 The BLM should recognize that erosion and stormwater runoff are 
regulated by the EPA through its National Pollutant Discharge 

2034-2 
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Elimination System (NPDES) program under the CWA, which is 
administered by the State of Wyoming. See 33 U.S.C. Â§ 1342 
(2010); 40 C.F.R. parts 122, 123 (2011). The BLM should also 
recognize the State of Wyoming’s stormwater regulations that 
already require full stormwater pollution prevention plans for 
disturbances over one acre in size. WDEQ Rules, Chapter 2, 
Section 6. In the Lander RMP, the BLM should not impose 
additional or potentially contradictory requirements on oil and gas 
operations with respect to stormwater management or water 
discharge 

10250 10250-38 The BLM’s proposed prohibition or discouragement on the 
surface discharge of produced water on BLM-administered land 
under Alternative B is overly prescriptive and unnecessary. Lander 
DRMP/EIS Record No. 2013, pg. 76. Often the discharge of water 
associated with oil and gas development activities is beneficial for 
wildlife, domestic livestock, and even agriculture. Given the fact 
all produced water is subject to strict control requirements by the 
WDEQ, the BLM should not interfere and create unneeded and 
burdensome requirements. Further, the proposed management 
action may deprive the BLM of the management flexibility the 
agency needs to address individual situations where produced 
water will be beneficial. 

2034-1 

10250 10250-39 The BLM should utilize the Lander RMP to clarify how it will 
manage lands with wilderness characteristics. Since the issuance 
of Secretarial Order Number 3310 in December of 2010, there has 
been significant confusion regarding its implementation and 
impact. Devon understands the requirement of the Secretarial 
Order and its implementing manuals, but is unclear how the Order 
and manuals will be implemented during the current fiscal year 
given the Congress’ direction that no funding can be used this year 
to implement the Act. Pub. L. No. 112-010, Â§ 1769, 124 Stat. 38, 
155 (2011). In a Memorandum to the BLM Director on June 1, 
2011, Secretary Salazar indicated that the BLM would not 
designate any lands as Wild Lands. Finally, a new Instruction 
Memorandum was issued in July providing some additional 
guidance, but also withdrawing the previously issued BLM 
Manual. Instruction Memorandum 2011-154 (Jul. 25, 2011). The 
BLM must take the opportunity presented by the Lander RMP to 
explain the Department of the Interior’s current policy and how it 
will relate to the management of public land within the Lander 
Planning Area. 

2037-1 

10250 10250-4 The BLM partially recognizes that it cannot modify existing lease 
rights in the Lander DRMP/EIS, but the agency negates this 
statement by suggesting that it will impose COAs on operations 
that will, effectively, impose new limitations on leases. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, pg. 637. The BLM cannot use COAs to modify or 
take existing lease rights. The BLM should revise the Lander RMP 
to make this point clear. 

2016-1 

10250 10250-40 Under all of the Alternatives, BLM should acknowledge that it 
cannot impose stipulations or new restrictions on existing leases 
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and particularly cannot impose new NSO restrictions on existing 
leases. 

10250 10250-41 Devon is also opposed to the limitations under mineral leasing 
proposed in the Beaver Rim Master Leasing Plan Area. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, pg. 73. The BLM has not adequately justified the 
need to limit oil and gas leasing and development in this area. 

2018-3 

10250 10250-42 Second, the Pinedale RMP authorizes the creation of new 
Intensively Developed Fields through an amendment to the 
Pinedale RMP if the above-referenced geologic criteria are met, 
but the new field is not located adjacent to an existing Intensively 
Developed Field. Id. Devon strongly encourages the BLM adopt 
measures in the Lander RMP that are similar to the Pinedale RMP 
and allow for the efficient expansion of the DDAs. 

2018-1 

10250 10250-43 BLM should automatically lift all seasonal wildlife restrictions 
within the DDAs in the Lander RMP, rather than waiting for the 
restrictions to be lifted seasonally upon operator request. This 
provides the operators the certainty they need to commit to year-
round operations and thus, potentially, agree to additional best 
management practices. 

2018-1 

10250 10250-44 Finally, Devon questions why the BLM did not create DDAs 
under Alternative C. Because DDAs would, necessarily, increase 
oil and gas operations and make development more feasible, the 
BLM should have analyzed and included DDAs under Alternative 
C, not just Alternative D. 

2018-1 

10250 10250-45 The BLM should delete entirely Record No. 2005 because it 
unreasonably interferes with private contracts and private 
relationships between companies. Lander DRMP/EIS, Record No. 
2005, pg. 74. The BLM does not have the authority or a right to 
encourage operators to share seismic data information with other 
companies. 

2018-2 

10250 10250-46 The BLM should ensure that it does not place unnecessary 
requirements, limitations, or procedures on seismic and 
geophysical surveys. The BLM indicates that under the revised 
RMP, geophysical exploration will be allowed within the 
constraints necessary to protect other resources. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, Record No. 2014, pg. 76. On a national scale, the 
BLM has recognized that geophysical exploration is the type of 
activity that does not individually have a significant effect on the 
human environment because geophysical exploration has been 
identified as a Department-wide categorical exclusion. 

2018-2 

10250 10250-47 Devon suggests the BLM revise Record No. 4055 to eliminate the 
word minimize. Lander DRMP/EIS, Record No. 4055, pg. 98. As 
currently drafted, this management action could be viewed as 
unnecessarily restricting oil and gas development activities and 
other operations within the Lander Planning Area. Devon supports 
the idea that surface disturbance should be restricted to the 
smallest area that is safe and feasible, but is concerned that the 
word minimize could be used to justify unreasonable expectations 
or limitations on development. Rather, Devon suggests the BLM 
use the word reduce rather than minimize. 

2039-1 
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10250 10250-48 Record No. 4051, pg. 47, states that BLM will utilize 
recommendations found in WGFD Recommendations for 
Development Oil and Gas Resources within Crucial and Important 
Wildlife Habitats (WGFD 2009). The BLM must revise these 
statements to clarify that it will consider, not necessarily utilize all 
of the WGFD’s recommendations. The BLM alone has primacy 
and the responsibility to manage federal lands under its 
jurisdiction in Wyoming. The statement in Record No. 4051 could 
be misconstrued to suggest that the BLM is required to utilize the 
WGFD’s recommendations rather than simply consider the 
management suggestions contained therein. 

2018-3 

10250 10250-49 Devon is strenuously opposed to the BLM’s proposed 
management action under Alternatives B or D that would allow 
the BLM to apply wildlife seasonal protections for surface-
disturbing and disruptive activities on the maintenance and 
operations of developed projects. Lander DRMP/EIS, Record No. 
4056, pg. 98. As the BLM is aware, current seasonal stipulations 
in the existing Lander RMP prohibit construction and drilling 
activities in specific crucial winter ranges, but do not prohibit 
routine production operations necessary to safely maintain 
facilities. It would be inappropriate for the BLM to preclude all 
production operations in crucial winter range areas. Such a 
decision would essentially preclude year-round production 
operations and would lead to a significant decrease in domestic 
energy production. Moreover, many species such as pronghorn 
and mule deer have been found to habituate to increased traffic so 
long as the movement remains predictable. See Reeve, A.F. 1984. 
Environmental Influences on Male Pronghorn Home Range and 
Pronghorn Behavior. PhD. Dissertation; Irby, L.R. et al., 1984; 
Management of Mule Deer in Relation to Oil and Gas 
Development in Montana’s Overthrust Belt Proceedings III: Issues 
and Technology in the Management of Impacted Wildlife. 

2018-3 

10250 10250-5 The BLM recently recognized the nature of existing oil and gas 
lease rights in the Pinedale RMP issued by the BLM in November 
2008. Existing oil and gas or other mineral lease rights will be 
honored. When an oil and gas lease is issued, it constitutes a valid 
existing right; BLM cannot unilaterally change the terms and 
conditions of the lease . . . Surface use and timing restrictions from 
this RMP cannot be applied to existing leases. Pinedale RMP, pg. 
2-19. Similar language exists in the December 2008 Rawlins 
RMP. Rawlins RMP, pg. 20. Devon encourages the BLM to 
include similar language in the Lander RMP 

2016-1 

10250 10250-50 Devon is also concerned that the BLM’s proposed management 
action would allow the BLM to apply wildlife seasonal protections 
to maintenance activities and operations would propose significant 
safety concerns to existing facilities. To the extent the BLM 
applies the limitation on even routine maintenance in this action, it 
is very possible minor issues necessitating repairs will not be 
noticed which could contribute to significant or even catastrophic 
spills and other hazards. Devon encourages the BLM not to adopt 

2018-3 
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this radical alternative. 
10250 10250-51 The BLM would effectively eliminate all oil and gas development 

in identified crucial range. Further, the BLM has not analyzed or 
apparently even considered the damage that could be done to oil 
and gas wells if they are shut-in on an annual basis. The BLM has 
also not analyzed the very real threat that federal minerals would 
be effectively drained by offsetting wells on State of Wyoming 
and private lands if federal wells are annually shut-in. The BLM 
must prepare this analysis in order to disclose the significant 
adverse impacts that would be associated with the closure of oil 
and gas development on a seasonal basis, including the potential 
loss of federal reserves and royalties. 

2018-3 

10250 10250-52 It also appears the BLM failed to consider the significant 
detrimental impact seasonal prohibition on oil and gas operations 
would have upon the local economy. By precluding production 
during several months of the year, the BLM would force operators 
to significantly reduce their workforces on an annual basis. The 
management action would create a seasonal boom and bust cycle 
with routine maintenance workers and pumpers being laid off 
annually. The inconsistent nature of the work would almost 
certainly reduce the number of local employees lessees are able to 
hire, which would restrict or eliminate the long-term beneficial 
impacts of the oil and gas development to the local economy. The 
BLM’s current socio-economic analysis does not account for this 
cycle. The BLM must eliminate this proposed management action 
under Alternatives B and D. 

2018-3 

10250 10250-53 Devon is opposed to the BLM’s proposed management actions to 
protect reptile habitat under both Alternative B and Alternative D. 
Lander DRMP/EIS, Record No. 4057, pg. 99. The BLM has not 
identified specific reptiles or reptile habitat that needs to be 
protected, demonstrated that such protections are reasonable, or 
provided information justifying this new restriction. To the extent 
potential reptiles are already identified on the BLM’s list of 
Sensitive Species for Wyoming, the BLM Manual 6840 provides 
adequate protections and authority for the BLM to impose 
conditions of approval or other restrictions to protect the species. 
The blanket restrictions are unduly onerous and have not been 
demonstrated to be necessary. Devon suggests the BLM not adopt 
the language proposed under Record No. 4057 under either 
Alternative B or Alternative D in the selected alternative. 

2039-1 

10250 10250-54 Devon is very concerned about the proposed increase in the buffer 
area when timing restrictions associated with raptor nests under 
Alternative B will be applied. Lander DRMP/EIS, Record No. 
4066, pg. 101. The BLM has not provided adequate justification or 
information to support this change. Devon encourages the BLM to 
retain the existing management limitations rather than to adopt the 
new proposed restrictions on raptor species 

2039-1 

10250 10250-55 The BLM should, however, revise BR Goals 13.1 and 14.1 to 
make it clear the BLM will maintain large patches of high quality 
sage brush habitat, while still providing for multiple use 
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management. Although preserving the sage-grouse is of 
paramount importance to the State of Wyoming, the BLM, and 
operators like Devon, management for the species must be 
considered in the larger multiple-use mandate requirements 
imposed by FLPMA for the BLM 

10250 10250-56 The BLM should also clarify its proposed goal to indicate how it 
will maintain connections between sage brush habitats occupied 
by greater sage-grouse. Lander DRMP/EIS, BR 13.2, pg. 102. 
Devon is opposed to the creation of so-called connection areas in 
the Planning Area, beyond those identified in the State of 
Wyoming’s Executive Order 2011-005. Absent a clear 
understanding of how sage-grouse connection areas may impact 
oil and gas operations, it is difficult, if not impossible, for Devon 
to understand how its operations will be impacted. The BLM 
should revise or eliminate this goal in the proposed RMP. 

2012-3 

10250 10250-57 The BLM has proposed restrictions to protect Mountain Plover 
habitat from April 10 to July 10 unless surveys demonstrate the 
absence of breeding/nesting Mountain Plovers. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, Record No. 4073, pg. 103. When evaluating this 
restriction, the BLM should also recall that the USFWS 
announced its decision to withdraw the proposed listing of the 
Mountain Plover as a threatened species on May 12, 2011. 76 Fed. 
Reg. 27756 (May 12, 2011). The USFWS specifically determined 
that after a thorough review of all available scientific and 
commercial information, we have determined that the species is 
not endangered or threatened throughout all or a significant 
portion of its range. Id. Given its current status, the BLM should 
carefully consider whether or not additional restrictions in plover 
habitat are necessary. 

2030-3 

10250 10250-58 Devon is opposed to the proposed Management Action 4087 
which would require the BLM to establish limits that accept 
cumulative habitat loss for identified priority species. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, Record No. 4087, pg. 104. The BLM has not 
provided a specific list of priority species. Absent this information, 
Devon cannot assess how its operations may be impacted by this 
management requirement. Additionally, this proposed requirement 
is vague because it does not identify potential threshold or other 
limits of acceptable cumulative habitat loss. Lander DRMP/EIS, 
Record No. 4087, pg. 104. 

2030-3 

10250 10250-59 Devon is opposed to the BLM’s proposed timing limitations to 
protect sage-grouse areas under all Alternatives. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, Record Nos. 4095, 4096, pg. 106. None of the timing 
limitations presented in the draft document correspond to those 
identified in Wyoming Executive Order 2011-005. Under the 
Wyoming Sage-grouse Executive Order, activity will be allowed 
from July 1 to March 14 outside of the 0.6 mile perimeter of a lek 
in a Core Area where breeding, nesting, and early brood-rearing 
habitat is present. State of Wyoming Executive Order, 2011-005, 
pg. 9 item 3. Under Alternative D, however, BLM extends the 
season of use restriction by two weeks by placing a timing 
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limitation on surface disturbing activities from March 1 to June 
30. The Wyoming sage-grouse Implementation Team and the 
Governor of Wyoming carefully developed the Core Area policy 
for sage-grouse based on the best scientific information available 
and in cooperation with operators and the WGFD. It is 
inappropriate to increase these timing restrictions in the BLM 
Land Use Plan. Devon encourages the BLM to revise its timing 
limitations to correspond directly with the State of Wyoming 
policy. 

10250 10250-6 Pursuant to the Energy Policy Act and the MOU required thereby, 
the stipulations for oil and gas leases within the revised Lander 
RMP should not be onerous or more restrictive than necessary. 
Based on Devon’s review of the proposed alternatives in the 
Lander DRMP/EIS, the BLM did not follow the guidance in this 
MOU or the express direction in the Energy Policy Act of 2005. In 
almost every circumstance, the BLM proposes to adopt 
stipulations that are overly restrictive and unduly limiting. The 
BLM must consider the MOU when selecting the agency’s 
Preferred Alternative or adopting the Lander RMP. 

2016-1 

10250 10250-60 Devon is opposed to the proposed restrictions on noise levels to 
10dBA above ambient noise contained in Alternatives B, C and D. 
Lander DRMP/EIS, Record No. 4101, pg. 108. The BLM has also 
not identified background noise levels or identified a means to 
determine such levels. The BLM has not explained how 
background noise levels would be measured or quantified to 
determine how or whether noise levels have been impacted by 
new operations 

2018-3 

10250 10250-61 To the extent possible, the BLM should identify potentially 
occupied pygmy rabbit habitat in the Lander RMP. The 
prohibition on surface disturbing activities within pygmy rabbit 
habitat is otherwise overly vague. Lander DRMP/EIS, Record No. 
4104, pg. 108. Absent an accurate map, Devon cannot ensure how 
its operations may be impacted by this proposed restriction. The 
BLM has not justified the proposed 200 foot restriction around 
pygmy rabbit habitat. As far as Devon is aware, there is no science 
supporting this buffer zone around pygmy rabbit habitat. Further, 
the imposition of additional restrictions does not seem to 
recognize the fact that the USFWS specifically determined there 
was not a sufficient need to list the species under the Endangered 
Species Act at this time. 75 Fed. Reg. 60516 (Sept. 30, 2010). 
Given the determination of the USFWS not to list the species, the 
BLM must justify this unnecessary restriction. 

2030-3 

10250 10250-62 BLM suggests that Record No. 4105 be modified under 
Alternative D to indicate that surface disturbing activities within 
white-tailed prairie dog colonies will be avoided to the extent 
consistent with existing lease rights. Lander DRMP/EIS, Record 
No. 4105, pg. 109. 

2030-3 

10250 10250-63 Devon is opposed to Record No. 5034 which would prohibit 
surface disturbing activities within visual resource management 
(VRM) Class I and II Areas under all Alternatives. Lander 

2033-1 
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DRMP/EIS, Record No. 5034, pg. 124. Such a restriction is not 
only inconsistent with existing lease rights, it is also subject to 
significant discretion on the part of the BLM. Further, this 
restriction is not consistent with the BLM’s Manual that allows for 
some modification to the surface in VRM Class II Areas. BLM 
Manual Handbook 8410-1 at 6. 

10250 10250-64 Further, given the fact the BLM has determined that no surface 
disturbing operations will be allowed in either VRM Class I or 
VRM Class II Areas, the BLM must provide new maps clearly 
demonstrating that all VRM Class I and II Areas will be subject to 
major constraints. BLM’s current Maps 29, 30, 31, and 32 do not 
appear to identify VRM Class II Areas as subject to major 
constraints. 

2033-1 

10250 10250-65 The BLM needs to prepare new VRM maps for all four 
alternatives presented in the Lander DRMP/EIS. As currently 
drafted, Maps 75, 76, 77, and 78 appear to impose BLM VRM 
restrictions on BLM, private, and State of Wyoming lands without 
regard to ownership. 

2033-1 

10250 10250-66 Devon is opposed to the BLM’s management action under all 
Alternatives that would encourage the BLM to work with willing 
land owners and partners to pursue conservation easements on 
lands adjacent to those managed as VRM Class I and Class II. 
Lander DRMP/EIS, Record No. 5035, pg. 124. It is inconsistent 
with BLM’s multiple use management policies and its role as a 
government agency to pursue or encourage land owners to enter 
into conservation easements. 

2016-1 

10250 10250-67 Under Alternatives B and D, the BLM proposes to substantially 
increase the number of acres subject to Class II VRM restrictions. 
Lander DRMP/EIS, Record No. 5036, pg. 125. Much of the area is 
not currently subject to VRM Class II restrictions. When 
proposing VRM restrictions in areas already leased for oil and gas 
development, the BLM cannot attempt to impose new VRM 
objectives or operations on existing leases. The IBLA has clearly 
recognized that BLM cannot impose visual resource objectives 
inconsistent with lease rights, and the BLM must consider the 
impacts of oil and gas operations and existing leases when 
developing VRM objectives during the planning process. See 
Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, et. al., 144 IBLA 70, 84-88 
(1998). The BLM cannot impose VRM objectives without 
considering existing leases and ongoing oil and gas operations. 

2033-1 

10250 10250-68 The BLM must make its new VRM class designations consistent 
with its prior leasing decisions. The BLM can achieve this 
harmony, and follow the IBLA’s guidance, by designating areas 
previously leased for oil and gas lease development as VRM Class 
III in the Lander RMP. The BLM needs to revise its VRM 
objectives and future criteria. VRM II classifications must not be 
imposed on any areas with existing oil and gas leases. 

2033-1 

10250 10250-69 the BLM has not adequately studied the potential economic or 
socio-economic impacts the creation of new VRM Class I and II 
areas may have upon the public or the human environment as 
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required by FLPMA and NEPA 
10250 10250-7 The BLM states in the Lander DRMP/EIS that it will develop 

planning decisions to cover split estate situations where the BLM 
owns the minerals but not the surface. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 9. 
The BLM should also recognize that under Wyoming law in 
situations where the surface estate and the mineral estate are 
owned by separate parties, the mineral estate is considered the 
dominant estate. See also Mingo Oil Producers v. Kamp Cattle 
Co., 776 P.2d 736, 741 (Wyo. 1989) (noting the mineral estate is 
the dominant estate in Wyoming). Although Wyoming law 
requires accommodation to the surface owner where the minerals 
are privately owned, the BLM has expressly recognized and stated 
that Wyoming’s so-called split estate law does not apply to 
situations where the mineral estate is owned by the federal 
government. The BLM Director notified the State of Wyoming Oil 
and Gas Supervisor in June of 2005 that [i]n light of the legal 
concerns posed by application of W.S. [Wyoming Statute] 30-5-
401 “410 to federal oil and gas, we believe that the statute and 
regulations implementing the statute are limited in application to 
state and private mineral estate. The BLM should inform the 
public of the BLM’s position regarding this issue in the Final EIS 
and the Lander RMP to avoid inconsistencies with the BLM’s 
policy and confusion for the public. 

2016-1 

10250 10250-70 Devon is opposed to the BLM’s proposal under Alternative B and 
Alternative D to substantially increase the number of acres subject 
to ROW exclusion and avoidance areas in the Lander RMP. 
Lander DRMP/EIS, Record Nos. 6022, 6023, pg. 130. The BLM 
has not justified this substantial increase in the number of acres 
subject to ROW exclusion and avoidance areas. 

2025-3 

10250 10250-71 Devon believes the BLM is proposing overly restrictive and 
unnecessary limitations on oil and gas development for the alleged 
purpose of protecting historic trails. Devon objects to the BLM’s 
proposed management under Alternative B and Alternative D that 
would prohibit surface disturbing activities within 5 or 3 miles of 
historic trails. Lander DRMP/EIS, Record Nos. 7003, 7004, 7005, 
7006, pgs. 159 - 163. Devon also objects to the BLM’s proposal 
under Alternative B and Alternative D to prohibit surface 
disturbing activities within up to 5 miles of historic trails. The 
BLM has not justified the necessity of protecting the trails to such 
an extent. 

2004-1 

10250 10250-72 The BLM has not justified the significant increase in the 
restrictions associated with trails in the Lander RMP. 

2023-1 

10250 10250-73 Devon is also opposed to Management Action 7013 on page 168 
of the Lander DRMP/EIS and Management Action 7110 on page 
193 of the Lander DRMP/EIS that imposes sound restrictions 
along designated trails. The BLM has provided no mechanism to 
monitor or enforce noise restrictions within these areas and has not 
justified the significant restrictions these management actions 
could impose on oil and gas operations. Devon encourages the 
BLM to delete these unnecessary restrictions. 

2004-1 
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10250 10250-74 Overall, Devon does not support the creation of new areas of 
critical environmental concern (ACEC) for the expansion of 
ACECs within the Planning Area. The BLM has identified 
sufficient ACECs in the previous planning documents and has not 
significantly justified the need to expand these ACECs. Devon is 
concerned that the BLM may limit oil and gas development in any 
new or expanded ACEC. 

2002-1 

10250 10250-75 Finally, Devon opposes the creation of the Government 
Draw/Upper Sweetwater Sage-Grouse ACEC. Lander DRMP/EIS, 
Record Nos. 7141 “7150, pgs. 208 “209. Devon is particularly 
concerned because the ACEC may interfere with the installation of 
regional and national ROWs for gas transportation and utility lines 
as well as the proximity of the proposed ACEC to its existing 
leases and the existing Beaver Creek Unit. Lander DRMP/EIS, 
Map 131. 

2002-1 

10250 10250-76 Devon opposes Record No. 8008 regarding increasing bond 
amounts within the Lander Planning Area. Bonds are adequately 
addressed in the BLM’s own regulations at 43 C.F.R. subpart 
3104. As such, there is no need for the BLM to address bonds in 
this planning document. 

2013-1 

10250 10250-77 Devon is vehemently opposed to the proposal in Record No. 8014 
to consider or curtail oil and gas development activities to avoid 
adverse impacts to socioeconomic conditions. Lander DRMP/EIS, 
pg. 212. Throughout the history of the organization, the BLM has 
not limited the pace of development recognizing that commodity 
prices and other factors beyond the control of oil and gas operators 
are responsible for the pace of development. Further, the proposal 
is inconsistent with the BLM’s own determination on pages 21 
and 22 of the Lander RMP which indicates the BLM should not 
inappropriately involve itself in industry financial decisions or 
regulate the pace of development. Lander DRMP/DEIS, pg. 21-22. 
Such a restriction would also be inconsistent with Devon’s 
existing obligations under BLM’s regulations which are required 
to ensure maximum ultimate recovery of oil and gas resources. 43 
C.F.R. Â§ 3162.1(a). The BLM should eliminate Record No. 8014 
entirely from the Lander RMP. 

2028-1 

10250 10250-78 Although there is only limited data available regarding air quality 
in the Lander Planning Area, all of the available information 
demonstrates that the air quality in the region is very good. 
Included herein are copies of all the quarterly reports from the 
Spring Creek monitoring station installed in February of 2009 and 
funded by Devon and other operators. This data confirms that air 
quality in the region is excellent and should be referenced in the 
Lander final EIS and contained in the administrative record 

2001-1 

10250 10250-79 The BLM indicates on page 249 of the Lander DRMP/EIS the 
Environmental Protection Agency is currently evaluating the level 
of the ozone standard and may reduce the ozone NAAQS between 
60 and 70 parts per billion (ppb) in the near future. In the final EIS 
for the Lander RMP, the BLM should clarify that the EPA is no 
longer in the process of evaluating the ozone NAAQS and instead 

2001-2 
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going to wait for the normal review process for NAAQS and will 
initiate a revision in the Fall of 2013 and finalize any revisions to 
the standard in 2014. Until the rulemaking is complete, the ozone 
NAAQS will remain 0.75 ppb. 

10250 10250-8 The BLM should also recognize more recent guidance from the 
BLM regarding the nature and extent of the BLM’s authority over 
operations that occur off the public lands, but when federal 
minerals are still accessed. The BLM Director issued an 
Instruction Memorandum in 2009 addressing the limited nature of 
the BLM’s authority in these situations. Instruction Memorandum 
2009-078 (Feb. 20, 2009). Given the dramatic increase in 
directional and horizontal oil and gas drilling techniques, the BLM 
should more clearly define its limited authority and responsibility 
to impose COAs in such circumstances. 

2016-1 

10250 10250-80 For example, in its recently released Bighorn Basin RMP/DEIS, 
the BLM stated as follows: the Wyoming DEQ regulates all 
surface discharge of water, including water produced from oil and 
gas development and storm water discharges, through the 
Wyoming pollutant discharge elimination system permit process. 
Bighorn Basin RMP/DEIS, pg. 3-33. The BLM should include 
similar language in the Lander RMP/EIS. 

2034-1 

10250 10250-81 In the recently released Bighorn RMP/DEIS, the BLM 
acknowledges that its general policy for the oil and gas program is 
to foster a fair return to the public for its resources, to ensure the 
activities are environmentally acceptable, and to provide for the 
conservation of the fluid mineral resource without compromising 
the long-term health and diversity of the land. Bighorn 
RMP/DEIS, pg. 3-47. The BLM should add a similar statement to 
the Lander DRMP/EIS. The BLM should also inform the public 
that under BLM regulations, oil and gas lessees are also required 
to ensure the maximum ultimate economic recovery of oil and gas 
with minimum waste and with minimum adverse effect on 
ultimate recovery of other mineral resources. 43 C.F.R. Â§ 
3162.1. 

2018-3 

10250 10250-82 In order to prevent future litigation and appeals, the BLM must 
include language in the Record of Decision and the Lander RMP 
describing the purpose of the RFD Scenario and the fact that the 
RFD Scenario is not a planning decision or limitation on future oil 
and gas development. Instruction Memorandum 2004-089, Policy 
for Reasonably Foreseeable Development (RFD) Scenario for Oil 
and Gas (Jan. 16, 2004). 

2018-6 

10250 10250-83 It is particularly important for the BLM to accurately describe that 
the RFD Scenario is not a limit on future oil and gas development 
within the Lander Planning Area because it appears the RFD 
Scenario for the Lander Planning Area is too low. The BLM 
currently anticipates that as many as 2,566 wells (not including 
coalbed natural gas) could be drilled in the Planning Area during 
the next 20 years. In addition to Devon’s proposed coalbed natural 
gas and oil and gas development activities within the Beaver 
Creek Unit, there is the potential drilling and development of 228 

2018-6 
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coalbed natural gas wells and conventional wells within the 
existing Beaver Creek Unit. Devon additionally understands that 
Encana Oil & Gas (USA), Inc. (Encana), Burlington Resources 
Oil & Gas Company LP (Burlington), and Noble Energy, Inc. 
(Noble) have proposed the drilling and development of 
approximately 4,200 wells within existing federal units and other 
lands surrounding Lysite, Wyoming. Although a portion of these 
wells will be located within the Casper Field Office boundaries, it, 
nonetheless, appears the BLM’s RFD Scenario for the Lander 
Planning Area may have underestimated the potential for future oil 
and gas development within this region. 

10250 10250-84 The BLM indicates in Chapter 3 that mule deer populations have 
declined because of decline in habitat quality and quantity. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, pg. 356. The BLM has not, however, provided 
sufficient data to support this analysis. 

2039-1 

10250 10250-85 The BLM identifies a 2008 Wyoming Office of the Governor 
Executive Order as the most recent guidance from the State of 
Wyoming regarding sage-grouse. In fact, two Executive orders 
have been issued since 2008 that each replaced the 2000 Order. As 
the BLM is aware, the current Governor of Wyoming issued an 
updated Executive Order regarding sage-grouse management in 
2011 that should be analyzed and incorporated into the Lander 
RMP. Wyoming Executive Order No. 2011-5 (June 2, 2011). 

2012-1 

10250 10250-86 In addition to the studies noted and identified in the Lander 
DRMP/EIS, the BLM should specifically reference and 
incorporate the findings of the Conservation Assessment of 
Greater sage-grouse and Sagebrush Habitats from the Western 
Association of Fish and Wildlife Agencies (2004). Although the 
document is included in Chapter 6 of the Lander DRMP/EIS, at 
least one federal court recently criticized the BLM in Wyoming 
for not referencing the study more prominently in another RMP in 
Wyoming. Although the court’s decision seems bizarre, there is no 
reason to create potential appealable issues for the Lander RMP. 

2012-2 

10250 10250-87 On page 393 of the Lander DRMP/EIS the BLM indicates that it 
entered into a programmatic agreement with the advisory council 
on historic preservation (ACHP) and the National Conference of 
State Historic Preservation Officers (NCSHPO) in 1997 but the 
citation said Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) is dated 
2006. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 393. The BLM should clarify when 
the MOU is updated so that a reviewer accurately understands 
how the MOU may impact operations within the Lander Planning 
Area. 

2005-1 

10250 10250-88 Devon disagrees with the BLM’s statement in the Lander 
DRMP/EIS that continued Wyoming oil and gas exploration will 
increase pressures on cultural resources. As the BLM has already 
noted in the Lander DRMP/EIS, there are oil and gas operations 
that have actually lead to significant historical discoveries within 
the Planning Area. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 392. The statement on 
page 397 of the Lander DRMP/EIS does not acknowledge the 
significant mitigation measures operators in the Planning Area 

2005-1 



B-314 Lander Proposed RMP and Final EIS 

Comment Analysis Report February 2013 
Attachment B – Individual Comments 

Comment
Document 
Number 

Individual 
Comment 
Number 

Comment Text 

Summary 
Comment 
Response 
Number 

engage in prior to any surface disturbing activities. 
10250 10250-89 The BLM does not include a clear map for the national historic 

trails ACEC under Alternatives A or D. See Lander DRMP/EIS, 
Map 132; Map 127. The BLM should include a more definite map 
of the national historic trails ACEC so operators and other parties 
can adequately understand how the existing ACEC or the 
proposed expansion thereof will impact potential operations. 

2004-1 

10250 10250-9 Further, the BLM should inform the public that only the Secretary 
of the Interior could withdraw the entire Planning Area from oil 
and gas leasing under FLPMA and that withdrawals can only be 
made using specific procedures mandated by FLPMA. 43 U.S.C. 
Â§ 1714(a),(b) (2010) (requiring withdrawals to be made by the 
Secretary of the Interior, or a person in the Secretary’s office who 
has been appointed by the President with the advice and consent of 
the Senate and listing the requirements necessary for the Secretary 
to withdraw public lands). 

2016-1 

10250 10250-90 The BLM indicates in Section 4.1.1.1 that emission factors used to 
measure proposed emissions within the Lander Planning Area 
were obtained using a variety of sources including EPA, WDEQ, 
and the American Petroleum Institute. The Lander DRMP/EIS 
also suggests information from WDEQ’s 2010 air quality rules 
was utilized. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 543 “544. The BLM should 
clarify whether it utilized best available control technology 
(BACT) standards from 2011 or earlier standards. The WDEQ 
recently completed a rule making significantly modifying and 
reducing BACT standards in Wyoming. These new standards will 
undoubtedly reduce emissions from oil and gas projects. To the 
extent the BLM has not utilized the most recent BACT 
information, the information contained in Chapter 4 and in 
Appendix U will not be accurate. 

2001-1 

10250 10250-91 The BLM discussed that air quality impacts would primarily result 
from minerals development and production, and oil and gas 
activities. Lander DRMP/EIS, pgs. 543, 547. In fact, previous 
modeling performed by the State of Wyoming, EPA, and the 
Forest Service suggested that 90% of the air quality impacts at the 
Bridger Wilderness Area are attributable to distant forces outside 
of Wyoming, and not local sources within Wyoming. See The 
Southwest Wyoming Regional Calpuff Air Quality Modeling 
Study: Final Report (SWWYTAF) (February 2001). Oil and gas 
development may contribute to emissions in the region, but the 
SWWYTAF study indicates that the overwhelming majority of 
sources that impact air quality in Wyoming, and particularly the 
Bridger Wilderness Area south of the Planning Area, are outside 
of Wyoming. The BLM should correct this information in the final 
EIS. 

2001-1 

10250 10250-92 The BLM must ensure that its proposed Lander Air Resources 
Management Plan in Appendix F is entirely consistent with the 
EPA MOU entered into by the Department of the Interior, the 
Department of Agriculture and the EPA earlier this year. The 
language on page 548 and 570 of the Lander DRMP/EIS appears 

2001-2 
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to contradict portions of the EPA MOU that allow the BLM, in 
consultation with EPA, not to require air quality modeling for 
specific, smaller oil and gas development projects. Nothing in the 
Lander RMP should in any way conflict with the agreement 
reached by the Department of the Interior, the Department of 
Agriculture and the EPA in the MOU. 

10250 10250-93 The BLM states on page 577 of the Lander DRMP/EIS that it 
assumes erosion rates following surface-disturbing activities 
return to background levels within three to five years following 
full reclamation. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 577. The BLM has not 
adequately justified or explained this statement. Given the State of 
Wyoming’s extensive stormwater control and prevention 
measures, and the BLM’s rigorous reclamation requirements, it 
seems entirely inaccurate to assume that erosion rates will 
continue within three to five years following full reclamation. 
Wyoming’s stormwater permitting procedures require full 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPP) for surface 
disturbing activities of virtually any size. WDEQ Rules, Chapter 
2, Section 6. These plans will fully protect and prevent 
unnecessary erosion. Additionally, after full reclamation it is very 
unlikely there will be any soil erosion caused by surface disturbing 
activities. The BLM should justify and include its explanation for 
this statement. 

2029-1 

10250 10250-94 The BLM does not appropriately recognize that the State of 
Wyoming has primacy regarding water, water quality, and 
discharge within the Lander Planning Area. The BLM should 
clearly and carefully state in the final EIS for the Lander RMP that 
the WDEQ has primacy over water quality issues within the State 
of Wyoming. The BLM should also more clearly recognize that 
under all Alternatives, the implementation, inspection, and 
maintenance of SWPP as required by the WDEQ would minimize 
sedimentation in watersheds. 

2034-2 

10250 10250-95 Finally, the BLM should remind the public that reclamation plans 
are currently required for all oil and gas operations under Onshore 
Order No. 1. The BLM should quantify or explain how or why it 
believes the reclamation plan as required under Alternative D will 
increase reclamation success over that already required on federal 
lands 

2034-2 

10250 10250-96 Devon disagrees with the BLM’s statement on page 595 of the 
Lander DRMP/EIS that oil and gas techniques such as stimulation 
methods can directly impact ground water. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 
595. To date, as recognized by the Secretary of the Interior, there 
are no confirmed instances of oil and gas stimulation methods 
directly impacting ground water resources. The BLM has provided 
no analysis or support for this assertion and it should be removed 
from the final EIS for the Lander RMP 

2034-1 

10250 10250-97 The BLM describes areas of having high oil and gas potential if 
there is a potential for more than 100 wells per township. The 
BLM describes areas of moderate potential as having between 20 
and 100 wells per township. Lander DRMP/EIS, pg. 638. 
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Although such descriptions were generally true for traditional 
vertical oil and gas development, the same is not true for more 
recent horizontal development. More and more often oil and gas 
operators are often drilling long horizontal well bores capable of 
developing a single 640 acre section with a single well bore. As 
such, an extremely prolific area may have only 36 oil and gas 
wells within an entire township, yet it will be fully and effectively 
developed. In addition to the traditional analysis, the BLM should 
recognize that estimating oil and gas development potential by 
wells per township is not, necessarily, accurate given recent 
advances in technology. Instead, the BLM should focus on the oil 
and gas potential in terms of oil and gas in place (OGIP) and 
estimated ultimate recovery (EUR). 

10250 10250-98 It is not entirely clear whether BLM identifies a VRM Class II 
restriction as a major or moderate constraint on oil and gas 
development. Lander DRMP/EIS, pgs. 638, 642. Given the 
extreme restrictions on oil and gas development within VRM 
Class II areas including no surface occupancy restrictions, Lander 
DRMP/EIS, Record No. 5034, pg. 124, Devon urges the BLM to 
treat VRM Class II restrictions as a major restriction on oil and 
gas development, not a moderate restriction. In the final EIS for 
the Lander RMP, the BLM should appropriately recognize Class II 
restrictions as a major restriction on oil and gas development and 
adjust its analyses under all the Alternatives in accordance with 
this recognition. 

2033-1 

10250 10250-99 Devon questions whether the BLM has provided for adequate 
surface disturbance in Table 4.2 for the RFD Scenario. Lander 
DRMP/EIS, pg. 638. As the BLM is aware, oil and gas operators 
are currently utilizing horizontal development techniques in 
Wyoming to develop and produce oil and gas from shale or other 
formations that previously could not be developed. The use of 
horizontal drilling techniques, however, requires the creation of 
much larger individual well pads than traditional vertical or 
directional development. Although the number of actual wellbores 
may be less and, as noted above, as little as one well pad per 
section, individual well pads are often significantly larger”as large 
as ten or twelve acres in size prior to interim reclamation. The 
larger well pad size is necessary to accommodate larger drilling 
rigs utilized for horizontal development and to accommodate the 
significant amount of equipment necessary for large stimulation 
and hydraulic fracturing processes necessary to develop these 
resources. As many as 100 individual tanks may be necessary to 
store the water, sand, and other materials necessary to 
hydraulically fracture a single horizontal well. The BLM should 
account for this additional disturbance in its RFD Scenario to 
ensure that it has adequately and properly analyzed potential 
impacts on oil and gas development in the Lander DRMP/EIS. 

2018-6 

10252 10252-1 I do not agree withthe RMP's findings regarding the local ranching 
financial contribution to our local economy. Within afive mile 
radius in Lyons Valley alone, ranches, dependent on federal 
grazing permits, support 14families, along with various 

2028-1 
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employees.These viable cattle operations in Lyons Valley alone 
generate between $2,500,000 and $3,000,000dollars in revenue 
per year. 

10252 10252-2 There are lands which have been identified for disposal on both 
Maps 94 and 9S of Appendix Bthat areof critical interest to our 
ranch. These 160 acres of BLM lands are in Sections 2S and 26 
ofT33N, R99W.These identified lands comprise the Blue Ridge 
Allotment #1813 and that allotment is held by thePokorny Ranch 
Grazing Association, which is owned by our family ranch - 
Pokorny Ranch FLP.These 160 acres are important to our ranch 
for several reasons. First, they are fenced into our ranchand are 
used by our family to graze our cattle - they have been fenced into 
the ranch for many decades.The topography on the identified land 
is mostly ridges and steep hillsides with rangeland 
vegetation.There is no water on the identified land. Second, in 
addition to using the land in our livestockmanagement program, 
but we also use it in our management for wildlife and open spaces. 
If the landsare acquired by a third party, an additional fence of at 
least 1.2S miles in length would have to be addedto the landscape 
to contain our cattle or prevent outside livestock from entering our 
property. Finally,these lands do not have public access; they share 
a border with a parcel of State of Wyoming land, buteven the 
parcel of State land is land locked and neither the State Land nor 
the BLM land that we arereferencing has any public access via 
public roads or public land. Attached is a map of the 
ranchboundary.If the identified BLM lands are to be disposed, we 
would be the logical choice to purchase them becauseof their 
location within our ranch boundary and the role they play in our 
management program 

2015-1 

10252 10252-3 It is in inconceivable to us that the local, state and federal 
governments can throw literally millions of dollars into the 
preservation and conservation of the Sage Grouse and our local 
BLM office is proposing too take approximately 1300 acres of 
core sage grouse habitat and turn it into a concentrated recreation 
free for all. Is this a tactic by the local BLM to limit the 
recreational use of the balance of the landmanaged by the Lander 
Field Office covered under this RMP? 

2023-1 

10253 10253-1 On Maps 94 and 95 of Appendix B, DRMP, 160 acres ofBLM 
lands are identified for disposal.The acres to which I am referring 
are in Sections 25 and 26 ofT33N, R99W. These identifiedlands 
comprise the Blue Ridge Allotment #1813 and that allotment is 
held by the Pokorny RanchGrazing Association, which is owned 
by our family ranch - Pokorny Ranch FLP.The identified lands are 
fenced into our ranch and are used by our family to graze our 
cattle. Thelands have been fenced into the ranch for many 
decades. These lands do not have public access;they share a border 
with a parcel of State of Wyoming land, but even the parcel of 
State Land island locked and neither the State Land nor the BLM 
land that we are referencing has any publicaccess via public roads 
or public land. Attached is a map of the ranch boundary.The 
topography on the identified land is mostly ridges and steep 

2015-1 
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hillsides with rangelandvegetation. There is no water on the 
identified land. As mentioned before, we use the land inour 
livestock management program, but we also use it in our 
management for wildlife and openspaces. If the land is acquired 
by a third party an additional fence would have to be added to 
thelandscape to contain our cattle or prevent outside livestock 
from entering our property. Theadditional fence would have to be 
at least 1.25 miles long.If the identified BLM lands are to be 
disposed, we would like to acquire them because of theirlocation 
within our ranch boundary and the role they play in our 
management program. Wewould entertain purchasing the land 
from the BLM. Alternatively, we would be willing to workthrough 
a plan to trade a portion ofthe land that is located in Coal Mine 
Draw, R98W, T33N,Section 8 S1/2NEI/4 which is used for 
recreation by the public. 

10253 10253-3 The age of ranchers is not a relevant topic for any decision making 
conversations that happenwithin the planning process ofthe Lander 
RMP. Ranchers age at the same rate as all otherclasses of people 

2021-3 

10254 10254-1 The IMPLAN/BlM conclusion is incorrect in the determination 
thatone ranch equals one job. For example, consider only those 
operations with sales in excess of $100thousand and the equation 
starts with a minimum of 149 jobs. [11] Scale of operation and 
required laborare directly related. 57 operations have sales in 
excess of $250 thousand with 22 of these [57J havingsales in 
excess of $500 thousand. 

2028-2 

10254 10254-2 Please explain the whole concept of middlecountry because the 
maps describing middle county, operational setting and 
opportunity, etc., are so offbase it is sad. Specifically, the area 
around our ranch on South Pass is measured as middle or 
backcountry, but this label doesn't square with the glossary 
definition [12] You can't just invent newdefinitions of things that 
already have meaning. For example: since when is the town of 
Lander rural,and the former rural area immediately adjacent to 
town called middle country [13]? 

2007-1 

10254 10254-3 The IMPLAN model is incomplete in the value of goods and 
services created by ranching. Theanalysis relying upon only the 
contributions of BLM lands to the ranch and then extrapolated out 
thetotal indirect and direct economic effects fails to include the 
value that must be added to the ranchescontributions from 
wildlife. The segregation of wildlife out of grazing's contribution 
is incorrect becauseit fails to recognize that wildlife spend a 
portion of their life on private lands. 

2028-2 

10256 10256-1 Physical Resource “Water “Alternatives 6.2, 6.3, 6.5, 6.8, and 
Management Action “Record # 1027, 1031, 1033, 1034, 1041, 
1045 “None of the above clearly address the direct impact of 
livestock grazing on surface water, riparian wetlands, floodplains, 
ground water, etc. 

2021-3 

10256 10256-11 Pg 100 “Record #4061: Alt. d change first word: Consider to meet 
forage requirements for a” 

2039-1 

10256 10256-12 Pg 94 “Record #4034: Add wording to alt. d “and including where 2026-1 
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appropriate for achieving PFC, making adjustments in livestock 
grazing, i.e.; ; season of use, rest, numbers, duration. 

10256 10256-14 Pg 90 “Record #4019: Add wording to alt. d “including wildlife 
habitat objectives. 

2007-1 

10256 10256-3 Pg 140 “Record #6049 “Change to: Define stakeholders and 
include intended public. 

2021-3 

10256 10256-9 Pg 170 – Record 7022: Add to Alt. D. The Strawberry Creek Trail 
in the Sweetwater Canyon WSA should be closed to motorized 
vehicles and rehabilitated, as its use continues to impair 
wilderness values. 

2031-1 

10260 10260-12 Mule deer are dependent upon separate ranges for summer and 
winter seasons. Migratory routes are necessary for transitioning 
between these critical areas. Oil and gas exploration and extraction 
activities not only remove productive habitat from these ranges, 
but also create barriers preventing migration and use of remaining 
habitats. The Alternatives in the Draft RMP/EIS does recognize 
this, but the Final RMP/EIS Alternatives must include population 
thresholds that will reduce or stop activity if necessary. We 
recommend a threshold of 15% mortality. 

2039-1 

10260 10260-13 It has been shown that especially during winter, such species as 
mule deer exhibit an alert/flight response to disturbances 
associated with noise and activity up to 0.29 mi from the source 
(Freddy 1996). A density of 4 evenly spaced well pads per section 
would place over 90% of surfaces within 0.29 mi. of a well pad. 
Sawyer et al. (2006) found areas within 1.7 miles of well pads 
received less deer use suggested indirect habitat loss may be 
substantial. Sawyer et al. (2009) once again found mule deer 
avoided all types of well pads and also selected areas even farther 
from well pads with greater human disturbance. They also 
concluded liquid gathering systems and directional drilling are 
effective practices to reduce human activity and surface 
disturbance during development. They also reported indirect 
habitat loss to mule deer may be reduced approximately 38-63% 
when liquids are collected in pipelines rather than stored at well 
pads and hauled off with tanker trucks. These practices should be 
considered in the Final RMP/EIS 

2039-1 

10260 10260-15 Measures to reduce impacts should be considered when well 
densities exceed 4 wells per section or when a road density 
exceeds 3 miles of road per section (USDI 1999). 

2039-1 

10260 10260-16 The presence of well pads, roads, pipelines, compressor stations, 
and out buildings directly removes habitat from use. Production 
activities require pervasive infrastructure and depending upon 
scale, density, and arrangement of the developed area, collateral 
loss of habitat could be extensive (USDI 1999 and Sawyer et al. 
2009). As an example, within the Big Piney-LaBarge oil and gas 
field in Wyoming, the actual physical area of structures, roads, 
pipelines, pads, etc. covers approximately 7 square miles. 
However, the entire 166 square mile landscape is within one-half 
mile of a road, and 160 square miles (97% of landscape) is within 
one-quarter mile of a road or other structure (Stalling 2003). The 

2039-1 
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proposed development in the Lander Draft RMP/EIS appears to 
fall into this realm. The Final RMP/EIS Alternatives must 
consider these concerns to ensure appropriate protection of 
wildlife and their habitats. 

10260 10260-18 Use of migration corridors also depends on factors such as aspect, 
slope, and weather. Therefore when planning developments, it is 
critical to consider impacts to these corridors and how to mitigate 
them to facilitate migration of mule deer (Merrill et al. 1994). 
Much of the ungulate populations that utilize habitats in the 
Bighorn Basin Planning Area are required to make long-distance 
movements based on seasonal variation in water and food 
availability. Flexibility in movement across ranges can be 
ultimately reflected in the survival and productivity of the 
ungulate populations and likely enhances their ability to recover 
from population declines. The Alternatives in the Final RMP/EIS 
must recognize this and plan appropriately by applying necessary 
restrictions such as No-Surface-Occupancy or Timing restrictions 
to minimize impacts to ungulates. 

2039-1 

10260 10260-19 As mentioned in the RMP/EIS document, the BLM recognizes the 
threats posed to bighorn sheep when they are forced to share their 
suitable historic habitats with domestic sheep. However, the 
livestock grazing allotment map does not differentiate between 
domestic sheep and other livestock allotments. As we move 
toward the Final RMP/EIS this should be rectified. We want to see 
that grazing is allowed to continue as one of our multiple-use 
mandates but at the same time we must ensure the future of 
bighorn sheep by disallowing the practice of domestic sheep 
grazing within or adjacent to both occupied habitats as well as 
suitable historic bighorn sheep habitats that are currently 
unoccupied, as this will be needed as bighorn sheep populations 
recover. The current and most reliable science states that domestic 
and bighorn sheep must be adequately separated for the viability 
of bighorn sheep (WAFWA Wild Sheep Working Group, 2007). 

2039-1 

10260 10260-4 Research in Montana and Wyoming in coal-bed methane natural 
gas (CBNG) and deep well fields suggests that adverse impacts to 
leks from energy development should be predicted out to a 
minimum of 4 miles, and that some leks within this radius have 
been extirpated as a direct result of energy development (Holloran 
2005, Walker et al. 2007). The buffers in the Lander Draft 
RMP/EIS and its Alternatives do not take this into consideration. 

2012-3 

10260 10260-5 Walker et al. (2007) indicates that the current 0.25-mile buffer 
lease stipulation is insufficient to adequately conserve breeding 
sage-grouse populations in areas having CBNG development. A 
0.25-mi. buffer leaves 98% of the landscape within 2 miles open 
to full-scale energy development. In sage grouse habitats such as 
the Powder River Basin, 98% CBNG development within 2 miles 
of leks is projected to reduce the average probability of lek 
persistence from 87% to 5% (Walker et al. 2007). Only 38% of 26 
leks inside of CBNG development remained active compared to 
84% of 250 leks outside of development (Walker et al. 2007). Of 

2012-3 
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leks that persisted, the numbers of attending males were reduced 
by approximately 50% when compared to those outside of CBNG 
development (Walker et al. 2007). The Alternatives within the 
Lander Final RMP/EIS must take these concerns into 
consideration. The Alternatives in the Draft RMP/EIS do not 
provide sufficient buffers to sustain sage grouse populations in the 
Planning Area. 

10260 10260-6 Walker et al. (2007) studied lek persistence in relation to coal bed 
natural gas (CBNG) development in the Powder River Basin. This 
study demonstrated that development within 4 miles of leks are 
known to decrease breeding populations, in particular a reduction 
of males (Holloran et al. 2005, Walker et al. 2007), and 52% and 
74-80% of hens are known to nest within 2 and 4 miles of leks, 
respectively (Holloran and Anderson 2005, Colorado Greater 
Sage-Grouse Conservation Plan Steering Committee 2008). Sizes 
of NSO buffers required to protect breeding populations may be 
underestimated because leks in CBNG fields have fewer males per 
lek and a time lag occurs (avg. 3-4 years) between development 
and when leks go inactive. As a result, it is expected that not only 
will lek persistence decline; the number of males per lek will also 
decline. In contrast, sizes may be overestimated where high lek 
densities cause buffers from adjacent leks to overlap. These 
concerns demonstrate a need for better analysis to be utilized 
when developing Alternatives for the Lander Final RMP/EIS. 

2012-2 

10260 10260-7 Estimated probability of lek persistence in fully-developed coal-
bed natural gas fields within an average landscape, for example - 
in the Powder River Basin (74% sagebrush habitat, 26% other 
habitats types) with different sizes of NSO buffers around leks, 
assuming that only CBNG within 2 miles of the lek affects 
persistence. Buffer sizes of 0.25 mi., 0.5 mi., 0.6 mi., and 1.0 mi. 
result in estimated lek persistence of 5%, 11 %, 14%, and 30%. 
Lek persistence in the absence of CBNG averages ~85% while 
natural-gas fields within an average landscape in the Powder River 
Basin (74% sagebrush habitat, 26% other habitats types) with 
different sizes of NSO buffers around leks, shows that CBNG 
within 4 miles of the lek affects persistence. Buffer sizes of 0.25 
mi., 0.5 mi., 0.6 mi., LO mi., and 2.0 mi. result in estimated lek 
persistence of 4%, 5%, 6%, 10%, and 28%. Lek persistence in the 
absence of CBNG averages, again, ~85%. The proposed buffers in 
all of the Alternatives, including the Preferred Alternative, may 
pose severe threats to sage-grouse populations within the Lander 
Field Office jurisdiction. 

2012-3 

10260 10260-8 Yearling female greater sage-grouse avoid nesting in areas within 
0.6 miles of producing well pads (Holloran et al 2007), and brood-
rearing females avoid areas within 0.6 miles of producing wells 
(Aldridge and Boyce 2007). This suggests a 0.6-mile NSO around 
all suitable nesting and brood-rearing habitats is required to 
minimize impacts to females during these seasonal periods. In 
areas where nesting habitats have not been delineated, research 
suggests that greater sage-grouse nests are not randomly 
distributed. Rather, they are spatially associated with lek location 

2012-3 
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within 3.1 miles in Wyoming (Holloran and Anderson 2005). 
However, a 4-mile buffer is needed to encompass 74-80% 
(Moynahan 2004, Holloran and Anderson 2005, Colorado Greater 
Sage-Grouse Conservation Plan Steering Committee 2008). These 
suggest that all areas within at least 4-miles of a lek should be 
considered nesting and brood-rearing habitats. 

10260 10260-9 NSO or other protections must also be considered for crucial 
winter range. Survival of juvenile, yearling, and adult females is 
the three most important segments of the demographic that drive 
population growth and viability in greater sage-grouse (Holloran 
2005, Colorado Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Plan Steering 
Committee 2008). Although over-winter survival in sage-grouse is 
typically high, severe winter conditions can decrease hen survival 
(Moynahan et al 2006). Crucial wintering habitats can constitute a 
small part of the overall landscape (Beck 1977, Hupp and Braun 
1989). Doherty et al. (2008) However, it has been demonstrated 
that sage-grouse will avoid otherwise suitable wintering habitats 
once the habitat has been developed for energy production, even 
after timing and lek buffer stipulations have been applied (Doherty 
et al. 2008). For this reason, increased levels of protection need to 
be considered in the all of the RMP/EIS Alternatives regarding 
crucial winter habitats. 

2012-3 

10261 10261-1 Alternative D 4.6.5.1 Authorizes rangeland infrastructure only 
through the development of a Comprehensive Grazing Strategy. Is 
there a written BLM policy regarding CGS? Does it replace AMP? 

2021-2 
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